1. "Obscured in whiskey, mist and misery"
The Role of Scotland and Ireland in British History'

Ronald G. Asch

About fifteen years ago John Pocock, one of the foremost experts on the
history of British and American political thought, published an article entitled
"British History, a plea for a new subject".? Pocock was provoked to make
his plea by the "Little England" perspective which had dominated historical
research so far, a perspective which, for example, informed the old Oxford
History of England. The authors of the Oxford History - none more so than
A. J. P. Taylor - had rejected the term "British History" as meaningless and
irrelevant. For Taylor and those who thought like him there was an English
history, and - perhaps - an Irish and Scottish history, but no such thing as a
British History, which the three nations could be said to have in common.

Against this Little England nationalism Pocock set the argument that all the
peoples and ethnic communities of the British Isles had deeply influenced
each other’s historical development over the past centuries and that this
reciprocal influence could be studied only in the context of a truly "British"
History. Pocock was well aware, however, that English nationalists had always

! For the quotation in the title see L. M. CULLEN, Incomes, Social classes and
economic growth in Ireland and Scotland, 1600-1900, in: T. M. DEVINE, D. DICKSON
(eds.), Ireland and Scotland 1600-1850. Parallels and Contrasts in Economic and Social
Development, Edinburgh 1983, 248-260, p. 248: “Irish and Scottish history alike have been
obscured in whiskey, mist and misery.” - This introduction is partly based on my inaugural
lecture at Miinster University, delivered in June 1992. I am grateful to Heinz Duchhardt
for discussing with me the problem of state unifications (or re-unifications) in history, to
John Morrill for comments on an earlier draft of this introduction and to Angela Davies for
advice on stylistic questions. I would also like to thank Evelyn Bernholt for the great care
and ceaseless energy she showed while helping me to edit this volume.

2 1. G. A. POCOCK, British History: A plea for a new subject, in: Journal of Modern
History 47 (1975), pp. 601-621, cf. IDEM, The limits and divisions of British history: In
search of the unknown subject, in: American Historical Review 87 (1982), pp. 311-336. See
also most recently another article by POCOCK addressing a related subject: History and
sovereignty: the historiographical response to Europeanization in two British cultures, in:
Journal of British Studies 31,4 (1992), pp. 358-389.
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considered the term "Britain" a Scottish concept: "a Scots invention, a piece
of pluralist semantics designed to assure that the integration of England and
Scotland should be an Ausgleich and not an Anschluf.” Resistance to the
concept of a British History was indeed considerable at the time and such an
approach has only recently gained more widespread support.

Pocock’s claim that English, Scottish and Irish - and possibly even American
colonial - history must all be seen and analyzed in a British context has
important methodological implications. As Pocock himself has pointed out,*
there is no real historiographical tradition for the British Isles as a whole.
Admittedly, a British perspective of sorts can be found in important
eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century accounts of English history, as Jiirgen
Osterhammel has emphasized recently.’ Authors who were part of the
Scottish Enlightenment tradition, such as David Hume, or who were
influenced by it made the progressive development of civilized society and
institutions a dominant theme of their writings. Denying the existence of an
Ancient Constitution dating from times immemorial and the idea that
England’s development from the earliest times onwards had been unique, they
were keenly aware that civilization was a product of history, not its
precondition. The specific problems of the British periphery, where the
conflict between a decidedly pre-modern culture on the one hand and
enlightened urbanity on the other - the Highlands and Lowlands in Scotland
are a case in point - was more acute than in England, were a formative
influence on their concept of history. None the less they tended to concentrate
on English, or universal, history at the expense of Scottish history. This
tradition of historical writing which emphasized the wider philosophical
context of history, however, was superseded in the later nineteenth century by

3 IDEM, A plea, p. 615.

4 IDEM, Limits and divisions (above n. 2), pp. 311-317.

5 J. OSTERHAMMEL, Nation und Zivilisation in der Britischen Historiographie von
Hume bis Macaulay, in: Historische Zeitschrift 254 (1992), pp. 281-340, in particular pp.
311f.

10



The Role of Scotland and Ireland

a school of professional historians who concentrated more narrowly on the
political and constitutional aspects of English national history.

In any case there are few works, whether of older or more recent date,
which deal with the history of all three, or if we include Wales, four British
nations.® In some ways, therefore, British History is a tabula rasa, not yet
structured by well-established and widely accepted paradigms and models of
interpretation. In this respect it is profoundly different from English history,
in which, for example, the "rise" of Parliament from the fourteenth century or
the successful, comparatively harmonious - compared to the revolutionary
upheavals in other countries - modemization of society and political
institutions in the later eighteenth and nineteenth centuries provide important
leitmotivs. Even when more recent research rejects such well-established
pattemns of interpretation and the Whig concept of history underlying them,
their influence remains through the very fact that they have first to be
criticized before a different view of the past can be developed. Within the
context of British History these leitmotivs do not nessarily become irrelevant
but certainly less significant because they do not fit easily into the historical
experience of Scotland, and even less into that of Ireland. This is probably one
reason why some historians opposed to time honoured and, to all appearances,
unshakable interpretations of English history have recently tended to prefer a
British to a merely English perspective. The “revisionists" of seventeenth-
century historiography, opponents of the Whig concept of history, are only

6 Recent works addressing the subject of British History are H. F. KEARNEY, The
British Isles. A History of Four Nations, Cambridge 1989; R. S. THOMPSON, The Atlantic
Archipelago: A Political History of the British Isles, New York 1986, and T. W. HEYCK,
S. E. LEHMBERG, The People of the British Isles: A New History, 3 vols., Belmont (Cal.)
1992; cf. further J. C. D. CLARK, English history’s forgotten context: Scotland, Ireland,
Wales, in: Historical Journal 32 (1989), pp. 211-228. For attempts to look at the British
periphery (Scotland, Ireland and Wales) within the context of the Empire see B. BAYLIN,
P. D. MORGAN (eds.), Strangers within the Realm. Cultural Margins of the First British
Empire, Chapel Hill (N.C.) 1991, and A. CALDER, Revolutionary Empire. The Rise of the
English-Speaking Empires from the Fifteenth Century to the 1780s, London 1981.

11



Ronald G. Asch

one example. For them British History provides a new framework of
interpretation which allows them to reject ideas which they consider obsolete
more easily than would a mere re-interpretation of English history.”

If early Stuart revisionism has given British History a boost, the fact that the
very existence of the United Kingdom has been called into question by
twentieth-century Scottish and, to a lesser extent, Welsh nationalism - not to
mention the permanent armed confrontation in Ulster - has undoubtedly also
favoured a "British approach” and helped to ensure that Pocock’s plea has not
gone entirely unheeded. As Linda Colley has put it in her recent Britons.
Forging the Nation 1707-1837,% undoubtedly a major contribution to a new
British History,” the imminent transformation of Britain by European
integration - wherever that process might lead - as well as the tensions at the
periphery of the United Kingdom make it imperative to undertake "a
substantial rethinking of what it means to be British".!? The "Break-up of

7 For the "revisionist" approach to British History see below MORRILL, chapter 3.
Prominent examples of such an approach are C. RUSSELL, The Causes of the English Civil
War, Oxford 1990, and IDEM, The Fall of the British Monarchies, Oxford 1991; cf. G.
BURGESS, On Revisionism: an analysis of early Stuart historiography in the 1970s and
1980s, in: Historical Journal 33 (1990), pp. 609-627. Cf. further J. C. D. CLARK,
Revolution and Rebellion. State and Society in England in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth
Centuries, Cambridge 1986, p. 66.

8 New Haven (Conn.) 1992.

® Linda COLLEY is concentrating, however, primarily on the rise of a "British nation",
not so much on the influence the three - or four - British “sub-nations” exerted on each
other’s historical development. Cf. below chapter 11. For the growth of English - as
opposed to British - nationalism cf. G. NEWMAN, The Rise of English Nationalism: a
Cultural History 1740-1830, New York 1987.

10 COLLEY, Britons (above n. 8), p. 375. Cf. the special issue of the Journal of British
Studies "Britishness and Europeanness: Who are the British anyway", no. 31,4 (1992) with
contributions by COLLEY (reprinted in a revised version below chapter 11), POCOCK (above
n. 2), R. Merfyn JONES (Beyond identity? The reconstruction of the Welsh, pp. 330-357)
and Geoff ELEY (Culture Britain and Europe, pp. 390-414) and a review by Keith M.
BROWN (Imagining Scotland, pp. 415-425). The European context of British History is also
addressed by J. C. D. CLARK, Der foderale Charakter Grofbritanniens, in: G. LOTTES (ed.),
Region, Nation, Europa, Regensburg 1992, pp. 57-84 (cf. the comment by G. LOTTES,
Gropbritannien - Souveriinitit im multinationalen Einheitsstaat, ibid., pp. 85-94), and in his
article The history of Britain: a composite state in a Europe des patries?, in: J. C. D.
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Britain"” predicted by some and analyzed in "the new confessions of a justified
Edinburgh sinner”, as Ernest Gellner has called Tom Nairn’s post-Marxist
account of the British problem published in 1977, may never materialize.!!
The relationship between the component parts of the United Kingdom over
recent centuries is nevertheless a central theme of historical reflection at a
time when it has - once more - become impossible to ignore the crucial
importance for history of national, ethnic and regional conflicts, with all their
frequently terrifying effects.

The essays in this volume all deal with various aspects of "British" History.
They do not claim to treat the subject comprehensively. Rather it is their aim
to describe and analyze a number of crucial episodes and stages in the history
of the three nations of England, Scotland and Ireland, and of their relations
with each other: the conflicts of the mid-seventeenth century, the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries when the role of the political and
ethnic communities of the British Isles was fundamentally redefined, and
finally, the crisis which led to the break-up of the Union between England and
Ireland at the beginning of the twentieth century. Furthermore, in his
contribution, Robert von Friedeburg asks whether Britain’s North American

CLARK (ed.), Ideas and Politics in Modern Britain, London 1990, pp. 32-49. On national
identity see further B. CRICK (ed.), National Identities: the Constitution of the United
Kingdom, Oxford/Cambridge (Mass.) 1991, and N. EVANS (ed.), National Identity in the
British Isles (Coleg Harlech Occasional Papers in Welsh Studies), Harlech 1989.

