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Abstract

This thesis examines the Scottish Presbyterian éDlesranti-Irish campaign in the inter-war
period with particular emphasis on the governmerggponse. It can, and has been, argued
that the Church campaign was driven more by secta@éntiment than by any other motive,
however, the Church made a determined attempt tkentlaeir case on racial grounds.
Discredited as those theories now are this thesisarefully examine intellectual basis of
the Church’s case. It has not thus far been coreideow much the Church’s arguments
were influenced by academic opinion in the Unit¢at&s and by the American experience of
immigration restriction. It has also been argusat politically the campaign was a failure as
no measures to restrict Irish immigration were ewgrosed. Equally, it has been held that
politicians of all parties were either hostile odifferent to the Church campaign. It will be
demonstrated here that this was far from the cadelat the Church had its supporters on all
sides of the political divide and that at varioimés the issue was seriously considered by
Governments whether Unionist, Labour or National Hrat arguments for restriction did not

emanate solely from the Scottish Churches or indetaly from Scotland.
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Introduction

In the last twenty years, partly as a resultaristitutional change and partly because
‘sectarianism’ in Scotland has occasionally caubbtmedia and political, if not necessarily
the public, imagination there has been an increagecest on Scotland’s history of religious
controversy. It remains an emotive issue for marythere are few aspects of recent Scottish
history that attract such a rich amount of mythglatames MacMillan’s controversial lecture
at the Edinburgh Festival in 1999, ‘Scotland’s Skahin which he argued that Scotland was
an inherently bigoted and anti-Catholic countryised considerable comment at the time,
not least amongst historians. It prompted a volupheessays edited by Tom Devine
Scotland’s Shame? Bigotry and sectarianism in modgeotlandin 2000. This collection,
while emotive and even polemical in some of thetioations, either for or against
MacMillan’s argument, is an invaluable guide to thenking behind some of the current
scholarship on the period. It does also raise dner@nd possibly controversial point in itself
but one that should not, in that fine and appdgiteorian phrase, be burked, the similarity in
background and often geographical origin of manghoagh certainly not all, of the
contributors. Tom Gallagher in his prefaceEinburgh Dividednakes the point: ‘I grew up
a Catholic in a working class area of Glasgow, wisome readers may consider a double
disqualification for writing such a book about Elimgh.? It is fair to say that there has
generally been something of a West of Scotlandpeets/e on the subject. It is perfectly
understandable that scholars with a personal expegishould be particularly drawn to the
field but perhaps that has resulted in one padrca@pproach becoming the dominant
narrative for the period. In the case of the Presian Churches’ anti-Irish campaign
between the wars there has been a certain unaramdtyt the nature, conduct and response
to that campaign. The purpose of this thesis extmine whether there is another narrative
and approach, one that will hopefully complememrtvpous scholarship and at the same time

provide a fresh perspective.

! For the full text of the lecture see T. M. Deviee(), Scotland’s Shame: bigotry and sectarianism in moder
Scotland (Mainstream, Edinburgh, 2000), pp13-25.

2T, Gallagher Edinburgh Divided John Cormack and No Popery in the 193@inburgh, Polygon, 1987),
p5.



In 1985 Steve Bruce publishétb Pope of Rome: Anti-Catholicism in Modern Scatlan
with the intention of filling ‘an embarrassinglyrége gap in the literature on Scotland and
Protestantism® Certainly Scottish historiography on the subjegbmpto the publication of
this book, with the exception of James HandleVise Irish in Modern Scotlarfdwas
somewhat thin, particularly on the inter- war pdrio Since then many scholars have sought
to fill this particular gap and the body of workvaéed to the subject is now substantial. Any
scholar of the period must take as their startiomtpthe pioneering works of Bruce, Tom
Gallagher’s Glasgow the Uneasy Peace: religious tension in mod8cotland® and
Edinburgh Divided: John Cormack and No Popery ia #9308 Callum Brown’sThe Social
History of Religion in Scotland since 17a8d Stewart J. Brown’s seminal article in the
Innes Review “Outside the Covenant” the Scottish Presbyteriamur€hes and Irish
Immigration, 1922-1938" All these works are products of the 1980s andyekd90s and, in
the intervening period a considerable body of safsbiip has followed. As Michael Rosie has
it: ‘These authors are to be commended for theingering work but like all pioneers they
could only sketch the outlines and contours ofphenomena they were explaining. And like
all pioneers they need to be followed by otherfngl in the gaps and redrawing the
contours.”? The main gaps and contours to be filled in thdofeihg pages will be the
political ones. It is not proposed to consides theriod as a traditional orange versus green
controversy. This thesis will concentrate largetythe anti-lIrish campaign as a discussion
between its proponents and those it sought to ogerviStewart J. Brown had a similar focus
in his 1991 essay but the aim here is to exploeeighue from the governmental rather than
the Church sidé®

The arguments the Churches made for the rastricf Irish immigration were largely
those of an elite for an elite. Dr John White'tenests in pseudo-scientific race theory and
eugenics were not, by and large, the interestseofvorking man or woman. Equally, prior to
the Great War the middle classes in Scotland, eitit@in or without the Church, had shown

little inclination to involve themselves in sectaricontroversies other than for the Unionists

% S. BruceNo Pope of Rome: Anti-Catholicism in Modern ScatlafMainstream, Edinburgh, 1985), p1.

* J.E. HandleyThe Irish in Modern ScotlandCork University Press, 1947).

® T. GallagherGlasgow the Uneasy Peace: Religious tension in mo8eotland(Manchester University
Press, 1987).

® T. GallagherEdinburgh Divided: John Cormack and No Popery ia 1930s(Polygon, Edinburgh, 1987).
" C.G. Brown,The Social History of Religion in Scotland sinc&8@,{ Methuen, London, 1987).

8.5.J. Brown, “Outside the Covenant”: The ScottisesByterian Churches and Irish Immigration, 1923819
Innes Review2;1 (1991) .

® M. Rosie, Protestant Action and the Edinburgthlria M.J. Mitchell (ed.New Perspectives on the Irish in
Scotland(John Donald, Edinburgh 2008), p148.

103, J. Brown)nnes Review2;1,(1991), pp19-45.



to consider the Orange Order as a useful reposttbworking class votes or, in the case of
the Liberals, to rely on those Home Rule suppor@agholic Irish who actually had the vote.

In fact, as Callum Brown points out, there was stimg of a suburbanisation of the
Churches in the nineteenth century with the groeftmiddle classes: Why then should it
have been the case that presence of the Irish atlaBd suddenly emerged as matter of
national survival, (if the Church and others werée believed), for the Scottish bourgeoisie?

As Scotland emerged from the Great War traunthtise its battle casualties and ill-
equipped for an economic crisis, its certaintiesnofal, intellectual and religious superiority
challenged, it turned anxiously in upon itself. idheean be few examples amongst the
victorious powers of that conflict where a sensalefeatism set in so rapidly amongst its
middle and upper classes as they surveyed theintgouMany of the fundamental
convictions that had underpinned pre-war Scotlaeeined to be disappearing. As a partner
in the project of Empire, Scotland’s voice appedmebave been marginalised if not ignored,
her loyalty and sacrifice apparently given scargard in relation to the disloyal and
rebellious Irish; her industries, converted whobehedly to the war effort, given little help to
adjust to the post war conditions; her working slaseemingly unruly, disaffected and
inclined to Bolshevism; her politics changed out retognition with the collapse of
Liberalism and the rise of Labour, and, lastly, meligion threatened by a resurgent
Catholicism, a product of Irish immigration, ane thpparent indifference of its own people,
a product of the war. As Callum Brown has shown:

By the end of the war, the social Gospel of ClasSocialism which had brought a
consensual approach to social politics in the 1881 1900s and which had brought
church and Labour close together in the pursui édirer society was in tatters. Not
only had the advent of rent strikes and “Red Clidkf'sproduced a politicisation of

social improvement which alienated Church leadausthe churches themselves took a
surge to the political right...The First World Warrakled a profoundly confrontational

era for inter-war Scottish religion, characterisbg classism and eugenics, and

incorporating an hostility to the Labour movemend &rish Catholics?

1 C.G. Brown, The Social History of Religion in Scotland sinc&Q,7pp. 167-208.
12.C.G. Brown, Piety, Gender and War, Scotland inl®#0s in C. MacDonald and E. McFarland (eds.)
Scotland and the Great WafTuckwell Press, East Linton, 1999), pp. 174-5.



The ‘Grand Peur’ of the Scottish middle class weftected in the Protestant panic of the
Scottish churches. The Church of Scotland and thieetd Free Church filled with Jeremiahs
pronouncing the impending doom of the land of Kn8xotland appeared to some to be
threatened on all sides, from prolific aliens withto alien ideologies and religions from
without. The idea took hold of Scotland as a deadlying country, reinforced by writers like
George Malcolm Thomson i€aledonia or the Future of the Scbtsvhich provided a
dystopian vision of a future Scotland in which @dhbecome an Irish colony and the original
inhabitants a minority in their own country: ‘Thest fact about the Scot is that he is a man
eclipsed. The Scots are a dying people. They arglreplaced in their own country by a
people alien in race, temperament and religténScotland was neither dead nor dying but in
an almost indefinable way it felt defeated. Sucewa were taken seriously by many in
Scottish society and it will be the purpose herstliow how that sense of defeat came to be
directed against the Catholic Irish.

The experience of Scotland in the 1920s a@@D4 has been described as a sectarian
crisis and as a crisis of confidence. The histaapgy in religious terms has tended to
concentrate on the rise of militant Protestantiparticularly in the work of scholars like
Handley, Gallagher and Walker. The Church of Soolk anti-Irish campaign of the inter-
war period has been considered as part of a lamglstg Scottish tradition of ‘No Popery’
and seen in the tradition of Jacob Primmer in theeteenth century and the later
demagoguery of the Scottish Protestant League aotédtant Action led by Alexander
Ratcliffe and John Cormack respectively. HoweverBauce has suggested, the idea of the
prevalence of Scottish anti-Catholicism, particylan the 19" century, can be and has on
occasion been overstated: ‘in some places theresaage sympathy for aggressive anti-
Catholicism but local preferences were invariablereruled by cosmopolitan elites who
regarded social order as more important than leakies.*® It will be argued that to regard
the anti-lrish campaign as simply a manifestatidn‘do Popery’ is to miss several
fundamental points about post-war Scotland. Fomge, the impact of the Irish War of
Independence on Scotland has not so far been adsd3s contemporary intelligence and
police reports gave credence to the idea that thasean armed Sinn Fein presence of twenty

thousand men in the West of Scotland and thatRiAewere only waiting their opportunity to

13 G.M. ThomsongCaledonia or the future of the Scoti&egan Paul, Trench, Trubner, London, 1927).

14 G.M. Thomson, Caledonia in R. Finlay, Nationalistace, Religion and the Irish Question in InterWa
Scotlandinnes Revieyw42;1 (1991) p53.

153 Bruce, T Glendinning, lain Patterson, Michaesi@Sectarianism in Scotlan@dinburgh University
Press, 2004), p24.



launch this ‘army’ against targets in Scotland. @wdiess though those fears were in reality,
it will be shown that the psychological effect bétlrish War impacted far more on Scotland
than it did on the rest of the United Kingdom amhsequently the perception of the Irish
was radically altered.

It should be noted that before the Great Warntagority of Irish Catholics were firmly

rooted to the bottom of the economic pile. As Toall&yher puts it:

In Glasgow the Irish would dominate the unskilleddur market for generations,
finding work...as casual construction labourers, devers and as sweated labour in
textiles....They were an indispensable mobile wortdowhose contribution to the

‘Second City of the Empire’ went unappreciated bgtemporary chroniclers.

It is probably not too much of an exaggeration ésatibe the Irish Catholics in Scotland
before 1918 as a coolie class although, as BerAapinwall has pointed out, there were
more instances of upward mobility than have begwexpated and ‘that far too many myths
and ideological assumptions bedazzle writers on @atholic Irish in Scotland®’
Nevertheless, it is also true that the vast mgjaritthe men were either in unskilled or semi-
skilled work and the women in domestic service actdry employment. Derided and
despised by the middle-class and treated with tesant and suspicion, they were still not a
political or social threat. The restricted franehlzefore the 1918 Reform Act ensured that a
sizeable proportion of their number did not have #ote and for those that did the Irish
Home Rule issue could generally ensure their lgytdtthe Liberal party. In any case the
Labour party with certain significant exceptionsswstill in pursuit of the votes of the
respectable working class. In 1909 the Majority awthority reports of the Royal
Commission on the Poor Laws ‘the latter draftedSigney and Beatrice Webb and signed by
George Lansbury were as one in their support ferfdincible segregation of those inefficient
parasitical elements, the so called residuum wheweemed incapable of improveméfit.’
In 1914 you could not be more a member of the dwsmn’ than an Irish Catholic in

Glasgow. In 1914 the Irish could be safely seeheagers of wood and drawers of water. Yet

16T Gallagher, The Catholic Irish In Scotland, TiM. Devine (ed.)Scotland in Irish Immigrants and Scottish
Society in the Nineteenth and Twentieth CenturgcPedings of the Scottish Historical Studies Semina
University of Strathclyde 1989 — 1990,John Donald, Edinburgh, 1991), p21.

7B, Aspinwall, The Catholic Irish and Wealth in &w inlrish Immigrants and Scottish Society in the
Nineteenth and Twentieth Centurigs91.

18 3. J. Smyth Labour in Glasgow 1896 -1936: Socialism, Suffr®egtarianism(Tuckwell, East Linton,
2000), p26.
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by 1924 John Wheatley would be one of the mostct¥ie Cabinet ministers in the first
Labour government, an Irish Free State had beeatexten twenty-six counties of Ireland
and the 1918 Education Act in Scotland had ensarquace for state funded Catholic
education that was in advance of any other path@fUnited Kingdom. The Catholic Irish
had lived in Scotland in considerable numbers sthe€l840s but thegrrived in the 1920s.
Ironically this arrival coincided with the very memt at which they were ceasing to be
‘Irish’.

It was this new awareness of the Irish thratpted and fuelled the Church’s anti-lIrish
campaign. ‘No Popery’ was an element, and in tf803%n increasing important one, but the
reasons for the attack were more complex than simgdigious bigotry. The Churches were
not engaging in a proletarian crusade, but a hidrforal leadership backed up by legislative
sanction. The arguments employed, while discredstied distasteful by present standards,
were at the forefront of intellectual discoursehat time. Race theory and Social Darwinism,
while familiar concepts in the Nineteenth centumgre reaching their popularity in debates
over eugenics and ‘Race Suicide’ in the 1920s. Charch of Scotland would attempt to
conduct its case as a racial rather than a rekgissue. The work that has been done on the
Church of Scotland campaign, most notably by SteReown, has demonstrated that the aim
of the Church was to place itself at the head ohtwvist movement that would return the
Kirk to its position of pre-eminence in Scottishcisty® At its root was the Presbyterian
concept of ‘Twa kingdoms’, the idea that the nattonsisted of two kingdoms, Christ’'s and
the King’s, and that the state or ‘civil magistfdtad a duty to be guided by the Church.

It will also be argued here that the Church caigwp lasted longer than has been previously
considered and ended more suddenly and dramatitialiyll be demonstrated that between
the General Assemblies of 1935 and 1936 a majargshaf heart took place and the reasons
and personalities behind this change will be exanhirStewart Brown has argued that the
reasons for the end of the campaign were a steatyng of interest in the Church and the
rising concerns at developments across the Rflifieis was undoubtedly a major factor, but
at the General Assembly of 1935, when the Churtérésts Committee was arguably at its
most influential, the incoming Moderator was Dr Blaall Lang, brother to Cosmo Lang
Archbishop of Canterbury, who would argue for a enecumenical approach. The realities

within the Church of Scotland by this time werecamplex as anywhere else.

195.J. Brown, ‘Outside the Covenant’: Scottish Py&astian Churches and Irish Immigration 1922-Bfes
Reviewvol 22;1,(1991), p20.
1bid p39
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The Government response, as will be shown hifiered in Scotland from that of the
United Kingdom. What has generally been acceptethas the Church case fell on the
‘Imperial’ issue of the position of citizens of thésh Free State as British subjects. What has
not been considered to the same extent is how ssittehe Kirk was in winning influential
adherents to its cause within the political elibdsall parties and how close they came in
Scotland to successfully persuading successive i@oants of their case. Tom Devine,
along with every almost every other scholar of pexiod has stated that ‘Neither the
Conservative nor Labour party was prepared to duice the legislation for which the
General Assemblies...pressed so enthusiasticallyafearyear2* While this is substantially
correct it does not wholly reflect the actual positin Government at the time. The
discussions that took place within the Scottish@&@fnd with United Kingdom departments,
as shown in the files, were considerably more cemfhan the idea of a flat refusal would
suggest. To some Scots the Irish War of Indeperedamcl the creation of the Free State
effectively made the Irish foreigners. To the B#iti Ireland was still firmly within the
Empire and citizens of the Free State were Briighjects. The latter interpretation prevailed
but it will be demonstrated that this was not withoonsiderable resistance from the Scottish
Office.

Lastly there is the response of the forgotteoppe of the controversy, the Catholic Irish
themselves. This is still an under-researched aeen probably because the archives of the
Catholic Church in Scotland contain certain surpgdacunae for the 1920s. For example, in
the minutes of the meetings of the Catholic hidrarthroughout the 1920s there is no
reference to the Presbyterian campaign, nor inatibhives Archdiocese in Glasgow, does
there appear to be any correspondence on the iShigeappears at first sight to be rather
baffling but it will be seen that the Church digpend to the attacks on the Irish but that the
concerns of the Scottish hierarchy were not necdg#iaose of the Irish Catholic community
and that the chief spokesman for that communityarfés Diamond, was in many ways a
hindrance to Irish integration in Scotland. It bk considered whether the Scottish Catholic
hierarchy’s problematic relationship with Irish igg may not have inclined them to rise to
the defence of the Scoto-Irish with any great esitmm. Colin Barr's work on Irish

‘ecclesiastical imperialism’ in the empire shedmednteresting observations on this is&ue.

ZLT M. Devine,The Scottish Nation 1707-20QPenguin, London, 2006), p384.
22.C. Barr, Imperium in Imperio: Irish Episcopal Inmjzdism in the Nineteenth Century English Historical
Reviewl23; 502, (2008).
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The inter-war period in Scottish history is ook considerable complexity. Bernard

Aspinwall in Scotland’s Shameepeatedly made the point that ‘Reality is compléRis may
be something of a truism but nonetheless validHat. It also has to be pointed out that here
one is dealing with more than one reality. Theres whe ‘reality’ of the police and
intelligence services view of the IRA threat ane treality of that threat. There was the
Church ‘reality’ of an Irish invasion and the réxlof that invasion. It raises an interesting
guestion as to the correct methodological apprdachll these realities. As this period is
receding, but not entirely gone, from living memadhere is limited value in using oral
history which on this subject tends to be cloudéth wiythologies on all sides. It would also
be perfectly possible to take a Marxist perspectind consider this as an economic issue.
One could equally apply any number of economicjadogical or historical theories to the
problem. In the 1990s there emerged a theory, wingbyed a considerable vogue amongst
American scholars, that the Irish, particulariytire 18" Century occupied an indeterminate
space in which they were not quite ‘white’. Daviddrliger first argued the thesis in the
Wages of WhiteneSsfollowed up by Noel Ignatiev’'sHow the Irish became Whité
Essentially, the Irish, and particularly the emigr&rish competed for the lowest rungs of
employment and were considered by the ruling etitelse racially inferior to the highest or
‘Anglo-Saxon type’. As much of what follows in thikesis will deal with race theory as it
was understood in the 1920s and with self-percegtiaf racial identity, both that of the
Church and of some, at least, of the emigrant Ildemmunity a brief mention of this
particular theory is necessary. It has to be shithe outset that the ‘Whiteness’ argument
does have its attractions particularly when considethe Church case. As it will be
discussed further on this was a racial campaign asnds argued elsewhere in this thesis, the
Irish prior to the outbreak of the Great War weomsidered something of a ‘coolie class’
largely, but not entirely, occupying the lowest momic rung. Considering that the Kirk
would spend a great deal of time on pseudo-sciengéitigenicist race theory, largely, as will
be shown, derived from the United States it hagubl® plausibility.

There are, however, problems with this analysis Scottish and indeed wider context. As
Eris Arnesen argued in 2002, in the case of Amaribastorians of immigration ‘their
reluctance to engage with the arguments of the ewb#s historians has permitted an

unfortunate “jargon creep” in scholarly discussiasout race...lt is not uncommon to

% D.R. RoedigerThe Wages of Whiteness: Race and the Making @rtiezican Working Clas§yerso, New
York, 1991).
24 N. Ignatiev, How the Irish became WhitéRouteledge, London 1995).
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stumble upon the phrase “how the Irish became Wiadtel the assertions of Irish non
whiteness in writings by scholars of a “progressiggentation who are not specialists in
immigration history?® In the past decade the criticism of immigratiostdiians is perhaps
less valid than it was, although the point aboartgpn creep’ and the whiteness, or otherwise
of the Irish immigrant is still frequently revived/hat is of more concern here is Arnesen’s

later point in the same article:

After a decade of growing popularity, however, t@hess studies — or “critical
whiteness studies” as Roediger prefers — remaireggae and intellectually incoherent
enterprise. Its core concept of whiteness defieagusar definition. On one level,
whiteness is about “identity”: how those in powedentify a subordinate group, and
how that subordinate group identifies itself. Hitearely if ever employed the
terminology of whiteness, so whiteness scholarssyme to deduce from their

statements their true intent§.

On balance the approach here will be an empianal The evidence in some cases speaks
for itself and in others it requires interpretatigiven what is known about the personalities
and circumstances at the time. There are times wWieestraightforward traditional method is
the best for the subject and to intrude too muelohhis an unnecessary distraction. The aim
is not to be ‘bedazzled with myths and ideologiaasumptions’ but to give a clear and
concise account and interpretation of a particotenrtroversy that still has echoes in Scotland.

First it is necessary to examine the courséefiish War of Independence as it was played
out in Scotland. The events of the years 1919 &il Mere to have a fundamental effect on
the Scottish perception of its Irish population.eTdrmed struggle between the republicans
and the British Government, though it saw littletle way of actual violence in Scotland,
profoundly altered the image of the Irish. It wilk a central contention here that much of

what followed in the 1920s in terms of anti-lrisfmment had its roots in that conflict.

25 E. Arnesen, A Paler Shade of Whitew Republidune 2% 2002 p34 of pp33-38.
% |bid p34
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Chapter One

Sinn Fein and the Scottish Office 1919-1923

‘It is probably well to consider the position ohB Feiners here. They, equally with
their Irish associates are levying war against th@untry and against the Executive
Government of Ireland. They are instigating theodigrs in Ireland, supporting the
IRA with money, arms and ammunition, and | apprdh@ven supplying them with
men.’

Procurator Fiscal of Glasgow in a report to ther&acy for Scotland 30 November

19207

| Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to examine thgairh of Sinn Fein on Scotland during the
period of armed struggle for Irish independence @ndonsider its possible implications in
the later anti-lrish immigration campaign. In theademic work that has been done on this
period comparatively little has been produced frrspecifically Scottish perspective. It is
perhaps natural that the ‘Anglo-lrish war’ has bes®n as just that, a conflict between
Ireland and England or even between Ireland an@thish Empire. The Scottish experience
has been something of an adjunct but there has &eganeral assumption in the light of
James Handley's semin@he Irish in Modern Scotlarfithat the Irish Diaspora in Scotland
made a significant contribution to Sinn Fein anel lttish Republican Army in terms of arms
and financial support: ‘It was not until guerrililighting broke out in Ireland that
sympathisers in Scotland had an opportunity of eend effective service. That service in
money and materials was given so generously tleatomtribution of Scotland to the Sinn
Fein campaign far exceeded that of any other cguimcluding Ireland, and was in the
opinion of Mr de Valera the chief factor in its sees.?® Even though de Valera always
understood the necessity for, and was a mastguatific flattery of the Irish Diaspora, his

assessment that ‘The financial contribution to litieh struggle from among the Scottish

%" National Records of Scotland, Irish Disturbancesr€pondence file, HH55/69.
283, Handley,The Irish in Modern ScotlandCork University Press, 1947).
P\bid, p297
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communities was in excess of funds from any otlemtry, including Ireland®® may not
have been too much of an exaggeration. Howevegr tholarship has questioned this
assumption. Most notably, lain Patterson has argbadSinn Fein activity was essentially
minimal in Scotland and of little real relevancethe Anglo-Irish war* On the other hand,
more recent work by Peter Hi¥rand by Mairtin O’Caithirf> have inclined more towards
Handley’s position. In order to establish as fapassible the reality that the lies between the
two, (or, more interestingly, if there is a pogitithat reconciles the two), the object will be to
re-examine the evidence form the viewpoint of Steim’s adversaries.

There is a natural tendency in the historipgyaof the period to concentrate on the more
‘glamorous’ aspects of the Irish Republican Armyl dhe political activities of Sinn Fein.
What might be termed the ‘Ballad History’ of gumning, gun battles and jail breaks, or
rather attempted jail breaks, such as the ‘Smasgbiinige VVan’ incident in Glasgow in 1921,
and the arguments have tended to emphasise thetiwdfeess, or otherwise, of actual
military operations. The concentration here, howewdl be on the attitudes and perceptions
of the actors primarily concerned with combating t8inn Fein threat’ as they believed it to
exist at the time. This will be achieved by a faidetailed analysis of some of the official
correspondence concerning Scottish Office poliaye @ctor to be borne in mind throughout
this exercise is that it is the psychological effet an armed Irish rebellion on ‘official’
Scotland that is the main significance of the pebrilb is for this reason that much of what
follows will be concentrated on ‘The Irish Disturtz®s’ files in the National Records of
Scotland (NRS) (HH55/62-74) which provide an instireg light, not only to the activities of
Sinn Fein, but into the official mind-set of theripd.

What happened in this relatively brief passaig8cottish history had a profound effect on
Scotland that far outweighed the actual militarg amaterial support given to the Irish cause.
Tom Gallagher has argued that ‘No evidence has gadethat Michael Collins in Dublin
sought to foment industrial unrest in Glasgow, sota over extend the British. The
Republican leadership had allotted a different anwale crucial role to the Irish in Scotland:

... to provide money and military supplies to keee tar effort going back home and safe

% T, GallagherGlasgow the Uneasy Pead®)anchester University Press, 1987), p94.

31|, D. Patterson, The Activities of Irish RepublicRhysical Force Organisations in Scotland 1919%2bttish
Historical ReviewVol 72;193 April 1995.

32p. Hart ‘Operations Abroad’: The IRA in Britai®19-23,” The English Historical Reviewolume 115; 460
(Feb, 2000).

% M. O'Cathain, A Winnowing Spirit: Sinn Fein in Stand 1905-38 in M. Mitchell (ed.Nlew perspectives on
the Irish in Scotland(John Donald, Edinburgh, 2008) and Michael Collmsl Scotland in F. Ferguson and J.
McConnell (eds.)lreland and Scotland in the Nineteenth Centufiypur Courts Press, Dublin, 2009).
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houses for IRA men on the rui.This in purely military terms may well be true bibat did
not mean that the Scottish authorities did notevelithat this was his aim and, it will be
shown here, that there is evidence that suggestsSihn Fein deliberately encouraged them
in that opinion. What the evidence does revedhésremarkable effect that the Irish war had
on official and wider Scotland. It was certaingy fn advance of any actual campaign. There
was infinitely more damage caused by the IRA indamand Liverpool than there ever was
in Glasgow" and yet in Scotland there was a readiness toveelie an enemy within who
were not only well armed and organised but migh jgp with the disaffected Bolshevik
element of the working classes. It should be remegtbthat on 31 January 1919 during the
‘Forty Hours Strike’ of 1919 the Government disjretd 12,000 troops, 100 Lorries and six
tanks onto the streets of Glasgow. The Red Fla@eaarge Square had raised the spectre of
Revolution and, to a severely frightened middlesgldahere was not much to distinguish Sinn
Fein from Bolshevism. There was also a sense opéneeived fragility of Scotland’s post
war society and its particular economic vulner@pilBombings and arson may cause some
economic dislocation in England but it could nahgrthe country to a standstill whereas the
geographical concentration of industrial Scotlamglied that attacks on particular strategic
locations could effectively paralyse an alreadytefahg economy and in Scotland the
majority of Irish immigration was concentrated hose very areas. Most large companies in
West Central Scotland employed the men as laboweds many middle class families
employed the women as servants. The Anglo-Irishapgeared to some Scots more like an
incipient Helots’ revolt right in the heart of ige-war prosperity and its post war anxiety.
What will be advanced here is not necessarilyconflict with either the Handley or
Patterson view, rather it is an attempt to gaugeaittual military and political aims of Sinn
Fein in Scotland and to argue that the threat lobdtsaye or insurrection was a far more useful
one to the republicans than actually engaging tvides for which they had neither the
manpower or resources. Equally, and in some way® ingportantly, the Republican cause
was aided in this respect by a specifically Sdotst of circumstances at the heart of the
administration that made the threat of action iotlaad as, if not more, effective than the

actual action in England.

T Gallagher,The Uneasy Peacep. 90-91.

% p. Hart,Operations Abroagp 92. Between October 1920 and July 1921 there %@ cases of arson in
London, 54 in Liverpool and 15 in Glasgow and 3B, dnd 5 cases of Telegraph sabotage respect®althe
other hand there were 16 cases of arms and expotiefts in Glasgow in the same period compar&adan
London and none in Liverpool.
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It is therefore necessary to look at the sped@icottish sources. Firstly, there are the
official reactions to what was considered to beuadoubted threat. There is an obvious
difference between the actual military and secutitgat of Sinn Fein and the authorities’
perception of it. For example the quotation athikad of this chapter is from a report by the
Procurator Fiscal of Glasgow in which he demandsel introduction of internment in
Scotland. Some of the reactions of Chief Constalk® on similar lines and while the truce
intervened before matters got to this stage sontleeopolicy options that were under serious
consideration at the time make for intriguing readiparticularly the difference in attitudes
of those in Scotland and those of the civil sersantLondon. What will be of particular
significance here is the intelligence on which mwthhe security discussions were based
and its likely source.

It should be pointed out that at this time overnment minister with responsibility for
Scotland, Robert Munro, was Secretary for, and afptScotland and as such outside the
Cabinet. Equally, the Scottish Office was largedgdd in London therefore the civil servants
charged with dealing with Sinn Fein did so at artetsgth. Both being outside the Cabinet
loop and some geographical distance for the agtimved to have been a considerable
influence on the actions of the officials. G.F. Isti| referring to Munro’s actions during
wartime and later labour unrest, states that ‘leasy to see the mixture of timidity and
unimaginative overreaction in Munro’s role as Stefor Scotland® and quotes Harvie'’s
unsparing assessment of him as the ‘dim represemtaf a failing political party.*’
However, ‘timidity and unimaginative overreactias will be seen from the files were traits
far from confined to Munro himself.

Outside of Government circles the war in Irelavas avidly followed in the Scottish press.
This fell into two categories, the ‘mainstream’ gsg particularly theScotsmanand the
Glasgow Herald,and the ‘Catholic’ press. This may seem to be ¢oimg of an
oversimplification considering that much of the icadl press such a&orward were
sympathetic to the Irish cause while much of thglish press, for example thiémesand
especially theManchester Guardianyere often critical of Lloyd-George and the cbali’s
policies in Ireland. However this analysis is, aswstated at the outset specifically concerned
with Scotland, and official Scotland in particuland for this reason the stance taken by the

Scotsmans especially interesting. Naturally both tB&asgow Heraldand theScotsmanwere

% G.F. Millar, ‘Munro, Robert, Baron Alness, (186855)Oxford Dictionary of National Biographynline
edition, Oxford.

3. Harvie, No gods and precious few heroes: Scotland 1914-19&8thold, London, 1981), p28.
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politically hostile to Sinn Fein but th®cotsmartook so vehemently a pro-Government line
that it appears in some instances to be aheackedbtvernment itself, at least that part of it
which had responsibility for Scotland. For exampidetween ¥ September 1920 and 31
December 1920 there were 330 Sinn Fein relatedestand letters in thcotsmaraloné®.
For this reason reading these papers in conjunetitinthe official files it is possible to see
how much information actually reached the publid &mgauge the accuracy of the reporting
and the likely effect it was having on the thinkimgide Whitehall. The second category is
the Catholic press especially tBdasgow Observerun by the mercurial polemicist Charles
Diamond. Originally a staunch supporter of thehirBarliamentary Party who vehemently
condemned the Easter Rising he was, by the enteofrish war, jailed for incitement to
violence for an editorial in his own paper. He wasertheless a hugely influential figure in
Irish Catholic circles. The natural battle linesravelrawn in the press as elsewhere but if the
forces were marshalled by late 1919 it is wellnég point to examine how they got there in

the first place.

Il The Helot's Revolt
‘Irishmen and Irishwomen: In the name of God andhef dead generations from which she
receives her old traditions of nationhood, Irelatikdrough us, summons her children to her

flag and strikes for her freedont?

On a sunny Monday afternoon ori"24pril, Easter Week 1916 Patrick Pearse announced
to a largely bemused audience from the steps of3tfeO. in Dublin that they had a new
Government. One week later much of the centre wlid would be a smoking ruin and,
while exact casualties are hard to ascertain, abbuebels, 134 soldiers and police and 220
civilians had been kille® The Easter Week in Dublin was the catalyst forgheatest crisis
in Ireland since the rising of 1798. This was fami apparent at the time. The reaction in
Dublin and in the wider Irish community was oneathost universal condemnation. Charles

Diamond writing in theGlasgow Observewas forthright in his damning criticism:

The Irish People... will not manifest the slighteginpathy or approval of the madly
criminal actions of the pro German plotters whooreed to insurrection...The actions

*The Scotsman,Online Archive —scotman.com

% R. Dudley EdwardsPatrick Pearse: The Triumph of FailuréGollancz, London, 1977), p280. Declaration of
the Provisional Government of the Irish Republithte People of Ireland.

“0p. Cottrell,The Anglo-Irish War The Troubles of 1913-19@sprey, Oxford,2006), p35.
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of the Dublin revolters ...was needless, foolish, ket and unjustifiable. Irish
nationalists will condemn it as unpatriotic follyash, blind, headlong, stupid and

wrong®!

In the immediate aftermath of the rising such apisi were widely held. In Scotland the
condemnation was no less severe. Beetsmarof the 29 May would almost seem to be

echoing Diamond’s sentiments with a little addezhlgrievance:

Treasonable in its conception, mad in its methddp|orable in its effects... Politically
and nationally her aspirations have been gratiied nationalist Ireland seemed to
want for nothing more... for years she has been plodt<hild of the British treasury.
Her wishes have been satisfied when Scotland has bh&ned away with a curt
refusal...Under these circumstances the rising optst week was not merely wanton

and criminal it was the basest ingratit{ée.

The thunderous denunciations of the Rising omsidis seemed to indicate that the incident
would be consigned to another violent footnoterishl history and yet within two years ‘the
Sinn Fein banner became the rallying point for lyearvery nationalist group, whether
moderate or extremist, peaceful or violefitwithin four years there would be full scale
guerrilla warfare on ‘British’ soil.

Peter Cottrell cites Richard Bennett's desmipof the Anglo-Irish War as one that ‘the
English have struggled to forget and the Irish camelp but remembef* The creation of
the myths of 1916 began almost as soon as tharfggetopped and another type of shooting
began. Certainly General Maxwell's policy of exaagtthe leaders of the Rising engendered
revulsion in Ireland. The executions, fifteen ih alhich were carried out between tHé &nd
the 12" of May caused a reaction to set in. ‘Mad, rasmdylstupid folly’ perhaps but the
British turned it into nobly brave, ‘rash, blindupid folly’. In Scotland, as in Ireland, Irish
opinion changed from condemnation, to sneaking eatian, to outright support. On May
13" there were calls for the shooting to stop in@asgow ObserveBy June that particular

Irish genius for organising relief had swung intti@n and help was being provided for Irish

*1 TheGlasgow Observer,April 29" 1916.

2 TheScotsman,May 2 1916.

B Townshend;The British Campaign in Ireland 1919-1921: The Depeent of Political and Military
Policies,(Oxford University Press, 1975), p1.

“p. CottrellThe Anglo Irish Warp7.
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prisoners from the Rising held at Barlinnie andtiPerisons and advertisements for the relief
committee were appearing in the Catholic press hidt only a few weeks before been so
hostile®® In fact by June 1% the police prohibited a meeting in Glasgow to edisnds for
prisoners prompting stern criticism of ‘this neasi@rohibition.*® Throughout the following
years as the old Home Rule party collapsed thé @mmunity in Scotland had become a
sympathetic onlooker to events in Ireland. By 18d%ever the community was in more of a
position to take an active part in the proceedings.

It is not the purpose here to describe the ois&inn Fein and the demise of the Irish
Parliamentary Party in Ireland between 1916 andetie of the First World War in 1918.
However, in order to appreciate the effect of thshl war in Scotland it is necessary to
understand something of the political, economic smcial status of the vast majority of the
Irish in Scotland at the outbreak of the First VldiWar. One or two salient facts serve to
highlight a changing Scottish attitude to the largenigrant community that had grown up in
its midst. After the 1840s famine Scotland was host large permanent Irish Catholic
population particularly in west central Scotlands B851 the Irish made up 7.2% of the
Scottish population and 18.2% of the population Giasgow?’ Throughout the later
nineteenth century Scotland there was large soaeigration, particularly from Ulster, as
the mass industrialisation of the country grew apatot all this immigration was by Irish
Catholics. Graham Walker gives in his own estimat#o crude figure of Irish Protestant
immigration being 25% of the total Irish immigratiinto Scotland® The influx of the Ulster
Irish brought with it the tensions and history lo¢ torovince into Scottish society. This is not
to say that sectarianism was entirely an Irish irhpat without the introduction of militant
‘Orangeism’ it is possible to make a case thattdmsions would not have been so acute.
Even although there were tribal tensions between ttho groups it is debateable that
Scotland at the period regarded the Irish as amgtlike a threat.

What is not in doubt is that the majoritylosh Catholics were firmly rooted to the
bottom of the economic pile. It is from this appdhg unpromising material that the Irish
Volunteers or Irish Republican Army (IRA) was drawime history of the Irish Volunteers in
Scotland is one of the more controversial episoofleshe Anglo-lrish war. Almost all

commentators have drawn attention to the movemdrditious and disputatious nature.

“5 Clydesdale Catholic Observedune 10th 1916.

%6 Clydesdale Catholic Observedune 1# 1916.

*"T. Gallagher,Glasgow The Uneasy Peac@/lanchester University Press,1987), p11.

8 G. Walker, The Protestant Irish in T.M. Devine.jettish Immigrants and Scottish Society in the Nieath
and Twentieth Century(John Donald, Edinburgh, 1991), p49.

21



Scotland undoubtedly caused problems on a poliéindl personal level for Michael Collins.
As O’Cathain has it ‘it was precisely because oflli@® nonchalant detachment from
Scotland and the workings of his elaborate netwbeee that many of his political and
personal connections unravelled. Scotland and G¥agg particular, became the primary
weapon in the hands of his enemi&s.There is perhaps a case that much of what was
achieved by the Volunteers in Scotland disappe@réide wrangling between Cathal Brugha
and Collins over the ‘Scottish Accounts’, a ratpeintless squabble over arms purchasing
funds that had more to do with personality clashd3ublin than cash in Glasgow.

An examination of the organisation of the IRAScotland does reveal that there was a
distinct division between the smuggling operatiand that of the ‘conventional’ volunteers.
In 1919 Collins sent Joe Vize to sort out what adairly chaotic situation in Scotland and
organise the channels for arms and ammunition. th&a disputes Patterson’s suggestion
that he was sent over as a senior officer or Hagw that his job was to sort out the warring
factions in Glasgow® Nevertheless by 1920 he was given command of ¢oéish Brigade,
although, as O’Cathain points out he was in Scdtlrimarily in an IRB* capacity ‘and it
was the IRB who took for themselves the controltioé supply chain of arms and
ammunition.®* This control of the smuggling and arms procureniergcotland by the IRB
was a crucial element in understanding the opersitaf the IRA in Scotland. The whole
organisation in Scotland throughout 1919-20 wagésponsibility of Vize and his colleague
Joe Furlong: ‘Within a year he (Vize) had gone fréimmee to twenty one companies...
opened up several gun-running and ammunition sseamnd organised a successful raid for
arms from Hamilton barracks. Vize also counsellg@irst deployment of the Scottish
Brigade in Ireland citing the ever-authoritativastructions from Collins to remain in place
and concentrate on supplied This control of the Volunteers and the IRB by Vixdth
orders to consider the lines of arms and ammuniéisrparamount explains much of the
actions of Sinn Fein in Scotland and the way inalithe whole movement was used in an
intelligence war to protect the supply lines tddrel. In fact the IRB often used ‘civilian’
contractors rather than Sinn Fein men to orgamekparchase its arms. It may well have

been the case that the IRB men used the Voluntsesssmokescreen for their gun running

9 M. O’Cathain,Michael Collins and Scotlanp160.

*0|bid p165

*1|RB Irish Republican Brotherhood: A secret socigigt grew out of the Fenians. At this period mtediover
by Collins. Members swore allegiance to the IRBhasde facto government of Ireland. The IRB it wéen in
conflict with other Republican organisations indhglthe Volunteers on occasion.
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activities. The actual strength of the IRA in Sand, as will be seen, was nowhere near what
the authorities believed it to be but as a ‘pajgartit could cause significant problems. In
effect the IRA in Scotland, outside of those diedhvolved in the supply train, were
marched up to the tops of hills and along midngtheets to distract a police force that had

convinced itself that a major attack was imminent.

11l The ‘Glasgow Desperado&$’
There is but little evidence, our Glasgow corregpemt reports to indicate that the
organisation in Scotland is in possession of rifg&l ammunition, and a report that open
and unconcealed drilling and manoeuvring has takace on a large scale recently outside
the city is unfounded. The authorities are fullivalto the situation and may be relied on to
take prompt action should anything unlawful occur.
Scotsmari3" September 1928

At one o’clock in the morning on what was a faidgank October night in Barrhead
Sergeant McKenzie encountered a sizeable groupuwig men apparently engaged in some
kind of military ‘route march’. The report of ththance encounter subsequently rose through
the various levels of Government and within fouyslanade its way to the Cabinet. On its
journey it acquired ever more sinister overtonegritagone through the hands of the Chief
Constable of Glasgow, the Special Branch, the Boreof Intelligence, the Lord Advocate
and the Secretary for Scotland. A close examinabibthe information the reports contain
builds a picture of an intelligence source that whgiously believed by the Chief Constable
and in turn was readily believed by others in thaic. The actual source for the Chief
Constable’s alarming assessment will be discusseber on but the remarkable aspect at
this stage is the credence to which experiencedeyahtelligence officers, civil servants and

politicians were willing to give to the claims d¢fet IRA’s capabilities:

About la.m. on Thursday %40ct, 1920 while patrolling Main St Barrhead, ...I
observed a large crowd of men, numbering aboutc2®dding from Glen St into Main

St where a halt was made for a minute or two, they moved along Main St in the

> This term was originally given to the Glasgow dngént who participated in the Easter Rising see
O’Cathain,Michael Collins and Scotland.

%5 TheScotsmanSeptember 131920 p6 ‘Sinn Feiners in Glasgow’ First pressneee to an Army in
Scotland.
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direction of Neilston. | followed after them and evh near the junction of South
Arthurlie Road | met a squad of them coming backimgand saw another number
standing near the junction of Cross Arthurlie Sivdnt over to the second squad, and
turning my light on, | asked if they were lookingy fany particular place, but | received
no reply, and those on whom my light was shininged away their heads. | saw that
they were all young and respectably dressed mehwéhout any word being uttered
they moved along Main St after the first squacdllofived after and kept behind until
they made a halt opposite St Johns R.C. Chapehl®aRoad. After remaining halted
for about five minutes, | could hear them in thenfrmoving off in the direction of
Glasgow, and the squad in rear about 80 in numiyeed about and proceeded along
Darnley Road...in the direction of Paisley.

There was little or no talking among them, dat | hear any word of command
being given, but they seemed to march and halbmescommand, which | think was
passed quietly from the front to the rear. They md keep any regular formation of
fours, but they had what looked like connectingdibetween groups, and they marched
at a quick pace behind one another and it was quiteent they were on a route march.

| did not see any sign of arms. Some of themezhcoats over their arm or shoulder.
| did not recognise any of them ...and | am of thmigm that they were all strangers.
...The morning was very dark and a slight rain wdlsntawhich made everything very

indistinct....”®

At this stage Sgt McKenzie had reported nothingartban 200 young men apparently on a

‘route march’ in Barrhead at one in the morningatided two hundred young men walking

around Barrhead at one o’clock on a wet night wdaddsuspicious even now. On the other

hand there was nothing to suggest that this wamynway a ‘combat’ formation. However,

as far as the authorities were concerned, this amasher example of ‘illegal drilling,” an

issue that began to exercise their minds partisuiadate 1920. There were would appear to

be no evidence of this being an armed group otherbasis of the police reports, that it had a

specific objective. So the question remains is wigre Sinn Fein indulging in a tour of

Nitshill and Barrhead on the early hours of a Thagsmorning? Equally, why had they got

%6 NRS, HH55/62, Police Reports on Sinn Fein actidtyd precautionary measures, Report of Sgt
McKenzie, October 1% 1920.
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two hundred young men to participate in such amas® on a week night? Even in 1920 it is
a fair assumption that many of the participantshag midnight march had work to go to in
the morning. It was something of a feature of Shain activity, at least as far as illegal
drilling was concerned, that it tended to take plat the weekend. The Chief Constable of

Glasgow obviously reached his own conclusions:

Sir

| beg to inform you that about 2.40 a.m. off' Idstant a telephone message was
received from the police at Barrhead that a bodghafut 200 men believed to be Sinn
Feiners had passed through Barrhead about 1.3Qthah100 had broken off and had
gone towards Paisley, and that the other 100 wexeclhing towards Glasgow. The
information was telephoned to the divisions on sbath side, and the constables on
duty in the outlying districts on the South Siderevenstructed to keep watch, and to
communicate with their divisional office on seeitigg approach of these men. At 3
a.m. they appeared at Shawlands cross, marchipariies of 3 and 4 at intervals — 103
in all. Plain Clothes Constables, who had beenipusly warned, followed some of the
parties to their destinations as they disperset,sbufar they have not been able to
ascertain the names of the men. The parties mavietlygand there was no disorder.

It is reported that many of the men ‘appedmetle carrying something bulky’ and
that in one case what appeared to be a revolverseeas protruding from a man’s
inside pocket.

This midnight marching has a sinister aspikdboks as if the Sinn Feiners were

preparing for action’

Between Sgt McKenzie’s first report and the €lenstable’s the ‘route march’ has taken
on a considerably more ‘sinister aspect.” Origipdtie nearest the marchers had to anything
resembling weaponry is that ‘'some of them carrieats over their arm or shoulder’. This in
the space of a few hours has been promoted to &apgdo be carrying something bulky.’
Not only this but ‘in one case what appeared t@alrevolver was seen protruding from a
man’s inside pocket.” The key phrase of the Chieh€lable’s is, ‘This midnight marching

has a sinister aspect. It looks as if the Sinndfsiwere preparing for action.” The reason for

o7 NRS, HH55/62, October 15th 1920, Chief Constablé&sgow’s report to the Scottish Office on
men assumed to be Sinn Feiners on the early héu@ctober 14 1920.
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the Chief Constable’s conviction that military actiby Sinn Fein was imminent became

apparent in his letter to the Under Secretary afttl8nd two days later:

Sir

Reference to my previous letters regardingaittevities of the Sinn Fein Society in
Glasgow, | have now to report that private inforimatoelieved to be reliable has been
received that a secret meeting of the leaderseofSibciety was held in the League of
the Cross Hall, Partick St, Greenock, on the nigfhthe 18" inst when 37 Sinn Fein
Clubs were represented. It was reported that tleagth of the Sinn Fein Volunteers in
Glasgow and the West of Scotland was 30,000, aad 20,000 had revolvers, and
2,000 had rifles all of the modern pattern, witHimited ammunition; that they had
plans of Maryhill Barracks and of all the TerritriDrill Halls in Glasgow,
Lanarkshire, Renfrewshire, and Dunbartonshire.

The delegates were instructed to inform teeireral battalions that an order might
be received at any time to mobilise, and to beyeadct either in Ireland or Scotland
as might be required.

The Director of Intelligence, Scotland Housedahe G O C the troops in the

Glasgow area have been supplied with this inforomati

By now the military capability of Sinn Fein haden inflated to a potentially armed force
of 20,000 of whom 2,000 had rifles. 2,000 riflenveould have been approximately the size
of a British brigade of the period and would haleraed any responsible Chief Constable,
and yet, as Hart points out, the reality was sonatwlifferent: ‘Glasgow began with fewer
than a hundred volunteers in 1919, but reorgaoisathere and elsewhere in Scotland
produced a potential force of 600 men by August0192.all told there were perhaps a
thousand men enrolled in British IRA units in threaal twelve months between July 1920
and July 1921. How many of these were actuallylaloks for duty or active at any given
time was a different matter. Only very rarely werkole units mobilised for an operation,
whereupon many so ordered failed to turn ¥gt’ should be mentioned here that Hart's
methodology has recently come into question, paeity by John Regaff® but his

assessment of the actual strength of the IRA onl&wb appears on balance to be correct.

%8 NRS, HH55/62, Chief Constable Glasgow C.I.D. to em8ecretary of Scotland , Octobef"17920.

9 P. Hart, ‘Operations Abroad’: The IRA in Britait919-23,The English Historical Reviewol. 115; 460
(Feb,2000) p73-74

0 J. Regan, The ‘Bandon Valley Massacre’ as a HisibProblemHistory, (April, 2012)
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O’Cathain has pointed out that there is considerdisagreement amongst scholars as to the
actual strength of the IRA in Scotland, ‘prior tary Aspinwall suggested 20,000, which was
mainly based on Finlay and Handley, the latter bbm in turn based his figures orDaily
Recordreport, which also claimed 4,000 members in Glasgdis 4,000 figure was used by
O’Farrell, who gives a figure of 7,000 IRA membéos Scotland as a wholé”Given the
difficulties of weapons and ammunition supply exgeced by IRA units in Ireland it is
highly unlikely that Collins would have tied up Q00 revolvers, 2,000 rifles and ‘unlimited
ammunition’ in Glasgow when it was urgently reqdireand could be profitably used,
elsewhere. The discrepancy between what the IR#& ween theoretically able to put into
the field and what the Chief Constable believeldédhe case is so marked that the question
has to be asked: what was the source of this ‘@iwvdormation’ and why was such suspect
intelligence believed, not only by a perhaps undedably worried Chief Constable, but by
Special Branch and prompted no less a figure thasilBrhompson the Director of
Intelligence to reinforce the message by reporiingdependently to the Scottish Office the
next day?

In answering these questions it is useful tarrein more detail to the press report quoted at
the beginning of this section covering a Sinn Faity at St Andrew’s Hall Glasgow on the
12 September 1920:

Practically all the Sinn Fein clubs on the Clydesigere represented and most of the
demonstrators arrived at the hall in charabanaan fwwhich flew the Republican
Tricolour. .... Fully 8,000 Sinn Feiners took partthe proceedings ...the audiences
were composed chiefly of women and young men angmouous among the platform
party was a number of priests wearing Sinn Feiettes...The hall and passages were
lined with young men described as Irish VoluntéEne speeches were all in the same
strain-violent denunciation of the Government arrdigh democracy....One speaker
contended that Irishmen were justified in employ@vgry weapon to secure their ends,
and confirmed reports in the press that Sinn Feid An army in Scotland and, he said

it would be well to remember that that army wastfse®? (my italics)

This was obviously the hyperbole of a political neg but it was nonetheless a sizeable
demonstration of numbers if not necessarily fok@at is interesting is that Sinn Fein was

®IM. O’Cathain, Michael Collins and Scotlanp125
62 The ScotsmanSeptember 13 1920 p6
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proclaiming from a public platform that they haad ‘army’ in Scotland. In fact they had no
such thing and they, or at least their leaderdtmpyv it. This in itself would not be indicative
of a deliberate policy on the part of Sinn Feinrdkated claims to martial prowess are part
and parcel of the rhetorical currency of any paditigroup with an armed wing. As such it
would not warrant attention if it were not for oothe more remarkable documents from an
‘informer’” which is in the papers of Sir John Gilarp later the Secretary of State for
Scotland. Then in the ‘Whips’ office, Gilmour weotto Munro one month after the
mysterious route march described above. It is laeraanxious enquiry as to the safety of
Bonar Law, leader of the Unionists in the Cabaed a long-time opponent of Irish Home
Rule, should he visit Edinburgh. It should also red that Gilmour himself was an

Orangeman who took a particular interest in theviiets of Sinn Fein.

My dear Munro

| write with reference to the activities of tBean Fein Clubs in this country — certain
information which | have received in addition to avtH have sent you and Morrison
(the Lord Advocate) from time to time leads me &hidve that a policy of kidnapping
similar to that which is being used in Ireland vk tried in this country. As you are
aware Mr Bonar Law is going to Edinburgh on Decenfeand | thought it right to
draw your attention to this matter in order thag apcessary precautions can be taken.

| should also be much obliged if you can give amy assurance that in your opinion
the local police force in Scotland and more paléidy in Glasgow and surrounding

district are in a position to obtain reliable infaation of the activiti€s

There is no record of Munro’s reply in Gilmourfgapers but there is, however, the
following report sent by the Secretary for Scotlamtie format is a carbon of two type-
written sheets with no indication as to the idgntit the author. The information it contains

and, importantly the style in which it was writterake it worthwhile quoting in its entirety:

On Sunday evening ?7inst, three of the Southside companies of thehIris

Republican Army met for drill in St Frances Youn@iVis Society Hall, Errol St, under

63 NRS, GD 383/14/6, Letter from John Gilmour MP te Becretary for Scotland, November" 1820
Gilmour Correspondence.
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the command of Thomas J Murray, John Ryan and Riffiy,Dwith their respective
military drill instructors.

On this same evening groups of the Irishz€iti Army in the Anderston district
appeared to be unusually active. About a dozen heimt visited the Workers
International Union Hall, 550 Argyle Street and readinterview within the hall with
Thomas L Smith, the Communist leader of the Intéonal Workers of the World.
They subsequently left and went round to Laughr&uklic House at Elderslie St. The
employees of this spirit shop are all Sinn Feiraard the charge hand is an official of
the ‘Thomas Ashe’ Sinn Fein Club, Anderston and ‘tatrick McDonough’ Club,
Partick. Nelson who is on the run probably now wbln and McCann who is in HMP
Glasgow are members of the before mentioned clubs.

On Sunday evening at 6.30 Mr Jack Leckie waddbiirer at a meeting held under
the auspices of the Communist Labour Party (Andarsection) in the Socialist Hall,
569 Argyle St. The hall was crowded. Mr Robert k|eartick, occupied the chair.
Leckie’s subject was: - ‘Irish Martyrdom’ and hedidered an extremely violent speech
in which he advocated physical force as the onfgotive means to adopt to obtain
their rights. They had nothing to loose (sic) it chains, etc. etc.

At 10 o’clock on Saturday morning a Solemn ReguMass was celebrated in St
Joseph’'s R C Church, 40 North Woodside Road, ferrdpose of souls of the Rev
Father Griffin and Rorin (sic probably Kevin) Barmgurdered by the order of the
British Government in order to drive terror inteethearts of the Irish people and Kill
the soul and spirit of the Irish nation. The Resefih Reilly was celebrant and the Rev
James McConnell, delivered the panegyric. The nweas arranged by the ‘Anne
Devlin’ branch of Cumann-Na-Ban, whose members wdegk armlets. Two
companies of the Irish Volunteers were present wgaSinn Fein favours and
Volunteer badges

There were present about fifteen hundred persaarecord attendance in this parish
for a downright wet morning.

The writer desires to point out that the cadlamd deliberate murders, the burning of
creameries and houses, is exasperating the Irigplgpef Glasgow to the utmost limit

of human endeavour and is straining the bondssailine to breaking point. The Irish
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Volunteers are one of the best disciplined andadribe biggest forces in Scotland and

may break out of hand at any moméft.

It is in the language and nature of this repdt tgives an inkling of the ‘private
information’ referred to by the Chief Constableteliigence is an inexact science and is
dependent on the reliability of its sources. It Vdoappear that the Glasgow Police, and
indeed the Scottish Office, believed that they &adliable source of information within Sinn
Fein. For this source to trouble the upper echetdriSsovernment the informant would have
to have at least some standing within Sinn Feinksndbove the level of the usual police spy.
The description of the Greenock meeting implies ithaas held at Commandant level which
in turn suggests that the Government believedithetd an informer in Glasgow who was at
least a company commander. Now all this implicai®mot in itself evidence and without
explicit confirmation of an identity in the file$ a distance of ninety years it must be a matter
of conjecture. However, it is possible, using thedence available, to posit a logical
hypothesis and test it against what is known aBaut Fein at the time.

It is reasonable to assume that the anonynsmusce quoted above was regarded
sufficiently seriously for this report to be forwdad by Munro to Sir John Gilmour.
Gilmour’s original request for information, whilemi-official, is not that of a back bencher
but of a rising politician in the government withpasition in the ‘Whips’ Office regarding
the safety of the second most important membehefGabinet. The evidence that Munro
took this request exceptionally seriously is in thet that he instituted enquiries, as will be
shown below, with all the Chief Constables in Saadl likely to have a Sinn Fein presence as
to the conditions in their areas. In these circamses it lends credibility to the theory that
the above report was considered as genuine irdgalig

The content of the report quite firmly placiés location in Glasgow but it is the
information it reveals or perhaps the lack of dttis interesting. The first paragraph gives the
names of the company commanders of the Southsi@asfyow, and yet in the trial records
of Sinn Fein in Scotland, the names of Duffy, Ryaid Murray do not appear. That in itself
is not that unusual but it does seem that the mémt was giving or confirming information
already known to the police. The slightly contengoisi references to the Irish Citizen Army
and left wing speakers are also instructive. Tihveas tension in Scotland concerning arms
shipments to the Irish Citizen Army which was ldyggormant during the Anglo-Irish war.

64NRS, GD383/14/7, Report on Sinn Fein Activity segt Secretary for Scotland to John Gilmour MP
November 28 1920Gilmour Correspondence.
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Patterson cites a member of the Citizen’s Army desg his organisation as failing ‘to play
a worthwhile role in the fight against the Britisbrces during the period 1919-2%.As
O’Cathain states ‘There was also an outmanoeuwirige Volunteers though this may also
have been related to the penchant among sometafuh@er to collect and send arms to the
remnants of the Irish Citizen Army. Neither Vizerrn@ollins had serious leftist sympathies
and their joint fear of communist or socialist ughce (a difficulty in itself in a country
where socialist ideas had growing support) may haffected their actions® It would
appear that the informant shared in that opinionwhich case given the antagonistic
relations between some Republican factions, edpeda Glasgow, the inclusion of this
information may have been a deliberate attempmterést the authorities in the activities of
groups considered as hindering Republican opematatmer than providing assistance to the
British Government.

The files concerning Sinn Fein in this pdrihave more than their fair share of
curiosities including a crude forgery claiming te the oath of the Knights of Columba, an
almost illegible scrawl addressed to Lloyd Georgd the idiosyncratic correspondence of
Captain Despard, the Chief Constable of LanarksiNmne are quite so curious as the last
three paragraphs of this report. The style is alslip literate but it appears like a cross
between a parish magazine and a speech from arDadmdipbox. (It does raise the intriguing
possibility that Munro’s correspondent was a pjielitis less than complimentary to its
intended audience and there cannot be many instamoere an informer actually threatens
his employer with the very people upon whom he vpmesumably asked to spy.
Nevertheless, this report must have been takeoustyi The reason for this lies in the final
sentence, ‘The Irish Volunteers are one of the dissiplined and one of the biggest forces in
Scotland and may break out of hand at any mome&hete is a recurrent theme here of the
concept of Sinn Fein having a heavily armed, digegl, military force. It would appear both
from Sinn Fein’s public pronouncements and in théormation that it seemed to be
providing the Government through ‘other channdhsittthe message was constantly being
reinforced. In the preceding eight weeks the SslotAuthorities had received information,
publicly and privately that Sinn Fein had a subtsshriorce of armed men in the west of
Scotland who were ready to strike. The informati@s coming from inside Sinn Fein so the

guestion remains, why were they so willing to gtties credence? The almost inescapable

% |.D. Patterson, The Activities of Irish RepublicBhysical Force Organisations in Scotland 1919247
citing E. Robbinsinder the Starry PloughPublin,1977), p206
% M. O'Cathain, Michael Collins and Scotlandp168
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conclusion is that influential figures in the pwl#l, legal and law enforcement establishment
believed in these reports because they had alre@uyinced themselves of their veracity. In
that case any report of an IRA army in Scotland eagerly seized upon as further proof of
an already existing position. This is apparentoms of the responses the Scottish Office
received in their request for situation reportsasponse to Gilmour’s letter. For example the
Procurator Fiscal of Glasgow was in no doubt ofnSHein’s intentions, the nature of the

threat or the remedy required:

...| have the feeling that in Glasgow we are on pleént of having some serious
outbreak of Sinn Fein activity and the week-endpesings in Liverpool strengthen me
in that view. It is known that this hostile orgaatien is in some strength in this district
and it is reasonable to suppose that active ste@dving disorder will early ensue. All
our information points in this direction.

... In the present case, while we have authentarmation, we are in the position of
having no sufficient legal evidence, and it hasuoed to me that other means of
dealing with this organisation must be found.

From the public press | gather that it is n@ecepted that a state of war exists at
least in some parts of Ireland and these partpracically under military control. The
Government of Ireland are now apprehending theelesadf this hostile movement and
interning them and this course seems fully justifie

. It is beyond all question that Repubiicéroops are in this city with the
avowed object of taking part in hostile operatibosh in Ireland and here. That seems
to me to be an intolerable position of mattersisiineither fair to the law abiding
citizens here who are or might be victims of thes'’s violence at any moment, nor is
it fair on those in Ireland who are responsibletf@ maintenance of law and order.

| have already pointed out that | can see rama of dealing with these Sinn Feiners
in our Civil Criminal Courts and it occurs to meattihe Government of Ireland should
instruct the Glasgow Police to apprehend for thewh lrand over the most active Sinn
Feiners in this City who would then be internede Tistification for this would be that
the persons apprehended are engaged in levyingowahe Irish Executive. Such

apprehensions would be quite in accordance withdieared policy of the Irish
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Executive and the facts, so far as Glasgow is qoedeappear to fully justify such a

course..%’

Again we have the Fiscal's assertion of ‘autleemiformation.” On the basis of this
information the Procurator Fiscal was calling foe effective suspension of Habeas Corpus
(Wrongous Imprisonment in Scotland) and an officedognition that a state of war existed
in Ireland. The policy implications for the BritisGovernment of such an action were
unacceptable. Any move that hinted of belligerdatus for the IRA would legitimise the
Sinn Fein case of being the Government of Irelaadiqularly in America, and equally
important, in the Empire. As Lloyd George had alse@ointed out to Lord French in May
1920 ‘you do not declare war against reb&<® Such niceties of policy were causing
difficulties for those closer to the ‘front line’he tended to view things in more black and
white terms. In fairness to the Fiscal he was ngiin the aftermath of ‘Bloody Sunday,” and
only two days before the IRA had burned seventearemouses in Liverpool. Coupled with
this, ‘Several key figures in the Collins networlene picked up before the November
burnings...In fact had a raid not driven Mulcahy (IRGhief of Staff in Dublin) to escape
across rooftops ...leaving his papers behind...veryelacale operations would have taken
place in Liverpool and Manchester during April 192hese would have included the
destruction of all British shipping in Liverpool @mf Manchester’s electricity suppl{’In
view of what had happened elsewhere, and given thieaGlasgow police believed about the
IRA, it was a not unnatural assumption that whas wianned for Liverpool and Manchester
could well be planned for Glasgow. The report fraime Chief Constables of Glasgow

appeared to confirm Gilmour’s anxieties about tkistence of a kidnap plot:

67 NRS, HH55/69, Procurator Fiscal of Glasgow in aorepo the Secretary of Scotland, November" 30
1920.

%8 3. Lawlor,Britain and Ireland 1914-23Macmillan, Dublin, 1983), p56

9 tis probably for this reason that there is a rajgpended to the Procurator Fiscal's report in twihe Civil
Servants in the Scottish Office display an anxaigut the calls for independent action to be take®cotland.
Note for the Secretary for Scotland (unsigned)

PF’s report ... raises a question of policy. Thevac®inn Feiners in Glasgow are known to the polidesre
seems to be some ground for apprehension thatitineF&iners may resort to violence (as at Liverp8oPF
suggests that the leading Sinn Feiners might lestad and handed over to the Irish Govt. for imtemnt.

The same question arises in England. | think thests could only proceed in virtue of the DORA Hagans.

| am averse to the exercise of these powers hugdest that the cabinet should deal with the qoests a
matter of general policy, NRS, HH55/69.

°T. P. Cooganiichael Collins,(Arrow, London, 1991), p153
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We have information that the question of kidnappmas discussed and that it was
decided to kidnap the Prime Minister, Mr Bonar Lamd other important members of
the government and Home Office officials. This mf@ation was at once
communicated according to arrangement to the [ireat Intelligence, London. We
have also information that a party of six was apfea to carry out reprisals in Scotland
and supplied with £250 for the purpose.

If any important member of the Government sdoobme to Glasgow special
precautions will be taken to ensure his safetyitootight be well if none came for the

present*

The response of Captain Herbert J. Despard, thef @onstable of Lanarkshire, was no
more comforting: ‘There is always a danger of tleul this County as the Sinn Fein and
Orange patrties are fairly well balanced, with tla¢unal consequence that if Sinn Feiners are
in the majority in one place they molest the Oramge and vice versa, ...there is always a
danger of conflict between the two parties, largenbers of young men habitually carry
pistols and at any time there may be trouBle’

By late November 1920 the Government as dewvas in a state of some panic. Bloody
Sunday and the captured Sinn Fein documents rev@aeorganisation that was far more
formidable than the Government in Westminster haednbwilling to admit. The privately
expressed views of the Chief Constable of Glasd@i/ he could not guarantee the safety of
the leader of the Conservative party on Britishl smid his recommendation that major
politicians stay away from Glasgow says much alpmlice’s belief in the strength of Sinn
Fein. Sir Hamar Greenwo6tin fact mentions in the House of Commons off Rbvember
1920 that ‘the organisation has spread to this wguand £3,500 had recently been sent to
Scotland, particularly in Glasgow to buy firearnus fissassins? Strangely this particular
piece of information does not feature in the Sshttffice files. Presumably they thought to
let Munro know. In any case the idea of Sinn Fetacks on the British mainland had now
taken hold in Scotland is shown in an examinatibbw@ cases, one of a private company

and another of a major military installation.

MNRS, HH55/69,Chief Constable of Glasgow to thet@sio Office

2 1bid

3 Sir Hamar Greenwood (1870-1948) Chief Secretailystéind, C. Hazlehurst, S. Whitehead and C. Wawatlla
(eds.) A Guide to the Papers of British Cabinet Minist&890-1964(Cambridge University Press, 1996)

"4 TheScotsmanNovember 28 1920, p7
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IV Barbarians at the Gates

The press publication of the captured plans lher destruction of the Manchester Power
Station obviously had an effect on the board ofGhgle Valley Electrical Power Company.
In December 1920 the board wrote to the Secretargtotland requesting a military guard
for their three power stations pointing out themportance to the economy: ‘These stations,
...serve an area of 730 square miles, embracing wfote important shipbuilding and
engineering works of the Clyde and the Lanarksbaalfields.  Upwards of two hundred
industrial works and forty collieries derive thpwwer from our power stations, in addition to
Tramways and other public services... Having regarthé disastrous consequences which
would result from damage to our stations, we sultimétt a Military Guard should be
provided forthwith, at each power statid”’.What is striking is the picture of vulnerability
that it presents of the industrial heart of Scatlafhe Scottish Office was aware that there
was little chance of maintaining a regular militapyard for industrial sites in Scotland. The
suggested solutions raised the possibility of winatld have, in effect, been an armed militia
being formed to guard strategic sites. The policerew in the opinions of the Chief
Constables, far too overstretched to provide thpe t9f protection requested and yet both
Despard and Charles Harding (Chief Constable offieesshire) were agreed that the
installations were vulnerable. The officials weeaight between their apprehension of a Sinn
Fein attack, something they have been warned doouhe last two months, as has been
shown by the previous files, and the desire toganiy extra expense. At the same time the
solution of arming the workers was almost as alagto the authorities as Sinn Fein itself.

