GGQ»CGPY DROGRESS, POYERTY AND CRITICISM

Jiespite ihe depredations of the red deer, the sheep farniers ex-
pericaced good times in the lator 1830s. Loch observed that “there
showid b2 a greatl increasing accumulation of capital among the
stocl furmers.” Sheep and wool prices rose after 1837 and, in the next
thirty yeass, it is said, ‘a great deal of monecy was made all over
Scotland by sheep farmers’. Beiween 1838 and 1844 Sellar estab-
lished bimself as a laird in Argyll where he bought 21,575 acres for
£29.850.2%

1

The Countess died in January 1839, The Highland estates descended
to her sen (the 2nd Duke of Sutherland) and thus returned to the
general administration of the property of the House of Sutherland.
in 1839 the Duke relinquished all claim to the rent-arrears of the
small lenants, and instituted conslruction works costing more than
£4,500 in that year, By 1843 therc appears to have been a substantial
net income from Sutherland—vhich was the oceasion for opiimism,
even jugh spirits, amongst the management, 1%

But, for the population at large, there was little improvement of
prospects. In 1839 a recurrence of smalipox and the partial failure
of the corn and potato crops as well as the fishing had produced
acute distress in many arcas. The Minister of Assynt reported that
‘there are several familics who know not in the morning, where, or
how, they are to obtain the means necessary for continting existence
till the evening.” An agent thought that relief on the scale of 1837
would Jessen individual exertion and produce.‘a population of
absolute pavpers—none of whom wouid ever leave the country’,
Anotlier believed emigration to be the only solution since the land-
Jord could not subsidize the people for ever.15

Inevitably, the conditions of 1839-40 quickened the migration of
many Highlanders, Often the people were too poor to pay their
passage, and there was again a general clamour for assistance. On
average it cost 48y, to assist the migrant to Amcrica. But the idea of
full-scale subsidization was resisted by the 2nd Duke, although he
remitted all arrears of rent of prospective migranfs, and directed
that any coastal lot vacated by such be given io the adjoining lotter.

135C, Loch to Gunn, 20-7-1336; Maclver, op. cil., 67; Gaskell, op. cit.,
s
‘0‘:.85','. Davidson 1o Loch, 4-1-1239, 10-1-1810, 2-1-1841, 24-]-1843; Gunn
to Loch, 23-3-1840.

1 8C, Gorrien to Loch, 17-7-1839; Stewart to Loch, 19-7-1839; Horsborgh
to Loch, 31-5-1839,
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In 1541 he save £260 to aid migrants, but with firm instructions:
*Ask no one 1o go, and allow none the full cost of their passase, but
assist thera whe are desireus to go.” It was stated categorically that
all manner of pressare was to be avoided. Acute disiress returned in
1242 and the spirit of migration revived with *double vigour’, On the
west coast, for instance, twenly families arrived at the factor’s house
at Scouric demanding that the Duke pay iheir full passages. ‘As
scarecly one family had one shiliing to spare for that purpose...I
see nothing but misery staring them in their faces’, reported the
factor who provided some assistance.1® =

Anti-clearance violence again erupted in September 1841: at
Durness on the north coast. A year earlier tenants at Culrain in Ross
had set a renewed precedent for resistance to removai warrants, The
Durness Riots were presaged by a pelition fiom the people against
their immediate Jandlord, James Anderson. In 1818 Anderson had
taken a leasc from Lord Reay of a large stretch of the northern
coast of ihe parish of Durness. The lease did not expire until 1846.
Anderson was involved in cod-fishing in which he employed a large
number of sub-{enants—his leasc allowed him to contravene Lock’s
most basic rules against sub-letting. In 1829 Anderson had boasted
of the hard batile ke had fought ‘to keep my tenants from going to
Caithness’ and he had cxtended his operations into Assynt where,
he remarked, the uncontrolled headstrong people were backward in
everything except procreation. In 1839 the fishing was in decline and
Anderson decided to quit—he determined to exploit sheep farming
instead of fishing, 2 rational switch of capital in the prevailing econo-
mic circuinstances. Great distress ensued for his sub-tenants.
Anderson set about their clearance. The first stage involved thirty-
two familics, soimne of whom migrated, but most of whom dispersed
into the Sutherland estate. Anderson planned a second ejectment of
thirty-onc families in September 1841. He made no provision for
their rescttlernent and the people furned to the Duke of Sutherland
to intercede and give them ‘shelter against the threatening and ex-
pected storm of tyranny’. Sutherland gave no answer. 7