' T. NAIRN, The Break-Up of Britain. Crisis and Neo-Nationalism, London 1977.
Reviewed by Ernest GELLNER in: Political Quarterly 49 (1978), pp. 103-111, repr. in: IDEM,
Spectacles and Predicaments, Cambridge 1979, pp. 265-277.
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colonies should also be considered as part of a wider "British" world in the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.!?

The authors represented in this volume do not necessarily all subscribe to the
same concept of "British History". In fact, some regard the very idea of a
British History with a certain degree of scepticism, which is perhaps most
clearly expressed in Keith Brown’s comment (chapter 4). This makes it all the
more important to explain the problem addressed and justify the approach
taken by the conference of the Arbeitskreis Deutsche England-Forschung, held
in Loccum in 1992, where the papers collected in this volume were first
presented.

"British History" is not primarily intended to be the history of an emergent
British nation. Indeed, it can not easily be so if it is to include Ireland. Linda
Colley, who sees British History in terms of the growth of a common British
national identity rightly points out in chapter 11 that Catholic Ireland could
hardly be considered part of such a History. Wales, on the other hand, she
insists, cannot be neglected if the emergence of a common identity is the
dominant issue.

But for the purposes of this volume British History is taken to be the history
of a multiple or composite monarchy, a political entity which, during the early
modem period, can be compared with the dominions of the Spanish and
German Habsburgs, for example.!’> At the beginning of the nineteenth

12 pocock himself had originally seen British History as a term for the historical
development of the whole of the British world, that is England, the British periphery, and
the former British colenies (see the articles mentioned above n. 2).

13 For the concept of the multiple/composite monarchy see: H. G. KOENIGSBERGER,
Dominium regale or dominium politicum et regale? Monarchies and parliaments in early
modern Europe, in: K. BOSL (ed.), Der Moderne Parlamentarismus und seine Grundlagen
in der stindischen Reprisentation, Berlin 1977, pp. 43-68; cf. IDEM, Composite states,
representative institutions and the American Revolution, in: Historical Research 62 (1989),
pp. 135-153; M. GREENGRASS {ed.), Conquest and Coalescence. The Shaping of the State
in Early Modern Europe, London 1991; B. BENNASSAR, Un état, des états, in: C.
HERMANN (ed.), Le Premier 4ge de I’état en Espagne, 1450-1700 (Collection de 1a Maison
des Pays Ibériques 41), Paris 1990, pp. 69-86, and J. H. ELLIOTT, A Europe of composite
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century, after the loss of the American colonies and the Union between the
Kingdoms of Great Britain and Ireland, this multiple kingdom was finally
transformed into a unitary state. However, it remained undecided for a long
time whether this unitary state was to be a classical nation-state or rather
multinational in character. In fact, it could be argued that even the partition
of Ireland in 1922 did not really resolve the question and that it remains open
to the present day.

To call the history of the Stuart and later Hanoverian monarchy and the
nineteenth-century United Kingdom British History might be considered
controversial because the term "Britain" is traditionally applied only to
England and Scotland, which became part of one kingdom in 1707.
Nevertheless, for want of a more appropriate term for the two Atlantic islands
which John Pocock has called the "Atlantic archipelago™,’* the terms
“Britain" and "British" are used in this volume. They refer not to the Anglo-
Scottish kingdom founded in the early eighteenth century but the whole of the
British Isles.

The framework for the history of the British multiple monarchy must
initially be a constitutional and political one, because the monarchy was a
political and constitutional entity. This is why Wales has been left out of
consideration in this volume. Wales had no constitutional status of her own
after the 1536 Act of Union. Moreover, whether or not Welsh national
consciousness can be said to have existed before the late nineteenth century,
the political relevance to the other ethnic and political communities of the
British Isles of Welsh aspirations for autonomy was certainly limited before
this time. Whatever the future may hold in store, during the period under

monarchies, in: Past and Present 137 (1992), pp. 48-71. See also O. BRUNNER, Land und
Herrschaft, 5th edn., repr. Darmstadt 1973, pp. 447-450, for the definition of the Habsburg
monarchy as a monarchical union of individual states administered by the estates and their
assemblies ("monarchische Union . . . threr Linder, die jedes fiir sich Stindestaaten
waren"),

4 Pocock, Limits and divisions (above n. 2), p. 318.
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discussion here no Welsh Covenanters, Jacobites or Confederates ever
threatened to invade England, let alone succeeded in doing $0.13

While political and constitutional history must in some ways be the starting
point for any genuinely "British” History, other aspects are equally important,
a point rightly emphasized by Nicholas Canny in his contribution to this
volume.'® The constitutional structure which bound together the various parts
of the British Isles and, until 1783, the American colonies provided the basis
not only for a common political and, as von Friedeburg shows, legal culture,
but also for intensive interaction between the religious denominations and
social classes of this British world. Of course such interaction did not
necessarily make for harmony. Frequently the opposite was the case. Even the
political culture shared by the dominions of the British monarchy, with its
emphasis on the role of Parliament or representative assemblies and legally
defined individual rights, was often a cause of conflicts when political
communities at the periphery tried to claim the same status as that enjoyed by
the centre, England.!”

For it was undoubtedly England which played the dominant role in British
History. In fact, it could be argued, with Nicholas Canny, that British History
can be written largely in terms of English conquest, colonization and
influence,'® as the result of which the periphery, Ireland and Scotland,
became the passive recipients of English institutions or the equally passive
victims of the English quest for hegemony and power. If we were to accept
this argument fully, the British context would indeed be crucial for the history
of Ireland and Scotland. But English historians might well continue to ignore

'S For Wales see G. E. JONES, Modern Wales: A Concise History c. 1485-1979,
Cambridge 1984; G. WILLIAMS, Recovery, Reorientation and Reformation: Wales c. 1415-
1642, Oxford 1987; G. H. JENKINS, The Foundation of Modern Wales: Wales 1642-1780,
Oxford 1987, and JONES, Beyond identity? (above n. 10).

16 Below chapter 2, p. 50.

17 For this problem see below p. 41, and chapter 7.

18 Below p. 51. For a different attempt to see British History as a history of English
colonization cf. also M. HECHTER, Internal Colonialism: The Celtic Fringe in British
National Development, Berkeley (Cal.) 1975.
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the British dimension of their own country’s history, as they have in fact done
for such a long time. It is therefore crucial to focus on the role played by
Scotland and Ireland in British History - a role which has tended to be
"obscured in whiskey mist and misery" as Louis Cullen has put it - as
much as on the English contribution.

English hegemony over Ireland and Scotland, though undeniable, was
repeatedly challenged during the early modern and modern periods, and when
it was challenged English domestic affairs were often deeply affected. This
was the case during the War of the Three Kingdoms, as the mid-seventeenth-
century crisis of the Stuart monarchy has been called,? but the same holds
true, in a different way, for the period before the First World War when the
Irish question was one of the issues dominating British politics (below chapter
9). Thus the British periphery, Ireland to the present day, and Scotland to the
mid-eighteenth century, formed a zone of seismic unrest. Conflicts emanating
from this zone threatened again and again to destroy the stability of the centre.

The relationship between the English centre and the British periphery was
never entirely one-sided. Even when it seems possible to reduce it to a story
of mere conquest, as in certain periods of Anglo-Irish history, we must
remember that an act of conquest transforms not only the conquered, but also
the conqueror. The British Empire in the nineteenth century is certainly a case
in point.

Ireland’s and Scotland’s influence on England and their contribution to the
development of the British state remain to be explored. At the same time we
must be careful, as John Morrill and Keith Brown remind us (below chapter
3 and 4), not to define British History as simply an "enriched English history"
which takes account of influences from the periphery but in which the central

' Above n. 1.

20 For the term "War of the Three Kingdoms" see J. C. BECKETT, The Making of
Modern Ireland 1603-1923, London 1966, ch. IV; cf. C. RUSSELL, The British problem and
the English civil war, in: History 72 (1987), pp. 395-415, and above n. 7.
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problems and themes remain much the same as in the traditional Little
England account. Such a history would be not much more than a "revitalized
history of the English state", as Keith Brown puts it.2! Brown raises a point
which illustrates a central problem of British historiography. In the last resort
the unity of British History tends to be constituted by the political and
constitutional structure, which, for about three centuries, dominated the whole
of the British Isles. This political structure, however, was clearly centred on
England and based on the English concept of the absolute sovereignty of the
King-in-Parliament. Thus we can agree with John Pocock that "the sovereignty
of king-in-parliament, devised in England for English purposes, has remained
the key to ‘British history’, with a completeness that renders the latter’s
existence contestable”. Pocock rightly adds, however, "which is why it is

important to study it".%?

It is, nevertheless, more than the mere contestability of the concept of British
History which makes it a subject worth studying. A British approach is also
necessary if we want to avoid the mistake of taking the existence of the
different nations of the British Isles and their distinctiveness too much for
granted. We are accustomed to write English history - more so perhaps than
the history of any other country in Europe with the possible exception of
France - as national history, even for the early modern or the medieval period.
Looking at the British context of English history makes us aware that such a
perspective has shortcomings and runs the risk of being anachronistic. As
Steven Ellis, whose publications are quoted by John Morill in chapter 3, has
shown for the late medieval period and the sixteenth century, political and
geographical frontiers were by no means identical with cultural and ethnic
boundaries.”® In many ways the frontiers between Gaelic and Anglicized

2! Below p. 127.

22 pocock, History and sovereignty (above n. 2), p. 373.

