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Abstract

This thesis charts the growth and demise of the two largest shipbuilding firms on the
Lower Clyde 1n Scotland, Scotts’ Shipbuilding & Engineering Company Limited of
Greenock, [established 1711] and Lithgows Limited of Port Glasgow [established as
Russell & Company 1n 1874 and as Lithgows Limited in 1918]. The history of each
firm 1s considered separately, with more emphasis on Lithgows, in order to give the
reader a fuller perspective of their respective growth and internal and external
dynamics. The bulk of the thesis, however, 1s concentrated 1n the post-1945 period
with emphasis on the protracted merger of the shipbuilding interests of Scotts™ and
Lithgows to form Scott Lithgow Limited in 1970. Thereafter. the history of the
merged firm is considered in detail, including its disastrous entry into the giant
tanker market up to the nationalisation ot the British shipbuilding industry in July
1977 when the firm was transferred to the control of the State Corporation, British
Shipbuilders. From there, including an even more disastrous entry into the large
offshore structures market, the period of nationalisation 1s then analysed up to March
1984 when Scott Lithgow became the first British Shipbuilders constituent shipyard
to be privatised when it was controversially sold to the industrial conglomerate
Trafalgar House plc. Trafalgar House, with no previous experience ot building
complex semi submersibles was unable to resurrect Scott Lithgow's tarnished
reputation in the offshore market. Accordingly. the yard was put on a care and
maintenance basis in 1988 from which it never recovered. In considering the
complex history of Scotts’ and Lithgows through what 1s in eftect a micro study. it is
hoped that this thesis will identify certain parallels in the demise of Scott Lithgow

that will enhance our knowledge of cause and effect in the overall decline of the

British shipbuilding industry.
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List of acronyms and abbreviations commonly used in the text, and note on

punctuation

BS
BSRA
CSA
DSIR
Ferguson
KES

KIC
Lithgows
Mintech
MoD (N)
SCOotts’
SIB

SIC

SEF
SRNA

UCS

British Shipbuilders

British Ship Research Association

Clyde Shipbuilders Association

Department of Industrial & Scientific Research
Ferguson Brothers Limited

Kingston Financial Services (Clyde) Limited
Kingston Investment Company

Lithgows Limited

Ministry of Technology

Ministry of Defence (Naval)

Scotts Shipbuilding & Engineering Company Limited
Shipbuilding Industry Board

Shipbuilding Inquiry Committee

Shipbuilding Employers Federation

Shipbuilders and Repairers National Association

Upper Clyde Shipbuilders

Throughout this text, the use of the apostrophe in the case of Scotts’ Shipbuilding
and Engineering Company Limited will be thus (Scotts™). Two versions, {Scott’s and
Scotts’] are used 1n historical accounts of the company, but I intend to persevere with
the spelling convention used by the company 1n the last edition of its history. that 1s,
Scotts™ of Greenock. In contrast, no apostrophe has ever been used either in the
letterhead of the firm, or in any historical account of Lithgows Limited. Thus it is
referred to throughout the text as Lithgows.
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Déja vu all over again! The Reluctant Rise, and Protracted

Demise of Scott Lithgow Limited. '

Introduction

T'he antecedents of modern British shipbuilding lie in an atomistic craft industry
based on wood and sail, one dominated by small-scale family enterprises and
partnerships typical of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. What shipbuilding
that there was on the Clyde in the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries was
relatively insignificant in terms of total output, and was based mainly in and around
the burgh of Greenock. By 1765, however, tne Greenock firm of John Scott
established in 1711, had began to build its first square-rigged vessel for owners
outside Scotland. Thereafter, Scotts’ and other firms graduated steadily from wood
and sail to steam and iron construction as the Clyde rose to become the centre of the
Scottish shipbuilding industry. By 1850, the ascendancy of Clyde shipbuilders vvas
apparent and had been enhanced and was to be further consolidated by local
Innovations in marine engineering. By this stage, however, in common with other
major river centres of shipbuilding in Britain, iron was the metal of choice on the
Clyde for the construction of sail and steam vessels. The pig iron industry had
expanded rapidly in Scotland, particularly in Lanarkshire and Ayrshire after the
invention, patented in 1828 by James Beaumont Neilson, of the hot-blast furnace.
This process, and its rapid assimilation, transformed the industry when combined
with the use of local deposits of black-band ironstone to produce pig iron of
commercial quality. Scottish pig iron production was further improved by the
substitution of hard Scottish splint coal for coke, which, with other technicul
Improvements, cut coal consumption and increased the amount of pig iron produced
These improvements gave the industry in Scotland a comparative advantage in the
costs of production, in yield and in price over other British producers. However,
large-scale production of malleable iron lagged behind that of pig. Nevertheless,
those malleable iron producers who stuck at it reaped the rewards with the rising

demand for high quality ship plates and marine forgings from Clyde firms. By 1870,



Clyde shipbuilders were building over two thirds of all the iron ships built in
Britain, and iron producers alone took twenty per cent of Scottish coal output. 4
decade later, local malleable iron manufacturers already had sufficient impetus to
respond to the growing demand from shipbuilders for the transition from iron to
steel plates. This vertically integrated economy, confined mainly within a distinct
area of the West of Scotland was not of itself sufficient to explain the seemingly
inexorable rise of Clyde shipbuilding. Entrepreneurial talent, a ready supply of
labour, a plethora of general and marine engineering shops and foundries, and good
railway and other transport links were also important. Of equal import to the rise of
Clyde shipbuilding and marine engineering was the genius of local inventors ywho
made major improvements to the efficiency of marine steam engines and boilers. In
1[853, Charles Randolph and John Elder cut fuel consumption by one third with the
introduction of their compound marine expansion engine. By 1862 James Howden
had further improved the efficiency of the marine engine by the introduction of his
high-pressure cylindrical Scotch boiler. Innovation continued, and by 1574 Dr.
Alexander Carnegie Kirk at Fairfield had developed the triple expansion engine,
followed a decade later by the invention of the quadruple expansion engine by
Walter Brock at Denny Brothers. These inventions, when fully developed went on to
power a significant proportion of the world’s merchant fleets, and cemented a

worldwide reputation for Clyde shipbuilding and marine engineering prowess

These general observations on the growth of Clyde shipbuilding torm a backdrop to
the history of two remarkable Lower Clyde shipbuilding firms. Scotts™ ot Greenock
and Lithgows of Port Glasgow. It is with the growth and eventual demise of these
two world-famous enterprises that this thesis is primarily concerned. Ot the two
family enterprises. Scotts™ was by far the older and more technically proficient
mixed mercantile and naval builder with a long-established marine engineering
works. Lithgows Limited (est. 1918) grew out of the co-partnery of Russell and
Company est. (1874), and concentrated mainly on volume cargo tramp shipbuilding.
and latterly on tanker construction. Overall. the history of Scotts’ 1s by far the better
known, and up to 1920. the early story of the firm and much else besides has already
been the subject of an unpublished doctoral thesis by the late Dr. J. . Robb. a