Anderson, apparenily with full legal warrant, attenfpted to evict
the people on forty-eight hours’ notice. The Sherifi’s party arrived

¢ 8C, Horsburgh to Loch, 24-6-1542, 1-7-1842; Sinclair to Loch, 31-3-1843;
Loch to Stewart, 6-4-1841.

1* 8C, Arbuthnot to Guim, 21-1-1826; Anderson to Arbuthnot, 12-1-1826;

Anderson 1o Stafford, 9-5-1829; Anderson to Loch, 21-9-1829; Loch to Reay,
16-8-1829, D593IP/22/1/28. DS93IN/4/1 /14,
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at Dnrness only to be resisied by ‘the menaces and threats of an
angry niob’, mainly of women—‘a lmrac body of olficers were de-
forced, assaulied, threatered with justant death, and expelled st
Midaight from the parish of Durncss by a ferocions mob,” it was
seporied. Three altempts to serve the summonses failed and there
were fears of a general niutiny to mobilize support from the Assynt
and Culrain prople. It was not untl military intervention was.
threatened that a compromise was negotiated, by which the people
gained a further six months’ notice. The Sutheriand management
was highly critical of Anderson’s actions—the fundamental cause
was said to have been ‘that wretched system of subletfing’ which had
been abolished in every case except Anderson’s. Although the Duke
had the power of resmming the lease, it was feit that Anderson would
demand unrcasonable compensation. Loch was pariicularly dis-
pleased, and refused fo give Anderson the right to clear any Jand
he held on annual tenancy. He sternly upbraided Anderson and told
hira he was under a strong oblisation to sce that the cvicted tenants
were sccure in their future Jivelihood—and that they should have
ample warning and should be fully compensated. In no way whai-
socver did Loch condone Anderson’s actions,®

Active resistance and public criticisim acted as a brake on the opera-
tion of landlord policy in Sutherland. Gunn, the factor, remarked
that “the state of public opinion is such nowadays, that a Proprictor
cannot exercisc his just and legal rights without being exposed to all
sotis of calumny and mis-statements.’ In 1843 an altempt to remove
onc man, Jehn Macleod, from Balehladdich was greeted by threats
to rouse ‘the whole people of Assynt’ against the Sutherland
management, and the resistance was only subdued by the interven-
tion of a large body of officers, the susrender of Macleod and the

- {”i@gﬁgi‘gtion of'.a-frfw prison.crs..”’ . LR |
! ¢ Durness incidents coincided with a new wave of criticism' of
the Sutherland clearances. In a general way the agents had already
detected a spirit of resistance to the authority of the management
amongihe population; Patrick Sellar branded thein as ‘the most lying,
psalm singing, unprincipled peasantry in the Queen’s dominions’.
The trouble was ascribed to the restricted level of estate expenditure

B 5C, September, October ) 841; 1593/P/22/1/7. EBC, Lech to Lord Francis,
5-10-1841, 12-10-1841. G Anderson, sec Teigamouth, op. cit., 11, 17 {I.
13 5, Guon to Loch, 14-9-1841; D393/Pf22/117.
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during the time of the Countess/Duchess. “This had reduced employ-
ment opportunities and driven the young men south ‘where they
imbibed many of the notions, and contracted not a few of the vices
of the class with whom they associated’. Such ideas, said Horsburgh,
the agent, spread rapidly among unemployed people and ‘they became
much more inclined to question the authorify of those who cannot
give work to the active and deserving'.