2 8. G. ELLIS, The Pale and the Far North: Government and Society in two Early
Tudor Borderlands (O’Donnel Lecture), Galway 1986; IDEM, Tudor Ireland, London 1985,
and IDEM, Crown, community and government in the English territories, 1450-1575, in:
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Ireland, between the Highlands and Lowlands in Scotland, and even between
the Lowland society of south-eastern England and the quite different society
of the northern border regions, were more significant for cultural identities
than, for example, the political frontier between the English and the Scottish
kingdoms. The emergence of a clear commitment to national identities was a
slow and gradual process. The place of Scotland and Ireland within the
emerging British state remained ill defined for long after 1603. In fact, it
could be said that Scotland’s position remains unclear even today, and the
same is certainly true of Ulster. Englishmen and -women may never have
given much thought to the problem of whether they were more British or
more English. For most of them being British was and is ultimately only a
watered-down version of being English anyway. Nevertheless, there have been
considerable changes over the centuries in their attitude to claims by those
who were not English, but Scots or Irish, to be in some ways members of the
same political, and perhaps even ethnic, community as themselves, Thus
England’s frontiers, too - if we take "frontier” as meaning not just a line on
a map - were in the last resort less clearly defined than a tradition which sees
history mainly as national history tends to assume. If nothing else the British
perspective can certainly teach us to be more cautious in taking for granted
the time-honoured framework of the various national histories.

1§

In 1603, James VI of Scotland ascended the English throne as James I,
successor to Elizabeth 1. Only six days after Elizabeth’s death the last
independent Irish magnate, the Earl of Tyrone, who had fought the English for
years, submitted to the English Lord Deputy at Mellifont. The dynastic union

History 71 (1986), S. 187-204.
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of England and Scotland was thus achieved at the same time as the
Elizabethan conquest of Ireland was completed. The year 1603 is therefore a
suitable starting point for a British History, if such a history is seen primarily
as the history of a composite monarchy comprising the three kingdoms of
England, Scotland and Ireland. This is not to deny that the histories of the
three countries had been interconnected long before that date. After all, Ireland
had been conquered by the Anglo-Normans in the late twelfth century, though
in the later Middle Ages effective English rule was reduced to a fairly small
part of the island, at times being limited to the Pale, that is the counties
around Dublin. Neither had Scotland been entirely free from English
hegemony. During the Middle Ages the Kings of England had repeatedly
claimed suzerainty over Scotland, not entirely without success.

To understand the significance of what happened in 1603 it is necessary to
remember that England was probably the most centralized kingdom in Europe.
England possessed neither regional assemblies of estates nor regional courts
of law which were independent or semi-independent of the Crown.?* The
administrative reforms of the 1530s had created two regional Councils with
judicial responsibilities, the Council in the North and the Council in the
Marches of Wales, but they were instruments of political integration and
centralization, and by no means representative institutions. The creation of the
Councils was part of a major transformation of the administrative structure
which also abolished the special status which the Principality of Wales and the
Welsh Marches had enjoyed in the past. Although provision had been made
for the particular conditions in this region and the problems confronting the
Crown there - the foundation of the Council in the Marches of Wales was one

24 For the historical significance of the dynastic union of 1603 sece B. P. LEVACK, The
Formation of the British State. England, Scotland and the Union 1603-1707, Oxford 1987,
W. F. FERGUSON, Scotland’s Relations with England: A Survey to 1707, Edinburgh 1977,
pp. 97 ff, and most recently K. M. BROWN, Kingdom or Province? Scotland and Regal
Union 1603-1707, Basingstoke 1992, For relations between the two countries, Scotland and
England, before and after 1603 cf. further R. A. MASON (ed.), Scotland and England 1286-
1815, Edinburgh 1987.
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such measure - Wales essentially became part of the English legal and
administrative system.”> England was therefore one of the few larger
kingdoms in Europe without a tradition of institutionalized regionalism. The
English and Welsh counties, the units of local administration, could become
a focus for local resentment against central rule but individual shires, unlike
many French provinces, for example, were too small to pose a serious
challenge to the power of Crown, court and central administration. Thus
provincialism, the "Revolt of the provinces", was normally a less serious
problem for the English monarchy than for other European dynasties, certainly
after the Tudor administrative and constitutional reforms of the early sixteenth
century.

The comparatively unified central kingdom of the Stuart monarchy which
was created in 1603 provided a profound contrast with the very loosely
constructed political structure of this monarchy as a whole. The contrast was
particularly obvious in the relationship between England and Scotland.
Although Scotland shared some of England’s constitutional - and even more
so - religious traditions her political structure was entirely different. The
political coherence of the country was much more limited than in England;
state-development had only been accelerated by the Reformation which
transformed the previous very localized pattem of political conflict through the
creation of factions and loyalties on a national level?® In legal and
constitutional terms the two countries were united after 1603 only by the fact
that they happened to have the same monarch. And even this element of unity
remained doubtful until 1608 when the English Exchequer Chamber decided -
in the famous case of the Post-Nati - that James VI of Scotland and James 1

25 For the Welsh Act of Union of 1536 see J. GUY, Tudor England, Oxford 1988, pp.
173-175; WILLIAMS, Recovery (above n. 15), pp. 275 f, 324 f, and P. WILLIAMS, The
Council in the Marches of Wales under Elizabeth I, Cardiff 1958.

26 See J. WORMALD, Court, Kirk and Community, Scotland 1470-1625, London 1981,
pp. 143 ff.
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of England were indeed the same person and that allegiance due to the King
of Scotland was also due to the King of England.?’

After his accession to the English throne James 1 immediately tried to
transform the dynastic union between England and Scotland into a
constitutional one. In England, however, the mere idea of creating one name,
Great Britain, for the two kingdoms was resented. There were widespread
fears that such a new name would cause the Kingdom of England to disappear
without trace. To create a new kingdom would call into question England’s
legal and constitutional traditions, the privileges of her Parliament and the
liberties of her subjects - such were the apprehensions encountered by
James 1.2 In as far as there was any support for a full union between the
two kingdoms in England, the union was envisaged as an incorporation of
Scotland into England, on the model of the Anglo-Welsh union of 1536. In
other words, it was to be an Anschluf.

It is hardly surprising that such plans for union found little favour in
Scotland. One Scottish lawyer for example, John Russell, insisted, that Anglo-
Scottish union had to take the form of a contract between equal partners. If
Scotland were to accept English domination this would be no union, but "ane
plaine discord - thairby ancienne Scotland to loss hir beautie for evir! God
forbid!".?®

According to Scottish lawyers the separate legal traditions of England and
Scotland could be harmonized only on the basis of a neutral legal system
outside both traditions, in other words on the basis of Roman Civil Law. As

27 For the case of the Post-Nati, also called Calvin’s Case, see RUSSELL, Causes (above
n. 7), pp. 40, 157 f; W. HOLDSWORTH, A History of English Law, IX, London 1926, pp.
72-86, and B. GALLOWAY, The Union of England and Scotland 1603-1608, Edinburgh
1986, pp. 148-157.

28 For the King’s attempt to achieve a constitutional union see GALLOWAY, Union. Cf.
B. GALLOWAY, B. P. LEVACK (eds.), The Jacobean Union. Six Tracts of 1604, Edinburgh
1985.

2 Quoted by RUSSELL, Causes (above n. 7), S. 41, after GALLOWAY, LEVACK, Union
(above n. 27), p. 84.
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Civil Law had left a much deeper imprint on Scots Law than on English
Common Law,* this line of argument came naturally to Scots lawyers, who
also tried to demonstrate that the origins of the Common Law lay in Roman
Law.*! English common lawyers, however, saw this as an attempt to subvert
the English legal tradition, At the beginning of the seventeenth century when
they were about to transform the Common Law into a more coherent system,
isolated from outside influences, they were more than ever determined to
follow the principle "Nolumus leges Angliae mutari".*?

It, therefore, proved to be impossible to create a unified system of British
law. This was not necessarily an obstacle to a merely constitutional union
between England and Scotland, but it was certainly an obstacle to the
formation of one nation out of the two peoples, an objective which James 1
had in mind in his attempt to bring about an Anglo-Scottish union. Against
such ambitious plans Sir Henry Spelman. the English legal historian, argued:
"yf we differ in lawes we must differ in manners and governmentes, and yf
our governmentes be severall our nations will still be several."*?

Arguments like Spelman’s. but also widespread hatred of the "beggarly blue-

caps"”, the allegedly avaricious Scottish courtiers surrounding James 1, put

* On the project of a union of laws see LEVACK. Formation (above n. 24), pp. 68 ff.
in particular pp. 91-96, on the differences between the Scottish and the English legal
tradition.

31 See for example Sir Thomas CRAIG, De Unione Regnorum Britanniae Tractatus, ed.
C. S. TERRY, Edinburgh, 1909, p. 305: the alleged origin of the English trial by jury in
Roman Law: cf. p. 312: the ius civile as a basis for legal decisions in cases where English
Common Law or Scots law are deficient. Cf. LEVACK, Formation (above n. 24), pp. 79 f.

* See J. G. A. POCOCK, The Ancient Constitution and the Feudal Law, 2nd edn.,
Cambridge 1987; POCOCK claims, that English legal and constitutional thought became ever
more insular in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.

33 Sir Henry SPELMAN, Of the union, in: GALLOWAY, LEVACK, Union (above n. 28),
160-183, p. 180. SPELMAN argued that it was “lawes, manners and language" which
distinguished and formed nations (ibid.).

3 See most recently N, CUDDY, Anglo-Scottish Union and the court of James I, 1603-
1625, in: Transactions of the Royal Historical Society, 5th Ser.. 39 (1989), pp. 107-124.
Sir Henry SPELMAN himseif had argued, that most Scotsmen were nearer in their habits and
manners to the "naturell Irishe” than to the English - a devastating judgment, given the
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an end to the King’s plan for a union. Resistance in Parliament proved too
strong. The failure of union created permanent tensions between James and his
English Parliament. It also created the conditions for the conflict between
Charles I and his Scottish subjects which was to explode in the 1630s.

