

  [image: cover]






  




  




  Gordon Brown served as Prime Minister and leader of the Labour Party from 2007 to 2010, Member of Parliament for Kirkcaldy and Cowdenbeath from 1983 to 2015 and as Chancellor of

  the Exchequer from 1997 to 2010, making him the longest-serving Chancellor in modern history. Brown’s time as Chancellor began with the granting of independence to the Bank of England and was

  marked by sustained investment in health and education, the reduction of poverty and increasing overseas aid. As Prime Minister, Brown’s tenure coincided with the global financial crisis, and

  he was one of the first to initiate calls for coordinated global action and chaired the London Summit of 2009. Since 2012, he has been the United Nations Special Envoy for Global Education. Brown

  has a First Class Honours degree and a Doctorate in History from the University of Edinburgh and spent his early career working as a lecturer. He is married to Sarah Brown, Chair of the Global

  Business Coalition for Education, and they live in Fife and London with their two sons, John and Fraser. Brown is the author of several books and the founder, with his wife, of Theirworld, a

  charity to which the profits of this book will be donated.




  





  

    [image: ]

  




  





  First published in Great Britain by Simon & Schuster UK Ltd, 2014




  This paperback edition published in Great Britain by Simon & Schuster UK Ltd, 2015




  A CBS COMPANY




  Copyright © 2014, 2015 The Office of Gordon and Sarah Brown Ltd




  This book is copyright under the Berne Convention.




  No reproduction without permission.




  All rights reserved.




  The right of Gordon Brown to be identified as the author of this work has been asserted by him in accordance with sections 77 and 78 of the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act,

  1988.




  Simon & Schuster UK Ltd




  1st Floor




  222 Gray’s Inn Road




  London WC1X 8HB




  www.simonandschuster.co.uk




  Simon & Schuster Australia,


  Sydney




  Simon & Schuster India,


  New Delhi




  A CIP catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library




  Paperback ISBN: 978-1-4711-3750-1




  eBook ISBN: 978-1-4711-3751-8




  The author and publishers have made all reasonable efforts to contact copyright-holders for permission, and apologise for any omissions or errors in the form of credits given.

  Corrections may be made to future printings.




  Typeset in the UK by Hewer Text UK Ltd, Edinburgh




  Printed in the UK by CPI Group UK Ltd, Croydon CR0 4YY




  





  To John and Fraser and in memory of Jennifer




  





  Our Scotland




  GORDON BROWN’S SPEECH TO THE MARYHILL COMMUNITY CENTRAL HALL




  Glasgow, 17 September 2014




  At last, the world is hearing the voices of the real people of Scotland.




  The silent majority will be silent no more. And our patriotic vision, proud of our Scottish identity, proud of our distinctive Scottish institutions, proud of the Scottish Parliament that we,

  not the nationalist party, created.




  And proud that, with the powers of that parliament, we can guarantee that the National Health Service will be in public hands, universal, free at the point of need as long and as ever as the

  people of Scotland want it.




  And proud, also, that we are increasing the powers of that parliament – faster, safer, better, friendlier change than ever the nationalists could propose. And proud, too, that we cooperate

  and share; indeed we Scots led the way in cooperating and sharing across the United Kingdom – common defence, common currency, common and shared rights from the UK pension to the UK minimum

  wage, from each according to his ability to contribute, to each according to his needs, and that is the best principle that can govern the life of our country today.




  And our patriotic vision is up against a nationalist vision that has only one aim in mind: to break every single constitutional and political link with our friends and neighbours in the United

  Kingdom, and we will not have this.




  The vote tomorrow is not about whether Scotland is a nation; we are, yesterday, today and tomorrow. It’s not about whether there is a Scottish Parliament; we have it, after a referendum

  ten years ago. It’s not about whether there are increased powers; we are all agreed to increase the powers.




  The vote tomorrow is whether you want to break and sever every link, and I say let’s keep our UK pension, let’s keep our UK pound, let’s keep our UK passport, let’s keep

  our UK welfare state.




  And let us tell the undecided, the waverers, those not sure how to vote, let us tell them what we have achieved together.




  We fought two world wars together. And there is not a cemetery in Europe that does not have Scots, English, Welsh and Irish lying side by side. And when young men were injured in these wars,

  they didn’t look to each other and ask whether you were Scots or English, they came to each other’s aid because we were part of a common cause.




  And we not only won these wars together, we built the peace together, we built the health service together, we built the welfare state together, we will build the future together.




  And what we have built together by sacrificing and sharing, let no narrow nationalism split asunder ever.




  And let us tell also those people who have been told unfairly by the nationalists that, if you vote No, you’re a less than patriotic Scot. Tell them this is our Scotland. Tell them that

  Scotland does not belong to the SNP. Scotland does not belong to the Yes campaign. Scotland does not belong to any politician – Mr Salmond, Mr Swinney, me or any other politician –

  Scotland belongs to all of us.




  And let us tell the nationalists this is not their flag, their country, their culture, their streets. This is everyone’s flag, everyone’s country, everyone’s culture and

  everyone’s streets.