But in 184! there were wider criticisms. The ashes of the Scllar
afiair were raked up. Thomas Dudeeon returned from America and
promised a most damaging exposé of the policies. Donald Macleod
published a series of direct attacks on {he Sutherland regime, which,
said Gunn, were designed “fo instill the poison and spread its baleful
cffects among our virtuous and peaceable tenantry’ by the means of
abominable and slanderous falsehoods. Hugh Miller, referring to
Sutherland, wrote that “a singularly well conditioned and wholesome
district of a country has been converted into one wide ulcer of
wretchedness.

Then, in 1843 The Westininster Review published the ideas of
Sismondi concerning ‘Celtic Tenures® in Sutherland. Sismondi, in
1837, had written a systematic denunciation of the Countess and the
system of tenurial law which permiifed the inhumanity of the
clearances. His radical ideas, which Loch considered subversive,
spread into the Scottish newspapers. Loch tock precautions; he
wrote to Guan: ‘From certain doectrines that have becn lately
promulgated, it becomes more than ever necessary that the Duke’s
ownership should be asserted upon cvery change of occupancy.’
Criticisms of the Sutherland policies took on another dimension
when the Duke became involved with the theological complexitics
of the Disruption of the Scottish Church. Apparently the Duke
yefused sites to the Free Church on his estate for theological reasons,

- and this inevitably led to allegations of cruclty.2® One irate corres-

pondent drew a parallel with the clearances and announced that,

#0 1t seerns that nine out of fifteen ministers in Sulherland defected to the
Free Church at the time of the Disruption. H. Scott, Fasti Ecclesiae Scoticanae
(1928), VIHI. Diflerences of religion added ancther edge (o contemporary
criticisms of the House of Suiherland. This is especially striking in Sage's
Memorabilia Domestica (1889 ed., 53), where he gives an account of the
admission of Mr Walter Ross as Minister at Clyne in 1777:

His admission was opposed by the parishioners who had set their affections upon |
Mr Graham ... Known to be a podiy man. The then Countess of Sutlicriand
was an enemy of God's truth, and her practice was to appoint, te every parish in
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cpy farmers ex-
i tiimes m the fater 13303, Loch observed that ‘thero
should B a preat increasing accumulation of capital among the
stool: furme 2ep and weol prices vose after 1857 and, in the nex?
thivty years, it :;'. said, ‘a greal deal of money was made all over
Scotland by sheen farmers’. Between 1838 and 1844 Scllar ostab-
hshed b l.u,d{ as a laird in Argyll where he bought 21,575 acres for
£90 Q4 )O'J 3
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The Couptess died in January 1839, The Highland estates descended
to her son {the 2nd Duke of Sutherland) and thus returned to the

general administration of the property of the House of Sutherland.
m 1832 thic Duke velinquished all claim to the rent-arrears of the
small tenants, and instituied construction works costing more than
£:4,500 in that year. By 1843 there appears to have been a substantial
set income from Sutherland—which was the oceasion for optimism
even high spirits, amongst the management, 14

Buti, for the population at large, there was little improvement of
prospects. In 1839 a recurrence of smalipox and the paitial failure
of the corn and potato crops as well as the fishing bad produced
acute distress in many areas. The Minister of Assynt reported that
‘there are several familics who know not in the moraing, where, or
how, they arc to obtain the ;means necessary for continuing existence
till the evening.” An agent thought that relief on the scale of 1837
would Jessen individual exertion and produce.‘a population of
avsolute pavpers—none of whom would ever lcave the country’.
Anotlier believed emigration to be the only solution since the Jand-
Jord could not subsidize the people for ever.

Inevitably, the conditions of 1839-40 quickened the migration of
many Highlanders. Often the people were {co poor to pay their

it cost 48y, 1o ubsist the migrant to Amcerica. But the: il ca ¢
full-scale subsidization was resisted by the 2nd Duke, ahhou‘zh he
remitted all arrears of rent of prospective migrants, and directed
that any coastal lot vacated by such be given io the adjoining lotter.

