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Editorial

ANDREW HUNT

I suppose it sounds trite, but I've always thought that the study of History was more about questions than
answers; there’s often more satisfaction in the search than the finding since what you find is often just the
beginning of a new search anyway. In the eyes of a typical S5 pupil however, it is this “never-ending journey”
that is probably the key distinguishing feature about History that makes it more difficult than other subjects; it
never seems to end up with a right answer and no-one ever gets full marks for an essay! This must be what keeps
bringing me back to my article choice for the Year Book; for yet another year it is (largely) topics in the modern
option of the Higher syllabus being viewed from a new angle. The exception is the article on Shakespeare’s
views on the Tudors. | am glad to include a late medieval topic, an area I too often neglect.

“Highers” is the first group of pupils up through the school where the teacher can really expect to get involved
in the pleasures of History as debate, where there is no cosy right answer, just views, and pupils have to become
comfortable with the idea of uncertainty. You can touch on this uncertainty principle occasionally at Credit S4
but not in every lesson or in too much depth or you risk losing your class. Now, at Higher, debate is the very
meat and drink of the subject so, whether the pupils are accustomed to it or not, the methodology of the course
is to dish out the class texts then try your hardest to demolish every view contained therein with better arguments
from elsewhere which show that the established views were merely products of their time. Of course, this
doesn’t often work ia-practice since most of the good text books contain a range of views anyway and then
refuse to be an obliging ‘aunt sally’ by coming to simple ‘certain’ conclusions which can be triumphantly
rejected.

To regular readers of this Year Book, (who bother reading the Editorial) this must look like my Holy Grail,
the constant search for revisionist approaches to topics in the Higher syllabus! Somewhere out there, there must
be some new slants or insights or attitudes that have emerged that will alter the established credo or encourage
research in new directions. Unlike the Holy Grail however (which I assume was never meant to be found), every
year I am lucky enough to find what I am looking for; contributors who have a perception or interpretation that,
in some small or large way, attacks the prevailing orthodoxy. Critical new thoughts on the place of women, the
Scottish angle on suffragettes, Weimar Germany, the gold standard and Scottish labour in this issue of the Year
Book, will all be of great value to teachers of senior History classes. I therefore extend my unreserved thanks
and appreciation to this year's contributors who took on challenging ideas and worked out how they could be
best expressed to be of value to teachers handling them with Higher pupils. Something of the nuance and
flavour and style of these articles must find its way into whichever classes these topics are taught. New ideas
being fed into the debate are essential if we are not to slip into the routine of just re-cycling our old orthodoxies.
Every year we face fresh pupils ready to engage in the debate; I hope this Year Book will always be able to offer
us material to freshen up our own act. It is only what the pupils deserve.



William Shakespeare, the Wars of the Roses and Richard I1I

KEITH DOCKRAY

The Shakespearian Plays

Despite the vast amount that has been written about the Wars of the Roses in general, and Richard III in
particular, since the 1950s, most people’s knowledge of the later fifteenth century (such as it is) probably still
largely derives from William Shakespeare.! The great Elizabethan dramatist, in fact, has traditionally been
acknowledged as author of no fewer than eight history plays covering the era of Plantagenet rule in England
from Richard II to Richard III. Four of them date from the early 1590s and explore personalities, politics and
war during the reigns of the third Lancastrian king Henry VI (1422-1461) and the two Yorkists Edward IV
(1461-1483) and Richard III (1483-1485): Henry VI Part 1 (concerning, very loosely, the first couple of decades
of the king’s reign and, apart from the famous Temple garden scene where quarrelling magnates pick red and
white roses, perhaps not written by Shakespeare at all); Henry VI Part 2 (focussing on the sequence of events
that culminated in the first battle of St. Albans in 1455, conventionally regarded as the beginning of the Wars of
the Roses); Henry VI Part 3 (highlighting the bloodfeuds characterising the wars, the role of Henry VI's queen
Margaret of Anjou both before and after her husband’s depositionin 1461, the overweening ambitions of Warwick
the Kingmaker and their consequences, the pleasure-loving Edward 1V, and the emergence onto the political
stage of his ruthless and entirely self-seeking brother Richard Duke of Gloucester); and, the dramatic climax of
the cycle, Richard Il (charting Richard of Gloucester’s bloody progress to the throne, his defeat and death at
Bosworth in 1485, and the ending of the wars once Tudor rule was inaugurated by Henry VII). Then, in the later
1590s, Shakespeare added a further four plays, concentrating on the deposition of Richard II in 1399, the
turbulent times of Henry IV and the military triumphs of his once wayward son Henry V: Richard II, Henry IV
Parts 1 and 2, and Henry V.

All these plays can, of course, be seen in their own right and they are formidable products of the dramatist’s
art (particularly 3 Henry VI and Richard III). But they are dramas not histories and Shakespeare was perfectly
willing to take liberties with what he found in his sources. Chronology was certainly not sacrosanct, nor was the
telescoping of events to facilitate narrative development and heighten dramatic tension in any way out of order:
for instance, 3 Henry VI opens with the parliament of 1460 (as though it immediately followed the Yorkist
victory at St. Albans in 1455) and, thereafter, much that happened in the 1460s is ignored in the interests of
highlighting Edward I'V’s wooing of Elizabeth Grey (Woodville), his quarrel with Warwick the Kingmaker, the
restoration of Henry VI in 1470 and the ruin of both Warwick (at Barnet) and the Lancastrian cause (at Tewkesbury)
in 1471; throughout the play, moreover, Richard of Gloucester is, quite unhistorically, a key figure, an essential
prelude to the full treatment of this crook-backed, cruel and ruthless schemer in Richard IlI. The plays are
littered with factual errors and, indeed, whole scenes unknown to history: thus, in / Henry VI the memorable
sequence where rival Lancastrian and Yorkist leadersdistribute red and white roses to their followers is completely
fictitious; in 2 Henry VI William de la Pole, Duke of Suffolk is presented as Margaret of Anjou’s lover (not
true); in 3 Henry VI Richard of Gloucester participates in the battles of Mortimer’s Cross and Towton in 1461
(although, in fact, he was a mere child and not even in England at the time); and, in Richard IlI, Gloucester’s
wooing of Anne Neville in the presence of the corpse of Henry VI (in whose recent murder, and that of Anne’s
husband, Prince Edward of Lancaster, he has played a leading role) is entirely the product of Shakespeare’s
vivid imagination. Even more strikingly, Shakespeare had no qualms at all when it came to enhancing or altering
the characters of historical men and women. Did the real Margaret of Anjou, for instance, bear more than
passing resemblance to the entirely formidable harridan of 3 Henry VI and Richard 111? Did Henry VI actually
hang around battlefields wringing his hands at the horrors of civil war? And, most crucially and controversially
of all, was Richard III anything like the monster of Tudor tradition?

Clearly, Shakespeare knew his Elizabethan audience and, conscious of the prevailing political and social
climate of the day, appreciated well just how to engage its attention and interest (even in these early plays). In
the 1590s England was at war with Spain; there was a good deal of economic and social distress; and, as
Elizabeth aged and factional strife grew at her court, political life became increasingly turbulent. What better
way of warning contemporaries of the dangers now threatening the legendary stability of Tudor England than
dramatising the evils of political power struggles and bloody civil wars to be found in the available sources for
the Wars of the Roses?

Surely, in the three parts of Henry VI and Richard Ill, lies a message that the consequences of rebellion and

civil war might be even worse than the perceived failings of Elizabeth 1 and her ministers. Even a weak and
ineffectual ruler such as Henry VI, or a complacent seeker after pleasure like Edward IV, had perhaps deserved



more obedience than they had received, especially if the results of resistance were the sanguinary Wars of the
Roses and, horror of horrors, the monstrous Richard III. Moreover, since it had been Elizabeth's grandfather
Henry VII who had defeated the forces of tyranny, brought the wars to an end and laid the foundations of the
brave new world of the Tudors, surely even a personally cantankerous, politically inept and militarily suspect
heir, if such Elizabeth had now become (although, of course, Shakespeare never suggested that she had!). was
better than the chaos and confusion of civil strife. Shakespeare, then, clearly wrote for his own times. Yet, in at
least three crucial respects. he has also fundamentally influenced how audiences, readers of the plays and. even,
historians have approached the Wars of the Roses since the sixteenth century: in his presentation of the wars as
aseries of dynastic struggles: in his emphasis on their bloody nature and the prevalence of bloodfeuds: and. of
course, in his compelling portrayals of the leading participants in this traumatic tale of power politics, perfidy
and paranoia.

