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One of the ways Antonio Gramsci used the term ‘passive revolution’ was as synonym for ‘bourgeois revolution from above’.
 That concept has a far longer history in the classical Marxist tradition, starting with Engel’s discussion of the unification of Germany, a process contemporary with the Italian Risorgimento which inspired Gramsci’s discussion, but later developed by, for example, Lenin in relation to the Russia after the Peasant Reform of 1861 (Davidson 2005: 8-21). As these historical parallels suggest, Gramsci was right, in one of his prison letters, not to regard events in Italy as an ‘isolated phenomenon’: ‘it was an organic process that in the formation of the ruling class replaced what in France had occurred during the Revolution and with Napoleon, and in England with Cromwell’ (Gramsci 1994: 181-2). In other words, for him the supposed differences between France, England and Italy were less important than the similarities between them: all bourgeois revolutions involve a ‘passive’ element in the sense that they involve larger or smaller minorities taking power in the state–the masses may have played a role, but ultimately the transition is completed from above by the exercise of state power. After 1849, however, the top-down aspect of the bourgeois revolutions became more pronounced. Typically, a fraction of the existing ruling class, under pressure from nation-states that had already undergone bourgeois revolutions, simultaneously restructured the existing state from within and expanded its territorial boundaries through conventional military conquest. Gramsci wrote of ‘a period of small waves of reform rather than by revolutionary explosions like the original French one’ which combined ‘social struggles, interventions from above of the enlightened monarchy type, and national wars– with the two latter phenomena predominating’: ‘The period of ‘Restoration’ is the richest in developments of this kind: restoration becomes the first policy whereby social struggles find sufficiently elastic frameworks to allow the bourgeoisie to gain power without dramatic upheavals, without the French machinery of terror’ (Gramsci 1971: 115, Q10II§61). The dominance of ‘passive revolution’ after 1849 was the result of two related factors, both products of the growth and dynamism of the capitalist system. 


The first was the creation of the working class. During the French Revolution even the most class-conscious members of the bourgeoisie drew back from the actions necessary to achieve victory over the old regime, paralysed as they were by a fear of the urban plebeians who might–and in the event, did–push beyond the limits that the former considered acceptable. It was therefore inevitable that once the potentially even more dangerous working class appeared as a social force, as it did during the revolutions of 1848-9, the bourgeoisie would seek accommodation with the existing regimes rather than risk igniting a conflagration that might engulf them too. Gramsci noted in relation to the behaviour of the Action Party during the Risorgimento, for example, that ‘the atmosphere of intimidation (panic fear of a terror like that of 1793, reinforced by the events in France of 1848-49)…made it hesitate to include in its programme certain popular demands (for instance, agrarian reform)’ (Gramsci 1971: 61, Q19§24). 


The second factor was the availability of agencies that could provide capitalist leadership in the place of this increasingly cautious bourgeoisie. The states which had undergone revolutions during the earlier cycle–pre-eminently Britain and France–were now not merely the competitors of those which had not, but potential models for them to follow. This is a specific example of what Gramsci called ‘the fact that international relations intertwine with…internal relations of nation-states, creating new, unique and historically concrete combinations’ (Gramsci 1971: 182, Q13§17). Once the system of which these nation-states were the pre-eminent members had achieved a certain momentum, its very success became the most decisive argument in persuading sections of the non-capitalist ruling classes that they must effect internal self-transformation or be overtaken by their more developed rivals. 


Although the experiences of Germany, Italy, the USA, Japan, Canada and Russia during the period between c. 1859 to 1871 provided the historical material for subsequent theorisations of ‘passive revolution’, a very similar process had been undergone by Scotland over a hundred years earlier, in a very different period. There is no evidence that Gramsci or any of his contemporaries drew on the Scottish experience. In fact, like most figures in the classical Marxist tradition after Marx and Engels themselves, he had some difficulty in distinguishing between Scotland, England and Britain; only Trotsky showed any real awareness of the distinctions.
 Nor does the process in Scotland seem to have directly influenced those in Europe, North America or the Far East, other than to the extent that the British state and economy, both of which the Scottish Revolution played a major part in shaping, were the dominant models to which all later-developers aspired to emulate. Nevertheless, Scotland seems to have been the first nation to have experienced a ‘passive revolution’, suggesting that the concept is applicable to a longer historical timescale than the middle decades of the nineteenth-century about which it was first applied. Gramsci identifies three main characteristics of passive revolution in Italian history, all of which were prefigured, with local variations, in Scotland.  


The first was a favourable geopolitical context: the very conflicts and rivalries which the emergent capitalist system engendered provided a space and opportunity for new participants to emerge. In a letter to the Fourth World Congress of the Third Communist International, dated 20 November 1922, Gramsci states: 

The Italian bourgeoisie succeeded in organizing its state not so much through its intrinsic strength, as through being favoured in its victory over the feudal and semi-feudal classes by a whole series of circumstances of an international character (Napoleon III’s policy in 1852-60; the Austro-Prussian War of 1866; France’s defeat at Sedan and the development of the German Empire after this event). The bourgeois State thus developed more slowly, and followed a process which has not been seen in many other countries (Gramsci, 1978: 129; see Morton 2007: 599).

Scotland was one of the few other countries. The inter-systemic conflict between England (Britain after 1707) and France between 1688 and 1763 provided the international aspect for the passive revolution in Scotland, not only because this struggle impacted on events in Scotland, through French support for internal counter-revolution, but also because the outcome in Scotland was decisive for resolving the struggle itself.   