  And let us tell the people of Scotland that we who vote No love Scotland and love our country. The Scotland of the Enlightenment and the Scottish inventors. The Scotland that was the author of

  the right to work, here in Glasgow, and the right to free healthcare. The Scotland that helped build the economic laws of this country, the welfare state of this country and contributed to the

  development of international aid.




  And do you know, all these achievements and all the more achievements I could mention, these happened not outside the Union, but inside the Union. They happen not in spite of the Union, but

  because of the Union.




  And none of us is any less a Scot as a result of it.




  And let us tell those people who have still got doubts and are wavering, people who were thinking of voting Yes yesterday but could be persuaded today. Let us tell them about the real risks.




  This is not the fear of the unknown; this is now the risks of the known. An economic minefield where problems could implode at any time. An economic trapdoor down which we go, from which we

  might never escape.




  Real risk one: the uncertainty about the currency, unaddressed by the SNP. Real risk two: the default from debt that they threaten, unaddressed by the SNP. Real risk three: having to build

  £30 billion of reserves at the cost of the NHS and the welfare state, unaddressed by the SNP. Real risk four: prices rising in the shops, unaddressed by the SNP. Real risk five: interest

  rates and mortgage rates going up, unaddressed by the SNP. Real risk six: a million jobs dependent on our trade and our membership of the UK – shipbuilding, finance – all the problems

  unaddressed by the SNP. And real risk seven: a massive financial hole that cannot be made up – even a fraction of it – by oil revenues. A massive financial hole that means the risk to

  the National Health Service does not come from us – it comes from the policies of the Scottish National Party.




  But let us tell people, who are aware now of the risk but think Scotland would be somehow more progressive under the nationalists. Let us tell them of our vision of the future of Scotland, not

  the Scotland of insults and abuse and threats and recriminations.




  The Scotland of Adam Smith and John Smith, the Scotland of civility and compassion, the Scotland of comradeship and community is bigger and better than what we have seen.




  Tell them, the people, of our vision of the future of Scotland. Yes, a strong Scottish Parliament for fairness, battling for equality across the United Kingdom, but our vision is bigger than

  that. At every point, in every place, at every time – particularly through our membership of the United Kingdom – to fight for what is our instinct, what is our dream, what is our

  demand: a world not of a separate state but a world of social justice that people can believe in.




  And do you know what sort of message would we in Scotland send out to the rest of the world, we the people who found a way of cooperation across borders, we who pioneered a partnership between

  nations, we who have stood as a beacon for solidarity and sharing: what kind of message does Scotland send to the world if tomorrow we said we’re going to give up on sharing, we’re

  going to smash our partnership, we’re going to abandon cooperation and conflict and we’re going to throw the idea of solidarity into the dust? This is not the Scotland I know and

  recognise, and we must make sure it is not the Scotland we become.




  Now, tomorrow the vote I will cast is not for me. It is for my children. It is for all of Scotland’s children. It is for our children’s future. And you know, when the SNP says

  ‘now is the time’ and ‘now is the moment’, and yet the decision is irreversible? Are they not forgetting one thing? That this is not a decision just for this time –

  this is a decision for all time. This is a decision that cannot be reversed or undone. This is a decision from which there is no going back. This is a decision when, once it’s done,

  it’s done. And so I say I have to vote and take account of the needs of my children and future generations and the future of our country in centuries to come.




  And if you have any doubts about unanswered questions, if you have any doubts that have been unrecognised by the SNP, if you still have problems with what they’re saying, then if

  you’re thinking of the future of Scotland and if you don’t know, the answer has to be No.




  And if you’re like me, and a million more people who are convinced that the case for cooperation is greater than any case put for separation, then I say to you: hold your heads high. Show

  dignity and pride. Be confident. Let us have confidence that our values are indeed the values of the majority of the people of Scotland. That our principles of sharing and cooperation are far

  better and mean more to them than separation and splitting apart. Have confidence that people know that our Scottish Parliament and its new powers give people the powers they need and meet the

  aspirations of the Scottish people. Have confidence, stand up and be counted tomorrow.




  Have confidence, have confidence tomorrow and have confidence enough to say with all our friends: we’ve had no answers. They do not know what they are doing. They are leading us into a

  trap. Have confidence, and say to our friends: for reasons of solidarity, sharing, justice, pride in Scotland, the only answer for Scotland’s sake and for Scotland’s future is vote

  No.




  





  FOREWORD




  Christmas Eve 2013. After an evening wrapping presents for my children, seven and ten years old, and finally depositing them under the Christmas tree, I was sitting staring out

  across the rough, grey waters of the River Forth and contemplating how to complete a chapter for a new book about how the world might shape up in the year 2025.




  I was speculating about the prospects of the generation I call ‘globalisation’s children’: young people brought up in a world in which Asia is now challenging America, where

  the global middle class – one billion in 1990 – is quadrupling in size, where the abolition of poverty is no longer an ‘impossible dream’, but where dislocation and

  disruption are making people everywhere feel vulnerable and insecure.