former engineering director of Scotts™ and later. ot Scott Litheow.” The Greenock
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firm also published various editions of its history, with the last issued in 1961 in
celebration of 1ts two hundred and fiftieth anniversar}'.'?’ [n stark contrast. there is no
official history of Lithgows Limited. However, the early vears of the firm when it
traded as Russell & Company until the end of the First World War are relatively
well known.* Each firm survived the turbulent interwar years. and made si gnificant
contributions to the salvation of their country in World War II. Lithgows. under the
leadership of James and Henry Lithgow, had through various acquisitions risen to
become by far the greatest Scottish shipbuilding group, and also the largest in
private hands in the world. Before the first post war decade had ended, however.
Lithgows suttered a devastating double blow when first. Henrv. and then Sir James
Lithgow died in May 1948 and February 1952 respectively. Both of these
remarkable men, already imbued with entrepreneurial spirit when as voung men they
had inherited the firm from their father in 1908, worked assiduously throughout their
lives to enlarge the Lithgow empire in their native Port Glasgow and throughout the
West of Scotland. > Sir James Lithgow's widow, Lady Lithgow. took over the
chairmanship of the family firm in 1952 and by 1960 her son, Sir William Lithgow.
had assumed the chairmanship, by which stage the chill blast of foreign competition
was already apparent. In the following years, both Scotts’, led by 1ts seventh
generation chairman, Michael Sinclair Scott, and Lithgows belatedly completed the

bulk of the post war modernisation ot their shipyards from their own reserves.

Contemporaneously, the newly elected Labour government ot October 1964,
conscious of an overall lack of international competitiveness in British shipbuilding
commissioned an independent inquiry into the industry under the chairmanship ot
Reay Geddes. Following the recommendations of the Geddes Commuttee, published
in March 1966 as the Shipbuilding Inquiry Report of 1965-66, each firm began to
look for prospective partners for a possible merger.6 Subsequently. an unofficial
Scott Lithgow Group was formed in 1967 but an official merger ot the shipbuilding
and engineering interests of the Greenock and Port Glasgow firms did not take place
until 1 January 1970. The protracted nature of the merger negotiations owed much to
the desire of both firms to stay out of a single Clyde group and to retain a naval
capability. From the beginning. however. the new firm, Scott Lithgow Limited, was

under capitalised and had already embarked on an ill-starred venture into the large
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tanker market. Despite the firm's entry into the offshore market for drill ships. 1n a
inflationary climate, losses mounted. and in common with the majority of firms in
the industry Scott Lithgow was subsequently nationalised by the Labour
Government after a protracted parliamentary struggle in Julyv 1977. Thereafter. under
the control of the state-owned British Shipbuilders, the firm made a disastrous entry
into the large offshore oil structures market before it was controversially returned to
the private sector by a Conservative government as the first State-owned vard to be
privatised in March 1984. Thereafter, under the stewardship of the industrial

conglomerate, Tratalgar House, Scott Lithgow continued to make further losses and

sutfered a protracted demise.
The Thesis outhined:

These events are of comparatively recent vintage. and remain controversial. With
this in mind, the original idea of this thesis was to concentrate upon the events
arising from the Shipbuilding Inquiry Report of 1965-6, which subsequently led to
the establishment ot the merged firm. From this base and 1in the light of decisions
arising from 1t, analysis would then concentrate on the major factors that contributed
to the firm’s demise. However, on reflection, I felt that this approach would
necessarily have had cut out a substantial period ot the history of the ¢rowth of these
two private firms, whose significant presence on the industrial landscape of the
Lower Clyde in many ways defined the area in the public consciousness. In order to
achieve a fuller perspective of each firm, therefore, I have structured this thesis so as
to consider separately the history of Scotts™ and Lithgows shipbuilding and other
interests until their eventual merger. From there I go on to consider the history of the
merged firm, through 1ts subsequent reincarnations, until 1ts eventual denouement.
What follows, therefore, is neither a standard business historv. nor a work of general
reference. Rather. my approach 1s a holistic one, conditioned to a large extent by the
paucity of information held on the activities of subsidiary tirms. and the largelv
uneven nature of the vast amount of records deposited. particularly in regard to
Lithgows. However. 1n reference to what has already been published. and again with
the limitations of the extant records held in mind, I intend to concentrate the bulk of

this thesis in the post 1945 period. Although full reference 1s made to the secondary
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literature, the early chapters of this work are not intended to be definitive
explanations of the history of either company. They are undertaken to give the
reader a general perspective of the various factors that I believe shaped the history ot
Scotts” and Lithgows, which is in keeping with the holistic nature of the thesis.
Initially. 1n the case of Scotts™ two dominant strands in the twentieth century history
of the firm will readily become apparent, the importance of bespoke linkages with
the Liverpool firms of Alfred Holt and John Swire, and that of naval work. Naval
contracts were crucial to the firm’s profitability. especially in times of low
mercantile demand, and remained so through to the merged firm’s eventual demise.
Secondly, given that no official history of Lithgows exists. the chapter on that firm
to 1945 1s double that i1n length of the chapter on Scotts’ to the same period.
Moréover.i the story of Lithgows can not be divorced from the personal history of Sir
James Lithgow, a colossal and controversial influence not only on the Scottish
industrial scene, but also in the British shipbuilding industry. Both Lithgow brothers
were also intimately involved in the reconstruction of the Scottish steel industry. and
Sir James with the establishment of the shipbuilding industry’s trade association, the
Shipbuilding Conference and subsequently with 1ts rationalisation vehicle, National
Shipbuilders Security. Again these activities require substantial explanation. and
reference 1s also made to primary source material and secondary literature on the

shipbuilding industry’s attempts to improve its position throughout the interwar

period.

Methodologically, I have concentrated my efforts on the copious records ot Scotts’
and Lithgows, most of which have been recently catalogued and are held at the
Modern Records and Business Archives Centre of the University of Glasgow. 7
Analysis and interpretation of this material. with reference to its significance and
context will form the bulk of this particular work. However. there are signiticant
gaps in the extant records, for example there are no records of board meetings
deposited for Lithgows prior to 1948. However. given the secretive nature ot all
[ithgow transactions. those board minutes that are deposited are deliberately scant.
On the other hand, however, the board minutes of Scotts™ whilst tar from
comprehensive, are a little more revelatory. Nevertheless. there are signiticant caps

1 the records of both companies that require further explanation. and with this in



mind, I have interviewed, with a suitable degree of caution. many of the major
players in the post-war history of Scotts’ and Lithgows. Moreover. these interyiews.
and the thesis as a whole, are further corroborated by the study of other primary
source material 1n the records of various departments of state contained in the Public
Record Oftice at Kew, London, and by reference to the records of the emplovers
national and local associations.® The above material is further supplemented by the
use of other business and banking records, and secondary literature at appropriate
stages within the text. Such secondary literature that exists on the industry in

general, and on individual shipyards in particular. has been avidly read in

conjunction with the local and national newspaper press.