Certainly, there is a coherent theme running through the whole 8-play cycle, a theme that Shakespeare found
firmly embedded in his sources, and a theme that would have seemed both very familiar and very relevant to an
Elizabethan audience. Like so many Tudor writers and propagandists, the dramatist portrayed the fifteenth
century as an era of dynastic struggle, a struggle originating in the tragic circumstances of the first Lancastrian
king's seizure of the throne in 1399. The deposition of Richard II by Henry IV, in fact, tended to be regarded in
Tudor times as a sacriligious act interrupting the divinely laid down succession of God'’s anointed, a kind of
original sin for which England and her rulers inevitably suffered greatly in the years to come. Thus, in Richard
11, the bishop of Carlisle predicts (on the occasion of the king’s deposition) that:

The blood of English shall manure the ground,
And future ages groan for this foul act;

Peace shall go to sleep with Turks and infidels,
And in this seat of peace tumultuous wars

Shall kin with kin and kind with kind confound;
Disorder, horror, fear, and mutiny,

Shall here inhabit, and this land be call’d

The field of Golgotha and dead men’s skulls.

On the very eve of Agincourt, in Henry V, the king is haunted by the events of 1399:

Not today, O Lord,
O, not today, think not upon the fault
My father made in compassing the crown!
I Richard’s body have interred new,
And on it have bestow’d more contrite tears
Than from it issu'd forced drops of blood.

The sin of Henry IV was certainly visited on his hapless grandson Henry VI when Richard of York challenged
his right to the throne, and the Wars of the Roses resulted. As the Yorkist leader put it in 2 Henry VI:

From Ireland thus comes York to claim his right,
And pluck the crown from feeble Henry’s head:
Ring, bells, aloud; burmn bonfires, clear and bright;
... To entertain great England’s lawful king

I am far better born than is the king;

More like a king, more kingly in my thoughts.

And. addressing Henry VI personally, York declares:

King did I call thee? no. thou art not king;

... Not fit to govern and rule multitudes

That head of thine doth not become a crown;

Thy hand is made to grasp a palmer’s staff,

And not to grace an awful princely sceptre,

... That gold must round engirt these brows of mine
Here is a hand to hold a sceptre up,

And with the same to act, controlling laws.

Give place: by heaven, thou shalt rule no more
O’er him whom heaven created for your ruler.

When Richard of York's son Edward 1V seized the crown in 1461, he, too, breached a solemn oath and paid
the price when his brother not only murdered Edward’s sons (the Princes in the Tower) but also usurped the
throne for himself. In William Shakespeare’s Richard Ill, in fact, the inexorable sequence of events stemming
from 1399 reaches its climax, culminating in Richard’s defeat and death at Bosworth in 1485 and Henry Tudor’s



triumphant taking of the crown. Only with Henry VII's accession and his marriage to Edward 1V’s daughter
Elizabeth of York (uniting, at last, the two warring dynasties) is the sorry saga brought to an end and the way
cleared for the glories of Tudor rule. Indeed, at the end of Richard I1I, Henry Tudor Earl of Richmond triumphantly
proclaims:

We will unite the White Rose and the Red.

Smile heaven upon this fair conjunction,

That long have frowned upon their enmity...

O, now, let Richmond and Elizabeth,

The true succeeders of each royal house,

By God's fair ordinance conjoin together...

Enrich the time to come with smooth-faced peace,
With smiling plenty, and fair prosperous days...
Now civil wounds are stopped, peace lives again;
That she may long live here, God say amen’

The Wars of the Roses themselves are portrayed by Shakespeare as a depressing catalogue of battles, executions,
murders, treachery and unbridled lust for power, dominated, in particular, by bloodfeuds and their consequences.
Thus Margaret of Anjou has Richard of York beheaded and, in revenge, York's sons murder her son Prince
Edward of Lancaster and her husband Henry VI; the killers of Edward 1V’s brother George Duke of Clarence
tell him that he deserves God’s punishment for breaking a solemn oath and stabbing Prince Edward; and Richard
I11, similarly, must pay with his life for causing the deaths of his brother, his nephews, his wife and his closest
associates. Shakespeare explores this theme most graphically in the great battle scenes in 3 Henry VI. Following
the battle of St. Albans, Henry VI declares:

Earl of Northumberland, he [York] slew thy father,
And thine, Lord Clifford; and you both have vow’d revenge
On him, his sons, his favourites and his friends.

At Wakefield, Clifford, to avenge his father’s death, seeks out York's son Rutland and kills him, declaring as
he does so:

Had I thy brethren here, their lives and thine
Were not revenge sufficient for me;

No, if I digg’d up thy forefather’s graves,
And hung their rotten coffins up in chains,

I could not shake mine ire nor ease my heart.
The sight of any of the house of York

Is as a fury to torment my soul;

And till I root out their accursed line

And leave not one alive, I live in hell.

Then, at Towton, there is the famous scene where a son kills his father and a father his son: *I, who at his
hands receiv’d my life”, cries the son, “have by my hands of life bereaved him”; “O boy, thy father gave thee
life”, echoes the father, “and hath bereft thee of thy life too late”.

Henry VI, sadly viewing all this, comments bitterly:

O that my death would stay these rueful deeds’ -
O pity, pity, gentle heaven, pity! -

The red rose and the white are on his face,

The fatal colours of our striving houses...

And, in his speech at the end of Richard 11, Richmond declares:

England hath long been mad and scarred herself;
The brother blindly shed the brother’s blood,
The father rashly slaughtered his own son,

The son, compelled, been butcher to the sire.

Perhaps most striking of all is William Shakespeare's personalising of the conflicts he found in his sources,
portraying the unfolding of events during the Wars of the Roses as very much governed by the characters and
choices of individual men and women. Thus Henry VI, described in life by Anne Neville as ‘gentle, mild and
virtuous’, becomes, in death:

Poor key-cold figure of a holy king,
Pale ashes of the house of Lancaster.



Henry VI himself, bemoaning the chaos, confusion and civil war his rule has brought, laments:

O God! methinks it were a happy life
To be no better than a homely swain;
To sit upon a hill as I do now.

And for Clifford, mortally wounded at Towton, blame could indeed be firmly placed on the king's shoulders:

And Henry, hadst thou sway'd as kings should do,
Or as thy father and his father did,

Giving no ground unto the house of York,

They never then had sprung like summer flies!

I and ten thousand in this luckless realm

Had left no mourning widows for our death.

Margaret of Anjou, by contrast, first seeks consolation for her pathetic husband’s inadequacies in Suffolk’s
arms, and, after the birth of her son, becomes a formidable champion of Lancaster, the ‘She-wolf of France’,
forever railing at Henry, particularly once he has acquiesced in Prince Edward of Lancaster’s disinheritances:

Ah, wretched man! Would I had died a maid,
And never seen thee, never born thee son,
Seeing thou hast prov’d so unnatural a father!
... Ah, timorous wretch!
Thou hast undone thyself, thy son and me;
And given unto the house of York such heed
As thou shalt reign but by their sufferance.
... I here dissolve myself
Both from thy table, Henry, and thy bed,
Until that act of parliament be repealed,
Whereby my son is disinherited.

And, after both her husband and son have been murdered, Margaret’s implacability towards the house of
York knows no bounds, especially once Shakespeare has made her the prophetess of vengeance against Richard
III. Edward IV, by comparison, is a shadowy, undeveloped figure, pushed into the background by both his
greatest subject Warwick the Kingmaker (‘proud setter-up and puller-down of kings’) and his younger brother
Richard of Gloucester: he is the ‘lascivious Edward’, the king who marries ‘more for wanton lust than honour’
or the ‘strength and safety of our country’, who becomes, later in life, so ‘sickly, weak and melancholy’ that ‘his
physicians fear [for] him mightily’. Richard I1I, by contrast, is Shakespeare’s first great villain, the magnificent
dramatic climax of almost a century of ever-growing denigration: rarely, indeed, was the playwright more
faithful to his sources. Not only does the king dominate Richard 11, moreover, he threatens to take over 3 Henry
VI as well, and, more often than not, he is both an evil ruthless plotter (almost from his first appearance at St.
Albans, when the historical Richard was a mere three years old!) and a man who takes a positive delight in his
own wickedness. Throughout, Shakespeare makes much of his physical deformity since, in the plays, his
monstrous appearance is very much an outward manifestation of the king's warped character: physically, he is
the ‘crook-back’, the ‘foul misshapen stigmatic’, the ‘elvish-marked, abortive rooting hog’, the ‘bottled spider’
and the ‘poisonous bunch-backed toad’; while, temperamentally, he is ‘the dreadful minister of Hell’ who,
having ‘neither pity, love nor fear’, can ‘smile and murder while I smile’. No wonder, since Shakespeare's
portrait of Richard III (as not only evil but witty with it) is so devastating, Tudor tradition and the popular view
of the last Yorkist king have become virtually synonymous.?