The second was the key role of a dynamic territorial area as the active core within the process of state formation. Gramsci wrote of the importance of Piedmont in the creation of Italy, over the head of the local bourgeoisie: 'This fact is of the greatest importance for the concept of "passive revolution"–the fact, that is, that what was involved was not a social group which "led" other groups, but a State which, even though it had limitations as a power, ‘led’ the group which should have been "leading" and was able to put at the latter’s disposal an army and politico-diplomatic strength’ (Gramsci 1971: 105, Q15§59). In Scotland the process involved a double movement with two leading areas: England, which drew Scotland as a whole into the emerging British state, and the Lowlands, which unified Scotland itself by overcoming the historic divide with the Highlands.   


The third was the formation of a new ruling class involving elements of the old. Gramsci wrote of Italian Unification that it involved 'the formation of an ever more extensive ruling class': 'The formation of this class involved the gradual but continuous absorption, achieved by methods which varied in their effectiveness, of the active elements produced by allied groups–and even those which came from antagonistic groups and seemed irreconcilably hostile' (Gramsci 1971: 58-9, Q19§24). The distinctive nature of the British experience lay in two aspects. First, it had the first capitalist ruling class to be formed in this way. Second, unlike the different regional groupings which combined to form the Italian (or German) ruling classes, the Scottish component retained a separate national consciousness and, despite being the numerically the smaller of the two ruling classes involved, it was the most insistent that integration take place. 


The process of passive revolution in Scotland was complex, but can essentially be divided into three major phases. The first, from 1637 to 1692, saw several revolutionary ‘moments of force’, but only one–the Cromwellian occupation of 1651-1660–with the intention, if not the capability, to transform Scottish society. The second, from 1692-1746, involved the formation of the British state and the decisive reconfiguration of social power within Scotland. It was only during the third, from 1746 to 1815, that the economic transition to capitalism in Scotland was completed, and as a conscious project.
1.
The persistence of Scottish feudalism  

Unlike in England, bourgeois elements in 17th-century Scotland were not strong enough to separate out and articulate a programme of their own. A political revolution occurred between 1637 and 1641, but by definition this left the social classes standing in the same relation to power as before. Nevertheless, the chaos of civil and national wars did contain a moment of external intervention which both promised change and showed how difficult it would be to achieve at this stage of development. In England, Cromwell and the Independents were challenged from the left by the Levellers and still more radical groups; in Ireland, they were responsible for imposing a colonial regime of notorious savagery; in Scotland, they stepped into a social vacuum and undertook one of the purest examples of bourgeois revolution 'from above and outside' until the Republics established by the Directory and Napoleon after 1795. This was the Scottish equivalent to the Parthenopean Republic of 1799 from which Vincenzo Cuoco first derived the concept of ‘passive revolution’; but although the Napoleonic armies which invaded Spain in 1809 were clearly the bearers of a more advanced social system than the Bourbon monarchy they sought to overthrow, the fact that change was being imposed at bayonet point provoked a popular resistance which ultimately aided the reactionary alliance against France. A similar mood, if not actual opposition, was present in Cromwellian Scotland.

In Scotland, the capitalist class was neither capable of assuming political leadership within the state nor economically dominant within society. When Cromwell and his officers displaced the lords from their traditional social dominance no bourgeoisie arose to replace them, nor did the lords begin to transform themselves into capitalist landowners or manufacturers. The withdrawal of the English military presence between 1660 and 1662 allowed the surviving members of the Scottish ruling class to return to their previous positions. The Act Rescissory, passed on 28 March 1661 by the Scottish Parliament, repealed all legislation enacted since 1633. Nothing better illustrates the distance between Scotland and England in socio-economic terms than this enactment, which signalled that it was not merely the king who had been restored, but the jurisdictional rights of the lords. English absolutism had been like a dead skin sloughed off by a social body that had outgrown it; Scottish feudalism was still like a straight-jacket, confining the social body and preventing further growth. In Scotland, the Restoration was therefore a counter-revolution which swept away even the limited gains of the Scottish Revolution, and in one respect appeared to go further than simply restoring the status quo ante of 1633, since the Scottish lords appeared to have finally accepted the absolutist form of state which, the Polish nobility apart, they had successfully resisted longer than any of their European contemporaries, and which they had originally risen in 1637 to oppose.


It was however, only an appearance necessitated by their temporary weakness, as the outcome of the Glorious Revolution would demonstrate. The nobles did not challenge James VII and II, even as he began constructing the apparatus of the absolutist state with which to overcome them, because the only way to do so would have been a repetition of 1637–with all that implied in terms of possible external conquest and internal insurgency. It took the English Revolution of 1688 to relieve them of that dilemma. The English had broken with their past in the years between 1640 and 1660, the events of 1688 consolidated what had been achieved in those years. No such prior transformation had occurred in Scotland. The religious settlement apart, the verdict thus confirmed was that of the counter-revolution of 1660, minus the absolutist regime. In fact, any attempt to assimilate the revolutionary process in Scotland to that of England because of superficial similarities renders subsequent events incomprehensible. The events of 1688 in Scotland, like those of 1637, represented a political revolution which changed some personnel among the feudal ruling class, but left that class as a whole intact. The chessmen were moved around, not swept off the board. What then was the overall balance of social forces within Scotland, by the late seventeenth century? There was as yet no conscious struggle for power between opposing classes, or alliances of classes. Nevertheless, we can, discern three broadly aligned congeries of groups within society. 