  What interests – and worries – me is the growing gap between the limitless opportunities that young people are crying out for – African and Asian girls desperate for the chance

  of education, unemployed youth in the Middle East and throughout the world demanding jobs and a better quality of life – and, despite the opening up of the global economy, the limited

  opportunities actually open to them. I had just visited China and Africa and was about to travel again to Pakistan and then Nigeria as part of the campaign my wife Sarah and I started to secure the

  right to educational opportunity for every child.




  But after spending a few days at home in Fife I had time to reflect and began to ask what kind of opportunities beckoned for my children as they grew up in our own country.




  My boys had started to be aware that Scotland might leave Britain as a result of a referendum. Only one or two questions so far and the parcels under the Christmas tree were, unsurprisingly,

  still more of a discussion point for them.




  But, as my thoughts turned to events in Scotland, I kept asking myself the same question. What were the prospects for my children – and millions of children in Scotland and

  Britain – in 2025 and the years beyond? If we went for independence we were making an irreversible decision that, for good or ill, my children and their children would have to live with all

  their lives and, as I thought more about their futures, I sensed that in the referendum debate we were actually being asked the wrong questions.




  The rapid advance of new technology – in genetics, IT, biotech and even artificial intelligence – the opening up of trade, the global spread of communications and the increased

  understanding of the power of education to change and improve lives gives us an unprecedented opportunity. Advances in both what we know and what we can teach mean we have never been better placed

  to build stronger and fairer societies in this ever more interdependent world.




  And while I know that the big driver of that interdependence – globalisation – can make it feel like we are being buffeted by forces we cannot control, it is my belief that there is

  no country better placed to take advantage of it than Scotland.




  History shows that Scots are pioneers. From the steam engine to the television, Scots have been responsible for so many of the technological advances that have shaped the modern industrial

  economy.




  Scots have been pathbreakers for medical breakthroughs that have saved millions of lives, explorers of places no one had ever thought existed, traders adventuring to the ends of the earth,

  missionaries braving some of the most dangerous outposts in the world and with the English, Welsh and Irish, creators of the first industrial revolution and the largest empire built by mankind.




  In these great enterprises the people of our small country – less than 0.1 per cent of the world’s seven billion population – have had an enormous global influence on the

  world’s imagination and development, far beyond our numbers, making Scotland a vanguard nation.




  Today there is a new challenge that our history makes us uniquely placed to meet and master: capitalising on the opening up of travel and communications and the global flows of people, ideas and

  goods. I see Scotland uniquely placed to embrace the immense possibilities offered by globalisation and to champion new ways of mastering it while retaining pride in our distinctive identity as

  Scots.




  That is where I think Scotland’s national destiny lies, in leading the world in coming to terms with the idea that interdependence doesn’t need to mean a smothering of national

  pride. In fact I think interdependence can mean something greater, giving those countries with a contribution to make an even larger canvas on which to paint their ideas for the future and a

  patriotic satisfaction in doing so. And so it is part of my argument in this book that not only do advocates of independence supply the wrong answer, they are actually starting by asking the wrong

  question.




  Because the question cannot be whether we can rise up and ‘be the nation again’. There is no ‘again’ about it: Scotland is one of the oldest-established nations in the

  world. We are a proud nation and always have been.




  Likewise the question cannot be whether we can have our own national institutions and the freedom to run them. From our churches, to our system of justice, right through to our schools, colleges

  and universities, our hospitals and social-work services, we already have our own distinctive Scottish national institutions which we run without outside interference.




  When it comes to the ‘levers of power’, most of them are already in our hands. We are about to implement what is, in effect, a new power-sharing agreement between Scotland and the

  UK. And it has now become clear that one power that the nationalists have always demanded – full control over the economy – is now one the Scottish government says it doesn’t

  want, preferring a British currency and British control over our interest rates.




  So it seems to me that the real question is not whether Scots can be proud patriots and put Scotland first: of course we can, and we do. Nor is it whether Scotland has independent institutions

  which reflect our unique values and interests: we do, and we always have. Nor is it whether Scotland has powers to do that which we want to do in policy terms: we already have the powers of a

  parliament, with more on the way. The real question, then, is whether, as we chart a global future for our children, it makes sense to abandon all political connections with our neighbours in the

  rest of the United Kingdom at a time when cooperation between nations, rather than separation, seems a better way forward.




  When we are trying to make globalisation work for us, is it to our advantage to break all constitutional connections with a neighbour that takes 70 per cent of our exports and end the

  collaboration with the rest of the United Kingdom which finances the vast majority of our scientific and technological research and innovation – the vital pathway to new products, new

  businesses and future employment here in Scotland? Severing the link with the rest of the UK seems particularly out of sync with Scotland’s needs when economies are becoming more integrated,

  when there is increasing public recognition of nations’ interdependence and when a fixation on the power of the state runs counter to the haemorrhaging of state power to citizens’

  networks and non-governmental institutions.




  Captivated by old-fashioned notions of statehood, the clean break that nationalists propose is a nineteenth-century answer to a twenty-first-century problem.