Shakespeare’s Sources

Of Shakespeare’s sources for the history plays, perhaps the most important was the Chronicle of Raphael
Holinshed (available to the playwright in its second edition, published in 1587).> Holinshed, however, is not
renowned for his originality: even more than most Tudor writers, he happily plagiarised earlier works, most
notably the substantial accounts of the Lancastrian and Yorkist kings penned by Edward Hall. Shakespeare may
well have consulted Hall's Chronicle itself: even if not, much of what he found in Holinshed came, more or less
verbatim, from Hall. Edward Hall, a lawyer who died in 1547, was very much a man of the Tudor age; he sat in
the Reformation Parliament in the 1530s, strongly supporting the political and religious measures of Henry VIII
(his patron); and, certainly, he rejoiced in the fact that the dynastic wars of the fifteenth century were brought to
an end by Henry VII and his son. The very title of his Chronicle, published posthumously in 1548, virtually tells
it all: The Union of the two noble and illustre families of Lancaster and York, being long in continual dissension
for the crown of this noble realm... beginning at the time of King Henry the Fourth, the first author of this
division* Described as a ‘masterpiece of Tudor propaganda’, and soon proving very popular, Hall's Chronicle



is, in fact, a work of considerable quality for its time, reflecting the fact that its author both drew on previous
histories and preserved information (for instance, on the battle of Wakefield) not to be found anywhere else.
From it William Shakespeare took his general framework for the history plays, many scenes and characterisations
(for instance, his portrayals of Henry VI, Margaret of Anjou and Richard III can confidently be traced back to
Hall), and, most importantly, his vision of the nature of the Wars of the Roses. “What misery, what murder and
what execrable plagues this famous region hath suffered by the division and dissension of the renowned houses
of Lancaster and York’, Hall declared:

...my wit cannot comprehend nor my tongue declare, neither yet my pen fully set forth. For what noble man
liveth at this day, or what gentleman of any ancient stock or progeny is there whose lineage hath not been
infested and plagued with this unnatural division, [until] by the union celebrated between the high and mighty
Prince Henry the Seventh and the Lady Elizabeth his most worthy queen [it] was suspended and appalled in
the person of their most noble, puissant and mighty heir, King Henry the Eighth, and by him clearly buried
and perpetually extinct.

Among the sources clearly consulted by Edward Hall (and, indirectly at least, by Shakespeare) were Polydore
Vergil’s English History and Sir Thomas More’s History of King Richard 111. Polydore Vergil, an Italian scholar
and fully-fledged Renaissance historian, embarked on his English History during the reign of Henry VII and
eventually dedicated the completed work to Henry VIII. Although probably reflecting both Lancastrian and
Yorkist traditions on the Wars of the Roses, he is also the first major architect of later Tudor treatment of
Richard I1I. Certainly, Vergil believed the original cause of intestinal conflict was Richard II's deposition, while
the wars, as such, began when ‘King Henry [VI], who derived his pedigree from the house of Lancaster, and
Richard Duke of York, who conveyed himself by his mother’s side from Lionel, son to Edward III, contended
mutually for the kingdom’. As early as 1450, according to Vergil, York ‘aspired to the sovereignty’, conceiving
an ‘outrageous lust of principality’ and never ceasing thereafter ‘to devise with himself how and by what means
he might compass it’. The Tutfor stereotype of Henry VI, clearly, owes much to Vergil’s suggestion that never
had there been ‘in this world a more pure, more honest and more holy creature’, and his picture of Margaret of
Anjou as a woman ‘very desirous of renown’ and displaying ‘all manly qualities’ no doubt filtered through to
Shakespeare as well. Moreover, there are striking similarities between Vergil’s presentation of Richard IlI, as a
man ‘deformed of body’ who seized the throne ‘contrary to the laws of God and man' and ‘thought of nothing
but tyranny and cruelty’, and the much fuller treatment of the last Yorkist in the pages of Sir Thomas More. For
the humanist More, writing in the second decade of the sixteenth century, the Wars of the Roses were certainly
horrific: in the recent ‘inward war among ourselves’, he recorded, ‘hath been so great effusion of the ancient
noble blood of this realm that scarcely the half remaineth [of the nobility]’; indeed, the ‘long continued dissension’
and the many battles ‘so cruel and so deadly fought’ have ‘cost more English blood than hath twice the winning
of France’. Even more horrific, however, was the tyrant who briefly emerged from the wars. Richard III, More
declared (here, surely, directly influencing Hall, Holinshed and Shakespeare) was:

..little of stature, ill-featured of limbs, crookbacked, his left shoulder much higher than his right, hard-
favoured of visage... He was malicious, wrathful, envious and. from afore his birth, ever forward. It is for
truth reported that the duchess his mother could not be delivered of him uncut, and that he came into the
world with the feet forward [and] also not untoothed... He was close and secret, a deep dissembler, lowly
of countenance, arrogant of heart, outwardly companionable where he inwardly hated... Friend and foe
were to him indifferent; where his advantage grew, he spared no man’s death whose life withstood his
purpose.®

Contemporaries, Near-Contemporaries and Historians

William Shakespeare, and the Tudor tradition he took on board so enthusiastically, must bear prime
responsibility for the enduring notion of the Wars of the Roses as dynastic wars, originating in 1399. Yet, in fact,
such an interpretation is already to be found in Yorkist propaganda in the later fifteenth century, with the house
of Lancaster (in the person of Henry VI) pictured as being rightfully deprived of the throne by the Yorkist king
Edward IV in 1461: the civil wars are dramatically portrayed by Yorkist apologists as God’s punishment on
England for the unnatural usurpation of Henry IV and the sinful murder of Richard II. And, arguably, Edward
IV. after 1461, simply built on propaganda already employed by his father Richard of York in the 1450s. Most
recent historians have accepted that it was only in October 1460, when Richard of York formally claimed the
crown in parliament, that the dynastic issue actually came to the fore: however, there is a certain amount of
evidence indicating otherwise. As early as March 1450, for instance, York's chamberlain Sir William Oldhall
(and others) were alleged to have been plotting ‘to depose the king and put the duke of York on the throne’; an
anonymous Chancery memorandum of July 1456, alluding to York’s claim to the throne via the Mortimer line,
recorded that ‘from the time that Jack Cade or Mortimer [in 1450] raised a rebellion in Kent, all disturbances are
at the will of the duke of York, descended from the Mortimers’; and a near-contemporary chronicler, discussing



the motives of Yorkist partisans in 1459, identified a group who ‘said that they had risen chiefly for this reason,
that the lord duke of York might sit on the throne of the lord king, over his kingdom’.” And, certainly, throughout
the 1450s Henry VI's government was notably sensitive on the dynastic issue. Nevertheless, historians have
surely been right to highlight other issues at stake in the 1450s, as, indeed, did contemporaries and near-
contemporaries. For instance, there are frequent referencesin anti-government propagandato the loss of English
possessions in France in the early 1450s as a cause of discontent at home, a matter that certainly rankled with
Richard of York; the chronic condition of the royal finances attracted considerable attention; the power, wealth
and behaviour of those around the king was severely lambasted; and there was a good deal of grumbling about
mounting lawlessness, as well as alarming evidence of escalating aristocratic feuds (at least one of which, that
between the northern families of Neville and Percy, fed directly into the Wars of the Roses). Moreover. although
even the government’s critics were long reluctant to highlight Henry VI's manifest shortcomings as king, there
can be no doubt that his personal failings are fundamentally important in explaining the onset of civil war.

Shakespeare’s portrayal of Henry VI can certainly be traced back to contemporary and near-contemporary
sources. The most intimate surviving portrait is provided by John Blacman, a Carthusian monk who served as
the king’s chaplain for a while and probably put pen to paper towards the end of the Yorkist period: here we have
Henry as both ‘upright and just’, a king ‘more given to devout prayer than to handling worldly and temporal
things’, and a man who enthusiastically embraced the virtues of humility (for instance, by donning ‘a rough hair
shirt’ next to his skin so as to off-set the pomp of crown-wearing). Even a firmly pro- Yorkist chronicler applauded
Henry as ‘honest and upright’ and a ‘pious king’; however, he added, he was also ‘his mother’s stupid offspring’,
ason ‘greatly degenerated from the father’ who ‘did not cultivate the art of war’, and who proved himself ‘half-
witted in affairs of state’. As for Margaret of Anjou, a letter written in February 1456 described her as ‘a great
and strong laboured woman’ who ‘spareth no pain to sue her things’ to a conclusion favourable to her power*
However, whereas Shakespeare has her master-minding Richard of York’s fate at Wakefield, the queen was, in
fact, in Scotland at the time! Edward IV’s love of pleasure, not least his prodigious sexual appetite, is well
chronicled in contemporary sources: indeed, according to the Burgundian commentator Philippe de Commines,
‘no man ever took more delight in his pleasures than he did, especially in the ladies, feasts, banquets and hunts’.
His marriage to Elizabeth Woodville, too, does seem to have resulted from love (or lust!) rather than any perceived
political advantage. The Italian Dominic Mancini, in London during the king’s last year, even heard gossip that
when ‘the king first fell in love with her beauty of person and charm of manner’, he found that:

...he could not corrupt her virtue by gifts or menaces. The story runs that, when Edward placed adagger at
her throat, she remained unperturbed and determined to die rather than live unchastely with the king.
Whereupon Edward coveted her much the more, and he judged the lady worthy to be a royal spouse who
could not be overcome in her constancy even by an infatuated king.