Conflict was not prevented by the gradual "Anglicization" of the Lowlands
and certain social groups in Scotland, which had begun before 1603 and was
accelerated by the dynastic union. The opposite was the case. Of course, as
Keith Brown reminds us, "Anglicization" in itself is a controversial term for
Scottish cultural and intellectual, let alone social development (below chapter
4). Frequently, what at first glance appears to be Anglicization turns out to be
no more than the reception of ideas and influences - such as in art for
example - whose origin lay in Continental Europe but for which England
played the role of mediator.

In so far as Anglicization did take place, however, political and religious
ideas originating in England or mediated through England could subsequently
become a standard by which England herself was judged - and found wanting.
The example of early seventeenth-century Scotland illustrates how the very
"Anglicization" of the British periphery could create tensions between this
periphery and the English centre.

The Scottish Reformation may have had a greater intellectual debt to
Continental Calvinism than to England,® but in terms of power-politics it
owed its victory in Scotland after 1560 largely to English support and
patronage.36 Nevertheless, in the 1630s Scottish Calvinists became convinced
that their own Presbyterian church, superior by its very constitution to the
Church of England, was in danger of being corrupted by an ecclesiastical
policy devised by English prelates who no longer maintained even the - as it
now seemed - comparatively low standards of the Elizabethan English church.

cultural antagonism between English and "mere Irish” (SPELMAN, Union, p. 180).
35 See below chapter 4, pp. 122 f.
36 RUSSELL, Causes (above n. 7), p. 32.
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Scottish Protestants - or at least a majority of them - had come to see their
own church as much closer than the English church to the best traditions of
the English Reformation and to the "example of the best reformed churches"
of Europe.37 They, therefore, felt called upon not only to resist Charles’s
ecclesiastical policy in their own country, but also to rescue the Church of
England from Popery. The Scottish Covenanters, as John Morrill insists in his
contribution to this volume, did not want an independent Scottish kingdom.
They wanted a union of the three kingdoms in which Scottish institutions
would be safe. They certainly saw Scotland, at least in ecclesiastical matters,
as a model for the other kingdoms, but they were, nevertheless, prepared to
make sacrifices to achieve co-operation with England and Irish Protestants.
Catholic Ireland was, of course, a different matter.

In the 1640s and 1650s, as on earlier and later occasions, it was, according
to Morrill, the Scots who were enthusiastic about Britain, not the English. It
could, of course, be argued, as Keith Brown does, that Scottish support for the
idea of Britain was based more on self-interest than on any principled
commitment. Even so it was the Scots, and to some extent the Irish, but not
the English, who saw some advantage in identification with Britain, even if
Britain was to be only "a route to subsidiarity"”, that is, a means of preserving
their own identity within a "multicultural empire".® The parliamentarians in
England would have been glad enough to leave Scotland alone, if the Scots
had left them alone. They might, as Morrill argues, even have been prepared
to allow Charles II to be proclaimed King of Scotland in 1649 - after the
execution of his father - had he not been proclaimed King of England and
Ireland at the same time. Scottish support for Stuart kingship, not just in

37 The 1643 Solemn League and Covenant between the English parliamentarians and
the Scots called for the "preservation of the reformed religion in the Church of Scotland"
(not in need apparently of any further reformation) and the "reformation of religion in the
kingdoms of England and Ireland . . . according to the word of God and the example of
the best reformed churches” (J. P. KENYON [ed.], The Stuart Constitution. Documents and
Commentary, 2nd edn., Cambridge 1986, p. 240).

3 Below chapter 4, p. 124.
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Scotland but in all three British kingdoms, forced the English republican
government to conquer Scotland and to create the first constitutional union of
the three countries: the Commonwealth of England, Scotland and Ireland.

In The Britishness of the English Revolution, John Morrill essentially agrees
with Arthur Williamson’s statement: “Great Britain was not solely the
invention of the North Britons, but their role in it was enormous."””
Williamson has also emphasized to what extent the Scots were influenced by
English political and constitutional concepts while defending their own
national traditions and attempting, at times, to impose their own vision of
British union onan unwilling England.*

The purely dynastic union with England achieved in 1603 had already forced
Scottish lawyers and political theorists to define the institutions and traditions
of their country more clearly in order to preserve them. According to
Williamson, however, they made use of English concepts, in arriving at these
definitions. The Scottish Act of Commission of 1604, which was to provide
the basis for negotiations with England concerning a constitutional union, had
already made reference to.the "fundamental laws" of Scotland.*! To speak
of fundamental laws came naturally enough to English Common lawyers
addressing constitutional problems, but this had not been a familiar concept
in Scottish political discourse before 1603. Nevertheless, it is this language of
fundamental lJaw which we. find in the national Covenant of 1638, the very
palladium of Scottish freedom. As Williamson points out, the Covenant went
a long way towards creating the idea of a Scottish "Ancient Constitution".
Even more ahistorical than the myth of the Ancient constitution in England,
this idea was nevertheless effective in camouflaging the revolutionary. nature

39 A. H. WILLIAMSON, Scotland, Antichrist and the'invention of Great Britain, in: J,
DWYER et al. (eds.), New Perspectives on the Politics- and Culture of Early Modem
Scotland Edinburgh’'1982, 34-52, p. 52.

- 40.gee IDEM, Scottish National Consciousness in the Age of James VI: The Apocalypse
the Union and the Shaping of Scotland’s Public Culture, Edinburgh- 1979.

*1 1bid., pp. 82-84; cf. GALLOWAY, Union (above n. 27), pp. 24 f.
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of the sixteenth-century Scottish Reformation and in transforming the religious
zeal and political ambitions of the Covenanters into legalistic arguments.*?
Thus "Anglicization” may, after all, have gone hand in hand with the
development of national consciousness in Scotland. It needs to be emphasized,
of course, that the exchange of ideas between England and Scotland was never
entirely a one-way process. The influence of Scofttish political theory on
English thought in the 1640s has not yet been thoroughly explored. However,
if the series of wars which led to Charles’s downfall commenced with the
Scottish Rebellion - or Revolution - of 1638 this was not only due to the fact
that political, social and ecclesiastical structures made such a rebellion easier
in Scotland than in England. It was equally important that Scotland, unlike
England, had a strong tradition of political theory justifying resistance to
legally constituted rulers when they became tyrants. This tradition, moreover,
was very much part of the all-European discourse on tyranny and the right to
resist.*> Thus, at least indirectly, Scottish federal theology and resistance
theory were a precondition for the English Civil War and Revolution.

III

While Anglo-Scottish relations in the early seventeenth century were
characterized at least to some extent by a mutual give-and-take - after all the
Stewarts were a Scottish dynasty - the relationship between England and

42 WILLIAMSON, Consciousness (above n. 40), pp. 140-146.

3 For the connections between the Scottish Covenant of 1638 and Continental political
theory as well as theological thought on the relationship between church and state see M.
STEELE, The "politick Christian": the theological background of the National Covenant, in:
J. MORRLLL (ed.), The Scottish National Covenant in its British Context 1638-51,
Edinburgh 1990, pp. 31-67, and E. J. COWAN, The making of the National Covenant, ibid.,
pp. 68-89.
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Ireland was, as Nicholas Canny argues in his contribution to this volume, far
more asymetrical. Indigenous landowners - no matter whether they were of
Gaelic or Old English descent - were rarely able to influence English policy
towards Ireland decisively, and during the sixteenth century English
administrators in Dublin increasingly saw Ireland as an English colony, a
colony which had to be Anglicized - with the co-operation of the local élites
if possible, but without it if it proved to be too difficult to obtain. After 1603
the Anglicizing policy pursued by a succession of governors in Dublin seemed
to be successful. After the almost permanent wars of the Elizabethan period,
Ireland became a peaceful country. However, this seeming success was marred
by the fact that the majority of the Irish population, including a clear majority
of the old-established landowning classes, refused to be converted to
Protestantism. There was always a distinct possibility that the latent religious
conflict in Ireland would escalate and lead to a new rebellion and new
wars. 4

In fact, peace was maintained until 1641. At that stage, however, the Scots
and the English Parliament were about to force King Charles to pursue a
radically anti-Catholic policy in all three kingdoms, and the Irish Rebellion
was a sort of pre-emptive strike against such a policy. The Rebellion became
an important factor in the chain of events which led to the outbreak of the
English Civil War in 1642.% As Canny argues, the Irish Rebellion became
a cause of Charles I's downfall only because the King's policy towards
Ireland had not been suffiently radical, or rather, because he had not supported
the radical policy of his Irish Deputy, Thomas Lord Wentworth, energetically
enough. In Canny’s opinion most Protestants in the three British kingdoms
would have welcomed a policy of comprehensive expropriation directed
against Catholic landowners in Ireland. Thus a combination of antipopery and

4 For Ireland in the sixteenth century see ELLIS, Tudor Ireland (above n. 23), N.
CANNY, From Reformation to Restoration: Ireland 1534-1660 (Helicon History of Ireland
IV), Dublin 1987, and A New History of Ireland, vol. I1I, Early Modern Ireland 1534-1691,
eds. T. W. MOODY et al., Oxford 1976.

45 See below chapter 3 and RUSSELL, Fall (above n. 7), pp. 373 ff.
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“colonial” expansion in Ireland could have provided the Stuart monarchy with
an ideology strong enough to ensure co-operation between the various
Protestant groups and factions, and to defuse discontent with the King’s
government. According to Canny, Charles committed a crucial mistake in not
recognizing that he needed a coherent political strategy - to be provided by
antipopery and a crusade against the Irish - to unite all three kingdoms, and
not a separate policy for each one.