1 5C, Loch to Guan, 20-7-1336; Maclver, op. cit., 67; Gaskell, op. cit.,
401,

1 8C, Davidson io Loch, 4-1-1339, 10-1-1840, 2-1-1841, 24-1-1843; Gunn
to Loch, 23-3-1840,

18 8C, Gordon to Loch, 17-7-1339; Stewart to Loch, 19-7-1839; Horshurgh
to Loch, 31-5-1839,
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In 1341 he save £200 o aid mizrants, but with firm instructions:
*Ask no one Lo go, and allow none the {ull cost of their passage, but
assist thera who are desirous to go.” It was stated categorically that
all m.ﬂ er of pressure was to be avoided, Acute distress returned in
1842 and Lhc spirit of migration revived with ‘double vigour’. On the
west coast, for instance, twenty familics arrived at the factor’s house
at Scourie demanding that the Duke pay their full passages. ‘As
scarcely one family had one shiliing to spare for that purpose . .. I
sce nothing but misery staring them in their faces’, reported the
inctor who provided some assistance.®
Anti-clearance violence again erupted in September 1841:

Durness on the north coast. A year earlier tenants at Culrain in Ross
had set a renewed precedent for resistance to removal warrants. The
Durness Riots were presaged by a pelition from the people against
their immediate landlord, James Anderson. In 1818 Anderson had
taken a lease fromn Lord Reay of a large stretch of the northern
coast of the parish of Durness. The lease did not expire until 1846.
Anderson was involved in cod-fishing in which he employed a large
number of sub-tenants—his lease allowed him to contravene Loch’s
most basic rules against sub-letting. In 1829 Anderson had boasted
of the hard batile he had fought ‘to keep my tenants from going to
Caithness” and he had cxtended his operations into Assynt where,
he remarked, the uncontrolled headstrong people were backward in
everything except procreation. In 1839 the fishing was in decline and
Anderson decided fo quit—he determined to exploit shecp farming
instead of fishing, « rational switch of capital in the prevailing econo-
mi¢ circumstances. Great distress ensued for his sub-tenants.
Anderson set about their clearance. The first stage involved thirty-
two familics, some of whom migrated, but most of whom dispersed
into the Sutherland estate. Anderson planned a second ejectment of

thirty-one families in September 1841. e made no provision for
‘their resettlement and the people turnced to the Duke of Sutherland

o intercede and give them ‘shelter against the threatening and ex-
peeted storm of tyranny’. Sutherland gave no answer, 17

Anderson, apparently with full legal warrant, attempted to evict
the people on forty-eight hours® notice. The Sherifl’s party arrived

3¢ 8C, Horsburgh to Loch, 24-6-1842, 1-7-1842; Sinclair to Loch, 31-3-1843;
Loch to Stewart, 6-4-1841.

¥ 8C, Arbuthnot to Gumn, 21-1-1826; Anderson to Arbuthnot, 12-1-1826;
Anderson to Staflord, 9-5-1829; Anderson to Loch, 21-9-1829; Loch to Reay,
16-8-1829. D593P[22/1/28. D593/N/4/1]1d.
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il Purncss only (o be rasisied by “the menaces aad theeats of an
angry meb’, mainly of wemen—a large body of officers were de-
forced, assauited, threatened with instant death, and expelled at
Midpighi from the purish of Dumess by a ferocious mob,” it was
repocied. Three atlempts to serve the summonses failed and theee
were fears of a general mutiny to mobilize support from the Assynt

and Culrain people. 1t was not until military intervention was.

threateoed that a compromise was negotiated, by which the people
gained a forther six months’ notice, The Suthedand management
was highly critical of Anderson’s actions—the fandamental cause
was said to have been “that wretched system of subietting’ which had
been abolished in every case exeept Anderson’s. Although the Duke
had the power of resuming the lease, it was feit that Anderson would
demand unreasonable compensation. Loch was particularly dis-
pleased, and refused to give Anderson the right to clear any land
he held on annual tenancy. He sternly upbraided Anderson and told
him k¢ was under a sirong obligation to see that the evicied tenants
weic secure in their future livelihood—and that they should have
ample warning and should be fully compensated. In no way what-
soever did Loch condene Anderson’s actions, ™