On the # December 1920 the Scottish Office wrote to thee€hlonstables concerned
asking for their observations on this request. Hairt replies both Harding and Despard
forcefully made the point that they were in no piosi to protect the power stations
adequately. Despard pointed out that although #gesments have been made by which it is
hoped that the nearest Police Stations will genwgr even if telephonic communication is
interrupted, if an attack is made on the worksuéh a warning is received, an armed body
of Police will be sent, ...The Secretary for Scotlavilll notice that all the Police can hope to
do is to arrive on the scene as soon as possitde ai attack has been made, as, however
constant the visits may be, it is unlikely thataatack will be made when the Constables are

actually visiting.” Harding was even more pessimist his assessment:

" Ibid
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| can only give them extra police protection whibky do not consider sufficient, and,
as a matter of fact, if this place or police stasiavere invaded by armed Sinn Feiners
the occupants would nearly be powerless against.the
| ought to mention that during the whole of thar we kept rifles and ammunition at
the more important police stations, but since ttierse were recalled by the Military
Authorities without the instructions, so far asrl aware of the Scottish Office.
| may also add that a large number of emplogtdlsese works are either Irish or of

Irish extraction’®

These senior policemen were in no doubt about tveep stations’ vulnerability and their
own lack of resources and were taking the oppastwfigoing on record to stress the point.
Harding’s observation that he had been disarmethéymilitary without the sanction of the
Scottish Office implied that any attack on the licat Yoker would be partly the fault of the
army. The last, rather ominous sentence, on thaeethtigins of the employees at the power
station was that of a Chief Police Officer disptayhis deep concern in the face of an armed
attack. It may well indicate that the Renfrewsti@@nstabulary may have been more wary in
tackling the IRA. It is remarkable that Lanarkshéeems to have had a mobile armed force
on call but Renfrewshire did not. Even so, Despaattl out little hope of being able to
prevent any attack on the power stations in higa.HrEollowing these gloomy assessments
from the Chief Constables, efforts were made byStbettish Office to find a solution.

In December 1920 a Scottish Office officialhddRose, later Sir John Gilmour’s Private
Secretary, reported that there had been a Homeelfbnference to consider the protection
of stores for the Ministry of Munitions. The dileranwas identical to that faced by the
Scottish Office in providing military guards forrategic sites. The War Office refused
military protection. However, it is the suggestéi@matives, that provide the most interesting

example of government thinking at the time:

" NRS, HH55/69, Chief Constable Harding of RenfrevBtottish Office, Decembel’91920

""NRS HH55/62: Interestingly on the same date Despaode to the Scottish Office suggesting that thkcy

of internment be adopted in Scotland. This was @ised by the Advocate Depute and the Lord Advosate’
Office. Letter from the Chief Constable of LanarikstConstabulary to the Scottish Office

Captain H Despard, "®ecember 1920:

The A D is under the impression that the L A doesmeanwhile approve of any action being takenherlines
suggested by Captain Despard. No such action ésAtD, understands being taken in England. Theemnatt
being one of policy is submitted for direction. Adbate Depute.
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The proceedings at this conference make pretyr svhat could be the attitude of the
W.O. (War Office) towards this request for a mitytguard. They also throw doubt on
the expediency of a suggestion that has someties made that the factory workers
should be enrolled as Special Constables ‘prowdédarms’.

There is a suggestion by the Secretary of $ateif the C.Cs think the arrangements
for protecting the Ministry’s depots are not satcdbry they should, after consulting the
managers, appoint themselves appropriate watchmdnsaear them in as Special
Constables. The Secretary of State could defrayctisé It may be assumed that the
Secretary’s objection to arming ordinary factoryrkers could not apply to the arming

of these picked meff.

This particular correspondence highlights thébfgms facing the Scottish Office. They had
a threat which they believed to be substantialtbete was little likelihood of obtaining any
extra help from the British Government. As the mepan the Home Office conference
reported above shows, even the Ministry of Mungi@ould not ensure a military guard for
its installations. The suggestion that the fact@oykers be provided with arms received short
shrift. It is an intriguing thought, although théea of providing weapons to workers on
Clydeside must have seemed to the Scottish Ofkae ta the US Cavalry running guns to
the Apaches. Nevertheless, it was the War Offickhénshape of the Royal Navy that came
back to the Scottish Office with an almost idertipaoblem the following year. This
correspondence again highlights the problem ofegtain for vulnerable installations and the
perennial inter-departmental problem of financesponsibility. Rose was this time consulted
by the Admiralty concerning protection of the oipgline which ran along the Forth and
Clyde canal:

| said that we could of course ask the police ef¢bhunties where the pumping stations
are, to give special attention to the stations,tbat they could not provide continuous
watching. There were objections to increasing thiece forces for temporary purposes
and the appointment of police would be expensivesugigested that the Chief

Constables might be asked by the Admiralty to $efeen as watchmen and have them
sworn in as Special Constablés.

" NRS, HH55/62
" |bid
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The Admiralty made a formal request for assistamaethe Scottish Office was in no real
position to help and they were determined that thvewld not incur the cost of recruiting
extra police. However, in their reply to the Adniiyain January 1921, Munro made a
suggestion, which, had it been taken up may hadddraeaching consequences:

It would probably be possible to engage a fort&pecial Constables for the duty
under the general control of the Chief Constalesh a force would cost less than an
equal number of ordinary Constables. It is undexstoowever, that it is intended that
the men would be armed, and the Secretary for &wmbtivould have great difficulty in
assenting to the arming of Special Constableséh sircumstances.

In all the circumstances, the Secretary for [8odtwould suggest that their Lordships
should consider whether their object could not tb@reed by the recruiting of a special
body of watchmen — possibly army and navy pens®nrerwho would form a
uniformed and disciplined force and would be armed.

Sir John Lamf’

What in effect Munro proposed was the formatidracuniformed and armed militia to
guard a military installation. The rather vaguei@that they would be found from navy and
army pensioners would very probably not have réfiddhe reality. Considering that the
Orange Order made frequent representations tolbweal to do this sort of work it is not
hard to envisage the take up of posts in this fokt@ny rate it is highly unlikely that anyone
from an Irish Catholic background would have besaruited. The idea of Special Constables
or picked watchmen had connotations of the B SpgeaiaUlster. Had Scotland gone down
this route it is difficult to see how any force mgited to guard against Sinn Fein could have
been anything other than wholly Protestant, ifemtirely Orange.

As it turned out the Admiralty apparently didt reply to the Scottish Office’s letter, very
probably because the Truce and Treaty negotiatiemdered them redundant. In which case
it is possible that Scotland escaped what couldeHaeen a very divisive development
especially in view of what was to come with the egeace of growing sectarian tensions in
the 1920s and 1930s. Nonetheless, there were thosenior positions in Scotland that

believed they were in a war situation and that ¢éimemy was capable of deploying a

80 NRS, HH55/62, Sir John Lamb Permanent Under Sayr&cottish Office 1921-1923
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considerable force in the middle of Scotland. Thag had in fact an almighty fright that
arguably ranked alongside the threat of Bolshesiolution from Clydeside workers.

V Aftermath: ‘The Irish Menace’
They cannot be assimilated or absorbed in to tlwtiSh race. They remain a people by
themselves, segregated by reason of their racé, ¢hstoms, their traditions, and above
all by their loyalty to their Church and graduallgnd inevitably dividing Scotland

racially, socially and ecclesiasticalfy}.

The Sinn Fein campaign remains a contentiousimi&eotland. As was pointed out in the
introduction to this chapter there are differingnagns on the effectiveness of the campaign
in military terms. Hart makes the point that ‘Ifceess is measured in terms of public and
governmental attention and alarm, the guerrilldsea®d what they set out to do. The IRA
threat was the subject of numerous Cabinet repmdsdiscussions. It was raised regularly in
the House of Commons. It provoked an unprecedeaedhighly visible internal security
regime. Most importantly it provoked headlinéSCertainly this conclusion is borne out by
the documents considered here. Nonetheless thexa waculiarly Scottish dimension to the
period. Hart perceptively states that ‘It is itemdity as much as its violence which makes the
IRA in Britain historically significant... All theserganisations had also internalized a very
83 (my

italics). It is certainly the case that the actestof the IRA in Scotland differed from those in

British sense of localismyith the movement as a whole split at the Scotiider

England. It has been argued here that the thfeattion was as useful to the IRA as a cover
for their gun-running activities and that thereeigdence that the IRA, or more likely the
IRB, were deliberately fostering the idea amonpstduthorities in Scotland that there was a
large potential armed force in Scotland which, haekisted, would have been beyond the
capability of the civil police forces to control.rhay well have been the case that much of the
activities in terms of illegal drilling took plade order to promote this perception. O’Cathain
has shown that Collins used trusted IRB men likee\and Furlong to control his munitions

stream in Scotland. The fact that there were un@aoutensions inside the IRA in Scotland

8The ScotsmanMay 158" 1923 p10, Report by the Church of Scotland Ciared Nation Committee The
Menace of the Irish Race to our Scottish Natiogalit

8 p. Hart,Operations Abroad pp101-102

8 Ibid
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may well have been caused by the need to keep dhendéers out of the gun-running
operations and yet give the appearance to the @iiglsathat there was a substantial armed
threat. It is a not unreasonable proposition tedbag as the police were chasing a phantom
‘army’ around the Ochil Hills or, has been seem s$treets of Barrhead they would not be
concentrating on the more important arms route€afiain states that ‘The agreed premise
is tight IRB control of arms procurement and suppbliberate obfuscation of the IRA, and a
similar ostracisation of the Volunteers from futicass to fund$* If, as has been suggested
here, the IRA in Scotland were deliberately notagyegl but being used as a distraction it may
go some way to explaining the bitterness of theot&&h Accounts’ wrangle and why
disgruntled IRA men in Glasgow who felt left outtbe action may have appealed to Brugha
as minister of Defence. O’Cathain points out thatonly Volunteers’ action, the ‘Smashing
of the Van’ in 1921, was contrary to the wishe®ablin. *...a rescue attempt for an ‘on-the-
run’ Sligo IRA leader, Frank Carty who had fled Gdasgow after escaping from jail in
Northern Ireland. The resulting ‘Smashing of thenVanded in two policemen being shot,
one of whom was killed in a city centre shoot-cureler embedded in Glasgow mythology,
a massive crackdown and round-up of republicanGlasgow, no release for Carty and an
incandescent Minister for Finance back in DubffhiThus the only really notable action
throughout the whole war in Scotland could havedaiVely scuppered a highly successful
piece of intelligence deception and endangeredithksupply lines.

Nevertheless the ‘Deception Plan,” deliberatefastuitous, had a definite effect on the
Scottish establishment. The traumatic experiefidthkeoGreat War changed Scottish society
for ever and its attitude to the Irish. Scotland hast proportionately more men in battle per
head of population than any other nation involvedhie conflict and this was a shattering
blow that left no community and scarcely any familythe land untouched. The profound
effects on the national psyche were incalculables political results of the war also had an
effect on the confidence of the establishment gahstitutions. As has been pointed out the
1917 Bolshevik Revolution in Russia engenderedrand peur’ in the upper and middle
classes unseen since the French revolution. This aniconfidence ended forever the Liberal
hegemony in Scotland as the middle classes rushiut tsafety of the Conservatives and the
working class to the hope of the Labour Party. Tingh issue itself disappeared off the
political radar for England but it came haunt Smod in a different guise throughout the

inter-war years.

8 M. O'Cathain,Michael Collins and Scotlandp168
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The Irish War of Independence between 1919 H92{L must have been profoundly
unsettling viewed from the perspective of PreshgteScotland. It is perhaps difficult from
the perspective of the secular twenty-first centtoyconceive how much of Scotland’'s
identity was a Presbyterian identity, certainly tbe middle classes. If one considers the
family background of Munro for example, he was $l@ of a Free Church minister and his
maternal grandfather was also a Church of Scottamister. His first wife was similarly a
daughter of the mang&The Civil Service and the legal establishment ween of a similar
stamp, in many cases Church elders as well asgsiofeals and these were the men who
would have had access, directly in some casesthaiodgh connections in others, to at least
some of the information contained in the documexamined aboVé They were also men
who had in a comparatively short space of time sdetine assumptions of superiority with
which they had grown up profoundly challenged. Ehifeundred years of Protestant
ascendancy in Ireland collapsed as a British Empirieich had emerged victorious at
phenomenal cost from the greatest conflict in Injstdhhad been apparently fought to a
standstill by the despised Irish. Not only thatt bleir co-religionists, who had loudly
proclaimed their loyalty to that Empire, had beeduced to ruling a laager of six counties
still with a dangerously disloyal element, whil&Catholic state had been set up not only a
short journey away but within what had been aaugistate. This war had also been fought
on their own territory. At any time there might lealbeen an ‘outrage’ on the streets and
certainly the authorities believed that at one etdtere was an Irish Army in the west of
Scotland. These dangerous and disloyal radicale wew making common cause with the
socialists.

By May 1922 the brief post war boom waslieg and Scotland was entering what
would be an almost twenty year economic slump. itheediate hopes of the post war
period were waning and the country entered a avist®nfidence and identity as the pre-war
arrogance gave way to uncertainty and mass unemgloly At the same time the Church of
Scotland’s General Assembly took its first stepa itoncerted anti-lIrish campaign. That this
was to be a racial as well as a religious campaanbe seen from the speech of the Rev
Duncan Cameron who asserted that ‘Roman Cathadlitgssb origin were not only alien to

Scots in religion; they were alien in race. Theyl lmme to Scotland to take jobs from

8 G. F. Millar, ‘Munro, Robert, Baron Alness (186855)Oxford Dictionary of National Biographynline
edition, Oxford

87 The term men is used advisedly here. This igmeay that middle class Scottish women did natesthese
views, they most certainly did. It is simply becatise political, legal and church establishmenhatime was
almost exclusively male.
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Scottish workers to exploit Scotland’s welfare epystand to stir labour unrest. Their
presence had a still more sinister aspect....Thesean@nspiracy on the part of the Roman
Catholic hierarchy to bring Scotland under Romamidation.®® The General Assembly
appointed a committee of leading churchman to emartte problem of Irish Catholics in
Scotland. The result in 1923 was the report to @eneral Assembly of the Church of
Scotland on the Irish Problem entitléthe Menace of the Irish race to our Scottish
nationality. The irony about this document is that the Ireskgn during the ‘war’ were never
much of a menace and certainly were not duringtwenties and thirties but the language
used in the General Assembly of 1923 was of a ‘oentb be combated. Th8cotsman
report of the speech of the Rev. William Main whitraduced the report illustrates the

political as well as the religious anxieties

The problem was both a political and religious.ofmhe political influence in this
(Irish) immigration was already seen in the Welstvas very largely due to that fact
that they had in the House of Commons... men whoesgmted or were supposed to
represent constituencies in Glasgow and the Westwin did not represent them
really. (Applause). They had been elected...justheyfact that they had this enormous
Irish Roman Catholic population in this area. Armhte the type of men they had there
were bringing disgrace and scandal on the Houssaimons.... When it came to pass
in certain localities that the Irish population wen the majority both in religious
influence and in respect of the control of the pdhose men and women held the
balance of power. That was the danger that waprtitdem that was before the country

at the present tim®.

It was not a long step from an armed Irish ‘armfy30,000 in the West and the fears of the
Chief Constable of Glasgow, to the idea of an Ipsthitical ‘army’ in the West electing the

dangerous Bolsheviks of the ILP. The fact thathef men bringing ‘disgrace and scandal on
the House of Commons, ten were members of the €@huone of whom had been a

missionary and the other, a minister, as was veht#ynpointed out by the ILP two days

8 3. J. Brown, “Outside the Covenant”: the Scotfisksbyterian Church and Irish Immigration, 19228193
Innes Reviewt2;1 (1991), pp19-20
8 TheScotsman,May 30" 1923 p8
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later, mattered naf Truth in politics tends to be what is believed thg majority at any
given moment.

The Scotsmarieader of the following day concurred with the rgfgoanalysis. Entitled
‘The Irish in Scotland: A Serious Problem’ the ®eaf an Irish take over had gone from a

military to a social and political threat:

The danger lies in the influence the immigrantgh®sir increasing numbers are able to
exert in the life of the community in educationahunicipal and parliamentary
affairs....the Irish form the most solid bloc amorng thewcomers. They are bound
together by religious ties, which are preservethgir attitudes to social and political
guestions. They vote practically as one man, amd thumbers are such that they
virtually hold the balance in municipal and parlemary polls in certain districts. It
was largely due to the Irish vote that so many &sts were elected to the present

parliament by the West of Scotlafd.

By 1923 it was obvious that large and influentiedysents of Scottish society had come to
fear the Irish in their midst. Ironically the feao$ Irish immigration in the twenties and
thirties were groundless as the economic conditisiasved it to a trickle and yet a
specifically anti-lIrish campaign carried on. Thesisaof this chapter has been to suggest that
some of the roots of that campaign lie in the evefthe Irish War of Independence and its
specific effect on the leaders of a significanttieecof Scottish opinion. The analysis of the
official documentation of the time demonstrates I&nn Fein, often divided and fractious in
Scotland, was yet portrayed as serious militargahr

The Irish Disturbances files do not portrag Scottish Office as a dynamic department of
state. It was often nervous, constantly lookingrat® shoulder to the Cabinet for policy
advice and ready to believe exaggerated intelligeeports of the threat it faced and yet too
often too timid, and too penny pinching, to takéaac It displayed a lack of self-belief that
in many ways became endemic in Scotland in the-imge years. On the other hand its
inertia may have been its saving grace. The ide#tdt that a uniformed force of armed ex-
service men be recruited to protect the Navy’s Ipipethankfully never came to pass.
Perhaps this was too uncomfortably redolent of ‘Black and Tans,” or at least the B

Specials, to be contemplated in Scotland. Equiaéiywilder demands from Procurator Fiscals
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and Chief Constables were quietly shelved The okelwing impression is that is that the
Scottish Office feared that if they had not loshirol of the country it could have happened
at any time. It is precisely that same fear ofrgscontrol that permeated the anti-Irish
campaigns of the twenties and thirties. An educatéd, many of whom who would have
considered themselves liberal (with a small I), afl whom would have considered
themselves Christian, lent support and crucial eegbility to a campaign of effective
demonization of the Catholic Irish in Scotland. middle class Scotland the creation of a
Catholic Irish Free State was a defeat for the Empit was a defeat for previously

unassailable Protestantism and it was a defedte@ndwn doorstep.
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Chapter Two

An Inferior Race

With the census report of 1871 the Committee ti@tthis invasion of the Irish is likely
to produce far more serious effects upon Scotldrah teven the invasion of warlike
hordes of Saxons, Danes and Northmen.’

Report of the Joint Committee of the Scottish Pyesstan Churches on Immigration

19" July 19282

| Introduction

The 1920s should have been a triumphant periodht® Church of Scotland. It achieved
union with the United Free Church ending in larget phe schism of the 1843 ‘Disruption.’
It successfully piloted two bills through Parliamesstablishing a new system of church
finance and squaring the circle between establishnaed disestablishment giving the
‘Established Church’ in Scotland far greater powbes its counterpart in England for it was
“recognised” by the state to be independent inriteeiand government? It had, as its most
eminent churchmen, Dr John White, a skilled pdditioperator as well as a considerable
scholar with undoubted powers of leadership, and ISands? one of the foremost Scottish
judges and lay churchmen of his day. It was hopethany contemporary ministers that the
post war period would see the return of the ChufcBcotland to the centrality of Scottish
life, not only spiritually, but also in cultural drpolitical terms. The Kirk would regain its
place as the leader and arbiter of Scotland. lecethere would be a new ‘covenant’ where
all sections of society would coalesce around dtiSboidentity that was paternal, Protestant
and led by the ‘Auld Kirk'.

On the other hand, as Callum Brown points o@whar had changed society profoundly:

Churchmen were shaken by what appeared to becpubiiference to the churches as
institutions, but they were also racked with doufmincerning the theological
implications of the war...the war had severe consecge for the social vision of the

92 John White Paperdrish Immigration Box 103, New College Library, University of Edimrgh.

9 J G KellasModern Scotland: The Nation since 187F&ll Mall, London, 1968), p63.

% Sir Christopher Nicholson Johnston, Lord Sand85711934), Unionist MP for Edinburgh and St. Andsew
Universities 1916 to 1917, Senator of the Collefdustice.
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Presbyterian churches. Initially filling them wisielf-confidence regarding their place
in a society that required moral and spiritual cliken in the midst of crisis by 1916 and
1917 the experience of war had led to a failurehope for a religious revival in
Scotland”

Much of what has been written about Scotlancha inter-war period refers to a crisis of
confidence amongst the Scottish middle classethdmrase of the Presbyterian Churches this
crisis may also be considered as something of te§temt panic. Brown cites John Wolff on

the effects of the Great War on religious orgarset

British society during the war, and religious orgations in particular evoke the image
of a fitness and health food fanatic who, afteoragl period of life afflicted by nothing
worse than colds and migraines, has to face upet@ivareness that he has a disabling

cancer’®

Scottish Presbyterianism, despite its tendencypld sver matters of a doctrinal and
administrative nature, had not had cause to dasbpre-eminent position for almost two
centuries. The war, however, had forced it to atersthe idea that it may have lost its hold
on the nation. The effects of trench warfare arel glospect of imminent death may have
turned the soldiers thoughts towards God but nohénmanner hoped for by the Church. A
report published in 1919 entitléithe Army and Religiorthe Rev David Cairns, Professor of
Dogmatics and Apologetics at the Free Church CellagAberdeen, noted ‘that the men who
had been in the trenches had experienced an awakehthe primitive religious convictions
- God, Prayer, Immortality, but they did not asateithese with Jesus Christ, that their
thought of God was not Christianis€dOr as another observer noted, ‘The soldier has got
religion, | am not so sure that he has got Chniitya®® In any case the post war world was
not one in which Protestantism, never mind the €wf Scotland, could take its position
for granted. This realisation prompted the Churdobegshe first time to take serious note of
their Catholic neighbours. Faced with dwindlingeattances and what appeared to be an

increasingly secularised, and indeed paganisedspie-seeking society the apparent loyalty

% C.G. Brown, Piety, Gender and War in Scotlanchin1910s, in C. M. MacDonald and E. W. McFarland
(eds.),Scotland and the Great Wg(Tuckwell, East Linton, 1999), pl174
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of the Catholic Irish to their Church stood as stiimg of a rebuke and a threat. If the
Protestant Churches could not hold on to Scotlaed there appeared the possibility, even if
it was no more than a possibility, that they cdagdsupplanted by Catholicism.

As has been pointed out in the previous chagte events of the Irish War of
Independence had a marked effect on the upperathef Scottish society but why was that
effect so profound on the Presbyterian churcheser Afl, as far as the political classes were
concerned, the Irish problem was now off the agendh the signing of the Anglo-Irish
Treaty and the setting up of the Free State. Roitine First World War the Church itself had
had little to do with extreme anti-Catholicism. ThBesruption of 1843 may have altered the
centrality of the Established Church in Scottidle lbut did not alter the perception that
Scottish Presbyterianism was a matter of nationdliaternational import and whatever its
form, was the settled religion of the country. T@atholic Church in Scotland was not
considered a threat to that order. Thomas Chalmérs,was to become leader of the Free
Church, had been the main speaker at a rally ir® iBZXavour of Catholic emancipation.
Even the massive numbers of Irish immigrants thatdfed into Scotland in the %entury,
in the wake of the famine and to provide the manalabur for industrial Scotland, while
undoubtedly provoking clashes with native Scots] aarticularly with Protestant Irish
immigrants, did not promote Catholicism to the leska challenge to Protestant Scotland.
As Steve Bruce has pointed out: ‘In class terms, dtiongest opposition came from the
skilled manual working class in those areas whecempeted with Irish Catholics. But what
is most significant, and what underlies the wholébsequent development of anti-
Catholicism in Scotland, is the absence of anywadnti-Catholicism from a large part of the
leadership of the Churche$.Essentially the Irish Catholics in Scotland wea¢ worth the
notice of a Presbyterian Church embroiled in itsnogontroversies and the religion of
navvies and parlour maids were of no concern toatiSh middle class growing rich on the
proceeds of Empire. If Irish Catholic labourers dndh Protestant labourers wished to
belabour each other in the working class districtsthe West of Scotland, that was
deplorable, but nonetheless an issue for magistrageministers.

The central questions of the ‘sectarian issughefinter-war years are why the Irish, why
then and why did the Church persist in a campaigrsd long in the face of apparent public
indifference? It has been suggested by GallaghetWéalker that this was a continuation of a

Scottish tradition of ‘No Popery’. ‘Strongly wordeditacks on the Catholic Irish presence in

%S BruceNo Pope of RomégMainstream, Edinburgh, 1985), p31
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Scotland became a feature of the annual Generamitdly of both the Church of Scotland
and the United Free Church during the 1920s a®sel@rgymen, like the Very Reverend Dr
John White, perhaps the most eminent Scottish bmaa of the first half of the century,
quietly endorsed the bitter critique of inveter&te Popery campaigners” Undoubtedly
there were elements of this in the campaign butGharch, particularly in the person of
White, vehemently, and none too ‘quietly’ assetteat the anti-lIrish campaign was a racial
and not a religious issue. Professor S.J. Brown gmasted out that ‘leading churchmen
sought to place the national Church of Scotlandhat head of a nativist anti-Catholic
movement and to make the Church the defender, migtas the Reformed Faith but of the
Scottish ‘race’ as well?* Scholars of the period have generally made eafe to the racial
nature of the campaign and the particular demaoizaif the Irish. The Irish had been a
threat to the peace, they appeared to be a thodhetpolitical and social order, and in the
Church’s case for the first time in over three haldyears Catholicism was a credible rival,
not simply because the Irish had suddenly becomee massertive but because
Presbyterianism in comparison appeared to be ilingedHow then was Presbyterianism to
respond? An attack on the Catholic Irish purelygoounds of religion would have begged
many questions about the validity of an EstablisBédirch and of the place it claimed in
Scottish society. Besides such an attack wouldHayn open to charges of religious bigotry
and reduce the effectiveness of any appeal it nad@vernment and the wider public. An
argument had to found that would be based on wadesiderations than the purely religious
and that could be presented as a defence of tl@nahinterest.

It is for this reason that this chaptéf fecus on the intellectual justifications behind
the Church’s campaign. The notes in the John Wiafeers held in New College Library on
the subject of Irish immigration and on the consegftrace and class in general provide an
insight into the mental processes of the Churchinkbading figures. Much scholarly time
has been spent in Scotland on the question of tityérHere, however, we have a national
institution that not only considered itself, butogiaimed itself, the guardian of Scottish
identity while seeking to re-establish an identdy itself at the same time. This may sound
like the paradigm for a peculiarly Scottish form sthizophrenia but to understand the
Church’s quest for an intellectual base for itsifias in the 1920s is to understand the larger

guestion of Scotland’s view of itself and its pwmsitin the wider world in the inter war
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period. It is also important to make a distinctimtween the arguments of the 1920s and the
1930s. It should be remembered that at this staigewtas an argument of an elite, for an
elite. White would never have considered himsetfemnagogue in the later Ratcliffe and
Cormack mould. He genuinely believed he was makinghilosophical, scientific, political
and moral argument and that this argument was datiewtich he believed that the political
and social elite of Scotland would have, or shdwade, been in sympathy.

The more spectacular, if brief, events of 1880s can tend to overshadow what was for
the best part of a decade a discussion betweemtiaubar intellectual, social and political
stratum in Scotland, and between men who were llarigémately acquainted with each
other. More fundamentally it was an argument alvahét Scotland was and what it would
become conducted, not just by a church, but byasscivhich had lost the certainties of the
past and was fearful of its position in the futuéhat did it mean to be Scottish for the
middle and upper classes when the economic conditltad undermined the country’s
position as partner in Empire and where the loyaitg massive sacrifices of the Great War
seemed to count for little? (White’'s own son haerbé&illed while serving in the Royal
Flying Corps). The Catholic and inferior Irish sesimto be taken more seriously by the
British Government than the loyal, Protestant agltlesvidently superior Scots. It would have
to be proved, and proved scientifically, that thehl were of an inferior ‘type’ to the Scots
and that toleration of Irish immigration was ris§ithe social, moral and economic stability
of the country.

II' A Christian Commonwealth

It would appear from White’s pronouncementdlmissue of Irish immigration that there
was an almost authoritarian and indeed monolithizcept behind the Church’s thinking. As
S.J. Brown has pointed out ‘their idea of the Gltams Commonwealth was based on an
exclusive idea of a national church, one that ddite a racial and cultural homogeneity. The
national Church of Scotland was to represent atiShonhational character, and include
among its teachings a ‘scientific’ racism in whitte separation of the races was part of the
divinely-ordained natural ordet® There was, however, another strand to Church ithink
and it is well to pause at this stage and considbat was meant by a Christian
Commonwealth and whether White’s concept was aeansal one shared by all members of
the Presbyterian Church. The idea @lfirist’'s Kingdom on Earthas a theological and,

1923 3. Brown, The Campaign for the Christian Comneaith in W.M. Jacob and Nigel Yates (ed<ypwn
and Mitre: Religion and Society in Northern Eurcgiace the ReformatioiiBoydell, Woodbridge, 1993), p219
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importantly, social concept was one that had a ewariof interpretations within
Presbyterianism. In the years prior to the Great YWea concept of Christ's kingdom came
under new theological and social scrutiny. Thigtieacwill attempt to put this idea into its
context in the early twentieth century and dematstthat not only was it complex but a
continually shifting one.

The nineteenth century had seen a somethingedssessment of the traditional evangelical
approach to social problems. While it is not unosable to point out that the orthodoxy,
both political and ecclesiastical, that poverty atider social ills were a result of individual
moral failing generally held sway it was certaitihe case that this analysis was becoming
increasingly questioned within the Church. Withdigressing too far into nineteenth century
church history it is useful to give some exampteseémonstrate that there was a tradition in
Presbyterianism that ran counter to White’s coratesm with both a large and small c. For
example Robert Flint (1834-1910) Professor of Mdéthllosophy and Political Economy at
St. Andrews and later Chair of Divinity at Edinbhrgought to look farther than simple
evangelicalism as a means of engaging with theabgebblems created in the wake of
industrialisation. As Johnston McKay has put it:

Somehow the Church had to escape from the trapegérding the evangelical
effectiveness of the parish church and ministeessential to the reduction of poverty
and the improvement of social conditions. Robeirtil book Christ’s Kingdom upon

Earth which contained his sermons on the parables oKithgdom, gave the Church a
new model to describe its relationship with socig# argued for cooperation with
secular agencies and insisted that this would ndetmine the influence of the Church.
Put simply, cooperation was necessary practically, lonore important, required

theologically'®®

The Kingdom of God was not then exclusively the €huThe secular had a part to play and
the Church had to engage with the secular agencias Flint put it himself:

The Church is not the Kingdom of God, and thesmetds of social life in separating
themselves from the church, have not separatedseleges from the Kingdom of God;
nay, by the very act of rejecting the control of tBhurch they set aside the mediation

103 3. McKay, The Kirk and the Kingdom: A Century of TensiondntSsh Social Theology, 1830-
1929(Edinburgh University Press, 2012) , p28.
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of the Church between them and the Kingdom of God, secured for themselves, as a
portion of their independence, the right of stagdmimmediate contact with the Word
and the kingdom of Gotf?

This, as Johnston McKay points out, is crucialtiie development of later nineteenth
century social theology. While there was some dsm@ms to how far the Church should be
involved socially and politically in advancing thkéngdom, it did mean that there was more
to the Kingdom than the Church aloff@This would be of considerable importance in the
later development in the Church’s arguments artierfundamentally contradictory stance it
would adopt in the 1920s. In the immediate it hadeffect on the development of later
nineteenth century social thought in the Churchi@aarly by the 1890s.

The appalling squalor of nineteenth century urbadustrialised Glasgow prompted the
Church to become more engaged with the social tondiaround them. For example ‘Of all
the children who died in Glasgow before the agdiva, 32 per cent died in one roomed
houses compared with 2 per cent in five roomed émif$® In 1888 the Church of
Scotland’s Glasgow Presbytery set up a housing desiom to investigate conditions of
slum housing in the city led by three ministersnidmarshall Lang (1834-1909), Frederick
Lockhart Robertson (1827-1892) and Donald Macld@81-1916). While it is true that their
approach was not identical it was certainly theectimt they all had been influenced by
Flintian ideas of Christ's kingdom. In fact botlkalg and MacLeod were friends and
neighbours and had been contemporaries of FliGiaggow University. Lang’s approach to
social issues was concerned with the ‘extent ofepigvand the “threat” of socialism and
some reactions to them both secular and ChristirHis criticism of socialism rested
largely on its lack of a religious element but leeagnised that the humanitarian efforts
of individuals were not distinctively Christian bwere nevertheless influenced by Christian
thought. MacLeod differed from Lang in what he beéid social reform could achieve. For
Lang the emphasis was an evangelical one to engeundividuals to return to the Church.
For MacLeod the there was a greater purpose. peach to the General Assembly of 1889
he stated that:

194 R, Flint, Christ's Kingdom upon Earth in J. McKa&he Kirk and the Kingdomp32
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If we are entering on this battle against the evilsociety for the object of getting our
Churches filled and our Church statistics run @ip going to the people we give them
the slightest suspicion that the chief end we hawaew is to get them to go ‘to our

Church’, we will fail and deservedly fdif®

Despite their differences of approach both Lang lsladLeod recognised that the Church’s
social theology had to engage with the wider waodther than remain as a purely in house
affair. The significance of this point in the affaiof the Church of the 1920s will become
apparent later on but to give some idea of howai$ warried out in practice it is necessary to
take a brief look at the Presbytery of Glasgow'sislng Commission.

The Reverend Frederick Lockhart Robertson wassteinfor St Andrews parish Glasgow
an area with some of the worst housing conditionshe City. In 1888 the Presbytery of
Glasgow met to discuss the social conditions ofgber and the ‘evils of intemperance.’
Robertson was successful not only in convincing Bresbytery to set up a Housing
Commission to look into housing conditions in thiy dut, equally significantly, to include
outside expertise in that commission. It shouldnlbéed that although this was a hugely
significant step in the Church’s social engagenitedid not mean that the idea of individual
responsibility for the conditions of the poor hageb discarded. As Johnston McKay has

argued:

Because the Presbytery appointed a Commission aocdgmised that there were
economic and structural causes of poverty, there been a tendency to assume
wrongly that blaming poor social conditions on p&a irresponsibility had been

abandoned. It also has to be recognised that whdePresbytery had rightly been
praised for its initiative in setting up the Comsim, very few of its members

expressed the same sort of interest in social tondias did Robertson, Marshall Lang
and MacLeod?

It could also be argued that the Commission waslypwefluenced by the landlord interest

and did not totally abandon the innate conservabémime Church. Nevertheless, the efforts
of Marshall Lang, MacLeod and Robertson in raisiihg social conscience of the Church
mark an important point in the development of datiaology and social engagement by the

1% Donald MacLeod in J. McKayKirk and the Kingdonp50
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Church. Although he did not live to see it Robantsefforts were instrumental in the setting
up of the Glasgow Workmen’s Dwelling Company whralised £40,000 and which bought
and renovated twenty-six slum properties and edesig new tenements. This was the
Flintian concept of Christ’'s Kingdom in action.

There was, however, another interpretation ofis€hr Kingdom that to all intents and
purposes was the direct negative of Flint and wkmdcifically repudiated the idea of Church
involvement in social and political issues. Ondhwd leading advocates of this position was
William Maccallum Clow (1853-1930) Principal of thunited Free Church’s Trinity College
in Glasgow and author dfhrist and the Social Ordepublished in 1913. The following

guotation is a reasonable summary of his views:

The Church’s duty is not to make laws, not to loplylic questions, not to pronounce
on the matter of hours and wages, not to play poian in the streets, but to make men

of faith }*°

Essentially it was not the Church’s place to becamelved in, or pronounce on the political
and social issues of the day. It was an inheraxtthservative position in both a political and
theological sense. The existing social order, aodnemic orthodoxies were not to be
challenged by ministers. It was a position that Moilnave some resonance with
predominately middle class congregations. Whileag been argued, and the point is made in
the introduction of this chapter, that the war atsdimmediate aftermath had a profound
effect in turning the Churches to the right, it slibalso be pointed out that in the period
running up to the beginning of the Great War theeee many social issues that would have
greatly perturbed the middle classes. Lloyd Geargecial reforms, the increased industrial
strife and the Home Rule crisis in Ireland wouldrdndeen seen by some as indicative of
wide social unrest. Christian Socialism or eveniadoactivism on the part of the Church,
would not have been viewed favourably by those wbhosidered the Church, and their
membership of it, as an arm of the establishmedtdefender of the social and economic
status quo. In essence the Church should stay fopiwlitics and economics as it was not
gualified to pronounce on either. It should insteamhcentrate on evangelicalism and
improving the morals of the individual. Nonethelesss certainly true that in the period
leading up to the Great War that there was an asa@ activism in the Church and the
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impetus for union between the established Churahthe United Free Church saw both
engaging in social issues like poverty and housinga more concrete way than simple
apolitical evangelicalism. It also has to be painteit that pious non-involvement in politics
and economics was not as apolitical as all thathénwords of the hymaAll things bright and

beautiful:

‘The rich man in his castle
The poor man at his gate
God made them high and lowly

And ordered their estate.’

Although this was an Anglican hymn there were thosdhe Kirk who considered the
existing social order to be divinely ordained oleaist something that it was not the Churches
place to criticise. This was as much a politicakipon as Christian socialism. It was a
position that the Churches would adopt in the 13#@s the major exception of the anti-Irish
campaign which in itself was a ‘conservative’ cause

The Great War was initially perceived ‘as agielus crusade, which would unite and
transform the nation under God's wilf! There were hopes that it would bring about a
religious revival and a turning away from frivolopge-war pleasures. A revivalist campaign
amongst the troops in Scotland claimed 12,000 avs\We ‘Supporters were confident that
the revival beginning among the troops would spreatthe nation at large: the Presbyterian
Churches needed only to hold out their hands tchciiie ripened fruit™* The war was just,
the cause was moral and Christ was on their sideSA. Brown has pointed out not every
minister was quite so enthusiastic. James Barrjsteinof the United Free Church in St
Mary's Govan and later a Labour MP was threatené&tl dismissal for his ‘outspoken
advocacy of peace negotiation§*As the war wore on and the full horror of the tiees
became apparent hopes of religious revival fadedhoine the effects of the Glasgow rent
strike and other industrial unrest began to bedglsocialist politicians denounced what they
saw as a capitalist war. The troops, who the Clasdiad thought would lead the revival,

appeared indifferent to organised religion and sf\wittle respect to its moral teachings.

115 3. Brown, ‘A Solemn Purification by Fire; Respes to the Great War in the Scottish Presbyterian
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The Church was seen as a self-interested body WiaidHittle relevance in righting the social
ills of the day**®

By 1916 both Churches set up Commissions onwie comprised of clerical and lay
membership and presented their reports in May 19hé&ir conclusions were radical. They
condemned what they saw as the selfish materialfgone-war society. ‘The war...had arisen
out of the predominant materialism of Western geltthe decline of Christian belief and the
abandonment of Christian morality’® While Germany was the main culprit all the
combatant nations were guilty of this failing. Thwas quite a fundamental criticism to make
in the middle of a war with the outcome still faorh decided. Equally radical was the
conclusion that as the war called for national &l a&s individual repentance there was a
place for the Church in National reconstruction ahhivould lead to a more socially just
society. The Commissions engaged with the work & Government’'s Committee on
Reconstruction, set up in March 1917, to tackleadgroblems after the war. The Church of
Scotland commission invited experts to contribuapgrs on major social issues published in
1918 under the titiSocial evils and Problents’ Both Churches also revived the plans for
union which had been suspended since the staneofvar. This activity, as S.J. Brown has
shown, was not entirely to the liking of the mommservative elements in the Church. The
‘ideas of national sin and corporate repentancebe@dme alien to Scottish Presbyterians ...
and Scottish Presbyterianism had become indivigi@lin its piety and largely voluntary in
its organisation.*'® The more ‘socialistic’ elements of the programmarraed some,
especially with rising social and industrial unrédtere was a fear that the Church would be
seen to be taking sides in the political arena,rastdhe side with which their largely middle
class congregations would be comfortable.

By the end of the war Scotland was a nation iumiog. The horrendous battle casualties
had a profound effect on society and initially thevere hopes that Church and state could
work in conjunction for the reconstruction of pegir society and the creation of the truly
Christian commonwealth. Hopes that had been raisethg the war on social issues were,
however, soon to be dashed although this was nwmienirately apparent at the time. At the

first post war General Assembly:
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The Church of Scotland transformed its Commissiantlee War into a permanent
Church and Nation Committee, instructed to guidewlork of building the Christian
commonwealth in all its aspects, including the aband industrial. At the close of the
Assembly, the Moderator, Professor W.P. Patersdadaiburgh University, called on

the Scottish nation to ‘covenant together’ in therkwof reconstruction'®

Unfortunately these words were superseded byideuesvents. As mentioned in Chapter
One the Bolshevik revolution had engendered a ‘Gieur’ in the Scottish middle classes
heightened by the industrial unrest and the evien&eorge Square in Glasgow in 1919. The
General election of 1918 had returned a Consewvatdbminated coalition. The Liberal Party,
once dominant in Scotland entered a sharp decinkeamiddle classes fled to the perceived
protection of the Unionists from the rise of Lahdtiwvas equally true that the Coalition were
determined to roll back wartime controls and retsiociety to an economic status quo ante
bellum.

For the Churches to cling to their wartime pled¢eswork for radical social and
industrial reconstruction based on cooperation didid to set themselves against the
stated policies of the Conservative dominated tioaliand align themselves with the
Labour opposition. This would not be acceptableniddle class Presbyterians, who
provided most of the financial and organisationgdort for the churches and who had
little sympathy for Labour politics. In the everhurch leaders decided to follow the
Government’'s lead and withdraw from the call forciab and industrial

reconstructiort?°

While this meant the effective end of meaningfalls for social reform and the apparent
triumph of the traditional ‘Clow’ position it did ai mean the end of the Christian
commonwealth or the ‘political’ Church. The Churelspecially under the leadership of John
White, would concentrate on improving its efficigrand refuse to criticise the economic and
social order ‘which meant that they gave tacit supfo the revival of competitive industrial

capitalism with its accompanying social inequaditfé* This attempt to define the Christian

1195 J. Brown, The Campaign for the Christian Commesitt in Scotland 1919-1939 in W.M. Jacob and N.
Yates (eds.)crown and Mitre: Religion and Society in Northerar&pe since the Reformatioffywoodbridge,
Suffolk, 1993), pp205-206.
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commonwealth as one largely parish based and ‘ititigal’ or at least non-confrontational
to the established order was one that would bethie test during the General Strike. The
strenuous efforts the Church made to hold onstgdsition of political detachment during
that crisis stand in marked contradiction to it&-&#msh campaign which, as will be argued
here was intensely political, and in some wayshlyigophisticated one. Before examining
this, however, it is well to consider how the Chnas tried to reconcile its apparently
irreconcilable by considering the Church resporsehe events of 1926. The attitudes
displayed and the positions adopted in this chgghlight the very different approach taken
towards the issue of Irish immigration in the 1920s

The General Strike in 1926 occurred in Whité'stfModeratorial year. It confronted both
the Church of Scotland and the United Free Chundip by this time had succeeded in
overcoming the parliamentary hurdles to union, vétlthallenge to their position of non-
involvement in political and social issues. Theksthad been brought about by the proposed
reduction in miners’ wages in April 1926. Havingealdy suffered from a previous reduction
in 1921 the unions refused to accept and in MayTti€ ordered a co-ordinated response
and on midnight 8 May the General Strike began. The Churches weweinan invidious
position. The claims of moral and national leadgrstwvhich had been such a feature of the
Union campaign, meant that the Churches could ewwiaim silent. In fact ‘the pressure on
Scottish church leaders to do something was ineceay the highly visible role played by
the leaders of the Church of England, and espgdgliRandall Davidson, the Archbishop of
Canterbury*?? Davidson made attempts to mediate the strike asmiena public appeal to all
parties to resume negotiations. For the United BEieerch and the established Church some
sort of response was required. In many cases Wa@sehunderous denunciation of the strike
from the pulpit although it has to be said thateheere equally many cases where individual
ministers refused to join in the general condenomati-or the enemies of the strike, however,
there was no equivocation. ‘James Harvey, modeddttire United Free Church, denounced
in his sermon not only the strike but trade unionia general as an unchristian curb on the
industry and ambition of individual worker¥= This was rather at odds with idea of the
Church being unqualified to pronounce on economd @olitical matters. The joint
statement put out by the moderators of both Churclvhile somewhat less strident in tone,

focused on the evils of the strike. It was a seledmpatrtiality. The Church still claimed it

1223 3. Brown, ‘A Victory for God’: The Scottish Phagerian Churches and the General Strike of 1928,
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was not competent to make pronouncements on questibeconomics that lay behind the
strike!?* On the other hand it could still effectively contiethe strike and the strikers. It was
a stance that gained the approbation ofShetsmarbut it was a logical inconsistency that
was on a par, as will be seen, with its positioririi immigration.

The General Strike was called off by the TUGiaftine days and the miners were left to
carry on alone. For James Harvey of the United &karch this was nothing less than a
‘Victory for God.” White was less strident, callifgr national reconciliation while at the
same time holding on to the position of non-intenfiee in politics. The General Assemblies
of both churches had been adjourned for two wetiks he Moderatorial addresses due to
the disruption caused by the strike and in therimtghe Assemblies received a request to
receive a deputation from the miners’ union to hir case. White had, after all, made an
offer of mediation in his Moderatorial address. isThmmediately raised the issue of the
Church’s competence to pronounce on the issue andption of the delegation was
vehemently opposed by the more conservative elemetio were of the opinion that
receiving the delegation would be a definite sigmeddling with economic law. There was
also some disquiet that the miners might actuafijuénce opinion. In the event they need
not have worried. Both Assemblies agreed to heantimers’ deputation after also issuing an
invitation to the coal owners to put their sidelté dispute, an invitation which was declined.
The miners’ deputation was given a polite hearing Ititle in the way of encouragement
although White did point out that the miners didifficult and dangerous job and many had
served in the war. The prevailing opinion in botksAmblies became more apparent when a
few days later Stanley Baldwin, in conjunction witle Secretary of State for Scotland, Sir
John Gilmour, made an unprecedented appearancthagiéitherings and was given a rousing
reception for his stand on the General Strike. Assemblies repeatedly stated that they
could not pronounce on political issues but appireéhat did not mean that could not give
some expression as to where their sympathies ldyte\whade one further attempt to offer
mediation which was rebuffed by the coal owners walgain pointed out that the Church
itself had resolutely disclaimed any competencedonomic matters. The Churches, despite
an ill-fated attempt by the United Free Church tgamise an evangelical campaign against
the socialist ‘enemy’ in West Fifé> remained largely onlookers for the rest of thgudis.

This slight digression into the events of then&al Strike may not at first seem directly
related to the anti-Irish campaign but it raisegesa important points about the nature of the
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Churches social and political engagement which Wiicome apparent with a closer
examination of the campaign itself. Firstly wittettiefeat of social progressivism in the early
the 1920s the Church proclaimed it lacked the cdemme to pronounce on social and
economic conditions and tacitly, if not overtly pported the economic status quo and yet a
large part of the argument for introduction of ingnaition restriction would rest on these
factors. Secondly, if the Christian commonwealtts lwanceforward to be defined in a racial
and national way it would require the active coagtien of the secular agencies most notably
the Government, which in turn would require the €hes to engage directly with those
agencies. It would in effect have to lobby for digoto decide who was deserving of
citizenship and who was not, to be a judge andddiviof men, the very same thing it
repeatedly claimed it was not. Finally it would baw find an intellectual justification for all
these apparent contradictions and it for this neatsis well to turn to a closer examination of

the Church’s dominant personality Dr John White.

[11 The White View

At this point it is necessary to briefly dissuthe main primary sources for this section of
the chapter, the John White papers, and their gonide Very Reverend Dr John White
(1867-1951) is described by S. J. Brown in the @xfdictionary of National Biography as
‘outspoken with a forceful personality ...a dedicapator who embraced the social gospel
ethos of the 1890s and was committed to restorgg social influence of the National
Church of Scotland®*® In his correspondence he appears to have beersanpdly kindly
man but no sufferer of fools and with an almoshlegs ambition for his Church. There is a

telling passage in his papers where he quotes #mommnamed American source:

The preacher should enter politics for politieghie business of every American. The
politicians fear the influence of the pulpit on ifiok. A Texan ‘statesman’ has recently
said ‘we must drive the preacher back into his pulBut he won'’t stay there; he is
going to help purify politics.

The law of conscience should be applied totigm as well as individuals.
Government after all is only a committee of citigeWWe must be sure that they are on

the right side, that is the side of right....| bebethat it is possible to get conscience

1265 3. Brown, John WhiteQxford Dictionary of National BiographyOxforddnb.com
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into politics and that things are gradually to ghalpemselves to that end. The polls

should be made the most sacred place on &rth.

Despite the obviously American context of the quthts is a reasonable summation of
White’s personal position. His was a ‘political’wich and there is a ‘Melvillian’ attitude to
what its relationship to the state should be. J BuBeigh, Principal of New College and
author of aChurch History of Scotlandjescribed White’s reunited Church of Scotland in
which ‘the “civil magistrate” for the first time ste the Reformation acknowledged in the
fullest sense the freedom of a Church in mattefiectifig its own spiritual life and work?®

He also added tellingly, ‘The only freedom that Aewl Melville could have asked for in
addition would be the freedom to require the amdgistrate to compel all of his subjects to
obey the judgements of the church couttS!’ This was not altogether unreasonable in a
Presbyterian minister but it will become appareh@atvthe church would require from the
‘civil magistrate.’

The actual course of the campaign will bengirad in a later chapter but it is important
to understand the nature of those conducting itraast particularly White himself. Without
the support and active leadership of the most emicleurchman of the period it is doubtful
whether lesser lights like the Rev. Duncan CameifdRilsyth could have carried it as far as
the Scottish Office. Indeed, the original overtwe Irish Immigration to the General
Assembly of 1922 was only passed by the decidinng sbthe Moderator. It is unlikely that,
without White, the other Scottish Presbyterian €has could have been persuaded to
participate in a joint campaign against Irish imratgpn. It was largely down to the
determination of White that the reunification oét@hurch of Scotland and the United Free
Church was made possible as this was in the tee$ome fierce internal, and indeed
Parliamentary, oppositioft’ It was White who had the extensive political cortizns,
particularly in the Conservative party, that pedadh him and others that the Government
could be made to follow the Church’s lead on witatters of social policy. Essentially, what
the Church was seeking to define was what constittlie desirable and undesirable citizen

127 3ohn White Paperdrish Immigration Box 103.
Ez\] H. S. BurleighA Church History of ScotlangQxford University Press, 1960), pp. 402-403
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even to the extent of allowing them residence aretatse of the franchise. In other words
who was and was not a Scot. The government woeld lfe required to give that definition
legislative force, a Melvillian ‘freedom’ indeedror the Church to arrogate such a significant
role to itself in national life suggests eitherogiaince or fear that its influence was in terminal
decline. The reality was a combination of the twa It needed as forceful personality as
White’s to even consider that the Church could tekesuch a role. It was an ambitious
attempt for the leadership of Scottish society Wwhiaould need a modern intellectual basis
that could be argued on more than theological gitseun

It should be pointed out here that there isréoos gap in the White papers concerning the
anti-immigration campaign in the 1920s. These papare deposited in the Library of New
College at Edinburgh University by White’s officialographer, Augustus Muir, in the 1950s.
Muir's biography of White appeared in 1958 andnsdigantly, it nowhere makes mention of
the anti-lrish campaign. Yet there is a large amadfirmaterial on the subject in the form of
notes for speeches and pamphlets, most unfortynaelated, in the papers. Neither for that
matter does Burleigh’'s Church History make any no@nof the immigration campaign. The
collection contained in box 103 of the papers @lsems to follow no chronological pattern
and it is therefore largely through inference tlias possible to make an estimate of the
actual time when they were written. However, Whitebrrespondence which is catalogued
chronologically contains practically no referenee Itish immigration. For as prolific a
correspondent as White this is unusual. Most ofctireespondence takes the form of letters
to White and yet it would appear that no one wtotlim on the subject. A chance mention
in the press that Stanley Baldwin smoked Whiteispeal tobacco mixtuté" elicited many
requests for the address of his tobacconist buherther burning question of the day there
is no correspondence either official or unofficialwould appear that White’s biographer had
carefully edited out any such correspondence inl®&0s. Why should he do this and yet
retain White’'s notes for speeches and articles, ym@nwhich make for uncomfortable
reading? It may be that in the 1950s many of thecypal actors of the 1920s and 1930s
were still alive and holding senior positions iret€hurch and government. Figures like
Professor J. H. S. Burleigh, Principal of New Cgdeand Walter Elliot, twice High
Commissioner and former Secretary of State for IScdtmay have been uncomfortable if
their pre-war opinions were given a public airifichis does suggest that the Church of
Scotland contracted a case of selective amnestheinl950s. Perhaps because it became

13130hn White papers, Box 7
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uncomfortable with this episode in its past anchwiite 408' anniversary of the Reformation
on the horizon, at which Burleigh would presideVazderator, it was less than keen to have
its own brush with racism discussed. It would netumtil 2002 the Church would make an
official acknowledgement and apology for its parthe campaign.

Whatever the position had become by the 1960be 1920s the Church was unequivocal
in what it saw was a threat. White, in a note &itls restriction right,” sets out the position

of the state and ‘inassimilable’ minorities, ingltiase the Irish:

The state...exists not only for immediate admraiste purposes, but also for the
obtaining of its citizens the highest attainablétpal, economic and social well-being
and thus has an undoubted right to exclude thr@nyhsuch legislative and executive
action as it from time to time judge expedient.

. We discover here a sound political principleiai rightly controls all state action
upon the immediate question before us. The statg emalude dangerous, ignorant,
criminal and vicious persons from its borddatsmay go further- it may justly exclude
entire classes whose presence would be fatal thateogeneity as a nation, which
would introduce elements impossible of amalgamatiath its people and thereby
possibly subversive of its political institutionghether such fears be well grounded or

not. (my italics)!*

Apart from the implication that he considetbd Irish ‘dangerous, ignorant, criminal and
vicious,” the concept that a state may excluderentiasses that it considered ‘fatal to its
homogeneity, impossible of amalgamation’ and ‘pagsisubversive of its political
institutions’ was a particularly authoritariantstaent but one not altogether out of step with
rising ideologies in Europe. It should be emphakibat here White was saying something
fundamental about his view on the relationship leetwthe state and its citizens. In effect
any minority could be legitimately ‘excluded’ if ithhe opinion of the state it constituted a
threat at any given moment. Who would decide thareaof the threat were, in this case, the
self-appointed guardians of national identity, @leurch of Scotland. The implication was
that the Church was seeking something more formakirelationship with government - a
form of blood and soil patriotism which was peciiiaScottish would be allied to Scottish
executive action. This is not to say that White weeessarily advocating a kind of

132John White papers , Box 103
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Caledonian proto-fascism. However, as Owen Dudléwdtds has commented of thiésh
Menacereport, ‘If a comparable document from such a bbdyl appeared in Bavaria
discussing the Jews in the same year, no histarcand hesitate for a moment in seeing it as
an origin of the Third Reich....That Scotland avoigegdjrom and bloodshed does not mean
that such good fortune was inevitabté®* Had the Church successfully convinced the
government of the kind of restrictive measuresrah limmigration it was promoting in 1926
a new relationship would have been formed. The &huould have established a right to be
consulted on Scottish legislation. It is yet anotineny, in an era that abounds in irony, that
the Church of Scotland was seeking to form the tyfpeelationship with the Scottish Office
that arguably the Catholic Church later enjoyechwite de Valera Government in Ireland
while at the same time proclaiming it was not cotapeto pronounce on economic and
political affairs.

If there appears something incongruous inwattiman arguing for such an authoritarian
position it should be remembered that in Scotlaeathacracy as presently understood was
still a novel concept. Until the outbreak of wae financhise was not even universal for adult
males far less females. For example, in Glasgoi®ii, three out of the seven parliamentary
divisions there was an enfranchisement rate oftlees 50% and for the city as a whole the
proportion of adult males enfranchised was only953either White nor many of his
contemporaries apparently saw any conflict in tlassertions with that of their position of
churchmen. They were the Church of Scotland amneag their Christian and moral duty to
protect the people of Scotland. In a note headetksdnat disingenuously, ‘No race hatred

no religious bigotry,” White stated:

There is no desire to shut out any immigrantlgdbecause he will be a competitor in
the labour market, if there is work to be givencdiese he is of a different religion to
the bulk of the community.

Our case against undesirable immigration isdasehigh moral grounds. We are not
willing to run the chance of seeing a people eddiaintelligent and moral corrupted
by a horde of immigrants whose habits of life, wdhetandards of morality and whose

standards of comfort are far below that of the téagspopulation*

133 Owen Dudley Edwards, The Catholic Press in Scdtkince the Restoration, in David McRoberts (ed.)
Modern Scottish Catholicism 1878-197Burns, Glasgow, 1979), pl167
134 John White Papers Box 103

63



The question remains why should the Irish be seesuah a uniquely morally corrupting
force from which the Scots required the Church@getion? As far as White was concerned

it was the Irish inability to assimilate:

The Irish do not readily assimilate our habits d@&tome good Scotsmen. As they
come so they for long remain, amongst us, yet haso

The Irishman, notwithstanding many virtues,ns¢e bring a sort of social contagion
with him, which has the effect of seriously detemtong the life of those of our own
people who are compelled to be his neighbour. & mainful thing to write but truth
compels the statement that whenever the Irish imanigcomes in any number the
neighbourhood in which he settles speedily drogsme, in character and in morals.

It may be difficult to explain the fact but faitis. The statement of it may give
offence in some quarters. That is to be regretBed.the existence of the fact is an

offence, and a grave offence, in our city life amdur national moral&®

In effect the Irish, in the eyes of the Church, @avakin to a disease infecting the morals and
habits of virtuous Scotsmen. The logical inconsisyeof how this infection was supposed to
take place if the Irish had no social contact Witk native Scot and was ‘amongst us and yet
not of us’ does not seem to have troubled Whiteal$ ‘difficult to explain’ but still a ‘fact.’
This argument does not say much for the idea ofnloeal superiority of the Scottish
neighbour as surely contact with this example wdadde lifted the depraved Irishman to a
higher moral plane.

The racial theories to which White subsedilvere not in themselves new but why did a
Scot subscribe to them in the case of the Irish@ iflea of a ‘Teutonic’ lowland Scotland
superior to the Celtic races was one that had edjapuch popularity in the nineteenth
century. Colin Kidd has shown that race was alswed as a determinant of religion:
‘nineteenth century anti-Catholicism became tingeth racialism which rendered it even
more potent, for race lent a pseudo-scientificifigstion to Protestant bigotry, deepening
and hardening traditional confessional prejudid&$y, nineteenth century commentators
asked, were Teutonic peoples more susceptibleate$tantism and Latin and Celtic peoples

so reluctant to abandon the old superstitions dh@iism?**® White was a product of the
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nineteenth century. Between 1883 and 1891 he haliest Political Economy under Edward
Caird, later Master of Balliol, at Glasgow Univeéysand taken an MA Honours in Mental
Philosophy as well as training for the minist?yHe and his contemporaries did not view the
Irish as fellow Celts. Lowland Scotland definegkif in the nineteenth century as ‘Teutonic’
and the ‘Celtic’ label was one that many"i®ntury Scots would have strongly reject&d.’
Apart from the particularly Scottish conceptsracial identity the White papers also
demonstrate the extent to which he was influengedrberican sociologists who were at the
forefront of racial theory at the turn of the cewtuit is particularly interesting that a man
from a nation with a centuries-old tradition of gnation should turn to the scholarship of a
nation made up almost entirely of immigrants. Thiigares feature at length, Richmond
Mayo-Smith (1854-1901), Franklin Henry Giddings $581931) and Edward Alsworth Ross
(1866-1951). Mayo-Smith was a pioneer of the usetafistics in sociology and published
Emigration and Immigratioimn 1890, in which he demonstrated his belief ‘it enormous
number of immigrants with disparate socioculturabits then entering America threatened to
overwhelm the political institutions of the Unitégtates and would generate economic
disturbances™ It was the methodology of Mayo-Smith that wouldtenally influence the
Church’s written submissions to the Scottish Offened yet it was on the basis of the
Church’s statistics where their case collapsedH.FGiddings, considered to be one of the
‘four founders’ of American sociology, propoundedtteeory of four stages of human

evolution:

‘zoogenic, anthropogenic, ethnogenic and demogeéteasserted that the lower stages
were more susceptible to emotional forces. Moderiety (demogenic) is not totally
free of these forces but uses reason and critefction in determining its own
destiny. Societies could not exist without certmiequalities. Inequality was a result
of constitutional or genetic differences forminge thasis for class divisions ... that

these divisions were natural and led to permanemlicts.”**°
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The last of this triumvirate, E. A. Ross, had dipalar influence on White in his articldhe
Cause of Racial Superiority1901), in which he coined the phrase ‘race seitidnd in his
book Foundations of Sociologl 905)+**

In fact Ross is particularly interesting in thasntext as, like White himself, he was
something of a contradictory character. A socibédal who became an enthusiastic New
Dealer and ended his career as head of the Ame@inalnLiberties Union he was also, until
the end of the 1920s at least, a vehement natihst flirted with eugenicist ideas. Julius
Weinberg has made the point that “The Social thooglicdward Alsworth Ross provides a
fruitful ground for an analysis of the relationstptween the reformist thrust of the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and thievisan expressed by many of these
reformers of the same period? Ross’s nativist writings brought him into contagth other
American nativist organisations such as the ImntignaRestriction League founded by three
Harvard graduates, Robert DeCourcey Ward, Charlageii and Prescott Farnsworth Hall
in 1888. Although, originally something of an eastst or ‘Boston Brahmin’ intellectual
group, its influence spread throughout the USA.c#mpaigned successfully for the
introduction of a literacy test and had a considieranfluence on the eventual introduction of
national origin immigration quotas in the Uniteda®s'** Arguments about race and
immigration restriction as developed in the Unit&tdtes in the latter half of the nineteenth
and early part of the twentieth Century would bemgployed time and again. Opinions like
those of Prescott F. Hall, one of the founders h&f Americanimmigration Restriction

Leaguefound a receptive audience in White:

Immigration restriction is a species of segregationa large scale, by which the
inferior stocks can be prevented from both dilutargd supplanting the good stocks.
Just as we isolate bacterial invasions and starvéhe bacteria by limiting the area and
amount of their food supply, so we can compel derior race to remain in its native
habitat™**

Ironically enough, as will be seen later, the sisscof the Immigration Restriction League in

the matter of quotas fuelled the Kirk’s (and othdesr that a reduction in the Irish quota in
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the USA would lead to an increase in Irish immignmatinto Scotland. The League had
proved that it was possible to persuade politiciaors the basis of a primarily race lead
argument, to impose immigration restrictions onug®from a specific national origin. It is,

however, the personal background that informed Rogsws that may have had a major
influence on White. To again quote Weinberg ‘Updoser analysis the seeming paradox
between Ross’s views as a reformer and those rmussg as a nativist can be explained,
although the logical contradiction between themncarbe dissolved. Ross was a Middle
Westerner by birth and his views were fashioned thg piety of his Scotch-Irish,

Presbyterian parents and the mores Ross identifigd Scotch-Irish as the epitome of the

American spirit.**°

The outstanding trait of the Scotch-Irish wasl (sic). No other element was so
masterful and contentious....The stubbornness of tiairacter is probably responsible
for the unexampled losses in the battles of ouil @ar. They fought the Indian they
fought the British with great unanimity in two waasd were in the front rank of the
conquest of the West. More than any stock hastttugh gritty breed, so lacking in
poetry and sensibility moulded our National chaeacltf today a losing college crew
rows so hard they have to be lifted from their khélthe end of the boat race, it is
because of the never-say-die Scotch-Irish fightensl pioneers have been the

picturesque and glowing figures in the imaginatémmerican youtH:*®

It is readily understandable why the sentirmemtd ideas of Ross would have struck such
a particular chord with White. It is also notablenhthis Presbyterian mythology travelled
across the Atlantic and then back again and wésadiin the service of the same cause. The
White papers contain an extensive quotation fromssRoFoundations concerning
immigration in the United States which obviouslgaeated with the Scottish position as he

saw it

The newcomer counts as one at the polls, andehiérs in our politics that the sag is
most evident. The higher types of men are promptedct together, because they

believe in the same principle or love the samelidBae inferior pull together from

1453, Weinberg, E.A. Ross: The Progressive as NatigR42
148E_A. RossThe Old World in the New: the significance of pasd present immigration to the American
People, (Century, New York, 1914), p13
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clannishness or allegiance to a leader. The growdiggosition to rally about persons
and the rising value of the saloon keeper, thewggiligst and the boss in controlling city
voters would indicate that the electorate has lostrased by the too free admission of

political incapabled?’

The terms saloon keeper, ex pugilist and boss sygnonyms for the Irish in Scotland and
America. The influence of the American argumentghenway in which White presented his
own case is apparent from the following, again fihite’s notes for speeches and articles:

Many of our immigrants are out of sympathy withr astitutions. They form a large
percent of our voting population in our large towAs a rule their votes are under the
control of a few leaders...there can be no quest®noathe moral right to restrict
immigration. It is our duty to develop our instituis and our national life in such a
way that they will make the largest contributiontth® good of humanity then it is
manifestly our duty to exclude from membership elata which might prevent our
institutions from reaching the highest and bestetment. All restrictions to
immigration it must be admitted must be based,upoin national selfishness, but upon
the principle of the good of humanity; and there ¢ no doubt that the good of
humanity demands that every nation protect its [@ge@nd its institutions from
elements which may seriously threaten their stgtalid survival*®

It was, therefore, not only for the good of Scodldhat the Irish be excluded but for the good
of humanity. White essentially maintained that élsenomic, social and political problems of
Scotland could be defined as a racial problem. kawnade that diagnosis it followed that
the solution to these problems was a racial oneghenfirst instance the restriction of Irish
immigration.

Lower down the ecclesiastical ladder thel@s wnore probably the desire to ‘throw
prudence to the winds and put in some strong gingéne R Cs™*° Yet, what is notable is
that in their public utterances most ministersdetd the White line. The issue was to be
primarily racial and not religious. For example tie meeting held with Sir John Lamb, the
Under Secretary of State at the Scottish OfficeSeptember 221926 and not attended by

14730hn White Papers, Box 103.
148 | pid
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White, the Rev John Maclagan put the case in thewiong way: ‘It was as custodians of the
fine traditions of Scotland that the committee aaghed the Secretary of State and not at all
in the narrow religious sense. They approachedotbblem as loyal Scotsmen who loved
their country and wanted to do what they couldrisuee that the heritage handed down to
them would be handed down to the next generatfnThe White line was the Church line
and it was a position held not only by the Chur€lscotland but by the United Free Church
as well. It is something of a tribute to the esteemwhich White was held that throughout the
1920s that it was the race issue as defined byanthdt was official Church policy.

Of course, it was a subtle distinction twas probably lost on the wider public. Abusing
the Irish for their racial origins was tantamoumtabusing them for their religion. Irish meant
Catholic and Catholic meant Irish, however hard #&hied to make the distinction but then
this was not intended, as was pointed out at tiggnbang of this chapter, to be an argument
for the man in the street. He was to be protectetiled by the Church. Indeed, the Church
considered itself the genuine voice of the Scottsinking class as the remarks made by the

Rev Duncan Cameron at the same meeting with Sleétiice show:

During the General Strike in the industrial areaarly all the leaders were lIrish. In
course of time instead of a Scottish proletariatéhwould be a body of people who had
no regard for the United Kingdom and who were prianeevolutionary ideas. From the
point of view of the interest of the United Kingdand the existence of the Empire it
was important that the Government should tackle ghestion. No political party
should be afraid of tackling the question. Thesgow Heraldand theScotsmardid
not give a true reflection of the working classesscotland. There was great bitterness

among them against the growing numbers of Irishignamts®>*

This was plainer language than White’'s scholarlg anientific sociology. The Irish were
potentially dangerous revolutionaries, they wepdaeng the Scottish proletariat and, for the
existence of the country and the Empire, the Gawent had better do something about it.