The first consisted of the majority of the established ruling class, the Lowland magnates and Highland chiefs–a class in economic decline, but whose members still possessed greater individual social power than those of any other in Western Europe. They were supported by other social groups whose horizons were limited to maintaining the traditional order, but making it function more effectively and profitably: the vast majority of baronial lairds, clan tacksmen, and traditional east coast merchants. Elements from each of these might have been persuaded to consider new ways of organising economic and social life–the ways that were so obviously coming to dominate in England–if they could be demonstrated that the potential benefits were worth the risks. But this demonstration would require some form of alternative leadership, which was exactly what Scotland lacked. 


The second congeries consisted of those groups which had been part of the existing order but which had either been displaced or threatened by the political revolution of 1688. Two in particular stand out: the dispossessed Episcopalian clergy and–more significant in material terms–those Highland clans alienated from the new regime. Both were excluded from the Revolution settlement and prepared to act respectively as ideologues and footsoldiers for the Jacobite movement to restore the Stuarts, when it eventually emerged as a serious movement. For it to do so would require a more substantial social base than either of these groups could provide. That would come in due course, but this embryonic movement was already infinitely more ideologically coherent than either the directionless elites at the apex of late feudal Scotland or the fragmented forces groping their separate ways towards a new conception of society:


The third congeries consisted of those actual or potential sources of opposition to the existing order–or rather, to specific aspects of it. The economic independence of bonnet lairds in Fife or the southwest was compromised by the social control which the heritable jurisdictions conferred on the lords within whose superiorities they held their land. The same heritable jurisdictions both rivalled and restricted the activities of functioning of the Edinburgh lawyers who oversaw the central legal system. The ambitions of Glasgow merchants were frustrated by both the privileges afforded by the Scottish state to their traditional east coast rivals and the limitations imposed by the English state on their trade with the Americas. The Church of Scotland was prevented from exercising dominion over the northern territories where Episcopalianism and even Catholicism still held sway. The territorial expansion of the House of Argyll into the west on the basis of new commercial forms of tenure was resisted of hostile clans. But all these groups had different aims and, even where these did not contradict each other, no faction or ideology existed to unite them, let alone to form a pole of attraction for those whose interests were currently served by maintaining the status quo. No group like the Independents, still less the Jacobins, was waiting to meld these disparate groups of the dissatisfied into a coherent opposition.

2.
Economic crisis, state re-formation and civil war
If Scotland had been isolated from the rest of the world, and the future of Scottish society made entirely dependent on internal social forces, then the most likely outcome would have been an epoch of stagnation similar to that which affected the northwestern states of mainland Europe, which in most respects Scotland closely resembled. But Scotland was neither isolated nor, consequently, entirely dependent on its own resources. For several of the main players lay outside the borders of Scotland, although they sought to influence, or even determine what happened within them. These players were the states–Spain, France, England–locked in competition for hegemony over Europe and, increasingly, its colonial extensions. By 1688, England and to a much lesser extent, the United Netherlands, were the only surviving sources of a systemic alternative to feudal absolutism. But the finality usually ascribed to 1688 is only possible if events in England are treated in complete isolation. It is not possible, however, to separate developments in England, any more than in Scotland, from either the wider struggle with France for European and colonial hegemony, or the impact of that struggle on the other nations of the British Isles, as the English ruling class was only too aware at the time. At the heart of this struggle lay the fundamental difference between the two states, the divine right of kings versus the divine right of property, and it is here that the differences between England and Scotland were of the greatest importance.


Counter-revolution can have both external and internal sources. The external danger to England after 1688 mainly lay in France. The internal threat in the British Isles lay not in England, nor in Ireland, which had been quiescent since the Treaty of Limerick in 1691, but in Scotland. The Scottish and English states were still harnessed together in a multiple kingdom, even though they remained at different stages of socio-economic development. In general, the English ruling class regarded Scotland as a disruptive element to be contained, rather than a potential ally to be transformed. But as long as Scotland remained untransformed, it was a potential source of counter-revolution. The Scottish feudal classes which had found it convenient to remove James VII and II might, through a further change in their circumstances, wish to return him, or at least his family, to the thrones of the British Isles.e But with the Stuarts would come their French backer–the global rival of the English state. Neither the English Revolution nor the new world system which it promised (or threatened) to bring into being would be secure while this possibility remained. The oft-stated desire of the Stuarts to reclaim all of their previous kingdoms, combined with the French need to remove their opponents from the international stage, meant that the English ruling class was potentially faced, not only with impoverishment, but also with a threat to its continued survival on a capitalist basis.

Within Scotland, the three main congeries of social groups did not align themselves between France and England according to any clear cut division into progressive or reactionary, feudal or capitalist. The first, comprising the majority of the established ruling class, hoped to avoid the choice if possible, while retaining their freedom of movement within the composite monarchy of the British Isles. The second, comprising those who were excluded (the Episcopalian clergy) or endangered (the Jacobite clans) by the Revolution settlement, were willing to contemplate an alliance with France to secure their goal of a second Stuart Restoration. The third, comprising the forces who wished to transform Scottish society in various different ways, did not counterbalance the second by displaying an equal level of support for an alliance with England. On the contrary, they were hostile to English influence, either because they hoped to protect from it their own sectional interests (the Church of Scotland, Scots Law) or because they were in direct competition with English rivals (the Glasgow tobacco merchants). Social relations remained essentially feudal and, consequently, the economy remained trapped within the twin-track of subsistence agriculture and raw material exports. In the 1690s three crises, of appalling social cost, brutally revealed the limits of Scottish development. 