Much of the academic literature has, however, tended to analyse the precipitous
decline ot the British shipbuilding industry in mutually exclusive terms.
Accordingly, there 1s no generally accepted monocausal paradigm of decline. It is
recognised, however, that explanations of decline that are based on either
institutional rigidity, or entrepreneunial failure paradigms. are not mutually
exclusive. Rather, i1t 1s more of a question of what particular weight is attributed to
either one or the other. Whether one advances the view that the industry. or indeed
Scott Lithgow's demise took place as a result ot “‘the British Disease™ of poor
industnal relations. Or, alternatively, that decline was inevitable due to international
market conditions, adverse factors of production, or entrepreneurial tailure. it takes
us only so far. Moreover. much of the general literature has drawn heavily on UK
Government papers and sources, and less so on the wealth of evidence available in
national and regional records of the shipbuilding employers, trade unions and

individual shipyards. ’

In the light of the aforementioned factors, 1t 1s hoped that this thesis will act as a
micro-study to correct this imbalance by 1dentitying certain parallels in the demise
of Scott Lithgow that will enhance our knowledge of cause and etfect in the overall

decline of the British shipbuilding industry.
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Endnotes: Introduction

' The phrase, ‘its déja vu all over again’ is attributable to the great American Baseball coach, Yogi
Berra

* “Scotts’ of Greenock, Shipbuilders and Engineers, 1820-1920: A Family Enterprise’. Johnston

Fraser Robb. Unpublished Thesis presented to the University of Glasgow for the degree of Doctor of
Philosophy, 1993.

> Scott’s Snipbuilding & Engineering Co. Ltd: Two Centuries of Shipbuilding by Scotts at Greenock,
three editions, 1906, 1920 and 1950, were published by the company, and a fourth edition, 7wo

Hundred & Fifty Years of Shipbuilding By the Scotts at Greenock, was also published by the
company 1n 1961.

* See, for example, M.S. Moss, entries on Joseph Russell and William Todd Lithgow in A. Slaven &
S. Checkland (eds.), Dictionary of Scottish Business Biography 1860-1960, Vol., I, The Staple

Industries (Aberdeen, 1986), pp. 236-238 and pp. 227-228. [Hereafter referred to as DSBB]. See also.
M.S. Moss, ‘Wiillam Todd Lithgow-Founder of a Fortune’, The Scottish Historical Review, Vol.,
LX11, I: No. 173: Apri 1983, pp. 47-72.

> For the life of Sir James Lithgow, see J.M. Reid, James Lithgow, Master of Work (London, 1964).
See also, A. Slaven’s entry on Sir James Lithgow, DSBB, pp.222-227.

° Shipbuilding Inquiry Committee Report, 1965-1966, (HMSO, London) Cmnd. 2937.

" The records of Scotts’ and Lithgows are held mainly within three classifications at the University of
Glasgow Modern Records and Business Archives Centre, Thurso Street, Glasgow. These are GD 319,
Scotts’; GD 320, Lithgows; and GD 323, Scott Lithgow Ltd. In addition some personal papers of Sir
James Lithgow are held within the classification, DC 35. Hereafter, these class numbers only are
referred to 1n the text.

® Government source material will mainly concentrate on Admiralty, Board of Trade, Ministry of
|Labour, Ministry of Technology, and Department ot Trade and Industry records and correspondence
held at the Public Record Office, Kew, London. These records are hereafter referred to in the text as
PRO ADM., PRO BT, etc. The records of the Shipbuilding Employers Federation, (SEF) formed in
1899, and of the Shipbuilding Conference, the industry’s trade association, formed in 1928, are held
within the Shipbuilders and Repairers National Association Papers deposited at the National
Maritime Museum, Greenwich, London. They are hereafter reterred to in the text by the acronym,
SRNA. The papers of the Clyde Shipbuilders Association, (CSA) atfiliated to the SEF, are held in the
Glasgow City Archives, Mitchell Library, Ingram Street, Glasgow. For a description of the records of
the SRNA, see H. Campbell McMurray, ‘The Records of the Shipbuilders and Repairers National
Association’. in Business Archives, No. 45, November 1979. See also A. Slaven, *Shipbuilding
industry organisations and policies, 1920-1977°, and H. Campbell McMurray, ‘The Shipbuiiders and
Repairers National Association’, in A. Slaven & J. Kuuse (eds.), Scottish and Scandinavian
Shipbuilding: Development Problems in Historical Perspective, Gothenburg University Conference
Series, mimeograph, (Gothenburg, 1981). For the records of British shipbuilding firms in general, an
invaluable source is L.A. Ritchie, The Shipbuilding Industry: A Guide to Historical Records

(Manchester, 1992).

” One is naturally hesitant to identify academic authors with particular strands of debate, if only to
avoid overly simplistic explanations of arguments which are complex and which also take into
account the prevailing state of debate at the time of writing. Positions do change over time as new
evidence confirms or refutes existing standpoints. However, one can trace two particular strands
within the overall debate on British Industrial decline that is relevant to the shipbuilding industry.
First, that decline resulted from institutional factors such as bad industrial reiations, government
inactivity, persistent inflation, spatial considerations, and the entry of newer industrialised nations
into shipbuilding. These factors, which are by no means exhaustive, were such that only one
economic actor could substantially solve them, the State. Secondly, entrepreneurial failure

Vil



encompasses the failure to innovate, modernise and to read the market, and, most directly, the failure
to manage. Again, the latter explanation is by no means exhaustive, but both explanations are
advantageous blocks upon which to build and to test particular assumptions in relation to individual
firms. Edward Lorenz and Frank Wilkinson gave the institutionalist argument in a one-chapter study
in an influential collection of individual essays. See, E. W. Lorenz and F. Wilkinson, ‘The
Shipbuilding Industry, 1880-1965°, in B. Elbaum & W. Lazonick (eds.), The Decline of the British
Economy (Oxtord, 1986). Lorenz, in a later book partly based upon his doctoral thesis, further
expanded his argument to include a behaviourist theory of decline based on a endemic lack of trust
between owners, management and men, see, E. W. Lorenz, Economic Decline in Britain: The
Shipbuilding Industry, 1890-1970 (Oxford, 1991). The entreprencurial failure argument is given in D.
Thomas, ‘Shipbuilding-Demand Linkage and Industrial Decline’, in K. Williams, et al. Why are the
British Bad at Manufacturing? (London, 1983). Thomas views the decline of the industry through its
historical reliance upon the bespoke home market leading to its failure to make capacity and product
adjustments to adequately respond to changes in the pattern of demand in the international market for
ships. Perhaps the best known exponent of the entrepreneurial tailure thesis in shipbuilding 1s
Anthony Slaven, who has written widely on the subject. See for example, A. Slaven, ‘Marketing
Opportunities and Marketing Practices: The Eclipse of British Shipbuilding 1957-1976, in L.R.
Fischer (ed.), From Wheel House to Counting House: Essays in Maritime Business History in Honour
of Professor Peter Neville Davies (St. John’s, 1992). The arguments and controversies attendant upon
both explanations of decline are further explored and given an added international dimension in a
roundtable discussion of the Edward Lorenz book. See L.R. Fischer, J. Ljunberg, K. Olssen and A.
Slaven, ‘Roundtable: Notes on Edward H. Lorenz, Economic Decline in Britain: The Shipbuilding
Industry 1890-1970°, in the International Journal of Maritime History, Vol., V No. |, June 1993.
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Chapter I: Scotts’ of Greenock, 1711-1945