And, if the contemporary chronicler John Warkworth is to be believed, Warwick the Kingmaker, for one,
was ‘greatly displeased’ by the marriage. Almost until his sudden and unexpected death in 1483, however,
Edward seems to have remained fit and active: indeed, according to the well informed Crowland chronicler, in
his later years he ‘exercised his office so haughtily’ that ‘he seemed to be feared by all his subjects’. * As far as
Richard III is concerned, there are contemporary indications that Tudor tradition might have got it wrong: for
instance, Thomas Langton, Bishop of St. David's wrote, in September 1483, that the new king ‘contents the
people wherever he goes’, remarking that ‘I never liked the qualities of any prince as well as his’; the Warwick
chaplain John Rous (who was to pen a damning judgement after Richard III's death) noted, during the king’s
lifetime, that he ‘ruled his subjects full commendably’; and, when news of Bosworth reached York in August
1485, it was put on record that Richard had been ‘piteously slain and murdered, to the great heaviness of this
city’. Significantly, too, no contemporary source makes any reference to Richard III's physical deformity,
suggesting, perhaps, that there was nothing particularly unusual about his appearance. He took no part in the
battles of St. Albans, Mortimer’s Cross or Towton, only emerging onto the political stage at the end of the
1460s: moreover, until Edward I'V's death, he was notably loyal to his brother. None of the early murders laid at
his door by Tudor commentators — Prince Edward of Lancaster, Henry VI and Clarence — can definitely be
blamed on him, and there is no evidence that he was aiming at the throne before 1483. Nevertheless, the two
major surviving contemporary narratives both present a picture of the king not all that far from the Richard III
of Vergil, More and Hall. Dominic Mancini certainly portrays Richard, in May and June 1483, as a master of
dissimulation, motivated by intense ambition and an ‘insane lust for power’, ruthlessly removing men who
stood in his way, and callously depriving his nephew of the throne so that he might take the crown for himself;
the anonymous Crowland continuator, similarly, condemned Richard’s arbitrary seizure of the throne and the
tyrannical northern-dominated regime which, he believed, the king established in southern England: both,
moreover, hint strongly at Richard III's responsibility for the murder of the Princes in the Tower. And the
Crowland chronicler certainly welcomed Henry VII's ‘glorious victory’ at Bosworth, portraying the first Tudor
king as ‘an angel sent from heaven through whom God deigned to visit his people and to free them from the
evils which have hitherto afflicted them beyond measure’.'"®



Finally, what of the Tudor picture of the Wars of the Roses as marked by appalling carnage and destruction,
massive dislocation of people’s lives and, most particularly, bloody vendettas among the aristocracy? Most
recent historians have been inclined to be critical, pointing out that the wars were, in fact, much more limited in
both scale and impact: most people never became involved in the fighting, there was relatively little looting or
material destruction, agriculture and trade were only minimally disrupted, and religious and cultural life continued
to flourish almost as if the wars were invisible. True, there is a good deal of emphasis in contemporary political
propaganda (whether Lancastrian, Yorkist or Tudor) on devastation and mayhem, but that reflected, in part at
least, the tendency of successive usurpers — Edward 1V, Richard III and Henry VII — to emphasise the horrors
prevailing under theirimmediate predecessors. The ruling elite, particularly families having royal blood flowing
through their veins, bore the brunt of it all, but even they often displayed considerable reluctance to take up
arms. Many nobles were either killed in the fighting or faced execution for having backed the wrong side, but
few, if any, prominent families became extinct directly as a result of civil strife. Rarely were noble houses split
and bloodfeuds, although not unknown, were very much the exception rather than the rule. Indeed, Philippe de
Commines concluded that:

... out of all the countries which I have personally known, England is the one where public affairs are best
conducted and regulated with least violence to the people. [The] realm of England enjoys one favour
above all other realms, that neither the countryside nor the people are destroyed nor are buildings burnt or
demolished. Misfortune falls on soldiers and on nobles in particular...

Yet it would be a mistake to play down unduly the impact and significance of civil war in the later fifteenth
century, particularly between 1459 and 1461 and, again, from 1469 to 1471. England, described as “out of all
good governance’ in 1459, certainly suffered considerably in 1460/1, especially the northern counties which
seem to have degenerated into a condition of near anarchy. Moreover, when Margaret of Anjou’s northern army
marched south early in 1461, it certainly wreaked havoc (at any rate if we are to believe one horrified contemporary
chronicler):

[The northernmen] swept onwards like a whirlwind from the north, and in the impulse of their fury attempted
to overrun the whole of England, [and] universally devoted themselves to spoil and rapine, without regard to
place or person. [Thus] did they proceed with impunity, spreading in vast multitudes over a space of thirty miles
in breadth, and, covering the whole surface of the earth just like so many locusts, made their way almost to the
very walls of London."

Then, between 1469 and 1471, at least six separate rebellions occurred in northern England, four major
battles were fought, and, in 1471, there was even a short-lived siege of London. Certainly, too. a high percentage
of the nobility did become involved in these wars at one time or another; many gentry. however reluctantly,
found themselves drawn in as well; and, of course, the English countryside did provide most of the fighting
men. Nor can bloodfeuds be completely discounted. The fate of leading Lancastrian magnates at St. Albans in
1455, in particular, may well have sparked a series of vendettas that resurfaced with a vengeance at Wakefield
and Towton, as William Shakespeare highlighted so dramatically in 3 Henry VI. Clearly, his plays cannot be
regarded as history: nevertheless, rather more than many recent historians have been prepared to admit,
Shakespeare did adapt for the stage not only a powerful Tudor tradition about the Wars of the Roses but an
interpretation already firmly embedded in contemporary and near-contemporary sources.
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I. Apart from the texts of Shakespeare's history plays and surviving Lancastrian, Yorkist and Tudor chronicles/
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The Scottish Women’s Suffrage Movement

ELSPETH KING

There is a widely acknowledged and much discussed difficulty in respect of the teaching of Scottish history
within Scottish schools'. It follows that the teaching of Scottish women's history must be at an even greater
disadvantage within this already disadvantaged area. The purpose of this article is to look at and assess this
disadvantage. to indicate where there are useful sources which can be utilized in the teaching of the subject, and
to suggest that there could be many benefits, for both students and teachers, in looking at the history of the
Scottish women’s suffrage movement in particular, even within the constraints of the existing curriculum.

Overthe last two decades. there has been remarkable progress both in women'’s studies and Scottish history.
Throughout that period, there has been scarcely a year without a women’s history or studies conference taking
place in one of the universities or further education colleges, or organised by special interest groups, like the
Scottish Colloquium of Medievalists or the Scottish Labour History Society. In 1981, the Mitchell Library took
such an opportunity to issue a helpful bibliography?on the status of women, and in 1994. the Scottish Libraries
Association devoted its Local History Week to women's history.

Also within this period, major new histories of Scotland have been written from the newly established
departments of Scottish History in our universities. With the exception of Alastair McIntosh Gray's History of
Scotland® for schools, none of the new histories seem to be willing to acknowledge the women's suffrage
movement as being of significance. The subject does of course feature in books on women's history*, but it was
not until 1991 that a university-funded study of the Scottish women'’s suffrage movement was published in its
own right. Leah Leneman’s A Guid Cause — The Women'’s Suffrage Movement in Scotland was one of six titles
in the very commendable Scottish Women's Studies Series of the late lamented Aberdeen University Press.
With its narrow parameters, academic stance and dense prose, it is not the kind of book to inspire enthusiasm,
but is useful as a reference book.

When in the period 1968-1975, Midge Mackenzie was researching for the ground-breaking television series
and book Shoulder to Shoulder, she was moved by how the achievements of the suffragettes had been ‘almost
successfully erased from the history books':

‘When I read later accounts of the Suffragette movement. I felt that their authors had denied the movement
its spirit and soul. They seemed to take a consciously impersonal stand and in no way to reflect the feelings
and commitment of the women involved. After meeting with some of the surviving militants... I resolved to
make my own attempt to redress the balance.™*

The television series and book stimulated widespread interest, offiering strong role models to a generation of
young women who wanted to discover and re-claim their history. In 1978 when the fiftieth anniversary of the
Representation of the People Act brought a government-sponsored exhibition on women's suffrage to Glasgow,
I was able to add a Scottish dimension to it and publish a pamphlet, The Scottish Women's Suffrage Movement
for the People’s Palace (Glasgow Museums and Art Galleries), which is still in print.