The first involved the collapse of foreign trade. The accession of William and the immediate outbreak of the Wars of the British and Irish Succession would in any event have had a generally disruptive effect, but hostilities led to the cessation of all commercial relations with France, Scotland’s major trading partner, which were not restored at their cessation. Between 1697 and 1702 France banned the import of Scottish wool and fish, and imposed heavy duties on coal, as did the Spanish Netherlands. Most seriously of all, however, was the decline in trade with England, which had become increasingly significant during the seventeenth century and, unlike trade with the European mainland, was not liable to disruption by France. 

The second was a massive failure of subsistence. In August 1695, the Scottish harvest failed for the first time since 1674 and, by December, it was obvious that the country was on the verge of a famine. It lasted, with peaks in 1696 and 1699, until normal harvests resumed in 1700. The overall population loss cannot, however, have been less than five per cent and may have been as high as 15 per cent; that is to say between 50,000 and 150,000 people. In some areas the collection of rent from tenants who had barely enough on which to survive went on throughout the famine. The main economic effect of the famine was to further retard development by forcing tenants to devote whatever surplus they produced towards paying off rent arrears accumulated during the 1690s.

The third was the failure of an attempt to transcend the developmental impasse by opening up new colonial markets, and ultimately a colony in the Panamanian Isthmus at Darien, which exposed the underlying weaknesses of the state itself. Darien lay within the overseas territory of the Spanish state, which was guaranteed to be hostile. The project faced malign neglect and, ultimately, conscious obstruction by the English state which was allied with Spain against France. But the principal reason for the failure of the colony, which cost between one third and a half of national GDP, was the fact that neither the state nor civil society in Scotland was resilient enough to sustain the venture. 

If the War of the Spanish Succession, had resulted in Louis XIV succesfully pressing his claim to the Spanish crown then, whatever the formal terms of the ensuing settlement, the territories of the Spanish monarchy would simply be absorbed by the French, with decisive consequences for future European development. The English ruling class faced the prospect of its greatest rival presiding over a world empire which stretched from the manufactories of Flanders to the gold mines of the Americas, and which was positioned to seize the English colonies and so cut off one of their main sources of English ruling class wealth. Successful prosecution of war against France, temporarily suspended in 1697 at the close of the War of the British and Irish Succession, and shortly to be resumed in 1702 with the opening of the War of the Spanish Succession, was absolutely necessary for the security of the English state. This was the context in which the entire debate over Anglo-Scottish relations took place. It was a strategic necessity for the English ruling class to prevent a Stuart restoration in Scotland, which would almost certainly see that country align itself with France. Their solution was to impose the Hanoverian Succession in Scotland.

By 1707, the Scottish Parliament accepted not only the House of Hanover, but an integral union–an alternative which had only a few short years before seemed the least likely of realisation. The divisions within Parliament House reflected divisions within the feudal ruling class itself about how best to preserve their existing place within Scottish society. Individual choices were therefore determined, not by calculations of short-term financial advantage, but by a more long-term assessment of what a union was likely to offer them and what the alternative was likely to be. While Scotland certainly had formal sovereignty over its own affairs, what it lacked was the autonomy to put its sovereign power into effect. Realising this, the entire ruling class, with a handful of exceptions, opted to abandon sovereignty altogether for incorporation into a greater power capable of protecting them. The only decision to make was the identity of the state to which they would subordinate themselves: France or England. Why did the majority choose the second? 


On the negative side, the return of the Stuarts could only occur under the same terms that Parliament had rebelled against in 1688–at best they would become the comprador nobility of a French satellite, enduring absolutist encroachments on their social power and the imposition of Roman Catholicism on their Church–not to speak of the revenge which James might be expected to extract for what he would see as past betrayals of his family. Furthermore, since restoration in Scotland would inevitably mean war with England, the French option also held out the possibility of defeat and an English conquest that would reduce Scotland to the same condition as Ireland. Only the most desperate of the nobility could have contemplated this scenario. It is no accident that the Commissioners who gave the most consistent opposition to the Treaty were the barons at the bottom of the ruling class ladder: they had least to lose.


On the positive side, beyond personal bribery, beyond even the specific guarantees of institutional continuity and financial restitution, the Treaty contained an overall commitment to preserving the existing structure of Scottish society–with all its contradictions–within the new state. In this respect the key Article in the Treaty is 20, which states: 'That all heritable Offices, Superiorities, heritable Jurisdictions, Offices for life, and Jurisdictions for life, be reserved to the Owners thereof, as Rights of Property, in the same manner as they are now enjoyed by the Laws of Scotland, notwithstanding of this Treaty.' In this respect the juridical element was infinitely more important than the pedagogic or confessional ones to which it is usually linked; and not as the bearer of some transhistorical 'national identity', but as a means of exercising class power. It is a measure of the crisis the lords felt themselves to be in that they consented to its dissolution of Parliament by such a majority. For although their local power was left in place and, indeed, preserved as their private property, they could no longer command national politics in the same way. Reaffirming their power at the socio-economic base of society, the Union removed it from the political superstructure.