Canny’s provocative essay addresses a number of important points which
have probably not received sufficient attention in recent accounts of the
origins of the armed conflict of which the English Civil War was but a part.
These accounts have tended to concentrate largely on political history, and
depict the Irish Rebellion as more of a bolt out of the blue, than the Scottish
"Revolution" of 1638. Nevertheless, it must be asked, whether the sort of
radical antipopery which might have united British Protestants under his
leadership was in fact a possible political option for Charles I. In all three
kingdoms Charles pursued an ecclesiastical policy which was the opposite of
what puritan anti-Catholics wanted. He attempted to re-endow the established
churches, to strengthen the authority of the ecclesiastical hierarchy, and to
emphasize the continuity between Protestantism and the traditions of the pre-
Reformation church.*® Perhaps on a purely logical level such a policy was
indeed compatible with consistent antipopery, at the level of mentalities it was
a different matter. There cannot have been many clergymen or laymen who
identified with the church which Charles I and his English Primate, William
Laud, were trying to build while at the same time committing all their
energies to the fight against Catholicism and the forces of "Antichrist”, as
Puritans called the Pope. "Laudianism", to use this term, for want of a better
one for the church policies of the 1630s, and strident antipopery were different

48 For Charles I's church policy see most recently: K. SHARPE, The Personal Rule of
Charles I, New Haven (Conn.)/London 1992, ch. VI, and J. DAVIES, The Caroline Captivity
of the Church, Oxford 1992. I have also benefited from reading an unpublished paper by
John MORRILL: A British Patriarchy? Ecclesiastical Imperialism under the Early Stuarts.
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mentalities which few individuals managed to combine, although Thomas
Wentworth was perhaps one of them.*’

There is a second point worth making. If Charles’s policy in Ireland
remained somewhat ambivalent and hesitant, it was not very different in this
respect from the policy of his predecessors. Actual policy in Ireland had
always been the result of conflicts between different agents and groups, all of
whom had their own distinct interests.*® The monarch was one of these
agents, but not the only one. Policy was also influenced by the Lord Deputy,
who normally had ideas and ambitions of his own, and various factions among
the Protestant officeholders and planters who had settled in Ireland since the
reign of Elizabeth. This latter group, the "colonial” élite of the New English,
had in the past frequently tried to undermine compromises with Gaelic
chieftains and Old English landholders because they, the New English, were
likely to benefit in terms of confiscated land and in other ways from a more
radical policy. During the 1630s this group had largely been ousted from the
policy-making process, but Wentworth’s downfall in 1641 brought them back
into power. It was now the King who was about to lose control of policy in
Ireland almost entirely. This process was completed after the outbreak of the
Irish Rebellion. To finance the war against the rebels the English Parliament
created a joint-stock company, the Adventurers for Ireland, to raise the
necessary capital. The return on the stockholders’ investment was to come
from a share of the estates of the Irish Catholics. Altogether 2,500,000 acres
of profitable land were to be confiscated - this was nearly a fifth of all
profitable land in Ireland and amounted to about a third of all land owned by

47 Cf. R. G. AscH, Antipopery and ecclesiastical policy in early 17th-century Ireland,
in: Archiv fiir Reformationsgeschichte 83 (1992), pp. 258-301.

48 C. BRADY, Court, castle and country: the framework of government in Tudor Ireland,
in: C. BRADY, R. GILLESPIE (eds.), Natives and Newcomers. Essays on the Making of Irish
Colonial Society 1534-1641, Dublin 1986, pp. 22-49; cf. IDEM, The decline of the Irish
kingdom, in: GREENGRASS, Conquest (above n. 13), pp. 95-115, in particular pp. 105 ff.
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Catholics.*? This arrangement excluded the possibility of compromise with
the Irish Catholics, which could have improved the King’s domestic position.

To finance the war against a rebellious province by founding a joint-stock
company, which was initially intended also to take a share of the
responsibility for the conduct of military operations,”® was certainly an
unusual solution. It was only possible because Ireland was not just a province,
but also a colony. The constitution of the new company was at least in some
ways modelled on that of similar chartered companies operating outside
Europe.! Royal control over Irish policy was thus reduced to the same level
as that over colonial ventures in North America and the Caribbean where it
was notoriously weak.”> Because of the outbreak of the English Civil War,
the Adventurers’ role in the war in Ireland was limited. Nevertheless, those
groups in Parliament who tried to wrest command over operations in Ireland
from the King early in 1642 had achieved their aim. They had managed to
weaken the royal position considerably. They were successful in this because

# K. S. BOTTIGHEIMER, English Money and Irish Land, Oxford 1971, p. 41 (amount
of land to be confiscated), and New History of Ireland, III (above n. 44), pp. 426, 428 (land
owned by Catholics in 1641).

% BOTTIGHEIMER, English Money, pp. 77-81. The Adventurers for Ireland had initially
petitioned Parliament for the right to appoint the officers in the Irish army.

5! Not only was the first English colony in America, Virginia, founded by a joint-stock
company, militant Protestants continued to favour such companies as an instrument of
foreign and colonial policy outside Europe. Their ideal was a self-financing policy largely
independent of direct royal control. Plans for an English or perhaps Anglo-Dutch West
India Company were promoted by influential peers and gentlemen in the 1620s and 1630s.
These plans were not realized, but on a smaller scale the Providence Island Company
founded in 1630 did use a small Caribbear. island as a basis for extensive privateering
campaigns (for Virginia and Providence Island see CALDER, Empire [above n. 6], pp. 136
ff, 198 f, and A. P. NEWTON, The Colonizing Activities of the English Puritans, New
Haven (Conn.) 1914; for the planned West India Company see L. J. REEVE, Charles I and
the Road to Personal Rule, Cambridge 1989, pp. 79 f, 230-232; J. C. APPLEBY, An
association for the West Indies, in: Journal for Imperial and Commonwealth History 15
(1987), pp. 213-241.

3 In the Irish case it was Parliament which tried to wrest control of policy from the
King; the company was only an instrument to achieve this aim, but, nevertheless, a
necessary instrument.
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they had applied the instruments of colonial policy to a British political
problem. Thus Charles I's domestic position in England was profoundly
affected by the fact that he was also King of Ireland, where, from an English
point of view, colonial-style policies seemed to provide an adequate
solution.*3

Iv

The series of wars which commenced with the rise of the Covenanters in
Scotland in 1638 and the Irish Rebellion in 1641 was not to end until the
1650s, after the overthrow of the Stuart dynasty. The Restoration of the
Stuarts in 1660 was also the end of the Commonwealth, the first full
constitutional union of the three nations before the foundation of the United
Kingdom in 1801. Nevertheless, the Restoration was no mere return to the
status quo ante. Although the British periphery remained relatively unstable,
this instability failed to unsettle English political structures to the same extent
as before 1660.

Unlike the "English” Civil War, the Glorious Revolution was not the direct
or indirect result of rebellions in Scotland and Ireland. On the contrary, after
1688 a constitutional compromise which had been specifically designed to
solve English problems was imposed on the periphery. Admittedly, in

3 The question whether Ireland can be considered as an English colony is admittedly
a complex one. The colonial perspective has been strongly emphasized by N. CANNY; see
below chapter 2, and IDEM, Kingdom and Colony, Ireland in the Atlantic World 1560-1800,
Baltimore 1988; but cf. H. MORGAN’s review in: International History Review 13 (1991),
pp. 801-806, and K. S. BOTTIGHEIMER, Kingdom and colony: Ireland in the westward
enterprise, 1536-1660, in: K. R. ANDREWS et al. (eds.), The Westward Enterprise, Liverpool
1978, pp. 45-65. For the later seventeenth and the eighteenth centuries cf. S. J. CONNOLLY,
Religion, Law and Power. The Making of Protestant Ireland 1660-1760, Oxford 1992, pp.
105 ff.
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Scotland resistance to this compromise was limited, at least outside the
Highlands.>* Only the re-establishment of Presbyterianism in Scotland after
1688, reducing Episcopalians to the status of barely tolerated religious
outsiders, created a considerable potential for unrest in some of the Lowland
regions as well. This was activated by the Stuarts during the Jacobite rising
of 17155°

In Ireland the alliance with James II, himself a Catholic, seemed to offer the
dispossessed Catholic landowners a chance to regain the estates and the social
status which they had lost before 1660. This attempt, however, failed and the
Glorious Revolution made the Protestant position in Ireland impregnable for
a century.”® Ireland’s constitutional position remained in many ways
ambiguous after 1688. Nevertheless, by securing a Protestant Ascendancy in
Ireland, the Revolution had ensured that for a certain period relations between
Ireland and England remained to all appearances free of major conflicts.

Matters were quite different in Scotland. After 1688, the Scottish Parliament,
no longer controlled and overawed by a strong monarchy, was more
independent than hitherto. It was not long before it pursued its own trade
policy and showed signs of trying to find its own solution to the question of
the succession. It had to be feared that Scotland would not recognize the
House of Hanover’s claims to succeed Queen Anne. For the English political
establishment this made a constitutional union between England and Scotland
imperative. The Union of 1707 was in many ways the Anschlufi which the
Scots had tried to prevent in the early seventeenth century.’ The Scottish
Parliament was abolished. While Scotland was allowed to send a number of

“B. P LENMAN, The Scottish nobility and the Revolution of 1688-1690, in: R.
BEDDARD (ed.), The Revolutions of 1688, Oxford 1991, pp. 137-162; cf. I. B. COWAN, The
Reluctant Revolutionaries: Scotland in 1688, in: E. CRUICKSHANKS (ed.), By Force or by
Default? The Revolution of 1688-1689, Edinburgh 1989, pp. 65-81.

5% For the Jacobites see B. P. LENMAN, The Jacobite Risings in Britain, London 1980.

%6 CoNNOLLY, Religion (above n. 53), pp. 33 ff.