  For their argument to be compelling they have to believe that our nationhood is suppressed – when it is not; that we have no independent national institutions – when we do; and that

  there is no power-sharing worth its name in the UK today – when clearly there is.




  If we already have the right to our cultural freedom, have long-established independent national institutions and have a form of power-sharing that already gives us a government in Scotland,

  whose powers we plan to extend in the next few years, there is in reality but one thing missing: the elimination of all political links with our neighbours, friends and families down south.




  And then I started to look at the case we were putting for a No (to leaving the Union) vote. Opponents of independence have two responses that are important: one prosaic, the other somewhat more

  abstract. But while there is solid evidence behind both, they seem so different from each other that often people cannot see the connection between the two.




  Independence is a mistake, some say, because, on the one hand, we will be materially worse off as a result of declining oil revenues, the fiscal deficit, the growing social-security bill and of

  course the risk to our trade links with England.




  Independence is a mistake, some say, because, on the other hand, it runs counter to the increased interdependence of all countries everywhere: it is not just our neighbours but all the family of

  nations whose actions impact on what happens here at home. In this worldview, the most important thing is for all countries to find new ways of working together rather than splitting apart, and

  independence runs profoundly against the tide.




  In fact the best answer is the one that brings these two arguments together.




  We are better off when we make the most of our interdependence.




  We are better off when, in recognition of our close connections with each other, we pool and share our resources equitably across the United Kingdom.




  And we are better off when we use the strength of our own relationships in the UK to project our collective power on the world stage.




  And it is these insights that are at the heart of this book and, indeed, Scotland’s story. Because our history tells us that Scots have succeeded in fashioning the future again and again

  by resisting the temptation to be isolationist or exclusionary.




  To take one example, just think of the great Scottish inventors we grew up hearing about at school. We all know how many of the great human breakthroughs in science, medicine, technology and

  engineering have a Scottish source, but many also had a cross-border component, or achieved their greatest impact thanks to collaboration across the UK.




  The steam engine prospered with a partnership between the inventor Watt in Scotland and the developer Boulton in England; Alexander Fleming was a Scot who discovered penicillin in London and

  only saw it mass produced because of Florey and Chain in Oxford; John Logie Baird developed the TV not from his home in Helensburgh, Scotland, but from Hastings in Sussex, England.




  Although born in Scotland, Robert Watson-Watt developed radar in the south-east of England as part of a team working with the RAF; Peter Higgs is an English-born Nobel Prize-winning physicist

  who trained in Bristol and London before his breakthroughs at Edinburgh University; the inventor of Dolly the Sheep, Ian Wilmut, works at Roslin, near Edinburgh, but was born in Warwickshire and

  educated in England; and James Black, born in Lanarkshire and brought up in Fife in a house next to where my grandfather was born, had to leave Scotland for his first job in Malaysia and developed

  his two major scientific inventions, one a cure for ulcers and one for heart disease, working down south.




  Scots did not lose out but gained through cooperation and often succeeded not in spite of an English link-up but because of it. Being part of the UK did not diminish these inventors’

  Scottishness and nobody feels less pride in breakthroughs which happened in Scotland because the people working on them weren’t always born here. On the contrary, more often than not the UK

  provided a platform for us to maximise our impact and to reach out to the world. And it is difficult to sustain the allegation that this wider association destroyed or even diminished our

  Scottishness, which is clearly as strongly felt as ever. More importantly, cooperation between nations – whether through collaboration in research, the cross-fertilisation of ideas or working

  together for common purposes – is how the future will be fashioned. This book suggests that sharing and solidarity, built on our interdependence, is a bigger idea than independence.




  And there is an even greater achievement that Scotland’s partnership with Britain has to its name.




  We take it for granted that whether you are Scots, English, Welsh or Northern Irish, you have equal social and economic rights as citizens of the UK: an equal right to a UK-guaranteed pension,

  an equal right to help when unemployed, an equal right to fully funded healthcare free at the point of need and an equal right to minimum standards of protection at work, including a UK-wide

  minimum wage, no matter who you are and where you reside.




  It seems so natural now, but just stop and think about it. No other multinational association anywhere in the world achieves this – neither the European Union, nor the United States of

  America, nor any other combination of neighbouring countries comes anywhere near offering the social and economic rights of citizenship that we have created.




  For all its limitations and for all we need to do to make it better and fairer, it has been – at least for half a century – one of the best insurance policies in the world.




  And my proposed UK constitutional reforms – outlined later in this book – will permanently entrench equality between our nations.




  So, if I am being asked if Scotland is a nation, the answer is ‘yes’. Scotland already is and will always be a nation.




  If I am been asked if Scotland must have its own national institutions, the answer is ‘yes’. For centuries of Union, Scotland has preserved its own national institutions.




  If I am asked to support political, decision-making power being in the hands of the Scottish people, again: ‘yes’. Scotland has its own parliament and government.




  If I am being asked to support the constitutional recognition of equality between the nations: again, ‘yes’. Ensuring equality between the nations is at the heart of my proposals for

  the future.