The difference between the period 1692-1707 and the period 1707-1745–particularly the years after 1716–can be summarised in this way. In the former, although the obstacles to economic development were recognised by a handful of thinkers, no social force existed which could force the Scottish Parliament to implement the necessary changes, or put such legislation as it did implement into practical effect. In the latter, that social force was in the process of formation, but the central institution of the Scottish state no longer existed to be influenced one way or the other, while the British Parliament was unwilling to attack the feudal structures of Scottish society. The Union was a conservative measure for both the English bourgeoisie and the Scottish nobility, but the implications did not remain in neutral for long. Rather than the results of the English Revolution radiating northwards to the benefit of the Scots, the opposite took place; the unfinished business of the Scottish Revolution was instead transferred intact into the new British state, bringing into its territorial framework the very source of counter-revolution itself. This was the paradox that lay at the heart of the Union. The intention of the English regime was to prevent a Stuart restoration in Scotland opening up a second front for France on its northern border through incorporation into a new state. The consequence of incorporation was precisely to increase the chances of such a front being opened, not as a short-term response to the immediate strains of adjusting to Union, but as the result of a long-term structural crisis in Scottish society.


 The Jacobite risings of 1708, 1715, 1719 and 1745 to restore the exiled House of Stuart to the three Kingdoms of the British Isles were all backed by one or another of the two dominant European absolutisms, Spain and France, with an interest in limiting or reversing British expansion. The effects of the Military Revolution of the seventeenth century had been to force all the major European powers to adopt similar forms of organisation and structure in order to compete militarily at all. The main consequence of this transformation was to ensure that, where these states were set against each other in conventional battle, the result was almost always inconclusive. The fomenting of internal rebellion was therefore not an optional extra, but often the only way in which the balance of forces could be shifted in favour of one of the contending states. The social group internal to Britain prepared to take up arms against the state was a section of declining lesser lairds, together with a smaller section of the great magnate families, whose income and indeed, survival, were threatened by their unwillingness or inability to transform the running of their estates on capitalist lines. The defunct Scottish state apparatus had embodied a transitional society in which feudal economic and military relations, although modified, still prevailed. Since these relationships had been carried directly over into a Union with capitalist England, we might have expected them to disintegrate from within. Instead, the feudal superstructure was artificially preserved with outside support, so that the lords retained a social and political power far greater than their shrinking economic base would otherwise have justified. The Scottish nobility escaped the consequences of successful revolution in England through a combination of their own geographical inaccessibility and the political expediency of all the English regimes from the Restoration onwards, but whatever the intentions of the English government in this respect, a mere juridical dictat could not prevent the subtly corrosive influence of 'commercial' society from undermining the socio-economic basis of noble rule. 


In these circumstances the lords had three alternatives. The first was to attempt to transform themselves into capitalist landlords. Only the most powerful were secure enough to make this decision confidently, and for these already great lords, the trappings of feudal power became increasingly decorative. For lesser breeds the risk of turning to commercial agriculture was simply too great, for it would involve dispensing with the military linkages and judicial authority which guaranteed them such power, status and even wealth as they possessed for the altogether riskier competitive world of the marketplace. The second alternative was therefore to raise funds through greater exactions from their tenants, a process to which there are physical limits. The third alternative, which many of the second group eventually adopted, involved neither changing the means of exploitation nor intensifying the existing means, but looking instead for a political solution to the increasing economic pressures which they faced. That solution was, of course, the restoration of the Stuarts. A section of the ruling class within Scotland had entered a period of decline-a decline which they assumed restoration would reverse, or at least stabilise more successfully than the Union.



The link between the Stuarts and a section of the Scottish nobility stemmed, on the side of the former, from the absence of any other internal social base capable of conducting the necessarily violent struggle for restoration. The Scottish lords, particularly those north of the Tay, could raise their tenants to fight; English landlords, even those formally Jacobite in politics, could at best raise their tenants to vote. Even where military tenure was not the dominant form of tenure, the heritable jurisdictions preserved by the Union comprised a set of complex, interlocking territorial domains through which irresistible pressure could be applied to tenants. These territorially dispersed forms of local authority constitute an example of dual power. In the English and the French (although not the Russian) Revolutions the centres of dual power opposed to the absolutist state were in territories seized through military onslaught or urban insurrection by forces opposed to the regime. In Scotland the situation was reversed, as feudal enclaves continued to function after the fall of absolutism within the overall territory of a state otherwise dedicated to the accumulation of capital. 

Why then did the British state allow the Heritable Jurisdictions to continue after 1707? If they had originally been preserved as a contingent measure to sell the Union to the Scottish ruling class as a whole, then their continuation was the result of two different and contradictory considerations. First, some of the most committed supporters of the Revolution Settlement and the Union were themselves beneficiaries of these institutions and in a social crisis would employ them in support of the regime. To alienate these men was to risk depriving the state of their local military apparatus and even pushing them into support for the Stuarts. Second, neither the juridical nor military aspects of the English state had been reproduced in Scotland; partly because it would in any event take time to overcome the uneven level of development between the states, partly because of the suspicion with which the English ruling class continued to regard their new partners. This weak nation-within-a-state was weakest precisely across the area north of the Tay and successive administrations were prepared–indeed, were forced–to tolerate the continued functioning of local jurisdictions as a form of substitute.  