Although the militant suffrage movement in Scotland was a daily cause of concern to local and national
government in the period 1909-1914, some historians tried to write it of f as collective mental hysteria. Glasgow
historian Charles Oakley in his Second City (1946) summarised it thus:

Militant feminism created a tense situation, and one of the most astonishing episodes in recent social
history was the organisation of quite considerable numbers of women — drawn chiefly from the middle
classes — into groups of suffragettes for committing outrages on people and property, to further ‘Votes
for Women'. Indeed it is rather surprising that no psychological analysis of the behaviour of so many
women at that time has been published.®
Thebook is still in print, but the offensive remarks were edited out from the 1975 edition onwards. Nevertheless,
the impression that the subject is worth no more than a cursory mention remains, in every newly-issued work
which deals with Scottish history from the eighteenth to the twentieth century.
Welsh feminist historian Deirdre Beddoe in her Discovering Women's History — A Practical Manual, blames
the historians:
Most historians are male, middle-class, university graduates. They are not concerned primarily with the
history of the women who clean their studies or do their wives’ harder labour at home. Historians are the
products of their own culture and society: most are totally unaware of their culturally determined prejudices

and values. They reflect the value system of our society. History, as written and taught for most of the
century, has been as class-ridden as our society..... Whether male historians’ complicity in this conspiracy
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to rob women of their history is witting or not is not the central question here. What matters now is to
recognise the historical selection process which operates and to reject it.”
While we still lack a succinct, informative, well-illustrated, readable paperback for Scotland, comparable to
Rosemary Cullen Owens’ History of the Irish Women's Suffrage Movemenr® there is nevertheless a wealth of
source material which can be used in teaching the subject.

In the years leading up to the Great War, every local newspaper reported on suffrage activity in some depth,
and gave coverage to local events or activity which was not reported elsewhere. Often, this information can
throw new light on the subject, whilst the student has the satisfaction of studying information on her or his area.
For many students, history is made up of a series of events which happened elsewhere, never touching or
influencing their home town or village. The reading of local newspapers is a good corrective to this, for there
could have been few people in Scotland who did not have an opinion on the woman suffrage question — miner’s
wives in Lochgelly, golfers in Lossiemouth, councillors in Lerwick — were all drawn into the action.

Only through a thorough investigation of local sources can the full story be known, and there are many
discoveries still to be made. When searching for material for an exhibition on William Wallace for example, |
discovered the story of Marion Wallace Dunlop, who proudly claimed her descent from Wallace’s mother, had
the same Christian name as Wallace’s wife, named her London house ‘Ellerslie’ after his birthplace, and conducted
her suffrage activity in the spirit of Wallace. She was an artist and illustrator of children’s books, and exhibited
regularly at the Royal Scottish Academy. She was imprisoned for militant activity several times; in June 1909
her offence was stamping political messages on the walls of St Stephen’s Hall in indelible ink.°

Marion Wallace Dunlop, 1909, with her ink
roller. Photograph produced with the
permission of the Museum of London.

All this is unremarkable, except that in June 1909 she invented the tactic of the hunger strike, which has been
a powerful weapon in the hands of political prisoners, of every kind and creed, throughout the world since then.
It is a tactic which empowers the powerless. Every small child knows that refusing food will cause its parents
concern, and the authorities were preoccupied with finding an adequate response. The horrors of forcible feeding
and the Cat and Mouse Act, when women were released on the point of starvation and jailed again on recovery,
are well enough known. Until now it has not been recognised that the whole shape of the Suffragette campaign
in this respect was directed by a Scotswoman who wanted to fight like William Wallace.'

The exciting thing about studying aspects of the women'’s suffrage movement is that there are always new
discoveries to be made, even about well known events, and especially if the techniques of the investigator and



the journalist are used. Thus, 75 years after the event, journalist John Sleight of Tyne-Tees Television was able
to set straight the record on the ‘suicide’ of Emily Davison who died under the hooves of the King'’s horse at the
1913 Derby."

As mentioned, local newspapers are rich sources of information on both national and local events. For example,
the report of the Dunfermline Press on the great Edinburgh demonstration of 5 October 1907 included the
following details:

The Dunfermline contingent comprised representatives of the Women'’s Social and Political Union, the
National Women'’s Suffrage Society, the British Women’s Temperance Associations, and a group of
lady students from the College of Hygiene in their flowing blue gowns, which led one enterprising
paper to allude to the wearers as “fair Portias”’. Among the Dunfermline ladies were Miss Cunningham
and Miss Susie Cunningham, Miss Duguid, secretary of the National Suffrage Society; Miss Hodge,
Lady Superintendent of the High School; Miss Munro, the energetic Secretary of the Women'’s Social
and Political Union; Mrs Beck, secretary of the Women’s Co-operative Guild; Mrs Donaldson, president
of the Spiritualist Society; Mrs Parker and many others. Two banners were unfurled at the Dunfermline
post — that of the BWTA, an artistic piece of work, blue background and white letters, with a design of
laurel leaves in gold — and that of the WSPU, a handsome banner in red with white lettering, the gift of
Mr Don, Queen Anne Street. Everywhere were seen the suffragist colours, red and white (red for strength,
and white signifying purity), and indeed the colour scheme was an excellent one, and lent quite an
effective touch to the whole scene. Each of the suffragettes wore rosettes, flowers or bands round the
arm of red and white, as did also very many of the spectators along the route, evidently as an expression
of their sympathy.....The Dunfermline Suffragettes came in for a good deal of “ragging” about Mr
Andrew Camnegie, whom people of Edinburgh evidently regard as Dunfermline’s patron saint from
whom all blessings flow.'?

Thus with some support, the student learns that many of the teachers in the town were suffrage activists, that
the suffrage colours were originally red and white, before the famous purple, green and white were adopted in
May 1908, and that Carnegie’s support of his native town was the object of both admiration and envy. The rich
detail in the Dunfermline Press was used by Dunfermline Heritage Trust to present the story of Dunfermline-
born Anna Munro, Scottish Organiser of the Women’s Freedom League, in the Abbot House heritage centre
displays, 1995. Using this source alone, it would be possible to write both a national and local history of women’s
suffrage.

Anna Munro of Townhill, Dunfermline, National
Organiser for the Women's Freedom League, in
1908. From a popular suffrage postcard.




Some archives have already extracted source material for the use of the busy teacher. The largest collection
is that brought together by Stirling Council Archives Services; their teaching pack on the Suffragettes covers the
period 1848-1914 and the geographical area of Stirling, Alloa, Bo’ness and Dollar. The extracts cover meetings,
incidents and news items of all kinds, and could be used in a variety of ways. The nine pages covering the
Wallace monument ‘outrage’, when in September 1912 the Wallace Sword case was smashed, includes a news
and court case report, describes the street meetings of the time and the public response, and offers a description
of the jail conditions where ‘horses and cows were better housed than the prisoners in Stirling’. There is enough
material to re-enact the drama of the court-room or the street meeting, or to initiate a discussion on journalism
and the role of the press. As the news report also depicts the Wallace Monument as a forlorn place, where
visitors had to hammer hard on the door, wait long for an answer and pay tuppence entry money, it could also
serve as a starting point for a discussion on visitor attractions, their management, and the changing fortunes of
heritage tourism over the century!
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Strathclyde Regional Council (now Glasgow City Council) Archives also produced a teachers’ pack with 88
items entitled Scottish Women and the Vote. Sources for the history of the women’s suffrage movement in Scotland."”
There is also a number of local historical studies on women'’s suffrage and women’s history' available for
different places, and there are several good studies on the related subject of the higher education of women.'



David Steuart Erskine, Eleventh Earl of
Buchan, advocate of women'’s rights.
Reproduced with the permission of the
Scottish National Portrait Gallery.

Some people regard the women's movement in Scotland as being of less importance, because of the apparent
lack of feminist theorists like Mary Wollstonecraft. The problem is that the theorists have yet to be recognised.
An important figure in this respect is David Steuart Erskine, Eleventh Earl of Buchan (1742-1829), the moving
spirit behind the Society of Antiquaries, and a supporter of both the American and French Revolutions. He
published two articles On Female Education' and the desirability of equality for women in 1791, the year
before the publication of Mary Wollstonecraft’s Vindication of the Rights of Women. He was a great friend of
Professor John Anderson (1757-1796), sharing his politics and philosophy, and nursing him on his estate in
Dryburgh during the last few months of hislife. Anderson’s will, establishing the Andersonian Technical College
(now Strathclyde University) made provision to give ‘the ladies of Glasgow.....an opportunity.....and such a

stock of General Knowledge.....as will make them the most accomplished ladies in Europe’."

It was in this revolutionary society that Frances Wright (1795-1852) was given her education. Born in Dundee
and brought up by James Milne, Professor of Moral Philosophy in Glasgow, she felt that she needed to live in
the New World, and her ideas and actions took America by storm. She was the first woman to speak on a public
platform, advocating equality for women, social revolution, and the abolition of slavery. She was also the first
woman to have a play performed on Broadway. She set up her own co-operative foundation in Nashoba, Tennessee,
on Owenite lines, to demonstrate in practical terms how the abolition of slavery would work. " She is regarded
as a great heroine in the USA, but remains little known in Scotland. Her writings cover almost every aspect of
the human condition.