  But that is not what this referendum is about. The issue at stake is whether we want to end all constitutional connections with the rest of the UK. My answer? No. A strong Scottish

  Parliament within the United Kingdom can lead the world in facing the new challenges of globalisation.




  This book is an explanation of how, as a proud Scot, I have come to this conclusion.




  It is a personal account of my Scotland, the nation I was born into, and our Britain, the multinational state we have created together.




  I lay bare my family’s ancestry over 300 years of the Union and how it shaped my background. I chart what it was like for me growing up in Scotland in the 1950s and 1960s.




  I try to explain, through my own upbringing, the influence of religion, education and our unique industrial structure in shaping my identity and our nation’s identity. And I then try to

  set out all the dramatic changes of the past fifty years that make the prospects of my children and this new generation so different from mine.




  This is the reason I have entered the debate. Having lost the UK general election in 2010 and having as Labour leader accepted responsibility for our defeat, I never thought it right to return

  to frontline politics. While I wanted to do my best to help Kirkcaldy and Fife and repay some of the loyalty the people I represent had shown me, I took the view that once you have lost it is time

  to write yourself out of the script – and let others take centre stage. But as a patriotic Scot I cannot opt out of a debate and decision that affects children whom I love and people whom I

  respect and represent, all the more so since we are being asked to make an irreversible decision that will have consequences for generations.




  This is not a political tract: it is a story of my affection for Scotland. In writing it I have been influenced and assisted by the people I have met and worked with and who have befriended me

  along the way – my family and in particular my wife Sarah, my brothers John and Andrew, and Fife neighbours and friends whom I have talked to and whose views I respect greatly – Peter

  and Marilyn Livingstone, Alex Rowley MSP, Jayne Baxter MSP, Lindsay Roy MP, Bill Taylor, Murray Elder, Henry McLeish, and local historians and writers George Proudfoot, John Hunter, Bill

  Livingston, Bob Eadie, Allan Crow and Chris Sparling, who have taught me a great deal I did not know about Fife.




  I have been grateful for conversations with some of our greatest historians, including Tom Devine, Colin Kidd, Ian Levitt, Lindsay Paterson, T. C. Smout, Paul Addison, Linda Colley, David

  Cannadine, Nick Phillipson, Fonna Forman, Iain McLean and, before he sadly died, my old history tutor John Brown and his wife Geraldine. I have drawn on the work of two great experts on the

  constitution, Michael Wills and Jim Gallagher. I have benefited from conversations with Carol Craig, Alistair Moffat, Wilf Stevenson, and my parliamentary colleagues, including friends in, and

  leaders of, Better Together and the United with Labour campaign. Gregg McClymont MP and Neil Davidson QC have advised on pensions and I have been fortunate in being able to talk directly to

  acknowledged experts in their own fields – John Curtice, Brian Ashcroft, Craig Calhoun, Peter Jones and David Bell, David Eiser, David Comerford and David Muir, whom I thank for giving their

  time. I have been fortunate to draw on the expert advice of a former editor of the Scottish Daily Record, Bruce Waddell, and I have benefited from conversations with Allan Rennie, now

  Chief Executive of the Record Group. None of them are to blame for any factual or other mistakes which are my responsibility.




  I am very grateful to Fife police and the security team who make it possible for me to work and conduct my parliamentary duties in Kirkcaldy and London and manage the travel I do.




  I have been given expert research help led by Andrew Hilland with Ross Fulton, helped by Jyoti Bhojani, Cormac Hollingsworth, Callum Munro, Susanna Pettigrew, Rachael Thomas and Kate Wilsea.

  Kirsty McNeill has read the whole work and I am grateful for her comments, which have informed the final text. Gil McNeil has once again generously managed the project and Mike Jones has patiently

  overseen this process from beginning to end, taking only a few days off for the birth of his beautiful baby girl. The House of Commons Library has, as usual, given the best of specialist research

  support.




  But this book has been written with my two sons John and Fraser – and their future – in mind. They and millions of Scots will have to reap in future years what we sow in September

  2014. It is dedicated to them.




  





  INTRODUCTION




  I love my country. Simple as that. I am passionately and proudly Scottish. I love what my country stands for and what our people have achieved in the world.




  Some people have a love–hate relationship with their country. Mine is a love–love relationship.




  I have cheered, and despaired, as Scotland played at Wembley, roared and groaned during rugby internationals at Murrayfield and revelled in Andy Murray’s and Chris Hoy’s successes.

  The glories of Robert Burns, the triumphs of the Scottish Enlightenment and the greatness of Scottish literature, music and films have nourished me. My membership of the Church of Scotland, the

  Church in which my father was a minister for sixty years, has always sustained me.




  I was born in Scotland; brought up in Scotland; educated at a Scottish state primary school, the West School in Kirkcaldy; at a state secondary school, Kirkcaldy High School; and all my time as

  a student was spent at Edinburgh University, where I took both undergraduate and postgraduate degrees.