In 1745 the long-expected crisis arrived, in the shape of the last Jacobite rising, making the coexistence of state forms untenable. Louis XV wanted Britain to become a permanent ally of France, but to do so it would have to be turned into a satellite, and this could only be done by replacing the House of Hanover with that of Stuart. Above all, a Stuart Restoration would reverse the British rise to world power status which had begun with the wars of the Spanish Succession and been consolidated at the Treaty of Utrecht in 1713. During this period military equivalence among the leading powers made decisive victories difficult and internal revolts necessary. Outright victory was still theoretically possible, however, where the opponent was at so low a level of comparative development that the military techniques and technologies of the more advanced side gave it an overwhelming advantage. In practice, of course, these situations occurred most often in the colonial territories of Asia and the Americas where the native inhabitants derived a tactical advantage over the metropolitan powers through familiarity with what, to the latter, was unfamiliar and unpredictable terrain. None of these advantages was available to the Jacobites. At the Battle of Culloden, on 16 April 1746, the Hanoverian troops were supported by artillery and equipped with flintlock muskets and bayonets. And, even though they outnumbered the Jacobites by something like 9,000 to 5,000, the majority of the government troops were not even required to fight, for to compound the military imbalance still further, the site was flat boggy terrain which deprived the Highland contingent of any element of surprise, but provided their opponents with unprotected targets for their mortars and cannon. A comparison of the respective casualty lists tells its own story: 60 Hanoverian dead; over 2,000 Jacobite. 

The dominant elements of the Anglo-Scottish ruling class, Scotland seemed to be condemned to an endless series of counter-revolutionary risings as long as the social basis of feudal absolutism remained intact. The measures that were to ensure that the Jacobite rising of 1745 could never be repeated therefore took the form of a barrage of new laws, which effectively disabled the old regime. The Tenures Abolition Act abolished wardholding, whereby personal and, more importantly, military services were performed in exchange for grants of land, and replaced it with nominal cash payments. The Disarming Act reasserted earlier legislation forbidding the possession of arms and this of course complemented the abolition of military service. Equally significant were two other clauses. The first banned the bagpipes and all outward expression of clan identity, old (the plaid) and new (the kilt), as weapons of war. The only groups exempt from these prohibitions–and they were very important indeed–were the Highland Regiments, some of whom had already seen service against the clans at Culloden. The second struck at the heart of the Episcopalian ideology which had sustained Jacobitism since 1688, by insisting that all tutors, masters and chaplains in private schools or households publicly take an oath of allegiance to George II and 'his heirs and successors' in order to qualify to teach at all. The penalties for unqualified preaching or teaching, or for employing someone unqualified to do so, extended to transportation. The most significant legislation of all, the Heritable Jurisdictions Act of 1747, was significantly titled; 'An Act for taking away and abolishing the Heritable Jurisdictions in that part of Great Britain called Scotland...and for rendering the Union of the Two Kingdoms more complete.' The way in which the Heritable Jurisdictions had been used to mobilise support for the rising meant that their relative usefulness to the British state was well and truly at an end. Now, with some minor exceptions, they were swept away without exception, even for those who had been the most loyal supporters of the Hanoverian regime.

In political-military terms, the American experience, although on a much greater scale than that of Britain, provides the closest parallel to these events. Piedmont and Prussia came to dominance by incorporating smaller formations into new nation-states. The North initially entered the American Civil War to prevent the secession of a major part of the existing nation-state. Of course the Jacobites were not merely involved in an attempt at secession for Scotland, but in overthrowing the existing state throughout the British Isles. Ultimately, however, this was also the goal of the Confederacy in relation to the United States. Once battle was joined the aims of the Confederacy were to expand slave production northwards to areas where it had never previously existed, retarding the advance of industrial capitalism and free wage labour, and, as a result, placing the USA as a whole under the informal control of the British Empire for whom most of the Southern cotton exports were destined. The analogy cannot be pursued too far–Scotland was itself divided by civil war in a way that the Confederate states never were–but it nevertheless indicates the pattern of 'revolution from above' into which the Scottish Revolution falls, or rather, foreshadows. 

Even before the French Revolution, the capitalist system had taken on a purely economic momentum which made bourgeois domination unstoppable and irreversible, regardless of the temporary political setbacks suffered by individual revolutions in, for example, 1848-49. Gettysburg in 1863 did not therefore have the same significance as Culloden in 1746. For, even if the Confederacy had won that battle and gone on to win the Civil War, the ultimate victory of industrial capitalism across the entire territory of what is now the USA would sooner or later have followed, either through a renewed attempt by the North or adaptation by the Confederate plantocracy to the new order, in the manner of the Prussian Junkers or Japanese Samurai. This was not yet the situation in Britain during 1745-6. Had the Jacobites, and through them, absolutist France, been victorious, Britain, the most dynamic economy in the new system and the only significant state geared to capitalist accumulation, would have been severely weakened and its greatest opponent given a further lease of life. The Jacobites would have been incapable of reimposing feudalism over the whole of Britain–the relative economic weight of Scotland was still too slight, and the development of capitalist agriculture elsewhere too great for that to be possible–but they could have established a regime more subservient to French absolutism than even that of Charles II during the previous century. In practical terms this would have removed the main obstacle to French hegemony in Europe, allowed France to inherit British colonial possessions and, at the very least, reversed the land settlement–particularly in Ireland–that resulted from the Revolution. Britain would have necessarily been reduced to a satellite of France; for, even assuming that the seizure of London had miraculously restored the convictions of wavering Jacobite supporters, their very lack of a firm social base in England would have forced the new regime to rely on the force of French arms for its existence. This violent irruption of the old world into the new finally bestirred the British bourgeoisie into performing its final act as a revolutionary class. The internal victory over the Jacobites in Scotland, together with the external victories over France in Canada and India during the Seven Years War, ensured the survival and expansion of the capitalist system. 
3.
Enlightenment theory and agrarian reform 
The removal of the counter-revolutionary threat posed by the Jacobites had different implications in England and Scotland. In England, it meant safety from forced retrogression for a territory over which capitalism was already established as the dominant mode of production. In Scotland, it meant the removal of institutional or structural obstacles to the process of capitalism becoming the dominant mode of production. Any inventory of these divides into two distinct sets. One was technical in nature, reflecting quantitative gaps in the Scottish infrastructure: road and water networks by which goods could be transported; markets at which goods could be sold; and clubs and journals whereby improving methods–the mechanics of enclosure, drainage and crop rotation–could be disseminated. More serious, however, is the other set arising from the existing social structure. In Marxist terms, the first contained factors which belong to the forces of production; the second constitute the existing relations of production. In the classic Marxist formulation, gradual, cumulative changes to the forces of production reach a point at which their further development is blocked by the existing relations of production. In Scotland after the ‘45, everything is reversed. The Scottish economic base (both forces and relations of production) have to be simultaneously brought into line with the British political and legal superstructure established in 1707 and consolidated after the civil wae of 1745-6. The technical methods and class structures which had taken centuries to develop in England could be applied immediately in Scotland, in their most advanced form.