When discussing the status of women with students it is always possible to include Scottish literary sources
which are stimulating, informative and guaranteed to generate response and discussion. One of the most amusing
evaluations of women’s work is contained in the 16th century poem The Wife of Auchtermuchty '° from the
Bannatyne manuscript. Glasgow journalist Marion Bernstein's Dream * poem (1876) where she imagines that
when the nineteenth century is over, three quarters of the MPs will be women, and that there will be a system of
total equality, resulting in world peace and the abolition of both domestic violence and the House of Lords, can
be used to discuss whether feminist political aspirations will ever be realised. Scottish women have always
dreamt great dreams, and it should be a life-enhancing experience for their great-grandchildren to hear, share,
discuss and learn from them.
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The Scottish Trade Union Movement c.1850 to 1914

DR WILLIAM KENEFICK

The Structure and Development of Scottish Trade Unionism

The modemn phase of British trade unionism began with the process of rebuilding in the improved economic
conditions of the 1850s. Developments in England and Wales were to lead to the growth of large national
organisations, which were highly bureaucratic, exerted strong central authority, and were founded on a sound
financial basis. This development become known as the ‘New Model’ unionism and the first union of this type
was the Amalgamated Society of Engineers (ASE). The structure of trade unionism in Scotland, however,
followed a somewhat different pattern to the rest of Britain. Scottish trade unionism was generally small scale,
largely localist and federal in structure and power, and control was exercised at branch level rather than through
one powerful national organisation.

There were attempts to promote national organisations of miners, printers, or ironmoulders - similar to the
English model - but these remained largely federal in structure, and power and financial control was always
retained by the local branches. Hamish Fraser suggests that the nearest Scotland had to a ‘new model’ union was
the Associated Carpenters and Joiners’ Society, but even they had to abandon their experiment in centralisation
and return decision making into the hand of local branches. The powerful ASE had to suspend branches at
Greenock and Glasgow in the late 1850’s because of the issue of central control, and in the late 1860°’s Clyde
boilermakers left their ‘United Society’ because of disputes over local autonomy and control. There were renewed
efforts in the 1880’s to consolidate local societies, but again they tended to follow the more typical Scottish
federal pattern rather than that of the ‘New Model’ unions.

Fraser stresses that this attachment to local autonomy arose naturally from the basic regional structure of
Scottish industry. Workers in Clydeside, and in particular Glasgow, were unwilling to accept any decisions
issued from outside their immediate area of interest - even more the case where it involved English interference.
Parochial considerations were paramount, therefore, and Clydeside workers preferred to look to the aid of other
trades unions in their own area rather than rely on a large bureaucratic centralised national organisation. They
still needed some type of ‘joint-trade’ committee to co-ordinate activities locally, however, and in Scotland this
role was filled by the trades councils:

... The formation of trades councils in Scotland from the end of the 1850s was of vital importance for
Scottish trade unionism. Trades councils played a more crucial role in Scotland than they did south of
the Tweed, largely because of the structure and relative weakness of the Scottish unions. ...!

Federalism may have made sense in the Scottish economic and industrial context, but because of a reluctance
to move towards larger centralised national unions, Scottish trade unionism was regarded as relatively weak and
somewhat backward.

Is this an altogether fair assessment of the development of trade unionism in Scotland? This short article will
attempt to answer this question by considering several factors. First, by looking at the example of the Scottish
miners, it will be shown that the problem in forging national organisations in Scotland was not only due to the
structure of the Scottish economy, but also because of divisions evident within the ranks of the Scottish labour
force itself. Secondly, we shall look more closely at the structure of trade unionism and in particular the role of
the trades councils in order to assess the extent of the apparent weakness of Scottish trade unionism at this time.
Thirdly, we shall look at the impact of the ‘New Unionism’ of 1888-90 and the ‘Labour Unrest’ of 1910to 1914
and at how these two important events in trade union history are to be explained in the Scottish context, how
they influenced the growth and structure of Scottish trade unionism and helped to break down sectional and
sectarian barmriers, and to what extent, if any, the experience in Scotland was different to the rest of Britain
generally? Finally, the article will conclude by considering recent evidence which suggests, among other things,
that the notion of intrinsic weakness in the structure of Scottish trade unionism in the nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries may have been over exaggerated.?

A Divided Community? - The Example of the Miners in Scotland.

The miners had for some time been organised into small local unions, but attempting to amalgamate them
into a broader national movement proved difficult and for good reason. Roy Campbell notes that Alexander
McDonald’s efforts to build a new general association of miners in Scotland in the mid 1850’s foundered on the
‘shifting sands of racial and religious jealousies’. The racial and religious dimensions were seen to greater effect



in the 1860’s when, at local level, Lodges of Free Colliers appeared. These were mainly social in character.
modelled on the Masonic Lodges, and appealed to ‘an unusual mixture of nationalist sentiment and opposition
to Irish Catholicism’. The Lodges of Free Colliers also attempted to enrol mine owners and managers.* Racial
and religious differences not only worked to exclude Irish Catholics, but also worked against their unionisation
on a local basis. Unionisation was successful around mines in Protestant Larkhall, for example, where there
was a relatively stable population who shared the same racial and religious background and shared the traditions
and culture of the ‘independent collier’. In such locations, Bill Knox argues, local combinations of miners could
be more easily sustained against pressure from mine owners. In a more racial and religiously mixed mining
community such as Coatbridge, however, unionisation was relatively weak and the employers could exert a
greater degree of control.

The existence of sectarian division also helped to increase sectional divisions within the workforce and
created even more problems for trade unionists such as McDonald in their efforts to build effective national
organisations. Sectionalism was rife in the construction, metal and shipbuilding industries, notes Knox, and the
net effect of this was to raise barriers against trade union penetration. As a result. trade union density, throughout
the nineteenth and early twentieth century, was considerably lower in Scotland than in England and Wales.
According to Knox, as a percentage of the employed population, Scottish trade union membership was ‘half that
of Wales and Humberside, and only a quarter of the north-east coast of England.* Where working men did not
share the same religion or country of birth, sectarianism and racism, fired-up by a significant degree of sectional
mistrust, acted to inhibit greater trade union penetration and the development of national organisations.

From this standpoint, therefore, the problems faced by the miners were those faced by the country as a whole,
but they were gradually overcome. By the early 1870’s, the campaign for the eight hour day saw miners in Fife,
Lanarkshire and the Lothians accept the authority of the Association of Confederated Miners of Scotland. A
sharp downturn in economic activity, however, saw the Confederation quickly disintegrate, hastened by inter-
district squabbles and wild-cat strikes. Although it was not intended to follow the ‘New Model’ union structure
more prevalent in England, it did show that some form of national organisation was at least a possibility. The
first step towards a truly united organisation came with the formation of the Scottish Miners' National Federation
in 1886, with James Keir Hardie as secretary. They became the Scottish Miners’ Federation in 1894 and they
affiliated to the Miners’ Federation of Great Britain in the same year. By the end of the nineteenth century the
miners were better organised than ever before - both at district and regional level and over much of Scotland as
a whole. By 1900 the Scottish Miners' Federation had 50,000 members and in 1913 this had risen to 87.200.*

Despite deep rooted racial and sectarian divisions, and regional and district mistrust, it was from within the
mining industry that there emerged the gradual recognition that workers could not hope to better wages and
conditions across the industry as a whole unless they accepted a greater degree of centralisation. This meant the
development of a national strategy for the industry as a whole, centralisation of funds, accompanied with political
action intended to further the miners’ cause in parliament. The miners were the first to recognise the need for
national organisations and the first to overcome considerable divisions within their ranks. This led William
Marwick to conclude that the strength and initiative of the trade union movement in Scotland owed much to the
examples set by the miners.®

The Trades Councils -The Central Organisation in Scottish Trade Unionism.

Unlike the miners, few other workers by the end of the nineteenth century had come to recognise the value of
unity at national level, particularly when they were in dispute. Fraser notes that ‘strike movements in Scotland
tended to be local movements embracing a number of local trades in a given area, rather than a national movement
of one particular craft’. Indeed, this approach did not substantially change from the mid 19th century through to
the set up of the Clyde Workers’ Committee of 1915. It is for this reason that the trades councils were so
important. The trades councils co-ordinated local initiatives across different locations and in time created a
broader less localised perspective. The trades councils gave a voice to organised labour in Scotland, argues
Fraser, and in doing so created a formidable labour movement out of the relatively weak, but fiercely independent,
Scottish trade unions.’

Glasgow trades council - formed in 1858 - was to become the leading and most influential trades council in
Scotland, and its stated aim was to ‘examine, devise and execute the best means of improving the working
classes, morally, socially, and politically’. The Glasgow council was a model of efficiency and other trades
councils simply followed its lead. As if to underline the central importance of the Glasgow council, Alexander
McDonald and his Scottish Miners’ Association affiliated to the council in 1859, as did the powerful Lanarkshire
miners in the 1870s. By the early 1860s, around two-thirds of all the organised trades in the city had affiliated
to the council, but some trade unions were unhappy with certain aspects of the trades council’s operations.
Fraser cites the example of the Association of Carpenters and Joiners of Scotland, who stopped a local branch
from affiliating to the Edinburgh trades council because ‘the trades councils embody politics as part of their
programme and politics were not strictly matters for trades councils.’®
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The above example clearly shows that many trade unions were seen as economic and not political organisations
and from this perspective the attitude expressed here was no different from that of the great leaders of the ‘New
Model’ English unions. Mostly moderate men, they generally disapproved of strikes in any case. But given the
legal status of trade unions and the restrictions placed on their activities up until the early 1870’s, their attitude
is perhaps understandable. Workers and their societies had few legal rights and employers could take workersto
court for loss of earnings caused by industrial action. As Campbell notes, workers faced ‘imprisonment by
summary warrant’ for leaving their place of employment without notice. While it was accepted that unions had
the right to negotiate with employers, the right to strike and the legality of trade union funds were an entirely
different matter.” The fear of legal retribution would have been enough to convince many trade unionists against
political action at this time, particularly if called for by outside agencies.