  As children, we were firmly rooted in Scotland. I didn’t visit London until I was twelve; or, like most of my generation growing up in the fifties and sixties, travel abroad until I was

  sixteen. Until then all my holidays were spent in Scotland, staying with relatives, either on a farm in Perthshire or in my mother’s home village in Aberdeenshire.




  Very occasionally we would have a weekend stay in Crieff at one of Scotland’s Hydro hotels. That was chosen by my father because ministers’ families were invited there at reduced

  rates thanks to a bequest and, perhaps more importantly for him, because it was then one of the few alcohol-free hotels in the country.




  And so when I became a Member of Parliament in 1983 I had spent little time in London and had rarely visited it. Over the past thirty years, I have spent much more time in London as an MP,

  Chancellor and Prime Minister, and I’ve always been impressed by its concentration of arts and heritage, by the wonderful museums, world-class theatres, magnificent libraries, great art

  galleries and by its diversity. But the civil servants I worked with were always bemused by my instinctively Scottish way of describing my two homes: London is where I stay; Fife is where I

  live.




  So I yield to no one in my pride in being Scottish. I feel no awkwardness in saying this for my sense of myself has always been Scottish. Some have tried to play down their origin but, with me,

  feeling Scottish has always seemed like a reflex. And although we were living and working in London, Sarah and I insisted that all our children were born in Scotland. It is here, at home, that my

  sons are enjoying their schooling and forming lifelong friendships. And in addition to my duties as the MP for Kirkcaldy and Cowdenbeath, it is from here too that Sarah and I now work on organising

  our global campaigning projects to win every child an education, and join our efforts with hundreds of thousands of other Scots who support international justice campaigns and charities around the

  world.




  Being a Scot in British politics has not always been easy. Jeremy Clarkson described me as ‘a one-eyed Scottish idiot’, and the commentator Kelvin MacKenzie, the possessor of a very

  Scottish name but a very un-Scottish set of prejudices, said that I represented all that was worst about the Scottish people – anti-entrepreneurial, on the make and spendthrift. In my last

  days at 10 Downing Street, the Sun attacked me as ‘the Scottish squatter’, encouraging the implication that, as a Scot, I had no business being there.




  But I am British too. And, in common with at least 50 per cent of Scots today, I have close relatives living in England, including my younger brother and his family. Sarah, my wife, has a

  Scottish father and an English mother. Many of my relatives before me have worked in England, my mother spending much of her wartime army service working in central London. Her experience reminds

  us of the continuing influence on us of the Second World War and its history of shared sacrifice not just on the battlefield but across the whole of Britain on the home front.




  So, born into the Scottish nation, I was also born into the British state – and I have tried to understand why being British is a different kind of identity. It is not as simple as saying

  ‘I feel Scottish but I am British’, because the loyalty, especially when representing Britain abroad, can be no less keenly felt. The Scottish actor Ewan McGregor put it eloquently when

  he said that he loved Scotland but he liked the idea of being part of Britain.1 And Britishness has always seemed to me, at its best, to advance an

  inclusive idea about a plural, multiple, multinational identity that is able to accommodate difference: we can be Scots, English, Irish, Welsh and British. Indeed it is easily and

  comfortably hyphenated, explaining why many people now say they are black-British or Muslim-British in a way I’ve not often heard someone say they are black-Scottish or Muslim-English.




  And yet now that there is to be a referendum to decide whether the Scots should remain in Britain or break away, one of its saddening features is how the debate appears to narrow the options

  available to the Scottish people. Too often the referendum choice is presented as a simplistic one – are you for Scotland or for Britain? – as if we are in a zero-sum game, where one

  identity can only gain at the expense of diminishing another. You are to feel Scottish or you are to feel British, as if it is impossible to be both.




  It is as if we were for ever caught atop an emotional roller coaster at a never-ending football or rugby international where, with feelings running at a heightened, even frenzied level of

  emotion, everything becomes stark – black versus white, wrong versus right, even David versus Goliath or, as some would have it, overlord versus victim, coloniser versus colonised. When the

  debate takes this turn, Scots are being forced into an exclusionary Scottishness, as if to think any other way would mean we were trying, as the writer Jonathan Freedland has eloquently put it, to

  simultaneously hold contradictory thoughts.2




  As we shall see, the black-and-white version of national identity is crude and incomplete. Even our identity – the very sense we have of ourselves – is itself subject to challenge

  and change. National identities may seem enduring, even eternal, but in fact they evolve. The solid certainty we have at 3 p.m. on a football or rugby-international afternoon can easily soften

  because loyalties, in the real world, are complex and over-lapping. Plenty of people feel like I do – loyal to a home town like Kirkcaldy, proud to be part of a wider county like Fife, but

  also fiercely Scottish, comfortably British and enthusiastically European and global in outlook too. I am also a citizen of the United Kingdom but, of course, no one talks of themselves as UKanian

  in the way that people think of themselves as American, German, Russian and Italian. Even when our Olympic team was, technically, the UK team, it was called Team GB. While recognising that the

  United Kingdom is our state including Scotland, England, Wales and Northern Ireland, and Great Britain is Scotland, England and Wales only, I will for ease, as most people do and with no disrespect

  to the Northern Irish, use the terms United Kingdom and Britain almost interchangeably throughout this book.