150 John White Papers box 103, Minutes of the mediertgreen the Joint Church of Scotland and Unites Fr
Church Committee and Sir John Lamb at the Scottiite, September 24th 1926 .
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IV Conclusion

It can be seen from the foregoing that the destdp of the Church of Scotland, as
epitomised by White, went to considerable lengthsiake an intellectually coherent case for
the restriction of Irish immigration into Scotlaond the grounds of Irish racial inferiority. It
also made strenuous efforts to distance itself famy suspicion that it was motivated by any
religious consideration, although this was, eveenthscarcely credible. The fact that the
effort was made is important. It suggests that @leurch at the highest levels was
uncomfortable with simple ‘No Popery’. Certainlyhiad a tradition of distancing itself from
the more rabid proponents of that cause. The cafdbe 19th century controversialist Jacob
Primmer is a case in point. Primmer was a tub thoghpnti-papist who ‘loved the thrill of
the outdoor meeting’ and conducted a fourteen-geaies of meetings around Scotland in
which he luridly described the imagined exploitsnohs and priests and the pagan symbols
of Romanism™>? At the same time he was consistently in confliith his own presbytery in
Dunfermline and with the General Assembly whiclgirently voted to withhold a proportion
of his stipend> The Church of Scotland had a distaste for vuégdi-Catholicism and ‘No
Popery’ street preachers were vulgar. As Bruceploasted out, they were a form of popular
entertainmertt® and Ratcliffe and Cormack would carry on in thatlition in the 1930s. Dr
White was not a public entertainer.

Aside from naturally wishing to have its arguntge considered on a higher plane the
Church was engaging with the intellectual debatésoflay. Eugenics and race theory were
concerns of individuals like H G Wells, George BerhShaw, Marie Stopes and Dean Inge
of St. Paul's. The carnage of the First World Wad made questions about the survival of
the ‘race’ topical as never before. As that carnaa been so marked in Scotland it is not all
that surprising that the Church engaged in thattdebsing the terms current at the time.
There had been a long nineteenth-century traditioScotland of commingling racial and
religious ideas These were fearful times and therr€h of Scotland was a frightened
institution in which case it was not unnaturaljnéxcusable, that it turned to authoritarian
solutions to its perceived problems or, given réexents, that the Irish were that perceived
problem.

However, was this Scotland’s ‘fascist moit?é As Owen Dudley Edwards pointed out

it is not difficult to see elements of fascism iruch of the Church’s public and private

1523 Bruce Sectarianism in Scotlang19
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pronouncements on the IriSh Yet, as Stephen Cullen has shown recently, titsBitUnion

of Fascists never really made much progress inl&wbin the 1930s partly because of its
inability to understand the religious and identitynensions in Scotlan@® It is probably
more accurate to describe it as an attempt to agiime Scotland, a Scotland secure in its
racial homogeneity and Presbyterian identity leclgunited Established Church. In effect it
was an attempt to turn the clock back to a safdrless threatening pre-war world. In some
ways the Irish were almost incidental to the whoéampaign. They were a convenient,
visible, tangible expression of an insecurity thatl more to do with a sense of national loss,
loss in terms of men on the battlefield, loss tigtothe mass emigration of the twenties, loss
of direction and loss of self-esteem. The movenientre-unification of the Presbyterian
churches was part of that process, as Burleighitpinto the re-united Church in 1929 were
gathered the great majority of Presbyterians...ThéfChval was the Roman Catholic
Church consisting largely of Irish immigrants sedtin the industrial areas and increasing in
numbers an consequently political influence. In bams alone the Church of Scotland in
1929 might justifiably regard itself as the Chumdhthe Scottish people....More important,
however, is the fact of its acknowledged respotisitfor the spiritual life of Scotland"®’ It
also highlights a fundamental contradiction in tBéurch’s position. It would go to
considerable lengths to declare that it was not pmieant to pronounce on economic or
political issues if this could in any way be seen aacriticism of the prevailing social
orthodoxy. At the same time White was making a dase¢he Church’s involvement in the
very nature and composition of Scottish societyolder to do this it would have to be in
very earthly politics. In answering the question lkmdw White was able to square this
particular intellectual circle it is necessary iplere the Church’s relationship with the ‘Civil
Magistrate’ in this case the Scottish Office.

1550, D. Edwards, The Catholic Press p167
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Chapter Three

The Catholic Response

If no Popery orators and writers do for us indivadly, what heresies do for the Church at
large; that is make us look to our defences we alapst thank God for... the service of
slander™®

Clydesdale Catholic Herald “November 1926

| Introduction

TheClydesdale Catholic Heraldn the 18 March 1926 relates a story of two Scots, one a
Catholic the other a Protestant, discussing théndliat Church in Scotland. The Protestant
asks his friend what Catholicism in Scotland wolbddwithout the Irish? The answer given
was ‘Aye we would be sma’ but we would be an eemtiye(sic) respectable body?® The
humour of this anecdote probably does not transiateell now but in its way it answers one
of the conundrums of the period for scholars. Whgdthere appear to be so little official
Catholic reaction to the Church of Scotland’s ansih campaign in the 1920s. The archives
of the Archdiocese of Glasgow and the Catholic Aeb in Columba House are bafflingly
bereft of official comment and in the minutes df tierarchy in Scotland there is not a single
mention of the major, to the Church of Scotlana@rmy rate, issue of the d&f.Equally the
absence of correspondence on the matter was degdolthe author by the archivist of the
Archdiocese of Glasgow, an area containing theeklrdrish population in Scotland, as
‘tantalising’*®* It was not as though the issues were not hotlytebin the correspondence
columns of the press, on the floor of the Genesdeinbly, in the pages of the Catholic press
or even, as will be demonstrated, within Governniisedf. Yet were one to rely exclusively
on the information contained in the official arabsvit would seem that the whole controversy
was studiously ignored by the leaders of the Catt@hurch in Scotland. However,. this was
not entirely the case and it will be the intentlgare to provide some explanation of how the
Church responded to what was to all intents anghgees an attack on itself, even if the
motivations were officially racial and not religisuThis has been something of an under-

researched area in the historiography of the pewbdath has concentrated on the louder

138 Clydesdale Catholic Herald urrent Comment February 27th 1926, p10
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noises made by the Protestant extremists. It iswithin the scope of this chapter to
comprehensively cover the whole controversy fromphbint of view of the Catholic Church
and its defenders whether conducted in the prestsewhere. What is proposed here is to
analyse how the Catholic Church in Scotland viewsdlf in the 1920s, its mission in
Scotland and how it regarded its Presbyteriarad&rs. Equally important, is to consider
how that those views differed from those of the iaxal of the defenders of the Catholic

Irish, Charles Diamond.

Il The Catholic Church in Scotland

The position of the Catholic Church in Scotlam the later nineteenth and early twentieth
century does not always fit the image of an eméatthinority than it has sometimes been
portrayed. Certainly the need to provide for a nvasmjection of adherents strained, almost
to breaking point, the slender resources of thev@m&hurch. However, from the restoration
of the Scottish hierarchy in 1878 it is not unrewssae to consider Catholicism in Scotland to
be a religion on the move. The proliferation of li&dic societies and sodalities in the later
nineteenth century show a confident and growinditut®on. Despite its well documented
difficulties in the provision Catholic education fbee the 1918 Education Act and the
undoubted poverty of many of its members many & @hurch’s problems could be
attributed to its success. The Irish influx maydndeen a mixed blessing but, considering
the logistical and financial problems that it hadgkely successfully overcome by the end of
the Great War, it was not the Catholic Church thas$ facing a crisis of confidence. The war
itself could be seen in some ways to have beend’gfm the Catholic Church: ‘For the
Roman Catholic Archbishop of Glasgow, John Maguine,war brought a new lease of life.
This virtual recluse, who had languished in a $ekl since 1910, became an enthusiastic
recruiting sergeant in both sermons and pastot&is.Large numbers of Irish Catholics
served in Scottish regiments and bore comparabte After the war those of Irish Catholic
descent began to play an increasing part in plildéi@and, while this undoubtedly was one of
the reasons for Presbyterian complaint, it was thahess a source of pride for other
Catholics. In fact the 1920s were, in retrospemtyething of a golden era for Catholicism in
Scotland and the attack when it came, but for thenes of the Irish War of Independence,

may have been as from a clear blue sky.

182 M. Lynch, Scotland A New HistorgPimlico, London, 2001), p422

73



The initial Catholic response to anti-Irigpitation was one of pained surprise. A letter
to the Glasgow Heraldreprinted in theClydesdale Catholic Heraldn the ¥ April 1923
from a Scottish priest, illustrated the feeling:

Before the Great War we had been getting alongpematively smoothly together. In
due course our brave men went forth and fought ldad and fell, inspired by the
conviction that their sufferings were to lead te #bolition of all wars. Hardly did they
think that other wars of camouflaged cruelty anyi@us hate might eventuate. But it
has evidently done so, as shown by the agitatiamggan in certain clerical circles.
...The general waning of belief in Protestant forrh<hristianity rendered people all
the more ready to give some heed to those admirabigiments which if not
counteracted by adverse or retrograde influencesjdvwcause a vast improvement in
our social fellowship, a noble sympathy with, aedpect for, the religious convictions
of all, however they might differ from our own. Bsitich a state of matters was most
alarming and detestable to some of our Presbytaliengy. | say some because the
higher type of clergyman never descends to suchldevihe steady, though slow,
increase of the Catholic Church in Glasgow is gall bitterness to those partisans; and
with a cunning worthy of a better cause, takingaadage of the fact that this increase
is mainly due to the Irish element in our midsgythare making determined efforts to
inflame the basest passions of their hearers agae<atholic Irish...What a spectacle
of petty bigotry! What a horrible pose for professl teachers of Christ who came in
love to save us all! Thank God a more Christiaty laas already expressed indignation
at their barbarous conduct.

John Charleson, Holy Cross, Croy, March 31 1823

It is apparent from a reading of Father Charléstetter that he at least was taken aback by
what at that stage was an attack on the Irish leyRhesbytery of Glasgow prior to the
General Assembly of 1923. He was to be disappoimdis assessment that the higher type
of clergymen ‘never descends to such levels’ asCherch and Nation Committee were to
produce their report onThe Menace of the Irish Racwiithin two months of his letter.

However, his tone of more sorrow than anger, deggest that the Catholic Church was

163 Clydesdale Catholic HeraldApril 7" 1923, p3.
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somewhat surprised by the vehemence of the PrateStaurches sentiments. What is also
interesting is his observation on ‘the general wgnof belief in Protestant forms of
Christianity.” It was something of an article ofthafor the Catholic Church in the 1920s that
Protestantism was in terminal decline and thataswnly a matter of time before it was
replaced by Catholicism or, in strictly more Catbderms, before Scotland returned to its
true adherence from the heretical error into whidiad fallen at the Reformation. This was
more than a theological point. The Church of Scatléeared the very same thing, if not
couched in those terms, and loudly and repeatediglagmed the danger. If the Established
Church feared it was in decline while at the saime in the process of ending the schism of
1843, and was constantly warning of the possiboitya Catholic takeover spearheaded by
the Irish it is hardly to be wondered that the ©athChurch was inclined to take them at
their word. Scotland did not lack for Jeremiahs;lemastical and secular, in the 1920s.
However, it was this perception of Protestant aecthat was to have a significant bearing on
the upper levels of Catholic response to the aiiticampaign.

The Catholic press under the combative @sabiamond was inclined to take a less
considered view. On the same date as it reprodiedlder Charleson’s letter it printed an
article entitled ‘The Glasgow Presbytery’s Jehad)($Holy War” against the Irish***In a
vehement refutation of the arguments of what aserileed as an ‘aggregation of Protestant
Church of Scotland ministers who in their colleeticapacity are styled “The Glasgow
Presbytery*®® Diamond was not reticent to the possible consezpgenf the Church having

its way on the immigration question:

If, however, it should occur in the remote futtinat the British Parliament should be
so ill advised as to meet the wishes of the Glasgomsbytery some other things would
happen. The Free State would certainly reply byisapdecree which would exclude
Scotsmen from Ireland...The Glasgow Presbytery shaildd consult the heads of
some of the big Glasgow trading firms ...who have hade always had an immense
volume of business in Ireland. Irish America wotlardly remain quiescent on the
matter and Irish influence is one of the strongeffiiences in American life. Scotsmen
themselves now and then emigrate. You get a greatyringlishmen and Americans
to tell you that whenever there is a good job waxhlaring the Scotsman has got it.
The public works of England and of America are fled with Scotch foremen who are

184 Clydesdale Catholic HeraJdApril 7" 1923, p10
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never “blate” about welcoming compatriots...The GtasdgPresbytery...may succeed
also in raising a worldwide question and may fasldaveapon that in the long run may

prove to be a very boomerafy.

Having delivered this warning he rather obsgueglded with a diatribe on the ills of birth
control, or ‘Race Suicide’ as it was termed. whislas apparently a direct result of
Protestantism. (It is interesting that he usedetk@mple of the ‘Scotch foreman’ when the
Irish foreman was be such a bogey figure in Prestayt propaganda in the rest of the
decade). Diamond returned to the attack in a speeelis shareholders on the'®Blay 1923.
By this time the Church and Nation Committee hadd/deed its report on the ‘Irish Menace’

The Chairman said it could not be consideredopnapriate if he made some
reference to the recent attacks on the Irish pewpl8cotland...It was true that the
words Irish and Catholic in Scotland were not @hfisynonymous. But the Catholic
population was so largely Irish the two could netviell separated. There was no doubt
that the recent attack was inspired more by raligimtolerance and bigotry than by
national rancour though the grounds of the attaetevmotionally national...

The Irish Catholics in Scotland had a great deale in common with the history of
Scotland for a thousand years than those who repies$ an apostasy from the faith
from their ancestors, who had a supreme contemph#ar national history and who
replaced a noble national spirit by a professiosudfservience to another country and
attachment to the crude religious beliefs of a momm growth that was everywhere

disappearing®’

Diamond further averred that while they were looking for a fight with their neighbours
attacks on the Irish population would not be ‘takgng down’ and to this end he proposed
to reduce the price of tHelasgow Observeand increase the efficiency of its distributiSh.
The difference in Diamond’s response to that of sahthe senior Catholic clergy is what
makes the Catholic reaction so interesting.

As Gallagher has pointed out, there was samgethf a vacuum in the leadership of the
Catholic Church during the First World War:
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Glasgow and St Andrews and Edinburgh...were admneidtéy two ageing prelates
who did not have the strength to perform many efrtbustomary duties never mind
issue political instructions to their flock. WhemchAbishop Maguire of Glasgow died in
1920, Rome did not appoint a successor until 1922 Edinburgh, Bishop Henry Grey
Graham was placed in effective charge of the Aratee after 1917, but, as a convert,
he may not have enjoyed the familiarity with hisct that would have enabled him to
makeex-cathedrastatements on politics and be listenedfo.

At the same time the Church was preoccupied wighittfiplications of the 1918 Education
Act. Again as Gallagher states ‘In no other pred@nily Protestant country did Catholics
enjoy such latitude in the educational sphéfeind yet the Church was initially hesitant to
accept its terms. It took the intervention of thatigan in the shape of the apostolic visitor to
Scotland to convince a reluctant Church to acdeptdgislation and in Glasgow it would not
be until the end of the decade before the terms Viidty implemented’ The Catholic
Church at the beginning of the 1920s had its owates@stical concerns and in Archbishop
Mackintosh of Glasgow (1876-1943) it had a prelatso had been rector of the Scots
College in Rome and more at home in that city timthe rough and tumble of Glasgow
politics. He was equally a mangerialist whose prim@oncern was the financial well-being
and stability of his Church. Intemperate outbuistthe General Assembly or even Church
and Nation Committee reports did not necessarieHist call on his time.

It was largely left to lay Catholics and to iwidual priests like Father Charleson, quoted
above, to respond. One of the most effective walsefdicGettigan of Musselburgh. On the
22" May 1923 theScotsmanprinted his detailed rebuttal of the Church and idat
Committee report. In a lengthy letter Father Mc(gatt attacked the ‘facts’ produced in the
report refuting the Committee’s contentions thaegis in Ireland encouraged their flock to
emigrate to Scotland and that all emigrants fromtli&nd were Scots fleeing the Irish influx.
He also took the Assembly to task on the assetiianScots and Irish did not mix:

The “notable fact” is not at all complimentaoythe grit of the Scottish people, and is

besides a gratuitous assertion as anyone who kntwdives in the midst of Scottish
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and Irish workmen. They work as harmoniously whegether as they do when
separate and if there is friction it is usually doaesome cause which is neither racial
nor religious. If racial or religious it is impodeinto Scotland by Orangemen
who...have never fused with their fellow countrymdéBut away from these, the
Irishman in Scotland, as elsewhere, takes on tlmicof his surroundings and in two

or three generations becomes more Scottish thaBabie >

He also pointed out the logical inconsistency im litish having both the ‘restless ambition to
rule’ while at the same time being intemperate sngrovident and he ‘trembled’ for the
man who made the charge that ‘the Irishman nevsitdies to seek relief from charity
organisations’ in the presence of the averagenhist’®He similarly took issue with the
concept of the Irish as ‘aliens’: ‘The statemenbm® which bristles with controversy of an
ethnological and historical character, it ought, totsay the least, to have been made part of a
document which it was to be expected would preseht bedrock facts...even granted its
accuracy to speak of a highly gifted people...amali®Vould we parade the offensive term
before the eyes of the Canadian or Australian? Whdt if the Irish at home took us at our
word and when the next Great War broke out (quodisDavertat), and we were in
difficulties, gently reminded us that they wereeak.*’* (Given Irish neutrality in the Second
World War McGettigan was remarkably prescient). FHsponse to the charge that “the
Roman Catholic Church has definitely committed &krso the task of converting the
Scottish nation””®>was indicative of how the Catholic Church in Sant viewed its role -
‘But that surely is not an improper proceeding e tcase of a missionary Church. The
Church of Scotland claims the same right when &mels her missionaries to Ireland and
foreign parts. If a Church has a right to live, blas a right to propagate her spiritual species,
and the fact that one Church is more successfualdhather does not abrogate that right.’
Father McGettigan was an interesting chardnténe Catholic Church of the 1920s. Born
in Fauldhouse in 1868 he attended Blairs’ Collegel883 and the Scots College at
Valladolid in 1886 and he was ordained priest iB3&hen he became curate of the Church
of Our Lady of Loretto and St Michael in MusselburgHe was also a member of the

Midlothian Education Authority and promoted to thasition of Canon and Administrator of
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Edinburgh Cathedral in November 1923. This prommotiertainly implies official approval,
indeed sanction, of the opinions he published engtess as it would have been unthinkable
that the hierarchy would have elevated to suchestigious post a parish priest publicly
proclaiming a position of which they disapprovea Was in fact described in the Catholic
press as ‘one of the warmest champions of Cathylitithe country*’”

The hierarchy themselves did not remain as tsésnit appears from the official records
though they couched their language in more codexdsteAs can be seen from the following
1924 Pastoral letter from Archbishop Mackintosh:

It is a peremptory duty ...to pray frequently tloatr blessed Lord may gather these
men and women of good will -and they are not a fele in this country of Scotland
have been robbed of their Christian birth righthe Catholic faith. | am quite well
aware that those men and women may not, and pipdabhot, recognise the existence
of this duty on the part of Catholics, or furtheattthey may vehemently resent the fact
that we Catholics find a place for the existenceaafuty to pray for non-Catholics.
There can be nothing to surprise one in such at®tu The attitude in question is not
unlike the attitude of Nathaniel to Our Lord. Ithased on irrelevant assumptions and
often honest prejudice, “Can anything good comenfridazareth” (St John 1.46).
Besides St Paul when he was yet Saul was consentitng death of Stephen the first
martyr...It was probably with deep resentment thail $&ard the dying prayer of St
Stephen ‘Lord lay not this sin to their charge.{®\¢.59) What if it does — as it surely
does — need a miracle of Grace to bring a non-Qatimbo the Faith? Who can say that
in God’s Providence it was not the prayer of StpBé&n that obtained for Saul the
miracle on the road to Damascus (Acts 9.3)? Whosanthat our prayers and our
good works are not awaited by God in order thatmay turn many a Saul into a
chastened and humble St Paul?

It is certain that we are bound out of chatdypray for the spiritual welfare of our
non-Catholic fellow citizens. It is also certaimatithis duty is incumbent upon us on
account of the circumstances of the country in Wwhie live. And besides praying
there are other means we must use towards the sage We must support the

Catholic Truth Society, support the Catholic prasd spread its publication&
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It was possibly not the most tactful way of outlg the Catholic position. As the
Archbishop himself recognised praying for non-Cédso would provoke resentment
amongst non-Catholics. In fact it probably provokgelner reactions than that amongst some
members of the Presbyterian Churches. The impathare is the tone of the pastoral and of
Father McGettigan’s letter. It was a theme of @aholic Church in Scotland that the aim
was to return Scotland to the Catholic fold. Ptmithe reintroduction of the hierarchy the
status of the Church in Scotland had been thatrofsaion. In fact that had been its position
since the Reformation. The reintroduction of therd&ichy had been recognition of the
numbers of Catholics in Scotland due to Irish immaiign. The aims of the Scottish Catholic
Church did not change. Its primary purpose was ttd conversion of the Scots not the
adherence of the Irish. It had a duty in the edanat sphere to provide Catholic education
and so prevent apostasy but, on the principlethi@e is more joy in heaven over one sinner
who repents, then conversion was a Scottish pyigrihot an Irish one. It also has to be
examined from the perspective of Rome, a perspediackintosh would have shared, that in
global terms the Church of Scotland was a smaltheon heretical sect, (however slighting
that may have been to the pretensions of the larikhox) but its conversion would be a
prize worth winning. On the other hand, ScottisthGkcs knew their fellow countrymen and
had no illusions as to the long term nature oftdsk. This theme was developed by Father

McGettigan in a sermon at Fauldhouse:

Another account stands against the Protestantsaifa®d. Not only did they forsake
the faith: they made it their business to misregméesit and to bequeath this
misrepresentation to their children. Their childreave been faithful to their trust, and
so their religious teaching has consisted not ias@nting their own beliefs and
practices but defaming ours to that campaign tleaders dedicated their gifts...Abuse
of us no matter how wanton and gross formed thekstotrade of their religion and an
intense conviction on their part of the truthfuleesf it all, whilst it guarded them

against contamination was a sign of predestination.

...These then my brethren are a sample of the fosteésh have stood in the way of
Catholic expansion, and if when we look back we raoe gladdened by the sight of
large additions to the Church from without, lethesar in mind that the obstacles we
had to face were well-nigh insurmountabf@.

179 Clydesdale Catholic HeraldJune 38 1924, p3
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The essentially Scottish nature of the respomas reinforced by Bishop Henry Grey
Graham (1874-1959) in an address to the Caledddéholic Association in June 1925. He
began by lamenting the numbers of Scots applyimgtfe priesthood: ‘Until they had a
priesthood produced by this country the work woutd be satisfactory - priests who knew
the condition of the people and felt at home...Nooelad do the work so well as those who
were native to the soil. They must have priestsg géhey might close up their churches. The
priesthood should be recruited from our own boy:.thiat way it would be another step
towards the greatest of their objects - the restma@f Scotland to the Catholic faith*® In a
tacit recognition that the Catholic Church in Santd had some diplomatic work to do in
order to preach the Faith to non-Catholics he ntitadl ‘it was a delicate matter. In other
countries men were specially trained to expounch@at doctrine in a non-controversial
manner and with great results. Until something dase in that way they would not make
any great progress® Graham was at pains to point out that there wasardradiction
between being Scottish and being Catholic and tatChurch had always been the true
upholders of the national spirit rather than ‘tlelrtraitors...who were under financial
obligations to their masters in England.’ This weasunsubtle dig at the reformers of th&' 16
century but he went on to urge the Scottish Cathiality, living as they did ‘amongst a
largely non-Catholic population and mixing intimigtevith their non-Catholic friends’, to
remove anti-Catholic prejudice. As was pointed iauthe opening lines of this chapter they
would be ‘an eeminently respectable body.’

There is, however, one other consideration totdlen into account in the apparent
reluctance of the Scottish Catholic hierarchy, ipalarly in view of Bishop Graham'’s
sentiments, to engage with the anti-Irish campagd that is the unhappy relationship
between Irish and Scottish Catholic clergy in th@" entury. This may have had a
significant influence on Scottish Catholic attitedewards the Irish as a brief examination of
the career of Cardinal Paul Cullen and his involgehwith the Scottish Catholic Church will
demonstrate. Colin Barr has written informatively the career of Cardinal Cullen (1803-
1878) and what has been described as ‘Irish Epidoperialism’*® It is certainly the case

that there was something of an Irish ‘takeovertha English speaking world, of the Catholic

180 clydesdale Catholic Heral®7" June 1925 p3
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182 C. Barr ‘Imperium in Imperio: Irish Episcopal Imiaism in the Nineteenth Centurignglish Historical
Review Vol CXXIIl, No. 502, (June, 2008), pp 611-650. eTauthor is indebted to Dr Barr for his kind
assistance with this material.
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dioceses both inside and outside the British Empinel that this was largely orchestrated by
Cullen. As Barr puts it, ‘It is possible to discarpattern of what might be described as Irish
Episcopal Imperialism that began to take shapeifirthe United States from 1830 and then
spread to British North America, the Cape of Goodpé] Australia, New Zealand and
Scotland....By 1900 the hierarchy in each of thesst@es, save Scotland, was largely Irish,
and, in large part a particular sort of Irish, nimd by a particular Hiberno-Roman fusion of
devotion and administrative practice. The Cathobonmunities, and to a certain extent the
wider culture of each of the affected countriesti marked, by this particular form of Irish
“colonisation”."%3

Cullen’s career began as a student in Romeea$S#tred Congregation for the Propagation
of the Faith, otherwise known as the Propagandahndupervised the Church in the United
States, the British Isles and the British Empirall€h remained with the Propaganda from
1820 until 1831 when he was appointed Rector ofiisa College and he was particularly
influential within this organisation until the end his life. A popular figure and fluent Italian

speaker, he became the Propaganda’s trusted t@ansla

In almost any controversy, even if the parties lm@d could speak Italian, or even
usable Latin, it was inevitable that many of thevant documents would be in the
vernacular. Since the Propaganda lacked Englishkepe these had to passed to a
trusted translator. He was expected to master tiestmpn himself, explain it to the
Propaganda and in many cases recommend actiorsyodardinals. Conveniently they
had such a man at hand in Paul Cullen. When CuditrRome they utilised Tobias
Kirby, his friend and successor as Rector of thehliCollege. Either way Cullen
secured a near monopoly on the explication of Bhglanguage conflicts, either

directly or at one remové&?

Cullen used this unique influence, at its most dasi populate the English-speaking world
with Irish bishops. Essentially the method employeab to use a controversy in any given
diocese as an excuse to appoint a bishop coadjpitogst invariably an Irishman, as an
‘assistant’ to the incumbent who then found himsetine too gently, marginalised in the
running of the diocese. Even in areas where thaem controversy one could generally be
manufactured, with charges of financial incompetenmental instability, or even, rather

183 |bid p612
184 |bid p615

82



improbably, sexual impropriety in the case of thdedy Bishop Pompallier of Auckland.
The tactics may not have been edifying but theyevedfective and resulted in what could be
described as the ‘greening’ of the English-speakiagholic world. In 1866 it would be
Scotland’s turn to experience Cullen’s colonisation

It is not intended here to go into great depthtos particular issue but the basic outline is
necessary to understand Scoto-Irish Catholic welatiPrior to the restoration of the Scottish
hierarchy in 1878 the Catholic Church in Scotlaraswgoverned by three Vicars Apostolic
each of Episcopal rank. In 1866 the Propagandareddine appointment of a coadjutor for
the Western District due to the ill health of BiphGray. Gray and Kyle of the Northern
District drew up a list of three names, all Scaisile Bishop Strain (himself part Irish) of the
Northern District wanted to include an Irish nam# bppeared to bow to the wishes of the
majority. The approved list was duly sent to Roraeunbeknownst to Gray and Kyle, Strain
had written privately to the Propaganda denountimgchoice and stating that no Scottish
priest was suitable for the job. The Propagandaewesw faced with a dilemma, an
apparently divided leadership in the Scottish Chunad proposed ‘candidates whom the
third identified as being involved in the disturbaa that had roiled Glasgow for some years.
This is a crucial point: the district was alreadyidkd onScots v, IrisHines, and Irish priests
and laity, associated with a radical newspaperGlesgowFree Presshad done much to
make the Church there effectively ungovernableThis sort of controversy was tailor made
for Cullen who duly proposed Dr James Lynch, ashiman, for the post of coadjutor. In this
case though, the sequence of events did not fahewasual pattern. For one thing Lynch was
something of an abrasive character who was unstotéte role, for another the Scots clergy
took his appointment as an insult and a negatiflecteon on themselves. What was most
important in this case is that the Scots had theim fluent Italian speaker with connections
to the Propaganda, Coll Macdonald, who was disgatdth Rome post haste by Gray. ‘His
case was simple: appointing Lynch was an insulilt&cottish Catholics; it rewarded the
rebellion of Irish priests, laity and tli&ee Press;it would only make matters in Glasgow
worse.*® Macdonald in a telling phrase, summed up theudtitof the Scottish clergy, ‘it is
easier to keep the Irish out of possession, thagjetdhem out of it, if they are once fairly in

it. 87 It was a sentiment that many Catholics aroundutiéd would have recognised.
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Having appointed Lynch, the Propaganda cowt at this point back down but the
appointment proved to be a disaster. The relatipnisbétween Grey and Lynch soon broke
down in acrimony, with Lynch informing the Propadanthat Grey was hopelessly
incompetent and sought the help of his mentor @uite make the case. This case Cullen
agreed to support on the grounds that the Iristiywastnumbered the Scots in the Western
district®® Cullen’s intervention was not without its effectdaGrey found himself summoned
to Rome to prove his fitness for his position. Beots for their part had no doubt who was
responsible for the state of affairs ‘It is clehatt Cardinal Cullen and the Vincentians of
Lanarck (sic) are the soul of the present moveritéhRelations between the native Scottish
Church and the Irish having irretrievably brokemwdathe affair rumbled on acrimoniously
for some time until the Propaganda appointed anligimgan, Archbishop Manning of
Westminster, to inquire into the affair. Manningddfind shortcomings in Grey's
administration but was equally critical of LyncHissh allies. Manning’s eventual solution
was to appoint an Englishman, Charles Eyre, toaseplGrey and Lynch returned to Ireland
and Cullen.

The main significance of this controversy is ttie Scots managed to fend off a Cullenite
takeover of their Church which would probably hawaed the effect of turning it into a
province of Dublin. They were able to do so as thagl the willingness and ability to take
their case directly to the Propaganda and for ddaken did not have the sole power of
explication. Maintaining Scottish ecclesiasticalependence from Irish incursion became a
feature of Scottish Catholicism up to and after iéstoration of the hierarchy. Having had
this experience it is perhaps understandable HeaStottish hierarchy, even in 1923, were
not inclined to rush to the defence of the Irish lang as the attack was ostensibly on their
race and not their religion. The success of Cufléimperial mission’ would have been still
very apparent in the English speaking section ef@atholic world. After all if any Church
had a legitimate fear of being swamped by the litistas the Scottish Catholic Church and
not the Church of Scotland. Given their experiensexe the 1840s, Scottish Catholic
clergymen, and laity, would not have been humahefy did not occasionally consider the
Irish something of an interloping nuisance. Undedbt they would have defended their
flock as Catholics; perhaps there was less zegytdt no stronger than that, to defend them

as Irish. It would go some way to explaining thei@us archival silence on the issue.
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IIl The Catholic Press
The ‘official’ response to the anti-Irish camgmiin many ways reflected traditional
Scottish Catholic concerns but, as has been stdtede, the attack nevertheless was on the
Irish. In Ireland the Free State Government hadiies enough of its own to concern itself
with the Church of Scotland. The Irish press, hosvewaturally enough took umbrage. At
the first appearance of thelenace report thelrish Independentproduced an editorial

condemning its authors:

The Scotsman is frequently accused of having ngesef humour but no critic has
hitherto ventured to charge him with lacking a seokfair play. There are, however,
even Scotsmen capable of creating a bogey foruhgope of arousing racial prejudice
and inflicting unmerited penalties on the victinmistioeir bigotry. Amongst such, we
fear, must be counted Lord Sands and ProfessoravidilMain who...lent their names
to an attack on the Irish in Scotland as unjust esunfounded. They seek to incite the
General Assembly of the Church of Scotland intorapgl of - if not, indeed
participation in — an onslaught those of Irish tbior Irish parentage now resident in
Scotland....These Scottish scaremongers pretencstimatand is menaced on all sides
by the Irish*®°

After the Assembly passed a resolution callingtenBritish Government to inquire into Irish

Immigration thdrish Independenteturned to the attack:

The grievance which Lord Sands, The Rev. R. M.rMaic), and their friends have
striven to magnify into a sort of Raw-Head and Blpdones with which to terrify

timid Scotsmen, is that the Irish immigrants arethGbcs and “a menace to the
Protestant religion in the country.” At first it wasuggested that our people who
crossed to Scotland in search of employment weamsirals, but that dog would not

hunt. Now they are merely Catholics, which, in #yes of the bigots may be the
unpardonable crime. The whole affair bears a stresgmblance to the recent pogrom
against Catholics in Ulster....The wonder is the memlof the Church of Scotland
should lend themselves to such a campaign. If t@&sSclaim the right to deport

immigrants solely on the grounds of their religidaedief they are setting an example

rish IndependentyViay 18th 1923, p4
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which may have unpleasant consequences for theesselvis but a step further to

Russia’s policy of executing those who dare to iieratholics:**

The position of thérish Independentvas fairly representative of the Irish press attime
and theFreeman’s Journapublished a lengthy attack on the Church of Scdtiaposition

by Ruaridh Erskine of Marr on the 25une'®? It also reported the following year on a
denunciation of the anti-lrish campaign by the Lomdbranch of the Scots’ National
League'®* As time went on ritual denunciations of the cargpan the Irish press became as
much of a hardy annual as ritual denunciationshefltish became at the General Assembly
although these tended to become more mockery thedge as time passed. For example the

Irish Independeniby 1927 was observing, with heavy sarcasm:

The Scottish Churches Council appears to spend ratidis time in counting heads.

We never read of it except in connection with thgadion against the Irish in Scotland.
Seemingly it is more interested in statistics tt@ology...If there is a real problem to
be solved an embargo against ships carrying Imsimigrants is no solution. This

would still leave about 650,000 Irish CatholicsSeotland. Unless all these people
were deported or killed — two proposals which ettea Scottish Churches Council
would admit are unchristian and impracticable —rthmber of Catholics must continue
to increase and of other denominations to declitfe.

It is to the champion of the Irish immigrant, @ea Diamond that we have to turn for a
more visceral response. There is in his newspapeesnarkably revealing article that more
than any other sums up Diamond’s attitude, notgoghe controversies of the day but how
he, and no doubt many other Irish Catholics in [Bodf viewed their position. It is worth
guoting extensively from it, especially if it isa@ in relation to the foregoing comments from
the Church. In March 1926 Diamond responded tatarléo theGlasgow Observewhich
complained of the Catholic press’s pro-Irish biasl suggesting that the ‘Scotch Catholic

press should be primarily Scottish - strongly Ssbttin tone and matter first and only

L1rish IndependentMay 30th 1923, p4.
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secondarily warm towards the Irish and things ItiSh This criticism seems to have touched

Diamond on the raw.

But it is impossible for us to carry on Cathgapers ...without leaning chiefly on the
Irish people who by birth or descent form an ovelnting majority of Catholics of
Scotland.

...We do not quite know what our correspondent mdayssaying our papers in
Scotland should be primarily Scottish and strorg@gwpttish.

The Catholics of Scotland are a minority andepuScottish Catholics are a greater
minority still. To be strongly and vigorously Sdstt seems to us to involve the support

of views and policies which are not only non-Caithbut anti Catholic.

At this point Diamond appears to be advocatingoaitpn for which he had castigated
others: to be truly Catholic was to be Irish andnpounding it with the notion that to be
Scottish was to be anti-Catholic. Certainly givea tlimate of the times it is not difficult to
have some sympathy with his view but it demonstraie air of persecution and retreat into
the ghetto. Owen Dudley Edwards has contendedotrabf the responsibility for the attacks
made on the Irish Catholics were brought upon tleéves and while ‘this does not discharge
the conscience of the General Assembly...some parthef responsibility for their
proceedings is owing to the evident contempt @hliCatholic journalists for their duties to
the country that had given them a hortt8.’ Diamond illustrated that contempt succinctly in

the following passage:

Our critic would have some difficulty in explaigimow we are to be strongly Catholic
and at the same time strongly Scottish.

...We have taken up the position...that the Irishh@lats of Britain have as much
right to their national sympathies, to their pahti and their convictions as any other
section of the catholic community. Why should tleegse to be Irish?

We have never admitted the right of any of tha-kish elements in the land...we
dared to stand up for the rights of the Irish peagdi home and in Britain because in

fine (sic) we are too Irish!

19 Clydesdale Catholic HeraldMarch 13th 1926, p6
1% 0.D. Edwards, The Catholic Press in Scotland, 7p16
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...It would be very difficult to conduct Catholi@wspapers and make them strongly
English, Scottish or Welsh because England Scotkmtl Wales are primarily and
above all things non-Catholic and even anti-Cathodiuntries.

In their politics, their social life and themutlook the people of these Islands are
either indifferent or hostile to the Catholic caasel to Catholic principles.

Where not frankly pagan they are anti-Cathafiow then are we to make our papers
strongly and entirely English, Scottish or Welsh?

....itis in the general attitude of the people aghale that hostility is to be found to the

Catholic cause.

Leaving aside the fact that his correspondeneneaid that Catholic papers should be
exclusively Scottish, Diamond’s response was icsirly defensive and returned to the
justifications of the persecuted. His conflationQdtholicism and Irishness seemed to deny
the title of true Catholic to anyone in Britain wia@s not Irish. The very existence of his
papers was being predicated on the continuanckeoé tbeing a sort of Irish Ghetto of the
mind. The Irish in Britain, no matter how long theyere settled or how far back their
ancestry, were to remain Irish and outsiders amadsacially, religiously and politically
hostile people, a clan of the perpetually oppres$iedvas a curious position for a serial
Labour candidate and who exhorted his co-religisnt® become involved in politics.
However, this was a man who threatened to suealdel &anyone who called him a socialist
when he stood for Labour in the 1922 electionsa.the conduct of his papers throughout the
1920s his defence of the Catholic Church againstabsaults of the Presbyterians made
much, and rightly much, of their bigotry and yetdntrasted oddly with the frequent anti-
Semitic articles which appeared alongside them.elbeless, Diamond is important in the
Catholic reaction to the anti-Irish campaign but less been shown here he was not

necessarily the best advocate the Irish could hade

IV Conclusion
The researching of Catholic archives for the 0s92an, as has been pointed out at the
beginning of this chapter, be tantalising and fatgtg. Rather in the way that the White
papers show some surprising omissions the Catlitlicch seems to have been, at the very
least, inconsistent with its record keeping for gegiod. For example, there are no records

extant for the Catholic Caledonian Society bef@8Qland yet, as shown above, Graham was
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addressing them in June 1925. Equally there aneomrds in the Catholic Archives for the
Catholic Truth Society before 1930 and yet, as alsown above, Mackintosh was urging
Catholics to support its activities in his pastdetter of 1924°” The Archdioceses of the
Catholic Church were required to submit five-yeamfports to the Vatican commenting,
amongst other things, on their relations with otbburches but the sole ‘Quinquennial
Report’ for the period was produced in 1932 for thechdiocese of St Andrews and
Edinburgh. While it expresses concern about theataaof their flock, it makes no overt
mention of the Presbyterian campafghlt should be pointed out here that these reports,
prior to 1947, were produced in Latin and to a gmeformat. It may well be, therefore, that
there is more research to be done in this areajlpgsn the Vaticart®® Even the minutes of
the hierarchy, as pointed out in the introductiérihis chapter, contain no references to the
campaign.

The full history of the Catholic Church ard ielations with Protestantism in the 1920s
has yet to be written. What can be said with a @&gree of certainty is that while the
Catholic Church had some staunch and redoubtaliémdiers, as an organisation it did not
appear to see the need to launch a counter atigbk IChurch of Scotland or even an official
rebuttal. McGettigan’s letter to thBcotsmanwas the closest attempt. This raises several
intriguing questions, the most obvious being whi?nbhis chapter has posited some possible
solutions although a final answer is still elusiitanay simply be that the Catholic leadership
at the time were not personally equipped or indite become involved in this sort of
controversy. Certainly neither Mackintosh or Grahaas a political animal in the same way
as White or Sands. It may be that they judged tiatChurch of Scotland had no chance
whatsoever of succeeding, especially in view of thet that by 1926 most of the few
remaining laws restricting Catholic practice wemethe process of being repealed. It could
also be, that as Mackintosh and Graham were Sgtatgftey did not take attacks on the Irish
quite so personally as they might otherwise haveed¥et Father Charleson’s letter suggests
that some Scottish priests were quite as readgke ambrage at the Church of Scotland’s
language as any other Catholic. It is also juslikady that the hierarchy considered it had
quite enough on its plate with the implementatidnttee 1918 Education Act without
becoming embroiled in controversies of this naturech were perhaps no more than they

had come to expect from the Presbyterian Churchedake on the Church of Scotland on

197 Clydesdale Catholic HeraldMarch 18' 1924, p3

198 geottish Catholic Archives DE52/1 Quinquennial B@[1932 Caput XI Paragraph 84
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this issue would be to inflate the whole affairirt direct confrontation between the Church
of Rome and the Church of Scotland with incalcidatbnsequences for civil peace. They,
like the Scottish Office civil servant Milroy, manpt have wanted ‘to throw fuel on the flame
of racial strife.” They may indeed have taken @igistian option and decided to turn the
other cheek and pray that God would show the Pteshygs the error of their ways. It may
have been all, a combination of some, or none @fatbove. It is one of the reasons that the
period remains so fascinating. On balance it waapgear that the Catholic Church in
Scotland had a long tradition of keeping its heaevrd politically unless it was directly
attacked. The anti-Irish campaign of the 1920s wais ostensibly aimed at the Catholic
Church or it at least had a certain amount of pideisleniability. The Church would become
considerably more vocal when its members and ptppeere physically threatened in the
1930s.
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Chapter Four

The Civil Magistrate

The only freedom that Andrew Melville could havé&easfor in addition would be the
freedom to require the civil magistrate to comgébéhis subjects to obey the judgements of
the church courts!

J.H.S Burleigh, A Church History of Scotland 1960,401-2

| Introduction

What is sometimes lost in the history of Scullaof the 1920s is how intensely
conservative a period it was. Naturally enough Wik effects of the Great War, the rise of
the Labour party, the General Strike, mass unempdoy and the development of a class
based political system it is perfectly reasonablsde it as a time of political ferment. Yet the
indisputable fact is that between 1919 and 192 wnly a brief hiatus, the Conservative
party, whether in coalition or on its own, was tlwminant political force in Britain. It was a
Conservative party, moreover, benefiting from theght from the Liberals of a frightened
middle class, that clung to many of its more reary principles. The defence of the
Empire, a bulwark against Bolshevism and the maarnee of the pre-war social system
were the certainties that its MPs could underst&amdi promote. It was not that they did not
recognise that things had changed. It was becéusgsthad changed that there was a need
for the Conservative party to stick to its tradikid strengths, if only to ensure that things did
not change any further. This required vigilanceiragaperceived threats to the political and
social order. God, King and Empire were to be diééenat all costs from enemies foreign
and domestic, especially domestic.

Why then was the Unionist party so appdyergluctant to support the Church of
Scotland over an issue that was almost guaranteeadite them, namely the ‘threat’ of the
Catholic Irish in Scotland, surely an enemy witliiaver there was one? As has been pointed
out in Chapter One the Scottish establishment iriiqudar had had an almighty fright
because of the events of the Irish War of IndepeceleNow these newly enfranchised
‘subversives’ were apparently making common caugle thve socialists. At the very least no
more of these undesirables must be allowed to flotmlScotland to take the bread from the
mouths of honest Scotsmen who were suffering fragh bnemployment and forced to leave

the land of their birth for America where they wéost to their homeland and the Empire.
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All this should have been good tub-thumping stoff the constituencies especially when it
was to be backed up by the very latest scholarshgulern social theory and the imprimatur
of the respectability of the Church of Scotland.

Yet the campaign appeared to have run outeains by the end of the 1920s in the face of
a refusal by a Conservative Government to contetiepltee imposition of restrictions on Irish
immigration. There is even evidence to suggest tihait self-same Government may have
been instrumental in assisting in the public detwwwiiof the Church’s case by tli&asgow
Herald in 1929. The purpose of this chapter will be tscdss the reaction of the
Government, and particularly the Scottish Offia@ethe Church’s demand for the restriction
of Irish immigration to Scotland. It should be peid out that the Church did have its
supporters in Government, notably Major Walter djliParliamentary Under Secretary of
State for Scotland for most of the period. Ther&eecy of State, Sir John Gilmour, also
fought more of a battle for restriction inside t@®vernment than has been recognised.
Bruce, Glendinning, Paterson and Rosie have poiatedhat when the Scottish Churches
met Gilmour and the Home Secretary, Joynson-Hiaks1928: ‘The delegates were to
receive a rude shock...they were handed governmeatthat flatly contradicted their case.
With what must have required a considerable amotiself-control for a Unionist MP and
member of the Orange Order’'s Grand Lodge, Gilmold the petitioners that even if it had
been the problem they asserted, migration fromirise Free State could not be prevented
because it was not a foreign country: it was pérthe British Empire® Nevertheless, it
will be argued here that as late as February 1928a@r was still attempting to persuade the
Cabinet of the merits of some form of restrictiamda Joynson-Hicks himself was also
suggesting employment restrictions on Irish-bobola that would be policed informally by
employers rather than by legislative action by@wernment. Equally, Elliot was arguing at
the same time that in party political terms it wiblble to the Conservative advantage to use
the Irish issue to split the new nationalist movetrend head off demands for Scottish Home

Rule presented by Labour and the Liberals.

Il Enter Elliot
In order to understand the development ofiifeate it is necessary to return to the earlier
years of the decade. Even before The Church antbriN&ommittee of the Church of
Scotland produced its report dine Menace of the Irish Race to Our Scots Natipnadi

2035 Bruce, T. Glendinning, I. Paterson, M. R&&tarianism in Scotlan@Edinburgh University Press,
2004), p43
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1923, J S Phillimore, Chair of Humanities (Latin)@asgow University, in a perceptive
article for theDublin Reviewin 1922 analysed the tensions within the Protésthuarches in

Scotland:

The Holy Coalition had evidently a predispositianwork upon, and here we see it
displayed. The perilous equation, “lIrish and theref Catholic’= “Catholic and

therefore Irish” had been indiscreetly obtruded...@néwo ill-calculated attempts by

Sinn Feiners at criminal violence in Glasgow pragtugreat indignation. They were
promptly denounced and reprobated. But the legdcyvar nerves” and the present
“tax nerves” form a very irritable diathesis forchualarms and outrages to work upon.
But behind the Irish complication which is our Nesise there is the deep growing
uneasiness at the failure of Protestantism to kgejm the race. The movement for
Presbyterian re-union (which looks likely to suatees not principally a revulsion

against the fissiparous instinct so deeply ingmhiive Scottish Protestantism...but a
policy of shortening the front against “the growimgenace of Romanism and
Socialism.” We must think not only of the — quitatural-resentment of a threatened
caste...but of a peculiarity in Calvinism - its figse for a small homogenous

bourgeoisi¢®*

His was a not unreasonable survey of the underlgttigudes that would be borne out in the
Church and Nation Report, even if its drafters wlolikely have indignantly rejected it. It
should be pointed out that Phillimore was not amromtroversial individual himself. A
catholic convers, he had out raged some Protesfainion in a speech to St Aloysius
Academy in 1921 in which he suggested that the arsitles were open to capture and a
means of converting Scotland to Catholiciéf.

By 1924, however, the Labour party was in poargdt ‘Romanism and Socialism’ were no
longer a menace but an apparent reality. Althoughwas a somewhat abbreviated
administration, the Church was unlikely to obtaisyanpathetic hearing to combat these twin
evils during Labour’'s period in office. Howeveryatimstances were to change drastically

during the General Election of 1924. As David Casahas shown:

201 3.s. Phillimore, The Prospects of the Catholicr€hin ScotlandDPublin Reviewol 171; 343, (1922),
ppl191-192
22T, GallagherGlasgow, the Uneasy Peacpl35
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What has been less generally noted by historiarikeiscurrent of anti-alienism that
underlay the Conservatives campaign and the aetialanti-Jewish furore that
accompanied the formation of the new Governmene [Bader of the Conservative
Party, Stanley Baldwin, gave the green light to élk&remists in his own ranks - men
like Joynson-Hicks - in the course of his electimnadcast on 16 October 1924 and in
other speeches. Adverting to domestic unrest amckivity of ‘alien’ subversives, he
announced that “we cannot afford the luxury of @raid socialists or revolutionary
agitation”... He told the nation on radio that shoh&lbecome Prime Minister, “I want
to examine the laws and regulations as to the esftaliens into this country, for in
these days no alien should be substituted for érmeioown people when we have not
enough work at home to go around.” The AssociatadnBritish Chambers of
Commerce passed a resolution a few days aftengtallation of the new Government
urging it to take measures against “undesirablenali The anti-alien theme was
pushed hard by The Times, which began a seriegtiofea on “Alien London”....The
reports concentrated almost exclusively on the Jewthe East End..."They stand
aloof -not always without a touch of oriental amage- from their fellow citizens.
They look upon us with suspicion and a certain emt. Mixed marriages between
orthodox Jews and Gentiles are forbidden. Thesplpeemain an alien element in our

land?%3

In this febrile atmosphere it is not difficitt imagine the reaction of those in the Church
of Scotland who held similar views about the alieassimilable Irish. If the Jews were a
problem in the East End of London how much morevsece the Irish in the East End of
Glasgow? The Jews had at least not been in diebeflion against the Crown a mere three
years previously and were furthermore unlikely wasp the indigenous population. It has
also to be pointed out that some Irish Catholidsthdeir cause little favour. As Owen Dudley
Edwards has stated, ‘The difference lies in that Jews had given far less evidence of
considering themselves a separate people...thanheadhibsen spokesmen of the Scottish
Catholics of Irish Origin. Scotsmen who read thethGBc press might indeed wonder

whether the Irish had any loyalty to ScotlaAY.Politically, therefore, it may well have
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appeared that the tide was running with the Charath encouraged them in the belief that
any approach to Government would be met sympatiktic

This opinion was not without foundation. On th&h July 1925 Major Elliot circulated a
note on the issue of Irish immigration in the SebttOffice. The statistics that he quotes
were, even then, suspect but it instigated resdayche Scottish Office into the true state of

affairs and would be frequently cited in departraédtscussions:

| have had this matter under consideration éones time and referred guardedly to it
while introducing the Board of Health Estimates24.9The Board of Health have since
been collecting figures and estimate at presentalsurplus of 4,000 Irish per annum
remains as balance of immigration over emigratMe are at present supporting in
Scotland some 10,000 paupers of Irish birth
In view of the very greatly overcrowded statéhe Scottish labour market and the
numbers who annually emigrate from Scotland onlybéoreplaced here by Irish |
suggest that the position cannot be allowed to iema
| see no objection to framing a general uséatlimiting immigration from
Dominions in the same way as they limit immigratfoom us. This in practice comes
down to a reasonable prospect of employment witlvittout possession of a capital
sum.
If England is not willing to do this Scotlanghould consider proceeding
independently.
Note that the present situation will be greatfgravated when the new American
guota system comes into effect which restrictshierrtirish immigration and will have
the effect of damming it back on Great Britain.

Elliot it should be noted had considerably morduiefice than his position as a junior
minister would suggest. He was regarded as songetifia right wing intellectual and party
strategist. As Hutchison has illustrated, ‘A ...Sedto had an audience throughout Great
Britain was Walter Elliot. He was an inveterate tewriof newspaper articles for both the
London and Scottish press. In 1927 he wrote a bmokConservatism,Toryism in the
Twentieth Centufyas part of a series of books designed to stateight wing viewpoint on
contemporary politics. That Elliot should be indt® define the central theme of the whole

25 NRS, Irish Immigration Files, HH1/541
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series indicates the weight he carri€f.Certainly his memorandum would haunt Scottish
Office thinking on the Irish issue for the restlo¢ decade.

In terms of the statistics, he was beingd®le with the material with which he was
provided. A Scottish Board of Health document d&88dApril 19252 stated that the total
number of Irish born persons, including dependeetseiving poor relief on i5May 1924
was 9,342. This figure did not differentiate betwdeee State and Northern lIrish citizens.
The Board of Health’s survey of the Inspectors o6Fin the parishes of Coatbridge, Govan,
Greenock, Bothwell, Glasgow, Motherwell and Poraggiow concluded that ‘so far as the
Parish Councils are concerned, the question of gration from Ireland during the past three
years has not been a serious maff&r.His assertion that there was a surplus of 4,688 |
per annum was based on information provided confidily by the Steamship Companies
which estimated the excess of numbers arriving éotl&8nd in 1924, over the numbers
leaving, to be 3,966%° These figures did not take into account thatrttagority of the ferry
traffic was between Ulster and Scotland and notRie= State and Scotland. There was no
possibility using these figures to establish thatfinal destination of these travellers was the
West of Scotland. What is of particular interesttlie Elliot note is his assertion that if
England was not willing to restrict Irish immigrai then Scotland should proceed on its own
independently. At first glance it appears remarkathlat a minister of the Crown, and a
Unionist one at that, was advocating a quasi-natisin idea of Scotland ‘proceeding
independently’ on the issue. However, Elliot’s thilg on the subject was influenced, as will
be shown, by particularly Scottish political coresitions.

By December 1925 the Church of Scotlamin@ittee increased the pressure on the
Government for action and produced an open lett&irt John Gilmour which it published in
pamphlet form. This opened in rather sonorous tdneaccordance with a remit from the
General Assemblies of the Church of Scotland, thedd Free Church, and the Free Church,
and after consultation with other Churches, werddsi approach His Majesty’s Government
upon a question of vital importance to our Scotfisbple — viz., the serious situation that has
arisen in Scotland owing to the influx during tlastlnumber of years of many thousands of
Irish immigrants, and to the emigration of manyusands of the native populatici® The

pamphlet itself was an updated version oflltigh Menacereport of 1923 and contained the
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usual references to the supplanting of the indigermopulation by the inferior Irish. ‘It has
been stated in the House of Commons that 9,00@peismigrated into Scotland in 1924
and yet there were as many as 70,000 unemploysdiemn Glasgow aloné'! As has been
pointed out above this figure of 9,000 was noteddn reality’** The Church had no doubt
of the cause of this unemployment and it also tiioed what was to become something of a

bogey figure for the twenties, the infamous ‘Irfsheman’:

We know of a recent case where an Irish foreman eiasiissingScotsmanand
engaging Irishmen, and was even bringing men awen fireland and putting them on
the job.

We have known cases where public schemes undertakprovide work for our own

unemployed have been partially recruited from inmamgs of a few weeks and months
standing?™®

It is possible to discern how the Governmens waw being hoist with the petard of its
own pre-election language of only a year beforee Htter itself, signed by the Rev. John
White, concluded with a request that the Governnmestitute an inquiry into the issue and
then take whatever action was necessary. The Cliollolwed this up at the end of the year
with a formal request for a delegation to meetJ®hin Gilmour in person to discuss the issue.
It was a request that created some consternatithimvwhe Scottish Office.

I11 Knocking on the Scottish Office Door
In early January 1926 the rather invidious posibf the Scottish Office was recognised by
officials. Rose, Gilmour’s Private Secretary, magdithe department regarding the Church’s
request and immediately pointed out that the Doomirstatus of the Irish Free State made
any solution problematical but ‘The reception aeputation might be of advantage in that
seeking to get a policy of restriction adopted 8&uw for Scotland could point to feeling of
responsible persons in Scotland as evinced byepatdtion. *** It should be noted here that

the Church was in some haste to arrange the deputafore the annual General Assembly
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in May. This was probably because White was entisdirst period in office as Moderator
and to secure government assurances on action eoririh issue would have been a
considerable boost, not only to him personally, touthe re-unification process between the
Church of Scotland and the United Free Church,athtelrish campaign having been very
much a joint venture. Not all of the Scottish Cdfiofficials were keen to oblige the Kirk,

however, as can be seen by the replies to Rosaisteni

The question of Irish immigration to Scotlandaidifficult and delicate one. For facts
in support of the menace within it would be necgssa consult a number of
departments — Ministry of Labour, Registrar Gene®abttish Board of Health perhaps
the Prisons Commissioners ...

Before reaching a final decision as to receiangeputation it would be desirable to
confer with the Dominions Office as it is not impdse that the ventilation of the
subject by the rather conspicuous method of a @épatfrom an influential body, who
moreover are not particularly reticent in their gmetation of the case would be
regarded as embarrassing.

In view of the notice which the subject haseatty received (See in particular
Captain Elliot memo) Secretary for Scotland shquiobably see before any action is
taken
Patrick Laird 2 January 1928°

The importance of the problem is undoubted. Any aéynis necessarily difficult.
Presumably it could only take the form of legisdatirestricting immigration from the
Irish Free State or from the Dominions generaliyguich a measure were undertaken it
would require careful steering. Judging by thetpeimclosed | am apprehensive that the
spokesman at the suggested interview might incrdesalifficulties by precipitating
opposition from the FS (sic) and perhaps other dams. Quiet consideration by the
Government might be better than an advertised dépuat and public inquiry as
suggested.

John Lamb % January 1928°
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The use of language by these senior civil sésvamninteresting. Laird’s description of the
Church as ‘an influential body who are not partiely reticent in their presentation of the
case’ was a piece of masterly understatement. leowaously fully alive to the possibilities
of ‘embarrassment’. At the same time, the Elliotnmehad made the issue one which the
Scottish Office could not entirely ignore althou§it John Lamb’s suggestion that it was a
problem that required ‘quiet consideration by trev&nment’ implies that he hoped it might
be. To accede to the Church’s request would not appear as though it was making policy
but also had the potential to drag the Scottishic®finto potential conflict with other
departments. As far back as 1923 there had beaggestion made to the Dominions Office
that there be a reciprocal arrangement for thetr@gian of those charged to the Poor Law
between Scotland and Ireland. This had alreadyivedea dusty answer: ‘it would be
possible for HMG (His Majesty’s Government) to saggto the Government of the Free
State that the previous power to remove paupens @oeat Britain to their area should be re-
enacted on the understanding that legislation shbel introduced providing that paupers
could similarly be removed to from the Free Stat&teat Britain but His Grace (the Duke of
Devonshire) doubts whether the Government of tish IFree State would be prepared to
concur in such a proposal; and as present adwisefore, he does not see his way to make
it.” 2" If the Dominions Office did not see its way to rimaksuch suggestions in 1923 it was
extremely unlikely that they would consider any moadical solutions at the behest of the
Church of Scotland in 1926. Especially in view lo¢ fact that the Boundary Commission of
1925 had just confirmed the borders of the IriskeF6State and Northern Ireland to the
disappointment of many in the South. Creating uassary difficulties for the Cosgrave
Government just as De Valera was re-entering paitics was not to be countenanced.

There was a recognition that the Scottish c@ffnad to be able to examine the actual
position rather than the somewhat unsubstantiagedels being employed by the Church. Sir
John Gilmour, recognising that procrastination vilas better part of valour, suggested
putting the Church off on the grounds ‘that as thia UK question | think it undesirable to
meet them at the present tifté.

Between the months of January and March 1926ttottish Office consulted the Scottish
Board of Health, the Registrar General and theoRssCommissioners of Scotland. The

Registrar General on January"2i his report to the Scottish Office raised thatfidoubts
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about the Church’s case. He found from the censwsr of 1921 that the number of Irish-
born persons in Scotland was lower than in 1911wklet further: ‘The fact that the number
found in Scotland in 1921 is the lowest since 18&ttainly does not support a view of there
being within recent years any increase in the amofiimmigration from Ireland®® He
also examined the numbers of Irish marriages, @anashatistic often cited to ‘prove’ the
increase in Irish immigration. His conclusions were more helpful to the Church and

Nation Committee:

...these percentages tend to show some, thoughreat igcrease in the frequency of
Roman Catholic (i.e. Irish) marriages but this petage cannot be credited with
demonstrating increased immigration of Irish fogrhare good grounds for presuming
that the children of Irish immigrants adhere to R@man Catholic faith and when they
grow up and marry tend to increase the numberisi Imarriages. Thus the figures
obtained from an examination of the Marriage Regsstlike those obtained from an
examination of the census returns at least fadhtmw any evidence of any increase in
the number of Irish immigrants.

...1 In no way desire to state that the infotiora supplied by the Committee of the

Church of Scotland is erroneous, but | feel it tigh point out that the information at
my disposal from the census reports and from theiage statistics fails to provide

corroboratiorf?°

There was some succour given to the Church bysthtistics provided by the Prisons
Commissioners but the figures did not give numbiersghose of Irish birth as opposed to
those of Irish extraction. As Milroy, the civil sent tasked with compiling the reports
pointed out in his summary, the assumption was tihase prisoners classified as Roman
Catholic were either Irish or of Irish extraction which case there appeared to be a
disproportionate number of ‘Irish’ prisonéfs.It should be remembered that this was not
what would be considered a scientific breakdowtheffigures and that the Chairman of the
Prison Commissioners was one Lord Polwarth, who alas a prominent member of the
Church and Nation Committee of the Church of Soatla he Board of Health reported that:
‘The number of Irish born persons in receipt ofinatly poor relief has not grown recently; it

2YNRS, HH1/541
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is less than it was in 1910 and the same is truegards the percentage of the total number
chargeable including destitute able bodied unengald¥?* The statistics thus obtained by
early 1926 were far from supportive of the Churatdse and went a long way in refuting it,
although the Scottish Office were cautious in tieemclusions. Milroy put the position thus:

There has been no serious (sic) increase recenttfe Irish population but there may

have been some displacement of Scottish Labouridiy. |

...In the circumstances | should be disposed to amfesulting the Dominions Office —

one does not want to throw fuel on the flame ofalagtrife until we have consulted the
Ministry of Labour and see what they have to shthdre really be a problem of recent

growth it would seem to lie in the displacemenSobttish labour by Irisf*

Milroy assiduously pursued the Ministry of Laboor &tatistics that might prove or disprove
the assertion that the Irish were in fact displgcBtottish labour. His reply, finally received

in June, was that the Ministry did not have anyinfation that was relevant to that in the
Church’s pamphlet. By this time Milroy at least hlamhcluded that: ‘the Irish “danger” is not

appreciably increasing and does not justify anjoadby the British Government. Apart from

the desirability of action, restriction of Irish imigration would raise thorny questions with
the Dominions 3%

After what must have been much wearisome tad, @ndging by the amount of material
produced by the various departments, considerabpartimental time, there was by the
middle of 1926 no single statistical confirmatidntlee Church’s case. The Church, however,
unaware that the Scottish Office had been scrunigithe figures, renewed the mandate of
the Church and Nation Committee and evidently wrdetl by the earlier polite refusal,
renewed their request for the reception of a délegdy the Secretary of State to discuss the
issue. Gilmour was in somewhat of a difficult picktl position. Any further refusal to meet a
delegation of the Church of Scotland may have lsrstrued as a snub, especially as the
position of Secretary of State for Scotland hadnbelevated to Cabinet rank that summer.
The first Secretary of State for Scotland in théiBat since the eighteenth century, refusing,
almost as his first official act, to meet a delegafrom the Church of Scotland to discuss an

issue that was being portrayed as a matter of matsurvival would hardly be considered an
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auspicious beginning, especially in the Scottishobist Party. On the other hand as Milroy
pointed out in a memo that while he agreed thatirish immigration question was ‘highly
controversial and delicate, ... In these caseskttinat, if the request for interview on these
subjects were acceded to, no useful purpose waalgebved. On the contrary harm might
ensue inasmuch as S of S’s agreement to receivapatation might be construed by the
ordinary layman - bonus paterfamilias - as an iitiliicn of concurrence with the Church’s
views and of putting his weight in their favouf®®

In the event a meeting was arranged with ther@ts delegation which took place on the
24" September 1926 but without Sir John Gilmour whe walled away at the last moment
on urgent business elsewhere. In view of the advecbad been receiving from his officials
this may have been a diplomatic absence. It is attable that the Rev John White was
another absentee. The Church’'s case was presengtdtiebReverends MaclLagan and
Cameron while the Government was represented bydin Lamb and Mr Jeffré3f from
the Board of Health. It was not an altogetherséatiory occasion for the Church side. The
usual iniquities of the Irish were rehearsed inalhihey were accused of taking the jobs
from unemployed Scotsmen while apparently at thmesaime idling on the dole, the
Unemployment Insurance Act being, in the wordsrad# delegate, the Reverend Patterson, ‘a
terrible curse on the countr$?” When not engaged in these activities they wemgraing to
the Rev Duncan Cameron of Kilsyth, plotting the déall of the Empiré?® The delegation
called for a public inquiry which was deflectedthex than refused, by Sir John Lamb on the
grounds ‘that it would be difficult to get a bodyhiwh would be recognised as impartial to
enquire into the mattef?® Mr Jeffrey also refuted the claim that temporargrkers from
Ireland working on the harvest then stayed in $oatlto collect the dole. The Board of
Health had monitored the position and found thairiyeall such workers returned to Ireland
and in any case while, ‘It might be regrettable wlleere was so much unemployment in
Scotland that such a field of labour should notkbet filled by Scottish workers. It was
nevertheless a fact that Scottish workers did eeltdttracted to that class of wofR”

The reverend gentlemen might have been a httbre encouraged had they been able to

read some of the general conclusions containederbtiefing note for the meeting prepared
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for Sir John Gilmour. The note itself quotes thgufies given in the earlier reports and was
not entirely unsympathetic to the Church althoughduggestions for remedying the situation
fell far short of what the Church was seeking dratbne was far from the apocalyptic.

It would appear that although the figures citdabvee supplied by the Scottish
Departments do not reveal a very serious stateffairg there is certainly an Irish
problem in the South West of Scotland, and thatethas been for some time. There is
no doubt that the Irish impose an undue burderherpbor law authorities and that too
great a proportion of the prison population isrgH birth or extraction: and further it
seems that Irish, whether by accepting lower wages worse conditions or through
the action of compatriot foremen, obtain employment the face of serious

unemployment among Scotsnfen.

As a matter of fact the Scottish Office had absuho figures or evidence to justify the

existence of ‘compatriot foremen’ and, as has bga@nted out above, the prison statistics
had a certain dubiety about them. Crime leveldheaWest of Scotland tended to be higher
than elsewhere and one could have equally have thadargument that Glaswegians made
up ‘too great a proportion of the prison populatiaievertheless, the government were
sufficiently concerned by the Church’s allegatidoset up an interdepartmental conference

on the issué®?

IV Behind the Scenes

The inter-departmental conference on Irish intatign took place on the %8June 1927
chaired by Major Elliot. Present were represengstiof the Dominions Office, the Home
Office, Ministry of Labour, Ministry of Health, th8cottish Board of Health and the Scottish
Office. Elliot was still anxious to reach some swmiriagreement to restrict Irish immigration.
The issue was beginning to bedevil more than theespondence pages of tlddasgow
Herald. Even the ‘Lady Unionists,” as the women’s secidrthe Unionist party was called
at the time, at their conference in October 1926 debated and overwhelmingly passed a
motion demanding the restriction of immigrationleéh manual workers into Scotland and

‘that any such immigrants requiring poor relief huit five years of their arrival be
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deported.®*® These were sentiments with which Elliot found &éifi in sympathy. It is
apparent from the minutes of the conference thiadtBvas hoping to influence it towards a
policy of restriction of immigration even if thisatl to be applied in general terms to all of the
Dominions.