The distinctiveness of political economy in Scotland post-’45 was a direct result of the conjunction of certain circumstances: dissatisfaction with existing economic and social conditions, the possibility of changing them with minimum risk as the result of unprecedented political stability, a ‘higher’ motivation for doing so provided by the emergence of national consciousness–it would be the ‘nation’ that would benefit from their endeavours, not only the reformers themselves–and from the availability of an existing set of theoretical concepts which could be developed for their own use. According to the four-stage theory of modes of subsistence, development is characterised as a process in which the backward gradually attain the same level as the more advanced. But if the developmental gap between Scotland and England was to be overcome in the timescale the reformers desired, Scotland would have to overleap several of the stages through which England had passed in moving from the Age of Agriculture to the Age of Commerce. The Scottish path to capitalist agriculture would therefore necessarily diverge from the English, in three main ways. First, the timescale was much shorter. Agrarian capitalist relations in England emerged over a prolonged period stretching from the onset of the Black Death to the passing of the Enclosure Acts. In 1746 Scotland still stood far nearer to the beginning of that process than to the end, but did not have a comparable number of centuries in which to complete it. No other nation would subsequently have the time for a prolonged period of development either, of course, but no nation apart from Scotland possessed social classes with an interest in emulating England in the middle of the eighteenth century. Second, the process was systematically theorized in advance of implementation, rather than proceeding piecemeal on an empirical basis. Third, it was implemented for the most part ‘from above’, rather than, in the case of England, by a combination of forces from above and below, the latter in the form of large–scale tenant farmers who had emerged through a prolonged process of peasant differentiation. The latter two of these divergences were each associated with one of the two leading elements of the alliance for Improvement. 

One group consisted of the social theorists whose names we associate with the Historical School of the Scottish Enlightenment and whose professional lives were generally those of university professors, Church of Scotland ministers or lawyers. These were the theorists of ‘commercial society’; they were not, in most cases, the owners of capital. The development of theory was, however, a necessary but insufficient condition for the introduction of capitalist agriculture to Scotland; it still needed to be applied in practice. 

The other group of reformers, who would turn the theories into reality, were members of the class whose main source of income was derived from the ownership of land; in other words, the lords, the majority of whom had previously been the greatest obstacle to the introduction of capitalist agriculture. With the project of a second Stuart restoration irrecoverably destroyed, not only the actively Jacobite lords, but all those who had hoped to avoid committing themselves to ‘commercial society’ found themselves without alternatives. Scotland saw the first transition to agrarian capitalism carried out almost entirely by an existing class of feudal landowners who realized that the only way to reverse their decline was to adopt the very methods of the capitalist agriculture which they had hitherto resisted. In this way they could at least remain members of a dominant class, albeit within a new set of social relations, using new methods of exploitation. Even after the legislative onslaught of 1746-8 all property in Scotland remained feudal in the technical sense; that is to say it was either held directly from the crown or indirectly from a crown vassal. Within this overall framework tenants could still be forced into performing particular actions for the landowner. 


Both literati and landowners intermingled in the societies and clubs which were the basic associational forms of the Scottish Enlightenment. But if we were to ask who carried out the majority of the practical reforming measures (as opposed to enabling them through theoretical analysis or changes to tenurial relationships), then the tenants were clearly the most important part of the improving movement. If they were too geographically remote from the major urban centres to participate in their activities, they could still subscribe to the journals in which the new ideas were promoted. And if they could not subscribe to the journals there were other means by which these ideas were disseminated. The societies themselves recognised the need to expand their membership base into the tenant farmer class if they were to succeed in implementing their programme of reform. 