The trade councils were to play an important role in co-ordinating the campaigns for greater legal recognition
for the trade unions in Scotland. In 1871 the Gladstone government passed the Trade Union Act, which recognised
trade unions as legal bodies with the right to strike and to protect their funds by law - rights hitherto denied
them. The Criminal Law Amendment Act was also introduced in tandem with the Trade Union Act and this
made picketing illegal and rendered strikes impossible to enforce. It was the demand to legalise picketing which
politicised many trade unionists and drew them and their unions into the trades councils. Disraeli’s government
passed the Conspiracy and Protection of Property Act in 1875 which made peaceful picketing legal, while the
Employer and Workmen Act placed both the employer and worker on an equal legal footing in cases of breach
of contract.

The political campaign to overturn the Criminal Law Amendment Act, allied with the need to attract new
working class votes (caused by the extension of the franchise in the Reform Acts of 1867 for England and Wales
and of 1868 for Scotland) gave the trade union movement more political power and the trade councils became a
focus for industrial and political debate. The trades councils supported calls for the shorter working week in the
1850s and gradually came to draw together support for the 8 Hour Bill placed before the TUC in 1889. From the
1870’s, Glasgow and Edinburgh councils had Parliamentary Committees to supervise any legislation which
would affiect labour, they argued for the municipalisation of public utilities and drew attention to the exploitation
evident in the sweated industries in the 1880s and 1890s. They encouraged a wider range of discussion on
matters affecting labour in the industrial and political spheres, and all trades councils in Scotland were involved
in pressure group activities.'"" Between the 1850’s and the 1890’s the number of trades councils in Scotland
increased from two to sixteen (as seen in Table 1 below) and this was accompanied by an ‘unprecedented
growth’ in trade unionism throughout Scotland from the mid 1880’s onward.

Table 1. Chronology of Scottish Trades Councils.

1853 Edinburgh

1858 Glasgow

1860 Greenock

1864 Dundee

1868 Aberdeen

1872 Greenock reformed

1873 Kirkcaldy

1885 Dundee reformed

1889 Greenock reformed (3rd time), Motherwell,
Port Glasgow and Arbroath

1890 Falkirk and Govan

1891 Paisley

1892 Inverness, Hawick, Dunfermline, Montrose

Source: compiled from W.H. Fraser, ‘Trades Councils and the Labour Movement in Nineteenth Century Scotland’,
in lan MacDougall (ed) Essays in Scottish Labour History (p 6)

The growth in trade unionism was in no small measure due to the impact of the ‘New Unionism’. This period
in trade union history was commonly held to have marked a distinct break with the past. The ‘New Unions’
were organisations of unskilled and semi-skilled workers who were more aggressive and militant, and because
they were led largely by socialists they were willing to take political and industrial action in order to improve
the general conditions of the working classes in Britain. The ‘old’ unionism, on the other hand, was skilled
labour, it was more cautious, moderate, more protectionist than pro-active and led by men who were largely
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Liberal in their political outlook. This was most certainly the view held by many contemporaries of the period
such as Harry Quelch and Sydney and Beatrice Webb. but it was not a viewpoint that found much support in
Scotland and certainly not within the trades councils."

In 1890 Glasgow trades council stated clearly that they saw no difference between ‘old’ and ‘new" and had
never distinguished between skilled and unskilled when their support was needed. It was the ‘old’ style unionists
within the trades councils who were playing such a vital role organising new societies of unskilled workers as
well as many skilled workers who were more effectively organised at this time. In this area. argues Fraser. the
trades councils’ approach ‘was both distinctive and pioneering’ - a role which English trades councils were
more reluctant to assume.'* Scottish trades councils had for sometime been at work organising unskilled workers.
Edinburgh trades council began to organise a Labourers’ Association in the 1860°s, Aberdeen organised thc
Aberdeen Shore Labourers’ Unions and the Scottish Farm Workers' Union during the 1880s, while Glasgow
successfully helped to organise the National Union of Dock Labourers in 1889. Scottish trades councils werc
also assisting English based unions to set up branches of gasworkers, seamen, brickworkers. and many others,
around Scotland. In terms of aiding and developing trade unionism in Scotland - whether during the ‘New
Unionist’ period. or later at the time of the ‘Labour Unrest’ of 1910-1914 - the trades councils were of particular
importance.'* As aresult of their efforts more trade unions joined the trades councils than ever before - a trend
illustrated in Tables 2 and 3 below.

Table 2. Trade Unions AfTiliated to Aberdeen, Edinburgh and Glasgow Councils 1889-95

Aberdeen Edinburgh Glasgow
1889 30 34 54
1895 40 51 113

Source: compiled from W.H. Fraser, ‘Trades Councils and the Labour Movement in Nineteenth Century Scotland".
in lan MacDougall (ed) Essays in Scottish Labour History (p 6)

Table 3. Trades Councils in Scotland with Affiliated Membership, 1894 to 1914.

year trades councils members year trades councils members
1894 16 84,831 1905 18 121,552
1895 16 87,128 1906 19 124,101
1896 16 96,192 1907 20 133,269
1897 17 102,297 1908 21 134,054
1898 16 107,297 1909 21 135,446
1899 18 99,759 1910 26 142,000
1900 18 113,488 1911 30 155,000
1901 16 120,116 1912 33 187,000
1902 16 119,713 1913 35 230,000
1903 17 112,862 1914 38 223,000
1904 18 120,129 1915 41 233,000

Source: A Clinton, The Trade Union Rank and File: Trade Councils in Britain 1900-1914

According to Sydney and Beatrice Webb there were 147,000 trade unionistsin Scotland by 1892, but despite
the significant increase, Roy Campbell and Bill Knox estimate that trade union membership in Scotland was
20% lower than it was in England at this point.'" By the mid-1890’s trade union membership began to fall off
somewhat - due to trade depression, compounded by the effects of the employers’ counter-attack - and it was not
until the late 1890’s that membership levels began to pick up again. There was also a strong upwards trend from
1910 onward as the first real impact of the Labour Unrest was felt. It was not until 1912, however, that Scottish
trade union membership actually exceeded the estimates for 1892.
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Table 4. Webb’s Estimates for 1892 compared to Numbers of Delegates, Trades Unions, Trades
Councils and Affiliated Membership to the STUC at selected intervals, 1902 to 1913.

Year No Delegates No of Trades Unions /Councils Total No Members
1892 147,000
1898 114 unknown 100,000
1902 120 49 8 131,513
1906 133 48 6 72,470
1909 117 37 6 66,300
1911 132 43 6 140,705
1912 147 49 7 185,825
1913 150 52 8 261,417
1914 158 54 9 *225,258

*Trades councils’ affiliates were not recorded in 1914, this accounts for the shortfall over the previous year.
Source: STUC Annual Reports 1902-1914

The Scottish trades councils were largely responsible for the formation o fthe Scottish Trades Union Congress
in 1897, but the trades councils themselves still remained the central organisations for trade unionism in Scotland
from 1897 and 1914 - as can be seen by comparing Tables 3 and 4 above. In 1913, for example. total membership
of Scottish trades councils was 230,000, while the STUC membership was some way below at 196,217. This
underlines the central importance of the trades councils and the central and pivotal role there were to play in
Scottish trade union development from the second half of the nineteenth century up until the outbreak of the
First World Warin 1914.

Explaining the ‘New Unionism’ and the ‘Labour Unrest’ in Scotland c. 1888 to 1914

During the period of the ‘New Unionism’ there was an explosion of discontent among a broad group of
hitherto poorly organised workers and this was repeated during the ‘Labour Unrest’ of 1910 to 1914. But what
caused the unrest in the first instance and were developments in Scotland any different from the rest of Britain?

Arthur Mclvor notes that the orthodox Marxist viewpoint stresses the importance of socio-economic change
and the growing homogeneity of a more class conscious trade union movement. Because of increased competition,
work intensification, wage reduction and de-skilling, the increased size of companies, the greater use of
management, and the erosion of paternalism, industrial relations become depersonalised and this in turn helps to
break down company loyalties. Such socio-economic problems are explained to workers in class terms and
more workers become open to the new political ideas expressed in socialist or syndicalist terms. As many of the
leaders during both the period of the ‘New Unionism’ and the ‘Labour Unrest’ were socialist. or syndicalist, it
is argued, the role of ideology assumed ever greater importance and therefore had a significant impact on both
these events.