Elliot opened the conference with a restatenoérthe points made in the briefing note
prepared for the meeting with the Church delegatima previous year (see above). He
immediately ran into difficulties with the represatives of the English departments who had
not ‘received complaints on the subject of Irishmigration comparable to the complaints in
Scotland’ and whose inquiries ‘did not appear tovslany justification for proceeding on the
line proposed®* The Dominions Office representative, Mr Whiskawmdas particularly
discouraging, drawing attention to what he desdrilzs a fundamental principle that
‘persons described as of Irish Free State natignadere British subjects by birth in one of
His Majesty’'s dominions and as such could neitherexcluded or deported from this
country. Apart from legislation no power existedréstrict immigration of British subjects
from the Irish Free State into Great Britafi®. The Home Office representative agreed
stating that: ‘the Department would object to amgpmsal having for its purpose the sub-
division of British nationality, and it would becamplete reversal of immemorial policy for
the Government to take power to keep or send ouBaitish subject from this country™

Elliot was unabashed and carried on hguraent that the situation could not be
allowed to continue and that there was ample pesdad that Canada and Australia imposed
restrictions on the immigration of Britons and myacase the policy would have no effect on
them. As proof of his case Elliot cited figuresnfrahe Inspectors of Poor in Glasgow which
averred that in 43 parishes ‘mainly in the WesBoétland, the number of persons born in the
Irish Free State who entered Scotland in the yeaded 31, March, 1926 and 1927 and
became chargeable on the rates were 418 and 4®kctiely.’?®’ This figure was
immediately countered by Irons of the Ministry atiour who pointed out that: ‘according to
a census taken at the exchanges in and near Glamggvior four weeks ended 95April,
1925, showed that of all applicants for unemployiemefit during that period only ten had

at one time or another been resident in the Irige State. The Ministry were not aware of
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any powers that could be invoked to regulate theyeasi Irishmen into Great Britain, even if
such regulation were considered to be neces$&tt’'was apparent that Elliot's, and by
extension the Church’s, case was not standing uthdgoscrutiny of more dispassionate
observers and Elliot was forced into the uncomfdeaposition of admitting ‘that the
statistical information which had been collectednir several sources had not assisted
materially in providing a satisfactory basis foe tbxamination of the problem’ nonetheless
‘although no precise figures were available to ¢atk of the influx of Irish into Scotland
there was evidence that an influx was taking plate.

It is probable that it was at this conferetita any realistic possibility of restricting Inis
immigration ran into the sand. At the end of thafecence the Dominions Office made the
position clear: ‘As at present advised Mr Whiskamould hold out no hope that the
Dominions Office would undertake to support any gmsal having for its object the
exclusion of Irishmen from this country. Such apwsal impinged upon the important
guestion of the status adhering to British natibpadnd was one which could not be
proceeded upon without a decision by the Cabiltetvas not, however, the end of the affair.
Sir John Lamb wrote on behalf of Sir John Gilmauthte Departments concerned on th8 14
of September restating the case that the Irish wedesirable immigrants. The reply from

the Home Office was a firm non possumus:

. As at present advised, Sir William Joynson-Hicksuld be opposed to any
suggestion that an attempt should be made to regurtanigration of natives of the
Irish Free State into the UK...he would point outtthatives of the IFS are in the
contemplation of British law British subjects arautd not under any circumstances be
excluded from the UK.

Save on the grounds of urgent necessity he wdefgtecate the introduction of

legislation with a view to making such exclusiorsgible®*°

The Church of Scotland was in the meantimemana of the internal discussions of the
Government and carried on its campaign. On th® Jifly 1928 there was a meeting in

London with the joint church committee on Irish imgnation and the Home Secretary
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Joynson-Hicks and Sir John Gilmour. As has beentpdiout at the beginning of this chapter
the Church delegation was shocked to find that fv@iposals had been dismissed and were
taken aback by the figures that contradicted tt@se. By this time, by virtue of constant re-
iteration, the Church and Nation Committee werevaomed that their collection of figures
and anecdotal evidence made an irrefutable case. mibeting sparked considerable
correspondence between the Scottish Office andRénerends MacLagan and Cameron
demanding further evidendd® The impeccably UnionisScotsmanchimed in with an
Editorial the day after the meeting. Even thoughansidered that the ‘Irishman is a born
agitator...on the Clyde and elsewhere there is d gpiagitation and revolt which may owe
something to Irish inspiration,” yet the articlenctuded that ‘we have never had a barrier
upon the immigration of British subjects...such ai@plcould not be applied to Scotland
alone or to Irish immigration alon&*? It would appear that by the middle of 1928 theiéss

had become effectively dead in political terms.sTlhiowever, was not the case.

V The Elliot Memorandum

In the early months of 1929, which was to beem&3al Election year, the Irish issue once
again intruded into Scottish and British politidhere was also a new dimension in the
emergence for the first time of an avowedly natishgarty in Scotland which had secured
the support of luminaries like the Duke of MontroBeB Cunninghame Graham, Compton
Mackenzie and R E Muirhead. The political circumsts were not favourable to the
Conservatives. The Church of Scotland, about tdérioenphantly reunited with the United
Free Church later in the year, and was once agalmve John White as Moderator. The
indefatigable Elliot, by this time considered arfluantial party strategist, surveyed the
political scene and found that it was not good.w#s not alone in this opinion. On the™1
December 1928 he wrote to his mistress Baffy Dugddl‘Had a letter from Robert
Horneé** getting panicky about Home Rule. | can see thi®hist Government introducing
that as a last throv#*®> He elaborated on his own fears a some days latetdtter to Dugdale
from the Scottish Office on Christmas Eve 1928:
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Have been written to by Horne about Scottish Hddade and intend to compose a
memo on the subject myself. What frightens me éspfospect of the Scottish Grand
Committee in the next parliament. Nobody has evensaged this but myself. | had to
face it you see in 1923.

| think that the Anti-Irish Bill and the promis# a Royal Commission the absolute
minimum that we can get away with. | think morerttihat, but you will see it in the

memo?>*®

In response to this Elliot produced in Februa®29 a lengthy strategy document for the
Scottish Unionist Party. This is one of the firefarences to the consequences of a serious
‘Home Rule’ challenge to the Unionists. The timwoigthe document is crucial for in March
1929 there was a scheduled Cabinet discussionstmitnmigration in Scotland which would
be based on a paper produced by the Home Secdetyamgon-Hicks. Elliot suggested that for
the first time the Unionists might be facing thesgibility of a Bill for a Scottish legislature
being proposed within the next eighteen monthsmonduced what can be best described as

a Unionist Nationalist solutioff’

A re-examination of Scottish government and dkation to the United Kingdom
Parliament is imminent....It is not within the rangfepractical politics to suppose that
this situation will be altered to the Conservatayantage in the forthcoming election.
... Do we recognise, however, that this means thatestablishment of a Scottish
legislature is thus brought forward as a possybiiot of the next ten years, but as a
possibility of the next eighteen months? Both Lédeand Labour parties are deeply
pledged to the proposal of such a measure, andutess in its favour have been
repeatedly carried in Parliament, with their ofiickupport, over many years. | do not
know that the Conservative party has recently made clear statement of policy on

the mattef*®

In Elliot’s view the existence of the Scottisha@d Committee meant that even were the

Conservatives to retain power at the election theuld be outnumbered in the Committee

245 pid December 28 1928
247 For discussion of the Unionist-Nationalist concapd its emergence in the previous century, seerGga
Morton, Unionist Nationalism: Governing Urban Scotland, 082860 ,(Tuckwell, Edinburgh, 1999).

248 NRS, HH1/556 Scottish Government Factors which must be congitdeegore the General Electidviajor
Elliot, February 1929
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which would make managing the Government’s Scottighiness almost impossible. He
cited his own experience during the Bonar Law Gowrent: ‘The difficulties in the first year

were dealt with by ‘tacking’ carried to almost atzblengths. (The prolongation of payments
of relief to Scottish able-bodied unemployed fostamce, was tacked to a bill regulating
London inter-borough finance.) | do not think tletairs could thus have continued for a
whole Parliament, and in fact the then SecretarySimotland had had to consider the only
logical step. That is, the abolition of the ScdttBrand Committe€?*? Elliot recognised that

such a step would be hugely unpopular. ‘Scottisimidlers will readily realise the extreme
difficulty of taking any such step in the 1929 Rarient, as practically the first proposal of
the new administration towards the Scottish petffeThere were in his view only two

possible steps that Government could take to agbabs in the House of Commons and
disastrous unpopularity in Scotland. It could setauRoyal Commission on Scottish Home
Rule which would in his opinion recommend the settup of a legislature in Scotland. This
would in effect commit the Conservatives to brirggin a Home Rule Bill of their own. Elliot

was of course well aware how the words Home Ruleléveend a shudder down the
collective spine of his party. The alternative wbdlde to suspend Irish immigration into

Scotland. In Elliot’s analysis of the nationalisbwement:

It seems to me possible that the anti-Governmemgsaf the pendulum may lead to a
certain number of the disgruntled finding in the athdnalist’ label a handy
compromise, of the same kind as that which leadgheo return of independent
Members when discontent is about ...

The Nationalist movement however contawe telements naturally opposed
whose temporary union has given them strength. ellbbsments are the ‘Gaelic-Irish’
and the ‘Edinburgh Protestant’. The ‘Gaelic Iriste @he literary men and some of
them, such as Compton Mackenzie, preach the reitdgim of Scotland on a Roman
Catholic basis. Needless to say this is an anathentiae East-country men and the
Kirks. It would be easy to split these two. Thepstbereafter detailed would do so. But
it is probable that Unionist action along the linpeeviously considered might
consolidate them.

... These facts seem to me the justifiable basisf@mpending overseas immigration
altogether at present, (that is to say Irish imatign). As all Scots Members know this

49 bid
2% bid
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goes much deeper than any surface or temporaryiopesnd indeed accounts for a

large proportion of the autonomist movem@ent.

Having presented his party with the Scylla of HoRide and the Charybdis of restricting
immigration from the Empire he proceeded to sugbest the objections to the latter policy
may have been circumvented. Using the unemploynmsotrance system he proposed that
new books should only be issued to home born werkiris he believed would sidestep the
need for an ‘Ellis Island’ type control system, lghat the same time leaving immigration
open to all countries within an unemployment insgea scheme which would ‘obviate
difficulties with England and Northern Irelantd?

As a purely party political solution went it svaeat and attractive for the Unionists. Elliot
had managed to put restriction back onto the agandat was an issue, whatever its merits,
he had consistently supported since 1925. It w&Scattish’ solution to the problem and
there is little doubt that Elliot believed he wdmagting the nationalist fox. In this he may
well have been influenced by two letters that apgpeén theScotsmaron 10" January 1929
from the Duke of Montrose and R E Muirhead respebfi Both argued the Nationalist case
but Montrose’s point that a legislature was neetdedontrol immigration while Muirhead
dismissed a suggestion that Home Rule in Scotlamadivbe ‘Irish Home Rule in Scotland’
by pointing out that the whole Irish immigratiorsu® had been greatly exaggerated in the
first place?>® Whatever the case it was obvious that Elliot wespared to persevere in
championing restriction despite his experienceghef last five years. Incidentally this is
somewhat at odds with Hutchinson’s evaluation of s a ‘progressive Unionist? Be that
as it may it would appear that Elliot was makinghething of a last ditch appeal to his party
in terms of political self-interest to reconsidée tmerits of restriction in advance of the
Cabinet meeting of March 1929.

This appeal was not without its effect. Ivadce of the discussion of a Cabinet paper on
Irish immigration produced by the Home Secretaryndon-Hicks. Gilmour discussed the
situation with Elliot on two occasions. On the rtighthe 18" February 1929 they agreed the
memo disagreeing with the Home Offite On 4" March they met again and, at Elliot's

insistence, Gilmour agreed take to the Cabinet jpy cof the Glasgow Heraldarticle

L pid
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23The Scotsman January 10 1929, p7.

4| G C HutchisonScottish Politics in the Twentieth Centyfalgrave, Houndmills, 2001) , p49.
5 NRS, HH1/561, Memo Fairgrieve to Milroy Februd@ 1929.
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(discussed below) on the effect of the US quotdesysand two letters from the Scottish
Unionist's Political Secretary Col. P.J. Bfaft These were addressed to Cmdr. the Hon.
A.D. Cochrane D.S.0. MP and to F.C. Thomson MP,Shettish Whip, outlining Blair's
own investigation into Irish employment on the Lowben Water Scheme. In this it was
alleged that a Ministry of Labour official informd®lair, on the basis of confidentiality, that
Irish employment on the scheme was higher than hlaglybeen led to believe: “You will see
that the letter (to Thomson) covers the point altbet supposed inability to know when
books are issued. Apparently the Ministry of LabaurScotland has no difficulty about
this...It also says that a very much larger numbdrisifimen found work on the scheme than
apparently you were told in Londoft? Gilmour’s formal objection, agreed with Ellidg

the Home Office paper made the following points:

As regards Scotland the main facts, as shown fileenenquiries which have been
made, would appear as follows:-

In each of the years 1925-6 and 1926-7 over @) persons born in the Irish Free
State became chargeable in 43 Scottish parishaslynmathe West of Scotland.

In each of the years 1925, 1926 and 1927 tkh born (covering Northern Ireland as
well as the Irish Free State) convicted prisonkeosstal inmates and Criminal lunatics
amounted to between 22% and 25% of the total fotl&ud.

In each of the years 1925 and 1926 the numbeon¥ictions of persons of Irish
extraction (including both the Irish Free State &lwithern Ireland) at Glasgow Sheriff
Court was about half the number of persons of &totiirth and extraction similarly
convicted.

In view of these facts | should not be pregawithout further discussion, to agree
with the conclusions drawn in the first paragraph tbe Home Secretary’s
Memorandum, and | should reserve the right to stateown views as to policy at the

meeting at which the matter is considered.

The Cabinet discussion took place on Wednesdsai@h 1929. The significance of this
date will be examined later. Joynson-Hicks himse&lf an old party ‘die-hard’ and of all the

Cabinet the one who was most likely to be in favofuthe case for restriction. However, the

6 NRS, HH1/561, Milroy minute, March 4th 1929.

27 NRS, HH1/561, Blair to Cochrane February'27929.

8 NRS, HH1/556, Secret Cabinet Paper 46 Irish ImnignaMemorandum by the Secretary of State for
Scotland , February 211929.
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first paragraph of his report, the one to whichn@ilrr objected, concluded that the results of
his inquiries ‘...strongly suggest that the misctugtvhich the representatives of the Scottish
Churches who came to see me in July last complaimesl already been done and that the
immigration of natives of the Irish Free State tcotkand is not now such as to affect
materially the position created by the presencgdotland of a large body of persons of Irish
extraction.” In effect the horse had long bolted @m his opinion: ‘It is in fact the Irish and
their descendants already in Scotland who presentdal problem and, failing wholesale
repatriation, which | take to be out of the questtbe only measure of alleviation which
commends itself as being both just and practicabtbe repatriation of those who within a
fixed period of their arrival in Scotland becometerge on the rates.?® It was not that
Joynson-Hicks did not think that the Irish could eg&ert an ‘undesirable’ influence in their
own localities or that no action should be takéms iIn the light of developments in the 1930s

that the final paragraph of his paper takes ondalea significance:

| think also that the help of Scottish employereigt be enlisted. Unless there were a
demand for Irish labour there would be little ermamement for either Irishmen to enter
Scotland or for those who have arrived to remaimrédver if Scottish employers
showed a decided preference for Scottish Laboulrigte elements now in employment
would eventually be forced onto poor relief and Imjgsubject to whatever
arrangements are made, become eligible to repatrialhe suggestion that the
Secretary of State for Scotland should addresscalar based of course on the gravity
of the unemployment situation to the employer’samigations in Scotland is perhaps

worth considering®

In this case, we have evidence that a senior @abiinister suggested that employers be
encouraged to operate a specifically anti-Irish leympent policy. Joynson-Hicks was
doubtless referring to a policy that would affeatyothe Irish-born labour but in a Scotland
where the distinctions between Irish and Cathokzenblurred it is not difficult to see how
this injunction could have been interpreted.

Nevertheless, a Cabinet decision having beegedghat no action on restriction would be

taken, all members of the Government, includingoEllwere bound by the principles of

Z9NRS, HH1/556, Secret Cabinet Paper C.P. 45(2%ijn@a Irish Immigration Memorandum by the Home
Secretary February 201929.
260 pid
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collective responsibility. This still left the S¢igh Unionists with the political problems
outlined in the Elliot paper. The preferred solatiwas finally off the agenda and so how
were the Unionists to deal with the issue in theamping election? If one is unable to use a
political issue to one’s advantage then it is obslp to one’s advantage if the issue
disappears. It was not in the Government’s intexestlease the huge volume of information
it had gathered over the last five years itselbeeglly as for most of the time they had been
claiming that they did not have it. If the Iristsige could be discredited it would possibly
remove an incentive for their own disgruntled supgs to flirt with the new National party
and at the same time remove an embarrassing barenténtion with Church. It would have
had the added bonus of removing possible sourcggtén, not only with the Free State but
with the other Dominions as well, not to mentioishropinion in the United States. It is at
this point that th&lasgow Heraldcame conveniently to the Unionists’ rescue.

VI The Glasgow Herald

Discerning Government inspired journalisfit is done well, can be a difficult process.
In these more cynical times when the public is nfarailiar with the dark arts of politics
there tends to be more suspicion about the motwwgsurnalists. The 1920s were a more
deferential society and journalists, of the ‘respble’ newspapers at any rate, could still,
without irony be referred to as the ‘gentlemenhaf press.’ This did not mean that they were
without bias and th&lasgow Heraldbf the period, like th&cotsmanywas soundly Unionist.
It was in the correspondence pages ofHkeald that many of the arguments concerning Irish
immigration had been aired, naturally enough as\ds always an issue of more concern in
the West than in the East of Scotland. What ieredting is the tone of an editorial in the
Glasgow Heraldof the 22nd February 1929 in advance of the Cahineeting and at
approximately the same time as the Elliot docunvesd circulated. The United States was
introducing a new quota system that would dradjicait the numbers of Free State Irish it

would admit:

...What then, is likely to happen when the 50%ucdion takes place four months
hence? Is it not more than possible that a goodigartion of the surplus, will think of
trying their fortunes on this side of St Georgeafiel, especially in Scotland, like so
many of their fellow countrymen in the past?

...we are perfectly certain that if it were attdetpon any scale it would give rise on

the part of the Scottish people to feelings of puoid resentment. As it is, the great
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increase which has already occurred in the pomuaif Irish descent has produced an
acute uneasiness which has only failed to leadrésalute call for restrictive measures
because it is believed that the influx has fallersmall proportions in the past few
years. Any sign of a recrudescence of the flow ..ul@rovide great bitterness and
lead to an irresistible demand for legislative @tilt is not in the interests of anyone
either here or in Ireland that such a situationuh@rise. Yet arise it probably will,

unless the possibilities of the position are appted and timely provision mad&?

The alarm at the possibilities of an influx akh prompted th&lasgow Herald if in more
restrained manner than that of others, once agairaise the possibility of immigration
restriction without actually advocating it outrigits has been pointed out above, on March
6" the Cabinet met to discuss the issue of Irish ignation and decided that no legislative
action would be taken, On MarcH" 8he Glasgow Heraldinitiated an investigation that
resulted in a series of five articles publishedween 28' and 2%' March. This was a
considerable feat of research within the timessaeing that it took whole Government
departments months to collate similar material taey had been involved in the exercise for
nearly five years. It is perfectly within the bosndf possibility that théderald man, and it
appears from the articles that only one journadias involved in the investigation, could
have amassed the information he did within the tbueit is remarkable that he acquired
much of it in the same format as the GovernmenthAs been stated by Gallagher these
articles, ‘may have had a salutary effect on midgtleund opinion, made uneasy by recent
demographic changes but prepared to take its lead the premier reading outlet of the
middle class in Scotland. So tli&asgow Heraldmay have done a singular service for
community relations at the end of the 192861t may be the case that tfBasgow Herald
was at least assisted in that contribution.

In reading these articles it is difficult notle struck by the similarity in tone and the use
of statistics to that of the debate conducted st Government. The chronology itself is
instructive. On the first page of the Scottish Bbaf Health Memorandum produced in
response to the Church’s open letter points outttlenumber of English born in Scotland
exceeded the Irish in 1921 and that the Englisin bad been rising steadily as a percentage

of the population while the Irish had been declifitf The same statistics appear in the first

%1 Glasgow Herald,February 25th 1929.
22T GallagherGlasgow the Uneasy Peaqel67.
#3NRS, HH1/541, Scottish Board of Health Memorandum
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of the Glasgow Heraldarticles®®* It is a figure that seems to have made an impmesdio
extract the same set of figures in exactly the sar@ener raises the question that the research
may have been directed. In the first article tHerald correspondent states: ‘After an
extensive, painstaking and impartial examinationamt satisfied that the current Irish
immigration is not large, that compared with theain of the past it is the veriest trickle and
that it is barely negligible in bearing on the deypenent of the Irish community in Scotland.
That development proceeds almost entirely from rindtiplication of the Scoto-Irish —
natives of this country but of Irish extractiof® This is something of a paraphrase of the
first paragraph of the Joynson-Hicks paper (seev@bdt is of course unlikely that the
Herald would have seen a secret cabinet document buktiterents expressed would have
been common enough in Whitehall and Scottish Officeles and, as has been demonstrated,
current as long ago as 1926.

The second Article on #March on Insurance and the Dolgdoints out that on MarcH8
there was ‘not a single native of Ireland on thesgbw roll of outdoor relief®® Again,
these are exactly the sort of figures and soursesl by the Government. For example the
Ministry of Labour provided the following statistifor the Home Secretary’s report:
‘Number of persons whose last place of employmess w Ireland attending at the local
office for the first time in October and Novemid328 National Insurance book 50 Irish
Free State Book 12 in Glasgow Greenock and LanmeksHihis was the same point made by
the Ministry of Labour at the Inter-Departmentahfayence two years before.

What is interesting is where the Scottish @ffiad figures that were not included in the
article, for example on the steamship returns; Heeald displays a guarded scepticism:
‘About two years ago it looked as if the Governméat the intention of collecting the
relevant data. It was then unofficially reportedtta Government Department had applied for
returns ...Similarly significant was it at a meetiofghis constituents in...January 1927 Major
Elliot made the statement after pointing out “thaturate statistics were practically non-

existent’®’

that he was attempting to collect district figur@s the subject’. In fact the
Government had steamship returns as far back & Hi®2on a basis of confidentiality (see
above). Those figures did not show any great numbgklrish immigrating to Scotland and it

only took a quiet word with the companies to canfit.

%4 Glasgow HeraldMarch 20th 1929, p15.
263 | pid
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In essence the argument was fully formed by919he Glasgow Heraldarticles are
intriguing in that, whether it is Roman Catholic mi@ges or birth rate it follows the path
already trodden by the Government. This is not aswaable since the arguments had been
given an extensive airing over the past decade (Glasgow Heraldjn the space of a twelve
day investigation appears to have been remarkaélyimiormed and relaxed for a paper that
only two weeks before was ringing the alarm beblewt a possible fresh influx of Irish

immigrants.

VII Conclusion

The history of the Government’s handling of ibsue of Irish immigration throws up some
interesting anomalies. Why, for example, shoullave taken the best part of a decade to
refute the Church’s case when it probably couldehdeone so as early as 1926 by releasing
the information it already had? Indeed, why didake an investigation by th@&lasgow
Herald to do so? It is obvious from a reading of thesfitbat there was little prospect of
convincing the Dominions Office about the necessityintroducing restrictions on Irish
immigration or indeed that the Irish were alienghe first place. Equally, despite Elliot’s
proposed solution, was there any realistic likedith@f there being any independent Scottish
initiative that could be taken? Both Gilmour andidElwere highly experienced politicians
who would go on to hold high office in the 1930s /et they both allowed this issue to run
longer than necessary creating political problemsthe Unionists. There was a natural
disinclination to be seen to be publicly disagrgewith the Church of Scotland, but it would
appear that as far as the leading Scottish palitgciwere concerned the evidence suggests
that they were more in sympathy with the case nigdihe Church than has previously been
acknowledged. The advice both Elliot and Gilmoucereed was sceptical as to the
seriousness of the problem and yet Elliot, who imiiated the inquiry, was attempting to
persuade an inter-departmental conference of 1327impose restrictions on lIrish
immigration. Notwithstanding his failure there hade a direct appeal to his party to make
Irish immigration an election issue in 1929. It lmeen suggested, by Bruce and otf&s,
that the Church campaign failed on the Imperialiéssf the status of Free State citizens as
British subjects and on the statistical inadequgoikits case. It was a fact that large scale
Irish immigration was a thing of the past by th&Q@9. Elliot and Gilmour were well aware of
these facts as they had been supplied with themabon in considerable detail by their own

%8 5 Bruce et alSectarianism in Scotlandy43.
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and other Government officials. However, the evadepresented here suggests that both
men were prepared to go to some lengths behingdberes to convince the wider British
Government of the need to impose restrictions @h Irmmigration even at the risk of
alienating opinion in the Dominions, the Irish Fi@&®ate and very probably Irish American
opinion as well. Not only that, they were deterndin®® pursue the case despite the
misgivings of senior civil servants in the ScottiSffice who were understandably anxious
about the possibility of throwing ‘fuel on the flanof racial strife2°°

It would appear then the Church, despite obvioawdlin its argument, did persuade
influential opinion in the Unionist party of its & It was the failure of their allies in
Government to persuade their colleagues that teaeisvas one which should take
precedence over wider Imperial concerns that prawdeke the stumbling block. However, it
was only after the Cabinet endorsed the JoynsoksHp@aper in 1929 that the issue was
finally off the agenda for Scottish Unionists. lasvalso only after that endorsement that a
Unionist paper, th&lasgow Herald produced a detailed refutation of the Church cesseg
much of the material built up over the years bySlgettish Office. If the matter had been for
the Scottish Unionist party alone to decide, thamg probably would have been restrictions
on Irish immigration into Scotland. In practicafrtes this would have made little difference
as there was precious little immigration in the A®2ut the symbolic effect on the Irish
diaspora in Scotland may well have been significdhtwould at the very least have
strengthened a sense of exclusion from Scottisietyoand probably raised sectarian tensions
to a level they did not achieve in the 1920s. Resh&ir John Gilmour was more of an
Orangeman than he has been portrayed and Waltet [EBs of a progressive. In any case it

would now be the turn of the Labour Party to weesitith this issue.

2INRS, HH1/541.
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Chapter Five

Aliens or Subjects

Mr Boothby: (Unionist Aberdeen E) Asked the Secretary ofeSfat Scotland
whether the inquiries he had been making into tirestjon of Irish immigration were
concluded and whether he proposed to take anyracticthe Matter

The Secretary of State for Scotland: This question remains under consideration, and
| am not in a position to make any further statemémrther information will be
furnished when the report on the recent censusbailbublished.

Mr Boothby: Is it not a fact that this question has been untie consideration of
the Right Honourable Gentleman for nearly two yeansd is there any chance of
improved conditions in the west of Scotland uri@ olume of Irish immigration is
controlled?

Mr Barr (Socialist Motherwell): (amid cries of answer dited at the Secretary of
State). Is it not the case that it was under thesateration of the late Government for
five years?

Secretary of State: | am glad that my Hon Friend has put that supmetary
guestion. It gives me the opportunity of replyihgttthe present Government have not
had this question under consideration for half thme of the previous Government.
(Laughter)

The ScotsmarMay 20" 1931 p14

| Introduction

It was something of a standing joke in the Hoos€ommons that William Adamsor™s,
(Secretary of State for Scotland in both RamsayDdaald’'s Labour Governments), stock
answer to any question was that he would give tagen‘due consideratiod”* Given the
history of the issue, discussed in the previouptdraand the political overtones concerning
the supposed Irish immigrant support for Labourmight be wondered that a Labour
Government would have given any considerationldbahe question of Irish immigration in
Scotland. The&slasgow Heraldarticles and the General Election result of 1928ldoon the
surface, seemed to have buried any chance the IChafrScotland might have had of

2%illiam Adamson1(1863-1936), Miner and Trade UngbnMP for West Fife 1910-1935.
21 Thomas Johnston (1881-1965), EditoFofward, Secretary of State for Scotland 1941-194&mories
(Collins, London, 1952) p101.
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receiving a sympathetic hearing, much less peragaitie Government to legislative action.
It will, however, be argued here that during th&8®the Kirk, (largely unbeknown to itself),
came closer to achieving its aims than at any tmrtee 1920s. This was not solely due to the
power of the Church’s advocacy but to a combinatidnoutside circumstances, some
surprising Governmental allies, and, ironically eglo, the election of Eamonn de Valera. It
is a complicated story involving economics, implenmelicy, protectionism, and even
differing concepts of ‘British’ identity. While marhistorians have covered the often fraught
state of Anglo-Irish relations in the 1930s, litdemphasis has been paid to the substantial role
of the Scottish Office, and Scottish politics imgeal?’? This is understandable as both Irish
and English historians have tended to consider évirggh relations as precisely thathglo
Irish relations. It will be maintained here thatstlis to miss an important dimension to the
debate and that the issue of Irish immigration ootlnd, at the very point when the
Church’s campaign appeared to be waning, had ceradtk influence not only on internal
Scottish politics but on the wider issue of theusgeof self-governing Dominions and the
development of the Commonwealth. Would, for examible issue of Irish immigration have
featured quite so prominently, as will be seen,dabinet deliberations without the
persistence of the Church? How did the differingasl of ‘alien’ and ‘British subject’
develop in view of the changing constitutional tielaships within the Commonwealth? Most
importantly, how and why did this issue persist mlmnger, and arguably to more effect,
than scholars have previously believed? Much of dhehival material examined in this
chapter has not been considered in the secondargesothat cover the period, and that
which has been considered has not made the Scotisfection. The aim of this chapter
will be to show that not only is there a previousigtold narrative, but that narrative
challenges our understanding of some of the eddrite early 1930s.

Certainly the issue of Irish immigration had fead in the 1929 General Election, as
discussed in the previous chapter, but not to ¥tene¢ that the Unionists had feared (see the
Elliot memorandum) or perhaps as much as the Chuaidhhoped. Sir John Gilmour, in an
answer to a question on the hustings at Pollockshstated that the British Government was
in negotiation with the Irish Free State for thghtito repatriate Irish migrants who became a
charge on the poor rates. This was only half tau¢ha Irish Free State Government, as will

become apparent, was in the business of studiagslying the British on the issue. He

272 Eor a full discussion of the historiographical tomersies of the Irish post treaty relationshipvBritain
see Stephen Howlreland and Empire: Colonial Legacies on Irish Higt and Culture(Oxford University
Press, 2005).
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further stated that if ‘the matter was not settidicably the British Parliament would
produce an act that would enable them to do #&This was wholly untrue as Gilmour well
knew, having attended the Cabinet discussion omsthee in March 1929. It was perhaps as
well for him that the Unionists lost the electionh® may have found himself in a somewhat
difficult position. Nonetheless, it was not a cahtissue on which the Unionist fortunes in
Scotland depended. In fact as far as Irish immignatvas concerned not only were they off
the hook, they were now free to use it as meank wthich to bait their successors. The
exchange quoted at the beginning of this chapter faafrom the first or last that Boothby
had with Adamson. Boothby was demanding to knowrdsilts of negotiations with the
Irish Free State as early as July 23rd 1929 afitsteScottish questions after polling d&y.
(Boothby was, of course, mischief making although dne who was ostensibly no great
lover of organised religion in any form he was rekahly persistent on the subjettj.The
Church of Scotland had no intention of letting thatter rest even if the natural allies of the
Church and Nation Committee had lost office. Evemirdy the election, Dr John White’s
Moderatorial address to the General Assembly or2#leMay (ten days after Gilmour’s ill-
advised commitment) had stressed the dangers eh Inmmigration and urged the
Government to take action on the restriction of igration?’® Nevertheless, with the Church
preoccupied with its reunification celebrationslBR9, the incoming Government could look
forward to a brief respite, from this issue at teasits many forthcoming travails.

At this point in the introduction to this chapters worthwhile to briefly examine some the
key personalities in the 1929 Labour Government wiere involved in the prolonged
discussions on Irish immigration. It was a questiwat would also bedevil the later National
Government but many of the individuals concernezhthad the experience of the 1920s
behind them. In 1929, whilst the Scottish OfficedHang, and weary, experience of the
Church’s persistence the politicians were relagivedw, in administrative and political terms,
to the issue. Firstly, the incoming Secretary dt&tfor Scotland was William Adamson
(1863-1936), a Fife miner and Baptist. Althougheafionately regarded by all who worked
with him, he was not one for seeking unnecessanyroeersy. According to Pottinger he
‘intended to enjoy being Secretary of State. Hd tos Private Secretary that, compared with
the Conservatives, the Labour Party were stillhie boys’ class when it came to exercising

Ministerial power. But, he went on, that did notanghat the educative process which they

23 TheScotsman,May 18" 1929, p14.

274 TheScotsmanjuly 24" 1929, p10.
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were now starting should be disagreeabiéTom Johnston recalled the story of Adamson’s
appointment by Ramsay MacDonald in which it wasppse®d that Adamson go to the Lords
while Johnston handled Scottish Office businesghen Commons: ‘he could be titular
Secretary of State for Scotland, and sit in theit@dband “do the ceremonial stuff” but that
l, if I would take the under-secretaryship, couwke charge of Scottish business in the House
of Commons.?’® Both Adamson and Johnston were quite amenabldisoarrangement
which was only prevented at the last minute whencMmald discovered during the
conversation that Adamson had a son who would intier title. Nevertheless Adamson was
enjoined by MacDonald to give Johnston ‘plenty @bpe’ provided he didn’t ‘hang himself
with it.’*"®

The above anecdote, while amusing in its oghtriis revealing about the personalities of
the three individuals who had most to do with tleadiing of the Irish immigration issue
during the period of the second Labour GovernméntAdamson was the somewhat
avuncular figure who dealt diplomatically with deégiions and signed the papers, the
intellectual power behind the Scottish Office treamas Johnston. Ramsay MacDonald took,
as will be shown, a particular interest in Irishmingration throughout his period as Prime
Minister and frequently had the matter brought befGabinet. Every Secretary of State for
Scotland who served MacDonald was aware of the dMmister’s ‘special interest in the

matter.” Why this should have been so is uncleaablDavid Marquand has it:

MacDonald had an odd and, to a modern eye, a bfigimattractive steak of social
hardness in his makeup...afraid that well-meant Ibebnsidered acts of philanthropy
might demoralize those they were supposed to Hatmtionally, if not intellectually,
the notion that men should be paid to be idle vegpaiinst the grain...he was apt to pay
more attention than he should have done to the wiluties that circulated in
respectable circles about work shy idlers drawidglés’ to which they were not
entitled?®°

As a large part of the Church case made exactlysthré of accusation about the immigrant
Irish he may well have been naturally predisposeddree with it. Curiously enough, in

Marquand’s compendious biography of MacDonald,isiseie of Irish immigration does not
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feature, which is remarkable given the apparentomamce that MacDonald attached to the

issue.

Il Between the Kirk and a Free State

For the first few months, despite the now routdenunciations of the iniquity of Irish
immigration from the re-united Church of Scotladdremiads on the eclipse of Scotland by
Andrew Dewar Gibb and a series of parliamentarystioes on the issue put down, generally
in the names of Boothby and the Duchess of Athb#, Irish question did not loom over
large. Understandably, as the Wall Street Crasi9#9 and the onset of the economic
catastrophe that was the Great Depression wereuoh mgreater moment. Yet the economic
situation would in itself give a fresh impetus teetwhole question of immigration on a
Dominion wide scale.

On the 8 May 1930 Adamson met a deputation from the Chofc8cotland and the Free
Church on the subject of Irish immigration. Priorthat Adamson was given a briefing note
on Irish Immigration. This recounted the whole safahurch deputations to the Scottish
Office of 24" Sept 1926 to Sir John Lamb, on tH&November 1926 to Sir John Gilmour,
and on the 19 July 1928 to Sir William Joynson-Hicks and Sir ddilmour as well as the
occasions the issue had been before Cabinet. Tia fioints of the memo make for
interesting reading. It was pointed out that thdtemshad been before the Cabinet several

times:

the last occasion being on th& &larch 1929, (underlined in pencil), when the

Secretary of State for Dominion Affairs was asketbok into the position of possible
deportation of citizens of the Irish Free State Wwiave become a charge upon public
funds. The present position is that the Governnaeatawaiting the outcome of the
Sub-Committee appointed by the Irish Free StateitaB®atober 1928 to consider the
guestion of reciprocal compulsory repatriation efgpns who become chargeable to

the poor rates?®!

281NRS, HH1/561, May 8 1930. The Memo also contained statistics on IRshiperism between 1911 and
1927, Pauper Removal between 1898 and 1927, Magr&tdom and into Scotland relating to countriessale
Europe between 1911 and 1927, Irish-born crimitedsveen 1921 and June 1930, Passenger movements
between IFS ports and Scottish ports between 18@%ane 1930 and the figures on private and pdupatics
giving the percentages of Irish-born and Roman @attunatics.
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As the Dominion Office had displayed a marked latlenthusiasm to get involved in the
issue throughout the 1920s (see Chapter Fouritbeareasonably surmised that even had
the Unionists been returned the position would Hzee&n unchanged, especially as this was a
Home Office responsibility. As will be seen thissnexactly the stance that was taken in later
discussions. What is significant is the mentiomaub committee appointed by the Irish Free
State in October 1928 to consider the questionecfprocal compulsory repatriation of
paupers. If such a committee was ever appointedi,cansidering the time it took for the
Irish Free State to reply to the Dominions Offitee@ems unlikely, it too did not consider it a
priority. What is interesting is the Dominions @#is reluctance for this to become public
knowledge: ‘In reply to a Parliamentary question Ndy Boothby M.P., on 18 November
1929, the Secretary of State for Scotland statad riegotiations with the Irish Free State
were continuing, but no mention was made of thehlfrree State Sub-Committee as the

Dominions Office did not consider this desirabf&.(Type underlined in memo). While the

Government was willing to admit that negotiationsravin progress, although negotiations
were an elastic definition of the term, it was uling to publicly describe their nature, or
that the Free State Government was actively conisgléhe matter.

This reticence is understandable given the iDmms Office’s well-founded scepticism
about receiving a favourable reply from the Cosgr@overnment. Enda Delaney has argued
that ‘The attitude of the Cumann na nGaedheal adtmation to continued emigration
appears indifferent. Rather than attempting to t&rudirectly the criticisms of the party’s
record on emigration the subject was not mentidndtie party’s election literature for the
1927 or 1932 General Elections. Clearly the ackedgément of the ‘problem’ of
emigration was not perceived as a practical votenei, yet outlining policies that would
‘stem the flow’, as it were, was a ploy used faigfifectively by the Fianna Fail party to
increase its support® It was, therefore, certainly not in the politidaterest of the Free
State Government to have it publicly acknowledgeal it was considering allowing the
forced repatriation of Irish emigrants from Britaihen it was doing its level best to keep
emigration off the agenda. It would also have sufislly weakened their arguments as to
the benefits of the Commonwealth connection in fdme of a Republican challenge by
Fianna Fail. This was more especially so as thegfaes administration was promoting its

diplomatic success at the Imperial conference9@6land 1930 in achieving equal status for

282NRS, HH1/561.
23 E Delaney, State, Politics and Demography: The césrish Emigration 1921-1971rjsh Political Studies,
13:1, (1998), p 28.

122



the Dominions®* Given this state of affairs the only wonder istttieere were individuals
within the British Government who seriously thougjirit the Irish could be persuaded to, in
effect, re-enact a provision of the™ @entury Poor Laws at the behest of the Church of
Scotland.

There is a gap in the archival evidence her®edaney points out, ‘no (Irish) government
file relating to emigration is extant for the petifsom 1921 to 1939, although it must be said
that it is quite likely that Cumann na nGaedheahigtérs did not leave any potentially
embarrassing documentation for their political apgras to peruse when Fianna Fail entered
office in 1932.2%° This begs one of the most fascinating questionth®fperiod. What was
the Irish Free State Government’s, both Cumann®aedheal and Fianna Fail, attitude to
the whole anti-lIrish campaign? As has been poiotgdn an earlier chapter the Irish press
responded to the Church of Scotland with a mixafreutrage and mockery but there seems
little evidence that the anti-Irish campaign impgdgnuch on Irish politicians. It is one of the
anomalies of Irish history that a nation that madech of its Diaspora, or at least that part
that was far away, did not respond to a directraicehl attack on one of the largest segments
of that Diaspora on its own doorstep. The explamagprobably lies in the nature of the early
Irish State and its equivocal relationship to #sie of emigration in general. Emigration was
held to be an evil as a result of the British catio®. In nationalist orthodoxy there should
be no reason for anyone to leave a self-govermelgrid or as de Valera put it, ‘we believe
that there can be maintained on the soil of thisty, in comfort, and with a proper policy,
a population two or three times the present pojmiaf®® Emigration was the uncomfortable
fact of Ireland for arguably at least the firstyfifyears of its existence. Given this premise the
apparent silence from Dublin becomes more undetatda. For the Cosgrave Government
there was absolutely no benefit in engaging with @hurch’s debate, for one thing it would
have drawn even more attention to the emigratisnessecondly it could have been seen to
be taking part in a ‘sectarian’ debate in anotlwemery which would have done little to help
the cause of their fellow countrymen in Scotland amy well have exacerbated tensions in
the North of Ireland. Finally, why dignify the Kidkccase with a response which would have
lent it legitimacy? It may well be the case thatle/the Irish Government was undoubtedly

aware of the campaign they were simply not intexsbr did not take it seriously enough, to
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pay it any marked attention. It is certainly trbattthere is but little mention of Scotland in
the Documents on Irish Foreign Policy.

Such concerns were, however, not those of theddhof Scotland. It had its own solutions
to the problem as it outlined in the meeting witldathson. The Church delegation,
introduced by the Reverend Mr Cockburn, began Igrrieg to the ‘previous negotiations
between the Churches and the Government’'s predesess regard to the possibility of
regulating the immigration of Irish into ScotlanNo tangible results have so far been
forthcoming from these negotiations and the deputa object was to impress on the
present Government that the position was becomiage eerious and to urge them to take
action.””® The Kirk's use of the term ‘negotiation’ is insttive here. The previous
deputations, while urging Government action on igsue, had largely been a litany of
complaints about the iniquities of the Irish imnaigt population in Scotland. While this
deputation was to continue in much the same veatklurn’s use of ‘negotiation’ implied
that they were there to seek some definite conmessi the matter. It is also notable that the
language of the deputation was rather more forceéfidn previously on perceived
Government inaction and fell just short of accusai of outright incompetence on the
collection of statistical information. The deputetj in the person of the Reverend Reid
Christie, also made pointed reference to the effedtIrish immigration on one of the
Government’'s most sensitive areas, unemploymertte implication being that the Irish
created much of the unemployment in Scotland, tedpe Government’s best efforts to
‘relieve unemployment in Scotland by emigratingpbus labour to the colonie&®® (Mr Reid
Christie was obviously unconscious of the ironyra statement). This was followed up by a
reference to the inassimilable nature of the Ipspulation and a dark hint that ‘as matters
are now proceeding an Ulster question is beingtedem Scottish industrial are&sS° The
deputation concluded with its regular demands thaasures be taken to restrict Irish
immigration, that those who became a public chégeepatriated and that the franchise be
restricted to those with a minimum residency quadifon. They did, however, make one
further request that was to have a significantibgasn the later debate. They suggested that
a question on the religious denomination of respoiglbe added to the upcoming Census.

This suggestion was made, somewhat disingenuouny,in sectional interests but in the

%87 Documents on Irish Foreign Policyyww.difp.ie
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interests of all Churches and of the St&téWhile this question was not eventually asked, a
variant was included in an attempt to gain someitglaas to the nature of the Irish
population. In the event Adamson, like his predsor, was unable to give the deputation
any assurance on Government action but promisedprt the matter to the Cabinet, very
possibly in the terms of the advice he once pretfeto Johnston on dealing with difficult
deputations; ‘If ye canna gie a man whit he waypgscan aye gie him a kind word. It costs
damn a''?*? Unfortunately for Adamson this normally sage adwueould prove insufficient
on this occasion. He did send the minute of thetimgend a covering letter to MacDonald
on the &' June which initiated yet another Cabinet discussiod certainly the Kirk was not

going to be satisfied with a kind word.

[11‘...and statistics’

In early July 1930 there was a flurry of aciyihot solely confined to the Scottish Office,
to update the statistics on Irish immigration. ttuld appear that the Church’s criticism had
stung the Government into action. The issue hadectwfore the Cabinet, answers to
Parliamentary questions were reviewed and urgeptess were sent out by Francis Stewart,
Adamson’s private secretary, to the various SdofDffice departments, the Board of Trade
and the Ministry of Labour for updated figures thaght shed some light on the situation.
The following letter and reply give some idea d# tirgency with which the matter was now

perceived:

Dear Jeffrey

As you are aware the question of Irish Immigmatioto Scotland has been before the
Cabinet recently, and the Secretary of State nosirete to have all the relevant
statistics brought up to date as soon as possilteawiew to their early submission to
the Cabinet.

| enclose copies of the sheets which requiresiewiby the Department of Health. As
regards the entry “The Irish Free State was cartetitin 1920 (corrected in margin in
red 1922) the Secretary of State would like to haveote inserted explaining the
precise consequence of this.

The Secretary of State also desires to have rfoymation bearing on immigration
into Scotland from the Irish Free State and fronrthiern Ireland whether direct or

291 pid
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indirect. We are in communication with the MinistfyLabour and the Board of Trade
on this, but if the Department have any informati@aring on the subject no doubt you

will send it on with the revised figuré%®

Reply to Stewart from Department of Health for $aud 10" July 1930

...Looking particularly to the terms of the last pgnaph of your letter, a discussion
with the Registrar General was arranged as to dissipility of obtaining through the
1931 Census, some more specific figures regardis Immigration. As a result of
that interview Dr Dunlop agrees that it would besgible to have a column to bring out
for those born outside Scotland, who are residamd, not visitors, the length of their
residence in Scotland. The Census Office could ke in the case of natives of
Ireland, the year they came to Scotland, and frioah ¢ould be seen the general trend

of immigration from Ireland to Scotlantf*

Stewart, and other Scottish Officials were int feending several urgent letters between the
4" and %' of July to almost any Department that could previdlevant statistics, from ferry
passenger numbers, to the number of unemploymerkshissued to Irishmen in Clydebank
(ten to twelve in the preceding three months),IisH school attendance, pauperism, lunacy

and crime2%®

The particular importance of the exchange abl@#ein the discussion with
the Registrar General. Less than two months afterGhurch deputation has requested a
denominational question to be included in the Censhie Registrar General had agreed to
include a specific question regarding those bortside Scotland with a view to establishing
specifically the volume of Irish immigration to Skamd. Although this was not precisely
what it had requested, in its way it was a sigaificachievement for the Kirk, although one
in which they were largely to remain in ignoranece the time being. They had in fact
persuaded the Government to collect an entirely sewof statistics through the medium of
the Scottish Census with the sole purpose of memsirsh immigration. This was more
concrete action than they had achieved in nearleeade’s worth of campaigning and,

incidentally, goes some way to at least to questgpithe point made by Tom Gallagher that
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the Glasgow Heraldseries had had a conclusive influence on the $8ue.the meantime,

while an entirely new battery of statistics wasnigeprepared for a Cabinet memorandum to
be submitted by Adamson, the Church, unaware thestd apparently caused such activity in
Government, followed up its presentation, in thierafath of the 1930 General Assembly,

with a letter on July 1..The underlining and capitals are reproduced #ssiroriginal:

Dear Sir
Church and Nation Committee

| am now in a position to send you the followindiwkrance of last General Assembly
on IRISH IMMIGRATION:-

“The General Assembly authorise the Committee gpr@ach the Government to
secure complete statistics of immigration into andgration from Scotland, including

in particular the figures relating to the Irish &r8tate, and to invite a declaration of
policy for regulating immigration.”

| trust that this serious matter will have the gattention of the Government.

| have the honour to be,

Right Hon Sir

Your obedient servant

J Hutchinson Cockburn

Convenor

P.S.

To this letter | attach the Report of my Committee your information, and | beg to

call your attention to it especially to passagep®n3 marked by blue linés’

The section of the report underlined in blues seit a list of seven parliamentary questions,
asked in the previous session, on the questiomigif immigration that had obviously not
been answered to the Committee’s satisfaction. €ithe Committee’s remit to obtain
statistics it is apparent that these questions asked to order by the Committee’s friends in
the Commons, all of whom were Unionists). The goastranged from the number of Irish
Free State citizens in receipt of unemployment fieoepoor relief, the numbers of children

of Irish parents in receipt of free school mealshe numbers of Irish citizens who were

29T GallagherGlasgow the Uneasy Peacp167.
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inmates of prisons, Borstals or criminal lunatiglasms?®® The Committee was scathing in
what it viewed as the Government’s negligence ibhaving answers, or at least answers

acceptable to themselves, to these questions.

...the strong conviction of the Committee is thet Government ought to devise means
of making this information available. It is suredy serious state of matters when
confession has to be made that the Government daseans of knowing, far less
checking, an undue influx from the Irish Free Statepersons likely to become a

burden on Scottish measures of refé.

As far as the Committee was concerned the Governim@th no means of knowing the
answers to their questions and as a matter of aygenght to find one. In one case the
Committee was able to answer a question, by themseto their own satisfaction. In the
matter of Irish criminals in Scotland their anatysif the annual prison report came to the

following conclusion:

the Secretary of State for Scotland is carefubiptbat the figures giving the number of
convictions of Irish persons include those frath Ireland, north as well as south. In
another column of the Report, however, we haveratyais of thereligions of those

convicted and the figures are as follows:-

Preshyterians ..........veuiiiiiii e e e e e e e e eaaaaen 8,407
Roman CatholiCs...........oooiiieee e 084
EPISCOPALIANS. .. ..o 701
Other DeNOMINALIONS. .......cuuiiiiiiiiae e Q5L

This is to say, no less than 37.5% of the prigopulation of Scotland consists of
Roman Catholics. Now thistal Roman Catholic population of Scotland is only 13.26
of the whole ... The Roman Catholics have therefagarly three times their due
proportion of criminals in Scotland, and it is aolriedged that the majority of these
are of Irish extraction, if not actually nativestbé Free State, it will be seen that there
is good cause for alarm concerning tiape of people who are coming to us from the

Roman Catholic parts of Irelari’

28 NRS, HH1/56, Report of the Church and Nation Cotteai
299 pid
300 pid

128



It is notable that at this point the Kirk waskimg a case for Roman Catholic criminality.
This analysis as far as the Committee report wakermed was conclusive proof that, in
view of the fact the United States had introducegi@ta system on immigration, ‘Scotland is
being used as a dumping ground for the kind ohlesigrant who would not be accepted by
the United States®* Who precisely was doing the dumping in the Kinksw is unclear but
the implication was undoubtedly that Scotland wasagnet for the Irish criminal classes
who would otherwise be furthering their careerghie United States but for that country’s
wise restrictions on their entry. The Governmens @&hbetting this situation by their inability
to monitor the situation and gather adequate staisHowever, once again civil service
investigation proved that statistically the caselémge scale Irish immigration into Scotland
simply did not exist. Adamson produced a memo dsh limmigration on 2% July 1930
which was discussed by the Cabinet. The Scottistic®dimemo, produced by Norman

Duke*? on that discussion concluded, as so many beftvaitione:

(1) That at the present time there exists no pronountaeement of actual migration from
the Irish Free State (nor indeed even from Northesliand).

(2) That any tendency on the part of the Irish popaotatin Scotland towards crime,
towards pauperism or towards lunacy is not at prtesery evident. It is now less
marked than previously.

(3) That there is an annual incoming and outgoing afhlragricultural workers, but
somewhat slender grounds for the view that thigarenful to Scottish interests.

(4) That the Roman Catholic schools in Scotland aresasing the numbers of their pupils,
whereas the pupils at Protestant schools are d2eea

On the evidence it would appear that, if thisr@t present an “lrish problem” in
Scotland, that problem arises not out of any exgstiubstantial volume of immigration

but from the rapid multiplication of an old estahbied Irish colony®

Where the Duke memo differs from the previous cabitiscussions is that in the final

paragraph there is the caveat, ‘at the same timeisk of (future) immigration from Ireland

301 |
Ibid
302 |_ater Sir Norman Duke the first Secretary of tleet8sh Home Department 1939.
33 NRS, HH1/561, Memorandum on Cabinet Conclusiondl lDuke Scottish Office August 5th 1930.

129



(on account of unemployment benefit, etc., in Soat) occurring at any time seems to make
it desirable that a careful watch should be kepttiis. 3%

In any event, all discussion on the issue at &bievel was postponed until after the
Imperial Conference of 1930. That conference waabie for setting out the free and equal
status of the Dominions later embodied in the $ab Westminster in 1931. While this was
to have considerable importance in the later dsons on the question of Irish immigration
the actual decisions taken did not materially dffbe issue in the short term. As far as
British immigration policy was concerned the mostable outcome of all this activity was
the setting up, immediately prior to the conferenoka subcommittee of the Economic
Advisory Council to consider the whole questiorEofpire migration. During the months of
September and October 1930 the Scottish Office @ragaged in producing a detailed
submission on the question of Irish immigration floee Empire Migration Committee. The
matter was one that exercised both Johnston andhgala and was the subject of several
conversations between them. It is apparent fromfitae that Johnston in particular was
much disturbed by Irish labour in Scotland in gahemnd by Irish seasonal agricultural
labour in particular. The following letter to Adaams which was probably not intended for
inclusion in the official Scottish Office files, \@s an insight into the thinking of the time.
Johnston’s language is more unguarded than thargénreported in Government minutes
and for this reason deserves an extensive quotalibe underlining and emphasis are

reproduced as in the original:

You wanted me to go over your memo on Irish immatign. | have done so. | think
there are two or three places it could be stremgitie
Page 2 Para. 2 | am not sure you should not reféne Irish classes as those of Irish
descent and not only to those whose immediate {savesre born in Ireland.
Thus the Irish colonies are as much lIrish and ristiely Irish when they are
grandchildren as when they are children of Irishnbpeople. | do not think the Free
State Figures are complete. All NW Donegal immigratgoes through North of

Ireland ports. | have been over there and | am the@elfast and Portrush figures will
include the immigrants who come from the North Waat Letterkenny. | think that
you should put in a par saying that the North @fjures likely include a large Free
State population.

%% bid
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This also affects the table on page 4

But | do most strongly urge you to consider strbeging the part of your memo
dealing with employment of seasonal potato work&he thing is a scandal that cries
to heaven, while our people are unemployed.

| enclose you — please return when finished wighletter from the N.F.U. showing that
one dealer alone employs from 300 — 400 Irish far 80 months in the year.

They are only employed because of the low wagesrated the rotten housing
conditions, and | would see these agricultural anddlemen soothsayers in blazes
before | would let the thing go on, if a restriction the issue of unemployment cards
would stop it.

Imagine you and | worrying ourselves to death abrelief works, and one worthy
importing 400 Irish.

And the departmental memo apologising for the @etray saying our own folk have
not the physical strength or the experience!

So long as we have our own folk unemployed, thamilsl be no importations unless
made licence (sic)

Yours Aye

T Johnstorf®

The immediate point that comes from the lettesptte the somewhat convoluted double
negative, is that Johnston considered the grardtemilof Irish immigrants as much Irish as
the Irish-born. An Irish colony remained an Iristlany to the second and third generation
which in effect endorsed the Church’s view thatltigh did not assimilate, if not necessarily
in the same terms. The Irish ‘classes’ were diitise of descent as well as origin and for
Government purposes should be designated as such.also noteworthy that Johnston
considered the numbers of Irish immigrants, paldity Free State immigrants to be
underestimated as they were not included in thahgan Irish figures, and finally that the
employment of seasonal agricultural labourers wasandal that cries to heaven while our
people are unemployed.” The cause for Johnstom@sirir this case was a remarkably
complacent letter he received from the Nationahfeas Union on the issue in July 1930.
While the letter itself was concerned mainly witbubing conditions of Irish seasonal
labourers, (the conclusions of which were to bevedo be tragically wrong by the

35 NRS, HH1/563, Private letter from Tom JohnstolMiliam Adamson September £91930.
306 [
Ibid

131



Kirkintilloch fire of 1937), Johnston was particdiaannoyed at what appeared to be a clear
case of the importation of outside cheap laboumdua period of massive unemployment.
What is interesting is that his concept of restigguinemployment cards and ‘no importations
unless made licence’ bear a remarkable similaoitthe ideas put forward by Elliot in March
1929. (There is no evidence that Johnston eveustsal this issue with Elliot but they were
close friends and had been so since University soriot beyond the bounds of possibility
that they may have). In any case the memo submlttedddamson, while noting the
difficulties in enforcing immigration control antat any such measures would be a departure

from ‘immemorial policy’ did suggest that:

. control might be exercised through legislatioolpbiting for a term of years the
employment of any person arriving in Great Britafter a specified date who had not
obtained a permit from the Ministry of Labour. Thermit would specify a particular
occupation and a particular employer, and no s@ehmp would be issued if workmen
capable of performing the work were available lbgair could be made available from
other Employment Exchanges. The proposal, of coumselves the taking of power to

remove an immigrant found to be in contraventiothefschemé&”’

This suggestion was not that far away in spiritrfrthe original Elliot plan which proposed
using unemployment books as a way of restrictimgetimployment of Irish Free State labour.
The amended memorandum that was finally subdhitiehe Empire Migration Committee
concluded generally that the problem of Irish imraign was not particularly pronounced
but Adamson still made the point that, ‘Neverthgle$ consider that the reciprocal
arrangements for repatriation of paupers ... shoelddstored®® It is also interesting to
note the change in wording of the succeeding papdgto this statement from the original
memo to the final draft. In the original versiomhe existence in Scotland of considerable
State benefits, such as Health and Unemploymenirdnse, State-aided housing schemes,
unemployment relief schemes, etc., appears to reihdet unreasonable that provisions
should be made whereby the right to draw insurdrereefits should noemerge until a
considerable period of employment has elapsed’ redsethe words after etc. in the final

version were amended to ‘is a matter which willuieg| careful consideration in connection
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with the forgoing questions®® While this did represent a slight toning down ot
terminology, it is clear that there were underlyic@ncerns that state benefits could be a
motivating factor for immigration, despite the fattere was demonstrably no sizeable
immigration taking place. Essentially the attractaf the benefits system to indigent Irish
had been one of the main planks of the Church’® Gasd on this evidence it was an
argument to which even Labour ministers were nanhime. It was not so much a fear of
actual Irish immigration but the potential of Irishmigration. If the Irish were not currently
arriving in numbers in order to benefit from Biitigvelfare provision they might do so in the
future. To a Government struggling with an economma unemployment crisis this was
undoubtedly a frightening scenario. The questi@nthrises, had the Church not spent the
past ten years raising the Irish bogey would thaseheven been a consideration of the
Cabinet? If not it would appear that the Kirk hadact been successful in persuading some
in the Labour Government of at least the basic @ermf their argument that the Irish were a
potential economic threat. In an era of econommtqmtionism it was not difficult to see
threats even where they did not exist and the Gtaiarguments did have a spurious logic to
them. If Marquand’s assessment of MacDonald’s peaiéty is correct then the idea of
undeserving Irish benefiting from welfare provisievould certainly have caused deep
concern, however unfounded. It also suggests thatlresh antipathy was not the sole
preserve of the Unionists.

As the economic and political crisis worsened flle Government in 1930-31 with
unemployment rising from 1,731,000 in March to 3200 by the end of 1930, the
Committee on Empire Migration carried on with iteestigations and the Kirk returned to
the attack. On the"™March 1931 the Reverend MacLagan was once agaitingvito
Adamson demanding yet more statistics and invitengeclaration of policy for regulating

immigration.’ 3*°

While another batch of statistics was duly dispatl there was
considerable unease about providing the Church avithfurther information. As Adamson’s
private secretary pointed out: ‘I understand fréma €abinet Office that the Sub Committee
on Empire migration is likely to report fairly sgoand that the report will not be suitable,
and it is not intended for, publication. No pubheference has been made to the Sub
Committee, and the Cabinet Office desire that feremce be made to it in any reply to the

Rev MaclLagan®' The reluctance of the Government to admit to ékistence of the
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Empire Migration Committee, especially to the Chuod Scotland, is understandable but the
very fact of its existence was in no small part doghe Kirk's persistence on the issue.
Certainly there were wider issues than Irish migratto Scotland considered by the
Committee. The deportation, or repatriation, oftiBh born citizens from Canada who
became a public charge, or were convicted of aicahoffence, was undoubtedly one that
rankled but given MacDonald’s interest in, and tieacto, the Committee’s report it is fair to

say that the Irish issue was a major contributaggdr in the setting up of the Committee.

IV Empire Migration

At this point it is well to briefly examine Br#h and Dominion policy on Empire migration
between the wars. While there had been variousnsetifor Empire migration in the
nineteenth century it had largely been a rathgoidied process. As Marjory Harper and
Stephen Constantine have observed, ‘The notionamégration from the UK constituted a
damaging loss of labour and skills fast faded earlyhe nineteenth century as population
numbers increased and Malthusian concerns weressgul. Consequently, in fits and starts,
the imperial government helped colonial governmesetsure some of the immigrants they
wanted from the UK’s apparently over-stocked potpotawhile in general maintaining an
official policy of non-intervention®? The Great War made the concept of Empire settlemen
one of more immediate import. ‘Social imperialigipies found a new lease of life during
the war and by 1917 had all but captured the disesuof state policy-making in key areas.
The threat from industrial militancy and a disaféet working class, the perception of
wartime disruption as an opportunity for radicabebe and the central place of imperial
solidarity in the ideology of the British war eftall situated social imperial radicalism as an
especially apposite response to the problems whédet the British state in the crisis mid-
war years3 While a first attempt at an Emigration Bill in ®which would have set up an
authority which would have controlled emigrationdaprovided financial assistance to
approved candidates where appropriate failed, harpecause it was seen to be too
bureaucratic and intrusive, the immediate post @aronce again brought the necessity for
some form of formalised Empire settlement scheme.

Originally the post war government had been ‘@ooed that the nation would shortly

experience an intense period of prosperity aneémendous shortage of labour. To promote

312 M. Harper and S. Constantirdigration and Empire(Oxford University Press, 2010), p7.

33 K. williams, ‘A Way Out of Our Troubles’: The Pélis of Empire Settlement 1900 - 1922, in S.
Constantine (ed.Emigrants and Empire British Settlement in the Doaris between the War@®lanchester
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emigration would therefore exacerbate the shortagelay prosperity and hamper
reconstruction®“ The brief post war economic boom seemed to cortfira analysis but by
1920 the figures began to head ominously in therotlirection. Between April 1920 and
November 1920 the national unemployment level msé per cent. The prospect of a large
number of disaffected unemployed ex-servicemerhe dountry alarmed the Government
sufficiently to consider soldier resettlement andpire migration as a palliative measure to
relieve the situation. ‘The new British commitmeiot Empire migration rested on the
perception that a state aided programme couldveelimemployment in the United Kingdom,
forestall class conflict and save state expenditéffeOn the other hand the Dominion
Governments were understandably less keen to be a®ehe recipients of the United
Kingdom'’s ‘paupers’. In 1921 Dominion representatiymet the Colonial Office to draw up a
scheme that would later become the Empire Settledenof 1922. Essentially The British
Government would provide money for land settlemand rural development in the
Dominions in the form of repayable loans as wellneys for assisted passages and out
fitting. Despite some Treasury opposition the Emettlement Act was passed with little
opposition.

There is no doubt, despite some high soundintpriceabout maintaining the Anglo-Saxon
nature of the Empire, that this was a policy of@xpg the unemployment problem. It was
certainly the rise in unemployment that gave thpdtus for the act over treasury opposition.
Equally, despite the Dominion’s involvement in dimagvup the scheme there was varying
degrees of ambivalence, Canada being a case ih pbirere had been a history of Canadian
anti-migrant feeling although in this case thera isertain irony as to the recipients of that

antagonism given the tone of the anti-Irish camaig

While employers disliked the alleged militancy ofitBh immigrants and their low
tolerance of low pay and conditions. Canadian lahouons argued, conversely, that
they undercut jobs and wages. English migrantsoeslhefound it difficult to shake off
perceptions that they were wayward or arrogant.aSooally they were compared
unfavourably with Scots or Irish. Keir Hardie visg Canada in 1907, noted the
particular unpopularity of Londoners, for theiregjed intractability and ‘inveterate

habit of grumbling.” In 1930 Dr Mary Percy, recenérrived from England, lamented

314 K. FederowichUnfit for Heroes: Reconstruction and Soldier Setést in the Empire Between the Wars,
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the Canadian perception that ‘England is populaied race who lives on the dole and

is incapable of work®'

Whatever the truth, or untruth, of that percepiitois certainly the case that Canada’s more
‘robust’ stance on the repatriation of migrantswétbe seen later, did have an effect on the
Empire Migration Committee’s arguments on Irish ilgration. With the economic crisis of
1929 heralding an even worse unemployment crisiss iunderstandable that Empire
migration was once again seen as a possible patjabut with the Depression being a
worldwide phenomenon there was even less of a alesir the part of the Dominions,
struggling with their own domestic unemployment, gocept migrants from the United
Kingdom. This in turn made the economic returngnfrthe Empire Settlement Act even
tighter and raised the spectre that they couldrbeety negated by Irish immigration to the
United Kingdom. This would be an area to which tBemmittee would give special
attention.

The Committee’s report which was produced in 1981 contained a considerable section
devoted to Irish immigration in general and to neblems of repatriation in general. After
analysing trends in the Irish birth rate and ingeagjer movements between the Free State
and the United Kingdom the Committee came to theclusion that the net influx in to
Britain would be approximately 12,000 per annum.ti¢ same time they cautioned that,
‘There are no statistics which throw light on theeat of the influx across the land frontier,
which includes not only those who after crossing filontier remain in Northern Ireland, but
also those who move on thence to Glasgow and pthees in Great Britain. But it probably
amounts to a considerable numb&f.Johnston’s influence on the Adamson Memorandum
seems to have had its effect. This in itself waudtl necessarily have rung alarm bells within
the Government, although the numbers seem to bewbat at odds with previous statistics,

but the following paragraph emphasised the point:

The magnitude of this immigration from the IrisheBrState into Great Britain and
Northern Ireland thus materially reduces the bésédi this country of the Emigration
resulting from the Empire Settlement Act. We realibat any restriction on the free

entry into this country of British citizens from ehirish Free State or any other

31% M. Harper and K. Constantinkligration and Empirep29.
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Dominion would constitute a striking departure fréme historic policy of this country
and would require careful consideration before #swaised with the Dominion
Governments. We feel, however, that this questientmserious consideration by His
Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom. We segjgthat, in any case, steps
should be taken to obtain such powers as may bessary to secure fuller statistics,
with a view to determining the full extent to whitiish immigration is neutralising the

effect of the expenditure incurred by the Overs®eilement Department®

Essentially the Committee had indirectly acceptectd of the contentions raised by the
Church deputation to Adamson the year before,ttteae was a need for more statistics, that
Irish immigration materially reduced the benefitre$ettling emigrants in the Dominions and
the Colonies (Mr Reid Christie’s point) and thag¢ tBovernment should seriously consider
immigration restriction even if this meant revegshistoric policy. Again it is not difficult to
see why this report was not for public consumptibrvould undoubtedly have been seized
upon by the Church of Scotland as vindication sfwhole campaign, especially in view of
the subsequent conclusions of the report, whichsidened the position regarding the
deportation of citizens to the country of origin avbecame a public charge. The Report
highlighted the situation in Canada where ‘perscars be, and are deported if they become a
public charge ... at any time within five years ogitrarrival in Canada. Even after the expiry
of that period, persons are deported on this @ner @grounds if the Dominion authorities are
satisfied that they come within any of the classie'prohibited migrant’ at the time of their
arrival.”*° The Report went on to complain of what it sawtesinequity of the position of
Canada, and the Dominions generally, where citizérthe United Kingdom could be, and
were, deported back to the United Kingdom if thegdme a public charge in Canada even
after five years residence and that the absensiniifar powers in Britain was operating with
considerable detriment to the Mother Country, thsigpon with Ireland being the case in
point: ‘As ... pointed out above a considerable numdkeimmigrants enter the United
Kingdom every year from the Irish Free State. Mahyhese subsequently become a charge
on the public funds, but there is no power to depoto recover any part of the cost of their
maintenance®*° The Committee concluded that the present arrangenveere unjustifiable

and that the Government should consider the bawnfrigrohibited migrants’ that is to say
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those with a criminal record, insane or who becanpeiblic charge. This latter point it was
conceded would have been problematical but it wi#ls |uggested that the British

Government raise it at the next Imperial Conferenidee concept of what constituted a
prohibited migrant was an issue to which the BritiSovernment would return but at this
point it is the immediate response to the repat i significant.