  NATIONALISM ON THE RISE




  The speed at which Scottish political nationalism has moved from the fringes to the mainstream, then to an electoral majority in the Scottish Parliament and now to threaten the

  very existence of Britain is extraordinary.




  The rise of political nationalism in Scotland is remarkable because there is no vexatious dispute over borders, no great religious issue now at stake, nor any major language or ethnic issues

  that bitterly divide us.




  There have been, thankfully, no bombs or bullets, no violence, no hunger strikes, and there have been no massive demonstrations, no big marches, no popular protests at anything like the level we

  saw from the 1970s to the 1990s over things such as the poll tax, spending cuts and the creation of the parliament itself.




  If there is a constitutional revolution under way, then it is a quiet one. The nationalist movement to rid Scotland of the British state is quite unlike anything that happened when America broke

  away in the 1770s; when most of Ireland seceded in the 1920s; or when the Indian subcontinent and the African colonies liberated themselves in the 1940s and 1960s respectively. Then, and later

  across other continents, there were struggles fuelled by tension between different nationalities, protests at discrimination against ethnic groups, violent attempts to prevent the free flow of

  citizens from one nation to another, and even civil wars.




  Of course today nationalism is never far from the front pages of our newspapers – and we should not doubt the power of nationalism when we see, as I write, reports of an assertion of

  nationhood in Ukraine, a rebellion by groups of non-Han Chinese, breakaway movements in Central Africa, unrest in the now-divided Sudan; and, in the Western world, a new statement of cultural

  separation in Canada’s Quebec, strong breakaway movements in Spain and Belgium, and even a privately called referendum on separation from Italy in Venice. Every major empire or hegemony

  – the British, the Soviet, the Chinese and the American – has underestimated nationalism.




  But while other states in Europe, Asia and Africa have fought internecine wars over borders, argued violently over religion, language, ethnicity and the rights of minorities, the island of Great

  Britain had been immune from political nationalism – until now.




  For most of my life, we Scots have accepted uncritically – and to a large extent unthinkingly – the benefits of being part of Britain, with the advantages gained from Britain rarely,

  until recently, challenged or even doubted. Ireland has always been seen as an exception because it is viewed as an island apart with a different history and, what mattered more for most of the

  time, a different set of religious traditions. But within Britain we haven’t had violent struggles between the Scottish and the English for centuries and this book is partly an attempt to

  explain why.




  Normally secession movements gain traction through allegations that their country has been colonised and their people oppressed. But, far from there being a hardening of Scots resentment against

  Britain, recent opinion polls suggest that support for political nationalism has risen even as the majority of Scots now feel that, at least in the past ten years, they have been getting a better

  deal out of the UK. Even now the majority of Scots feel some attachment to Britain and only a minority think of themselves as exclusively Scottish and not in any way British at all.3




  And yet the Union today seems more at risk than at any time in its history.




  So it is important to ask why a relationship that has lasted for more than 300 years, that has survived economic disasters, forced emigrations and generations of abject poverty – and

  during which time Scots, English and Welsh have served together in the eight continental wars of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, and the two world wars of the twentieth century – has

  gone so sour. We have to ask why in 2014 – when in certain respects Scotland is faring better economically in comparison with England than ever before – Scots are contemplating ending

  what detached commentators would accept is one of the most successful multinational alliances the world has ever known.4




  My starting point is that any credible analysis of Scotland’s position should start from a thorough understanding of how we got here, not least because if September’s vote might undo

  300 years of Scottish history, it is important to understand where it fits into the stories of Scotland and Britain.




  For the supporter of independence, the answer is simple: nationalism is on the rise because Scotland is a nation and a nation should have a state.




  But that contention doesn’t explain why political nationalism has exploded into life now, nor why it has done so now without all the other conditions in

  place that normally accompany and legitimise political-independence movements, from disputed borders to racial discrimination.




  Indeed, nationalists may not be asking the right question. For the real question is why, after three centuries when Scots could express our identity through our own national institutions

  inside Britain, many now feel the need to be outside.




  Why, when Scotland is already a nation that has maintained the autonomy of its own national institutions within the Union, and has a parliament whose writ is uncontested in areas from education

  and health to transport, the environment and much of industry, do we want to break all our political links with Britain?