In 1711, John Scott, a native of Roxburgh, established a small shipvard at the mouth
of the West Burn in Greenock where he built bluff-bowed Herring Busses. crewed
by no more than four men. His sons. James and William Scott I continued the
business under their name and in 1765 built the first large squared rigged ship on the
Clyde for owners outside Scotland. Thereafter, the founder’s grandson. the second

John Scott, extended the yard by building a dry dock and basin. and acquired the
Greenock Foundry in 1790.'

Daniel Weir’s History of Greenock informs that by the early nineteenth century the
shipyard of Messrs Scott & Sons was, *...allowed to be the most complete 1n Britain.
excgpting those belonging to the Crown’.* Weir's statement, in all likelihood was
subjective and took cognisance of local pride. Beforehand, the firm had again
changed its name in 1802 to become John Scott & Sons. By this stage. however,
John Scott’s II brother, William Scott II, had already decamped to Barnstaple in
Devon to engage 1n shipbuilding. John Scott III in partnership with Robert Sinclair
(his future son-in-law) subsequently purchased in 1825 a former brass and iron
foundry in Greenock from William Brownlie in order to manufacture his own
marine engines.” On a co-partnership basis with the shipbuilding arm this firm
became known as Messrs Scott Sinclair and Company. but reverted to the title of the
Greenock Foundry Company in 1859.% The initial outlay of £5.000 for the Brownlie
works proved to be a shrewd investment, and by 1839 Scotts’ engine building arm
employed around two hundred and twenty men in the manufacture of steam

.5
engines.

Farlier. in 1794, Scotts” had completed the largest ship at that time built in Scotland.
the Caledonia, of 650 tons. for the carriage of timber to naval dockvards.® The firm
had for a period concentrated on building wooden square, and fore-and-aft rigged
vessels, but had diversified its product line to take account of technical
developments. Consequently, by the publication of Weir’s history in 1839. Scotts’
concentrated mainly on steamers and steam engines.’ Beforehand. Scotts’ claimed to
be first Scottish firm to have built a warship for the Admiralty, a sloop ot war. the
Prince of Wales 1n 1803.° However. it was not until 1849 that the Greenock firm

launched its first naval vessel of note, an 1ron screw frigate, appropriatelv named



HMS Greenock. This was the real beginning of a long association with the

Admiralty, whose preservation was to remain at heart of the firm's future policy.’

By 1850, Charles Cuningham Scott had split from his brother. John Scott III. {the
latter continued to build ships trading as Scott & Sons until going bankrupt in 1861.
thus bringing to an end 150 years of shipbuilding and repair at Westburn) to form
Scott & Company and began to build iron ships at Cartsdyke. Two vears later the
Cartsdyke yard saw the launch of 1ts first iron ship, the paddle steamer. Gourock. 10
His sons, John Scott IV and Robert Sinclair Scott, in turn, completelyv reconstructed
the yard, and 1n 1883 expanded the business by acquiring the nearbyv iron

shipbuilding yard and graving dock of Robert Steele & Sons at Cartsburn. On this
site they established the Cartsburn Dockyard which they laid out for naval

construction and repairs.

By this stage, however, the retention of bespoke linkages with shipping tirms was
equally important. Scotts’ began their long association with the Liverpool
shipowner, Alfred Holt, in 1857, when Holt ordered a vessel. the Plantaganct, tor
the West Indies trade. which was soon followed by another tour vessels. "> It was
Holt’s incursion into the China trade. however, that cemented his relationship with
the Greenock firm when in 1865 he ordered three long-haul steamers for his new
venture, the Ocean Steam Ship Company. in which Scotts™ took a substantial

shareholding. These iron-built vessels were the first to be fitted with compound

steam engines for the Far East trade. '

Contemporaneously. although this is omitted in the company history. John Scott IV
had already undertaken a contract for the French Compagnie Generale
Transatlantique to construct a fleet of eight transatlantic liners to take advantage of
the burgeoning emigration trade. Three of these vessels were to be built at Greenock
and five at Penhoet St Nazaire. in France, where Scotts™ had leased a shipyard and
proceeded to develop it. By the end of 1864. however. only two out of the eight
vessels were in service. with the others late. In the following year. three of the tive
Qt Nazaire vessels had been completed and another at Scotts™ but difticulties over

payments had persisted and as Scotts embarked upon the construction ot the Holt
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vessels, relations with the French had deteriorated. As a result, two months after
Scotts” had delivered the third Holt vessel. Achilles in September 1866: Scott and

Company went into liquidation but were in business again by February 1887 owing

to a payment of three shillings in the pound to their creditors. '

Previously, John Scott’s younger brother, James Henry Scott, armed with letters of
introduction from Alfred Holt had arrived in Shanghai on the {chilles in December
1866 and secured a position as a bookkeeper just as John Samuel Swire of Liverpool
was setting up the trading house of Butterfield Swire. By securing a return cargo tor
the Achilles, Butterfield Swire became Holt’s agents for the Ocean Steamship
Company 1n China, and Swire, like Scott had done earlier. took shares in Ocean. Bv
1872 Swire had established his China Navigation Company registered in London.
with James Henry Scott’s father among its shareholders. Subsequently. the vounger
James Henry Scott became a partner in 1874, and with Swire he visited Greenock in
that year and purchased two steamers, later named Fuchow and Swatow from John
Scott IV, who 1n turn took a half share in them. The two vessels steamed for China
and formed the basis of another new company, the Coast Boats Ownery. in which
John Scott was again a substantial investor. Up to 1879, Scotts’ supplied six
steamers to the company, and by 1882 had supplied another ten vessels. By the
following year, Coast Boats and China Navigation had been merged in response to
competition, with the new company retaining the China Navigation name. From
modest beginnings, therefore, the relationship of mutual trust and friendship between
Scotts’, Holt and Swire, initially through builder-client relationships and then
through interlocking shareholdings later resulted in Holt's Ocean Steamship
Company registering as a private company 1n 1902. In doing so. Ocean also
purchased a controlling interest in the China Navigation Company. by which stage
John Samuel Swire had died and James Henry Scott had become the senior partner.
" Subsequently. in 1917. Ocean purchased by arrangement, one-third of the