By July 28" MacDonald’s office was writing to Adamson and Tas, Secretary of State
for the Dominions, asking them to particularly cdes the paragraphs relating to Irish
immigration as it was an issue that the Prime Mamnisvanted to bring before the Cabinet.
That same July the May committee had reported,césting a Government deficit of
£120,000,000 and recommending a cut in unemployroengfit of £67,000,000 (the very
issue that would split and bring down Labour) artiMacDonald still took the issue of Irish
immigration seriously enough that he wanted it ussed by the Cabinet. In reply Adamson
sent a detailed letter in which he restated the ¢hat large scale immigration was not
particularly evident and outlining the measuresetakn the 1931 Census in Scotland to
measure the numbers of persons from both NorthetrSauthern Ireland who had settled in
Scotland. It would appear that Adamson did noteslthe Prime Minister's anxiety on the
subject: ‘Accordingly, while | should be glad, evienexisting circumstances, to have power
to control immigration from the Irish Free StatéoirScotland, | cannot claim that this is a
matter of great urgency at the present moment;ldhishk that further consideration of this
guestion might await the Census information.” EwacDonald would have to wait upon
‘due consideration.” Whilst Adamson’s letter doest,nby and large, display any major
concern about the Irish in Scotland, although heed) with the Committee that they may
become a problem and immigration levels should b&ched, he once again returned to the
mantra of the reciprocal repatriation agreement @rdplained to MacDonald, that despite

numerous approaches, nothing had been heard fr@iinigh Free State on the issue:

The whole subject was raised in a Dominion’s Officgpatch of February 1928, to the
Irish Free State Government; but the Irish FregeS@Government appears to have
shown no disposition to come to any decision. Thetten was again raised at a
Conference with representatives of the Irish Fiteg¢eSat the Dominions Office in April

last — the Conference being held to discuss varather points on which agreement
with the lIrish Free State Government appeared aldsir The Irish Free State

representatives said however, that they had noegmmpared to discuss the question

of the mutual repatriation of paupers, and theyewsly able to undertake that on their
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return they would take up the matter with a vievateply being sent to the Dominions
Office Dispatch of February 1928. | have heard mgftmore on the subject and | think
that the point should be further pressed. It iscofisiderable importance so far as
Scotland is concerned, because statistics showlyclidwat in proportion to the native

population, Irish born persons form an undue proporof the total numbers of

paupers, and are responsible for an undue burdem @rottish poor rates. If

arrangements for the repatriation of paupers caieobbtained, then the case for
considering some control of immigration will beestgthened

Adamson’s, or more accurately the Scottish @ffic description of the ‘negotiations’ with
the Free State Government do not seem to suppoitiéa that a committee had been set up
by Dublin to look into the matter. If anything, sificant silence for three and a half years
would imply that the Irish Government had absolutab intention of replying to the
Dominions Office dispatch if they could possiblyoaVit. Even a face to face request at a
conference had received no reply a year later. ti@nother hand, the Scottish Office
remained fixated on this concept as though it waaddhehow solve the whole issue of
immigration. It is the political mindset that irgties here. Mass Irish immigration in Scotland
had been exposed as a myth on more than one occaddiad been pretty fairly debunked in
the press, there was no evidence that it was arettiich of a vote winner or vote loser and it
took up a great deal of departmental time and efitet time and again the Scottish Office,
no matter the political complexion of its masteveuld hanker back to a golden pre-1922 era
when they could repatriate Irish paupers and denaaredurn to the status quo, literally ante
bellum. It appears that at a visceral level theas something in the Church’s arguments that
struck with a chord with both officials and poliaas in Scotland.

Whatever the Scottish Office’s view of the sitaat J. H. Thoma¥? the Dominions
Secretary made it clear that he wished to stear olethe whole issue as far as possible, even
to the extent of having his private secretary rapiyhis behalf to the Prime Minister’s office
rather than directly to MacDonald as did Adamsod &tynes the Home Secretary. The
Dominions Office letter was in its way a masteriyqe of disassociation. After briefly
recounting the history of the issue insofar asféced the current Government and pointing
out the differing analysis of the situation Thonmaade it clear that as far as the Dominions
Office was concerned this was a matter for the &tign Committee, the Scottish Office and

21 NRS, HH1/564, Letter from Adamson to MacDonaldly 29th 1931.
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the Home Office to sort out between themselves. TMomas has not the material, and, in
any case, hardly feels that it is for him to attertg reconcile these diverse opinions.
Moreover, it would appear to be primarily for therde Secretary to say to what extent it is
possible to carry the recommendations of the Cotemi{inamely that more accurate statistics
should be obtained) into effect® He did, however, point out that while it might leabeen
logical to consider the Free State in the same assany other “overseas Dominion” its
physical proximity and ‘possessing so similar aaatructure there must always be a certain
fluidity of population®?* meant that Britain and the Irish Free state cawt be sharply
delineated. In his opinion the question was not @hmigration but of labour suppf?> In
one very important aspect these observations warealing about the ambivalent British
Government attitude to the Irish Free State. It av&0ominion, but not really a Dominion. Its
citizens were, like all Dominion citizens, still iBsh subjects, but it was next door whereas
‘real’ Dominions were far away. In essence theitiealof the Treaty had never really sunk in
to certain sections of the British establishment arore than they had to the more ‘pure-
milk’ republicans in Ireland. Despite the War, thesaty, the Imperial Conferences, the
Statute of Westminster, Ireland was still not thate the same thing as a Canada, an
Australia or a New Zealand. In fact there had eveen an attempt to exclude Ireland from
the Statute of Westminster during its passage giraghe Common¥® The irony was that
the Free State Government expended a great deabioéy and effort to differentiate itself
from the British Stat&’ and the main thrust of its diplomatic activity Hagen concentrated
on giving meaning to Patrick McGilligan, the Mitas for External Affairs, 1926 concept of

Dominion status.

Legislative functions which previously belongedtie British Parliament now belong
to the Parliaments of the other members of the Comwealth as well. Whatever the
Parliament of the United Kingdom can do, the Paréat of any other of the
Associated States can do; whatever the Parlianfertyoother of the Associated States
can do, the Parliament of the United Kingdom canbdib no moré?®

33 NRS, HH1/564, Reply by Marsh, Private Secretagymihions Office to Vincent, Private Secretary Prime
Minister Office, August® 1931.
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Given the more fundamental difficulties the Briti§lovernment would have in the future
with insistence on adherence to the minutiae ofltleaty, it does appear remarkable that the
Dominions Office seemed, in this instance, to ignarticles one and three of the Treaty
which specifically set out the constitutional statf Ireland with reference to Canada. As
Mansergh put it, ‘There was no doubt, however, drctv side the future lay. Equality was
proclaimed to be the root principle of British Cowmwealth relations, Equality meant,
negativelythe ending of legal or constitutional inequalitias between Britain and the
Dominions andpositively the opening of the high road to further advaneesiaminion
nationalism.**° Essentially all member states of the Commonwedittm 1931 onwards,
were, theoretically at any rate, equal in statuss Thay well have been the case but it does
not seem to be a point that the Dominions Office akogether grasped in the Irish context.
Thomas’s most practical suggestion was an offechase up the Irish Government with
regard to the reciprocal arrangements dispatct9@8 Wwhich was considerably further than
the Home Secretary J. R. Clynes was prepared to go.

In his memoir§® John Robert Clynes (1869-1948)devoted a whole chapter to the ‘Irish
Question’. It begins ‘Had there been no Irish gwest should not have been born in a
Lancashire town in the year 1869. In his early noamahmy father, with thousands of others,
was driven from the West of Ireland by acts of esgron which forced him into poverty and
compelled him to seek a living elsewhet&The son of an Irish immigrant with personal
history of supporting Ireland, Home Rule and optosi to the Irish War, whose
constituency support in Manchester contained abiedrish contingent, was hardly likely to
support the restriction of Irish immigration intaifain or indeed the deportation of those
immigrants. He was also Head of a Department tlmatldvhave the responsibility, effort and
expense of enforcing that restriction, a task ftwcol the Home Office had already shown
little or no enthusiasm. In this respect Clynesp@nse was to a certain extent predictable. It
is, however, his range of objections that are afipaar interest. It is noticeable that he

refers to ‘England’ when discussing the levelsrshl immigration:
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the conclusions which | reached were, that then lbern population in England is
decreasing, that there is now no great volumeish limmigrants, that the balance of
immigrants from the Irish Free State to Englaniéte(allowing for those who emigrate
from English ports) consists mostly of women whe ao doubt mainly domestic
servants, and the damage, such as it is, causksivymmigration is already done and
the problem in England is rather one of the ndinease of the Irish population who

settled here some time ag.

The terminology is very similar to that used by @&yn-Hicks in his report to Cabinet in
1929** and that of Adamson in his memos to the Cabimetept that Clynes specifically
refers to England. This may have been the usudlatmm of England meaning Britain but
this whole issue had a Scottish origin and had beeognised as such by all parties who had
generally gone out of their way to make that p@wen if they were a UK department. It
could also be that he was referring specificallfetmland but it does look as though he has
deliberately substituted the term England for Sowtlin this instance. He may well have
been making the point that this was not an Enghisiblem and by extension not a British
one. Clynes then introduced a rather obscure lagaiment as to what would constitute a
British subject that properly belonged to the Ushitingdom and then clinched his case by
highlighting the costs and difficulties of enforginrestriction which would still be

comparatively easy to evade:

...experience has shown that the effective maintemah@ system of control over the
passenger traffic between Great Britain and Irelisnal matter of great difficulty. The

opportunities for evasion are almost unlimited. Thet of establishing and maintaining
a staff to control the traffic throughout the lemgif the west coasts of England, Wales
and Scotland would be very heavy and could notuséfied in peacetime; nor could

there be any guarantee that there would be noisgpgshore at unfrequented places
from small boats which could easily cross the li$&#a or even from fishing boats etc.
in the course of their legitimate traffic. In addlit the land frontier between Northern
Ireland and the Irish Free State could not possildyadequately closed; so that it

would be necessary to treat Northern Ireland fag flurpose as outside the United

33 NRS, HH1/564, J R Clynes to MacDonald , Aug@t 1931.
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Kingdom. Finally, any such control as would be mseey would arouse intense

resentment among the business and travelling corityriin

Apart from the delightful image of Irish ‘boat pdepbeing smuggled ashore on the wilds of
the Ayrshire and Galloway coasts on moonless nigitanscrupulous Free State fishermen,
Clynes’ objections followed the classic civil sewiline designed to kill off unwelcome
proposals. They were a legal minefield, they weqgeasive, they would require more staff,
they would inconvenience the general public, thveme no guarantee they would be effective,
they were against immemorial traditional policy andthis case it would require treating
Northern Ireland as a separate country. All thi®refwould have to be expended on a
problem that was not all that much of an issudenfirst place. What, for the sake of brevity
may be described as the ‘Clynes objection’ wasrastanmation of the Home Office position
for the whole of the 1930s, and survived even fioatment of Sir John Gilmour as Home
Secretary. In fact this letter was to be one ofn€g) last acts as Home Secretary as that
August the Labour Government fell, to be replacgthle National Government although still
lead by MacDonald. It is remarkable, nonetheldss, Wwith a Government collapsing around
them an issue such as Irish immigration still maaatp intrude on the considerations of
Cabinet Ministers.

While these momentous events were taking pl@cemas, probably at the prompting of
MacDonald, had, on 3DAugust, written two letters to Patrick McGilligatie Irish Minister
for External Affairs. The first was an official giatch reminding the Free State Government
of the Amery dispatch of February 1928 and askorgah official reply, the second was a
personal letter asking McGilligan to use his godiites to expedite a reply and reminding
him that Cosgrave had written to Amery saying tatwould personally take up the issue
with a view to an early rep® Even this personal appeal from Thomas did notagarto
extract a particularly swift response from McGiligand it was not until January 1932 that
Free State responded to the original Amery dispafch928, almost four years to the day
later. In the meantime two British Governments bathe and gone and for the rest of the

decade it would be a National, in effect a CondergaGovernment in power.

3°NRS, HH1/564, Clynes to MacDonald.
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V Ireland says No

McGilligan’s eventual reply was to provide litt®mfort for those who had invested so
much faith in the idea of a reciprocal repatriatagreement with the Irish Free State. Patrick
McGilligan (1889-1979) himself was not only a digfuished classicist and later law
professor at University College Dublin; he had ia time as Minister for External Affairs
devoted his political career to promoting the cqaa free and equal association between
the Dominions and Britain. He had in fact been oheéhe major movers in the Imperial
Conferences of 1926 and 1930 which led to the &taifiWestminster. The possessor of a
fine legal and constitutional mind, he was much a€éldhin the wider Commonwealth. The
list of referees on his 1934 application for thetpaf law professor at UCD included General
Herzog, Prime Minister of South Africa; Bennette tArime Minister of Canada as well as the
President of University College Dublin and the Ghiestice of Ireland®” It should,
therefore, have come as little surprise that he wesympathetic to any request for the type
of arrangement being sought by the British Goveminnegarding the forced repatriation of

emigrants:

His Majesty’s Government in the Irish Free Statelstliecognising the circumstances
which have led to this proposal cannot concealr thi@w that, though equitable in
form, it would not differ substantially in practideom a revival of the Poor Removal
Acts which for a long period regulated the compryisdeportation of poor persons
from Great Britain to Ireland and in their operatigave rise to widespread resentment

amongst the poor law authorities in this couritfy.

McGilligan went further in gently chastising theitidh for their outdated views on social
provision and the removal of paupers: ‘The (Iri€§g9vernment have resisted proposals to
introduce a law of settlement and a power of reoliaing of the opinion that such
measures would be out of harmony with the modemception of public social services
freely given to all residents however recently tieywe migrated to a new district.” Being
told that their views were ‘out of harmony with thedern conception’ by a man who was

on record as saying of Irish rural welfare thatople may have to die in the country, and die

337D, Harkness,Patrick McGilligan: Man of Commonwealthp118.
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144



through starvatiori®® must have been difficult to swallow. Having funtheinted out that
Ireland had nowhere to house any of the removed, poe former workhouses having been

converted into hospitals or homes for the aged:dmeluded that:

The growth of humane ideas and the recognitiorhefwasteful expenditure and the
hardship which arose from time to time in theithieir operation were steadily bringing
the practice of compulsory removal in desuetude. n.arangement to regulate
removals would, therefore seem a step out of kgemith the trend of legislation. In

Great Britain its effect would be to perpetuateracpce that appears to be dying out
and exists only in connection with the Poor Lawvier. In the Irish Free State its
effect would be to set up for the first time a systof deporting poor persons to Britain

and to revive the poor removal act®.

McGilligan did allow that the Free State would ba&ppy to accept those who opted for
voluntary repatriation but this was as far as th&hlGovernment was willing to go. It is
interesting that nowhere in the letter did he alto any sub-committee having been set up to
consider the issue. It hardly seems likely thatmoeild have required its services. Equally
there was nothing in the letter that any of hisHropponents could object to, and his rejection
of the British request was couched in terms tHateadd him to maintain the social and moral
high ground.

The most vehement reaction came from the Sho@if§ice, particularly from John Jeffrey
at the Department of Health. As an official, Jeffrad been consistently involved with Irish
issue and had in fact been present with Sir JommbLat the first deputation of the Church of
Scotland in September 1926. Throughout his invobkmintine had never demonstrated much
sympathy for the Church’s case but the terms oMb&illigan letter seems to have touched
a raw nerve. In March 1932 he produced an almast by line refutation of McGilligan’s
case. While he was not particularly surprised thatproposal had been rejected given the
fact it would certainly have impacted far more ogldnd than on Scotland, it was the terms

of the rejection to which he took exception:

Nevertheless the fact remains the Scottish Autlesrih addition to carrying the burden
of relieving their own poor are saddled with thestsoof maintaining a considerable

39 R. FosteModern Ireland p 520.
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number of Southern Irish poor. Removal machinerggerative as between Scotland,
England and Northern Ireland and Scottish Authesiaire at a disadvantage in that they
are now precluded from returning to Southern Irélaases that are a burden on them.
It can be fairly claimed that, so long as folksnfrthe Irish Free State continue to move
to Scotland, tending to congest an already overdealabour market, the Free State
should at least raise no difficulty when it comessupporting some of the social
failures.

It is submitted that the Free State while erditle cherish conceptions as to “public
social services”, referred to in Mr McGilligan’stter in so far as they affect only the
Free State’s pocket, are hardly within their rightsurging these conceptions as a
reason for refusing to relieve Scotland of burdéey themselves should assume.

Irishmen from the Free State use Scotland aseld for employment but their

Government refuse to take back a small proportfdhe“misfits” 34*

Jeffrey then went on to draw a parallel with Saudlaand the position taken by Canada and
the United States who were by this point repatrgaiubstantial numbers of immigrants:

The Dominion of Canada is willing to admit workénst she asks to be relieved of the
failures. Scotland’s position is parallel, excdmttshe claims to be relieved, not of all
failures but only of a relatively limited class fobhdly speaking, those who become
chargeable on the ordinary poor roll. In return sh@repared to take back Scottish

cases being afforded poor relief in the Free Sfate.

It is striking that Jeffery was using expressibke social failures and misfits. It would also
appear that Scotland was being particularly gerenownly being asked to be relieved of a
‘limited class’ of failures. These are remarkabisosg terms for an official, moreover one
who had not previously displayed any notable en#isns for the restriction of Irish

immigration. It also displays a rather intolerattitade to those on poor relief generally.
Even in the midst of one of the gravest worldwideremic crises, there still remained a
nineteenth century liberal tendency to blame ther par their poverty. Jeffrey’s observations

on the McGilligan letter were a spirited defencele Poor Law provisions and a complaint

341 NRS, HH1/561, Observations by John Jeffrey on ¢fteed from The Minister of External Affairs, Irisfree
State dated January®21932, Department of Health Scotland Marfh832.
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about the ‘inequity’ of allowing removals to Northelreland but not to the Free State, the
constitutional difference between the two notwiinsting. It would simply be ‘a restoration
of the powers prior to the partition of Irelarid®This was precisely something that no Irish
Government was ever going to concede, and higlslighe rather limited understanding in
some circles, of Ireland’s post-Treaty, and celyapost-1931, position. Jeffrey concluded
with curious justification ‘That the regulation tdmovals would seem a step out of keeping
with the trend of legislation is a suggestion tsatot entirely borne out. ... Whatever may be
urged against it, the fact remains that it hasigd for 400 years and that it still remains the
law here.®**In Scottish colloquial terms this might be desedlas the ‘Aye been’ defence.
The supposed antiquity of the principles of ScbttRBoor Law provision trumped any
‘modern conception of public social services.’ Jeffrey’s defence, however, it was perhaps
stretching a point for the Free State’s concepsatfial provision to be described quite as
liberal and progressive as McGilligan made out.

McGilligan had, however, made his point as darthe Dominions Office and the UK
Ministry of Health were concerned, both of whom naoansidered the matter closed,
especially in view of the fact that de Valera wasvrin charge. Despite this implication the
Scottish Office refused to relinquish their positiand urged that the British Government
reserve the right to reopen the question in theréutThe Liberal Sir Archibald Sinclair was
now Secretary of State for Scotland and it appetratihe too was not disposed to let the
matter rest and directed Sir John Lamb to writtheoDominions Office informing them that
given the ‘extent and nature of the problem in Brat he feels bound to reserve the right to
re-open the subject again, if, as a matter of gemalicy, it is deemed inexpedient to press at
the present time for reconsideration of the denisibthe Irish Free State Governmefit.
Interestingly, Sinclair suggested that as the maitethe repatriation of migrants was a
Dominion wide concern that it might be brought wghee Ottawa conference that August, a
suggestion that was rejected by the Dominions ©ffi&fter Sinclair had received replies
from the Dominions and Home Office he wrote pergnto Ramsay MacDonald. The
exchange highlights MacDonald’s particular intereghe subject:

Archibald Sinclair to Ramsay MacDonald™Mlarch 1932
Dear Prime Minister

343 | pid
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As you are aware, the Dominions Office sent a ddpdo the Irish Free State
Government on the Y6February, 1928, containing proposals for the assioh of
arrangements for the compulsory repatriation o$qes of Irish Free State origin in the
United Kingdom and persons of United Kingdom originthe Irish Free State who
become chargeable to the poor rate relief befag slequire a status of irremovability.
The Irish Free State Government’s reply of' Znuary, 1932, to this dispatch was
communicated to me by the Dominions Office on th8 dltimo and in view of your
special interest in the question of Irish immigpatil think you will be interested to see
the enclosed copy of the reply which | have seih&Dominions Office.

| shall communicate further with you on this matienerally when the Scottish Census
figures, which will show the extent of Irish imméggion into Scotland during the past
few years, are available

Ramsay MacDonald to Sir Archibald Sinclaif®arch 1932

My Dear Sinclair

| am very glad indeed that this matter of Irish ilgrants is being taken up. It is
becoming a perfect scandal, and even if the IrisiieBiment showed a greater spirit of
unity than it does, the question ought not to bmaadd to arise.

With kindest regards

| am

Yours very sincerely

J Ramsay MacDonald (signed origirial)

VI Civis Britannicus sum?

On the & March 1932 the Home Office produced a lengthy, mlem and legalistic

memorandum for what would later be called the Ii&tuation Committee but at the time

was referred to as the Cabinet Committee on thesfqure of the Irish Free State Land

Purchases Annuities. This memorandum set out toniewa the legal position of any

measures to be taken against the Irish Free StatBel event of its seceding from the

Commonwealth or what would constitute secessiomfibe Commonwealth without a

formal declaration. In other words with what acfowrould the British Government

realistically threaten de Valera, although the legtvisors at the Home office did not put it

346 NRS, HH1/564.
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in quite those terms? ‘It is ... assumed that HMGhdbcontemplate that as a preliminary to
any measures that may be taken there should béiagyin the nature of any formal
recognition of the secession, but may wish to aerswhat is the position which would
automatically arise as a result of the action & tiew Irish Government, with a view to
warning them of the practical consequences of thetion.**’ The interesting feature of the
whole Land Annuities dispute or ‘Economic War’ agame to be described in some circles
was that it was fundamentally an argument aboutctireepts of identity British or Irish,
alien or subject. In a perverse way, and certamdy in a manner designed to give any
comfort to de Valera, the Church of Scotland haasged one fundamental principle more
readily than succeeding British Governments. AftBR1 the idea that citizens of the Free
State were British subjects was an increasinglgatibare legal fiction. It was a fiction,
however, that British Governments would go to alharg/ lengths to maintain:

Unless and until the fact of secession is estaddishy some formal declaration, the
guestion whether or not there has been a secesslbrlepend on the true legal
inference to be drawn from the state of affairam@y moment. Circumstances might
arise in which this question might come beforedberts to be decided; but so long as
it remains unsettled it would be hazardous to adhe assumption that a secession has

occurred*®

Having started from the premise that a secedsiwhnot actually occurred until de Valera
declared a Republic, or, conversely, the Britishv&oment thought that a secession had
taken place, the memorandum went on to set outet@ position of Irish citizens. The
memorandum stated, reasonably enough, that in @gssion Irish citizens would cease to
be British subjects and owe allegiance to the newe sFree State passport holders would be
considered citizens of the new State and it cod@dobinted out to de Valera that Britain
would in future require anyone coming from the F&tate to be in possession of a passport.
But it is at this point that the Home Office, oethlegal advisors, began to discover legal
difficulties with the definition of a British subje

34T NRS, HH1/568, Cabinet Committee on the Questiothefirish Free State Land Purchase Annuities
Memorandum by the Home Secretary, MartH832.
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For the purpose of applying in the United Kingdomny aestrictions upon them as

aliens, doubtful cases would obviously arise uifitid conditions determining who are

the persons who have changed their allegiancerasudt of the secession have been
settled. It follows that until the conditions haleen settled, the application in the
United Kingdom to persons belonging to the FredeStd any law relating to aliens

would give rise to serious difficulties. So long isemained uncertain whether a
particular person had ceased to be a British syljectreatment as an alien would be
open to challenge in the courts and an adversesidacivould have embarrassing
consequences. Moreover, one of the most impor@aners in regard to aliens - that of
deportation - could not be effectively exercisediluthe relationship of the Free State
to this country is definitely recognised to be tbha foreign state, so the ordinary rule
of international law that a state is bound to reediack its nationals could be invoked

against the new stat&’

Being a complicated subject it would take sdamme for the British Government to work
out exactly who was and who was not a British sutbj@his was, in the Home Office’s
opinion, not necessarily a bad thing, as a periotinte would have to elapse between any
threat being made to the Free State and the dntp#mentation of the policy. During which
time there might be a ‘change of policy and feelimghe Free Staté>® The policy advice
was to hold on in the hope that Cumann na nGaedi@ald be re-elected. This was not an
entirely unfounded hope as de Valera’s electiotowycin 1932 had not given him an overall
majority. This situation was considerably altergdtbe snap General election of January
1933 in which Fianna Fail won exactly half of thaiDseats and could count on the support
of a further eight labour membet8.But, as Harkness states: ‘in 1932 the politicalation
in Dublin was far from clear and a return to Offlse Mr Cosgrave was possible, particularly
if ill-considered action by the British Governmetid not strengthen Mr de Valera’s haiid.

In the meantime any warnings that might be git@rde Valera were on the lines that
Ireland would lose Dominion preference with regéodtrade, Free State nationals would
require passports to enter the United Kingdom andldvbe treated as aliens in terms of

employment, the franchise, eligibility for the digervice and liable to deportation. Thus far
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the advice, despite the dubious Home Office opini@t secession from the Commonwealth
would set up a ‘new’ state, appeared relativelgight forward. Had it rested its case at this
point the constitutional position may have beemifoda to the benefit of all sides. However,
a further complication was introduced: ‘It is nowoposed to consider whether any, and if so
what, action might be taken by the HMG on the bdsas the Irish Free State, while formally
retaining membership of the Commonwealth, has, mieskess, by breaking the Treaty (e.g.
by abrogation of the oath of allegiance) forfeitldclaim to the privileges and advantages of
its membership of the Commonwealth so far as I&ions with the United Kingdoni>® At
this point the traditional Home Office reluctanceenforce any form of restriction on Irish
immigration again came to the fore in a more dethind legalistic form of the ‘Clynes
objection.” First of all, if the Irish abrogatedetreaty by abolishing the Oath of Allegiance
would that necessarily mean that they had secaded the Commonwealth? If Ireland was
not legally or diplomatically a foreign state thibeir citizens were still British subjects and it
would require possibly contentious legislation toyide for immigration restriction.

Again the objection was raised as to what wowdstitute a British subject. How could
these sanctions be applied to what were Britishestdy even if they were applied to those
born in the Free State? ‘one of the main diffi@dtio be considered would be the definition
of the class of persons against whom the measwss tw be directed. Amongst that class it
would not presumably be thought desirable or prabte to include the Southern Irish
Loyalists.*** Why the Southern Loyalists should be considersgezial case was not made
clear in the Home Office memorandum but it may Hegt their inclusion was an attempt to
cover every emotional, legal and practical basesiptes Again, as had been pointed out in
the Clynes’ letter the Home Office emphasised that whole thing would be expensive,
impossible to enforce, and inconvenience the Brifsiblic more than the Irish. Even if
legislation could be passed Ireland as a membéhefCommonwealth would not, under
international law, be obliged to accept any ohigionals that were deported The clinching

argument was the appeal to Empire unity and theuammpre of the Mother Country:

Apart from these practical difficulties, any measudifferentiating between various
classes of British subjects would mean a complesnge of the policy, which has
hitherto been maintained in this country, that @i€r subject irrespective of his origin
has a legal right to enter and remain in the Unikedydom. A constitutional principle

%3 NRS, HH1/568.
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of the highest importance is thus involved. Thedimeess of the Mother Country to
receive all British subjects is an extremely valeaiiond of Empire and any change of
policy in this respect would be likely to have feaching and perhaps unforeseen
consequences?®

It may have sounded very Palmerstonian, butcinah fact many of the Home Office’s
arguments were extremely weak - for example, tlea ithat Ireland, as a member of the
Commonwealth was not obliged under international ta accept back those of its citizens
who were deported by another Commonwealth couAungtralia, Canada, New Zealand and
South Africa deported other Commonwealth citizeaskbto their country of origin on a
regular basis and had the United Kingdom incorgalasuch legislation then the Irish
position would have been no different. It is notmsoch the technical rights and wrongs of
the Home Office’s position that is important tosthdiscussion. It is the tenor of those
arguments. Up until this point in the whole debatelrish immigration, those opposed to
restriction had been able to fall back on the iBhitsubject’ argument that had largely been
accepted as the overriding principle. The addibbule Valera to the equation changed the
parameters of the debate. For the first time thésB Government was confronted with
providing a definition of what constituted a Brtisubject. At the same time it was faced
with the prospect of a Commonwealth country eisereding or redefining its membership
of the Commonwealth without the inclusion of anhoat loyalty to the Crown, the oath
having been the red line issue in the Treaty nagotis just over ten years earlier. The
crucial importance of both the Clynes’ letter ahd 1932 Cabinet memo is that the British
Government had to consider the very real possgihilitno longer being able to define the
Irish Free State as British and to seriously coplate whether it should, or indeed could,
impose restrictions on Free State nationals batlidénand outside its borders. It was a point
that did not escape other observers. In an editth@Scotsmanwhile lambasting de Valera
for seeking to abolish the oath of allegiance, nixebess ended its denunciation with the
observation that ‘So far as Scotland is concereparstion from the Free State would not be
unwelcome considering that it would provide thisimiy with the power of checking Irish
immigration.**®

Despite the Home Office’s concerns, as earlthasfourth meeting of the Irish Situation
Committee in May, the Cabinet had been informed tha Ministry of Labour ‘were
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disposed to regard favourably any scheme to plpeeia restrictions on persons coming to
this country from the Irish Free State to seek eympent.” As such the Ministry was
requested to provide a memorandum on its viewsherissue®’ The Ministry of Labour’s
conclusions were in some ways quite startling andthers quite conventional. It did not
think that restricting Irish immigration would malkehuge difference to the unemployment
position but it would nonetheless ‘afford a smait besirable relief.” On the other hand were
the Government to ‘repatriate all persons in tloartry born in the Irish Free State there
might be some temporary dislocation in the casengbloyers, particularly in Liverpool and
Glasgow, with a high percentage of Free State lalimu there is no doubt that under present
conditions the total number of workers born in tinsh Free State with the possible
exception of those engaged in private domestidsgreould be replaced rapidly and without
much difficulty by workers born in Great Britaift® In the Ministry’s opinion the removal of
its estimated 350,000 Irish-born labour in Britaiauld not be a major inconvenience. It did
not, however, explain how exactly this was to beoatplished, short of herding every Irish-
born emigrant in Britain on to a succession of wag-ferries.

It is clear that moves to change the statusisth immigrants had its attractions for those in
Government, at the very least as a sabre to réitiele the subject was not officially brought
up at the Empire Economic Conference in the Augtid932 it did not stop Thomas raising

the subject in private in conversation with Sea@'Teallaigh®*°

Thomas did say that if we decided to leave the Conwealth now it would be
regarded by Britain as a hostile act...He talkedhef likelihood of their expatriating
350,000 or more Irish born people in England andtl&nd. He also talked of their
cutting off hundreds of thousands of our people \ah® now drawing unemployment
relief in England. Likewise he mentioned in or abd,000 Irish born people
employed in the British civil service, who, it wasiggested, would be returned to
Ireland. He was reminded that this was a two edggEapon but he said he hoped things
would not reach such a stafj8.

%7NRS, CAB27/523, Irish Situation Committee 4th Megt Monday 4 May 1932.
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It does not seem from the general tenor of O’Cegila letter to de Valera reporting this
conversation that he was inclined to take thisahowerly seriously. It is, however, obvious
from Thomas’s wording that the Cabinet discussioad run along those lines. It is likely
that he had been agreed to make this observati@Geallaigh in precisely these terms.
Throughout the following year the diplomatic tus&letween Britain and the Free State
continued, the British holding fast to the terms tbé Treaty and de Valera equally
determined to abolish the oath of allegiance.

In Scotland the results of the 1931 census hdastbeen analysed and after ten years of
claim and counter-claim, civil service investigasoand inter-departmental wrangling there
was now some definitive data to be examined. Jeffreduced a summary of the Registrar
General’s findings. The immediate conclusion weet the Irish-born population had been
steadily declining ever since 1861 and by 1931 awsad 2.57 per cent of the total Scottish
population. Actual annual immigration in the 1926ad averaged around 2,000 (a
considerably lower figure than the 9,000 constaaitigd by the Church) and even then ‘it has
to be borne in mind, ... that this inward movementirdy1921-31 was probably more than
offset by the numbers of Irish-born included in tecessive emigration from Scotland
during that period®* Despite this the Department of Health was stiiaerned at the level
of immigration: ‘Under normal conditions an annaaicession of about 2,000 immigrants
from Ireland would be immaterial but with trade andustry heavily depressed, as it has
been during the past ten years, even that numbset hawe had an effect in aggravating an
otherwise difficult situation®®? The actual numbers involved were in fact not tyaat. In
1931 the number of male working-age Irish immigsaimt Scotland (including those from
Northern Ireland) of less than ten years residaarmoeunted to 5,461. Of these 4,895 were
listed as having an occupation although a largegtmn were (27 per cent) were classified
as unskilled or labourers while the unemploymete far male migrants ran at 1,059 or 22
per cent® As most of these were concentrated in the WesBaftland, a 22 per cent
unemployment rate was running close to the avefagthe time. When the numbers were
actually broken down they were considerably less tthe flood that the Church and others

had been describing. What is interesting is thetiStoOffice reaction to these figures:

361NRS, HH1/568, Department of Health for Scotland, Memaitan as to Irish Immigration into Scotland,
May 24th 1933.

%2 bid

3 bid

154



Although in itself the number of immigrants is natge it is sufficient to make a

material difference in the economic position ofsthereas. To the extent to which the
immigrants have obtained employment, they have &#prs, probably Scotsmen, out
of work and to the extent to which the immigrants themselves out of work they have

probably added to the expenditure on public agsists*

Had the authoritative equivalent of these figureerbavailable at any time in the preceding
decade they would have undermined the Kirk campa&igen more effectively than the

Glasgow Heraldarticles. In which case it would be natural to sag®p that the 1931 census
sounded the death knell, in political terms, fog #nti-Irish campaign There was, however,

still some mileage left in it and this would comenrf the Scottish Office itself.

VIl A Last Appeal

In reply to Home Office enquiries concerning #igtude of the Scottish Office attitude to
the question of Irish immigration, the issue ongaia coming before the Cabinet, Norman
Duke replied that the census information largelyebout the contention in the Adamson
letter that the problem of immigration per se was particularly pronounced and that the
real difficulty was the multiplication of the Iristescended ‘colony’: “The main problem
seems therefore to lie in the birth rate of Irigrsons — and their descendants — who have
already settled in Scotland. The complete stoppédesh immigration would not solve this
problem.*® In almost every official discussion on Irish immition, even if the actual
numbers entering Scotland were not considered @&etonthere seems to have been a
universal consensus that the Irish and their delscgn were still a problem. This does point
to an institutional prejudice against the Irishgeneral, understandable perhaps given the
context of the times and the mores of a late inaagivil service, but with the possible
exception of Clynes there seem to have been feofficial circles who could be considered
as champions or defenders of the Irish. Duke wartbanake the further point that although
the numbers of Irish immigrants was comparativelmak any proposal to restrict
immigration or provide for the deportation of ‘ustl@ble Irishmen’ would be an

improvement on the present situation:
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In times like the present we cannot afford to sbehis aspect of the question, merely
because the volume of Irish immigration is not remarge as it has been in the past.
Again, statistics show that the population of Irisktraction is less orderly than the
native population, and is responsible for more ermnd heavier proportionate charges
on the poor law and other public funds. It is tifieme in the public interest that any

possible steps should be taken to limit the in@éashe Irish elemerif®

This comment from a senior Scottish Office official of considerable importance. It
demonstrates a hardening of the attitudes insige Sbottish Office towards the Irish
population in Scotland. Restricting the ‘Irish ekamti was now in the public interest. It was a
sentiment that would have gladdened the heartseoGeneral Assembly had they but known
of it. They would have been delighted had they gberdraft memorandum for the Cabinet
produced for Sir Godfrey Collifi¥, the Liberal successor to Sinclair. This memoramdu
even though it did not lead to actual Governmetibagis as important a document produced
inside the Scottish Office as any during the whgdga of the anti-lIrish campaign. For the
first time a Secretary of State urged to Cabinet, anly a policy of restriction, but of
deportation of Irish immigrants.

The memorandum itself set out the case thatbleed presented to succeeding Secretaries
of State by the Churches concerning the Irish litgbio assimilate, their lack of
‘independence’ and consequent drain on public furitieir criminality and general
undesirability. It also outlined the Churches’ sesigd solutions including restriction,
repatriation for those who became a public chagyepf of employment and even an
approach to the Vatican to suspend the Ne Temeareeelen Scotland although the latter
point did not make the final draft of the Memorandun addition, it rehearsed the arguments
of the Empire Migration Committee and the aborteféorts made to reach a reciprocal
repatriation arrangement with the Free Statendiuded the latest census statistics and while
Collins found these ‘reassuring’ he still felt igt necessary to take other factors into account
in considering what action would be justified to @n¢he representations of the Scottish
Churches and other bodies who are dissatisfied théhexisting state of affairs in Scotland,

and to give effect to the recommendations of thepiEEnMigration Committee3*® Then,
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using the census statistics, he outlined the casalmost exactly the same terms as the
Church. The Irish did not intermarry and therefaolid not assimilate, they had prolific
numbers of descendants, they had a tendency tepsuomp criminality and lunacy, and most
interestingly of all ‘The frequent and sometimesiaes outbreaks of sectarian disorder
caused by the existence of these “colonies” innt@st of Protestant communities, which
impose a heavy burden on the police forces of icensstricts, and lead to abnormal
expenditure for the purpose of preserving law am#®io’ Collins was writing during the rise
of the Scottish Protestant League and Protestaimriand sectarian disorder was an issue he
would have to deal with in the very near futurevidg made these points Collins concluded

with a demand for action:

On a review of all circumstances | am strongly leé ppinion that the time has now
come when the Government would be fully justifiadaking powers already taken by
many of the Dominions in respect of their own ters.
(i) to prohibit the admission to the United KingdahBritish Subjects from any of the
Dominions, including the Irish Free State, in cagé®re the persons have criminal
records or are insane
(ii) to deport from the United Kingdom to the téorly of the Dominions in which they
were born or with which they have the closest cohoe persons who become a
charge on the public funds or commit offences withispecified period (say 5 years)
after their arrival in the United Kingdom or areschivered to have been prohibited
immigrants at the time of their arrival in the WdtKingdom.

And | desire to recommend that the Cabinet shauttiorise the necessary steps to be
taken to give effect to these proposifs.

Almost ten years after the Church’s origitvedh Menacereport the Scottish Secretary was
presenting the Cabinet with almost exactly the sdemands for almost exactly the same
reasons. Collins also requested, if it were feasithlat that there should be a prohibition on
the employment of anyone entering Britain withoypeamit from the Ministry of Labour.
Such permits would only be granted where no slyitqbalified labour was available locally,
although he recognised that this may have raisegeswith Dominions. One hesitates to use
the term ‘moral victory’ in this case but it is Wwiut doubt that Church had wrought better
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than they knew. Certainly there is little in them@andum with which the Church would
have disagreed and the evidence suggests thatebgaly 1930s their arguments were
receiving a more sympathetic hearing than has pemnously acknowledged by scholars of
the period.

In the event, of course, the Cabinet came dowtherside of the Home Office arguments
but not without serious consideration. In the Nolemof that year the Irish Situation
Committee prepared a draft for transmission to Dubdhich contained a warning that the
status of Irish nationals would be affected by déeva’s alteration of the Irish Constitution.

On ceasing to be British subjects they would bexsaobject as aliens to the provisions
of the Aliens Restriction Act by which they couldtrenter or remain in this country
without special sanction, registration with theig®l restriction of employment and
liability to deportation as provided by that Acthdy would become ineligible for
employment in the Public Services of the Crown eitin this country or in the
colonies, and they would no longer be entitled e benefit of the protection or
facilities offered by the British Diplomatic and @sular Services. They would also be

ineligible for the franchisa’®

This paragraph was deleted from the final dispatahit does illustrate how close the British

Government came to acceding to the restrictiomisi immigration.

VII1 Conclusion

It is not the purpose here to chart the eventoalse of the negotiations with Irish Free State
throughout the 1930s, save to point out that Sdottoncerns were raised at the Irish
Situation Committee meetings throughout the peréodi MacDonald himself was still
making a case for repatriation as late as 1936 ieewas Lord President of the Couriéi.
Ironically enough, the issue was settled throughdiplomacy of MacDonald’s son Malcolm,
as Secretary of State for the Dominions, althouglrdlinquishing control of the Irish naval
bases was to be a sore point with Churchill throughthe war. The purpose of this chapter
has been to highlight a neglected area of the ceatsy and to make the point that far from

being a dead issue after 1929 the whole subjelectsbf immigration, and indeed the position

$ONRS, CAB 27/523, 18Meeting of the Irish Situation Committee, NovemB@" 1933.
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of the Irish in Scotland, received a new leaseifef The Collins memorandum may have
been the last meaningful occasion where the Shafifice attempted to influence the debate
and despite their lack of success it is in the germwhich they couched that debate that is
important. In the end the need for a concept of iEmgnity, however meaningless that had

become in the Irish context, won out.
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Chapter Six

The Committee for Kirk Security: ‘Church Interests’ 1930-1938

It is not enough, Burke has said, to have righhapis; we must make right opinions prevail
John D. Rose, Rector Emeritus, Kirkcaldy High S¢H@84 "2

The General Assembly view with deep concern theleegé that Roman Catholic

immigration from Ireland continues to displace afidadvantage Scottish labour and appeal
to members of the Church and to the Scottish paggrerally to pay due regard in offering

private and public employment, domestic, industaatl commercial to the rights of their

own countrymen. The Assembly express the hop®dhasion shall no longer be given for

the remonstrances which have been made in Staitiss and industrial areas against the
practice of preferring Irish labour where Scottilsiibour is already available.

Paragraph 5 of the Deliverance of the Church Istesr€ommittee to the General Assembly
of the Church of Scotland May 1935

It was a poor sort of religion that moved one tasd and ridicule another religion than his
own. The only way to deal with Roman error wasqrdtguiet teaching of their own people.
They must speak the truth but let them speakadvie.

Dr J. Cromarty Smith, Church Interests debate, @twessembly of the Church of Scotland
Thursday May 30 19357

| Introduction
The history of the brief and inglorious careérttoe Church Interests Committee of the
Church of Scotland is in some ways an apt metafdrothe whole anti-lIrish campaign. It
appeared, as a separate entity, out of the Chunch Nation Committee in 1931 and
disappeared back into it in 1938. In the intervgnyears it accomplished very little other
than to keep an overtly sectarian agenda befor&tmeral Assembly and as a useful forum

in which some, but by no means all, ministers cougdt their frustrations about the 1918

372 3.D. RoseScotland’s True Glory: the Story of the Church edtBand from the earliest Times to the Present
Day, (Marshall, Morgan and Scott, Edinburgh, 193451

3 NRS, CH1/21/6Proceedings and Debates of the General AssembhedEhurch of Scotlan@eliverance

of the Church Interests Committee 1935.
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Education Act in particular, and on all things ‘Ram in general. This does not mean, as
Callum Brown has it, that ‘the Church sought to empresponsive to the feelings of its
constituency without fanning the flames of bigotdy.committee of the assembly merely
went through the motions for the remainder of titertwar period, making an annual appeal
to the Secretary of State for the ending of imntigra’®>"® The preceding chapters have
confirmed the Church was not merely ‘going throtigh motions3’® It is possible to make a
case that the Church Interests Committee, throhgir sheer ineffectuality, were going
through the motions but it will be argued in thisapter that there was a deeper cause
underlying their activities and it would be a mk&ao dismiss them out of hand. Especially
so as one of its members, Professor Burleigh, waseé to considerable prominence in the
post-war Church, and the slow death of the Committls us much, not just about the inter-
war church but about inter-war Scotland itselfsibuld be stated at the outset that some of
the actions of this committee appear rather rentdekbor a group of clerics. Edwin Muir
may have been exaggerating when he compared Badsh@wnd Presbyterianism, ‘in content
these two creeds are quite dissimilar, but in lalgitructure they are quite alik& but in the
case of the Church Interests Committee he perhaghs [point.

The title of this chapter is the Committee #irk Security, and it is a reasonable
description. Its members undoubtedly believed ttiagir remit was to monitor those
perceived hostile to the reformed religion, in tbése the Roman Catholic Church, and to
propose counter measures. The General Assemhblyugein the following terms:

The General Assembly approve the report on theeprason of our Protestant heritage
and resolve to set up a committee to be calledGbemittee on Church Interests,
initially of sixteen members for the purpose of maining the position of the Church

of Scotland as representative of the Church Cathiolthis realm and for the purposes
of reviewing tendencies and activities hostile h@ tmaintenance of the Church’s
inheritance in the historic Reformation of religionScotland and in other lands and in
connection therewith of compiling information andrfishing advice to the advantage
of the Church and of its ministers and members agehcies. The General Assembly
instruct the Nomination Committee to propose sixtegembers for this Committee,

after consultation with the representatives of @mnmittee on Church and Nation; it

375C.G. Brown,The Social History of Religion in Scotland sinc&@,{Methuen, London, 1987) p238.

378 |n fairness to Brown he was writing in 1987 antdsequent scholarship has overtaken his assertion.
377 E. Muir, Bolshevism and Calvinism, European QuéyteMay 1935, in M. P. McCulloch (ed Modernism
and Nationalism(Glasgow, 2004), p356.
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being understood that the Committee so appointedl slave the power to co-opt

additional members from time to as may be requifid.

Apart from the clerical terminology the above isremsonably good description of the
functions of an intelligence service. From whatatlyawas this security service to protect the
Church? Professor W.A. Curfi§ of Edinburgh University, later to be the first e#enor of

the Committee, in seconding the deliverance setlmithallenges to the Church of Scotland
as he, and presumably the rest of the Church atidriN@ommittee, saw them. He could not

be accused of understatement:

He did not conceal the fact that this proposal meagrave and solemn step...there was
a challenge to their Church that it would be unWptb ignore. Let no one imagine that
there was no danger or urge that the dignifiedgtviras to turn a deaf ear or a blind
eye. Let them permit him to name some of the irtaina which their Committee had
been considering as a result of the changes tlthbbeurred. The influx of an Irish
population had already engaged the attention ofGharch. Prayers were offered
Sunday by Sunday to regain Scotland to Rome. Cdsvard monasteries had sprung
up. Money was poured out. In this city a FrancisCairch had been established near
the University. Two Dominican friars in the robedahabit of the order which was
forever associated with the inquisition had conddca mission in the hall of the
University Union two successive winters. Jesuit tieen existed in their cities,
representing an order not in good odour at the nmbmeEurope, which had again and
again for sufficient reasons been expelled from ntees by kings and
governments...The finances of the Roman Catholic €hwere used in propaganda
through books published by the Catholic Truth SwycieProperties purchased,
processions, pilgrimages and demonstrations — tliesegys reminded them of
challenges that confronted the Church. He was iaffemo counsels of panic, but they
must know the forces arrayed against them. Theytbddrnish literature, advice and
information and train young men and marshal th@mendous resources. He had no
doubt as to their standing with their hostile esistical neighbours, but was it not

time their ministers and people should be givenféioes and that the information they

S8 NRS, CH1/21/2, Deliverance of the Church and Ne@ommittee Clause 11, May"™$21931.
37 professor W. A. Curtis (1876-1935), Dean of teufty of Divinity at the University of Edinburgnd later
Principal of New College.
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needed should come from people they trusted?..gi¢ured to say that in years to
come they would be found in the front line of deferand advance, throughout the
world, vindicating with their allies the principleand ideals which the Reformation

rescued and for the service of God and Mankindléase)*®°

From this it would seem that the Church of Soudl stood in its greatest danger since the
Reformation. The ‘robes and habits’ of the Inqiosithad been seen in the University Union
and the Jesuits were in the cities. The professas mot offering ‘counsels of panic’ but
hostile forces were arrayed against the Churcis. éasy, by more secular standards, to find
Curtis’ rather bombastic and verbose speecheserGdgneral Assembly either distasteful or
risible or both. Perhaps that is why in the secondiéerature of the period the Church
Interests Committee is generally mentioned, iflatia passing. It will be argued here that
this would be a mistake. As this chapter will cartcate on its activities it should be pointed
out that this Committee provided the mood musid thas heard outside of debates on the
Mound. It can be seen from the above extract thattiC employed a quasi-military
terminology. ‘Hostile neighbours’ had to be confiexh in the ‘front line of defence and
advance’. What the inception of the Committee radrvas a change from the emphasis of
John White’s racial campaign against the Irish toae overtly hostile attitude to the Roman
Catholic Church. This may well have lain at therhe&the original campaign but the veneer
of non-sectarian bias had worn away. If the Churall been careful in its previous public
utterances to make the point that its issue wdsIvisth immigration and not Catholicism per
se, the Church Interests Committee felt under rob sbligation. The Church of Rome was
the enemy. In order to understand how and why ¢hange of emphasis came about it is
necessary to briefly examine the position of the€h of Scotland in 1930.

I A Second Wind
After the General Election of 1929 which returreelabour Government and following the
Glasgow Herald'sfairly comprehensive public demolition of its casevould be logical to
assume that the Kirk would have had more pressimgarns than the seemingly fruitless
pursuit of the restriction of Irish immigratiori.dould be argued that the Church was simply
being ‘thrawn’ in its persistence in a lost causehat the ‘Irish menace’ had become by
sheer repetition something of an article of faihitself. It is certainly the case that the re-

380 NRS, CH1/21/2Proceedings and Debates of the General AssemithedEhurch of Scotland May 22
1931.
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unification of the Church of Scotland and the UdiitEgee Church in 1929 had given the new
body a surge in self-confidence and belief thatail a renewed mission as the social, and to
some extent political, arbiter in Scotland. On d¢iieer hand the leading lights of the Church
were a sophisticated and, in many cases, polyieall-connected group. They had had to be
to push through Parliament the legislation necgskarreunion to take place As has been
pointed out in Chapter Two Dr John White himselisvwa whole-hearted Unionist®* Why
should such men have thought, after nearly a désadath of effort, that they were any
more likely to receive a sympathetic hearing fromeavly elected Labour government? A
Government supported by many M.P.s whose electierChurch had roundly denounced in
the past as being the product of an Irish Cathblack vote in the West of Scotland?
Certainly they could carry on their campaign as eans of embarrassing the new
Government over the issue but surely it defiedtpali logic to imagine that they could
persuade a Labour Government to take the issueusériwhen it appeared that they had
manifestly failed to persuade the previous incundedowever, there was an internal Kirk
logic to the continuation of the campaign. As hasrbpointed out in the previous chapter the
Church was largely unaware of the behind the sceoécs concerning the issue in the
early 1930s and so continued this as an increasintgrnal debate. Had they known of, for
example, the Empire Migration Committee’s conclasit may well have entirely changed
the dynamic of the debate.

In order to understand the progress of what thghtermed the Church’s second campaign,
it will be necessary to make a brief digressiow itite history of Church re-unification. Both
the Church of Scotland and the United Free Chuachl jndeed the Free Church) had been
united in their anti-lIrish campaign and had evemtigipated in joint deputations to
Government on the issue. In a nation of invetehatie splitters, and where no hair is split
more finely than on matters of religion, the Préskign Churches could at least agree on the
iniquities of the Church of Rome. This common causes one with which the reunified
Church could pursue with a renewed self confideincés mission. It also began with a
profound sense of unease about the nature of thetrgo It fundamentally believed that it
had a right to leadership but some of her more premt adherents recognised that the
Scotland of 1930 was not the Scotland of 1914.dksmBuchan put it:

31| G.C. Hutchison, Scottish Unionism between ther#\V Unionist Scotland 1800-199C. M. M.
MacDonald (ed.), (Donald, Edinburgh, 1998), p82.
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The difficulties are great, but | believe they danovercome; the losses are grievous
but they can be made good. Scotland has alwaysmad)ift above others, the power
of adapting herself to altered circumstances...Slsethaccept changes but to make
sure that in the process of change she does naficathose qualities and institutions
which have built up her historic character...butadker is needed if she is to keep what
she cherishes in the older Scotland, and at the $@ne adapt herself courageously to
the demands of the new. And her natural leader, asvin the past, is that Church

which is her most idiomatic possessih,

It was a confusing philosophy of stepping boldliithe future while holding steadfastly to
the past. Buchan'Blistory of the Church of Scotlan@ritten in conjunction with Principal
George Adam Smitff* was produced, as it has it in the preface, ‘aréogiest of the leaders
of The Church of Scotland who desired to have mespopular form a memorial of the great
events of last year®*

It was not the only work produced in the eaHities. The quotation at the beginning of
this chapter from John D. Rose comes from his hisgzotland’s True Glory: The Story of
the Church of Scotland from the earliest Timesh® Present Dayln his preface he states

that

No nation possesses a Church which has playedesd @nd decisive a part in national
history as the Church of Scotland, and no Churchaehenore interesting and inspiring
history...It has worked out in blood and tears thee trelationship which should exist
between church and state, and in the process isesira formerly insignificant, and

lawless, and barbarous nation to the high placew holds among the nations of the

world.38®

It may appear a somewhat hyperbolic statementtbsitai sentiment with which many in the
Church in Scotland would have agreed. The problentHfe Church by the late 1920s and
early 1930s was that of transferring this concéptself into a tangible and concrete reality.

The Church’s position in Scots society seemed toabe arguably was, under threat and

3823, Buchan and G. A. Smith;he Kirk in Scotland 1560-192@iodder and Stoughton, Edinburgh, 1930),

pp238-239.
%3 George Adam Smith (1856-1942), Moderator of timiédl Free Church 1916-1917 Principal of The

University of Aberdeen.
343, Buchan and G.A. Smitfhe Kirk in Scotland 1560-1928,v.
3% 3.D. RoseScotland’s True Gloryp v.
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from forces that the Church itself did not trulyhgarehend. The Church, that was still in the
process of self-congratulation over the achieverméneunion, was nevertheless troubled by
many aspects of the twentieth century with whictioiind difficult to compete. Popular
diversions like music, football and the cinema se@ro undermine Presbyterian traditions
and attendance. The Sabbath itself, in the mayandgaat least, seemed under threat. What the
Kirk had previously taken for granted, it now neg&de defend. In that defence it could not
necessarily assume that it had the loyalty andradice of the majority of the population.

A world view like that of Rose in which the Gbhb of Scotland was so evidently a force
for good could not understand those who viewed wittifference the Kirk’s pretensions. It
explains in some ways the Church’s persistencésihastility to the Catholic Irish into the
1930s. It has been one of the arguments here lkalrish War of Independence gave the
initial impetus to that hostility but that alone wd not account for the longevity of the
campaign. It could be argued, that, for some nemsstat least, it continued out of sheer
sectarian prejudice but that would be to miss theldémental point. The Catholic Irish were
more than just an alien incursion, they were ablesmanifestation that Scotland was no
longer the heterogeneous Presbyterian nation ieaKirk had raised out of ‘insignificance,
lawlessness and barbarism.’ It then followed thatltish were a threat to all that the Church
had achieved. If that was true then it became résgl, and national duty to defend Scotland
from the Irish. In more ecumenical times this may appear a tenable position, and even in
the 1930s there were those, as will be discusskavpbg/ho challenged it. It did, however,
have a theological and political logic that appdale many, particularly in the General
Assembly. As memories of the Great War began te faad new threats appeared on the
horizon, reunification should have given the Churohfidence in its prospects for the future.
To a certain extent this was true as can be sedhebgyuote from John Buchan above. But
still the 1920s had not been a happy decade fo€thech any more than it had been for the
wider nation. The experiences of the slump, thee@@nStrike and seemingly intractable
unemployment combined with Scotland’s increasinghgcompetitive export-led industries,
all contributed to a deep sense of insecurity. Kk convinced itself that it had diagnosed
Scotland’s malaise, the Irish, and it followed ttieg cure was the exclusion of the Irish. As
economic and social conditions grew markedly wansthe 1930s then so did the urgency
that this cure be applied.

Re-unification of the United Free Church and thas€h of Scotland had been a fairly
long and sometimes tortuous process. It is nenohéd here to enter into great detail about

the legislative and theological hurdles the Chuschad to overcome, particularly between
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1904, when the first concrete moves were made &b the disruption of 1843, to the final
reunification of 1929. It is however useful to uretand the mindset of the members of both
churches. As Buchan and Smith put it ‘One churatl heen formally pledged by annual
resolutions for nearly half a century to disesstbhent and disendowment as a policy not
only of expediency but of justice, while the otlotung to the historic association with the

state.®®® They further quoted Lord Sands:

The differences which to a stranger seem most obse often the most difficult to
reconcile. When two denominations are separatedsdiye difference clear and
palpable, there may be no need to justify separatiBut when the difference is not of
this character, it is felt that separation needsequstified in the eyes of the world and
this leads to the attachment of immense importaadade ground of quarrel and the

most tenacious and meticulous adherence to theasigon or the othet>’

This, apart from being a neat and judicial defomtiof pedantry, raises an interesting
although unintentional point in the Churches joantti-Irish campaign. If Church re-
unification was held back, as it certainly was, ritgpicking arguments over what divided
them, then it would undoubtedly have been usefiiaee an issue around which they could
agree. As has been argued above both churches woaitkl around hostility to the Irish
Catholic minority. It does raise the question awh®ther the comparative religious harmony
between Protestant and Catholic that existed pigorthe Great War was deliberately
sacrificed as a price for Presbyterian reunificatigqually, the persistence of the campaign
into the 1930s may have been the means of reimgnenification after 1929. Rose, writing
in 1934 referring to the difficulties facing thewmehurch stated that ‘over 1,000,000 people
of Protestant descent had lost touch with the Gharad were living in practical heathenism.
The forces of secularism and materialism were b@wpna menace to society and a
reorganisation of the Christian forces was absbhluteecessary if the problem of
Christianising Scotland was to be solved. Thisganisation could not take place as long as
the two churches remained separdigHe later expanded on this theme in relation to the
Catholic Church:

36 3 Buchan and G. A. Smitihe Kirk in Scotland p98.
387 |bid p98
388 3.D. RoseScotland’s True Gloryp 149-150.
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A fresh difficulty is the growth and claims of tHRomanist Church in Scotland
during the last century, owing to the great immiigira of Irish into the industrial west.
It numbers 645,000 members, and by their lowerdstads of living and conduct they
have become a danger to Scottish national lifeciadacter. They do not mix with the
native Scots, but their priests keep them alienaadf, and use their united votes as a
means to extort advantages from all political eartiThey are a large cause of
unemployment to Scottish workmen, break the natitradition of Sunday observance
and boast openly of the coming conquest of ScottgnBomanism. It is inconceivable
that freedom loving Scotland will ever submit te tthictation of an Italian priest which
it shook off four centuries ago, but unless the IChyays more attention to instructing
the people regarding the unscriptural doctrines amndgant claims of Rome a serious
position will arise. Here again it takes too muchdranted®

These sentiments were fairly standard regardingrible but Rose was also making the
case that one of the purposes of reunification wagackle not just heathenism and
secularism but Romanism. This was not necessatilgieersal view. J R Fleming, General
Secretary of the Presbyterian Alliaric@jn his History of the Church in Scotlandritten in
1933 and dedicated to the reunited Church, wasnegtito be a little more charitable
although he too was no friend of the Irish: ‘Sodas Roman Catholics in Scotland were of
native growth, clinging to their home and soil amgérging peaceably with the general
population, racial bitterness was absent...and omenés that the new situation caused by
the introduction of an alien and unmixable elemeas altered things for the worserBy
this point Fleming did not see that ‘any agitatfonthe disenfranchisement or repatriation of
Irish immigrants will be successfti” but he did believe that there were still grounois&
Commission of Inquiry ‘to safeguard the future gmevent the ideals, traditions and spiritual
foundations of the Scottish Race being underminetidstile forces*? Despite the almost
routine denunciation of the Irish, Fleming did goto give a tribute, if a slightly backhanded

one, to the efforts of the Catholic clergy:

389 3.D. Rose,Scotland’s True Glorypp. 161 — 162.
39 presbyterian Alliance founded 1875. Originallystbiganisation was a worldwide alliance of reformed
churches holding the Presbyterian system, sinc® IBTe World Alliance of Reformed Churches.
%13, R. FlemingA History of the Church in Scotland 1875 — 19¢9& T Clark, Edinburgh, 1933), p150.
392 (i

Ibid
93 bid

168



Neither Faith nor Morals has flourished amidst sigeialid industrial surroundings
where the congested Scots-Irish population is mastlbe found. An ungrudging
tribute is due to the devoted clergy who have souglkeep these alive in a difficult
community... Giant Pagan, in his modern guise of secularisingtamnalism is an
enemy more to be dreaded than Giant Pope, deprfelis persecuting weapons,
striving at least to secure the allegiance of lulofvers to a large part of Christian
truth and duty(my italics). Even the unreformed Church in Saadlaso far as she cares
for her own, and voices a venerable testimony, rdese more recognition and
toleration than she is prepared to give. The oaigoore still retains somewhat of a
national character and outlook, and one may hogitlie recent accretion will in time

become a worthy addition to a common religiouzeitship®®*

While this was hardly a ringing endorsement foreanmenical approach by the Church of
Scotland it is important as it demonstrates thatesgsenior church members were beginning,
slowly, to reconsider their uncompromising attitudethe question of the Catholic Irish in
Scotland. Nonetheless, Fleming's realism on theelyik success of agitation for
disenfranchisement or repatriation does not apfmeaiave been shared by other influential
churchmen in the first flush of reunification.

Certainly John White thought that there was stibbadtle that could be won. In January
1930 at a meeting of the Glasgow Elders and Offiearers Union he stated that in his
opinion ‘Rome now menaced Scotland as at no otimer since the Reformation’ and that it
was ‘only a question of time until the Roman Cathelement predominated in the West of
Scotland.?® In this speech he made a direct attack on the Ro@tholic Church in
Scotland expressing the view that it was ‘beconaggressive in its attitude to the faith of
their Church and was indeed engaged in propagardas’ further hardening of attitude
ended on a more ominous note: ‘Hitherto they hawlareed tolerant but it was not easy to
remain silent when their faith was described asuamitigated hoax. They had cause
therefore, in the face of reactionary propagandagermphasise afresh the Reformed and
Protestant character of the Church and to showrlglgéhat this and not medievalism
represented the true Church of Christ and thaspinead of Romanism would retard Christian
progress and enlightenmerft®He followed this up with a speech in DumbartorFeruary

394 |bid pp. 150 - 151
3% TheScotsman,January 2% 1930, p15.
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25" on much the same lines, and while he was positigé ‘The Reformed faith and the
Presbyterian government of the Church of Scotlaedewoo strong in the hearts of true
Scotsman... the fact remained that the Roman Cathelere patiently working to secure a
grip on the other departments of the nation’s’fiffé.The Church of Scotland could not
remain silent or inactive on this apparent onslaagjainst their faith - ‘The Church of Rome
never proved anything. They relied on the weariogm of points by constant persistence
and unproved assertion§® This was a more pointed attack on the Catholicréhand
indicated a greater willingness to focus the whmdee as a matter of religious rather than
simply racial conflict.

At the General Assembly in May of that year the &ewd Hutchison Cockburn,
presenting the Church and Nation report, once aggurned to the familiar attack on the
Irish and their alleged habits. The criticisms agathe Government in this report have been
addressed in the previous chapters but one or twdspin his speech are worth repeating.
There was a call for the restriction of immigratitime franchise and repatriation of those who
committed crime or became a public charge, (algémeral applause). Interestingly, he
mentioned the Free State Committee, ‘The answemngilie other day from an authoritative
guarter was that the governing body in the IrislkeeFState appointed a committee to
investigate this matter in 1928 but they were avilyestill investigating it for no report had
come to hand3®° There is no indication where he came by this paldr piece of
information especially, as has been pointed ouhéproceeding chapter, the Government
were keen that knowledge of the existence of thiernittee (if exist it actually did) did not
become public. Of course there had been obliqudiorenduring the election campaign by
Gilmour but it would be instructive to know the mgy of Hutchinson Cockburn’s
‘authoritative source.” Cockburn’s speech on theohwas an attack on the Government
over the issue ‘demanding’ immigration laws ‘congide to those in operation about all the
British Dominions and a declaration of policy oretlssue®° He also read out a letter
alleging that a steamer had recently arrived ineGoek from Cork ‘with hundreds of young
Irishmen on board who had been guaranteed empldymennew works outside Glasgow.’
When an elder from Glasgow, J.B. Galloway, exprsbe opinion that this story was

‘grossly inaccurate’ Cockburn informed him thathaa had it confirmed by telegram, he did

%7 The Scotsmantebruary 28 1930, p13.
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not say by whom. What is particularly striking abthe debate of that year is the addendum
to the deliverance moved by Mr Mathew Babingtomister of Glamis.

Babington was unimpressed with the Committee’s @ggr to the issue of Irish
immigration and held out little hope that any Gaoweent would legislate to prevent or
regulate Irish immigration. As far as he was conedrthe appeal should be directed to the

employers of Scottish labour:

He would like the Committee to ask all their pipat industrial concerns how many
Irish people they employed. Let them apply to therpOrations of Edinburgh and
Glasgow and to the great railway and industrialceons and ask them how many of
their foremen and gaffers were Irishmen, and whetheir foremen and gaffers
preferred their own countrymen. ...So long as Sdotgsployers of labour were
willing to employ, and offered employment to Irigaople, they could not prevent them
coming in....What they wanted was the regulation hef supply of labour, and the
appeal was, not to the Government but to the Igyafid patriotism of the Scottish
employers of labour (applause) he moved that tHewmg be added...The General
Assembly instruct its Committee to appeal to Ssbteémployers of labour to employ

Scottish labour where such is availaffle.

Babington was seconded by A Stanley Middleton ofnkdrgh, who illustrated his
arguments by citing instances where ‘numbers ahirnien were being called over from
Ireland by telegram to take up work in under pulbledies in the West of Scotland where
Scotsmen had been refused wdfk.He also gave an instance where an Irish housekeepe
had been appointed and within months all the intbge domestic staff in the household had
been replaced with natives of Ireland. It is a rdwable feature of these debates that so much
unsubstantiated anecdote was treated as accurase byany in the Church of Scotland.
What is of particular interest is Hutchinson Coadkbsl response to addendum which he
accepted ‘gladly’ as ‘that was the line on whickythad been moving for the last seven or
eight years®

This debate raises some fundamental questiond #t®uature of sectarian employment

practice in Scotland in the inter war period. Fio$tall the General Assembly in 1930 by
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adopting this deliverance and the addendum wasngsa specific instruction for the
Committee to directly urge Scottish employers stitate a hiring policy that would exclude
‘Irish” workers, in effect to put up the ‘No Irisheed apply’ sign figuratively if not literally.
Although it has to be pointed out that if such sigrere commonplace then it is probable that
the Church would not have been so exercised oristw®? It is noteworthy that in the
history of the period the general assumption hasnbiat it was the Irish who were
disadvantaged and yet the General Assembly spammsaderable amount of time arguing the
direct opposite. The second point is that thererfrasheen found, as yet, any documentary
evidence that either the Kirk or the Government enadlirect approach to major industrial
concerns regarding their ethnic or religious emplegt practices. Neither does there appear
to be any evidence of a response by Scottish era@ogither individually or collectively, to
such an appeal. This in turn raises the cruciattijue was there a general policy on the non-
recruitment of ‘Irish’, in effect Roman CatholigHdour? Given the fact that throughout the
1920s and 1930s the Kirk was repeatedly urgingtSboemployers to do their patriotic duty
and employ only Scotsman where possible suggesisThe quotation at the beginning of
this chapter from the Church Interests Committiestiiates the point

The lack of documentary evidence to either praveisprove this point is one of the more
tantalising aspects of the period. Hutchinson Caoklinformed the Assembly that that was
the line they had been moving towards for a nundfeyears, and while there is copious
correspondence in the Government files on Irish ignation, and the issue of Irish
employment in public works schemes had been takerwiih the Scottish Office and
Ministry of Labour, it does not seem that that éhemas any comparable effort made with the
private sector. On such a fundamental issue ongustant to speculate, it may well be that
such correspondence has simply not survived, arattspecific study on this particular issue
has yet to be undertaken. Research in the papetsedhdustrialist Sir James Lithgd\,
(1883 — 1952) who was particularly active in theuf@h, have not revealed any
correspondence on the matter. However, as AntholtaveB points out, ‘Another
characteristic of these men of business was thiesecidentification with their local

communities, their civic and philanthropic roles.heTlocal churches were particularly well

04 See Richard Jensen’s, No Irish Need Apply: A MytWictimisation,Journal of Social History36 2,
(2002), pp. 405-29 for a study on this phenoméandhe United States. There has not yet been a ambfe
study in Scotland but the similarity of mythologyinteresting.