57 For the Union of 1707 see FERGUSON, Relations (above n. 24), pp. 180 ff, and P.
W. J. RILEY, The Union of Scotland and England, Manchester 1978.
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peers and MPs to Westminster, compared to the size of her population she
was not adequately represented in the new British Parliament. Morever,
Scottish members of the two Houses of Parliament were elected, or rather
selected in such a way that the influence of the British government on the
process of nomination was paramount. Scottish peers and MPs could normally
be counted on to support the government - no matter which government they
had to support.”®

Nevertheless, the survival of important Scottish institutions had been
guaranteed in the Treaty of Union, specifically the Kirk of Scotland and the
Scottish legal system. An ecclesiastical union, which James I had tried to
achieve or at least to prepare in the early seventeenth century was not part of
the 1707 arrangements. In fact, unification of the churches was expressly
rejected in the Act of Union and the Acts of Security for the Scottish and
English church, which complemented the legal arrangements for the Union.”
Admittedly the position of the Scottish legal system was less clear than that
of the Kirk. Scottish private and penal law were not affected by the Union,
but, nevertheless, the British Parliament could pass statutes valid for the whole
of Great Britain which could modify Scottish law considerably. Certainly, the
Act of Union stipulated that Scottish law was only to be changed in
accordance with the interests of the King’s Scottish subjects,% but this did

58 At the end of the cighteenth century there were only about 3,000 Scotsmen entitled
to vote in parliamentary elections, whereas more than 150,000 persons possessed the
franchise in the English and Welsh counties and about 60,000 Irishmen in Ireland. This was
one of the reasons that Scottish elections were so easy to influence through patronage (L.
M. CULLEN, Scotland and Ireland, 1600-1800: their role in the evolution of British society,
in: R. A. HOUSTON, J. D. WHYTE [eds.), Scottish Society 1500-1800, Cambridge 1989,
226-244, pp. 241 f; cf. B. P. LENMAN, A client society: Scotland between the °15 and the
’45, in: J. BLACK [ed.], Britain in the Age of Walpole, Basingstoke 1984, pp. 95-120).

% The Text of the Treaty of Union is printed in G. S. PRYDE (ed.), The Treaty of
Union of Scotland and England 1707, London 1950.

60 LEVACK, Formation (above n. 24), p. 98. In the negotiations before the Union the
Scottish commissioners had insisted that "no alteration may be made in the [Scottish] laws
which concern private right, except for evident utility of the subjects within that part of the
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not mean very much in practice. For it was Parliament which decided how
Scottish interests were to be defined, and in Parliament, in the House of
Commons, the Scots were represented only by 45 members. They could hardly
hope to exert any great influence on Parliament’s decisions, even if they had
been more independent. In fact, an opponent of the Union, Andrew Fletcher
of Saltoun, predicted that "their 45 Scots members may dance around to all
eternity in this trap of their own making" 5!

Fletcher also thought that legislation which was equally compatible with
Scottish and English interests was impossible. Economic and social
development in the two countries was too different for that.5? Many
Scotsmen agreed with Fletcher that Scottish "underdevelopment” had to be
overcome if Scotland wanted to benefit from the Union. But they were more
optimistic about the prospects of giving Scotland the capacity to compete with
England. A powerful group of Scottish reformers, mostly Edinburgh lawyers
and wealthy landowners, tried to improve Scotland’s cultural life and
economic performance after 1707.5% They wanted their country to compete
successfully with England, but they thought that in order to do so Scotland

united kingdom now called Scotland" (D. DEFOE, The History of the Union between
England and Scotland, London 1786, p. 148).

8! [Andrew FLETCHER OF SALTOUN], State of the Controversy betwixt United and
Separate Parliaments, n. p. 1706, p. 14.

2 Ibid., p. 8. Cf. J. ROBERTSON, Andrew Fletcher’s vision of union, in: MASON,
Scotland and England (above n. 24), pp. 203-225; see also P. H. SCOTT, Andrew Fletcher
and the Treaty of Union, Edinburgh 1993,

3 For cultural and political life in Scotland after 1707 see N. T. PHILLIPSON, The
Scottish Enlightenment, in: R. PORTER, M. TEICH (eds.), The Enlightenment in National
Context, Cambridge 1981, pp. 19-40; IDEM, Nationalism and ideology, in: J. N. WOLFE
(ed.), Government and Nationalism in Scotland, Edinburgh 1969, pp. 167-188; IDEM,
Culture and society in the 18th century province: the case of Edinburgh and the Scottish
Enlightenment, in: L. STONE (ed.), The University in Society, 2 vols., Princeton
(N.J.)/London 1975, 11, pp. 407-448, and IDEM, Politics, politeness and the anglicisation of
carly eighteenth-century Scottish culture, in: MASON, England and Scotland (above n. 24),
PpP. 226-246.
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had to imitate England. One might even describe their attitude as "cultural
cringe”, as shaped by a desire to "out-English the English".ﬁ"'

The eighteenth century was a period in Scottish history when Scotland
became more dependent on England. At the same time, the process of
Anglicization which took place after 1707 was directed and controlled from
Edinburgh, not from London. Competition with, and assimilation to England
created a cultural and intellectual impetus which was expressed in the Scottish
Enlightenment. For the philosophers and writers of this movement the
problems of a free constitution - so important for English theorists - were less
crucial than the preconditions for cultural and economic progress. Parliament
had little significance for Scotland’s political culture in the eighteenth century
and this partly explains why prosperity and civilization were more central to
the Scottish intellectual debate than constitutional rights.(’5

Unlike Scotland Ireland did have a Parliament of her own in the eighteenth
century. The authority of the Dublin Parliament was limited and its
independence tamed by patronage. Nevertheless, it was an important focus for

84 E. RICHARDS, Scotland and the uses of the Atlantic empire, in: BAYLIN, MORGAN,
Strangers (above n. 6), 67-114, p. 86. RICHARDS quotes one of David Hume’s letters as a
testimony for the mixture of pride and feelings of inferiority which characterized Scottish
attitudes towards England: "Is it not strange that at a time when we have lost our princes,
our parliaments, our independent government, even the presence of our chief nobility, are
unhappy in our accent and pronunciation . . . is it not strange I say that in these
circumstances we should really be the people most distinguished for literature in Europe?”
(ibid., p. 101).

65 PHILLIPSON, Scottish Enlightenment (above n. 63) points out that Scots had no great
confidence in their traditional political institutions (in particular the Scottish Parliament)
and sums up the debates of the most important Scottish literary society of the 1750s, the
Select Society, in stating: "instead of invoking the idea of liberty as the standard by which
public achievements should be measured the Question Committee preferred to speak of
‘Utility’, ‘Public Advantage’ and above all ‘Happiness’.” (pp. 25, 33). For the Scottish
Enlightenment see further R. H. CAMPBELL, A, S. SKINNER (eds.), The Origins and Nature
of the Scottish Enlightenment, Edinburgh 1982, and I. HONT, M. IGNATIEFF (eds.), Wealth
and Virtue. The Shaping of the Political Economy in the Scottish Enlightenment,
Cambridge 1983.
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the political identity of the Protestant Ascendancy, that is the class of
landowners, lawyers and other well-to-do members of the Church of Ireland
who saw themselves as the Irish nation, to the exclusion of Catholics and
Dissenters alike. There was no real equivalent in Ireland to the particular
brand of cultural nationalism which inspired the Scottish reformers, who tried
to strengthen Scottish culture by competition with England and English
society, while at the same time imitating it. The centre of Ireland’s political
culture - or at least that of the Ascendancy - was Parliament.% This very
similarity between England and Ireland was one of the reasons for the tensions
which existed between the Dublin and the Westminster Parliaments throughout
the eighteenth century and escalated into open conflict at the end of the 1770s,
as chapter 7 shows.

Ireland’s instability which was to lead to a revolutionary rising in 1798, was
to some extent a result of the fact that in Ireland political institutions which
were very much like England’s failed to find the necessary foundation in a
society whose hierarchical structures and confessional balance were so vastly
different from that of English society. It has been argued, for example, that the
pattern of social stratification was much less clear cut in Ireland than in
England or Scotland. In Ireland intermediate social groups, which had been
marginalized or had disappeared in the other two countries, had survived. This
was true of the numerous small farmers who led a precarious existence trying
to maintain their position between landless labourers and the wealthier tenant
farmers. It was also true of the Irish minor gentry, landowners or, more often,
tenants. Frequently acting as middlemen between the subtenants and the great
landowners they were able to lead the life of gentlemen in Ireland, whereas
in England or Scotland their wealth and social standing would have been
insufficient to support their claim to gentry status.%’ It was members of these

% For the Protestant Ascendancy and its political culture see most recently CONNOLLY,
Religion (above n. 53), and further below chapter 7.

57 CULLEN, Incomes (above n. 1), in particular pp. 257 f; for the political consequences
of this contrast between Irish and Scottish social structure cf. T. M. DEVINE, Stability and
unrest in rural Scotland and Ireland, 1760-1840, in: R. MITCHISON, P. ROEBUCK (eds.),
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intermediate groups who were involved in bitter religious and social conflicts
at the end of the eighteenth century. Direct confrontation between Catholic
peasants and the great Protestant landowning magnates was comparatively

rare.68

£ 2.1 ]

Thus the social structure of the three countries, England, Scotland and
Ireland, remained profoundly different. To speak of a British society in the
eighteenth century would be almost meaningless, though Scotland’s and
Ireland’s political and social élites probably became more closely integrated
with their English counterpart during the course of the century. This process
was particularly noticeable in Scotland.®® But in different ways the British
periphery remained an area where political and religious movements which in
England had either been marginalized or integrated through a social consensus
markedly absent in Ireland and Scotland, continued to find support. This was
true for the militant Protestantism, as much anti-Episcopalian as anti-Catholic,
of the Scottish Presbyterians, as well as for Jacobitism and Irish Catholicism.
While Jacobitism undoubtedly had a certain appeal in England, too, it had to
recruit its armies in 1715 and 1745 exclusively in Scotland. It could be said
that the "Celtic fringe" remained a fertile soil for lost causes - perhaps even
after the eighteenth century.70

Scotland and Ireland: a Comnparative Study in Development, Edinburgh 1987, pp. 126-139.