Ordinary shares ot Scotts’, at a cost of £3 66,640."°

The mutuality of interests between builder and owners that had grown through Holt.
Swire. and Scotts’ becoming 1nextricably linked in the establishment of the Far

.. : : | 7 :
Eastern liner trades has been extensively dealt with elsewhere. " However. as Falkus

l,d



notes, the liner conference system pioneered by John Samuel Swire had bound the
Liverpool and London based firms even closer.'® Swire’s Taikoo Dockvard &
Engineering Company Limited complex in Hong Kong was established in 1900 at a
cost of around £250,000, on a 999 year lease.'” The Hong Kong vard and graving
dock, completed in 1909 were built and designed under the active supervision of
Scotts’, who continued to supply drawings for ships constructed there on behalf of
Holt and Swire.”” When Taikoo became operational, this to some extent took
valuable Swire work from Greenock. However, a later comparison of hull costs of
three China steamers built at Taikoo and at Greenock undertaken in 1913 found that
ditferences 1n the final net costs were trifling. Material costs were. not unexpected|v.
more expensive in Hong Kong, but this was counterbalanced by cheaper labour
costs. *' Nevertheless, Scotts’ initial success in attracting orders from Holt and Swire
was primarily due to strong interpersonal relationships, and a willingness to otter a
bespoke product at reasonable prices for good quality vessels. Given the inherent
ups and downs of shipbuilding, however, the timing of orders was probably just as

important to Scotts’.*

Nonetheless, Scotts’ to their credit had never been content to stand still. The
Greenock firm had earlier made a historical contribution to the development ot the
clipper ship when they built the first tea clipper wholly constructed ot iron,
completed in 1853 as Lord of the Isles. This vessel had the measure of the heavier
American clippers engaged in the China tea trade and in 1856 made a record voyagc
from China.” Its design, and that of other vessels was aided by Scotts™ system of
building fully- rigged five foot models and testing them in nearby Loch Thom, in the
hills above Greenock.”* Scotts’ had also been quick to convert to steam, and from
wood to iron and later, to steel construction. An earlier example of innovation was
the paddle steamer, /ndia, launched in 1839 and later transferred to Peninsular and
Oriental. Scotts” claim that this vessel was probably the first steamship to have two
sub-divided engine room watertight bulkheads, pre-dating their general acceptance
requirement by the Board of Trade by fifty years.” 1839 also saw Scotts’ co-
partnered engineering arm become the first Scottish firm to supply the engines for
two wooden steamers. the first naval vessels built elsewhere and sent to Scotland.”

From then on Scotts” continued to supply engines for Dockyard-built wooden sloops



of war and later composite sloops and gunboats. However. it was not until 1889, the
year of the Navy Defence Act. that a larger Admiralty building programme enabled
the Greenock Foundry to win contracts to supply the engines for two larger
warships, the first of class battleship HMS Centurion. and H\S Barfleur. These
contracts were ftollowed by other battleship engine orders for the first of class HA S
Canopus, engined in 1900 and the first British battleship to be fitted with water-tube
boilers, and for the London class HMS Prince of Wales engined in 1902.°" By
December 1901, however, Scotts’ had broken through into the big league of naval
construction when 1t was awarded its largest order to that date from the Admiralty. a
contract to build and engine a Devonshire class armoured cruiser. F/MS Argvil. This
highly profitable contract, commenced in 1902 and completed in 1905. established
the Greenock firm as a major warship builder for the Royal Navy and also
necessitated a major reconstruction of its shipbuilding facilities. Ot particular note

was the building of a wet dock able to take all classes of warship torescen.

: : . .o p)
irrespective of tidal conditions. :

Earlier in 1899, John Scott IV and Robert Sinclair Scott as sole partners 1n Scotts
and in the Greenock Foundry had decided to convert both partnerships into a hmited
company, and that year they incorporated as Scotts Shipbuilding & Engineering
Company Limited. By 1 January 1902, the Greenock Foundry had been eftectively
merged into the business. However. this arrangement was not finalised until April
1904, when the adoption of new Articles of Association. registration of Directors
and the purchase of Scott and Company and of the Greenock Foundry was laid
before, and agreed at a meeting.”” Given that by this stage, Scotts™ had in effect
become a mixed naval and mercantile builder, the company was 1n effect under
capitalised. Indeed, Scotts’ share capital of £300,000 made up of 2,500 4%
Cumulative Preference Shares of £10 each and 27.500 Ordinary Shares of £10 each,

remained unchanged from 1899 to 1957/. >

However, the incorporation of the shipbuilding and engineering assets. and the
crease in naval work. particularly the contract for HV/S 4rgyll was important to the
Greenock firm’s profitability in this period. As Peebles has noted. trom 1896 to

1901 Scotts’ bespoke linkages with Holt and Swire had become something ot a



mixed blessing. The firm had completed ten ships tor Alfred Holt, [who liked to
order at the bottom of the market] all at a loss amounting to £40.006. However.
twelve ships for Swire’s China Navigation Company had resulted in a profit of
£33.741.°" Bespoke linkages are, by their very nature, problematical. Shipowner's,
In periods of low freight rates, can exercise considerable financial leverage over
shipbuilders, and the reverse is often true when correspondingly high freight rates
pertain. They can also place a brake on innovation, and hamper the rapid
assimilation of new technology, but give some guarantee of work and keep skills
within the firm. Although other factors necessarily impinged, Scotts™ shipbuilding
arm, 1n terms of cumulative net profits over an eleven year period from 1890 to
1900, failed to balance its losses, but only just.”” In the same period the net profit
shoWing of the Greenock Foundry was far better but hardly set the heather on fire.
and as Peebles again notes, naval engine building at the Follndry had not been
particularly profitable either.”” The importance of the HMS Argyll contract in
particular, was 1ts net profit outcome of £152,038. This enabled Scotts™ to offset the
costs of modernisation of its facilities to complete 1t, and capital expenditure.
depreciation of fixed assets and bank borrowings all benefited. From 1902 to 1906.
Scotts’ consolidated its position with profitable work undertaken tor the China
Navigation Company and other merchant contracts, including the o1l tanker.
Narragansett, the largest of 1ts day. Naval work remained significant. During this
period, Scotts™ two main Admiralty contracts, the cruiser HALS Argyvil. and the
engine only contract for the battleship, HMS Prince of Wales. accounted for 54.3 per

cent of contributions to overheads and profits. °~

The importance of naval contracts to the firm at this stage 1s clear. There 1s no
evidence, however. that Scotts’ contemplated taking a decision to concentrate on
naval or mercantile construction to the exclusion of either. Realistically. any
reduction in Admiralty demand was likely to be felt first by the private shipbuilders
and not by the Royal Dockyards. Moreover, after the completion ot HMS Argyll,
naval contracts were rather thin on the ground. Unfortunately. this was also true of
mercantile contracts, and, due to a scarcity of enquiries and the unfavourable
outlook. the firm’s new chairman. Charles Cuningham Scott Il noted 1n September

1906, that the Cartsdyke yard should be closed after the launch of a nearly



completed steamer.’ In situations such as this. all employees under foremen level
were usually summarily dismissed as soon as their services could be dispensed with.
but were normally re-employed when suitable work was found for them. Security of
employment for the mass of men employed in shipbuilding was therefore directly
related to the work available, and depended upon what particular stage of the
construction process was being undertaken. In this regard there was little alternative

work for hull trades such as riveters, however. those emploved in the outfitting

trades had skills that were more transferable.