0GB 0248 DC 035/15, Sir James Lithgow Papers, ®\adgniversity Archives.
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endowed by our men since many were active in chaffdirs as elders over many yedf%.’

It is highly likely that many of these men werefatt present at General Assemblies where
these exhortations were made and perhaps persamalct was more the order of the day. It
still begs the question why the Kirk felt it necass to make these public appeals to
employers if they were already operating a selectamployment policy? Hutchinson
Cockburn did make the point that he had asked thergment whether they would make it a
condition of grant for public works schemes thap&ayment be limited to those born in the
United Kingdom. The Secretary of State had repli#gddo not consider it would be
practicable to make this a condition of grant lusiopen to local authorities to lay down
conditions with regard to classes of unemployed thery are prepared to receive from the
Employment Exchanges for relief work? Hutchinson Cockburn trusted that ‘all Town
Councils and public bodies would take notice of fhet.”°® It was a broad hint if nothing

else.

11 A Committee of Vigilance
The Church Interests Committee began its work sidwi it did not lack ambition. At the

first meeting the Committee set out its aims:

(1) To accumulate stores of exact knowledge to be usedatistical information and
literature.

(2) To link up the Church with the other churches agenaies throughout the world e.g.
The Protestant League

(3) To issue a questionnaire to all ministers

(4) To prepare a memorandum on the Roman Catholic Ghamd Scottish Education

(5) To examine Roman Catholic Manuals of English andtt&t History and the
publications of the Catholic Truth Society

(6) To prepare volumes composite on Papal Infallibi@yurch and State and similar big
question&

0% A Slaven , The Origins and Economic and SocideRof Scottish Business Leaders, 1860 -1960 in. T.M
Devine (ed.)Scottish Elites: Proceedings of the Scottish HistdrStudies Seminar University of Strathclyde
1991-1992 (John Donald, Edinburgh, 1994), pp162-164.
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In the first year of its existence it produced @sjionnaire to be sent to every minister in
Scotland, although lack of funds delayed its trassian until September 1933 when an
unnamed donor came to the restii&Regrettably the actual questionnaire itself idarmer
extant but it is possible from the Committee’s mpdo the Assembly to reconstruct the
sense of the questions asked. Essentially ministerse being asked to report back on the
numbers of Roman Catholics in their parishes, thefivities, what properties or lands were
being purchased, what was the state of inter-conaingations and what steps individual
ministers were taking to combat Romanist propagardherrors. The ministry as a whole
were to be used as an intelligence gathering semmicthe actions of the Roman Catholic
Church and they were to report back to the Committe Church Interests who would then
analyse the material provided and make recommendatio the Assembly for counter
measures. Curtis set out the proposed plan to $serAbly:

They were not a company of mere alarmists, butranaittee of vigilance...They
resolved to keep watch themselves and to stimwatehfulness in others throughout
the land. Forewarned was forearmed and they wearg dehat was an obvious duty to
all that they counted dear and sacred in Scotiishahd religion. As they were acting
on behalf of all, they called on all...to lend supgptwr their efforts... Whether the
danger threatened from outside or confronted thethirwthe Church in tendencies
disloyal to the genius of their faith and worshey had to consider where they would
lead their people and what injury they might workon the historic spring of their

religious charactet'*

It was apparently not just the Roman Catholics wieoe dangerous but a disloyal element
within, presumably those in the Church who did siodre Professor Curtis’ appreciation of
the situation. The language of Curtis’ speech,dioe who was not a ‘mere alarmist,” was
designed to alarm. The Reformation was in dangértle faithful needed to be vigilant and
report to a Committee set up specifically to protdeem. Substitute revolution for
reformation and Muir’s point, quoted above, is welde. Apart from the rather idiosyncratic
suggestion that the Church of Scotland considdamgetip public schools on the English
model to attract the well-to-do, the Committee’s@ct plan consisted of compiling statistics
of the growth of Roman Catholicism in Scotland fefiéntiating between the Scottish and

*ONRS, CH1/5/187, March 301933,
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immigrant population. They would also ‘review theamifold forms of Roman Catholic
propaganda’ in their country.” In effect this meaaading the entire output of the Catholic
Truth Society as ‘He thought they ought to know tih&ir Roman Catholic fellow citizens
were taught about their own faith as well as atibeir heretical and unbelieving selVE§’
This would be carried out by ‘Church History Prafes’, in other words by Professor
Burleigh. The Catholic propaganda machine was dmehCurtis admired and feared at the
same time, ‘They were emissaries of suggestion.fte@ivriters like Mr Chesterton and Mr
Belloc wrote as men with a mission and by fair nseanfoul aimed at revolutionising history
as they had known i*® Finally he raised the questionnaire that the @ttee intended to
send out to every parish although he would givaleiails of its actual content, the General
Assembly not, according to Curtis, being the tinmethtee place for such information, and
expressed the hope that all ministers would taketithe to respond. He ended on a fine

rhetorical flourish:

Knowing the facts ... they would know the needs amovking the needs they would
do their best to advise the Church how to meet tHemeir people required guidance;
their people deserved guidance. They were uneasyeah they used to feel secure.
They felt that an invidious menace was spreadimguifh the land. They were not
content with vague reassurances. They were suréhihavay to meet the Roman threat
was not to imitate Rome’s fashions and ideas ocaimpromise with her system to
stage manage worship or coerce obedience in ovagt methods.

...How many hundreds of millions of her adherents ditt not owe to simple
persecution? What instruments had she not sto@pechploy in Christ's name in order
to preserve her unity and her sovereignty? ...Tspide her was folly. To ignore her
was irresponsible. To follow her...was to destroynikelves. Calmly and patiently

...they were called to guard their heritage in religas their most sacred trdt.

Curtis, having chilled the blood of the General &msbly, was immediately followed by
Hutchinson Cockburn, seconding, who reinforced bt in case there were any present
who might be considering such sentiments as sontewuderant for a Christian Assembly.

The Roman Catholic propaganda in his opinion wasigd@active harm, ‘It appealed to
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passion and ignorant prejudice. They owed it tongeves that their appeal should be well
founded and reasonable. The slackness of mind wivas called tolerance was sheer
intellectual laziness and moral cowardice. The Ro@atholic Church played up to it and
yet none were so intolerant...If Scotland by slacknasindifference ever became Roman
Catholic it would serve her right and the punishmemwuld not be undeserve® On
occasion it is best to let the protagonists speak themselves. The report was
overwhelmingly approved.

It is clear from the speeches the approachdbate in the Kirk were adopting. This was
now a direct attack on the Roman Catholic Churthoalgh the distinction was still made
between Irish and home-grown Catholics. The ChaftRome was a direct threat to the
Church of Scotland and by extension Protestants/etvre. Despite the Church facing such
a dire situation the Church Interests Committeeagad to achieve almost nothing at all in
the following year, in fact there was no Committeeeting between i7March 1932 and
30" March 1933. Professors Curtis and Burleigh diltwhe Stockholm Assembly of the
World Alliance for the Protection and Furtheranéé’mtestantism ‘but having regard to the
changed conditions on the continent it was agrbat twhile contact should be maintained
actual affiliation should not pressed until theuatton became clearef® Hutchinson
Cockburn produced a pamphlet in 1933 entifldet Protestant Outlook in Scotlam¢hich
was largely a rehash of past Church and Nation Gtewrreports although he did allude in
it to the forthcoming questionnaire of the Churaketests Committe®! He did, however,
emphasize in the preface that some of his besidsievere Catholi¢® The Committee
report to the General Assembly of 1933 was in $acthin that it prompted one minister, Dr
Neil Meldrum of Aberdeen, to enquire when the Cotteri ‘were going to get a move
on?**?He need not have worried, the Committee came Bad©34 and this time armed
with the preliminary results of the Questionnaire.

The Committee report of 1934 and Deliverance @t Blay 1934, while not including the
actual questions asked, does provide the informatat the Questionnaire itself was six
pages long, consisted of twenty-two questions we Bections. This provides good reason
why by, 1934, one third of parishes had not respdraihd the Assembly was asked to urge

defaulters to complete the form. The report descrilthe response as ‘gratifying ...But it is to
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be regretted that not every parish has as yetaseily. Some of these in which the questions
raised must be acute are still in default.” Howeveading between the lines of Curtis and
Burleigh’'s speeches of that year it seemed thatetlveere those in the ministry that
responded who were not quite so ready to fall itlhwhe Committee’s agenda. Curtis stated
that ‘Only in one or two instances did they receigplies which resented the Committee’s
action, though under the authority of the Genersdeinbly, as stirring up trouble and as an
attack on the Roman Catholic Church® He also felt it necessary to defend the
guestionnaire on the grounds that there was ‘widesp apprehension; and a growing
determination to resist encroachment: and theyet$o ascertain how far these fears were
well grounded and at what points resistance wasdadbr.”*?* The fact that Curtis felt the
need to justify the Committee’s actions does intpbt the returns he had received did not, at
the very least, display the sort of unanimity hes\eapecting, particularly if one considers
Burleigh’s seconding speech. In it Burleigh rejodidhat ‘'so many returns had come to hand
from parishes which had nothing to report savectimraplete absence of Roman Catholicism.
In every way that was gratifying®* He was not quite so gratified that some ministers

appeared less than impressed with the whole exercis

It was true that there were those who deprecatedstinring up of old, and as they
hoped dying controversies and who had seen inukstgpnnaire the sign of unworthy
fanaticism. It was interesting to see that counstlmoderation often came from those
Highland parishes where Romanism was strong, ifonedominant and where the two
faiths dwelt together in amity untroubled by raaald national feuds. Yet even from
industrial cities occasional voices were raisedinglthem of friendship and co-

operation in some directions at least. The Assenttdwever, would not be surprised if
a complete scrutiny of the returns should reveal fct that a chasm still yawned

between the two faitH&>

It would seem that the negative reaction to thestioenaire was more widespread than
Burleigh, and certainly Curtis, were prepared tom#éd Unfortunately neither the
Committee’s report nor the surviving minutes givstatistical breakdown of the responses.

Judging by the rhetoric employed it is a reasonalylgothesis that the questionnaire itself

“20NRS, CH/1/21/5, (In Highland parishes Roman Catsalould not be predominantly Irish).
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may have been designed, deliberately or uncondgiots elicit the responses that the
Committee expected. The fact that both Burleigh @unltis were forced to admit to the
Assembly that there were dissenting voices raisggjests that a significant section of the
Church was not in sympathy.

There were, however, those who thought that th@Gittee was not going far enough. The
Reverend F.E. Watson of Bellshill attempted to adtrce an addendum asking the
Committee, with the authority of the General AssBmbo secure the repeal of the 1918
Education Act. Watson was something of an enthtusasthis issue. As Tom Gallagher
describes him, ‘he was still imbued with the zehthe convert, having been a Wesleyan
minister for sixteen years before being admittedht Church of Scotland in 1930. He was
also himself a relative newcomer to Scotland, hgngpent his first forty-five years in the
North of England®?*1t is interesting to note in Curtis’ response égecting this addendum
he did not do so because he was out of sympattytiwgt sentiments expressed, but rather ‘to
talk of repeal was to court a rebuff and was ouhefquestion. Such sweeping demands were
a hindrance to their cause...sufficient harm had beene to the Protestant cause by
impulsive and ill-considered demand&This may well have been a tacit recognition that
constant insistence of the Church for legislaticgoa since 1923 was beginning to prove
counterproductive, or simply that even Curtis retsgd there was little chance of that
particular ‘demand’ ever passing Parliament.

The actual report of 1934 gives an interestimgpshot of inter-faith relations in the period,
but not altogether one that the Committee was jpsrlexpecting. For example, from the
replies received from ministers on the propagaratitivities of the Roman Catholic Church
nowhere was it reported the propagandist literattag in circulation and apparently the most
that could be described as an activity took thenfaf ‘social evenings, dances and whist
drives, especially on Sunday$®Whilst this may have offended the more strictlglsatarian
feelings of some in the clergy the report concedeat there was little evidence of
proselytising by Roman Catholic priests. Even thee Témere Decré& and the danger of
mixed marriages, which had so exercised the Redefuncan Cameron in the 1920s
seemed not to be having any effect and there wereports of substantial losses to Rome. It
would seem that if anything mixed marriages resluttet in a loss to Rome but the severing

of all church connection. Nevertheless, ‘The mixeariage is universally held to be a great
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evil even where it does not lead to domestic dispédaic) or unhappines&® Perhaps it was
this belief that resulted in the loss, by both chess, of family connections.

It is a feature of the reports produced by ttommittee that there was frequent use of
terms like ‘there is a widespread impression’ withany quantitative evidence given to
support its assertions. Given that the Kirk wastadistically obsessed it is remarkable that in
a report, which in itself was supposed to be assizdl exercise, the actual figures are notable
only by their absence. It does mean that some @fintformation must be regarded with
caution. On some issues, however, the report piplgiaves a reasonably accurate reflection
of opinion within the Church at the time. On thsus of the 1918 Education Act, the report
states: ‘it is clear that there is in the mindof ministers a widespread misgiving and even
resentment, regarding the effect of the Educati®cofand) Act of 1918"° The real
resentment appears to have been for basic econ@asons. In taking over the Roman
Catholic Schools by the state it was felt thatRwenan Catholic Church had been in receipt
of a massive financial windfall courtesy of the peailpurse. No such windfall had come in
the direction of the Presbyterian Churches afterBtucation Act of 1872. Minor issues such
as the Roman Catholic Church being allowed to bsi school premises in the evenings for
free while ministers in some instances had to payafuse of a hall in what had been their
own schools prior to 1872, was, according to then@ittee a source of irritation. The
Committee’s recommendation was that ‘whether tloeight not to be instituted a careful and
dispassionate survey of the whole situation witieav to ascertaining whether the Act of
1918 can be regarded as a permanent settlementjfamat in what direction amendment
should be sought3®’ From this it can be seen another reason why Cusis reluctant to
accept Watson’s addendum. The Committee wante@fioertheir approach on this issue
although how ‘careful and dispassionate’ the suthey actually produced in 1935 will be
discussed below.

On other issues regarding the relations betweatholics and Protestants any increase in
Roman Catholic activity, especially with regardthie purchase of property and setting up of
institutions, was regarded with suspicion, espgciat the funds for these were widely
regarded to have come from the public purse aseztdiesult of the Education Act. Again
the Committee relied on unsubstantiated asserétier than on specifics, ‘many cases have

occurred where Church of Scotland congregatiomsgly resent the policy on the part of the
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Roman Catholic Church of thrusting itself into theart of the Protestant communif§”If

the Committee were vague on this issue they wesn asaguer on, as they put it, ‘the
replacement of Protestant by Roman Catholic labBit is important to note here that the
term Roman Catholic was used and hth. Up until this point the argument had always
been, ostensibly at any rate, that Irish labour segsplanting Scottish labour and here it was
Roman Catholic supplanting Protestant. It is anartgnt distinction and does mark the
introduction of a specifically religious elementarthe debate. Undoubtedly it had been at
the heart of the entire controversy but this chamgéerminology points to a public, if
possibly unconscious, admission of the fact. Thaflabon of the terms Irish and Catholic,
which the Kirk had been at such pains to avoid, was made overt in the Committee’s
report. Even so the Committee could bring precikittise evidence to support their case as

they acknowledged themselves:

It is naturally difficult to bring forward specitfiinstances of such replacement, but in
many areas there is very considerable suspiciaregard to this matter...and in the
industrial districts it is the subject of generalmament that where there are Roman
Catholic foremen distinct preference is given teirtlto-religionists....Here is a matter
calling for investigation, if only because the sogm of unfair treatment accorded to

native workmen is giving rise to bitter feelifit).

The Committee did concede that as far as relatipashetween the adherents of the
respective faiths they were generally ‘amicabled dhat between ministers and priests it
varied ‘from complete aloofness to friendliness amdoperation especially on Education
Committees***  Rather than welcoming this development the cdteminoted that a
‘tendency is also to be noticed in some quartedeter, in the name of toleration and charity
to the Roman Catholic Church, a tendency which esd exploited to the full by that
Church.*®

How was all this to be combated? The Committe dsked ministers what measures they
took to counteract ‘Roman Catholic propaganda’ adt help might be given to their

efforts. By and large, it appears that most minssgereached special sermons and gave
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instruction in their bible classes, as this wasjtitreof a Church of Scotland minister it does
not appear that many thought there was a spedaiiresment to be constantly combating
Rome, although some new literature on the prinsipdé the reformed faith would be
welcomed. The responses did point out that, ‘Goeae must be taken to avoid what is
commonly recognised as a grave danger — viz. adgtatgitously to the tale of bitterness and
enmity which already exists and which some of trethods being employed to defend the
Reformed Faith inevitably augmerit® This wise advice was not followed by the Committee
in its report of the following year but it does ghthat the Church was beginning, slowly, to
take note of what was happening outside of its @sban the Mound even if the Committee
itself thought that its actions were entirely faind reasonable, despite the rhetoric on the
dangers of toleration.

What the report and debate of 1934 constited,why so much space has been devoted
to it here, is the first attempt to canvass opimathin the reunited Church of Scotland
specifically on the issue of its relations with tReman Catholic Church. It was not an
exercise in comparable scale to the first and sk@matistical Accounts of Scotland, and
certainly, for a report compiled by academics, dtedards of evidence employed were less
than rigorous. However, that is not to say thahiuld be overlooked or that the information
contained within it is entirely worthless. It dogsmonstrate there were those in the Church
who were not altogether happy with the line besigeh and that hints, if no more than hints,
of unease about the whole anti-Irish, and by ttages overtly anti-Roman Catholic line were
beginning to emerge. It would also appear thathenground co-operation rather than mutual
hostility was the usual relationship between pragsd minister. The report also provided no
conclusive proof that Scottish employers were fanvwulrish or Roman Catholic labour over
the indigenous, and conversely, that the opposés tue. Surely any employer who was
willing to publicly express a ‘patriotic’ policy aémploying Scots first, or Scottish jobs for
Scottish workers, would have earned the public @pgtion of the Committee and General
Assembly. Instead the evidence seems to suggestdtion on the part of the Church that
they were unwilling to do so. The report was acedptith no dissenting voice at the General

Assembly, but in a way it marked the beginninghaf €nd of the whole campaign.
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IV St. John XVII, 21

S. J. Brown states that ‘By the mid-1930s, havewnterest in the Church Interests
Committee was wanind®’ This is partly correct but the events of the yek885 and 1936
undoubtedly had an accelerating effect on this ggecin the immediate aftermath of the
debate the Reverend Alexander Cameron of the Raotelstitute wrote to th&cotsman
claiming that the concluding words of ProfessortiSunad ‘thrilled the Assembly with their
persuasive tone of warning and app&al'although he had conceded that the debate ‘fell to
be discussed in a thin house after the luncheon’AtThe fact remains that there had been
no overt challenge to the Committee’s activitieshia General Assembly. The Committee’s
own minutes are particularly thin for the entireripé but it does not appear that they
believed that they faced any great challenge tar thverk, although there were some
glimmers of problems to come, mainly in their irapito hold on to a Convenor for any
length of time and, even as early as 1933, there avproposal to subsume the Committee
back into the Church and Nation Committé®.The Committee had been given the specific
remit from the General Assembly, ‘in view of thedespread misgiving and resentment
regarding the socially unjust provisioff’of the Education Act, to institute its ‘carefuldan
dispassionate survey as to how the Act could hgeaked or amended. It became the
Committee’s last significant contribution but a¢ thime there was no indication that this was
to be the case.

The report set out the five main grievances hef Committee, and by and large it is
reasonable to consider them the grievances ofat &substantial proportion of the Church.
Essentially it was felt that the Act had not createtruly national education system, that it
institutionalised segregation on religious groundss a means of state subsidisation of
Roman Catholic teaching and in the process haahedithat church enabling it to develop
its buildings and improve its position in Scotlasad, finally, that it had legally enshrined
religious instruction in these schools without mifr provision for non-Roman Catholic
schools. It would appear that it was the perceivgdstice of alleged state subsidy that
rankled most. These were not new grievances thardeed now but this time the Committee
set out a list of remedies, including ‘A nationgkstem of education embracing children

irrespective of their religious belief.” This onetlsurface would appear as a reasonable
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request but was in effect a call for the abolitidrstate-funded Roman Catholic education, or
a return to the status quo ante. They further delethat no more denominational schools
be built or taken over by public authorities, radigs tests for teachers be abolished and that
members of religious orders be forbidden from teaghn state schools and finally that
periods be set apart for religious instruction aitlvy staff ‘or by officially recognised
representatives of the Church&¥ The Reverend Watson need not have worried; hig 193
addendum had carried after all even if the wordmtis case was slightly more subtle.

The perceived economic advantage pertainindi@oRoman Catholic Church  from the
provisions of the 1918 Act fed into the sense af\gaince of the Committee. According to the
information claimed to be provided by the questaira ‘in many places in Scotland a steady
policy is being pursued of purchasing land, houslesiches, cinemas, &c which are devoted
to the interests of propaganda. A purpose woulanste be indicated of building up a
“skeleton” organisation embracing the whole countt{** The report listed in support of its
case examples of disused Protestant churches beumght up and converted into Catholic
use, notably the old United Presbyterian ChurcthénCowgate in Edinburgh converted into
St. Patrick’s. Other instances, included a fornRalais de Danse’ in Paisley being acquired
by the Roman Catholic Young Men’s Guild and transfed into a meeting hall. The
objection in this instance was that it was locasdmhost opposite the South Churéf*

After cataloguing the publicly financed spiatuand physical takeover of Scotland the
report returned to the issue of the alleged urddirantages Roman Catholic labour enjoyed
in Scotland. The second quotation from the deliveeacited at the beginning of this chapter
highlights the Committee’s impatience with Scottesmployers on the issue. In the report
itself, it once again relied on unsubstantiatedournto make its case: ‘In many cases it is
commonly said that no Protestant has the leastcehahemployment in certain undertakings
so long as there are Roman Catholic unemplo$8d\gain there was the overt use of the
terms Catholic and Protestant rather than Scottislish. The Committee then went on to
issue a stern warning as to what it considered advbel the consequences of this dereliction
of duty on the part of Scottish employers:

What is abundantly plain is that there is a rigidg of indignation, the exploitation of

which is likely to lead to most unfortunate and esidable intrusion of sectarian
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animosity into public life, of which a beginning sxalready been made. The only
remedy would seem to be a greater care on theop&tottish employers of labour for

the interests of their own fellow countrym&f.

It was, in its way, a prescient warning, althougt ior the reasons the Committee asserted.
But it was obvious that the activities of the dewmgges Ratcliffe and Cormack were
beginning to impinge on the minds of the Kirk. Thiarning from the Committee is one of
the more remarkable, in a campaign that had mae ifs fair share of remarkable, even
outlandish statements. What was abundantly plais tvat the Church, in various guises, the
latest being the Church Interests Committee, hadtsghe last thirteen years attempting to
create ‘a rising tide of indignation’ and explott for its own purposes and if any one
organisation had a major responsibility for an arhinate and undesirable intrusion of
sectarian animosity into public life’ it was the @bh of Scotland itself. Now, in the
somewhat convoluted logic of the Committee, anytas&n unpleasantness that ensued
would be the responsibility of Scottish employess riot enforcing a sectarian employment
policy in favour of Protestant workers as demanalethe Church of Scotland.

The fact of the matter was that the promoterghefanti-Irish, now anti-Roman, campaign
had been pursuing this less than rigorous appriveitie General Assembly for years without
any detailed examination of their case. On thisasmn they were not to be quite so
fortunate. Gallagher has pointed out that thereewaurch opponents of the anti-Irish IfHé.
However, Dr J. Cromarty Smiftt® minister of Coatbridge, was the first to standimphe
General Assembly and state that, methodologic@gaking, the Committee had no clothes,
and that further it ‘appeared to be animated byiktf intolerance** It was a masterly
forensic demolition of the Committee’s report aagson d’étre. As such it deserves far more
attention than historians, with the possible exoepbf Stewart Brown, have given it. In the
process of dissecting the report Cromarty Smithrditimince his words: ‘The report of the
Committee appeared to him to have many statemenp®ging to be fact but was singularly
devoid of evidence in support of the statementmaoh so that the report as it stood was a
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document which it was difficult to deal with, anehpossible to take seriousl{?® Having

begun in this forceful manner he proceeded to eefuractically every point made in the
Committee report concerning the numbers of teachergligious orders, the numbers of
Irish student teachers in Scotland and even thrastem which they were admitted to the
Catholic teacher training colleges at Notre Dame@ @raiglockhart. It was obvious that he

had been well briefed, or, unlike the Committea tieoroughly researched his subject:

...In no single case did the report condescendgomds. How utterly unreliable some of
the vague statements were might be gathered frenfiottowing...”Quite a number of
the students come from Ireland, as the output @lifigd Scottish students is not
sufficient to staff all the transferred schools”.h& were the facts? He had in his
possession there a statement of the National Cdeeriior the Training of Teachers
signed by the Executive Officer of the CommitteeheToutput of students at
Craiglockhart and Notre Dame not sufficient! Theeavas the precise opposite. The
officer told him that there were too many studeantd that there was, he would quote

the precise words “definite unemployment amongstiidents.***

He took issue with the claim that many of the stusgl@vere Irish, giving figures on the actual
enrolment and pointing out that Irish studentsordy paid their own way but gave a written
undertaking not to seek or accept employment ite stapported Catholic schools in
Scotland. He then proceeded to point out thataf@atholics had secured a ‘proper religious
atmosphere in their schools’ they were absolutglytrand that they ‘knew their business and
he feared that in matters educational they did kmaw theirs.... The Committee was
instructed to consider in what way the Act of 19t§jht be amended. They found in the
result of their lucubrations (sic) four recommenaias. He did not know which of the four
482,

was the most fantastic or ridiculous?Having made more trenchant criticisms of the repor

Dr Cromarty Smith sought the heart of the matter:

He deplored and despised the too common methaoaisteRoman propaganda -- the so
called demonstrations gathered by dint of beatiegRrotestant drum, appealing to the

passions and fanaticism of the groundlings, mestingvhich the superstitions of the
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more ignorant Romanists — and they did have thgierstitions — were held up to
ridicule - such methods did not a particle of haonRome, but inflicted infinite harm

on all spiritual religiort>®

He concluded with the quotation cited at the beigig of this chapter. Cromarty Smith was
then ably supported by the Reverend Dickie fromhBsay who prophetically pointed out
that there was much more to fear from rampant naliem and paganism on the Rhine than
there was to be feared from Rome. Their amendmerih¢ deliverance, however, was
overwhelmingly defeated. The significance of bgikexches is that for once the gaping holes
in the arguments had been exposed for all to $dbelmajority of the General Assembly
opted for the quiet life in approving the Delivecarand, by implication the report, they were
to be rudely disabused by the events of next fewithwin Edinburgh when John Cormack
brought Protestant mobs out, not only onto theedref Edinburgh but onto the streets of one
of its most salubrious suburbs. The Cormack phenomeas discussed in the following
chapter but it undoubtedly had an effect on thédedtions of the Assembly the following
year.

At the General Assembly of 1936 the outgoing Matte Dr Marshall Lang (1868-1954)
preached his final sermon as Moderator. He toolhi®itext St John XVII, 21 ‘That they all
may be one; as thou, Father, art in me, and lee,tthat they also may be one in us: that the
world may believe that thou hast sent &1t was a plea for Christian unity in an
increasingly troubled world but it was also a weilebuke to the Kirk itself and a public

acknowledgement that perhaps the Church’s preotiomgahad not been where they should:

...the subject of Christian unity must be considenreithese days as one of supreme and
vital importance to the world. Need | emphasiseniportance, need | emphasise its
importance? No matter how complacently we ourseivayg live from day to day in our
several compartments of domestic, social and eegkgious life the world is full of
discord and trouble, and from that trouble and alidave cannot wholly disassociate
ourselves from some part in that trouble, eitherooy own negligence or by our

practice can we wholly excuse oursel{&s.

S3bid
454 Gospel According to St John, Chapter 17 VerseHaly Bible, King James Authorized Version.
S NRS, CH1/ 21/7, Dr Marshall Lang Outgoing Modera@ermon Tuesday foMay 1936.
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It was a belated, and indirect, recognition thahpps the Church had been turning a blind
eye to the consequences of its own actions andrthat increasingly dangerous world the
rather petty obsessions of doctrinal differenceenarconsiderably less importance than the
very real threats facing humanity. In fact to coagé on this path was to run contrary to the

spirit of Christ:

...the Body of Christ through which His Spirit works broken into units with each
claiming a special portion of his Spirit but keepithe portion it claims from the other
parts. Not until we become ashamed of this rendfrtpe Body of Christ...not until we
repent and seek to become one in some measure iasohe with God, not in short
until we achieve a real working unity within Chaatlom will the Church be other than
it is —a more or less parochial concern....Meanwinden this historical and hospitable
pulpit | venture to appeal for the open heart dreddpen mind that banning all pride in
our separate ‘isms’ whether Presbyterian, Anglicakpiscopalian — or even Roman —
and sinking all prejudice of one branch of the Chutowards another, we may
zealously and unweariedly (sic) strive for thatpayate unity which is in accordance
with the mind of Christ>®

This is possibly one of the most important sersmmpreached by a Moderator in the inter-
war period because it effectively signalled thd ezal of the anti-Irish campaign. It did not
mean the end of calls to halt immigration or theression of inflammatory opinions in the
General Assembly but it marks the sea change irlwhiajority opinion had turned. The
difference in language of Dr Lang and Professotti€is self-evident but it was also a radical
departure from the view expressed at that the pusviGeneral Assembly. For an outgoing
Moderator to essentially repudiate, in so many wpskssembly policy of the last thirteen
years and to appeal for the setting aside of saotdifference in the cause of wider Christian
unity implies that something fundamental had oamlur This intervention by Lang is
significant in another way. The son of a former Mdor, Church innovator and Principal of
Aberdeen University, Dr John Marshall Lang (183490 he had a direct connection to the
more socially engaged pre-war Church (see Chapteo).TJohn Marshall Lang was
responsible for introducing innovations such asditag for hymns and the introduction of
pipe organs. Considered in his day something afa@dsCatholic Lang senior’'s own closing
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address as Moderator in 1893 had stressed thabmdonnsufficiency and not immorality
was the main cause of poveffy. Through his brother, Cosmo Gordon Lang (1864-1945)
Archbishop of Canterbury, he also had a connectwith Anglo-Catholicism and was a
pioneer in the ecumenical movemé&Ht. This sermon marked something of a spiritual and
political shift in attitude of the Church. Not souoh as a turn to the left but more of a
rediscovery of its pre-war self. There are twotartironies, John Marshall Lang served the
Barony parish as Minister for over twenty yearg #ame parish as Dr John White. Cosmo
Lang’s part in bringing about the Abdication of Eaha VIII allowed de Valera to rewrite the
Irish constitution.

It was not only in the words of Dr Lang that ttfgange in tone at the Assembly of 1936
was so marked. In some ways it reflected a seagehamthe Church that had been coming
for some time even if it was not as readily appausaer the White ascendancy. In the mid-
1930s a younger element in the ministry had beguwhallenge the basic tenets of the White
view. Between 1933 and 1937 there had been lonignacious debates on the issue of

pacifism. In the Assembly of 1934:

White delivered an impassioned speech against db#igis, in which he appealed to
the sacrifices of the First World War and denountted pacifists for suggesting that
they had reached a higher moral plane than thosehal died in the war. It might be
necessary, he proclaimed for a Christian countryado war in order to defend itself,
to assist a persecuted people, or ‘in fulfilmentt®fown destiny’. White’s speech was
received with ‘thunders of applause’ and in thagion the pacifists received less than

fifty votes in a crowded houge’

White may still have commanded the Assembly lsing stars within the Church like
George MacLeod (1895-1991) who had himself servigd @istinction in the war saw their
pacifism as keeping faith with those who had diBldere were new ideas, creeping slowly
but inexorably, into White’s Church from the midrtles onward. By 1934 MacLeod, whose
family connections in the Church and rather dashimgearance, as well as distinguished war

record, which had made him something of the dardihthe middle-class congregation at St

*57D.C. Smith, Lang, John Marshall, (1834-19@9ford Dictionary of National Biographyxford
University Press, 2004 online edition.

%8 A, Wilkinson, Lang, Cosmo Gordon (1864-1946xford Dictionary of National BiographyDxford
University Press, 2004 online edition.

493.J. Brown, The Social Ideal of the Church of awt in the 1930s’ in A.R. Morton (ed(od’s Will in a
Time of Crisis: The Baillie Commission in the Chuof Scotland,(Edinburgh, 1994) p 24.
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Cuthbert’s, in Edinburgh’s West End, had beenisgrfor some years as minister of Govan
Parish Church. The deprivation he encountered ttheeply affected his thinking. He turned
to the Celtic tradition for a new direction for tl@hurch of Scotland. In a speech to a
symposium entitled “Scotland in search of her ybhé&outlined the direction of his thought:

Merely to sketch the trend and purpose of the garitadition is to reveal the distance
that almost unconsciously we have moved in thegys &tam the ground where once
we stood. For reasons that would take a book torapass we have, in recent decades,
been engaged in that manoeuvre which in every otleefare spells almost certain
defeat — changing position at the dictates of omstance, without consciously
choosing our next alignment. Had the Church of I&adt resolutely maintained her
Puritan tradition she might have had a great pwptws perform today; had she
alternately planned her line of movement more dealis she might have performed an

even greater. Her deepest distresses are due factitbat she has done neitAgt.

For MacLeod the answer was to return to the prestiof the ancient Columban Celtic
Church which he argued was the intention of Knoa @re original reformers. In essence, as
Ron Ferguson points out, reintroducing Catholiccpicas into the Kirk on the grounds that
they were actually Celtic and thus Protestant.ds Wnagnificent, sweeping, polemic, bound
to infuriate. And it did.*** It would also lead to accusations of ‘romanisatitvat would
follow him for the rest of his lif®% The analysis may have been on rather dubiousrtuat
ground but this return to the Celtic appealed ® ribmantic in MacLeod. There was also a
practical side. The 1930s were a battle of idb&sxism, fascism, capitalism all within the
economic turmoil of that decade. For MacLeod therCh was not living out the Gospel in a
way that appealed to ordinary people. Issues liiemployment and poverty were issues for
the Church. While there is not the space here tingodetail of the founding of the lona
Community in 1938 it is interesting to note thatddaod did secure White’s support for the

40 George MacLeod in R. Fergusd@®eorge MaclLeod: Founder of the lona Commu(@yllins, London,
1991) p 121.

51 R. FergusonGeorge MacLeod: Founder of the lona Commurpiy22.

62 The author’s late wife, Sharron Ritchie, workedteshead joiner on the construction of the intsriaf the
Macleod Centre on lona. She related the storyahahe day of the centre’s official opening in 19B8re were
a number of Protestant demonstrators outside onl hatuding Pastor Jack Glass. The imprecatiorisge
hurled by megaphone were rather indistinctly hdgrthe participants in the centre but one was eontist
repeated. Looking at the, by this time rather f@lorge MacLeod, my wife turned to one of her aglees and
asked ‘Why is he saying George MacLeod is a wonea®id he reply was ‘No Sharron, he’s saying George
MacLeod is a Romaniser.’
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project and that MacLeod had also been and an gastic supporter of White’s Church
extension campaign. The two men, however, were fieamlamentally different strands of
the Church and the ethos of lona was in some wagsahtithesis of White’s idea of the
Christian commonwealth.

Apart from MaclLeod there were others who wereiriégg to make their mark on the
Church in this period and would have profound iefloe in the future. Perhaps the most
significant of these was the Baillie brothers. J@uaillie (1886-1960) and Donald Baillie
(1887-1954). These two were ‘the leading Scottisologians of the mid-twentieth century
whose significance extended far beyond their natentry.*®® Sons of a Free Church
minister in Gairloch their early careers had folkmha similar path. Both studied philosophy
at Edinburgh University and later trained for thenistry at New College and becoming
assistant ministers in Edinburgh. After the warirth@aths diverged, John pursuing a
distinguished academic career in the United States Canada where he had been closely
involved in the ecumenical movement while Donalthaeed in the ministry in Scotland
until 1934, as result of his rising reputation ascholar, he took up the Chair of Systematic
Theology at St Mary’s College, St Andrews. In tlzeng year john returned to Scotland to
become the Chair of Divinity at Edinburgh. Havingehb out of the country for nearly fifteen
years John Balillie had little connection with th@ugch’'s policies. ‘Although no social
radical, he had been extremely unhappy with thesexatism of the of the Church’s social
teachings...and had felt a need “to turn to Clamstsocialism to offset the emphasis on
quietism.”*®*

The social attitudes of the Balillie brothersdhaeen formed by the increasing social

concerns of late nineteenth and early twentietiurgnAs A.C. Cheyne has illustrated:

‘A concern for social justice lay very near to tbere of his understanding of the
Christian faith.” With these words (to be found time biographical essay which he
prefixed to Donald’s posthumously publish€de Theology of the Sacramendehn

introduced the most explicit account anywhere awddl of his brother’s attitude to
social questions, He continued as follows: ‘He waalous not only for religious but
for political and especially economic freedom; peal also for equality, not in a

doctrinaire understanding of it but in the senseh&f removal of many unjustified

4%3D.S. Fergusson (ed@hrist, Church and Society: Essays on John Badlfid Donald Baillie(T. & T. Clark,
1993) p vii.
4643.J. Brown, The Social Ideal of the Church of Sawt, p27.
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inequalities with which he felt our society to hdween traditionally burdened. He was
thus inclined rather strongly to the left in hidippcal convictions...’

...there is little doubt that the biographer shahedview he was describifif

These were attitudes that had been largely gemesi the Church of Scotland since the war
but by the late 1930s, with war looming, the Chugtadually rediscovered its social
conscience. The Balillies epitomised the new, ohg@s more accurately, rediscovered social
thinking in the Church. The rising reputation ohddBaillie led to his appointment in May
1940 as the convenor of the Church’s special Cosiomsfor the Interpretation of God’s
Will in the Present Crisis. While strictly speakitige ‘Baillie Commission’ itself lies outside
the scope and timeframe of this thesis it is us&fuimake some comment on it here to
illustrate the change that was beginning to stirthe General Assembly of 1936. The
Commission undertook to examine a wide range afeisut the following quotation from
its 1942 report demonstrates how far progressiver€bhthinking had changed from White’s

conservative Christian commonwealth.

Christians have often failed to distinguish adeelyatoetween the religious and
political spheres, and have thus misled the Chumtln making pronouncements on
guestions which it only imperfectly understood. Bw hold it as certain that the
greater harm has come about through the opposite -erthrough the indifference of
Christians to the maladjustments of that civil omig of society in which they like

others have a part, and the consequent failur@eofChurch to bring its own light to
bear upon the problems so created. If it were mehalt Christians were so exclusively
absorbed in heavenly things as to be indifferenthto earthly ills of themselves and
their neighbours, that alone would spell a seritaisification of the true Christian

temper; but it is to be feared that many of us npilead guilty to the even more
damaging charge of complacently accepting the amenand availing ourselves of the
privileges of a social order which happened to roffeese things to ourselves while
denying them to others...We long for a revival piritual religion, but there are many

who suspect the spirituality to which we call thefnmaking too ready a compliance

%5 A.C. Cheyne, The Baillies’ Churchmanship in D.Ergusson (ed§hrist, Church and Society: essays on
John Baillie and Donald Baillig(T. & T. Clark, Edinburgh, 1993) pp180-181.
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with a social order that for them means only hungkm conditions, unemployment,

or sweated laboutf®

It was a far cry from the General Assembly of 192&t had given Baldwin so rapturous a
welcome after the General Strike. In this repastS. J. Brown has argued ‘the Commission
...decisively reversed the positions held by Whitel the older leadership that the Church
should not speak out on economic and politicaldssand that it should support a racial
nationalism... it was the duty of the Church t@mf itself on political and social issues...The
Church must also set itself against racism andraecitionalism, as contrary to the Christian
ideal of world brotherhood®’ In 1936 the Baillie commission was still in theufte but even
some of the ‘old guard’ were beginning to tone ddiva stridency of the previous year and
recognise that there were other voices within ther€h and that these were beginning to
guestion the orthodoxies of the 1920s and earl{p493

In 1936 the Reverend Maclagan, by now Convendn@Church Interests Committee and a
veteran of the anti-Irish campaign almost fromirseption, made, what was for him, a
conciliatory speech in which he conceded that tomRittee’s functions should be amended
from what was originally conceived and that it miglerform a useful role in preserving the

unity of their own church:

In their own Church they had parties leaning to sitee and parties leaning to the
other.... It seemed to him if the Assembly had a Cdbaes where both schools of
thought could be represented, where both aspedhedfuth could be presented to the
Assembly it might with official sanction of the A=mbly, present a unified policy
acceptable to the whole Church. The primary inteanthowever, was to maintain their
Catholic inheritance and their Protestant inhedéahe policy of the Committee was
largely a positive constructive one. He did notpage the Assembly would like the
Committee to enter into acrimonious discussionshwieople of other religious

beliefs#6®

MacLagan supposed rightly. The responsibilitydonsideration of the 1918 Education Act
was transferred to the Education Committee ancag alear that in the intervening period a

%6 A C. Cheyne, The Baillies’ Churchmanship ,pp 185-1
%673.J. Brown, The Social Ideal of the Church of Sawt, p27.
468 NRS, CH1/21/7, Church Interests Debate, Ma{ 2836.
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considerable change of heart had come over matheirChurch, not necessarily Maclagan
himself but he was still able to state that ‘negfidns were going on for an amicable
settlement of what was really a very difficult siton...he thought that Assembly would
agree that it would be infinitely be better and iap for the Church and for the purposes of
education that a spirit of amity and agreement khbe developed and furtheré§® From
whence had come all this amity and cooperationThdps the clue can be found in the
closing words of MacLagan’s speech: ‘He thoughwadts for the good of the Christendom
that they, as successors of those who laid thedfation of that great Church, should do what
they could to keep the foundations strong and &pkéaeir fair name cleafi’” It was not to
the satisfaction of all of course: the Reverend abfatwas of the opinion that the previous
year’s report had been heroic but the Committee @@ lapsed but he was now in the
minority. It is quite possible that the events685-1936, described in the following chapter,
had brought about a serious change of heart. Témofiracial superiority and robust defence
of the Church Reformed were designed to bring lhekfback to the Church, not bring stone-
throwing mobs into the Edinburgh suburbs. The cqusaces of their own actions had been
brought home to them. Despite the fact that thertagk disturbances were largely sound and
fury they had had the potential to have been cenaldy worse. Oddly enough in the very
last Church Interest Committee minutes at the mgetf 18" November 1936 there was a
brief ‘mention of an article in the Madrid clericggewspaper ‘Debati’ which gave an account

471
5

of the recent ‘anti-Romanist troubles in EdinburgB” July 193 which in some ways is

a fitting epitaph.

V Conclusion
By 1937 the Church Interests Committee was &¥ely killed off and its functions, such

as they were by that point, subsumed into the Ghancl Nation Committee. It did not mean
that that was entirely the end of calls for thetrieigon of Irish immigration, even a bitter
leader in theScotsmarof May 2" 1939 called for it although that was more to dthwiish
neutrality and resistance to conscription thanl@ngtthe Church had had to say on the issue.
The Committee itself faded away and would no longeuble the deliberations of the
General Assembly. This, however, does not detramtn fits importance. It began, as

described at the beginning of this chapter, a®tleeseer and defender of the Protestant faith

“9NRS, CH1/21/7 ,Church Interests Debate, May 2966
479 pid
*INRS, CH1/5/187.
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from all enemies, foreign and domestic, a Commitie&irk Security indeed. It may be
asked why it is necessary to give a detailed arsabfdts activities when its’ influence in the
end was so minimal. The answer lies not so maathiat the Committee says about itself as
what it says about the Church at the time and &edtin general.

Firstly, it has been asserted by Callum Browat thwas merely going through the motions
in order to keep its congregations hafffyTom Gallagher has argued that ‘the protagonists
were a small but vocal minority of ministers whaltelarger element of the faithful behind
them. Most ministers were probably careful to keapof the firing line and preferred not to
get involved*”*and Steve Bruce has suggested with specific mferéo the 1923lenace
report that ‘It is obvious from the actions of @hurch of Scotland ministers in positions of
power...that the overt racialism of the authors @& Menacewas restricted to only a small
group, and more than that, a small group confimedertain parts of Scotlan* On the

other hand S. J. Brown has made the point that:

The campaign represented a new departure for SltoRresbyterianism. It was
concerned not with converting Catholics to Protasten, but rather with isolating,
marginalising and even driving out of the countnyeshnic minority that was viewed as
belonging to an alien and ‘inferior’ race, and waigsesence was blamed for many of

the social and economic problems afflicting Scatldn

There are elements in each of these argumentscéimabe considered by a study of the
Church Interests Committee.

The rationale behind the Committeaswhat a special body was required to defend
Protestantism and that a subcommittee of ChurchNaimn was insufficient. This implies
one of two things, either the Church and Nation @uttee had tired of the whole campaign
and its members wanted to transfer the whole isseeto the enthusiasts, or that it was felt
that Protestantism was genuinely under threat ardkdicated body was necessary to
examine its defences. On balance, consideringettent re-unification of the Church and the
immense prestige of John White at the time, théerdais probably the more likely

explanation. Protestantism re-united needed a cioermmwt only to define what it was for

472 C.G. Brown,The Social History of Religion in Scotland sinc&8@,{Methuen, London, 1987) p238.
73 C. Brown,The Social History of Religion in Scotlan,40.

4743, BruceNo Pope of Rome: Anti-Catholicism in Modern Scatla¢Mainstream. Edinburgh, 1985).
4753, J. Brown, Outside the Covengm1.
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but what it was against. What was the re-unitedr€lis place in Scotland and who or what
were its foes?

The Committee’s questionnaire attempted to anghese questions. While it was not, as
pointed out above, in any way comparable to assiei account of Scotland, it is still
possible to glean a little about the prevailingtadies, and in the absence of any comparable
study for the period it makes the examination o tBommittee’s work a worthwhile
exercise. In fact the questionnaire does go sonyetevanswering the crucial question of how
far was the anti-lIrish/Roman obsession shared &éydkt of the Church. The answer is not as
far as that Committee thought, or perhaps hopet,also extended further than Bruce,
Callum Brown or Gallagher have argued. It doesapgtear that ministers thought that they
were in a day-to- day battle with Rome or it wounlst have taken more than a third of them
over a year to bother to reply to the Committee gl from areas in which the Committee
thought the problem would be at its most acute ti@nother hand there is no escaping the
fact that the 1918 Education Act rankled with thergy, but that did not mean there was an
overwhelming desire to abolish it so much as torainie It was the perceived unfairness of
the financial privileges accorded to the Roman @GlathChurch mixed with a little, not
unnatural, envy that they had not negotiated alaindeal for themselves when they had the
chance that caused the ill-feeling. This does neamthat the Church Interests Committee
members were considered fanatical zealots by dantieEd number of the ministers. As far as
it is possible to judge from the reports of the ateb, the contributions were generally well
received and overwhelmingly supported. Gallaghey mall have a point that many were
opting for the quiet life but if so what does tisaty about the Kirk at the time. Hutchinson
Cockburn had denounced the ‘slackness of mind wiscltalled tolerance’ as ‘sheer
intellectual laziness and moral cowardice.” Apaani the positively Orwellian tone of the
phrase he did have a point, although not in theesétmat he would have understood it. If the
majority, or even a substantial minority, were ogtto keep below the parapet then tolerating
the Committee’s intolerance was indeed ‘sheerlgtelal laziness and moral cowardice.’ It
must have occurred to more than Cromarty Smithiokie that the Committee reports were
intellectually weak and were attempts to retrosgelt justify a prejudice as a hypothesis.
Yet it took a minister who, by his own admissiord ispent forty-seven years ministering in
parishes with a large Roman Catholic presenceatalsup in the General Assembly to point
this out.

In one other respect the Church Interests Citieenis an invaluable source of material, if

only by interpretation. There was the constant leasjs on the alleged disadvantage of
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Scottish, and in this case, Protestant labourelation to Irish, in this case Roman Catholic,
labour. The fact that the Committee specificallgdishe religious definition rather than the
racial is of particular importance. This was nodgenthe racial campaign of the 1920s, this
was an unashamed appeal for preferential treatoretiie grounds of religious affiliation. It
was indeed still anti-Irish but there was lessrobsert attempt to separate the terms Irish and
Catholic. The constant reiteration of the issueliespthat the Committee did not consider
Scottish employers were doing enough to proteattdatant’ labour whereas to a Catholic
audience hearing such appeals from the Churchatfé®d it would be natural to assume that
these appeals were being heeded and acted upowhith case every unsuccessful
application for a job, on both sides, could be gaMvn to religious prejudice. Viewed from
the outside the statements of the Committee cadl Very much like institutional bigotry,
viewed from the Committee’s perspective it was phetection of indigenous labour from
unfair competition. In the end it was a combinatairthe sheer intellectual paucity of their
case, more important developments in Europe, tihgeimce a younger and more questioning
element in the Church and, crucially, the actuddligumanifestation of sectarian strife on the
streets put paid to the Church campaign as well@€ommittee.
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Chapter Seven

Sectarianism in Suburbia: The John Cormack Phenomenon

‘I might be bored in Parliament,’ he reflected, tbushould love the rough and
tumble of an election. | only once took part in oaed | discovered surprising
gifts as a demagogue and made a speech in ous tiivn that is still talked
about. The chief row was about Irish Home Rule, btiebught I'd better have a
whack at the Pope. Has it ever struck you Dickt #talesiastical language has a
most sinister sound? | knew some of the words,gthawt their meaning, but |
knew that my audience would be just as ignorant.| 3md a magnificent
peroration, “Will you men of Kilclavers,” | askedendure to see a chasuble set
up in your market-place? Will you have your daughtsold into simony? Will
you have celibacy practised in the public street&2d, | had them all on their
feet bellowing “Never!”

John Buchahe Three Hostagel924*"®

Morningside Road circa 1930

478 3. Buchan,The Three HostageéStratus, Thirsk, 2001), p56
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| Introduction

This chapter deals exclusively with &wents in Edinburgh during the summer of 1935. It
may be questioned why the occurrences of a few Imsoot one year in the capital should
merit a separate chapter in a study of Church aate &nd the anti-Irish campaign. John
Cormack (1894-1978) and his Protestant Action Spd¢iad no affiliation with the Church of
Scotland and, by and large, PAS activities wereatled against any and all Catholics of
whatever nationality, not only the Irish. There ne evidence that Cormack had any
encouragement in his anti-Catholic meetings andotstnations from any official Church of
Scotland body. However, the activities Protestactioh on the streets have had a profound
effect on the understanding of sectarianism inl&ndtand may, in their own way have been
responsible for the demise of the Church campaidie actual disturbances have been
variously described by Tom Devine as ‘the mostenoblanti-Catholic riots seen in Scotland
this century,*”” and by Michael Rosie as ‘one rowdy demonstratioithe leafy suburb of
Morningside.*”® Whichever interpretation is preferred it is certgithe case that a whole
mythology surrounding the period has grown up icceeding years. Possibly this is because
the sectarian disturbances took place in Edinbugthnoted, then or now, as a hotbed of
religious tribalism, and that the most serious cedk of violence occurred in Morningside,
the epitome of suburban respectability.

However, it will be argued here that imwf what has been written about the Edinburgh
‘riots’ has been coloured by one account in paliguthat of Tom Gallaghét® and that
account itself was heavily influenced by the pressorts of the time and the reaction of
Archbishop MacDonald in the immediate aftermattwilt also be argued that it is time to re-
examine the evidence concerning the activitiesobinJCormack and the Protestant Action
Society from the standpoint of those who had td dath him and his supporters, the legal,
civil and police authorities. It is a feature oketktudy of Protestant- Catholic relations in
Scotland that, in the words of Aldous Huxley, ‘anexciting truth may be eclipsed by a
thrilling lie’. The bureaucrat, the magistrate @hd policeman do not usually have much of a
‘heroic’ function in this kind of history other thao provide authority figures whose purpose
is to do down one side or the other. It is notndid here to ascribe a heroic function to any

of the actors in these events but to intrude arxcitieg truth into some of the more thrilling

77T M. Devine, The Herald July 18" 1998.

“’® M. Rosie, Protestant Action and the Edinburgkhrishlin M. Mitchell (ed.), New Perspectives on the Irish in
Scotland, (John Donald, Edinburgh, 2008). p 148.

¥ T, GallagherEdinburgh Divided: John Cormack and No Popery ia 1930s, Rolygon, Edinburgh, 1987).
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‘exaggerations.’ For this reason there will be idesable attention paid to the course of the
disorders and to piece together as accurately ssilpe what actually happened and how
Cormack was privately viewed by the Scottish Offitee City Council and the police.
Communist Party member Fred Douglas produced a pletp 1937 entitled’ he Protestant
Movement X-Rayeth which he accused the authorities of allowingtaéan strife to
‘prosper by police licence’ and that the Edinbur@buncil were complicit in allowing
Cormack to proceed with his activities as a welcaliwersion from working class solidarity:
‘the responsibility of our reactionary civic heafds tolerance and encouragement towards
religious strife is a heavy oné® The accusation was an unjust one, though perhaps
understandable given the author’s political persumagdut it is of a piece with much that has
been written about the period. What it is intenttetle shown here is not that there were two
sides to this particular controversy, but a thing @s well and that that ‘third side’ has been
ignored to the detriment of our understanding efyilbriod.

At this point, as much of what follows takes sors&ue with the analysis, it is well to set
out the Gallagher thesis. It should be said ataimset thatEdinburgh Dividedis still the
most authoritative account of the period and tlem@ering work but as Michael Rosie points
out ‘all pioneers ...need to be followed by otherinfy in gaps and redrawing the
contours.*®! Indeed Rosie’s chapter iNew Perspectives on the Irish in Scotlagoes a
considerable distance in doing just that. Neveessl it is to the Gallagher account that
scholars must turn first for an understanding ofivhe describes as the ‘Hot Summer of
1935'.%®2  There are three main contentions in Gallagherislysis of the Cormack
phenomenon firstly that: ‘He ( Cormack) was a vdatalyst who demonstrated that even in
the absence of deep and readily understood diwsegity or community can almost be torn
apart by the sudden emergence of a charismatigithdil who can move people to deeds
which they would not normally contemplafé®*secondly that after the Morningside ‘riot’:
‘Isolated and almost friendless, with Protestactign dominating the streets, Cormack’s
threat to Edinburgh Catholics seemed only too asathe “hot summer” of 1935 drew to a
close;***finally, and most contentiously: ‘The fact that major Edinburgh institution such
as the Kirk, the police, or the press took a mgjand against Cormack or consistently sought

to deflect public opinion away from him is somethielse that causes apprehension even at a

“80 Fred DouglasThe Protestant Movement X Ray#te Edinburgh Communist Party, 1937 in T. Géikrg
Edinburgh Divided pp103-102.

“81 M Rosie, Protestant Action and the Edinburgh ishirp148.
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distance of fifty years?® Taking all three of these points together itasyeto come away
with the impression that Edinburgh in 1935 wasdubg a street demagogue with an angry
citizenry at his back, where a persecuted Cathwiicority fearfully awaited the pogrom
while a complacent, if not complicit, establishméostked the other way. While there is an
element of truth in this analysis it will be a majonction of this chapter to show that there is
also considerable evidence to the contrary. Ibrsceivable that the actions of the Protestant
Action Society on the streets of Edinburgh may linaave brought home to the Scottish
establishment the reality of sectarianism in Ssbtsociety. It may well have contributed to
ending the Church of Scotland’s obsessive campaigngrish immigration and the 1918
Education Act. These may have been beneficial tesaf the law of unintended
consequences. However, the fact remains that theritgaresponse to John Cormack was
one of appalled contempt and there is little oren@ence that he received any official or
unofficial encouragement for his activities.

To be fair to Gallagher this subject is one in Whitis sometimes difficult for Scottish
historians to be completely detached. As he reaalgits in his preface ‘I grew up a
Catholic in a working class area of Glasgow, whicdme readers may consider a double
disqualification for writing such a book about Holimgh.”® Certainly he does a good job of
academic detachment but there is, in his methogologrtain critical gaps that affect the
overall thesis. The scholarship is in many waysigdsbreaking and his use of oral history,
particularly with past members of the ProtestantigkcSociety, is invaluable but it may be
that it is the very use of oral history that adetysaffects the analysis. His interviews are,
rightly enough, with PAS members, Edinburgh Catteoknd old labour stalwarts like Jack
Kane but he nowhere seems to have thought it n@gess even desirable to interview
former Moderate Councillors, any surviving membefsthe civil service or indeed any
policemen. Equally, in the use of the documentaridence, his account of the street
disturbances is largely dependent on press accaoums there is a considerable body of
evidence in the official file (NRS HH1/777) whiclordradicts some of the more lurid
reporting of the time. Finally, and perhaps mostteaversially, he appears to be more
impressed with the version of events given by Arsihp MacDonald than those of
contemporary commentators to the extent of inclydime Archbishop’s statement to the
press as a separate appendix to his book. It isfrmdurse Gallagher’s fault that his account
has been taken at face value by some scholarg miremarkable that comparatively few

8% |bid p187
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have sought to re-examine the primary sources. Vitlilmws here is an attempt to re-

evaluate those sources.

Il Edinburgh in 1935

In order to understand John Cormack and hiseBt@ant Action Society it is necessary to
understand Edinburgh. A feature of Edinburgh of1B80s as compared with the present day
is that there was still a large working class lgzend working in the city centre. Since World
War Il much of this community has been relocatethidasing schemes, largely built on the
periphery. This was a process begun in the 1930ssghemes built in areas like Stenhouse
in the west, which was as far as the tram wouldagdhe time. As many of the city’s
inhabitants moved out, only the very poorest reedibehind in the slums of the old town
and a disproportionate number of these were theetidants of Irish Catholic immigrants. As

Gallagher points out:

The community was overwhelmingly working class. dncity where strong social
distinctions existed, not only between the lessl-a#land the rich, but within the
working class and the different gradations makipgtlue middle and upper classes,
they were predominantly unskilled labourers....Thougdatively small in total
numbers, Catholics were not scattered throughaeitctty but located in streets and
lanes running off the High Street and the Canongdieey were tightly packed in
tenements or lodging houses in Blackfriars Str8etMary’s Street, the Grassmarket
and the Cowgate...There were four main Catholic pass stretching from St
Cuthbert’s in Slateford through to the Sacred Hearthe Lawnmarket...then St
Patrick’s in the Cowgate...down to St Mary, Starhs Sea, in LeitA®’

What was left of the medieval old town had beenverted into overcrowded tenements and
lodging houses. There had been efforts at slunrariea in the nineteenth century, with the
creation of Cockburn, Jeffrey and notably Chamieneets, but even in the 1930s the
provision of new social housing was a desperatéby sprocess. The Irish immigrant
community, being later arrivals, found themsehassjn so many other instances, at the back
of this particular queue.

Another factor to bear in mind is that Edinbungas dull. Even though Edinburgh, in

comparison to other cities in Scotland, was ndiadly affected by the depression, there was

8T GallagherEdinburgh Dividedpp35-6.
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still significant unemployment in certain areas anslizeable proportion of its population in
enforced idleness. The opportunities for diversioidinburgh in the 1930s, where not only
was the cinema forbidden on a Sunday but citizeasldvnot so much as hang out their
laundry on that day, were severely limited. In thesy Cormackwas public entertainment in
Edinburgh. This is not to say that Protestant Actieas simply an extreme form of street
theatre, but it is well to remember that largetises of the crowds that Cormack brought
onto the streets, or attended his meetings in #felJand Oddfellows’ Halls, were composed
of the curious and thrill seeking, as well as tioeible making. However, in a drab dull city,
in a drab dull time he represented excitement &edpiossibility of something out of the
ordinary. It is interesting to note that a larget®a of Cormack’s admirers were female; this
IS not perhaps a comment on his sex appeal, bug that he provided an outlet for a section
of society whose options were, certainly for wogkitiass women, severely limited.

If in 1935 the Catholic community in Edinburdgdrmed a disproportionate number of
those on the lowest economic rung, living in sorh¢he poorest housing conditions in the
city, it did not mean that they were regarded #sr@at either by the Edinburgh bourgeoisie
or their working class neighbours. Inter-marriagaynhave been frowned upon, but it was
frowned upon by both sides. Edinburgh never hadamggculture to the same extent as
Glasgow, but that does not mean that territorigppdies did not break out or that brawls were
unheard of, but at the beginning of the year it Mchave been difficult to find anyone in
Edinburgh who seriously believed that major civgtdrbance was about to break out in the
streets. This is not to say that the events canieofoa clear blue sky. Cormack since his
election to the City Council had been making gmay with his accusations that the Council
had a policy that favoured the employment of Ro@atholics.

The mere fact that the Council found itself ingvto officially deny some of Cormack’s
wilder allegations gives some idea of the effeett this propaganda was having in 1935,
especially as it was aimed at the poorer sectibrs®adety and their main concerns, namely
employment and housing. Still at this stage theas wstill no inkling of the trouble to come.
However, on 4th March the Catholic Church announdeat it would be holding a
Eucharistic Congress in Edinburgh, the first sittmeReformation.

It was doubtful at the time, that one in ten Priatets in Scotland knew what a Eucharistic
Congress was. Catholic ceremonies had been takame pn Edinburgh and throughout
Scotland with little or no public comment. In fabe only indications of disapproval came
from the Reformation Society on March™@t their annual meeting the Chairman, the Rev.

Dr Alexander Stewart, put the society’s view that:
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A few days ago it was stated in the press thatas proposed to hold a
Eucharistic Congress in the city on some future.dahis proposal might be only
in the nature of a bluff or as a feeler to gauge haction of the people of
Scotland to such an undertaking. If the necessattyoaty were granted for such
a ceremony, would there not be grave danger cbsegpublic disorder, as it was
not likely that the people of Edinburgh, the cityJohn Knox, would tolerate a
spectacle so repugnant to the deepest convicticalstoue Protestant§®®

All this was in the future. The really unique thirabout the year 1935 was the
concatenation of circumstances that allowed Cormthek opportunity to get Protestant
Action out of the meeting hall and onto the strddte immediate cause of disorder came
with the decision to grant a civic reception to @&tholic Young Men’s Society which was
holding its annual conference in the city. As Ggltlar points out: ‘It was not unusual for
civic authorities to honour or acknowledge religicarganisations in this way, even if they
were controversial...In 1933, the Edinburgh counad Inonoured another Catholic gathering
in similar fashion.*®® By now Cormack, boosted by the success of Prategtation in
winning a council by election in central Leith o 2nd and joined on the council by his
colleague James Marr, felt he was in a positiote$d his powers. At a meeting at the Usher
Hall on April 17" attended by 3000 people the following resoluti@s\wassed:

This great meeting of Protestants...respectfully estm the authorities
concerned that they take steps to cancel the cedeption which has been
granted to the Catholic Young Men'’s Society.

We ask this on two grounds — firstly this body @ople are disloyal to our
Protestant King and Queen; secondly, this body ebpfe have proved
themselves to be a danger wherever they have extéhe ordinary advantages
of a British citizen.

In view of the aforementioned facts there is evpogsibility that if this
reception is carried through, serious disorder ma&g place, causing danger to
life and limb of our Protestant citizens, combinveith damage to property. We,
as Protestants, do not wish this to happen butrtieless we are determined

88 The ScotsmanMarch 2" 1935, p9.
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despite the cost, to keep this city Protestantingamothing to do with Popery or

papists’®

This was a direct challenge to the city authoriteesl sailing perilously close to an
incitement to violence. It was not the sort of laage the city was used to and prompted
condemnation from both the Lord Provost Sir W. Bomfison and the voice of the Edinburgh

establishment, th8cotsman

My reply — as Lord Provost of the City — is thistf -Councillor Cormack or
any of his adherents or followers causes, or seeksuse, any disturbance on
this occasion the whole powers at the disposai@futhorities will be utilised to
quell the trouble and to bring to justice all thegso take any part whatever in it,
directly or indirectly. After having arrived at dsions by constitutional means
the authorities will not be intimidated by any setof the community which

may set out to break law and destroy oftfer

On the same day th&cotsmarpublished a leader which took Cormack and Pratésta
Action in general severely to task. It is a longcke but it is worth quoting extensively from
it as it goes to the heart of the argument thaptiess made no major stand against Cormack.
Essentially theScotsmanpointed out that civic receptions, for groups Ihadd national
conferences in the city, were a normal civic caytao matter what creed or religion they
represented and expressed its resentment thastmté\ction should see fit to challenge the
Lord Provost’'s committee. It saved it harshesiaisins for Cormack himself although he is

not mentioned by name in the article:

...the Protestant Action Society has unfortunatelypted its protest with
something in the nature of an incitement to viokenkt a recent meeting at the
Usher Hall...speeches were delivered and resolujpassed which were to say
the least deplorable. One of the resolutions drtieough stated that if the
reception was carried through ‘serious disorderhintgke place causing danger
to life and limb...This was bad enough but the statets) attributed to one of the
speakers were worse. He is reported to have saidtlte time had come’ that it

499 The ScotsmanApril 26th 1935, p9.
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was ‘one thing or the other — Protestantism or Bo@and that he was afraid to
think ‘of what was going to be’ on April 37 Later warming to his subject, he
exclaimed — ‘We will have to fight this. There miag bloodshed. Are you afraid
of it?” And there was we are told an answering afyNoes'. Finally, if he is
reported correctly he declared that Edinburgh whichnis lifetime had never
known ‘a real smash up’ was going to know it if ttiéic reception went on.

Upon this heated atmosphere the Lord Provost noeremwith a cooling
reminder of the consequences of fomenting disordelis.words are a warning
to which all good citizens will take heed and wedaohat in this we may include
the leaders, followers and adherents of the Pantegiction Society. The general
public who are not interested directly in the qabkshould, in their own interests,
keep aloof from the scene of the threatened troaibtewe would earnestly enjoin
upon all partisans whether of the Protestant oh@tcamp to do the same. The
sectarian spirit is a heady thing and some peagdensto have lost their moral
and mental balance over this subject...Every honesided British citizen
deplores Jew baiting in Nazi Germany, we want nitingaof Roman Catholics
here....There is enough ill will in the world, andeevn our own country without

adding the fires of religious fanaticism t&t.

Cormack himself knew precisely who the paper wasrag at and wrote to the editor the
following day attempting blame any resulting viadenfrom his protests on the Catholic
Church, As can be seen by the editor's addenduthedetter it was not an argument that

received much sympathy.

Sir Your leader in to-days issue practically platks onus on myself for
inciting to disorder. If my language gave that iegsion, | had reason for it, the
said reason being an article in the Catholic Tiofe&pril 12. The article refers to
a motion put forward to the Town Council by mysatfd Councillor Marr and
states — The disgusting intolerance of the motiooukl ensure its rejection but
we are becoming tired of these tyrannous attacksuorbrethren in Scotland and
we remind all concerned that they are trying tatstagame at which two can
play, and that once started will end in civil controp such as rent and

92 The ScotsmanApril 26th 1935, p8.
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dishonoured Liverpool to such a degree that a Rlypliry had to be held. We
do not intend to take such treatment lying down.

Incitement to violence is contained in the abovee We only going to be
prepared.