S M. CULLEN, The cultural basis of modern Irish nationalism, in: R. MITCHISON
(ed.), The Roots of Nationalism: Studies in Northern Europe, Edinburgh 1980, 91-106, pp.
95,99 f.

% B. P. LENMAN, Scotland and Ireland 17421789, in: J. BLACK (ed.), British Politics
and Society from Walpole to Pitt 1742-1789, Basingstoke 1990, 81-100, pp. 92 ff; COLLEY,
Britons (above n. 10), pp. 155 ff.

70 There were times during the last 15 years when the British Labour Party seemed to
be in danger of becoming just such a lost cause - marginalized in the English heartlands
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Modernity and underdevelopment may be controversial concepts, but there
can be doubt that in the eighteenth century both the Scottish and the Irish
élite faced the problem that their countries found it difficult to compete with
England.”’ The relative backwardness of the British periphery, visible in
economic performance as much as in social structure - we need to look only
at the archaic traditionalism of the Scottish Highlands’® - inspired attempts
to overcome obstacles on the way to prosperity and progress. But these
attempts took very different forms in Scotland and in Ireland.

In Scotland the movement for improvement so closely associated with the
Enlightenment found its institutional basis in the universities, in debating clubs
and learned societies. As Michael Wagner points out in chapter 6, later
eighteenth-century Scotland experienced considerable economic growth, but
this did not destabilize Scottish society. At the same time Scotland became an
important recruiting ground for the new colonial élite which created the late
eighteenth-century Empire. As early as 1770 a third of all officers in the
armed forces of the East India Company were Scotsmen.” In India the

and reduced to retreat to its Welsh, Scottish and Northern English strongholds. - For
Jacobitism above n. 55, and (for England) P. MONOD, Jacobitism and the English People,
1688-1788, Cambridge 1989.

"1 For economic and social development in Ireland and Scotland see MITCHISON,
ROEBUCK, Scotland and Ireland (above n. 67), and DEVINE, DICKSON, Ircland and Scotland
(above n. 1), in particular T. M. DEVINE, The English connection and Irish and Scottish
Development in the eighteenth century, ibid., pp. 12-29.

2 For the Highlands see R. A. DODGSHON, "Pretense of Blude" and "Place of their
Dwelling": the nature of Highland clans, 1500-1745, in: HOUSTON, WHYTE, Scottish
Society (above n. 58), pp. 169-198, and A.l. MACINNES, Scottish Gaeldom: the first phase
of clearance, in: T. M. DEVINE, R. MITCHISON (eds.), People and Society in Scotland, vol.
I, ¢. 1760-1830, Edinburgh 1988, pp. 70-90.

73 RICHARDS, Scotland (above n. 64), p. 90. Cf. COLLEY, Britons (above n. 8), pp. 127
ff; C. A. BAYLY, Imperial Meridian. The British Empire and the World 1780, London
1989, pp. 126-129; C. J. BRYANT, Scots in India in the eighteenth century, in: Scottish
Historical Review 64 (1985), pp. 22-41; A. M. CAIN, The Cornchest for Scotland: Scots
in India, Edinburgh 1986, and most recently S. FORSTER, Die miichtigen Diener der East
India Company. Ursachen und Hintergriinde der britischen Expansionspolitik in Siidasien
1793-1819, Stuttgart 1992, pp. 67 ff.
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younger sons of the Scottish gentry found opportunities for a career denied to
them in their own country. Scottish enthusiasm for British colonial expansion
may also have been an expression of the wish of many Scotsmen to have their
still controversial British identity confirmed by their participation in the
overseas Empire. Later, in the early nineteenth century, when a distinct sense
of imperial mission developed, the Scottish zeal for civilizing improvement
and modemization which had earlier been applied to Scotland herself was
channelled into colonial expansion and imperial reform.”

In the earlier eighteenth century Scottish Jacobites seemed to pose a greater
threat to British and English political stability than Irish Catholics. As Bruce
Lenman has recently pointed out, aversion to all things Scottish was very
pronounced among the English élite, whose members felt much more at home
in Dublin than in Edinburgh.””> By the end of the eighteenth century,
however, a fundamental change had taken place. It was now Ireland which
had become the trouble spot, whereas Scotland had been successfully
integrated as Michael Wagner emphasizes once more. What were the reasons
for this change? Ireland’s religious tensions and rural poverty - problems
exacerbated by a spectacular demographic growth - seem to provide an
obvious answer to this question. However, the examination of the Protestant
Patriot movement in chapter 7 shows that this is not the whole story.

The feeling of comparative backwardness which Ireland shared with
Scotland in the earlier eighteenth century had traditionally found expression
in a rhetoric of bitter complaint of which Swift’s Modest Proposal is a well-
known example.”® These complaints were often directed against England,
which was held responsible, even by members of the Ascendancy, for
Ireland’s economic problems. In contrast to the Scottish improvers, Irish

74 Cf. COLLEY, Britons (above n. 8), pp. 130-132.

75 LENMAN, Scotland and Ireland (above n. 69), pp. 84-86.

76 Swift’s Irish Pamphlets. An Introductory Selection, ed. J. MCMINN, Gerrards Cross
1991, pp. 141-150.
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reformers had always seen institutional, political change, such as the repeal of
the restrictive English trade laws or more autonomy for the Irish Parliament
as the key to economic progress.77 At the end of the eighteenth century the
traditional resentment against English hegemony and arrogance felt by Irish
Protestants, in particular Presbyterians, together with the struggle for political
reforms set in motion a revolutionary movement, which gained devastating
momentum when it fused with the lingering discontent of Catholic peasants
and the religious and social tensions in Irish rural society.

As has already been pointed out, it was probably because Parliament was so
central to Irish political culture that conflict with England was difficult to
avoid. In Scotland the extremely unrepresentative and corrupt electoral system
was accepted with equanimity.”® To Scottish national consciousness political
institutions were no central concemns. In Ireland, however, hopes for
improvement were concentrated much more on institutional reform, and
Parliament was seen as a focus of national identity. In this respect a
comparison between Ireland and the British Crown’s American colonies is
instructive. America, as Robert von Friedeburg demonstrates, largely shared
England’s legal and constitutional tradition. While the social realities to which
English institutions were applied in America may have been rather different
from conditions in England, it was nevertheless America’s "Englishness" in
terms of legal and political culture which in the end strengthened America’s
desire for independence. This might well also be true for Ireland.”

77 BECKETT, Modern Ireland (above n. 20), pp. 150 ff; J. L. MCCRACKEN, Protestant
Ascendancy and the rise of colonial nationalism 1714-1760, in: A New History of Ireland,
vol. IV, Eighteenth-Century Ireland, eds. T. W. MooDY and W. E. VAUGHAN, Oxford
1986, pp. 105-122; cf. D. LAMMEY, A Study of Anglo-Irish Relations between 1772 and
1782 with Particular Reference to the "Free Trade” Movement, unpublished Ph.D. thesis
Queen’s University of Belfast 1984, and below chapter 7.

78 Above n. 58 . Cf. below chapter 6 and T. M. DEVINE, The Failure of Radical
Reform in Scotland in the late 18th century, in: IDEM (ed.), Conflict and Stability in
Scottish Society 1700-1850, Edinburgh 1990, pp. 50-64.

7 Below chapter 5. Cf. J. P. GREENE, Peripheries and Center. Constitutional
Development in the Extended Polities of the British Empire and the United States 1607-
1788, Athens (Ga.) 1986 (for a comparison between Ireland and the colonies), and IDEM,
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One final point needs to be stressed with respect to the structure of British
History in the eighteenth century: Recently English historians have paid more
attention than before to comparative aspects of English history within a
European context. Was England’s social and political structure, as Jonathan
Clark, for example, has argued, essentially similar to ancien régime societies
of Continental Europe?®® Or is it at least possible to show that the
development of the English state and its military and administrative
machinery, far from being condemned by Parliament to a state of permanent
weakness, followed a course similar to that of its Continental rivals?®! In
answering these questions, account must be taken of Ireland and Scotland
which, after all, were part of the same state structure as England. In many
ways more parallels are visible between Continental Europe and the British
periphery than between England and the Continent. In the Scottish Highlands
after 1745 social structures were transformed by legislation in a way which
probably would not have been possible in England*? and it was Ireland,
much more than England, that remained a "confessional state"®? until the end

Pursuits of Happiness. The Social Development of Early Modem British Colonies and the
Formation of American Culture, Chapel Hill (N.C.), 1988 (for the connection between
cultural Anglicization and constitutional conflict in America).

803, C. D. CLARK, English Society 1688-1832, Cambridge 1985, and IDEM, Revolution
and Rebellion, State and Society in England in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries,
Cambridge 1986. CLARK’s thesis that England was not essentially different from the
European ancien régime societies of Continental Europe is discussed by J. BLACK,
Introduction, in: IDEM, Politics and Society (above n. 69), pp.1-28, and R. PORTER, English
society in the eighteenth century revisited, ibid., 29-52, pp. 31-38.

81 1 BREWER, The Sinews of Power, London 1989,

82 A. G. OLSON, Parliament, empire and parliamentary law, 1776, in: J. G. A. POCOCK
(ed.), Three British Revolutions: 1641, 1688, 1776, Princeton (N.J.) 1980, 289-322, pp.
304-306 and p. 310.