The programme had four essential components, all of which had been proposed long before 1746, but could only now be put into general effect. The first was that all transactions be conducted in cash, rather than in kind (or by the performance of labour service); but the introduction of a fully monetary economy, although necessary, was not a sufficient condition for the establishment of commercial social relations, which is why it had previously been possible for a certain degree of monetisation to take place under essentially feudal conditions. The same could also be said of the second essential reform: the division of common lands and–far more significant–lands held in runrig, under which it was regularly redivided among tenants. The former was considered by reformers to be both an affront to legal conceptions of private property and, on a practical level, a waste of potentially profitable ground; the latter, that it prevented long-term improvement (since holdings were regularly changing hands) or a properly competitive attitude (since the work was shared). The elimination of runrig and common land was linked to the third essential reform, reduction of the number of tenants in order to establish commercially viable holdings. Even where runrig did not exist, holdings and farms were often too small to be commercially viable, as a result of the multiple tenancies previously favoured by the lords. Alongside the consolidation of tenancies, previously untenanted land was let from the beginning in large units. The fourth and final reform was the introduction of long-term leases. The dominance that the lords had over their tenants was expressed, in the first instance, through the lease itself, both in terms of its duration and the conditions which the tenant was expected to fulfil. Leases were usually awarded for one, or perhaps two years; the implication being that it would not be renewed if the lord was unsatisfied with either the tenant's behaviour or that of the sub-tenants for whom the tenant was also held responsible. Short-term leases gave tenants little incentive to improve their yields, since the likely result of so doing would either be a rent increase, or eviction and replacement by another tenant who was prepared to pay the difference. 

The introduction of long leases gave significance to the other qualitative changes–the transition to a money economy, the abolition of commonly owned or worked land, the consolidation of multiple tenancies–and set the context for quantitative increase in roads, markets, journals, and the rest. The cumulative effect of these changes was that from the late 1740s the value of the landowners' rent rolls had grown dramatically. This sharp upward trajectory of landlord income, which in turn depended on the increased ability of the tenant farmers to pay higher rents, laid the financial basis for the industrialisation of the Lowlands, along with the profits of the tobacco trade, for which both imperial markets and Caribbean slave labour were essential. 

The theoretical wing of the improving alliance was always conscious that ‘commercial society’, whatever its ultimate desirability, involved a cost, not least for the majority of the population. It appears, again and again, in the work of the major figures of the Scottish Enlightenment, from which source Hegel and, ultimately, Marx derived the theoretical basis of the theory of alienation. In addition, many reformers were deeply unhappy that institutions integral to feudal exploitation before 1746 were carried into commercial society afterwards. It shadowed their achievements. Behind the complaints of the reformers lay disquiet with the fact that Improvement had not produced the stable commercial society of socially responsible landowners and prosperous tenants they had envisaged. Ironically, given the way in which the Scottish path prefigures the Prussian in many ways, the model–rarely openly expressed, particularly after 1776–was the quite different experience of the American colonies; but developments in Scotland would produce the very opposite of these conditions. Rather than leading to a proliferation of independent farmers, as some had predicted, the dominance of capitalist agriculture now led to a fall in their numbers. The occupiers of the land were increasingly divided between the great landowners and large capitalist farmers on the one hand, and landless labourers on the other. The main difference between the Scottish and Prussian paths is that Scottish landlords were able to begin reform safe in the knowledge that they would not be met with widespread peasant resistance; their Prussian successors began reform after 1806 in part to prevent peasant revolt from assuming the terrifying proportions that it had already done during the French Revolution. 

Conclusion

The uniqueness of the situation in Scotland after the failed counter-revolution of 1745-6 was that political power was already in the hands of the bourgeoisie, while feudal social relations still prevailed in the countryside. The situation in Scotland after 1746 was in fact more typical of the aftermath of a proletarian than a bourgeois revolution, in the sense that the economy had to be consciously reconstructed after the conquest of political power. The thinkers of the Scottish Enlightenment were therefore more concerned in their writings with the attainment of economic dominance over society than the conquest of political power within the state. In this respect the Scottish bourgeois experience was therefore richer than any of those which followed it, in that that the latter stages it produced, in the Scottish Enlightenment, a theorisation of the process, which provides one of the links to Marxism and ultimately to Gramsci himself, not least through the notion of civil society. Unconstrained by feudal lords behind them (since they had been destroyed by the military and juridical apparatus of the British state, or had transformed themselves into capitalists), unafraid of a working class before them (since it had not yet come into existence in significant numbers, and would only do so as a result of their activities), the Scottish bourgeoisie was free, as no other had been before or would ever be again, to reconstruct society in its own image. 
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� Supporting evidence, that the argument follows, can be found in Davidson (1999), Davidson (2000), Davidson (2003), Davidson (2004a), Davidson (2004b), Davidson (2004c), and Davidson (2005a).


� 	For a discussion of the different meanings ascribed to the term by Gramsci see Morton (2010: 7-10) and Callinicos, in this volume.


� There is only one, indirect, reference to Scotland in Gramsci’s writings, in a passage commending the ‘tendency represented by John Maclean’ in a survey of the European revolutionary left for an issue of L’Ordine Nuovo, published 15 May 1919, although it describes Maclean as being based ‘in England’ (Gramsci 1919). In this he was probably following Lenin’s war-time identification of the key individuals and organisations which could be the basis of a new International (Lenin 1960-1970: 201). A more tenuous connection can be traced from a reference in the Prison Notebooks to Italian the liberal educationalist, Ferrante Aporti. As the editors of the 1971 Selections point out, Aporti was influenced by Robert Owen’s Scottish infant school experiments after the Napoleonic Wars; it is however, unclear the extent to which Gramsci was aware of this influence (Gramsci 1971: 103, note 94).     
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