By the year ending 31 December 1907. Scotts’ had posted a loss of £28.343. 6s 6d.
mainly due to the small output of work.’® However. in December of that vear. the
firm had crucially been awarded the contract for the turbine-powered machinery of
the Dockyard-built battleship, HMS St Vincent. its first naval order since completing
HMS Argyll in December 1905. This gave Scotts’ sufficient impetus to win the
Clyde’s first order to build and engine a Dreadnought type battleship. H\ /S
Colossus, completed in 1911, an order followed by a contract to build and cngine a
larger King George V class battleship, HMS Ajax, completed 1n 1913. Although the
upturn in naval demand had encouraged Scotts’ to build a new shop to service the
demand for turbine machinery, reconstruction of the firm’s other facilities, as
Peebles noted, encompassed practically the whole of the buildings 1n the shipyard.
engine shop and boiler shop departments up to 1912. 7 Scotts” nevertheless. found
trading conditions difficult, and from 1907 to 1914, the firm mainly traded at a small
loss covered by transters trom reserves.”” Indeed. these large naval contracts and the
reconstruction of facilities involved placed considerable demands on management to
ensure liquidity. With HMS Colossus laid down in 1909. the Scott tamily doubled
their overdraft facility guarantee to the Commercial Bank ot Scotland to £200.000 1n
September of that year.”” According to Robb, reconstruction, primarily due to the
oearing up for large naval work at Scotts’ shipyards and engine works had cost the
firm £500,000 in capital expenditure from 1900 to 1912." By December 1912, bank
borrowings had amounted to the not inconsiderable sum of £310.397. +
Nonetheless. the completion of HMS Ajax marked the high watermark ot capital ship
construction at Scotts™ but reconstruction had adversely atfected contract outcomes.

and neither Colossus nor Ajax was as profitable as HMS 4rgvil had been. Indeed. an



order for a submarine depot ship, Maidstone. built in 1910 resulted in a loss.
T'hereafter, unlike Scotts’, three Clyde firms™ Beardmore. John Brown and Fairficld
all secured orders for capital ships before the outbreak of the First World War. In
Beardmore’s case, its purpose-built naval yard secured orders for one /ron Duke
class and one Revenge class battleship, Fairfield won an order for an Qucer
Elizabeth class battleship and John Brown secured orders for a Tiger class
battlecruiser and for one Queen Elizabeth class battleship. However. as Peebles has
further noted, 1n some respects, particularly in the case of Beardmore. the larger
yards’ performance, 1n tandem with the declining profitability of Admiralty

+2

contracts, was disappointing in comparison with their smaller neighbours.

Prior to 1909, only two British establishments built submarines, Vickers at Barrow.
to whom the Admiralty had awarded a private monopoly some vears earlier. and
Chatham Dockyard, which began to construct submarines from 1907. On the Upper
Clyde, Beardmore had tried to break the Vickers submarine monopoly and establish
submarine facilities in 1907, but did not begin to construct these tacilities until 1912,
P ALC lydebank, John Brown had turned down otters from Nordentelt and [aurent!
to build submarines under licence in 1905 and 1907 respectively. Moreover. by
1909. John Brown had also turned down another offer tfrom Laurenti. oSceotts” in
contrast, were not content to rely solely upon surface naval vessel. mercantile work
and engine building alone, and looked to increase its product line to include
submarine construction. That year. the Greenock firm took out a licence trom the
Fiat San Georgio Society of La Spezia in Italy to build submersible craft to the
[aurenti design.*” Vickers subsequently lost its private monopoly in 1911. and in the
following year. the Submarine Development Commuittee of the Admiralty reported
and recommended that the Royal Navy develop two distinct tyvpes of submarine
craft: one for coastal operations and another larger type for seaborne operations. The
Committee also recommended that foreign designs should be studied and lessons
incorporated. *° By 1912, therefore. Scotts’ had received a licence from the
Admiralty to build a vessel of the Laurent: type. *" This coastal submarine, S 1. was
delivered to the Royal Navy in July 1914. and had the distinction of being the first
submarine to be built in Scotland. Three § class submarines were built. all on the

basis of a fixed price, and were equipped with six-cvlinder Scott-Fiat diesel



engines.*® However, these contracts were barely profitable due to specified rovalty
payments to Fiat San Georgio in the sum of £49.000. Scotts’. in contrast. only made
a net profit of around £1,000 after deduction of Munitions Levy Duty and other
wartime taxation.’ Nevertheless, Scotts’ patriotically agreed to modify their sole
rights to the Laurenti design to allow Fiat San (Georgio to give licences to other
British builders.”” Although building to foreign designs had not been particularly
profitable, this should not be seen as the sole yardstick in shipbuilding: Scotts™ were
able to gain a great deal of experience in submarine construction and des; gn over a
relatively short period of time. Prior to the Admiralty opening up competition in the
private sector, only Vickers, a firm with far greater resources. was the undisputed

leader in the submarine market, and would easily remain so for the rest of the

twentieth century.’’

Scotts’ had, nonetheless, carved out a niche in a new market, and to this end. the
Greenock firm also made many innovative improvements in submarine design and
technology. One particular vessel, the first steam turbine-driven submersible craft.
HMS Swordfish, delivered 1n 1916 is worthy of note. Built and designed in response
to a demand tfor higher surtace speeds, Swordfish had impulse reaction tyvpe steam
turbines driving twin propellers through reduction gearing. These gave the
submersible, with its ship type hull. a maximum surface speed of 18 knots. Although
not operationally successtul, Swordfish was the type ship for the larger steam driven
K class tleet submarines of which Scotts’ built one, /). with a maximum surface
speed of 25 knots.™ However, the complex K class submarincs, despite the
technological innovation involved 1n their design and construction achieved an
unenviable reputation for accidents and disasters. >> Scotts’ also patented an early
version of the ““Schnorkel,” however; the Royal Navy did not take up this particular
example of innovation.™ Nevertheless. the firm’s directors at that time did realise
that the most economical method of submarine construction was to build
‘undercover. To this end, a contract for a large new submarine shed was signed in
December 1913, was completed in June 1914, and the construction of Swordfish

.55
proceeded therein.