8 For the idea that England remained a confessional state until 1829 see J. C. D.
CLARK, England as confessional state, in: Albion 21 (1989), pp. 450-474; cf. IDEM,
Conservatism before Conservatism: political theology in an Anglican confessional state, in:
M. ALISON, D. EDWARDS {eds.), Christianity and Conservatism, London 1990, pp. 116-163,
The crucial role of Protestantism as a basis for (British) national consciousness is also
stressed by Linda COLLEY (below chapter 11).
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of the eighteenth century. It was also in Ireland that representative institutions
which had been comparatively powerless for decades were suddenly
revitalized after 1770/80, as were many similar assemblies of estates on the
Continent.®* Finally, it was Ireland where the tensions of a society organized
on the basis of religious divisions and legal privilege, gave rise to a rebellion
in 1798 which was a much closer imitation of the French Revolution than the
resolutions and ineffective backroom plots of the English Jacobins.®3

The Foundation of the United Kingdom in 1801 did not solve the problems
which had led to the abortive Irish Rebellion of 1798, but at least it shelved
them.®® While the integration of Ireland into the British state was to remain
an enduring problem of varying virulence, Scotland became ever more
"British" during the first half of the nineteenth century. Nationalism did not
necessarily disappear, but it became politically irrelevant. Scottish history and
culture were romanticized and thus de-politicized. Sir Walter Scott, who took
a leading part in this transformation, "showed Scotsmen how to express their
nationalism, by focusing their confused national emotions upon inessentials",
as Nicholas Phillipson has put it. Phillipson continues: "by validating the
making of fuss about nothing, Scott gave to middle class Scotsmen and to
Scottish nationalism an ideology - an ideology of noisy inaction."¥’

8 Below chapter 7.

85 For the 1798 rising see most recently T. BARTLETT, The Fall and Rise of the Irish
Nation. The Catholic Question 1690-1830, Dublin 1992, pp. 228 ff.

86 G. C. BOLTON, The Passing of the Irish Act of Union, Oxford 1966; Ireland after
the Union. Proceedings of the Second Joint Meeting of the Royal Irish Academy and the
British Academy, Oxford 1989.

87 PHILLIPSON, Nationalism (above n. 63), p. 186. Cf. R. MITCHISON, 19th-century
Scottish pationalism. The cultural background, in: EADEM, Roots (above n. 68), pp. 131-
141.
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In chapter 8 Christopher Harvie analyzes this trivialization of Scottish
nationalism and the gradual disintegration of a distinctive Scottish culture after
about 1820. Nevertheless, he also points to the survival of certain Scottish
traditions, not just at the intellectual and cultural level, but also at the political
and social level, well into the Victorian era. Scotsmen continued to assign to
the "estates”, in particular the church, the universities, and the legal
professions a special role in their society®, in a way which was quite alien
to English political and social thought. They were therefore more likely to
place not just a moral limit, but also a constitutional one, on Parliament’s
power to deal with religious and social institutions. The idea of a constitution
and fundamental laws limiting Parliament’s ability to pass legislation could
seem to be a natural consequence of the wish to protect the role of the
"estates” within society as much as Scotland’s national institutions within
Britain ¥

Scottish preferences for some sort of limitation of Parliament’s sovereignty
did not, however, give rise to a political movement to achieve the relevant
institutional changes. In the nineteenth century official legal theory in Britain
assumed more than ever that Parliament’s powers were unlimited, and that this
limitless parliamentary sovereignty was the essential guarantee of the unity
and coherence of the British state.”® But this concept of sovereignty was
only workable as long as there was a basic consensus about the unspoken
assumptions on which the constitution rested. It was in Ireland that this
consensus broke down, not in Scotland or England. The demand for Home
Rule, taken up by the Liberals in the 1880s, in itself raised the question of
limiting parliamentary sovereignty within the United Kingdom, in particular,
if the principle of Home Rule was to apply not just to Ireland but also to other
parts of the United Kingdom as the logic of such a measure would have

88 Below pp. 204 f.
8 Ibid., and p. 219.
9 This point is made by CLARK, Der foderale Charakter (above n. 10).
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demanded if Home Rule was to be more than a first step towards Irish
independence. However, "Home Rule all Around” could hardly work without
a written constitution and some sort of court of appeal for constitutional
conflict.’!

But even more than the mere idea of Home Rule, it was the rejection of this
idea by Ulster Protestants which undermined the principle of parliamentary
sovereignty, as Sabine Krumwiede shows in chapter 9. Krumwiede points to
the inconsistency of English policies in Ireland. The constitutional opposition
of the Irish nationalists was condemned as illoyal, while the Ulster Unionists
who were prepared to resort to arms to resist parliamentary legislation were
permitted to call themselves loyalists. However, Irish problems had always
tended to raise the issue of the limits of parliamentary sovereignty. At the end
of the eighteenth and the beginning of the nineteenth century, many
Protestants had perceived Catholic emancipation as inconsistent with the
fundamental principles of the constitution. At that time King George III had
threatened to veto any bill for full emancipation, claiming that to sign such a
bill would be incompatible with his coronation oath and the Anglo-Scottish
Treaty of Union of 1707.°2 Resistance by the monarch and the House of
Lords had delayed emancipation until 1829. Effectively the King had acted as
a court of appeal, defending what he saw as fundamental law against
Parliament, or the House of Commons. At the beginning of the twentieth
century the monarch had largely lost the power and the desire to act in such
a way. Those who saw Home Rule as violating the principles of the
constitution therefore had no legal means of resisting such a measure. They

91 3. KENDLE, Ireland and the Federal Solution. The Debate over the United Kingdom
Constitution, 1870-1921, Kingston/Montreal 1989.

2 W. MALCOLMSON, John Foster. The Politics of the Anglo-Irish Ascendancy, Oxford
1978, pp. 424-427, cf. W. E. H. LECKY, A History of Ireland in the Eighteenth Century,
5 vols., London 1892, 111, p. 174, and John Lord CAMPBELL, Lives of the Lord Chancellors
of England, VI, London 1847, pp. 297-300. See also BARTLETT, Fall and Rise (above n.
85), pp. 204, 264, and cf. - for the period after George III’s death - G. I. T. MACHIN, The
Catholic Question in English Politdcs 1820-1830, Oxford 1964.
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could only appeal to the force of arms. Significantly, the same constitutional
lawyers who had earlier proclaimed the absolute sovereignty of the Crown in
Parliament, William Anson and Albert Dicey, did not hesitate to go on record
now as stating that in granting Home Rule to the whole of Ireland against the
wishes of the Ulster Protestants Parliament was acting ultra vires and going
beyond its legitimate mandate. As Jonathan Clark has recently reminded us,
Dicey even signed the Ulster Covenant declaring his will to fight for Ulster’s
right to reject Home Rule.”® In the end, the constitutional issues raised by
the Irish question and Ulster resistance were not solved but evaded by
partition after the First World War.

The partition of Ireland in many ways marked the beginning of the end of
the British Empire. As Nicholas Canny reminds us in chapter 2, Ireland had
in a certain sense been a testing ground for English colonial expansion. As
Linda Colley argues in chapter 11, it continued to be the "laboratory of the
British Empire” in the nineteenth century.”* But while policies pursued in
Ireland could give British administrators outside Europe ideas for colonial
policy, English failures in Ireland were now increasingly being unfavourably
compared with the seeming success of the Crown’s rule in India and other
colonies. Thus in John Stuart Mill’s view, for example, if Parliament wanted
to rule Ireland successfully it seemed imperative for it to imitate the methods
of colonial government in India, which was prepared to take account of local
customs and social institutions. In 1868 Mill, who saw Ireland’s misery and
the incompetence of English politicians dealing with Irish problems with
despair, argued that "those Englishmen who know something of India, are
even now those who understand Ireland best".%>

Mill’s remark reminds us of the wider, imperial context of British History,
and of the important contribution which the British periphery, the "Celtic

93 CLARK, Der foderale Charakter (above n. 10), p. 83.

9 Below p. 294.

95J. 8. MILL, England and Ireland (1868), in: Collected Works of John Stuart Mill, ed.
E. E. MINEKA, VI, Toronto 1982, 505-532, p. 519.
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fringe" had made to the growth of the Empire,”® but also of the role which
imperial expansion had played in changing the relationship between England
on the one hand, and Ireland and Scotland on the other. It is these wider
contexts of British History, imperial but also European which Linda Colley
addresses in Britishness and Otherness, the concluding chapter of this volume.
What it meant to be British was historically always defined with reference and
in opposition to an "Other", as Colley stresses. This "Other” could be defined
in political terms (European states in conflict with Britain), in religious terms
(the menace of Popery), or in cultural ones (the subject peoples of the
nineteenth-century Empire, "lesser breeds without the law"). Colley argues that
the increasing coherence of the British nation that emerged during the
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries was the result, not so much of a
greater homogeneity effacing traditional distinctions and diversity, but of
shared political experience. This experience was provided by a series of
protacted wars against Continental powers, in particular, France, between 1688
and 1815, the defence of Protestantism against a deposed Catholic dynasty
and, finally, imperial expansion in which merchants, soldiers and settlers from
the periphery played as much of a part as Englishmen and -women, and, after
about 1780, perhaps an even greater one.

In an age when conflicts with other European powers have for the most part
been reduced to a war of words about exchange rates, when the Empire has
all but disappeared apart from a small group of islands off the coast of
Argentina, and when those who believe in militant Protestantism and
antipopery are "either dead or in Northern Ireland",*” most of the important
factors which made for the coherence of Britain in the past seem to have
vanished, according to Linda Colley’s line of argument. Can we therefore

9 Above n. 73, and BAYLY, Imperial Meridian (ibid.), pp. 133-136, for the role of the
gentry of the British periphery as a military élite, a sort of noblesse d’epée of the early
nineteenth-century British Empire.

97 P, LAKE, Anti-popery: the structure of a prejudice, in: R. CUST, A. HUGHES (eds.),
Conflict in Early Stuart England, London 1989, 72-106, p. 97.
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expect the United Kingdom to disintegrate or at least the present centralized
state to be replaced by a different, federal structure which would give more
autonomy to the regions and "sub-nations"? The answer remains uncertain, but
should such a disintegration or transformation of the United Kingdom really
take place, it would certainly change historiographical perspectives. It would
lend further support to a historical approach which is prepared to give the
periphery the same weight as the centre in studying the history of the
“Atlantic archipelago”, the British Isles, whose political unity was to a great
extent created by the hegemony of the English state in the period between the
seventeenth and the nineteenth century, an English state, however, that could
not but be transformed itself in achieving this unity.
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