Aclive resistance and public criticism acted as a brake on the opera-
tion of landlord policy in Sutherland. Gunn, the factor, remarked
that ‘the state of public opinion is such nowadays, that 2 Proprietor
cannot exercisc his just and legal rights without being cxposed to ail
soris of calomny and mis-statements.’ In 1843 aun aitempt to remove
one man, Jehn Macleod, from Balchladdich was greeted by threats
to rouse ‘the whole people of Assynt’ against the Sutherland
management, and the resisiance was only subdued by the interven-
tion of a Jarge body of officers, the surrender of Maclcod and the
incarceration of a few prisoners.?

The Durness incidents coincided with a new wave of criticism of
the Sutherland clearances. In a general way the agents had already
detected a spirit of resistance to the authority of the management
among the population; Patrick Sellar branded them as ‘the most lying,
psalm singing, unprincipled peasantry in the Queen’s dominions’.
The trouble was ascribed to the restricted level of estate expenditure

18 5C, September, October 1841 ; DS93/P/22/1/7. EBC, Loch to Lord Francis,
5-10-1641, 12-10-15841. On Anderson, see Teignmouth, op. cit., 11, 17 .
1 5C, Gunn to Loch, 14-9-1341; D39I/P/22/1/7.
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during the time of the Countess/Duchess. This had reduced employ-
ment opportunitics and driven the young men south ‘where they
mabibed many of the notions, and contracted not a few of the vices
of the class with whom they associated’. Such ideas, said Horsburgh,
the agent, spread rapidly among unemployed people and ‘they became
much maore inclined to question the authority of those who cannot
give work to the active and deserving’.

But in 1841 there were wider criticisms. The ashes of the Scllar
affair were raked up. Thomas Dudeeon returned from America and
promised a riost damaging exposé of the policies. Donald Macleod
published a series of direct atiacks on the Sudherland regime, which,
said Gunn, were designed ‘to instill the poison and spread its baleful
effects among our virtuous and peaceable tenantry’ by the means of
abominable and slanderous falsehoods, Hugh Miller, referring to
Sutherland, wrote that “a singularly weil conditioned and wholesome
district of a country has been converted into one wide ulcer of
wretchedness,”

Then, in 1843 The Westminster Review published the ideas of
Sismondi concerning ‘Celtic Tenures® in Sutherland. Sismondi, in
1337, had written a systematic denunciation of the Countess and the
system of tenurial law which permitted the inhumanity of the
clearances. His radical ideas, which Loch considered subversive,
spread into the Scottish newspapers. Loch took precautions; he
wrote to Gunn: ‘From certain doctrines that have been lately
promulgated, it becomes more than ever necessary that the Duke’s
ownership should be asserted upon cvery change of occupancy.’

iticisms of the Sutherland policies took on another dimension
when the Duke became involved with the theological complexitics
of the Disruption of the Scottish Church. Apparently the Duke
refused sites to the Free Chuich on his estate for theological reasons,
and this inevitably led to allegations of cruelty.2® One irate corres-
pondent drew a parailel with the clearances and announced that,

#0It seems that nine out of fifteen ministers in Sutherland defected 1o the
Free Church at the time of the Disruption. H. Scott, Fasti Ecclesiue Scoticanae
(1928), VII. Dillerences of religion added another edge to contemporary
criticisms of the louse of Suiherland. This is especially striking in Sage's
Memorabilia Dowestica (1889 ed., 53), where he gives an account of the
admission of Mr Walter Ross as Minister at Clyne in 1777:

His admission was opposed by the parishioners who had set their affections upon
Mr Groham . .. Xnown to be a godly man. The then Countess of Sutheriand
was an enemy of God's truth, and her practice was to appoint, te every parish in
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