Naval work of this nature was crucial as from 1909 to 1912. all nine mercantile
contracts undertaken by Scotts’ had resulted in losses. Prior to the Great War.
however, Scotts’ built three passenger liners for Cunard, all of which were
profitable, including the first geared turbine transatlantic liner. the Transylvania 0
As Peebles has further noted, Scotts™ could claim only to have had limited success in
exploiting the opportunities presented by the upturn in naval demand post-1909. By
December 1914, the firm still owed 1ts bankers £215.177 and apart from emergency
orders placed by the Admuralty as a result of the war. Scotts” Order Book comprised
two merchant ships, three submarines, and the machinery for Dockyvard-built cruiser,
HMS Conguest.”’ However, up to July 1915. Scotts’ continued to build a mixture of
naval and merchant ships until designated a Controlled Firm. which eftectively
barred it from undertaking private mercantile construction for the duration ot the

8
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Thereafter, beginning in July 1914 (when the submarine S / was dehivered) to 19138,
Scotts’ further built and engined for the Roval Navy, one armoured monitor. two
light cruisers, twelve destroyers, eight submarines, and three minesweeping sloops.™
[n addition. the Greenock firm built two War Standard ships and docked or repaired
one hundred and ninety other vessels during the course of the war. and also supplied
the engines for a Dockyard-built light cruiser and for a tleet auxihiary vessel.
Seotts’ also launched the cruiser, HMS Durban in 1919 (subsequently completed at
Devonport Dockyard in 1921), and completed another two destroyers and one
submarine but had to contend with the cancellation of four destroyers and three
submarines. Despite this. however, Scotts™ entered the immediate postwar period In
a far better position than they had begun it. Volume naval construction had proven to

be highly profitable, and as Peebles again noted, the firm had cleared 1ts bank

borrowings by 1917 and at the end ot 1919. reserves and retained profits amounted

t0 £528.373. %

Earlier, in 1917. as previously stated, Scotts’ established bespoke linkages with the
Holt and Swire companies were considerably strengthened when Messrs. Altred
Holt & Company of Liverpool purchased on their respective behalt. and by

arrangement with the vendors, one third of Scotts” Ordinary shares.®* Beforehand. in
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1915, Scotts’ chairman, Charles Cuningham Scott I had died and was immediately
replaced by Robert Lyons Scott, who. by agreeing to the Holt-Swire purchase at the
high price of £40 per Ordinary share, realised the sum of £366,640.000. Ocean. as a
result of this deal now held 4,583 ordinary shares each in Scotts".*” This purchase
not only formalised a longstanding arrangement, but also gave these shipping
concerns considerable leverage over the Greenock firm's future building
programme. However, 1n the light of postwar naval cancellations and treaty
limitations, this arrangement was crucial, especially when the market for ships had

all but collapsed after an unsustainable postwar boom.

Indeed, from 1868 to 1920, Holt had provided fifty-seven contracts. with Swire
providing eighty-one, which amounted to forty-one per cent ot all contracts
undertaken. As Robb informs the total mercantile order book 1n this period was
worth just over £14,000,000. The Swire connection, however, although lesser 1n
tonnage than Holt, was far more profitable and accounted for forty per cent of
Scotts’ net profits over the period. Accordingly, the Swire contracts delivered an
average profit of 11.4 per cent as against an average of 2.6 per cent for Holt vessels.
Such was the contribution of China Navigation to Scotts™ profits, that the Swire rate
of return was even greater than the profit rate on naval construction.”® Through the
largely depressed interwar period until rearmament had begun in earnest. the Swire-
Holt connection amounted to forty-four per cent of all Scotts” mercantile contracts,
with the proportion being eighty-one per cent between 1921-1925 and sixty per cent
between 1931-1935. © This was undoubtedly a vitally important contribution to the
survival of Scotts™ during this period of weak demand where a combination of
international naval treaties. economic nationalism. increased foreign competition.
foreign subsidies, structural changes in trade and collapsing freight rates all

impacted negatively upon the British shipbuilding industry.”°

As previously stated, the early effort and innovation put into submarine construction
in response to the Admiralty s requirements for greater surface speeds had given
Scotts’ valuable experience. However, the poor performance of the larger K class
<ubmarines and the treaty limitations on naval construction. obviously put a brake on

any further design effort in this sphere. Nevertheless, war production had energised
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the firm’s finances and allowed a build up of reserves to weather anv future slumps
of reasonable duration. Scotts” bank borrowings had all been repaid by 1917 and by
the beginning of 1920, including war provisions, the firm's reserves and retained
profits amounted to £528,373. Consequently. it was not until 1923 that the firm's
accounting records showed a recognisable downturn.®’ Ocean had earlier placed 1ts
first postwar order with the Greenock yard in 1920, and in the following vear China
Navigation had placed orders for four ships. Between 1923 and 1924, Scotts’ built
s1X ships of different types, including two passenger ships for Holt. Earlier in 1922.
however, the firm had built two 17-knot fast passenger ships. Aconcagua and Teno.
to foreign account, driven by Brown Curtis turbines with single reduction gearing. °°
A downturn 1n the firm’s fortunes, evident by 1923. had not been aided by its
lockout of boilermakers at the end of April of that year which was to last nearly
seven months, and inevitably placed serious constraints on output. Scotts™ as a
condition of membership, had resorted to the time-honoured tactic ot the lockout 1n
conjunction with other federated firms belonging to the Shipbuilding Emplovers
Federation, (SEF). The dispute had arisen over the Boilermakers Socicty retusal to
be signatories to a nationally agreed overtime clause negotiated with the other

shipyard unions. A settlement was eventually reached with the Boilermakers on 16

November 1923 when, after a vote. the men returned to work on 26 November.®”

By this stage, it was evident that trade unionism was particularly strong on the lower
reaches of the Clyde. Indeed, as early as 1849. Greenock was the location of the first
Scottish branch of the Boilermakers Society (formed 1n 1834 at Manchester). "’

Greenock also witnessed the birth of the Scottish United Operative Blacksmiths
Protective and Friendly Society 1n 1857."" The ensuing years. fuelled by the inherent
lack of job security in the industry. witnessed a succession of lockouts, wage
reductions, inter-union disputes, and defensive judicial decisions. although the

length of the working week was eventually reduced and payment by the hour

became the norm.’* Throughout this period, mutual mistrust had flourished on all
sides of the industry, which led to bitterness and recriminations, and formed the