Mclvor notes an alternative viewpoint, which stresses that increased levels of unionisation come hand-in-
hand with improvements in the economic cycle. For example, the major periods of trade union growth occur
between 1870-72, 1888-90, 1910-14 (and 1915 to 1920) and these were all periods of high employment. Workers
were simply attempting to ‘claw-back’ wages lost in the intervening period of trade depression and their response
was to join trade unions in orderto achieve this. The causes of unrest were therefore economic and not ideological.
This model of unrest also considers legislative developments - anarea which the Marxist model tends to overlook.
Changes in the laws governing the actions and activities of the trades unions meant that they were now operating
with a significant degree of freedom. As noted above, this liberalisation process beganin the 1870’s and culminated
with the passing of the Trades Dispute Act of 1906. Over this period as a whole the trade unions were getting
stronger, were more willing to take industrial action, and this and their improved legal position attracted more
members.'

But can either of these models adequately explain ‘New Unionist’ activity in Scotland or explain why the
‘Labour Unrest’ was more popularly supported north of the border than it was in England? Certain aspects of
both seem to be applicable in the Scottish context. Scotland was more dependent on overseas trade than any

- other region of Britain. The economy was, therefore, more affected by the vagaries of international trade, but
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also particularly vulnerable to increased levels of foreign competition. By the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, notes Bill Knox, the engineering, shipbuilding, coalmining and construction industries all attempted
to introduce semi-automatic machinery and more semi-skilled and unskilled workers, in order to increase
production and reduce wage bills in the face of increased foreign competition. He also argues that more workers
were being confronted by managerial representatives rather than the employers themselves. Thus there may
have been a growing sense of depersonalisation within the working environment at a time when workers faced
organised attempts to de-skill, lower wages and increased work loads. This would closely correspond to the
Marxist interpretation. 't

On the otherhand, it would also seem clear that with greater trade union freedom increasing numbers of both
skilled and unskilled workers were joining trade unions. Workers had less to fear from employers, were more
predisposed and often more financially able to join trade unions, and were increasingly willing to take industrial
action once they were in trade union membership. From this vantage point the economic explanation of unrest
and trade union growth seems the more satisfying.

But what about ideological considerations? The role and influence of socialism does become more pronounced
after the 1880’s, but it was not a major cause of ‘New Unionist’ unrest in Scotland. The ‘New Unionist’ period
saw many groups of semi-skilled and unskilled workers organised for the first time, but the process predated the
period associated with the rise in influence of socialism and clearly had its roots in earlier developments. It
therefore did not mark a radical departure from what went before.'” There is also the peculiar nature of Scottish
socialism to consider. Socialism in Scotland, argues Knox, drew on an eclectic range of sources in order to
mount its challenge against capital. Socially, labour leaders in Scotland were teetotal, pacifist. rational.
untheoretical and evangelical in religion. Politically, they were radical, republican, anti-landlord and nationalist.
Their heroes were more likely to be ‘Jesus, Mazzini, and Robert Burns’, than Marx and Engels. The trade union
and labour movement in Scotland was still largely of the radical lib-labist tradition, and the type of atheism,
anti-temperance, and anti-parliamentary rhetoric of the ‘English based socialists’, argues Knox, only alienated
Scottish leaders such as Keir Hardie. Politically, the trade union movement in Scotland was characterised by
‘considerable resistance’ to socialism and this did not change much before the Labour Unrest of 1910 to 1914."*

There is little doubt that British capitalism was shaken by the sheer magnitude of the Labour Unrest before
1914. Evidence from the west of Scotland during this time clearly illustrates that the impact was greater in
Scotland than in England. Over the period 1911 to 1913 the annual average strike rate in Britain ran at four times
the levels recorded over the previous decade, but in Scotland the level was six times greater. Women played an
integral part in the strike activity in Scotland, where female strike propensity was high, and women did not
hesitate to fight against exploitation and struggle for better wages and conditions in the workplace, like many of
their male counterparts in the lesser skilled trades."

Perhaps the reason for the higher incidence of unrest in Scotland was due to the more draconian attitude of
the employers. Knox argues, for example, that in contrast to the weakness of the Scottish union, ‘the employers
of Scotland were remarkably strong’. Indeed, he suggests that this was a ‘major impediment to the formation of
a stronger trade-union movement ... ensuring that the majority of workers remained unorganised’.” There is
little doubt that Clydeside employers initially met the growing crop of disputes and strikes with force, coercion
and intransigence. This is evident during the ‘new unionism’, but particularly so between 1910 and 1914.
Importing non-unionist labour, blacklisting strikers, exploiting the full force of the law and threatening lockouts
was the staple fare of the period. The propensity among Clydeside employers to introduce blackleg labour
during strikes appears to have been particularly high. Recent evidence suggests that Clydeside employers, for
example, replaced workers in 2 out of every 5 disputes between 1910 and 1912, which was double the rate of
labour replacement in England during the unrest there.?' That the discontent in Scotland was greater than in
other areas of Britain may simply be an example of Scotland ‘catching up’:

... Scotland was in many ways catching up with industrial developments in England ... industrialisation
was occurring at a later stage, and was more concentrated within a shorter time span, it produced different
response from both the forces of capital and labour. ... from this situation came the emergence of industrial
relations strategies based on conflict and coercion rather than the more conciliatory developments taking
place in England. ...

Powerful employers’ associations - such as those in coal, engineering and shipbuilding - found the unions
they faced before 1914 able to match them in organisation and often exceed them in solidarity. The evidence
from one study of Clydeside implies that between 1910 and 1914 employers in West Scotland seriously
underestimated the power of the labour force, not only of organised labour but the degree of support within
many working class communities too.

The early claims of the ‘new unionism’, states Mclvor, ‘are now widely accepted as exaggerated’ as too are
the ‘romanticised notions of an extensive socialist and syndicalist presence’ at the time of the ‘Labour Unrest’.
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Labour historians now stress ‘longer-term changes’ in terms of trade union development, whereby ‘old’ unions
gained more members, moved to the ‘left’, but still dominated the trade union movement.2 Accompanying this
was the growth in membership among lesser skilled workers. As for the unrest, it was caused by the ‘accumulation
of grievances’ built-up over a long period and when the time was right ‘these aggregates of discontent’ were
translated into strike action.

The Structure of Scottish Trade Unionism, 1892 to 1914 - Weakness or Strength?

It was argued above that the small-scale and independent nature of Scottish unions arose naturally from the
basic structure of the Scottish economy. It is for these reasons that Hamish Fraser, like Roy Campbell and Bill
Knox, generally support the notion that there was an inherent weakness in the basic structure of Scottish trade
unionism. It is clear in Fraser’s analysis of the Scottish trades councils that much was achieved in terms of
making Scottish trade unionists more politically and socially aware, but also in promoting union penetration
among both skilled and unskilled workers. Had the Scottish structure been similar to the more centralised
English model then the unskilled may have been largely unsupported in terms of trade union development - an
accusation often levelled at the ‘old’ union in England and Wales by the ‘new unionist’ leadership.

Given the regionally specific nature of industry in Scotland, andthat Scottish trade unionism simply reflected
the structure of Scottish capital, could it not be argued that this structure was admirably suited to the particular
and peculiar regional industrial environment of Scotland? According to the Webbs, two thirds of all trade
unionists in Scotland resided in the Glasgow area.* Given this preponderance, the Scottish regional structure
arguably made sense. The trades councils were also placed at the very centre of this ‘localist and activist-led
trade union structure’ and, as recently argued, far from being a weakness ‘this structure could be interpreted as
a strength’:

... the early and persistent concentration on small-scale and independent trade union development in Scotland
was a strength which led to a growing sense of solidarity and the formalisation of independent political
strategies. Arguably, the nature and character of Scottish trade unionism should be defined in terms of their
actions, leadership and their campaigns, rather than the notion of bureaucratic efficiency. ...

A stronger reliance on a federal system of organisation in Scotland resulted in trade unions becoming collections
of small autonomous societies and semi-autonomous branches with decisions being made generally at a local
level. Perhaps this is why the Labour Unrest affected proportionally more of the Scottish workforce than British
as a whole.?

While the attachment to localism remained strong up until 1914 (and beyond) it did draw those ‘fiercely
independent’ Scottish trade unionists, as Fraser described them, into greater contact with other workers. This
was seen to a limited effect in the 1880’s, but was particularly pronounced during the unrest of 1910-1914. The
Glasgow Labour History Workshop have shown local conditions, when linked to this ‘localist and activist-led
trade union structure’, helped to break down the sectional, and sectarian, barriers dividing labour and brought
skilled and unskilled into closer union. This process begins at the local level and in Scotland at the very point
where industrial conflict was at its height. Perhaps this is why both skilled and unskilled trade unions were
making great efforts to maintain and even extend this traditional model of independent trade unionism within
the more localised and federal Scottish structure before 1914. This level of approval may offer the final proof
that this localist and activist-led trade union structure can be interpreted as a strength and not a weakness.*
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