(We read Mr Cormack’s letter as implying that hel &is party will not seek
trouble or begin it. In that case he will, we pmesurecall the advice which he
gave in the Usher Hall recently when he was repottehave asked ‘all those
who were present and those they represented tatgahe streets on Saturday
week even if nothing but to cry No Popery. Theylddaave the other part of the
business’, Mr Cormack added suggestively, ‘to theng people.’ Editoff*

The Scotsmarwas to be disappointed in one of its earnest ishat the good people of
Edinburgh would ‘keep aloof from the scene of tkeaad trouble.’” Indeed their own reports
and those in other sections of the press, as wdhea Lord Provost's statement, practically
guaranteed that a sizeable crowd would turn out tfe occasion. Giving so much
prominence to Cormack was free publicity, and thespect of tumult on the High Street to
be witnessed for free on a Saturday night provessistible to many of the citizenry. In the
event a large crowd assembled outside the City ®kesnon the evening of Saturday"27
April. At this point it is useful to examine diffences in the press reports. Gallagher states
that the Lord Provost’s intention to take stern saeas was no bluff: ‘Not only was all police
leave cancelled and the special constabulary nsebiji but a detachment of Gordon
Highlanders, stationed at Edinburgh Castle, wasgalan readiness and the mobile section of
the Royal Army Service Corps at Leith Fort was atsabilised.” (For the information on the

$494

mobilisation of troops the citation is th&rotestant Time¥ ™" He then goes on to cite the

EdinburghEvening News

At seven o’clock the High Street presented an angagcene...the High Street
entrance...was guarded by policemen standing shotddgmnoulder. In the High
Street, the crowds at either end were held backnbynted men and a large
number of foot police, and the streets were clasegedestrians except those

attending the function ...

9 The ScotsmanApril 27" 1935, p17.
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A large saloon car conveying the Archbishop ...andtlar church dignitary
approached Cockburn Street entrance. The croweduoyward and one young
man jumped on the running board. He was immediagaljled off by
policemen...earlier, the arrival of Councillors Cockaand Marr was greeted
with thunderous cheering. When Councillor Marr catmeugh the crowd, the
noise was such that it frightened several of thresdwof the mounted police, and,
in one case, a policeman had great difficulty intoalling his horse which was

rearing wildly*®

The Scotsmaron the same day published its version of eventg S¢otsmarand the
Evening Newslid not operate in mutually exclusive markets ammhy Edinburgh citizens
took both papers but it is fair to say that Newsappealed to a more popular audience while
the Scotsmanwas very much the voice of the Edinburgh estabimht. The style is
somewhat less breathless and the accounts do ffet significantly about major events but
the tone of the Scotsman report is instructives #lso interesting that it flatly contradicts the
story that troops had been kept in reserve.

Extraordinary street scenes were witnessed in kdgibon Saturday night.
The sectarian spirit and mere curiosity combineditaw large crowds in the
vicinity of the City Chambers where a civic receptito delegates attending the
annual conference of the Catholic Young Men’s Sgcieut thanks to the good
sense of many of the onlookers and the commendableshown by the police
the tension passed without any serious developmerisestants had been openly
urged by the Protestant Action Society to turn outtheir thousands...the
response was sufficient to create difficultieshie tmaintenance of order but the
crowds were so discretely handled that little mtivan congestion and noisy
demonstration occurred... Many of the sympathiseth Wie Protestant “action”
movement had, it is understood come from GlasgoestBnpans, Broxburn and
other districts. Two or three young men were deihiby the police. One is
alleged to have jumped onto the running board ofmin Cockburn Street in

which two or three of the guests proceeding ta¢ezeption were seated...

49 |bid p40
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During the evening a disturbance broke out in tlosv@ate ...for a time the
situation looked serious. Bottles, stones and anmanwere among the weapons
that came into play, but prompt action was takertHgy police and the trouble
blew over quickly.

A rumour was current that troops in the city ha@grbdéeld in readiness but
Chief Constable Ross who was in charge of the pditangement stated there
was no truth whatever in the story. As a matteiaof the police had the situation
well in hand though out the evening. It is many ay dsince Edinburgh
experienced acute sectarian trouble. Chief Constabks, who is retiring shortly,
after 35 years’ service in the city, has never besdled upon to quell any serious

faction fighting in the city®®

The rather extensive quotations from the presslhere give some idea of the different
interpretations that were put upon the disturbaram in 1935 and later. Th®cotsman
seemed determined to play down the event and vaasictly on the side of the police. In
truth it appears that Protestant Action’s first ondpray into the street was more sound and
fury than anything else. Certainly the reportsha military being on standby appear to have
been exaggerated and on balance the Chief Conistatéeement that ‘there was no truth
whatever in the story’ would appear to be accurate.

Archbishop MacDonald himself made light of the wrtence when introducing Bishop
Daniel Mageean of Down and Connor at a meetingpenUsher Hall the following day; ‘the
Chairman said that the members of the city appearbdve endeavoured to give the speaker
the kind of welcome generally associated with Bslfdaughter). They could, however,
assure him that the members who had been so ves/ tlee previous night certainly did not
represent the best class of Edinburgh (applad®eThe Catholic press were a little less
forgiving but even theClydesdale Catholic Heraldconsidered the demonstrators as

unrepresentative of the City.

The Lord Provost of Edinburgh...made it cleamitetter to the press that the
civic forces would be mobilised to check the agiatand prevent personal
injury, and it was clear to the onlooker that thedtér class of citizenry bitterly
resented the proposed anti-Catholic demonstration.

9% The ScotsmanApril 29" 1935, p9.
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But a demonstration of an alarming nature dicetpkace. One Sunday paper
reported that the military stood by in readinessgossible rioting, another that
his Grace Archbishop MacDonald “ran the gauntlBi®. military reinforcements
were marshalled in the background, but the carhichvhis Grace drove to the
City Chambers was heralded by menacing and slangéraoligans and only the
close vigilance and protection of the police endute safe journey, as was the
case with nearly all limousines and taxi cabs ¢agyhe delegates.

The publicity given in advance to proposed “Pstaat” protest brought several
thousand people attracted by curiosity to the itiginf the City Chambers on
Saturday evening and the High Street, Princes (Sane@ the Mound were for
several hours densely crowded. Traffic was disasgahdespite the efforts of
mounted and foot police. Catholic churches anditutgins were guarded by
police and detectives.

For the most part, the taunts and blusteringatisrevere treated with the measure

of attention they deservéd’

Whatever the case, Cormack had not had his reaskmp’ but he had attracted people
onto the streets in numbers, even if the majorigyenno more than the idly curious, and his
movement had been given momentum and it needeédp that momentum going. It is a
feature of all protest groups that they need tgpkieethe public eye to exist. Protestant
Action’s meetings at the various venues arounccityewere packed and many were coming
to hear Cormack on the Mound and in Leith. He alsed the platform of being on the Town
Council to keep himself at the forefront of locaws. Cormack, whatever else he was, was a
superb self-publicist, but to keep up the enthusias his supporters he still needed the
public spectacles. His next opportunity came wlith decision of the Town Council to award
the Freedom of the City to the Maharajah of Patiddin Buchan and the Australian Premier
Joseph Lyons at a ceremony to be held dhJlhe at the Usher Hall.

The conferring of the Freedom of the City on thenpier of a Commonwealth country
would normally have been un-contentious, apart fteenfact that Lyons was a Catholic. The
public honouring of a Catholic was both an anathantha golden opportunity for Cormack.
His initial attempts in the Council to have Lyorame struck off the list on honourees failed.
This gave him the chance to steal the limeligh& atajor public ceremony in the City and

%8 Clydesdale Catholic HeraldMay 5", 1935.
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demonstrate once more his ability to bring crowddhe street within a few weeks of the
High Street demonstration. In the event this ptodé@sounted to very little more than what
the Scotsmardescribed as an ‘unseemly disturbance.” Certaidyn@ck and a few of his
supporters managed to briefly disrupt the procegdwith cries of ‘No Popery’ and ‘Down
with the papes’ swiftly drowned by organ playingwas not a particularly effective protest
and as th&cotsmameported ‘...High Constables or official police wexrker a few minutes
able to conduct all those who had attended simplgrotest out of the hall, and quietness
having been secured, the Lord Provost proceed&d.’

Outside the hall a crowd of about two thousand eyaith to support Cormack although on
this occasion the scenes were somewhat differerihdbd at the City Chambers. As the
Scotsmarreported it contained a large element of farceréwd of about two thousand in
which, it was noted that women largely outhumberezh, had assembled in Lothian road
and kept up a chant of ‘no Popery until, in therds of the journalist, it became
monotonous. Having little else to fill their timénet crowd vented its anger on the

unfortunately dressed:

Ladies dressed in green and even men wearing tpesnwere singled out by
the crowd as objects for “booing”. Nor did peopleomdrew up to the hall in
green cars escape attention. This demonstratidivarfing” had its humorous
side. Stalwarts of the Church of Scotland, who wereecognised by the crowd,
or were mistakenly assumed to be adherents of anddith, were subjected to

“boos”. These ministers merely smiled and passexitire hall..>*

After Cormack had been expelled from the Usher Hhal attempted to address his
followers but was dissuaded by the police and hispsrters contented themselves with
carrying him shoulder high to the West End. It mad been a particularly effective protest
although it undoubtedly severely embarrassed thid Poovost and the city dignitaries who
were unaccustomed to this sort of behaviour. Naress, it kept PAS and Cormack on the
front pages and it was drawing attention outside Eainburgh. There was still the
forthcoming Eucharistic Congress which would giveri@ack his greatest opportunity to

bring his brand of Protestantism out onto the sdreegreater numbers.

49 TheScotsman,June 14 1 935, p9.
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Il The Scottish Office
The protest against Lyons may have been faintlicuidus but behind the scenes
Cormack’s activities were beginning to cause sooreern in official circles. On the 13f
May Sir Godfrey Collins, the Secretary of State 8wotland, was asked a Parliamentary
Question from Dr O’Donovan M.P about the eventthatCity Chambers and whether steps
were being taken to prevent a recurrence. At thistgCollins was reasonably sanguine about

the situation:

Sir Godfrey Collins- | have obtained particularstod meeting held in Edinburgh
on 17" April under the auspices of the Protestant Act®oriety and of the
demonstration held on the evening of"2&pril when a civic reception was
accorded by the Corporation of Edinburgh to thehGlat Young Men’s Society.
| understand that special police precautions wakert on the evening of the™7
April, and that although a few incidents occurredme of which resulted in
arrests being made, there was no serious disorterpolice who are responsible
for the maintenance of law and order, will, | antisfeed, take steps to prevent

any disturbances in futuré®

The publicity given to this reply prompted Cormaokwrite personally to Sir Godfrey. It
is worth quoting in full as it gives an insight anCormack’s mind-set at the time and his
intentions towards the Eucharistic Congress. It tasbe noted that the spelling and

punctuation are idiosyncratic and are reproduced Wwé&hout any amendment.

Letter from Protestant Action f[‘4\/|ay 1935

Dear Sir

The answer which you gave to Dr O’Donovan M.Pth@ House of Commons,
in connection with the recent Protestant Demonstrain Edinburgh, was
reported in the “Daily Express”, | noted it, andsteam to assure You, Sir, that
when, and where the popish Authorities openly pgapa their blasphemous
doctrine, we, the Protestants of Edinburgh willntwut in Protest, despite the
assurance you gave the House to the contrary. Weratestant “Actionists” not

jelly fish. If the papists are allowed to hold acBaristic Congress in June, 30, or

' NRS, HH1/777, Anti Roman Catholic Demonstratiam&dinburgh 1935-1940.
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40 thousand, Protestants will know the reason whyn quoting here-with from
popish Papers, the Universe and the Catholic Heralprove to you the DECEIT
of the popish Authorities here in Scotland. In @ele dated, Cathedral House,
York Place, Edinburgh, May"™ Mgr., McGettigan, writes the Congress, is not to
be, and was never intended to be an internatiomrajress, nor even a national
one.” “The Congress is for the Catholics of Edimgbut | read in the Universe,
dated, May 10, this Special arrangements are being made inistticts of the
East of Scotland, for Catholics to take part in@mngress which is the first of its
kind ever held in the country. Many will want tkéapart in the ceremonies from
Glasgow and the West” Is this for Edinburgh Catt®lbnly? In the light of the
fore-going?

| trust You Sir, will realise, there is somethinfjshy” about the so-called
Congress. We must Demonstrate and Protest.

| remain,

Always a 100% Protestant

John Cormack (Councillot¥?

At least the Scottish Office would not now be dbleay that it was unaware of Cormack’s
intentions. It took the letter seriously enoughatate to the Chief Constable of Edinburgh,
Roderick Ross, for his comments who replied comfilyethat he was certain that he could
‘deal with any situation which may aris&*

Despite this reassurance Collins and his officiedse receiving more representations on
the subject of Cormack. Alfred Denville, theatrigaipresario and Conservative MP for
Newcastle, received the following communicationnfrdames Conan, a journalist on the
Edinburgh Catholic Heraldvhich he duly passed on to the Scottish Officeiragkf any
action could be taken. This correspondence is itapbmas it shows how the Government’'s
position was overtaken by events and there is ecelef a certain amount of complacency in
official circles. Conan’s cutting came from ti#&ening Newsf the 28' May reporting
Cormack’s threat to invade the grounds of Canaare lvehere the Eucharistic Congress was
due to be held.

%92 NRS, HH1/777, Letter from Cormack to Collins, Mb4" 1935.
3 NRS, HH1/777, Letter from the Chief Constable dfrburgh to Sir John Lamb May "151935.
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Dear Mr Denville

| would esteem it a favour if you would read #meclosed cutting. | am afraid
the police here are too lenient with this man whaocausing a lot of trouble
especially in public works etc. You might considiehaving it passed on. It is
really something to be attended to at once. You nayknow me but your son
will when you tell him Conlan of the Catholic Hestakrote you. Of course this is
a private affair and not for the papers | am wgtyou. Of course | will tell the
clergy | wrote you. Go all out with this even iftee Home Office.
Yours sincerely
James Conlaf’

Denville wrote three times to Sir Godfrey Collins 20" 24" and 31 May asking what could
be done. An official reply was drafted but not semtich to the relief of the officials involved

in the light of subsequent events.

You wrote to me on 22inst enclosing letters and cuttings received fifdm
James Conlan 13, Roseneath Street, Edinburgh regastatements made by
Councillor Cormack about the Eucharistic Congresbe held in Edinburgh this
month and about the conferring of the freedom ef@lity of Edinburgh upon the
Australian Premier, and on the 24 inst you sentamgther letter from the same
correspondent enclosing a newspaper cutting comgethe arrest of a man on a
charge of murder.

The subject of possible sectarian disorder imater on which the Chief
Constable has recently been communicated with,hentlas indicated that the
police are in a position to deal adequately andlfirwith any situation that may
arise. The maintenance of law and order in Edinbusg as you are probably
aware, is a matter for the police, subject to tlemegal supervision of the
magistrates...

The enclosures to your letters are herewith rea??

04 NRS, HH1/777 Letter to Mr A Denville M.P. from James Conan, Mfj' 1935,
505 NRS, HH1/777, Hand written draft of reply for Mr Benville M.P not sent.
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Mr Cheale

You will remember that following the receipt of €bville letters)you gave
instructions that the letter prepared in reply ..oudd be held up to see what
happened at the conferring of the freedom of thg @ Mr Lyon, the Australian
Premier.

The freedom was conferred on™0une and since that date the file has been
unfortunately overlooked. | think, however thatview of what happened at the
Eucharistic Congress on the'2iistant it is just as well that we did not write M
Denville as in your draft attached. Before the atavents the CC assured us that
the police were in a position to cope with any afiton which might arise. We
know now that they were unable to prevent disord@nay be that to do so might
have been humanly impossible but the fact remdias the CC was unable to
prevent an outbreak of trouble.

In the circumstances it is for consideration ketwe should ask the CC for a
report on the occurrences and whether a writtefinat reply should go to Mr
Denville. Also whether Mr Denville’s letters regeiia reply at all and whether it

would be expedient to send ot?é.

As the enclosures are still within the file it sasonable to suppose that Mr Denville never
did receive his reply.

For three months Cormack had succeeded imgdilse tensions in the city in the lead up
to the Eucharistic Congress. He had demonstratedHility to bring out the crowds and ugly
scenes had taken place outside Catholic Churchesnvd$ the news topic of the hour in
Edinburgh but, as can be seen from the above qamneence, there was still uncertainty as
to what form his protest would take. Before goingto discuss the events of June 1935 it
should be pointed out that these fall into two safgacategories, the riot itself and the
aftermath. Piecing together the actual events baskzly on the press reports can give a
distorted picture and so the account that followkalso concentrate on the Procurator Fiscal
of Edinburgh’s report to the Lord Advocate of th¥ August. O.ne of the main gaps we
have in the period is the actual reaction of Sidféey Collins. Regrettably Collins did not

0 NRS, HH1/777, Minute note referring to the unsanaift letter intended for Arthur Denville datedné 17th
1935.
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keep personal papers covering this pefiband Pottinger's biography of the Secretaries of
State for Scotland makes no reference to what Wwassingle largest incidence of civil
disturbance during Collins’ tenure as Secretarmte>®® The available official sources are
then dependent on the Scottish Office file relatmghe period. It is for this reason that the
Fiscal's report becomes critical in determining aasurately as possible the sequence of
violence as it occurred over the period of the Emistic Conference. This report does not
appear in any of the secondary sources for thegeaithough it was available in the sources
qguoted by Gallagher, and this is the first attetopéstablish the course of events using this
source. It will contrast this report with ArchbighMacDonald’s account given in a letter to
Sir Godfrey Collins of June 38

IV The Riots

The Eucharistic Congress held in Edinburgh in51@8uld probably have passed unnoticed
by the City’s Protestant inhabitants but for Corkdtis doubtful that many non-Catholics
knew what was involved although there had beerz@abie Eucharistic Congress held in
Dublin in 1932 attended by worldwide Catholic chergnd including a papal benediction
broadcast on Irish radio. It was certainly an omrasised for propaganda purposes by the
nascent Irish Free Stadtéand it may have been this that prompted the ofipnsof the
Reformation Society outlined at the beginning a$ tthapter. Certainly the outdoor nature of
Eucharistic Congresses may have been considergdgative but in this case it was to be a
considerably more modest affair and the adoratiothe® sacrament was to take place in the
grounds of the Priory owned by the Catholic ChurcMorningside. In the case of Cormack
it was undoubtedly sufficient that the ceremony Washolic even if it was to take place out
of sight of the easily offended. Steve BruceNo Pope of Romstates that the Catholic
Church’s plan was for thirty thousand Catholicsdollect in Canaan Lane Park, celebrate
mass and then march in procession along PrinceetStt° Had this been the case it
probably would have been provocative for the tirnesthere exists no evidence that such a

programme was ever contemplated. As there is noipaCanaan Lane and Bruce places the

97 C. Cameron, S. Whitehead and C. Woodland (éd&lide to the Papers of British Cabinet Ministers
1900-1964(Royal Historical Society, Cambridge, 1996), pp30809.

*%8 G, PottingerThe Secretaries of State for Scotland 1926 — 186, Years of the Scottish Offig&cottish
Academic Press, Edinburgh, 1979).

% University College Cork Multitext Project in Irighistory, The Pursuit of Sovereignty and the Impact of
Partition 1912 — 1949Case Study 1932 Dublin Eucharistic Congress.

193, BruceNo Pope of RoméMainstream, Edinburgh, 1985), p89.
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riot in 1936 it is possible that he has confused ¢lrents. In fact Bruce’s account of the
‘Morningside riot’ is indicative of how distorteché picture has become: ‘On the day,
between thirty-five and forty thousand Protestaetgircled the park. Again there was
violence with the police charging the protestord @&ttion members retaliating with their
newly acquired knowledge of anti-horse drill. Tleehnique they had developed in earlier
encounters involved pulling the riders foot outbok stirrup and then jabbing the horse with
a sharp instrument, causing it to bolt and dislotigeider. The demonstration was a success;
the procession was cancelléd:'’As will be shown there is absolutely no evidentary of
what he describes ever taking place and regrettablgloes not cite the sources for this
information.

Accounts of the 28 24" and 24' June 1935 are confusing and conflicting. Evenpttess
reports of the time disagree with each other abkislorical ones. For instance, Gallagher in
his account of the disorders states that ‘A sugapportunity for venting hate did not present
itself until Monday evening, June 24 This is not the case as was pointed out both in
Archbishop MacDonald’s letter to Sir Godfrey Cadliand in the report of the Procurator
Fiscal

On the evening of Sunday 23ulto on the occasion of a meeting of men in
Waverley Market, everything passed off quietlytiié men were returning home.
As the buses conveying them passed along PrincestShowever, they were
met by a crowd coming from a meeting in the Ushatl ldrganised by the
Protestant Action Society. This crowd held up theffic and treated the
occupants not only of private buses, but also o$¢hon their ordinary journeys,
to a torrent of abusive epithets and threats —ptkstrians were assaulted not
only on the street but in the station. One instamitlesuffice. A Priest proceeding
westwards was thrown from the pavement to the tsti@stled and struck several
times while on the roadway, and only escaped furithyery by boarding a bus
travelling in the opposite direction and the Cortdess slamming the door behind

h|m 512

The Procurator Fiscal's account tallies largelyhwiihe Archbishop’s in this case although
there is no mention of a priest being attackedfdrni®fleeing on a bus with aid of a helpful

1 bid p89
*12NRS, HH1/777, Letter from Archbishop MacDonaldSio Godfrey Collins, June 381935.
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conductress. Indeed there are several discrepaimcibe reports of the ‘riots’ between the
Archbishop and the Procurator Fiscal. In the afsghrof the riots both collected evidence
although those still in the Catholic archives shibat MacDonald was keen to find instances
of outrages perpetrated on priests, nuns and ohaiiCatholics. This was natural enough in
the circumstances but it should make the histcaiatime very least careful with the material.
The evidence collected by the Procurator was, adeagathered from the language, largely
provided by policemen and again some caution shbeldxercised. The police did have an
interest that they should be seen to have haditiegtion well in hand. On balance though it
would seem that Procurator’s report is the moreute as it was his responsibility to
prosecute the disturbers of the peace and as wilsliown he took that responsibility
seriously.>*?

The following night saw scenes of considerablyrenaolence as a meeting of women was
held, again at the Waverly Market, at the eastam@rinces Street. On this occasion a large
hostile crowd had gathered. In Archbishop MacDosadgcount the crowd actively attacked

the participants:

Pedestrians were jostled and stones were throwleaat one car conveying
Clergymen to the meeting, while others, (includmg own) were surrounded
and efforts made to effect an entrance. When thas wustrated the crowd
covered the cars in spittle and used the most Mlguage towards their
occupants. | am informed on good authority thataloer of those who attacked

our cars were armed with loaded stick8.

Whereas the Procurator Fiscal stated:

...large numbers of the supporters of the Protegtatidn Society gathered in the
vicinity of Waverly Bridge. These certainly shoutadusive epithets at persons
proceeding to the meeting. Beyond this, howevereth@was no attempt at

interfering with the participanf&®

*B3NRS, HH1/777, Procurator Fiscal of Edinburgh’s 8o the Scottish Office on anti-Catholic
demonstrations.

M NRS, HH1/777, MacDonald’s letter to Collins.

*®NRS, HH1/777, Procurator Fiscal’s report.
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It was nonetheless a fact that nine persons weestad, seven of whom were later fined the
substantial sum of £10 or one month’s imprisonmanthe Sheriff Court. It was to be
something of a feature of the Court’s handling radividuals brought before it on charges
related to sectarian violence that exemplary see®nvere handed out, with even Douglas
conceding that ‘some of the dupes have been hadgdijt with.?*® It would certainly not
appear to be the case that Cormack’'s supporters gigen any leniency. The Waverly
Market disturbance appears to have looked worse ithectually was but it was sufficiently
alarming for the police to take extraordinary measdor the conclusion of the Congress the
following evening.

It is well to pause here and consider compasitib the Edinburgh police force in 1935.
The total strength of the regular Edinburgh policel935 was 798 comprising one Chief
Constable, one Assistant Chief Constable, six Sugeidents, 29 Inspectors, 87 Sergeants,
647 Constables, two Female Investigating Officére, remainder being administrative and
medical staff. In addition the Chief Constable cotiieoretically call on the services of 901
special constables, (although there was a recognitiat not all of these were able bodied
and in 1936 the specials were reorganised intoif@ramed unit 300 strong of those aged
between 25-50 and a further reserve unit of 500thofse under the age of 60Y
Unfortunately, the Chief Constable’s reports do batak down the figures between the
motor, foot and especially mounted sections. Iteasonable to assume that the official
mounted section was comparatively small given stpenpse of maintaining it and the limited
need. What is certain is that there was a subataBjpecial Mounted Unit under the
command of Colonel J M B Scott OBE TD. It held regumonthly drills and at its sixth
annual inspection carried out at Redford Barrack@&' May 1936 28 members of this unit
were awarded the Special Constabulary Long SeMiedal>® At the very least then the
Chief Constable had at his disposal a mounted afn@pproximately thirty and probably
more. The actual numbers deployed at Canaan Laneafiortunately, not available and so it
is a matter of conjecture how many police werelendtreets that night. However, given the
logistical and geographical difficulties involveaet numbers must have comprised the larger
part of the Chief Constable’s available resources.

It is useful to examine a map of the Morningsidgratt and using the information in the

accounts, and what is known about the compositiotine® Edinburgh police, to attempt to

*1% Fred DouglasThe Protestant Movement X Ray#te Edinburgh Communist Party, 1937 in T. Galigh
Edinburgh Dividedp103.

1" Edinburgh City Archives, Chief Constable of Edinis Annual Report 1936, p25.
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reconstruct the ‘battlefield’ and the events of ¢vening of the 2% June 1925. Morningside
has not changed significantly since 1935 and theetst and houses are still largely of their
original Victorian and Edwardian construction aagdut. The Priory itself now belongs to
the NHS and a Roman Catholic Primary school ocaupat of the grounds but otherwise
the area is unchanged. The geography of Morningdailes an important part in assessing the
accuracy, or otherwise, of some of the accountsimmstaluating which version of events is
likely to be closer to the truth than others. Thads immediately surrounding the Priory,
Canaan Lane, Newbattle Terrace and Grange Loatgrabe seen from the photographs, are
particularly narrow and must have made difficutess for buses bringing participants of the

Congress. This was a significant factor in therlateirse of events.

Figure 1. Grange Loan looking east. Pilgrim busesarked here

The main approach to Canaan Lane is from MorndggBload to the west of the Priory and
all accounts agree that this is where the main bafdthe protesters were gathered. The
Procurator Fiscal reported that on the evening5fvghile most of the participants of the

Congress arrived on foot: ‘Many, however, from wiail) parishes came by bus. The arrival
of these was carried out without hitch, and whendbdremony commenced it was estimated

that over 10,000 people were present within therprgrounds. Motor buses to the number of

219



170 were parked in police care in Grange LodA'This immediately contradicts the
Gallagher version of the beginning of the Congré8gses conveying pilgrims ... were met
by hostile demonstrators shouting, throwing stoaasd, spitting at the vehicles as they passed
into the Priory...Molly Regan remembers one old ksman in her bus who said, “And
sure, aren’t they giving us a grand welcome.” “Ndyponade any attempt to answer that this
was no friendly reception.”

Gallagher’s story is an entertaining one buegithe logistics of getting motor buses to the
Priory it is extremely unlikely that it ever hapgeh For one thing, as will be shown below,
access to the Priory from Morningside Road, theatioo of the bulk of Cormack’s
supporters, was blocked off by the police. The &idarther states that the pilgrims’ 170
buses were parked in Grange Loan. As the photogratange Loan demonstrates this is a
particularly narrow stretch of road. At the conatusof the Congress the buses were routed
through Whitehouse Loan and Pitsligo Road whichld/tiave necessitated that all the buses
parked in Grange Loan to have been facing westt Asphysically impossible for a bus,
even in the 1930s, to perform a U-turn in GrangarL@and the 170 buses would have
stretched beyond Kilgraston Road then the onlyiptessoute to the Priory would have taken
them a considerable distance out of the way ofRA& protestors. It would seem that the
Fiscal's assertion that this part of the exercise vearried out without a hitch’ is the more
accurate and that the recollection of Molly Regpacayphal.

(The Bartholomew Plan of Morningside in 1933, tbhe following page, covers the main
areas of the disturbances and the photographsrdtaghe exit routes used by pilgrim buses

from the Priory).

*INRS, HH1/777, Procurator Fiscals Report.
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Figure 2 Whitehouse Loan exit route one for buses

Figure 3 Canaan Lane and Grange Loan leading to Rtigo Road
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Figure 4 Pitsligo Road exit route two.

At 7pm Cormack made his first attempt to approdeéd Priory. He, along with 40
followers, approached Woodburn Terrace through Sileve and was informed that the area
was closed to through traffic. After establishihgttthis was under the orders of the District
Inspector, Cormack and his supporters retreateédamingside Road where the bulk of the
PAS protestors had asse4mbled. At 7.30, by this teading a considerable crowd, Cormack
was confronted by mounted police at Nile Grove waagd forced to redirect his followers to
Morningside Road so at this time the bulk of thetgstors were at the bottom of
Morningside Road in the vicinity of the station. this point it is possible to appreciate the
difficulties of the police considering the areaythad to cover. As th8cotsman’seport put
it, ‘for three or four hours Morningside Road wasonged from the Station to Bruntsfield
Place. This meant that the police had to controfavd which stretched for about three
guarters of a mile in addition to watching varigusnts in other districts where sympathisers

with the Protestant Action organisation had gatthéré If the Procurator's estimate of

520 | pid
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20,000 is correct this must have been a formidakézcise in crowd control for a force with
no more experience than policing Saturday afterrfootball matches.

Figure 5 Nile Grove: Cormack stopped by mounted pate here.

By nine o’clock the buses were being loaded andiga via Pitsligo Road and
Whitehouse Loan. As can be seen from the map Iathetroutes lead out into Bruntsfield
and several buses were stoned in the vicinity otlBg Place which means that elements in
the crowd now stretched a considerable distands.rémarkable that the numbers attacked
were as small as they were. This does tend to $epgort to the argument that the actual
trouble-making element was relatively small. Hddleé crowd, or even a substantial number
been involved it is difficult to see how a convoly1@¥0 buses could have escaped largely
unscathed, despite the best efforts of the poldeten o’clock batons were drawn at the
junction of Colinton Road and Bruntsfield Placewihat seems to have been the most serious
outbreak of trouble and a direct attack on thegeoliTheScotsman’saccount describes a
baton charge although this is not altogether cordd from that of the Procurator Fiscal.

It appears from the accounts that a large and lbaostowd had gathered the length of
Morningside Road and into Bruntsfield. However,egivthe difficulties of policing the area it
would appear that Edinburgh force did a commendabbyessional job, as the Archbishop

later admitted. Is it accurate to describe theiata a riot? In Edinburgh terms the answer

224



probably has to be yes, though in terms of whatrotities might describe as a riot, it was a
protest with sporadic outbreaks of violence swifttpntained. However, it was a
psychological shock, but it was in the aftermatht tthe true effects were felt. It is in the
reactions to the riot, rather than in the serioasro otherwise of what actually occurred, that

provides the lasting controversy.

V The Reaction
The initial responses to Cormack and ProtestanbAst behaviour were, naturally, hostile
in the Catholic Press but it was not limited tottbatlet alone as th€lydesdale Catholic
Herald acknowledged on thé"aluly. It reprinted in full the leading article tife Edinburgh
Bulletin:

SedarFolly

The demonstrations against the Roman Cathalich&ristic Congress in St
Andrews Priory, together with the recent protesteti made at a freedom
ceremony in Edinburgh have re-established the @lajpitits old time reputation
as a city of religious intolerance. The temper at the intelligence and high
moral purpose of John Knox still lives. But Johnokrbelonged to the sixteenth
century and we are now in the twentieth. The enéists might be asked to keep
an eye on that fact.

...there can be no doubt that the action of agiato Edinburgh and the
persecution of unoffending Roman Catholic citizenast have alienated the
sympathy of many rational minded people. Such astbuas the Capital has
witnessed could not have been conceived in missforeal. There was nothing
exalted and nothing inspiring in their origin oligance. They bore witness rather
to unchristian qualities of malice and ill will angrought upon the whole
Presbyterian community an incriminating sense afrgt

Of what avail is it to send missionaries to fgreffields and leave hordes of
misrepresentatives at home forcing such dissenpo® us?

It is for the Church to take in hand these ovapleatic and narrow, prejudiced
upholders of Protestantism, and turn them away finotions of propaganda that
are despised even among football crowds when Twtlecelashes with Parkhead

in a cup tie. And in the meantime it is vital the Church should in some
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prominent way make itself known as entirely contemps of scenes enacted in
Edinburgh this weeR?*

This call for the Church of Scotland to take a hangutting Protestant Action in its place
may well have struck a chord with some of the Mans who had attended the General
Assembly only the previous month. It would seeninave done so in it at least one case as
the Catholic Heraldillustrated. In its own editorial it was not spagiin its opinion of
Protestant Action but what is of note is its apatan of theBulletin, a letter by a Protestant

clergyman in thé&scotsmamnd in indeed of the authorities and the police:

... that action aroused the lowest form of bestiakha the tatterdemalions of
Edinburgh who acclaimed their superiority to “Pggey howling foul
blasphemy, attacking women, isolated groups of @&timen, and even Catholic
Priests. In this issue we publish the commentsleading daily newspaper and a
Protestant clergyman. They are not kind in thetituate towards Edinburgh’s
bigots.

Nor are the authorities.

Edinburgh’s police were admirable in the mannewhich they carried out their
duties. But if confidence in full civic protectidor the law abiding citizens is to
be restored, it is to be hoped that the hooligameht, which rears its head when
anyone or anything is to be attacked or fouled| @nl such occasions be firmly

dealt with>??

There was some foreign press coverage of the induding an editorial in the
Osservatore Romanand an article in the Times was to incur the kwrat Archbishop
MacDonald. However, th€atholic Heralddescribing thesservatorearticle as ‘scathing’
did not reprint it in full, perhaps because thenaut Count della Torre did his own argument
no great service as was pointed out in a lettamftbe British Legation in Rome to the
Foreign Secretary. The events in Edinburgh werenlgaunfortunate repercussions outside

the city.

2! Clydesdale Catholic HeraldJuly 6th 1935, p6.
522 | pid
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British Legation to the Holy See
Rome
July 291935
Sir
| have the honour to transmit to you herewitlghgly abbreviated, a translation
of an article published in the “Osservatore Romamiothe 29th ultimo, over the
initial of its editor, Count della Torre, on thelbgect of an attack which appears to
have taken place in Edinburgh, on a Eucharisticg@zss recently held there,
when the intervention of police is said to haverbeecessary to restore order.
You will observe that the style of the aged Qadsra very involved one; and |
feel that his report of intolerance would carry mareight, if he made it clear that
he dislikes it wherever met with and in every fois.the “Osservatore Romano”
is an official organ and this article is by itstedj | feel bound, however to bring
it to your notice; though | do not think that anher action is called for by this
legation.
| have the Honour to be,
Etc. Charles Wingfield
To Sir Samuel Hoare

Foreign Secretary®

As mentioned above Archbishop MacDonald wrote ® $lecretary of State for Scotland
on 28th June and it is obvious he was a very unhapgn and had no doubt as to who bore
the responsibility for the anti-Catholic campai@urmack, and who would be responsible if

widespread sectarian fighting broke out if nothwegs done, Collins:

| wish, however, to again stress the faat thdisturbances ensue, the blame
will not rest on the Catholic population. They haas the Press has testified,
borne themselves with commendable restraint inféce of this campaign of
vilification and slander of themselves and all tie}d dear. | trust that they will
continue to do so, and shall do everything in myeoto achieve that end, as one
can realise that if trouble should break out itl Wi years before peace can be
restored. But | fear that unless something is domehe other side a breaking

SZNRS, HH1/777, Letter to Sir Samuel Hoare forwarttethe Scottish Office, July'®1935.
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point may be reached, and serious consequences #msughout a great part of
Scotland.

There can now be no doubt that there has bestenment to violence and
disturbance has ensued, yet those responsiblé¢ éoe iapparently to be allowed
to continue unchecked to publicly preach a conticeaof this conduct.

| would beg that you give the matter your mostoses consideration, and that
the danger to the commonweal which is thus beirggedered should no longer
be underestimated. Only by a complete understaratidgan immediate and firm
grasp of the situation can peace and tranquilltypfeserved to the community.

In view of the seriousness of the situationgsitriy intention to send a copy of
this letter to each member of Parliament — andsémee the right to publish the
correspondenc&?

While the Scottish Office was digesting this andtiating enquiries, Archbishop
MacDonald was conducting an investigation of himamd asking for witness statements
from his clergy as to the violence at the EuchiariSbngress. Many of these are still retained
in the Scottish Catholic Archives. As these camé mppears that the Archbishop became
even more unhappy and, with an unconscious ir@syed a lengthy statement to the press
that appeared on the tfLZluIy. In it he repeated many of the points madéha letter to
Collins and reiterated his point that if widespre@alence did break out it could not be laid

at the door of the Catholic community. He alsahis case, made an appeal to the city itself:

The disgraceful scenes to which | have referrece Haecome known in every
quarter of the globe, and have sullied the fair @asha city which was justly

regarded as a leader in all culture, thought awitlsation. It seems to me that the
public of the capital of Scotland cannot regardchsaicesult with equanimity. | am

certain that the bulk of the citizens, fair mindatt enlightened as | know them
to be, must when the facts are brought to theimkedge regard with abhorrence
the actions of what after all is a mob of the lowedements in the city, supported

by importees of a similar class from other partthefcountry’>

$24NRS, HH1/777, MacDonald to Collins Juné"2®35.
2> MacDonald’s statement published in ®eotsmanJuly 12th 1935.
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It was perfectly understandable that MacDonald making a case for the authorities to
arrest and try Cormack for incitement to violenod ae expected the wider public to support
that call. From his point of view the facts of thase were self-evident and irrefutable.
Cormack and his supporters had spent the summiéringl the Catholic Church, he had
called for mass demonstrations, his language hadicly seemed to imply the threat of
violence and violence had ensued. Unfortunatelyyewerd of his statement was most likely
to have been music to Cormack’s ears and there tonbt that the authorities thought that
he exaggerated his case. In a letter to the SlkeoDifice from the Lord Advocate which

accompanied the Procurator Fiscal’s report:

Letter from the Lord Advocaté®3August accompanied by PF’s repolf 2ugust
The situation is being closely watched by the Gr&@ifice and no case has been
reported which would justify a prosecution for ieonent to violence.

. The Archbishop’s letter is considerably exagtged. | suggest that in reply
he be informed that the S of S has made enquinéddiads the situation is being
closely watched by the criminal authorities. It htigpe added that the result of
the enquiries show that during the period of thex@ess certain disturbances
took place owing to religious feeling running highd violence was used in some
cases but that on the whole order was well maiathioy the police and arrests
were made and prosecutions followed when possible

| am arranging for any future disturbances oytling in the nature of

incitement to violence being reported to the®¢0

Perhaps the most telling comments on the Cormaekghenon come in the last page of

the Procurator’s report:

On the question generally, there is in my viewdoubt that Cormack keeps
the Society alive very much through publicity. Whive newspapers are not
giving him paragraphs in the news columns, he mishe with striking
advertisements. He, however, apparently prefenave the actions of the Society
and its propaganda blazoned forth in the news aodyrand there is little doubt

but that a number of reporters play up to him is thatter. The trouble caused on

526 NRS, HH1/777.
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these occasions to which | have referred was ialkbrivery much exaggerated in
the majority of the newspapers, and one can coadbt if it could be possible
to stop publicity for him his whole propaganda wbwome to a quick and
ignominious end.

The exaggeration, however, is not wholly on thd pathe press. There is too
considerable exaggeration on the part of His GtheeArchbishop. He went to

the press with a statement or"1Rily which accompanies this reptst.

The procurator was not alone in his attitude. Thoke had to deal with Cormack on a
daily basis, the Town Council, also considered Gakna creature of the press, and did not
consider the Archbishop’s public interventions lglplin a revealing minute from a meeting
of the City Magistrates Committee on"2Bugust to discuss a letter from the Scottish @ffic

inviting their comments on the Archbishop’s leftevas officially noted that:

There was submitted a letter datédi Mugust last from the undersecretary of
Scotland transmitting copy letter dated 16 JulyrfrArchbishop MacDonald and
a copy of the Scottish Office reply thereto relatto events which took place in
Edinburgh on the occasion of the Civic receptiorini® Catholic Young Men’s
Association and of the Eucharistic Congress. Thveas also submitted letter
dated 18 July on the same subject from Councillor Cormankbehalf of the
Protestant Action Society asking the Lord Provastdquire an apology from
Archbishop MacDonald for certain statements alletgelsive been made by him.

After consideration the Magistrates instructed Depute Town Clerk to reply
to the Scottish Office that the corporation aresfiatl that everything possible
was done to meet the situation caused by the betees referred to, that steps
considered adequate in advance to deal with angtgin that might emerge and
that the Authorities were quite satisfied that tleye the matter well in hand,
and, further resolved to take no action on thesttefitom the Protestant Action
Society®?®

What is particularly interesting is that in thetéetsent to the Scottish Office is the
following statement that does not appear in theuteist

2'NRS, HH1/777.
%28 Edinburgh City Archives, Minutes of the Magisti@ommittee 1935, p202 paragraph 29.
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The view is held that the late sectarian stsgfgubsiding and that the less public
notice taken of it the sooner it will finish. Thieustion, however, is not helped by
certain communications which have been sent topthss. The Authorities are

quite satisfied that they have the situation wehand>*°

It would seem that there had been more discusgitmeassue than would appear from the
minutes and the apparent consensus between theciCotlve legal authorities and the
Scottish Office was not to pander to Cormack’s icrgvfor publicity by making him a
martyr. Legally it might have been difficult to maua successful prosecution for incitement
to violence that would stand up in court. In angeawith Cormack at the height of his
notoriety, a successful case could only increasestaiture while an unsuccessful one would
be potentially disastrous. The approach appednave been to officially ignore him as far as
possible, while keeping a close watch on his aawiand at the same time handing out
especially stiff sentences to his adherents inublue violent actions. In this case the
Procurator Fiscal made it clear that any such werge dealt with in the Sheriff Court and

not the police court.

I have given definite instructions to the Polibattcases arising out of any of
these meetings are to be reported to me, and nbtlsect to the Police Court in
future, as | think it very undesirable that suclsesa if they are at all serious,
should be dealt with by Magistrates, who are irclowith the two Councillors
referred to, and who are being faced with electqtedstions, and asked to take
sides for or against the party which is organisingh of this disturbanc&?

It is clear from the press reports that fines @b fpounds or thirty days in jail were
commonplace. £10 was a substantial sum in 1935{&ck himself only made £4:5/- a week
from the Society and his council colleague, Jameasr M2§>! There is equally no doubt that
they took a dim view of the Protestant Action Stciand the evidence does not support the

contention that were covertly in sympathy with hiAs Michael Rosie points out: ‘One

529 | pid
30NRS, HH1/777, Procurator Fiscal's Report.
3INRS, HH1/777, Procurator Fiscal's Report.
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reason for the exaggeration of the extent and ®ffatess of PAS violence is the palpable
shock experienced in a city relatively unused ttas@an controversy and where, until very
recently, Catholic activities had been rarely peligli criticised let alone physically
challenged. Archbishop MacDonald complained that fdct that a “riot...did not actually
take place” in Morningside was due only to policetian “deserving of the highest
commendation” and to the commendable self-restm@iintatholics. He urged that further
steps be taken against ‘incitement to violen¢&éThe scale of the remembered violence
seems to have been rapidly magnified by the absendéacDonald’s view, of an adequately
wide and sympathetic recognition of the Catholipaexience. Equally Gallagher contends
that: ‘Isolated and almost friendless, with Praast Action dominating the streets,
Cormack’s threat to Edinburgh Catholics seemed tmbyreal as the hot summer of 1935
drew to a close.’ This is somewhat exaggerated Alsno time did the police lose control of
the situation and the sympathies of the Edinburgfabdishment were not with Cormack,

however irritated they may have been MacDonald arasion.

VI Conclusion

The Cormack phenomenon had some more time tonmdnnal936 saw a high point with
more Protestant Action Councillors elected, althoitgwas brief victory. Cormack himself
would retain his Council seat until 1962 and wosiitl regularly harangue passers-by at the
Mound on a Sunday afternodii.Nevertheless, the summer of 1935 remains a pugaiinl
almost bizarre episode in the city’s history. litaly caused more ink to be spilt than blood
to be shed and at a distance of 77 years it isdffficult to establish all the facts. The object
here has been to examine the position from theppetive of those who had to deal with
Cormack as an issue of public order. In many way&as an awkward and invidious position.
The authorities had obviously not taken his thre&tgolent disorder seriously enough. This
was Edinburgh after all. On the other hand therdisohad not been all that serious and if
they were seen to be mounting a prosecution abe¢hest of Archbishop MacDonald it could
have inflamed the situation even more. MacDonalaiderstandable outrage grew after the
events as the tales came into his office but a moeasured response than some of his
statements to the press might have engendereiteantibre official sympathy and a little less

official irritation. Cormack, to the authoritiesaw a rabble-rousing trouble maker, and worse,

32 M. Rosie, Protestant Action and the Edinburgthlrig150.
33 The author’s mother recalls Cormack speakingaMbund in the 1950s although by this time he had
become something of a figure of fun to the yourggmeration.
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in Edinburgh terms, an embarrassment. He was patever, solely an embarrassment to the
City. The General Assembly of May 1935 had indulgadsome fairly inflammatory
language of its own and now reaped, if not quitewinirlwind, an uncomfortably cold blast
of reality. This had been obliquely pointed outheBulletin’s editorial and expressly in the
unnamed clergymen’s letter to tiseotsmanThirteen years of unremitting hostility to the
Irish immigrant community, and by extension theligion, had resulted in violent disorder
in the streets and opprobrium for the nation’s tmity, all done in the ostensible defence
of Protestantism. Thilenaceto our Scots Nationalithad not turned out to be the Irish after
all. In the words of the old saw, the Church of t&oal had ‘looked upon the enemy and it

was us.’
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Conclusion and Epilogue

The anti-lIrish campaign in Scotland was, ultimhata failure but was it an exercise in
futility? It was undoubtedly based on pseudo-sdientacism, dubious statistics and, in some
cases, sheer sectarian prejudice. Its motivatianfear — fear of the Irish certainly — but fear
of Scotland also. The Great War had swept awathaltertainties of the past but rather than
view this as an opportunity the Kirk chose to takeeactionary path. Callum Brown has
argued, ‘the sense of insecurity within Presbytesia in the 1920s forced Protestantism on
the retreat>™* The retreat was to an intellectual and sociajéadhat saw itself surrounded
by the foes of Romanism, modernism and socialishis Was not the Scotland with which
these men (and women) had grown up. If the Irismewaiens then Scotland, too, was
becoming alien. The ‘churchless million’ were arglyaa greater threat to Presbyterianism
than any number of ‘Irish Catholics’. The socialatonomic upheavals of the 1920s and
1930s were more responsible for the decline inGharch’s pre-eminent position as social
and moral arbiter of the nation than any notiobafthevism. The suburban and middle-class
identification of the Church that roundly condemrtbd General Strike and Labour MPs as
men ‘bringing disgrace and scandal on the houszoaimons®** did little to attract working-
class Scots to emptying pews. A concerted attackhenlIrish did not change British
immigration policy, indirectly led to some publiasdrder and may have unnecessarily
embittered Catholic — Protestant relations for ggarcome. Given that unenviable record the
answer to the question posed in the first sentevmddd appear to be an unequivocal yes.
However, putting aside the ethical and moral dinr@nghe main argument of this thesis is
that the Church case was also an extremely effeetnd, in some ways quite sophisticated,
political campaign that came far closer to suctieas previous scholarship has allowed.

It could be argued that ‘almost’ does not counpolitics but that would be to miss the
point here. The Churches managed to put the Iasmpaign high on the political agenda on
several occasions between 1923 and 1935. Theyatedti several large scale internal
enquiries and debate within Government and prompt@dajor press investigation by the
Glasgow Herald At various times the Church had influential supe® in Governments of
every political persuasion who sought to convinbeirt colleagues of their case. The
intellectual arguments deployed, while distastefudt to say repugnant in the light of

subsequent world events were not considered sedinbe. It should be remembered that the

334 C.G. Brown,Religion and Society in Scotland since 17@&inburgh University Press, 1997), p145.
%3 Reverend William Main reported in Ti8sotsmarMay 30" 1923.
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nativist and eugenicist argument had been at thelleotual heart of the Immigration
Restriction League in the United States. Those-ssetie arguments had been largely
instrumental in persuading the largest liberal demaoy in the world at the time, a nation
founded entirely on immigration, to introduce aio@a&l origin quota system for immigrants.

If those arguments could be successful there, tvageno reason to suppose that the same
case could not be successfully argued in Scotl@me. of the striking things to come out of
an examination of the official documents was thaadt universal consensus that the Irish
population in Scotland were considered a ‘problezmgn if there was no consensus on how
to deal with it. Tom Gallagher has argued that983.for Walter Elliot ‘the manipulation of
religious feeling was repugnant to hifi”Perhaps in 1935 it was, but that repugnance was
not quite so in evidence in 1928/9 when he wasmgitig to persuade his party to introduce
restrictions on Irish immigration and writing to fBaDugdale that, ‘The anti-Irish Bill...is
the absolute minimum we can get away witi.’

Gallagher further argues that, ‘it would be quitrong to assert that Scottish Tory MPs
invariably adopted an Orange position on Irelandetated religious matters.’ In this he is
quite correct but only up to a point. Antipathyltsh immigration was an Orange position
but it was not an exclusively Orange position.will be noted that in this thesis there has
been comparatively little mention of the Orange érthecause there is no evidence to
suggest, with the possible exception of Gilmouat ttihey had any meaningful impact at a
decision-making level. There were plenty of indivads with no Orange connection who had
no great love for the Irish. Ramsay MacDonald gidulrish immigration ‘a perfect
scandal?®® Sir Archibald Sinclair formally reserved his rigio reopen the questioti and
Sir Godfrey Collins produced a memorandum for thebi@et in 1933 arguing for the
restriction of Irish immigration using many of thérk’s points>*° John Jeffrey was outraged
at the Free State’s refusal to consider a recipartangement for the repatriation of paupers
and take back a ‘small proportion of the “misfit8"” Even Tom Johnston thought that the

Irish of the third generation should still be cléied as Irish and that ‘So long as our own

3T GallagherThe Uneasy Peacp149.

S3NLS, Acc 12267/11, Letter to Baffy Dugdale, Detem24" 1928.

38 NRS, HH1/564, Letter from Ramsay MacDonald to/Sihibald Sinclair, March 2%1932.

9 NRS, HH1/654, Memo from Sir John Lamb to Domini@fice.

540NRS, HH1/568, August 1933 Draft memorandum to CabinetfiSecretary of State for Scotland:
Immigration from the Irish Free State and Other Dwions Memorandum by the Secretary of State for
Scotland.

541 NRS, HH1/561, Observations by John Jeffrey on ¢fteed from The Minister of External Affairs, Irisfree
State, January 211932. Department of Health Scotland 8th March2193
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folk are unemployed there should be no importatiéhThe point is that for a variety of
reasons, not all of them religious or even ratiad,idea of restricting Irish immigration, or at
the very least repatriating paupers, had its attmas for the political class of all parties and
none.

The immigration argument also had internatiodamhensions. The Empire Migration
Committee of the Economic Advisory Council certgitdbok on board the Scottish Office’s
submission with regard to Irish immigratii and that submission was heavily, if not
entirely influenced by the anti-lIrish campaign. @erly without the Church’s persistence on
the issue it is highly unlikely that such suggessiovould ever have been made. The Scottish
debate also informed British-Irish relations and ttevelopment of Dominion nationalism.
The concept of what was, and what was not, a Braishject bedevilled the whole question
of the restriction of immigration, as it would tlenstitutional and economic wrangling
between the Free State and Britain. What is intiegggsbout this aspect of the debate is that
there appears to have been much more willingnesth@rmpart of Scottish politicians and
officials to consider the Irish as aliens than ¢hesas in the wider British Government. The
‘immemorial policy’ of allowing British subjects,onmatter where they were born, free entry
into the mother country did not appear to have thadsame emotional resonance in Scotland
as it did in Whitehall. The fact that Australia,r@aa and New Zealand imposed immigration
restrictions on British migrants made it seem prttyeequitable that these should be imposed
in turn on Dominion citizens. It was an argumennsistently made by the Scottish Office
and consistently opposed by the Dominions and tbmédOffice. Once again this was an
issue that was first seriously addressed as atdigsequence of the Church campaign. It is
a question that may well have arisen on its owmnguthe Economic War in the 1930s but it
had been given a thorough airing in the previousade and the issues raised informed the
subsequent debate. What sort of a Dominion waanddl Did it actually have the same
constitutional status as Canada or did it is playgpcoximity mean that it was a special case?
If Ireland became a Republic would the impositidnimmigration restriction still be, as
argued by the Home Office, practically impossildeeshforce? At the time of the signing of
the Anglo-Irish Treaty it was envisaged, by Londdrany rate, that Ireland was still firmly
within the Empire. Before the Free State had reddtsdfirst birthday the Church of Scotland

was effectively questioning if being within the Emgowas the same as being British. Even if

*42NRS, HH1/563, Private letter from Tom Johnston\Witliam Adamson, September 19th 1930.
543NRS, HH1/564, Economic Advisory Committee Empireghdition Committee part Il (VI), Miscellaneous
Questions Irish Immigration into the United Kingdom
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it were the case, was it possible to be British atiltla threat to Scots nationality? It does
raise the question of a possible divergence ofctivecept of Britishness in the immediate
aftermath of the Great War.

Why was the Irish community in Scotland the peat of so much of this attention? It has
been argued at the beginning of this thesis thatrich War of Independence made the Irish
community visible in Scotland in a way that it hadt previously been. Certainly they
appeared a lot more threatening than they had qarshi. Prior to 1914 the common middle-
class perception, or misperception, of the Irisls wha convenient cheap labour force; with
an unfortunate predilection for strong drink anéwvaing, priest ridden undoubtedly, but
useful nonetheless. Those that had the vote cailcbbinted on to provide it solidly for the
Liberals, as much as their Orange counterpartsdcbelcounted on for the Unionists. This
was not a particularly sophisticated understanaihghe Irish in Scotland but at the high
noon of Empire prosperity for Scotland there weoé that many that felt the need to make
the effort. The very insularity of the Irish poptiten did not help alter this view. As
‘strangers in a strange laitf the natural tendency to keep to themselves arkl togheir
own institutions, in this case the Catholic Churdid, little to advance their absorption into
the mainstream of Scottish society or dispel thenroon anti-lrish prejudices. Even the
Scottish Catholic Church was less than enthusiagiaut their presence. Despite this the
Irish were not unduly threatening. Certainly, theecessive Home Rule crises impinged on
Scottish politics but with a large part of the ctoyrsolidly Liberal the Irish could even be
viewed as allies in some quarters. There were nra@cotland who viewed Carson with as
much askance as others did Redmond, despite atémpppeal to a common Covenanting
tradition between Scotland and Ulster.

The Irish War changed that perception ratiicdlhe Irish were no longer just an ‘other’
they were a dangerous ‘other.” As the economictiprsiworsened and unemployment rose
there was a natural disposition to protect one’s and a less forgivable tendency to turn on
a minority. Why should Scots be forced to competeai shrinking job market with a
dangerous, disloyal alien group who drove dowmbyvstandards with their willingness to
undercut wages? Why should hard pressed rate pagdrtaxpayers be forced to support the
non-indigenous poor? Why should the law-abidingamij tolerate a criminally disposed
foreign underclass? Why should this group’s rehgibe given apparently exceptional
privileges in education at public expense? Fronmsthece of cheap labour that had provided

4T, GallaghefThe Uneasy Peaqm 42-86
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much of the basic muscle power that had allowed|&ud's industrial expansion the Irish
were now a luxury the country could no longer affoit the very least no more should be
allowed entry. It was a simple but effective argumy which is probably why it has been
used, to a greater or lesser extent, against alevesy migrant group in the United Kingdom
ever since, and is still brought out by certaintises of the popular press to this day. It may
have been a ‘straw man’ argument applied to ameerthnic group, but it was populist and
plausible and in fairness to its advocates theyuhtedly genuinely believed it. The Church
and Nation Committee certainly went to great leagth prove it statistically. Dr White
argued the case from a moral and modern sciertifindpoint. The moral may have been
dubious and the ‘science’ a nonsense but theteeislanger of being anachronistic here. At
the time it was a highly respectable argument.had the added attraction of being an
apparent solution to the economic woes of the tiMéth politicians struggling with
unprecedented levels of unemployment anythingdbald provide even a partial remedy had
it appeal. Even when it had been conclusively aegdeatedly proven that high Irish
immigration was a myth, and publicly exposed asstitat they were no more disposed to
pauperism, criminality or lunacy than any othertieec of the population, the issue was
constantly re-examined for some possible way irctviaiction could be seen to be taken.

This raises two vital points. Firstly, as statbove, there were those who sympathised
with the anti-lrish case and secondly that, asatathe Scottish Office was concerned, they
were sensitive to the pressure being brought to ipethe Churches. The evidence presented
here suggests that it would be wrong to assertgbéticians and officials were hostile or
indifferent to the Kirk’s representations. Why shibthis have been the case? Thd'19
century idea of blaming the poor for their povestyl had a conceptual hold on middle class
opinion and whatever else the majority of the Hripopulation was at the time they were
largely poor. Classical liberal economics as welVictorian concepts of class and race were
as much a part of the intellectual make-up of thetti&h Office as they were of the General
Assembly. They were men (and in this case largedyp)nwho were a product of their time
and if the times were changing they had not chaiygéd

This thesis has set out to provide another haer#éo the anti-Irish campaign. This is not to
say that it is an alternative narrative to thapavious scholars or indeed the definitive one.
It is hoped that it is a complimentary one. As \pasted out in the introduction much of the
historiography concerned with religion and Scotshirelations in this period has tended to
come from a particularly West of Scotland viewpoiftie aim here has been to approach the

period from an alternative perspective, that of plodtical and official establishment. The
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thesis has sought to demonstrate that this was mMuale complex question for decision
makers than a simple reluctance to get involvetthénissues. In the process this has required
the examination of some fairly dense archival maltdout it has brought to light some
surprising, and hitherto quite unsuspected actasattitudes of some of the major Scottish
political figures of the inter-war period many oham were not previously thought to be
concerned in the issue. In concluding a thesisi®mdso acutely aware of the questions that
remain unanswered rather than of the ones that e, It is especially so in this case when
SO many promising, and unexpected, avenues of gnigave been opened up that for reasons
of time and space (and in some cases economieglsinot possible to pursue. For example a
thorough re-examination of the Ramsay MacDonaldjggps with a view to establishing his
private views on Irish immigration may well providefresh perspective on British-Irish
relations at the beginning of the ‘Economic wat’isl not an area that has been explored by
any of his biographers perhaps because they didesognise the significance. It has been
pointed out here that there was a particular Stoitiput on this issue and one which could
be profitably further investigated. Equally theatednship between the State, Kirk and
commerce on the question of Irish, or indeed Ro@atholic employment between the wars
would bear further examination. The Church IntereSbmmittee was instructed by the
General Assembly to pursue the matter with Sco#mployers, as indeed the Scottish Office
had been encouraged to do by Joynson-Hicks. Athgesmoking gun’ of archival evidence
has not been found, but given some of the matdisdussed here it is perhaps time for
another search. There is, of course the last ofgieat conundrum of the period, the
comparative silence of the Catholic Church. A passexplanation has been advanced here
but it is still an area that requires further emgugadly, at the time of writing, proposals are
afoot to disperse the Catholic archives currendlyea at Columba House which would make
this an even more difficult proposition. It may Wké that some of the answers lie in the
Vatican archives.

This thesis ends prior to the outbreak of warabee it closes a particular chapter in the
history of the anti-Irish campaign. This sectiontloé thesis, however, is entitled conclusion
and epilogue for a reason. There are still otheptdrs to be written. The effect of Irish
neutrality in Scotland during the Second World Whe position of the post war Kirk and the
political tensions between the traditionalists &hd modernisers; the rise of a catholic
middle-class and its relationship with the Cath@lourch are but some of the issues yet to be

fully explored. The history of the Irish in Scotthin the second half of the ®@entury is yet
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to be written. It is hoped that what has been dised here will provide at least one starting

point for that history.
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Appendices

Appendix One
National Records of Scotland HH1/541Church and Natin Committee of the Church of
Scotland Pamphlet on Irish Immigration in Scotland

Open letter to Sir John Gilmour December 1925

Sir,

In accordance with a remit from the Genéssdemblies of the Church of Scotland, the
United Free Church, and the Free Church, and afiesultation with other Churches, we
desire to approach His Majesty’'s Government upaju@stion of vital importance to our
Scottish people — viz., the serious situation tieg arisen in Scotland owing to the influx
during the last number of years of many thousardisst immigrants, and to the emigration
of many thousands of the native population.

While migration under normal circumstances rhaya good thing, we are convinced that
the situation in Scotland to-day is such that thenergent need for the regulation thereof in
the interests of the Scottish nation.

Our reason for this is that the process of gumleged migration out of and into Scotland in
the past has brought about a situation where iedhee danger of the control of the affairs of
their own country passing out of the hands of tlmti®sh people, and even to the
endangering of the continued existence of Scott&lonality and civilisation.

If this were for the good of Scotland, if iteve the case of an inferior race being
supplanted by a superior race, however unpalaialoieght be, we would be compelled to
resign ourselves to it.

But we are convinced that the very oppositéhes case; that a law abiding, thrifty and
industrious race is being supplanted by immigravitese presence tends to lower the social
conditions, and to undermine that spirit of indegece which has so long been a
characteristic of the Scottish people, and we &rth@ opinion that, in justice to our own
people steps should be taken to prevent the situdtcoming worse.

We recognise the fact that the presence ofntimaigrants referred to was due originally to a
demand for their labour. They accepted lower waged were satisfied with poorer
conditions of life and work, and by doing so hawaultless helped Scotland to win her
present place among industrial nations. We haveesire to do anything in the nature of

injustice to those whose services the country lcasmed, and who have now settled down
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and made their homes in our midst. With the questicthe price Scotland has paid for these
services, in the drain on her public and philantiedunds, in the creation of slums in her
large industrial centres, and in the increase efiélgal machinery necessary to deal with this
immigrant population, not to mention the demoraljseffect on her own people, we will deal
later. The point that we would draw attention teehis that, though there is now no longer
any demand for immigrant labour — in fact there @y@ny tens of thousands walking the
streets idle — they are still coming in. It hasrbstated in the House of Commons that 9,000
persons immigrated to Scotland in 1924, and yetetlage as many as 70,000 unemployed
persons in Glasgow alone. And it is a fact thaanks to the influence of Irish foremen,
recent immigrants are often able to secure a joixlwthere are thousands of Scotsmen
competent and willing to také>

Apart from the financial aspect of the questithis constitutes a very grave injustice to
our own working people, who are beginning to féelttthe position is growing hopeless that
their only chance of a decent livelihood is to eraig, with the result that the industrial areas
are being largely recruited from a people whoselasocial, mental and moral outlook is on
a lower plane than that of the stalwart sons anghlt@rs of our native hills and glens.
Already many of the larger towns in this industaaka are one third Irish. We refer you to
such towns as Coatbridge, Wishaw, and Dumbartorichwlare examples of what is
happening all through the populous and wealth producounties of Renfrew, Dumbarton
and Lanark, where there seems unfortunately omdygtmod reason to believe that in the not
very distant future the Scottish race may actuladlyin the minority. For wherever the Irish
population tends to dominate, the Scottish poputatvill not stay.

The Scot, who as a colonist is eagerly soaffet by all the Dominions and by America,
is being driven from his own shores and his plaéen by an immigrant who makes a very
much less satisfactory citizen. That is not onlyr @mwn opinion, but finds striking
corroboration in an official inquiry in the Unite8tates of America. The Congressional
Committee that conducted that inquiry furnishedistias which proved that, while the
Balkans and Russia provided undesirable immigrdregkand provided the most undesirable
of all. Under the heading of “Dependence on the @omty or Pauperism” Ireland

contributed nearly six and a half times its norouabta.

45 We know of a recent case where an Irish foremandismissing Scotsman and engaging Irishmen, asd wa
even bringing men over from Ireland and puttingrten the job.

We have known cases where public schemes ahaderto provide work for our own unemployed haverbe
partially recruited from immigrants of a few weedesd months standing.
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The result of this inquiry is seen in receggislation with regard to immigration into the
United States. At present the British quota is 8@,8nd the Irish quota 28,367. In 1927 the
British and North of Ireland quota is to be 83,@0M0 that of the Irish Free State only 8,000.
America is anxious to have a larger number of &hitfincluding Scottish) immigrants, but
she has determined ruthlessly to cut down the nurtben the Irish Free State. What the
result of this will be on Scotland is only too mfasi. It means large numbers of those
refused admission to the United States will com8dotland. The 8,000 to be admitted from
the Irish Free State will, we may be sure, be thst bf those who apply, and Scotland will
get those that America does not want. If the sibnais bad at present, it promises to become
very much worse before very long.

The following are some of the figures uponathdour conclusions are based:-

Between 1881 and 1901 Irish population increase82y:%

“ “ “  Scottish “ “ 18 %%
“ 1901 1921 Irish “ “ 39%
“ “ “ Scottish * “ 6% (sic)

And since 1921, as is manifest from the retwhthe Registrar-General for Scotland, the
same tendency still prevails. There is evidenca pérsistent decrease in the numbers of the
Scottish race, and a steady increase in the nurobéms Irish race.

This disproportion cannot be explained by tiéed@nce in the birth rate. Our inquiry leads
us to believe that the birth rate among the Sdottisrking class is as high as among the
Irish.

As regards the general thriftlessness of tisé people, and the readiness with which they
seek financial relief, we have made extensive egduom those who administer parochial,
municipal and philanthropic funds, and the opin®ananimous that, out of all proportion to
their numbers, they are a heavy financial burdethéoccommunity. In Glasgow, for example,
where they number about 25% of the population, thegount for about 70% of the relief
funds. And the anomalous position is that, thoweglent immigrants from the Irish Free State
become chargeable to the parish, no claim can lak mgainst their native parish. In theory
they may be repatriated on a Sheriff’'s warrant,ibytractice the law is ineffective, as they
just come back again.

From judicial statistics it is clear that thirmmigrant population is responsible for crime
again out of all proportion to its numbers. Thossdatibing themselves as “Irish” contributed
33% to the “convictions” in 1920, and 29% in 19&1does not seem clear whether in these

returns the term “Irish” means “born in Ireland” @f Irish extraction”. Those “born in
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Ireland” constitute about 3 1/3% of the populatmnScotland: those of “Irish extraction”
about 14%. So that in either case this immigrargugation is proved to be excessively
productive of crime. In fact, we are convinced thiaanything it is an underestimate to say
that in proportion to their numbers, they are threees as productive of crime as the rest of
the population.

Such are the people who are gradually takingsgesson of our native land. Meanwhile
what is happening to our own people? In 1922, 31|6ft our shores for lands overseas: on
1923, 71,042; in 1924, 80,000. It might be argued what is Scotland’s loss is the Empire’s
gain. But that is not wholly true. From July to Novber 1924 it is estimated that, while
25,000 Scots emigrated to Canada, 30,000 wentetdJttited States of America. America
was the chief gainer and not the British Empire.

These tens of thousands of emigrants, reptiagesome of the finest young manhood and
womanhood of Scotland, have left our shores fordgamd the tragedy of it is that many of
them might have been kept at home, and found amgipe for their Scottish grit and
stamina in our industrial areas. Instead of whicis great race movement is allowed to
continue, and Scotland is being gradually dividetb itwo great racial camps, different in
ideals, with different traditions, and with widedwerging characteristics. These two races do
not fuse to any appreciable extent. The tendencthesvery reverse. The Irish race in
Scotland keep largely by themselves, and theirteae such that our Scottish people do not
readily mingle with them. The condition is suchtasmake the danger of racial strife and
hatred very real.

We wish it to be understood that our criticisimthe Irishman in this statement refers to
the unsatisfactory type of immigrant into this ctsypand is not meant to apply to the Irish
people as a whole.

In view of the above considered statement, waild respectfully urge upon His
Majesty’s Government to institute an inquiry inteetwhole subject, and thereafter to take
such action as may seem to them to be necessdgswable.

We @m
ir,S
Your humble Servants
John Whitgoint-Convenor
J. M'N. FrazeHon. Secretary
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Appendix Two

National Records of Scotland, HH1/541

Irish Immigration Briefing Paper for the Secretary of State for Scotland 24th December
1926

Note for the Secretary of State's use at Deputdtiom the General Assembly’s Committee

on Church Nation with regard to Irish Immigratiofedinburgh 24 September, 1926.

Previous history of the question

The question has not so far had much Parlitengprominence. In February, 1925, Mr
Stephen Mitchell asked for statistics as to the memof immigrants from the South of
Ireland to Glasgow and the West of Scotland and tels that the information was not
available; and in July, 1925, Sir Alexander Spuadter] attention by a question to the fact that
Irish Free Staters, their country having acquireamihion status, could not be deported nor

the cost of their maintenance be recovered.