depressing backdrop against which industrial relations took place.
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By 1926, however, the downturn in Scotts’ tinancial position had continued. with
the firm posting a loss of £101,712 although this was covered by transfers from
General Reserve Account of £100,000, and £20,000 from the Income Tax Reserve
Account. This, taken in conjunction with the balance carried forward from 1925 of
£20,266, put the accounts back in the black. In the following vear, however. a
further loss of £57,743 was sustained and another transfer from General Reserve of
£100,000 augmented the balance carried forward. ™ In onlv two vears. therefore. the
firm had commuitted £200,000 from its reserves and in nine successive years from
1925, as Peebles has again noted, Scotts’ reported a trading loss before depreciation
and interest. * Whilst mercantile contracts generally were decidedly thin on-the
eround, the firm did win a four-ship contract from Campbell Brothers & Company
in 1926. Scotts’ nevertheless, continued to innovate. and in 1928 they completed the
first diesel electric driven tanker on the Clyde [and subsequently two more for the
same owner] and the largest of its type in the world to that date. the Brunswick for
the Atlantic Refining Company. > Although bespoke linkages gave Scotts’ first
refusal on Ocean and China Navigation vessels, a factor that was crucial for the
firm’s viability for most of the difficult interwar period, losses continued to mount.
From 1926 to 1933 annual deficits averaging £49.500 were recorded, turther
transfers from reserves and retained profits and the realisation of a War Loan
security, however, covered these losses.’® The financial situation of the firm by this
stage had begun to look grave as the firm had used up reserves and retained profits
amounting to £480,650 in twelve years. Accordingly. at the vear ending 51
December 1933. only £15,000 remained in Scotts’ reserves in addition to a credit
balance of £3.269 on its profit and loss account. and an overdraft of £87.387. "
Earlier, in May 1931, however, Scotts’ had cut salaries in excess of £2 per week, by
ten per cent, which included those of Directors. whose annual salaries had already

been cut to £50 per annum each in November 1928. 8

Naval work. due to Treaty limitations had been conspicuous by its absence. but was
reinstated in May 1928 when the Admiralty placed orders with Scotts™ for two
destroyers, HMS Anthony and HMS Ardent at a combined price of £439.850.” The
~ontract outcome on both these vessels. given all other circumstances. was

adeqtlate.80 These naval contracts meant that once again the firm had. at least

.
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temporarily, a viable product mix. In contrast, the prospects for future naval orders
for the larger warship builders were not good. This was confirmed at the London
Naval Conference in 1930 where the replacement of capital ships of over 35.000
standard displacement tons, barred since the Washington Naval Treaty of 1921, was
extended for a further five years.®' Moreover, quota restrictions were also placed on
both tleet and individual displacement of cruisers, destroyers and submarines.>* In
this scenario, Scotts’ relative lack of scale and size in comparison to their larger

publicly quoted competitors was advantageous. However. it was not until 1933 that

Scotts’ laid down another two destroyers, HMS Escapade and HMS Escort. %

On the mercantile side, Scotts’ had completed by 1930. three-sister ships for
Campbell Brothers, three motor vessels for Holt, and one for China Navigation.
This level of completions left the firm with a declining amount of merchant vessels
in hand. In the following year the firm had completed one motor vessel for Holt. two
tankers for different owners and a passenger vessel tor China Navigation. 1932 saw
the completion of only one merchant ship for China Navigation followed by another
vessel for the same company 1n 1933, a year when British shipbuilding launches
totalled 133,115 gross tons at the nadir of the industry’s fortunes. As an indicator of
the worldwide depression in shipbuilding, Britain's launching output still comprised
27.2 per cent of the World total. However, in 1930. Britain had launched 1.478.563
oross tons of shipping, eleven times more than in 1933, but this comprised only 51.2
per cent of the World total. % To further compound matters, in January 1933 just

over sixty three per cent of the 170,000 strong insured worktforces in shipbuilding

and shiprepairing were unemployed. 0

The upturn in naval work had again came at a crucial time, and by May 1933,
Scotts’ had successfully tendered to build and engine the cruiser. HMS5 Galatea, at
an overall price of £762,890. 5" This vessel and the two destroyer contracts
demanded an increase in structural electric welding, and to this end the tirm

1.°® The extent of the Galatea contract gave Scotts’

inaugurated a Training Schoo
confidence in period of widespread uncertainty. and in 1934 the tirm began
negotiations to exchange its East Cartsdyvke yard with the Mid Cartsdvke vard ol the

Greenock Dockyard Company. in a deal which included the machinery in each vard.
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T'he physical layout of Scotts’ two shipyards situated on either side of the vard of the

Greenock Dockyard had denied the firm a continuous river frontage. However.

Dockyard, owing to the purchase in 1925 of the Ross and Marshall site at Cartsdyvke
West, could have undertaken most of the firm's work over a prolonged period of
time. In this light, the other possibility discussed was the sale of the Cartsdvke East
yard or its sterilisation from any form of shipbuilding for up to forty vears under the
auspices of the Shipbuilding Conference rationalisation vehicle. National

Shipbuilders Security Limited, (NSS), the role of which is considered in more detail

in chapter two.*’

NSS, 1n June 1930, had purchased William Beardmore's shipbuilding interests at
Dalmuir for £209,000 and sterilised them forthwith. Scotts’ had shown their
confidence 1n NSS by contributing £10,000 as part of a £250.000 ¢uarantee from
NSS to the Bank of England to purchase Beardmore until NSS issued debenture
stock.” The Bank of England had loaned NSS the sum of £200,000 repayablc over
six calendar months at one per cent over Bank Rate, with a minimum of four per
cent.”' The loss of Beardmore did not unduly inconvenience other warship builders
on the Clyde, and it left Scotts’ in a stronger position as a submarine builder.”” The
Greenock firm did, however, continue to support NSS throughout i1ts controversial
existence, although none of the firm's capacity was subsequently sterilised. As
stated, the possibility of sterilising the firm’s Cartsdyke East yard by NSS had been
discussed at Board level. where 1t was mooted that the loss of prestige involved in
disposing of the yard would at least be obviated by the increase in the amount of
Admiralty work obtained. Nonetheless. 1t was felt that an exchange of the East vard
for an equivalent amount of ground adjoining the Cartsburn Dockyard would
consolidate of the firm’s shipbuilding activities in the long term.”” This novel
arrangement, which came within the rules of NSS. progressed, and the vards were

duly exchanged. However. the matter was not officially concluded until June 1938.
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By 1935, however, naval contracts had once again taken priority at Scotts' and this
allowed the firm to again rebuild its depleted reserves and to abandon the ten per
cent across the board cut in wages in place since June 1931.” Britain had rigidly
adhered to the terms of the London Naval Treaty up to December 1936. despite the
rapidly deteriorating international situation, and Japan’s walkout from the second
London Naval Conference in January 1936. The subsequent breakdown in arms
limitation talks presaged a more intensive construction programme spread across
numerous yards, and also allowed for a return to capital ship construction. Although
Scotts’ was no more than a medium-sized establishment, due. in part due to spatial
considerations, warship work, whilst profitable, was also a source of considerable
prestige to the firm.”® Through 1ts membership of the Shipbuilding Conference, the
firm ‘belonged to the elite Warship Group of private shipbuilders. However. the
existence of this Group had been deliberately kept in the background by the private
shipbuilders tor the obvious reason that such a secretive organisation could be seen
as a price protective cabal, or 1n the argot of the period. a “ring . This was precisely
what 1t was, and, 1n consequence, 1t had no direct relations with the Admiralty.
Moreover, until the appointment of the Royal Commission on the Private
Manufacture of and Trading in Arms in February 19335. this remained the case.”’
Although the Admiralty’s Contracts and Technical Departments had strong
suspicions that a “ring’” exis<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>