Memorial of the Church of Scotland Committee on ©€hwand Nation.
In December 1925, the Church of Scotland @dme on Church and Nation forwarded

a memorial on the subject and asked for a recemtfom deputation. The main points put
forward were as follows:-
I. The proportion of Scottish folk in Scotland isadeasing and that of Irish increasing, since
Scots emigrate largely to places outside the Brispire, and the Irish immigrate.
Apart from other reasons immigration of Iriskoifscotland is increased by —

(a) the practice of Irish foremen to give jobs to compés;

(b) the restriction of Irish immigration into the Unit&tates of America.
The proportion of Irish in the population is espdlgi noticeable in large industrial towns
such as Coatbridge, Wishaw and Dumbarton.
Il. The results are:-

(a) general lowering of social conditions;

(b) competition with Scottish unemployed,;

(c) heavy burden on poor, etc., funds without the [ilgyi of deportation or recovery of

cost of maintenance;
(d) filling of prisons;

(e) danger of social strife;
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Information on the subject from Government Departia&tc.,

The Registrar General reports that —

(a) at the 1921 Census there were fewer born-in Iref@@rdons enumerated in Scotland

than at the 1911 census;

(b) the percentage of Roman Catholic marriages is grgwiut only slowly

The Prison Commissioners report that, while themeral statistics do not
distinguish persons of Irish extraction as oppasefdersons born in Ireland, the
number of Roman Catholic prisoners who may be ta&dre for the most part of
Irish birth or extraction is a high proportion tiettotal, and they say that there is
no doubt that a very large section of the crimp@bulation is Irish.

A report by the Scottish Board of Health showg tha

(@) The number of Irish-born persons in receipt of wady poor relief has not grown

V.

recently; it is less than it was in 1910 and theceetage of the total number
chargeable (excluding able-bodied unemployed)sis kss.
The figures, as at 15.5.25, were:-
9,300 Irish chargeable, excluding able bodied,
=7.1% of total

1,844 Irish able-bodied chargeable with 4,54petelents = 8.4% of total able
bodied + dependents

At the census of 1921 there were 159,020 Irgaim Ipersons in Scotland, about 3%
of the population.

As regards the employment of Irishmen in Scotldahd Scottish Board of Health
hold that there is reason to think that men froefaind secure, in the face of serious
unemployment in Scotland, some of the low paid wibete, especially in industrial

areas in the Clyde valley.

The Glasgow Inspector of Poor reports that th&tipn is now much the same as it was in

January, 1925, when figures for 20 parishes shawadthere were therein 1,206 Irish Free

Staters, who would have been removed to Irelandfdouthe Dominion status of the Irish

Free State. To check the influx of Irish the Glaggmuncil decided to refuse to relieve Irish

immigrants before they had been three months itl&wh
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The Association of Poor Law Unions, after coumication with the  Scottish Poor Law
authorities, recently approached the Ministry ofalte with a view to reciprocal legislation
with the Irish Free State for the repatriation atipers.

The Dominions Office have told the Ministry ¢fealth that they were ready to
recommend such reciprocal arrangements to the fiigd State, but could not guarantee that
the Free State Government would agree; as a fiegt they suggested investigation by
English and Scottish departments and possibly ten-departmental conference.

It would appear that although the figurbs\e cited supplied by Scottish Departments
do not reveal a very serious state of affairs,ghmartainly is an Irish problem in the South
West of Scotland, and that there has been oneofoegime. There is no doubt that the Irish
impose an undue burden upon poor law authoritiesthat too great a proportion of the
prison population is of Irish birth or extracticamd, further, it seems that Irish, (sic) whether
by accepting lower wages and worse conditions rmuth the action of compatriot foreman,
obtain employment in the face of serious unemployraenong Scotsmen.

It is doubtful whether there has recently baag serious intensification of the problem,
but there are two important factors of which thiéuence may prove greater as time goes on.
These are —

(i) The acquisition of Dominion status by the Irish dr8tate and the consequent

inability to repatriate pauper Irish:

(i) The check put by the United States of America upish immigration.

Any mitigation of (ii) is probably out of the quest, but something may be done with regard
to (i) In the past pauper Irish could be repatdatkeom Scotland to Ireland (but not vice
versa). That is now impossible since the Free Stateconstituted and the difficulty is that it
is doubtful whether the Free State would agreestoprocal arrangements for repatriation,
such as suggested by the Poor Law Unions, for prakly more Irishmen would fall to be
repatriated than Englishmen or Scotsmen. It woplaear to be desirable, as the Dominions
Office suggest, for the problem to be investigdtesd by English and Scottish Departments
in consultation before the Free State Governmeampgoached.

It is of course possible for immigration fraire Free State either by itself or along with
immigration from other Dominions to be restricteg $tatute, and this possibility has been
kept in view, as is shown by the attached copy wleanorandum by Captain Elliot dated 7th
July, 1925.
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The Deputation might be informed that the miaegeceiving the careful consideration of
the Secretary of State in consultation with oth@p&tments interested, and it might be
pointed out in this connection that the questidac$ England as well as Scotland.

Scottish Office
September 1926.
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Appendix Three
National Records of Scotland HH1/556 Elliot Strateg Document
Major Elliot February - April 1929 Scottish Government Factors which must be
considered before the General Election

A re-examination of Scottish government and rnggation to the United Kingdom
Parliament is imminent. The governing fact of titeation is that two parties out of three are
definitely committed to the proposition of a legisire for Scotland. These two parties have
almost for twenty years or more, held a majoritySobttish seats, and even when they have
not, as in the present Parliament, they practidadijance the Conservatives. It is not within
the range of practical politics to suppose that #iuation will be altered to the Conservative
advantage in the forthcoming election.

The imminence of the situation arises fromfdw that Ireland is now out of the way. The
existence of the Irish problem meant that the $&totjuestion was entirely academic. The
Conservative party was opposed to Home Rule orciptan and the Liberal party recognised
that, in fact Irish Home Rule would require all thewer of at least one Parliament. Any
establishment of a Scottish legislature was acogtdialways at least one or possibly two
General Elections away, and this meant that fopatlies it was shelved indefinitely.

This ‘shelving’ factor does not now exist. e recognise, however, that this means that
the establishment of a Scottish legislature is timesight forward as a possibility not of the
next ten years, but as a possibility of the neghtien months? Both Liberal and Labour
parties are deeply pledged to the proposal of suafeasure, and resolutions in its favour
have been repeatedly carried in Parliament, widlr thificial support, over many years. | do
not know that the Conservative party has recentigienany clear statement of policy on the
matter.

It is not necessary to consider the prospafdiise General Election, save to say that in any
election, there are three possibilities of a chaajority against the Government, or even with
an indeterminate situation, it may be taken that ttombined Labour and Liberal
representation in Scotland would exceed the Coasiger In either of these cases a Scottish
Home Rule Bill would almost automatically be broudprward in the first year of the new
Parliament. | do not think that it is a matter ohielh English Conservative members feel
themselves bound on principle. They would certaddynand a very clear and reasoned lead
from Scottish Conservatives, and they would attadhne weight than usual to the attitude of

non-party men and of the press.
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But even in the event of a clear Governmenjoritg there are several factors which
demand very close examination. The first is in #stence of the Scottish Grand
Committee. This Committee is a constitutional anlgna the first magnitude. 1t is a
committee (so called) which does not representdmeposition of its parent body. It is also a
committee to which a mass of important businessdstaautomatically referred, which
business cannot be considered elsewhere, savepligitx waiving the definite procedure
laid down by the house. The Committee has the tanézt right of coming to decisions in
conflict with the presumed wishes of the main bodyd the main body has the equally
unfettered right of overturning these decisions r@port). It is clear that this Committee has
power without responsibility, and all the ingredeefor friction are present and must at some
time become active.

As has been pointed out earlier, the normakiom of parties in Scotland under present
conditions is much closer to the Liberal Labour ond&y than is the case in England. The
return of a purely Conservative administration mte@makes this apparent. The most recent
and most useful example was the return of the Bdmaw Government. Here the
Conservative party had a majority of about 80, mfootable working majority. The Scottish
representation made Labour the largest single iShqtarty (it approached in fact a majority
over both other parties combined) and left the Gawent with such a negligible minority
that it was impossible for it to face the Scott&tand Committee at all.

That Parliament came to a sudden end anduthenplications of the situation did not
become apparent. Mr F C Thomson and myself, howewss with Mr Patrick Ford were at
that time responsible for Scottish business in@oenmons, had the precariousness of our
position deeply impressed upon us. The difficultiesthe first year were dealt with by
‘tacking’ carried to almost absurd lengths. (Thelpngation of payments of relief to Scottish
able-bodied unemployed for instance, was tackedl Ibdl regulating London inter-borough
finance.) | do not think that affairs could thusséaontinued for a whole Parliament, and in
fact the then Secretary for Scotland had had tesiden the only logical step. That is, the
abolition of the Scottish Grand Committee.

Scottish Members will readily realise the ewteedifficulty of taking any such step in the
1929 Parliament, as practically the first propostlthe new administration towards the
Scottish. Only the Chief Whip can give any firmiesttion of the possibilities of such a
situation arising, but it would seem that unlessdedetter in 1929 than we did in 1924, it is
certainly highly probable. (The added members ceftbe proportion of the house, and

cannot be relied on for so heavy a Conservativghteig in the next Parliament as this.)
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English Members would certainly look askaratesuch a step. The arguments of
congesting the business of Parliament would beduwgth much force. They would also feel
they are being led into an untenable positionis therefore improbable that this step would
be taken. The machine would no doubt be made tdorusome time by tacking, by stringent
use of financial resolutions, and by taking vitakimess in Committee of the whole House.
But it would leave the Government open to all softeumiliations for its own business, and
at the mercy of the Oppositions for any Private Mers Bills brought in, of which a Scottish
Home Rule Bill would be amongst the earliest.

In all this | have said nothing of the Natist movement in Scotland. It is undesirable
to emphasise new developments unduly. All the factehich | have enumerated were
present in 1923. But the new movement at least doepoint to any weakening in the
autonomist position. It seems to me possible thagnti-Government swing of the pendulum
may lead to a certain number of the disgruntledifig in the ‘Nationalist’ label a handy
compromise, of the same kind as that which leadthé¢oreturn of independent Members
when discontent is about, and when no alternativee@Giment exists.

The Nationalist movement however contaws elements naturally opposed whose
temporary union has given them strength. These ezlisnare the ‘Gaelic-Irish’ and the
‘Edinburgh Protestant’. The ‘Gaelic Irish are thierary men and some of them, such as
Compton Mackenzie, preach the re-constitution obtil@od on a Roman Catholic basis.
Needless to say this is an anathema to the Eastrgamen and the Kirks. It would be easy
to split these two. The steps hereafter detailedldvdo so. But it is probable that Unionist
action along the lines previously considered mahtsolidate them.

In any case it is clear that several mes\ell have Nationalist candidates run against
them at the next election and that very clear puonements will be demanded from all of
us.

The essence of the relationship between tiéh® kingdoms is finance. It is for
consideration whether Conservatives should notrbpgsed to set up a Royal Commission
on the relationship between the two countries wphcial reference to finance. It would be
no use, of course, to set up such a commissiorssithe Conservative party were prepared to
accept fully its findings, and give legislative exft to them if desirable- in fact to envisage a
Conservative Home Rule Bill- for that is what itght lead to.

But the proposal of a Royal Commission migattaken as simply a device to shelve
indefinitely an awkward problem. It would not be isofact, since, as has been shown, the

permanent factors of the situation will remain amtl demand some action. Is there any
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immediate line we can take for the coming campaigthink there is. Consider the present
situation of the labour market in relation to immaigion. We have a mass of unemployed
labour comparable to a refugee problem. We areadipgeright and left for charity, and are
quite rightly pleased with every dozen or so mercase transfer into other districts and other
employments. We take advantage of the demand &siosal labour in Canada to move 8,000
men to and fro across the Atlantic.

These facts seem to me the justifiable bé&sissuspending overseas immigration
altogether at present, (that is to say Irish imatign). As all Scots Members know this goes
much deeper than any surface or temporary questaoasindeed accounts for a large
proportion of the autonomist movement.

Hitherto it has been difficult to see what pradtiseps could be taken to give effect to any
such policy. The administrative problem seems ha&wesapable of solution along the
following lines

1. Use the machinery of unemployment insurance angseefo issue a new insurance
book to any save scheduled classes of applicaatsegthborn). This at once gets rid of
any ‘Ellis Island’ immigration control station difulties, and gives a scale of
penalties for contravention. Precedent existsHi in the present limitation of entry
into the mines, and to some extent in limitationdotry into sugar beet factories.

2. Defend this on the basis that the insurance fudnbas at some figure, (I believe
800,000, 900,000) but certainly far below the emgfigure. Promise, if desired, to
review the situation, or even to withdraw the emgbamwhen unemployment falls to
that figure.

3. Leave immigration open to all countries within andthployment Insurance scheme.
This obviates difficulties with England and Northéreland.

4. Introduce Scottish legislation making paupers cealfe to their country of origin
and accepting the same responsibility for Scofimlpers overseas.

To sum up

1. The position of Scotland vis-a-vis England will cemap for review at a very early
date

2. The existence of the Scottish Grand Committee makegossible to allow things to
drift

3. The Conservative Party must be able to make soeae statement of its position

4. Scottish members are hereby asked to considetetsieability of:-
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A) A Royal Commission on the relations between the ¢auntries, not blinking the fact
that it might report in favour of some sort of autmy.

B) An embargo on immigration worked through Unemplogim@surance, not blinking
the fact that this would be an embargo on Irish ignation and would raise all the
guestions of race, religion and our own emigratvarseas.

C) Legislation laying down reciprocal responsibilityr fpaupers, again recognising that
this would involve mainly the Irish Free State.
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Appendix Four

National Records of Scotland HH1/563 Final memo subitted to the Economic
Advisory Council Committee of Empire Migration signed by William Adamson dated

October 1930.

Memorandum by the Secretary of State for Scotlanttish Migration into Scotland
1. During the past few years strong representation® lieeen made to me and my

predecessor in office by the Church of Scotlané, tmited Free Church, and by
others, in favour of legislation to enable Irishmingration into Scotland to be

regulated and to provide for the repatriation ofmigrants who become dependent on
public funds. It has been argued in support ofah@eposals :-

(a) That there is already a large Irish populationgnttaind:

(b) That Irish immigration into Scotland is continuiag an unduly large scale:

(c) That the Irish population does not assimilate \thign Scots:

(d) That the Irish population is less independent ti@nnative population and gives rise
to a disproportionately heavy burden on the potasrand on public funds generally:

(e) That the Irish population in Scotland is less dydéran the native population and is
responsible for an undue proportion of crime:

(H That their low standard of living enables them toept employment at low rates of
wages, thereby under cutting Scotsmen who are bdinggen to emigrate from

Scotland.

2. As regards these contentions:-

(a) The following table gives particulars as to thehrborn persons in Scotland at the

last three Censuses

Censusg Total Number of| Decrease in Percentage  of
population  of] Irish born| inter — Censal Irish born
Scotland persons period population

1901 | 4,472,103 205,064 - 4.59%

1911 | 4,760,904 174,715 30,349 3.67%

1921 | 4,882,497 159,020 15,695 3.26%

The figures in column 4 show that there was a dseén the number of persons
of Irish birth in each of the inter Censal perioBarther information on this point
will be furnished by the 1931 Census.

(Marginal note in pencil: The original Para (a) gawnost of this information in
narrative form. It has now been put in tabular fprm

The above figures do not of course give a comgeteire of the Irish element in
the Scottish population, since they do not incltideScottish born descendants of
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ancestors who came from Ireland. Information astihe number of such
descendants is not available.

(Marginal note: The original had for ancestors grdas who were born in’).

(b) No definite figures are available to show the ekt&#nimmigration into Scotland
from Ireland during the present or recent yeargiriguthe first 5 months of 1930
approximately 390 persons arrived at Scottish pgoots Irish Free State ports in
excess of the number of persons who arrived ah Iisee State ports from
Scottish Ports. On the other hand, during the {®&9 the persons arriving at
Scottish ports from the Irish Free State ports w&sé fewer than the persons
moving in the contrary direction ( this has beemfecmed by information
contained in the Irish Free State returns). Dutimg 5 years 1925 — 1929 the
persons arriving at Scottish from Irish Free Statets exceeded those going to
Irish Free State ports from Scottish ports by 6,I3&ductions however can only
be drawn from these figures with much reserve. figaes (which are collected
by the Board of Trade) relate to passenger movemedtnot actual migration.
There is no record of numbers actually travellinggween ports in Northern
Ireland and Scotland (which may be substantial)rgmal note: These words did
not appear in the original memo), or of the movemaver the land frontier
between the Irish Free State and Northern Ireland, there is no record of the
number of migrants who may proceed from Irelan&d¢otland and vice versa via
English ports. There is, however, undoubtedly samggration from the Irish Free
State into Scotland via ports in Northern Irelandhsas Belfast and Portrush or
via England. (Marginal note This sentence did mqtear in the original memo).

A summary of information furnished by the Ministo§ labour in July, 1930,
which tends to indicate that there is little evidermf any pronounced volume of
immigration at the present time from the Irish F&ate to Scotland, is contained
in appendix 1 to this memorandum.

(c) This is to some extent a matter of opinion. Bubfas as Irish immigrants into
Scotland are of Roman Catholic denomination thered doubt that there is a
strong tendency, in the absence of any consider@btdtish Roman Catholic
population, towards intermarriage of Irish immigsan and that this is
accompanied by the formation of ‘colonies’ of Imsén in various parts of the
country, particularly Lanark, Dumbarton and Renfrew

(d) The following statistics regarding Irish born pargpen Scotland have been
furnished by the Department of Health for Scotland

Year Irish - born  persondrish born paupers
(percentage of total(percentage of total number
population) of paupers)

1911 3.67% 7.9%

1921 3.26% 6.8%

1929 (see below) 7.4%
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(Marginal note: In the original memo this infornmati was given in narrative
form. It has now been put in tabular form)

Although definite figures as to the total populat@and the total number of Irish-
born persons in Scotland during the years 192%Mateavailable , there seems
little reason to doubt that the pauperism percentagnains, as in past years,
much in excess of the population percentage. Orotiher hand it may be noted
that in no year from 1921 onwards has the percents#glrish pauperism in
Scotland reached the level (7.9%) which it attaimeto11.

Opportunity has also been take to consider ta wkint Irish born persons, and
Roman Catholics, contribute to the population oflic asylums in Scotland. The
Following figures have been supplied by the Gend&ahrd of Control for
Scotland:-

Total No| No. of | % of Irish| No. of | % of
of lunatics | Irish Born | born  to| Roman Roman
total Catholics | Catholics
to total
Nov | Private | 3,105 135 4.3% 159 5.1%
1928 | lunatics
Nov | Pauper | 14,394 936 6.5% 2,168 15%
1928 | Lunatics
July | Private | 2,912 121 4.2% 155 5.3%
1930 | lunatics
July | Pauper | 14,744 914 6.2% 2,267 15.4%
1930 | lunatics

(e) As regards the total numbers of convicted prisqrigesstal inmates and criminal
lunatics in Scotland, information collected by #resons Department for Scotland
shows that the percentages of Irish born persongdant years have been as
follows:-

1925 25.2%
1926 22.7%
1927 22.1%
1928 20.7%
1929 20.1%
1930 17.1%

These percentages include persons born in Ireladdarsons born elsewhere if
the father is Irish. The figures bear out the cotive that in Scotland the Irish
population is responsible for an undue proportibrerome. At the same time it
will be seen that from 1925 onwards this proportias progressively diminished.
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It may be mentioned that the figures for the faigtmonths of 1930 indicate that,
of the total number of persons (1,180) includedthie proportion of 17.1%

approximately half were born in the Irish Free &tat elsewhere of Free State
fathers: approximately half were born in Northemeldnd or elsewhere of

Northern Ireland fathers.

() No definite information is available to indicateethverage wage received by Irish
born persons employed in Scotland. During the sy8825 — 1929, however,
211,899 persons emigrated from Scotland to place®Europe presumably to
seek employment or better their condition — whileing that period, as indicated
in (b) above, there is reason to suppose that abeurof persons may have
migrated from the Irish Free State to Scotlanditeur information supplied by
the Scottish Education Department indicates thatindurecent years the
enrolment of pupils in Roman Catholic Schools imt&nd shows a marked
tendency to increase, whereas enrolments in ottievots are decreasing. The
total average enrolment of Roman Catholic schoofSdotland rose progressively
from 71,293 in 1901-02 to 123,430 in 1928-29. Thmltaverage enrolments of
other schools in Scotland was 713,662 in 1901-@Prase to 756,491 in 1919 —
20 but fell to 696,109 in 1928-1929. The followifigures give the percentage of
the total school population, in the years specjfettending Roman Catholic and
other schools respectively:-

Roman Catholic Schools Other Schools
1901 - 02 9.1% 90.9%
1910 -11 10.9% 89.1%
1919 - 20 13.1% 86.9%
1928 — 29 15.1% 84.9%

As the Roman Catholic Schools are mainly recruibean persons of Irish
descent, the school figures point to a rapid miidagion of the Irish population in
Scotland, in spite of bad trade and falling wages.

In this connection reference may also be made ¢osdmsonal movement of
Agricultural workers in considerable numbers to t#ocw from Ireland. It is

understood that one potato firm alone employ fr@@ ® 400 Irish workers for 9
or 10 months in each year. (Marginal note: Thesedev@are new and the words
‘and vice versa’' after Ireland in the original Menttave been deleted.)
Information furnished by the Department of Agricwé for Scotland on this
subject in July 1930, is contained in appendix ltitis memorandum.

3. As regards repatriation to Ireland of persons wécome chargeable to the poor rates
in Scotland, this is possible by statutory procasdetween Scotland and Northern
Ireland; but following on the Irish Free State (Geguential Adaptation of
Enactments) Order, 1923, warrants authorising ¢éineoral to the Irish Free State of
paupers born there can no longer be obtained bitiSt®oor law Authorities, and
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removals to the Irish Free State can only be edfbcon a voluntary basis.
Negotiations with a view to arranging for reciproogpatriation of persons who had
become chargeable to the poor rates were entet@dame years ago with the Irish
Free State, but no settlement has been reached.

. As regards control of migration from Northern Iradlaor from the Irish Free State to
Scotland, this would be a matter of great practitfiiculty owing to the variety of
possible routes, and the opportunities for evasiemther, it would involve a
departure from the immemorial policy of allowingitidh subjects, from whatever
Dominion to enter Great Britain freely.

As an alternative, it has been suggested that @ontight be exercised through
legislation prohibiting for a term of years the dayment of any person arriving in
Great Britain after a specified date who had ndaioled a permit from the Ministry
of Labour. The permit would specify a particularcopation and a particular
employer, and no such permit would be issued itkw@n capable of performing the
work were available locally, or could be made afa# from other Employment
Exchanges. The proposal, of course, involves thengaof power to remove an
immigrant found to be in contravention of the schem

. The information available about immigration fronetlrish Free State to Scotland
cannot be regarded as conclusive but taken as ke wtappears to indicate that there
is no very pronounced volume of such immigratioriha present time: and that the
growth of the Roman catholic element in Scotlarglg@denced, for example, by the
school population figures) is due to the rapid iplittation of relatively old
established ‘colonies’ in Scotland, rather tharaty existing substantial volume of
immigration from the Irish Free State.

Nevertheless, | consider that the reciprocal aearents for repatriation of paupers,
mentioned in paragraph 3 above, should be restored.

The existence in Scotland of considerable Stateefiisn such as Health and
Unemployment Insurance, State-aided housing schemasmployment relief
schemes, etc., is a matter which will require adrebnsideration in connection with
the forgoing questions. ( Marginal Note: The woadter etc., have been substituted
for the following words which appeared in the amgi memorandum “appears to
render it not unreasonable that provisions shoselanlade whereby the right to draw
insurance benefits should not emerge until a cenaide period of employment has
elapsed”).
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Appendix Five

National Records of Scotland HH1/564 Economic Adwsy Committee Empire
Migration Committee part Il (V1) Miscellaneous Questions Irish Immigration into

the United Kingdom 11" July 1931

173. In appendix Il (note 12) we give figures shagvthe trend of population for Ireland
as a whole from 1821-1921, and from that year lierltish Free State separately. Since
the famine the population of the Free State has loeelining in spite of an excess of
births over deaths owing to the fact that emigratias removed more than the natural
increase. The crude birth rate has been low fouraber of years and has shown no
marked tendency of late to decline further. Thedowirth rate is due almost wholly to
few and late marriages. The fertility of marriedmen shows little change, and there is,
therefore, little sign of contraception. The magaalistribution has reached a condition of
approximate stability, and, though the material foe necessary calculation is not
available, it can hardly be doubted that theretiseast a replacement birth rate and
probably more.

174. According to the figures of the Irish Freet&t®epartment of Commerce and
Industry the passenger traffic (British and aliebsjween Irish Free State ports and the
rest of the British Isles showed an outward balasfcg5,253 in 1928. This figure takes
no account of the movement across the land froriethe 15,253, however a substantial
number, about 3,400 were emigrants travelling @aswia United Kingdom ports. Thus
the net influx into Great Britain and Northern &etl via Free State ports may be put at
nearly 12,000. (The correction to be made on adcolialiens is negligible). There are
no statistics which throw light on the extent o tinflux across the land frontier, which
includes not only those who after crossing the tfesrremain in Northern Ireland, but
also those who move on thence to Glasgow and qilaees in Great Britain. But it
probably amounts to a considerable number.

175. The magnitude of this immigration from theslriFree State into Great Britain and
Northern Ireland thus materially reduces the béseb this country of the Emigration
resulting from the Empire Settlement Act. We reatisat any restriction on the free entry
into this country of British citizens from the Ihis-ree State or any other Dominion would
constitute a striking departure from the historadiqy of this country and would require
careful consideration before it was raised with B@minion Governments. We feel,
however, that this question merits serious conatdsr by His Majesty’s Government in

the United Kingdom. We suggest that, in any camssshould be taken to obtain such
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powers as may be necessary to secure fuller gtafigtith a view to determining the full
extent to which Irish immigration is neutralisifgeteffect of the expenditure incurred by

the Overseas Settlement Department.

B. Repatriation of Migrants within the Empire

176. The immigration laws of all the Dominions maikevision for the deportation to the
country of origin of immigrants who become a pubticarge, at the expense of the
Steamship Company by which they were carried toDbminion. In the latest periods
available (1929-30 in the case of Canada and irD lifi3that of Australia and New
Zealand) the number of such deportations was &srsl-

Canada 2,350

Australia 218

New Zealand 1

177. On account, mainly, of the present economprabsion these figures are abnormally
high, but those from Canada are always consider&pten that Dominion, persons can
be, and are deported if they become a public chargen for a short period during winter
unemployment, at any time within five years of thairival in Canada. Even after the
expiry of that period, persons are deported on &md other grounds if the Dominion
authorities are satisfied that they come within ahthe classes of ‘prohibited migrant’ at
the time of their arrival.

178. It appears to us inequitable that the Cana@@wernment should thus send back to
this country migrants who have proceeded to Canetla the encouragement of that
Government and who, owing to the prevailing ecomomonditions, have become
unemployed and for the time being a public charggpecially when the persons
concerned may have been in Canada for as lonyaydars. We are confirmed in this
view by the consideration that there is no resticion the admission of Canadian or
other Dominion citizens into the United Kingdom and power to deport to the
Dominions any British subject from in the Dominion$o becomes a charge on the
public funds of the United Kingdom. As we have peth out above a considerable
number of immigrants enter the United Kingdom evgegr from the Irish Free State.
Many of these subsequently become a charge oruthiee junds, but there is no power to
deport or to recover any part of the cost of theintenance.

179. In our own view there is no justification thie continuance of the present one sided

arrangements in this matter, operating as theyodbe detriment of the interests of this
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country. We are strongly of the opinion that Higjesty’s Government in the United
Kingdom should be free to refuse admission to eitszfrom the Dominions falling within

any of the categories of ‘prohibited immigrantszx4 persons with criminal records,
insane persons &c. The repatriation of migrants Wweoome a public charge in any part
of the Empire is a more difficult question, we sesfgshould be carefully considered by
His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom wélview to its being discussed with

similar questions at the next meeting of the Imgdexonference.
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Appendix Six

National Records of Scotland HH1/564 Correspondencketween Prime Minister's
Office and The Scottish, Dominions and Home Officesconcerning the Empire
Migration Committee 21% July 1931 to 18 August 1931

Letter from PM’s Office 21 July 1931 to Adamson

Dear Secretary of State

The Prime minister has been reading EAC(c) 66-+épert of the Committee appointed by
the Economic Advisory Council to consider Empireghdition-and he wishes to draw the
attention of the Secretary of State for Dominioriaikt and yourself to paragraphs 174 and
175, dealing with Irish Immigration into the Unit&ghgdom. He would be glad if you would
consider the question. He feels that it is one shatild come before Cabinet.

| am writing similarly to the Secretary of State fbe Dominion Affairs.

H G Vincent PS to PM

Adamson to MacDonald 28 July 1931
Dear Prime Minister

You invited my attention on the 2Duly to EAC (c) 66 — the Report of the Committee
appointed by the Economic Advisory Council to cdesiEmpire migration and in particular
paragraphs 174 and 175 dealing with Irish immigratnto the United Kingdom.

The recommendation of the Committee on Empirgrition on this point (paragraph 175)
is that “steps should be taken to obtain such pewasrmay be necessary to secure fuller
statistics, with a view to determining the full emt to which Irish immigration is neutralising
the effect of the expenditure by the Overseasedettht Department.

| have already given effect to this, so far asri able to do by administrative action, by
arranging, in connection with the 1931 Census @ incorporation in the Householders
Schedule of a column asking for information ashe kength in Scotland of persons from
elsewhere but now permanently resident in Scotldihdgs (with suitable adjustments which
the Registrar General is able to make on accouttieofieath rate) will provide information
for each year in the last 25 years or so, as totineber of persons who came from Southern
or Northern Ireland and settled in Scotland. Thégares should furnish a conclusive
measure of the extent, from year to year of Irisimigration into Scotland. The full figures
for Scotland will not be available until the censugle and card punching operations have

been completed — probably in 1932.
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While | agree entirely with the Empire Migratioro@mittee’s view that immigration from
the Irish Free State may at any time become seiiouts extent and effects, and should
therefore be carefully measured and closely waiclhetb not think at the present time
serious apprehension need be occasioned by anyngxi®lume of immigration from the
Irish Free State into Scotland.

The Report of the Committee on Empire Migratiorotgs figures for the year 1928. There
is, however, reason to believe that in that yeanignation into the United Kingdom may
have been exceptionally high. Thus in 1928 perémmding at Scottish from Irish Free State
ports exceeded persons moving in the contrary titredy 3,055, but in 1929 the balance
swung on the other side, the persons landing attiStdrom Irish Free State ports being
fewer by 251 than the persons moving in the coptlaection.

| went into this matter very closely in conneatiwith the enquiry by the Committee on
Empire Migration, and collected a good deal of infation on the subject, including
information from the Ministry of Labour as to thambers of Irishmen (a) being registered
for employment in Scotland: (b) to whom Unemploymiaisurance books were being issued
in Scotland: and (c) being employed on state asbistlief schemes in Scotland etc. All this
information was put before the Committee on Empligration, and | need not recapitulate
it here. While not conclusive, it appeared as aleho indicate that there is no very
pronounced volume of immigration from the Irish &sgate into Scotland at the present time;
and that the growth of the Roman Catholic elemergotland (which is clearly evidenced
by the enrolment figures in Roman Catholic and offebools respectively) is occasioned by
the rapid multiplication of relatively old estalilesd Irish ‘colonies’ in Scotland rather than
by any existing substantial volume of immigratioon the Irish Free State.

Accordingly, while | should be glad, even in ekgt circumstances, to have power to
control immigration from the lIrish Free State irffootland, |1 cannot claim that this is a
matter of great urgency at the present moment;ldhuhk that further consideration of this
guestion might await the Census information. | mpaint out that the complete stoppage of
immigration from the Irish Free State would not oa® what appears to be the main ground
for the complaints addressed to me — the markegktery for the Irish (and Roman Catholic)
element already in Scotland to increase in numbarspmpared with the native population.
Control of immigration leads to the questionlod tepatriation of migrants. Persons coming
to Scotland from Northern Ireland and becoming gbable to the poor rates in Scotland
before completing five years continuous residerwre, can be repatriated by statutory

process to Northern Ireland; but since the IriseeF6tate (Consequential Adaptation of
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Enactments) Order, 1923, similar warrants can mgdo be obtained by the Scottish Poor
Law Authorities, and removals to the Irish Freet&taan only be effected on a voluntary

basis. | am most anxious that reciprocal arrangésngimould be made with the Irish Free

State on the lines of the existing position in reiga Northern Ireland, for the repatriation of

persons who become chargeable to the poor ratesthat arrangements should be made
which will in effect restore the pre 1923 positisa far as the Irish Free is concerned. The
whole subject was raised in a Dominion’s Officepditch of February 1928, to the Irish Free
State Government; but the Irish Free State Govenhaggpears to have shown no disposition
to come to any decision. The matter was againdase Conference with representatives of
the Irish Free State at the Dominions Office in iAfast — the Conference being held to

discuss various other points on which agreemenh whe Irish Free State Government

appeared desirable. The Irish Free State représastsdaid however, that they had not come
prepared to discuss the question of the mutualtniepan of paupers, and they were only

able to undertake that on their return they woakketup the matter with a view to a reply

being sent to the Dominions Office Dispatch of koy 1928. | have heard nothing more on
the subject and | think that the point should bethier pressed. It is of considerable

importance so far as Scotland is concerned, becaasstics show clearly that in proportion

to the native population, Irish born persons framuadue proportion of the total numbers of
paupers, and are responsible for an undue burdem 8pottish poor rates. If arrangements
for the repatriation of paupers cannot be obtaitieeh the case for considering some control
of immigration will be strengthened.

Finally, on the question of repatriation of nagts, | feel that some arrangement must be
arrived at with the Dominions generally, as the Empligration Committee recommend
(paragraph179). The matter is largely one for tloenel Office and no doubt they can furnish
full information. But in recent years various casewe come to the notice of the Scottish
Office where very undesirable persons, with litienection to Scotland, have been deported
to Scotland from the Dominions. A person born irotsnd may go abroad in his early
childhood; may spend all his life in one of the Doions; and in his old age, after his
becoming a criminal may be deported to Scotlandh&keno friends or relatives in Scotland,
and has indeed no connection with Scotland beybedatcident of his birth there. He is
bound on deportation to become a public chargecatl&d, and may engage in crime there.
The knowledge that cases of this kind do occurdea to endorse very strongly the

recommendations if paragraph 179 of the Empire 8ign Committee’s report
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Reply by Marsh, Private Secretary to Thomas, to Vinent 5" August 1931
Dear Vincent

Mr Thomas has carefully considered the passalgérg to emigration from the Irish Free
State into the United Kingdom in the report of tBmpire Migration Committee of the
Economic Advisory Council to which, at the Primenidter’s wish you called his attention in
your letter of July 2%

This question has, as no doubt the PM will relmenbeen before the Cabinet on previous
occasions. It was considered by the late Governnmetite summer of 1928 when the then
Home Secretary was authorised to consult the Priviieister of Northern Ireland
confidentially on the subject. The matter was farthonsidered by the late Government in
February 1929, and ultimately by the then Secrdt@r{pominion Affairs undertook to press
Mr Cosgrave to concur in proposals previously miiehe mutual repatriation of persons
from the Irish Free State and the United Kingdonowlad become a public charge. Mr
Amery did so but without result.

The subject first came before the present Gamem in July 1930 see CP 35(30)
Conclusion 6 — when the Secretary of State for |&edt undertook to collect further
information which will be found in CP in CP229(3()his was considered by the Cabinet
(CP 47(30) Conclusion 6) when further considerabbthe matter was postponed until after
the Imperial Conference. It will be remembered that Empire Migration Committee of the
Economic Advisory Council was set up immediatelyobe the Imperial Conference, and
after the Conference was over, as it was underdtwatdche Committee would deal with the
guestion, the matter was left to them. They hadrieethem memoranda by the Secretary of
State for Scotland (EAC (EM) 55) and by the Homer&gry (EAC (EM) 93). Mr Adamson
was of the opinion that the information availabpp@ared to indicate that there was no very
pronounced volume of such immigration but he cagrgd that the reciprocal arrangements
for the repatriation of paupers should be restokdClynes took the view that the broad
conclusion to be drawn from the figures was thaythiurnished no evidence of any
considerable migration of labour from the Irish ¢iBtate to Great Britain, and that the
comparatively small migration did not appear to naat any departure from the traditional
policy of allowing free admission into this countoy all British subjects whatever their
origin.

It was, however, in the figures supplied by Becretary of State for Scotland and the
Home Secretary that the Empire Migration Committsene to conclusion that “the

magnitude of this migration from the Irish Freet8tmto Great Britain and Northern Ireland
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thus materially reduces the benefits to this cquotithe migration resulting from the Empire
Settlement Act...we feel...that this question meritsages consideration by His Majesty’s
Government in the United Kingdom. We suggest thatny case steps should be taken to
obtain such powers as may be necessary to obthistdtistics with a view to determining
the full extent to which Irish migration us neuisalg the effect of the expenditure incurred
by the Overseas Settlement Department.

Mr Thomas has not the material, and, in any,daaelly feels that it is for him to attempt
to reconcile these diverse opinions. Moreover,atula appear to be primarily for the Home
Secretary to say to what extent it is possibleaiwycthe recommendations of the Committee
(namely that more accurate statistics should bairdéd) into effect. So far as Mr Thomas is
concerned he would only wish to make the followahgervations:-

(a) that however logical it may be to regard the IriSltee State as an “overseas
Dominion” in connection with migration as in othmatters it seems doubtful whether
the Irish Free State and Great Britain (and stokrenthe Irish Free State and Northern
Ireland) can, as a matter of practical politics,sbesharply distinguished as the report
suggests. In the case of two countries so closaéocanother and possessing so similar
a social structure there must always be a certaiditfy of population. In other words
the problem is one of Labour supply, not of migmti For a similar reason the
Overseas Settlement department has never regasdsastiausly affecting the policy of
assisted migration to Canada the fluidity of popatabetween Canada and the United
States (to which the Empire Migration Committeesipet allude).

(b) That the principle that every British Subject hasight to remain in the United
Kingdom is a long established one and should ndigh¢ly abandoned. It is possible,
of course, that if any drastic action were takerCayada as regards deportations (this
was rumoured in the press but now, fortunatelymseanlikely) such action would
affect the question from this point of view.

Mr Thomas assumes, however, that it would be theéMinister's wish that he
should continue to press for a reply from the Iriskee State on the question of the
mutual repatriation of persons in receipt of reli@h this point a dispatch was sent to
the Irish Free State as long ago as Februaf§; 1628, since when a number of
reminders have been sent without producing anytexagpt promises of the supply of
information which has not materialised.

At Mr Thomas’ wish, | am sending copies of thislyejo the Private Secretary at the Scottish

Office and of your letter and the reply to the BtevSecretary at the Home Office.
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G Marsh

PS Many thanks for sending us a copy of Mr Adamstetter of the 28 July (received since
the above was prepared), which Mr Thomas read widrest. So far as he is in a position to
judge, he is disposed to agree generally with Mamdon’s views as to Irish Free State
immigration and the mutual repatriation of paupdise general question of the repatriation
of migrants, referred to in the last paragraph ofAdamson’s letter is under consideration in
the Dominions Office but as the PM will appreciatis one of considerable difficulty.

| have added a copy of Mr Adamson’s letter to tBeaPthe Home Office

Clynes Home Secretary to Ramsay MacDonald 3August 1931

Dear Prime Minister

In your letter of the 30 July you asked me consider the question of Inemigration into
the United Kingdom, which is raised in paragrapig-175 of the Report of the Committee
on Empire Migration appointed by the Economic AdwvisCouncil. This question is by no
means novel. Various aspects have continually ctammay notice while | have been Home
Secretary and my predecessor also devoted a gabdfdatention to the problem.

| had considerable enquiries made at the requetsieo€ommittee on Empire Migration and
furnished them with such information as | was dbleollect. | need not trouble you with the
details, but briefly, the conclusions which | reedhwere, that the Irish born population in
England (sic) is decreasing, that there is now meatgvolume of Irish immigrants, that the
balance of immigrants from the Irish Free StatEngland (sic) (after allowing for those who
emigrate from English ports) consists mostly of veonwho are no doubt mainly domestic
servants, and the damage, such as it is, caus&tsbymmigration is already done and the
problem in England (sic) is rather one of the ratimcrease of the Irish population who
settled here some time ago.

...There is at present no power to exclude or defpom the United Kingdom a person who
is a British subject, and any proposal to take sumlier would involve legislation, which, in
view of the entirely new principle introduced, cownly be justified by absolute necessity.
Moreover the practical difficulties are enormous.

In the first place, it would be necessary to defiviech British subjects properly belong to
the United Kingdom. This is already a difficulty tviwhich we face in the negotiations
referred to above.

...Secondly even if the United Kingdom and each Daomnestablish which particular

British subjects are to be regarded as what | nadlyfar convenience “local subjects”, it is
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easy to see that there may be a considerable nuofbpersons who possess British
nationality but do not fall to be regarded as I@adjects of any particular part of the Empire.
... Thirdly — and this brings me back from the mor@ayal aspects of the problem to the
particular issue question of the Irish immigratiato the United Kingdom — experience has
shown that the effective maintenance of a systentaoiftrol over the passenger traffic
between Great Britain and Ireland is a matter adagrdifficulty. The opportunities for
evasion are almost unlimited. The cost of estainlgsland maintaining a staff to control the
traffic throughout the length of the west coastsEofyland, Wales and Scotland would be
very heavy and could not be justified in peacetima; could there be any guarantee that
there would be no slipping ashore at unfrequentackeg from small boats which could easily
cross the Irish Sea or even from fishing boatsiatthe course of their legitimate traffic. In
addition the land frontier between Northern Irelamd the Irish Free State could not possibly
be adequately closed; so that it would be necegeargat Northern Ireland for this purpose
it would be necessary to treat Northern Ireland tlis purpose as outside the United
Kingdom. Finally, any such control as would be rssegy would arouse intense resentment
among the business and travelling community.

| have no means at my disposal to obtain any stait assist in determining the full extent
of the Irish immigration, but, subject to any fuiegthnformation which other departments may
be able to collect, | am bound to say that | amgsaisfied that there is any urgent necessity
which would justify legislation to reverse the bist policy of the mother country

J R Clynes.
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Appendix Seven

National Records of Scotland HH1/561 Letter from Paick McGilligan to J.H. Thomas
12th January 1932 Dispatch No.17

Sir

| have the honour to refer to Mr Amery’'s Disgatof the 18 February, 1928, no 54,
inquiring whether His Majesty’s Government in thiesh Free State would be prepared to
agree in principle to a reciprocal arrangementtti@ compulsory repatriation of persons of
Irish Free state origin who become chargeable ¢optbor rate in Great Britain before they
acquire a status of irremovability and for the tep#on in similar circumstances of persons
belonging to Great Britain from the Irish Free 8tat

His Majesty’s Government in the Irish Free Statalst recognising the circumstances
which have led to this proposal cannot conceak thiew that, though equitable in form, it
would not differ substantially in practice fromevival of the Poor Removal Acts which for a
long period regulated the compulsory deportationpobr persons from Great Britain to
Ireland and in their operation gave rise to wideadr resentment amongst the poor law
authorities in this country.

In the Irish Free State there is no law of satdnt and no power of compulsory removal of
poor persons from one area to another. The gepeaatice is for destitute persons to be
given assistance in the district in which they lappo be. The relieving authority has no
power to remove them compulsorily out of the aea@dme other place to which by birth,
residence or otherwise they are said “to belongye TGovernment have resisted proposals to
introduce a law of settlement and a power of reoliaing of the opinion that such
measures would be out of harmony with the modemception of public social services
freely given to all residents however recently thewe migrated to a new district. The
utmost concession that the law in the Irish Fregeshas given to those who favour the
removal of poor persons out of the district in whibey are to some district to which liability
for their maintenance is assumed to attach is tompehe poor law authorities in Dublin City
and County to pay for the expenses of removal @ person who has not been two years
in their area if they are satisfied it is generddiiy his benefit and that of his dependants.

Compulsory removal not being permitted by the bf the State the Government find it
difficult to commit themselves to any agreementailitate the deportation of poor persons
from outside and this difficulty is accentuatedtbg fact that there are now no workhouses to

which able bodied people could be delivered ingfan all the former workhouses outside
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Dublin, that have not been closed altogether, ltabmen converted into homes for the aged
and infirm or Hospitals for the sick poor.

It is and always has been recognised that cazes which removal is in the best interest of
persons who have emigrated to Great Britain and kdwe become public charges there and

the Government have not raised objection to thamedf such persons when they wish to be

sent back to their place of birth.

But there are wider considerations that seenmait attention before machinery for
deporting poor persons is set up. The laws of &attht and Removal as they now stand in
Great Britain are the residue of a more rigoroudecthat has in the course of time been
modified so that large classes of poor personswbald formerly have been removed under
these laws are no longer affected by them. The tr@ivhumane ideas and the recognition
of the wasteful expenditure and the hardship wiaidse from time to time in their in their
operation were steadily bringing the practice ahpalsory removal in desuetude. The Poor
Law has in recent years been reformed in GreatiBrind the extension of administrative
areas which has been part of that reform will redstdl further the number of poor persons
liable for removal. An arrangement to regulate reat® would, therefore seem a step out of
keeping with the trend of legislation. In GreattBim its effect would be to perpetuate a
practice that appears to be dying out and exidisinrconnection with the Poor law Service.
In the Irish Free State its effect would be to getfor the first time a system of deporting
poor persons to Britain and to revive the poor reshacts.

For these reasons His majesty’s Governmentarribh Free State feel that they should not
depart from the view expressed in the letter of288 May 1922, from the late Mr Collins to
Mr Churchill. They will be prepared to give the l&dt consideration to all cases in which
removal back to this country is desirable in thernests of the person whom it is proposed to

deport. They are not convinced that a reciproaangement proposed would be of any real
benefit to either country but on the contrary thisrgood reason to apprehend that it would
give rise to unnecessary expenditure and hardsidpratation.

| Have etc.

P. McGilligan

Minister for External Affairs.
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Appendix Eight
National Records of Scotland HH1/561 Observationsnothe letter from The Minister of
External Affairs by John Jeffrey, Department of Hedth Scotland, 8th March 1932.

A reply refusing to agree to reciprocal arrangei®ievas not unexpected. It has to be
admitted that, even if reciprocal arrangementstbe@h come to, removals from Scotland to
the Irish Free State would seriously outnumber naisfrom the Free State to Scotland. On
this ground the unwillingness of the Free Stateatiral. Nevertheless the fact remains the
Scottish Authorities in addition to carrying therden of relieving their own poor are saddled
with the costs of maintaining a considerable numbkrSouthern Irish poor. Removal
machinery is operative as between Scotland, Engmt Northern Ireland and Scottish
Authorities are at a disadvantage in that theynan® precluded from returning to Southern
Ireland cases that are a burden on them. It cdaithg claimed that, so long as folks from the
Irish Free State continue to move to Scotland, itgntb congest an already overcrowded
labour market, the Free State should at least rensaifficulty when it comes to supporting
some of the social failures.

It is submitted that the Free State while erditle cherish conceptions as to “public social
services”, referred to in Mr McGilligan’s letter Bo far as they affect only the Free State’s
pocket, are hardly within their rights in urgingeie conceptions as a reason for refusing to
relieve Scotland of burdens they themselves shasddme.

Irishmen from the Free State use Scotland asl@ fior employment but their Government
refuse to take back a small proportion of the “ns&f Compare this attitude with that of
America or Canada. These countries have hitherterexf considerable opportunities of
employment to the English, Scotch (sic) and Iri&te know that those who break down, for
one reason or another, are being returned in ceraite numbers. The Dominion of Canada
is willing to admit workers but she asks to beewdid of the failures. Scotland’s position is
parallel, except that she claims to be relieved, afoall failures but only of a relatively
limited class — broadly speaking, those who becohageable on the ordinary poor roll. In
return she is prepared to take back Scottish dasag afforded poor relief in the Free State.

As regards the specific points put in Mr Mc@én’s letter the following remarks are
made:-

Paragraph 2. Under the Poor Removal Acts refaaégbland was not afforded the power to
remove Scots poor persons from Ireland to Scotldredreason being that the Irish guardians

would have no use for such powers.
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If “widespread resentment” existed it was ocaastbnot so much from the absence of such
powers as from the knowledge that removals fromtl&ed to Ireland were in fact taking
place from time to time. The Poor Law (Scotland},AB98 modified the earlier removal

procedure giving, inter alia, rights of appealchses appealed the Department of Health are

enjoined to have regard, among other things , fiyp @rcumstances tending to show that the
exercise of the power of removal would unduly iejuhe interests of the poor person on
account of the industrial employment of his chitdoe otherwise.”

In short, the 1898 Act puts checks on indiscratenremovals, so that at least from 1898
until the setting up of the Free State in 1920)(aity harshness that could be urged against
earlier procedure was to a great extent, if noregt removed. Certainly the 1898 Act did
not confer on Ireland the right to remove Scotsspes from Ireland, but in negotiations
initiated with the Free State a number of years @gpiprocal removal arrangements were
proposed to the Free State.

While at one time there may have been widespreadntment in Ireland it has to be
pointed out that ever since the constitution offhee State Scottish Authorities have felt the
inequity, not to put it too high, of the loss okthright to remove poor persons to Southern
Ireland, while they can competently remove casesdadhern Ireland and particularly when
they are prepared to consent to reciprocal arrapgesrwith the Free State. An incidental
grievance of Scotland is that the obtaining of ararat for removal frequently has the effect
of terminating chargeability in Scotland. Inabilitg apply for such a warrant will thus
adversely affect the costs of relief in Scotland.

Paragraph 3. While the absence of a law ofesatint and power of compulsory removal
may be suited to conditions in Southern Irelandegalfy, exception has been made in Dublin
City and County. The fact that this exception hasrbmade weakens the argument set forth
in this paragraph, and strengthens the case forettiprocal arrangements proposed. If it is
felt to be unfair to burden a populous centre bkeélin belonging to other parts, who for one
reason or another drift into Dublin, it is no les¥air that authorities altogether out with the
Free State should be deprived of the right of rangpgelected Southern Irish cases to their
home country. The law of settlement and power ofalsory removal were reviewed when
the Scottish Local Government bill was being difeend it was not felt practicable or
desirable to repeal them. Only if Scotland had aww bf settlement or power of removal
would the argument set forth in paragraph 3 hold.

Paragraph 4. It is suggested that if removas fDublin are permissible there should be

no inherent difficulty in arranging for removal®in Great Britain to Ireland or from Ireland
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to Great Britain. Again the closing of workhousassnot an insuperable difficulty. It is
understood that institutions still exist in therfoof Homes for the aged and Infirm, as well as
Hospitals, and to these institutions the disablades that would be removed could be
delivered on transfer. As regards able bodied pibey could be removed to their last place
of residence in Ireland and assisted by outdoafriélnecessary.

Paragraph 5. If by the removals to Ireland rrefi to in this paragraph are meant
deportees, a much more involved and cumbrous puoeasd involved. The interests of those
having to support such cases, it is submitted, Ishio& considered as much as the wishes of
the individuals involved. Again, removals merely dgportation would not usually be suited
to poor law cases and would not mitigate materigiey burden resting on Scottish Poor Law
Authorities.

Paragraph 6. Admittedly, as already mentiptige rigour of the Removal Laws has been
modified and, so far as Scotland is concernedgethes now reasonably adequate checks on
removals, securing a distinct measure of “fair playindividuals.

To say that the Poor Law has in recent yeaes lbeformed in Great Britain is incorrect.
There has been in England, to a greater extentith&cotland perhaps, a refashioning of
administrative machinery. But there has not begnnaaterial amendment in the scope or the
purpose of the poor laws as such with, perhapsexieeption in Scotland since 1921 of the
admission to relief of the destitute able bodiedhla to obtain employment. Certainly there
has been the extension of administrative areashltiimust be regarded as in the nature of a
purely administrative change. How that extensioram@as will reduce the number of poor
persons liable to removal is not quite clear. Gelyat may afford to a greater number of
people the right of appeal to the Central departragainst a warrant for removal.

That the regulation of removals would seem ep stut of keeping with the trend of
legislation is a suggestion that is not entirelyngoout. Settlement certainly only exists in
connection with the Poor Law service but variousdyoeasons can be brought forward for its
continuance. Whatever may be urged against itfatieremains that it has persisted for 400
years and that it still remains the law here.

The effect of the reciprocal arrangements wdagldon the one hand, to give the Free State
a right they never had before to carry out remowsals, on the other, to secure, so far as Poor
Law Authorities in Great Britain are concerned neeerestoration of the powers prior to the
partition of Ireland.
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Appendix Nine

National Records of Scotland HH1/568 Cabinet Commii¢e on the Question of the Irish
Free State Land Purchase Annuities Memorandum by th Home Secretary 8 March
1932 Proposed Measures Against The Irish Free State

Part 1

1. In the preparation of this part of this memorandtimas been assumed that steps taken by
the new Irish Free State Government in breach etrimaty of 1921 and of the allegiance to
the Crown, but without any formal declaration oflépendence or formal act of secession
from the British Commonwealth. It is further assuhtieat HMG do not contemplate that as a
preliminary to any measures that may be taken thleoelld be anything in the nature of any
formal recognition of the secession, but may wistconsider what is the position which
would automatically arise as a result of the actbthe new Irish Government, with a view
to warning them of the practical consequencesaeif tttion.

2. Unless and until the fact of secession is estaddidhy some formal declaration, the question
whether or not there has been a secession willndiepe the true legal inference to be drawn
from the state of affairs at any moment. Circumségnmight arise in which this question
might come before the courts to be decided; bubsg as it remains unsettled it would be
hazardous to act on the assumption that a secedsssonccurred.

3. The most important immediate consequences of Secessuld be that:-

(1) Irish goods would be foreign goods and as suchenttled to any exemption or advantage
enjoyed by goods coming from a Dominion

(2) The inhabitants of the Irish Free State as a whalald cease to be British subjects and
would become aliens and as such would be liabkadarestrictions generally applicable to
aliens or any other restriction which His Majest§@evernment might wish to impose.

4. As soon as secession is complete, the inhabitdritseanew state will, generally speaking,
owe allegiance to that state and not the Crownthey will become aliens in British law. In
seeking to apply the Aliens Restriction Acts tolspersons the Government would at once
be confronted with a difficulty arising from theaertainty whether in any individual case the
person concerned had or had not ceased to beishBsitbject. There would be little doubt in
the case of persons arriving from the Irish FreseSin possession of Free State passports,
since these documents would be evidence that tlierdsowere recognised as Free State
citizens. In any warning given to the new Irish @mment it might be stated that HMG
would require all persons coming from the Freee&Statbe in possession of passports, and

that further, HMG would hold themselves free toetétke legislative steps to treat as aliens all
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persons born in what is now the Free State unlesg dssert their desire to remain British
and not acquire the nationality of the new Stat. the purpose of applying in the United
Kingdom any restrictions upon them as aliens, doiibases would obviously arise until the
conditions determining who are the persons who ltiamged their allegiance as a result of
the secession have been settled. It follows thét tire conditions have been settled, the
application in the United Kingdom to persons beloggo the Free State of any law relating
to aliens would give rise to serious difficulti€® long as it remained uncertain whether a
particular person had ceased to be a British syljetreatment as an alien would be open
to challenge in the courts and an adverse decismurid have embarrassing consequences.
Moreover, one of the most important powers in rddaraliens - that of deportation — could
not be effectively exercised until the relationsbfghe Free State to this country is definitely
recognised to be that of a foreign state, so tdenary rule of international law that a state is
bound to receive back its nationals could be indokgainst the new state.

5. It is obvious therefore that if any warning werevagi to the Irish Free State as to the
consequences which would follow from secessiorerag of delay must elapse before HMG
would be in a position to apply to all persons bgiag to the Free State any or all of the
existing laws of the United Kingdom as to aliemgluding provisions as to deportation. This
would have the advantage of allowing time for angeof policy and feeling in the Free
State, with the result that they might abstain framther action which might lead to a
breakaway from the British Commonwealth. The deleyld, moreover, give time for any
consideration of the practical difficulties of apiplg the aliens law to the new circumstances,
and of preparing the machinery necessary for thpgse.

6. The main restrictions imposed on aliens in the éthKingdom are:-

(1) A requirement that no alien shall land without gegmission of an immigration officer, and
that he must be in possession of a passport

(2) Registration with the police

(3) A requirement that if coming for the purpose of émgment an alien must be in possession
of a permit issued to the employer by the Ministiy.abour

(4) Liability to deportation

Conclusions

1. On secession the Irish Free State would becomeegfo state and its nationals would

become aliens in British law
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2. While it might be possible to take immediate stepgeat as aliens persons arriving from the
Free State with Free State passports, it wouldrnisafe to treat all persons belonging to the
Irish Free State as aliens until their status reshlxlearly defined by law.

3. In the meantime, any warning that may be givenoahé consequences which must follow
upon secession might include statements that

(a) Any advantages that the Irish Free State may esgogy Dominion in relation to trade would
be withdrawn.

(b) HMG would require all persons coming from the F8tate to be in possession of passports
and would treat as aliens those holding Free stassports and, further, that HMG would
hold themselves free to treat as aliens all per&mms in what is now the Irish Free State
unless they assert their desire to remain Britrsth @ot to acquire the nationality of the new
state.

(c) Nationals of the new state would become subjetihégprovisions of the Aliens Restrictions
Acts and. In particular, to control on entry inteetUnited Kingdom registration, restrictions
as to employment, and liability to deportation.

(d) Nationals of the new state would in the United Kiagh become subject to the disabilities to
which aliens are subject, including ineligibilitgrfthe franchise, for Parliament, and for the
Civil Service.

Part I

12. The position discussed in paragraphs 3 to hlaals as already stated, based on the
assumption that action has been taken by the sk State which amounts to secession. It
is now proposed to consider whether any, and isat, action might be taken by the HMG
on the basis that the Irish Free State, while fdymeetaining membership of the
Commonwealth, has, nevertheless, by breaking tkatyr(e.g. by abrogation of the oath of
allegiance) forfeited all claim to the privilegeadaadvantages of its membership of the
Commonwealth so far as its relations with the WhKéngdom. On that basis, so far as action
by the Home Office is concerned, it is necessargaosider whether the Irish Free state,
though not legally or diplomatically a foreign gtais to be treated as though it was a foreign
state and whether Irish Free State citizens, thdbgi will remain British subjects for the
time being should be subjected to restrictionslainio those applicable to aliens.

13. Any measures taken against IFS citizens vahilleBritish subjects would require special
and highly controversial legislation, and would mescriminating against a particular class

of British subjects. Such measures might include:
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(a) the control of the entry of Irish Free Statgzens into the United Kingdom, including
special restrictions on those coming for employment

(b) registration of Irish Free State citizens residn the United Kingdom

(c) power to deport Irish Free State citizens

14. In carrying out such measures the difficultieferred to in Part | would be greatly
increased by reason of the fact that the personsecned were British subjects; and one of
the main difficulties to be considered would be dedinition of the class of persons against
whom the measures were to be directed. Amongstdiaas it would not presumably be
thought desirable or practicable to include thetBeun Irish Loyalists. Whether the control
were established on the Northern Ireland boundamt the ports of Great Britain, it would
be necessary that everyone coming from the Frae Shauld be in possession of a document
of identity and nationality. Every such person vebbk presumed to be an Irish Free State
citizen unless, being an alien, he possessed ggass his country, or being a British
subject possessed a British passport. The contrdt ot hope to be effective. It would in
any event be cumbrous and expensive and would piplyaconvenience British subjects
who are not Irish Free State citizens more thahIfree State citizens, especially as there
would probably be no means of obtaining Britishgpasts in the Free State.

15. Further, it must be pointed out that, apartnfrpenalties for breach of the law, the
ultimate sanctions for the enforcement of reswitsi on Free State citizens as though they
were aliens would be a power to deport them. Ef/statutory power were provided for this
purpose, it could not be made effective unlessHiee State Government agreed to admit
such of their citizens as the United Kingdom midbisire to deport. The Irish Free State so
long as it remained a member of the Commonwealtlildvdbe under no international
obligation to admit its citizens on deportationnfréhis country.

16. Apart from these practical difficulties, any asares differentiating between various
classes of British subjects would mean a completnge of the policy, which has hitherto
been maintained in this country, that a Britishjeabirrespective of his origin has a legal
right to enter and remain in the United Kingdomc@énstitutional principle of the highest
importance is thus involved. The readiness of thethdr Country to receive all British
subjects is an extremely valuable bond of Empirg amy change of policy in this respect

would be likely to have far-reaching and perhap®raseen consequences.
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Appendix Ten

HH1/568 August 1933 Draft memorandum to Cabinet fron Secretary of State for
Scotland

Immigration from the lIrish Free State and Other Dominions. Memorandum by the

Secretary of State for Scotland

. During recent years numerous representations hese addressed to the Scottish Office on
the subject of the number of immigrants into Scuatldrom the Irish Free State and the
problem caused by the existence there of largestewtlily increasing numbers of persons
who have either been born in Ireland or are ohldsscent. The representations which have
been made by the Scottish Presbyterian Churchestaed bodies, have maintained that the
Irish population does not assimilate with the Sctitat it is less independent than the native
population and gives rise to a disproportionatedauy burden on the poor rates and public
funds generally, that it is responsible for an unguoportion of crime, and that its low
standard of living enables it to accept employmantiow wages thereby undercutting
Scotsman who are being driven to emigrate from I&edt The Churches have suggested
various courses of action for the considerationhef Government, including restrictions on
immigration, provision for repatriation of immigr@who become a charge on public funds,
and the requiring of proof from immigrants thatytheve work awaiting them and of proof
from their employer that suitable labour cannobb&ined in Scotland. [and an approach to
the Vatican with a view to securing the withdrawélthe Ne Temere Decree so far as it
concerns Scotland, in order that the validity oked marriage may be recognised by the
Roman Catholic Church.]

. The question of immigration from the Irish Free t8tanto the United Kingdom was
considered in some detail by the Empire Migratiamminittee of the Economic Advisory
Council which reported in July 1931 (EAC (c) 66hefCommittee felt that the question of
imposing restrictions on the free entry into thateh Kingdom of British Subjects from the
Irish Free State and the other Dominions meritethse consideration by the Government,
and recommended (paragraph 175) that in any caps should be taken to obtain powers to
secure fuller statistics as to immigration. The @uttee also drew attention to the fact that
many of the Dominions not only imposed restrictiop®n the entry of British Subjects but
also exercised powers of deportation of British j8ctis who, after immigration became
chargeable to public funds or committed offencesvbo could have been refused entry on

the ground that they fell within the class of ‘pitwted immigrant.” The Committee took the
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view (paragraph 179) that there was no justificafior the continuance of the present one
sided arrangements in this matter and recommertadHis Majesty’s Government in the
United Kingdom should be free to refuse admissmitizens from the Dominions falling
within any of the categories of ‘prohibited immigts’ viz.:- persons with criminal records,
insane persons, etc., and that the repatriationigfants who become a public charge in any
part of the Empire should be carefully considergdhe Government with a view to its being
discussed at the next Imperial Conference.

. The unsatisfactory position of Great Britain asarelg immigrants from the Irish Free State
was rendered worse in 1923 by the fact that in yleat, and subsequently, persons of Irish
Free State birth who become chargeable to the Rata in Great Britain before completing
5 years continuous residence in Great Britain ckssée liable to compulsory repatriation to
the Irish Frees State. Proposals were made taidteAree State by the Dominions Office in
1928 for the conclusion of a reciprocal arrangemieptwhich such persons could be
repatriated compulsorily, and by which in similarcamstances persons belonging to Great
Britain could be repatriated to Great Britain froine Irish Free State. The Free State’s reply
to this proposal was not forthcoming until Janub®32, and constituted in effect a rejection
of this proposal.

. As regards statistics, | am now in a position tonsii to my colleagues the attached summary
of the main features of the special informationatialy to the Irish born population in
Scotland which was obtained in the 1931 ScottishsGg. The figures relate only to persons
who were_born on the Irish Free State or in NortHegland. Comparable figures relating to
people of Irish descent are not available, and dibel practically impossible to collect.

It will be observed that the tables show that i81,%ut of a total population of 4,842,554
there were 124,296 Irish born people in Scotlafheytmm 122,944 were recorded as resident
and 1352 as visitors. 54, 854 of those recordedesisient and 632 of those recorded as
visitors were natives of the Irish Free State. peecentage of the population of Scotland
who are lIrish born has steadily declined since 1861hat year it was 6.66% in 1921 it was
3.26% and in 1931 it had declined still further2&%. Moreover the tables show that the
average immigration into Scotland of about 2,0@hlborn persons a year between 1921 and
1931 appears to have been more than counter bdldnceeaths and by the abnormally
heavy emigration which took place from Scotlandmythis period. Table B show the extent
to which the Irish born population are concentrateckertain areas.

While the census figures are reassuring in they thearly demonstrate that there has been a

steady diminution of the numbers_of Irish born dedp Scotland, it is necessary to take
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other factors into account in considering what actwould be justified to meet the

representations of the Scottish Churches and dibdies who are dissatisfied with the
existing state of affairs in Scotland, and to gaffect to the recommendations of the Empire
Migration Committee. In my view the main factorsfanas Scotland is concerned are:-

(a) The strong tendency, in the absence of any coratieScottish Roman Catholic population,
towards intermarriage of Irish migrants and thecdedants of Irish migrants and the
consequent formation of “Irish colonies” of Romaatilic denomination in certain districts

(b) The frequent and sometimes serious outbreaks tdrsat disorder caused by the existence
of these ‘colonies’ in the midst of Protestant camities, which impose a heavy burden on
the police forces of certain districts, and leadabmormal expenditure for the purpose of
preserving law and order

(c) The prolific multiplication in Scotland of the Insborn population and their descendants. As
indicated in paragraph 4 above no definite figuaes available to show the total number of

persons of_lrish descent, but some indication @& thpid multiplication of the Irish

population in Scotland is given by the fact tha¢ swverage enrolment of Roman Catholic
schools, which are mainly recruited from persondrish descent rose progressively from
71,293 in 1901-2 to 132,289 in 1931-2.

(d) The unduly high percentage of pauperism of thé loisrn population e.g.

Irish Born % of population Total No.| % of Irish born to tota
1911 3.6 8,444 7.9
1921| 3.26 6,717 6.8
1931 2.57 11,595 7.4
1933| - 13,679 7.0
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(e) The unduly high percentage of Irish born persongha criminal population. Of the total
numbers of convicted prisoners, Borstal inmates anhinal lunatics in Scotland, the

percentage of Irish born persons in recent years haen as follows:-

925 | 25.2%
1926 | 22.7%
1927 | No figure given
1928 | 20.7%
1928 | 20.1%
1930| 16.5%
1931 | 16.1%
1932 | 14.6%

These percentages include persons born elsewhibeefdither is Irish born
() The unduly high percentage of Irish born personthélunatic population e.g. in July 1930
4.2% of the persons in private lunatic asylums @29 of the pauper lunatics in Scotland

were Irish born

6. On a review of all circumstances | am strongly tué bpinion that the time has now come
when the Government would be fully justified initak powers already taken by many of the
Dominions in respect of their own territory.

(i) to prohibit the admission to the United Kingdash British Subjects from any of the
Dominions, including the Irish Free State, in casere the persons have criminal records
or are insane
(ii) to deport from the United Kingdom to the téory of the Dominions in which they were
born or with which they have the closest connecpersons who become a charge on the
public funds or commit offences within a specifigeriod (say 5 years) after their arrival in
the United Kingdom or are discovered to have beehipited immigrants at the time of their
arrival in the United Kingdom.

And | desire to recommend that the Cabinet shauttiorise the necessary steps to be taken
to give effect to these proposals.
If it were feasible, | should also welcome legislat prohibiting for a term of years the
employment of any persons arriving in the Unitedidtiom after a specified date who had
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not obtained a permit from the Ministry of laboymesifying a particular occupation and a
particular employer, no such permit being issuegeifsons capable of performing the work
were available through either the local or otherpliyment Exchanges. | recognise,
however, that any such provision might have repsioms in the Dominions which would

render its adoption by this country undesirable
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