  And why do we want to sever all these political ties at the very point when Scotland is being offered an enhanced form of power-sharing with the United Kingdom? Moreover, why sever all

  constitutional ties when there is a wide consensus that we actually want to be part of the United Kingdom’s common monetary policy?5




  Why now? And why not before? For if, as political nationalists believe, the desire for independence is an irresistible consequence of national consciousness, why then was their kind of political

  nationalism of such little consequence in the Scotland of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, when agitation for independent states was at its height elsewhere in Europe and when

  Scotland’s Church, legal profession and education system were doing so much to maintain the continuity of Scotland’s distinctive national story and a strong national consciousness? And

  if, as nationalists also argue, the British state acts as a permanent structural brake on Scotland’s economic growth, why did political nationalism gain so little support when Scotland was

  being devastated by unemployment rates as high as 25 per cent in the inter-war years or in the 1980s when Scotland was suffering under a deindustrialisation that was more brutal than even that

  experienced by the North and Midlands of England?6




  We also have to ask cultural as well as economic questions. Why did Scottish nationalism make little or no inroads when throughout three centuries we were fighting what some nationalists might

  have imagined to be other people’s wars; when we were suffering some of the worst haemorrhaging of our population through higher emigration rates than just about any country in the world; and

  when, at various points in our history, there were intense theological differences that could have renewed the religious wars between Scotland and England?




  We have to ask why a breakaway movement is demanding a separate state at a time when more Scots have English relatives than at any time in history, perhaps 50 per cent today as against, at a

  guess, only 2–3 per cent in 1707; at a time when, around the world, ideas of interdependence seem more relevant than ideas of independence; and at a time when the power of people across

  global social networks seems to be challenging and even eclipsing the power of states, making the old political nationalism, which was fixated with taking over the trappings of state power, seem

  also less relevant.




  I do not ask these questions rhetorically but to try to understand why the trajectory of Scottish nationalism is so unlike the other forms it claims to parallel. Can we explain why there was no

  significant Scottish-led rebellion in 1832 or 1848, when Britain was convulsed by riots over political reform; and why no significant Scottish nationalist uprising in 1919, when there was a huge

  sense of injustice as British promises that there would be ‘Homes fit for Heroes’ were swept aside and workers left to the mercy of a post-war depression? If repression is the trigger

  for an assertion of national identity, why not in the period from 1746 when Highlanders were brutally suppressed in the aftermath of Culloden? If religious differences are a potential starting

  pistol for a secessionist movement, why not in 1712 when the British Parliament usurped the authority of the Scottish Church? If resentment against unfair treatment is a likely cause, then why not

  in the 1980s when, at the time of Mrs Thatcher’s government, the sense of grievance at an inequitable relationship was probably at its height?




  It is small wonder that commentators struggle to explain what has happened: neither the political nationalists who have driven the change, nor the Unionists who have resisted it, offer a clear

  sense of what really lies behind the recent rise of a hitherto unsuccessful party, the SNP, and what appears to be an upsurge in support for independence or at least for fundamental constitutional

  change.




  For we have to explain why political nationalism is on the rise at this time, when at all times there has been a strong Scottish consciousness of our distinctive national

  identity; when at all times we have – as Scots – not been passive but assertive about protecting and preserving our identity; when at all times we have sought to

  build, nurture and cherish distinctively Scottish institutions that reflect and advance our identity; and when at all times we have insisted that the British state does not interfere with

  the rights of our institutions to operate in an autonomous way.




  So for me the central Scottish mystery of modern history is not that people feel they want to assert their Scottishness (we have always felt Scottish), not that there is a demand for

  Scottish institutions to express that identity (our institutions have always done so), but that while for 300 years we have expressed our identity, run our own institutions and latterly

  shared political power as part of Britain, now many want to do so without being part of Britain.




  Why did we go for 300 years without feeling the need to convert nationhood into statehood thus giving the impression that our aspirations could be guaranteed within the British state? Why did

  our sense of being a nation not convert itself into a demand to be a fully fledged state even in the wake of the American and French revolutions, when political institutions could no longer justify

  their existence on the basis of divine or dynastic rights but had to do so on the basis of popular consent and thus on the basis of the right of individuals to determine the government?




  And why did most of Scotland stand silent and unmoved as a series of international treaties appeared to promote and popularise what was presented as akin to a basic principle of politics: that

  nation and state were interchangeable and that members of a nation should expect to be citizens of a nation-state?




  Did the demand for a fully fledged Scottish statehood remain weak for three centuries because our national identity was already expressed through our own separate religious,

  educational, legal and civic institutions? Did the demand remain weak because these institutions already enjoyed autonomy and freedom from interference? Or did the demand remain weak for

  purely instrumental reasons because we could itemise the practical, concrete benefits many millions of Scots felt they gained from the Union’s economic successes and imperial strength?




  When nationalists argue that what’s new is the ‘desire to be the nation again’, they are wrong. Through thick and thin, we have always thought of ourselves as a nation.




  When people say that what’s new is the demand of the Scots to have our own institutions, they are wrong too. We maintained distinctive, and generally separate, national institutions for

  300 years. In fact, it is difficult to sustain an argument that Scotland’s cultural freedom and religious and civic institutions were suppressed. Direct rule was not attempted through most of

  the three centuries of the Union. So, if there has been a fundamental shift of Scottish opinion in recent years, it is that more people than ever before want to break all constitutional links with

  Britain.




  As we will see in later chapters, the Union has changed and changed again to respond, in part at least, to Scottish sentiments and demands. In the first phase of the Union, who controlled the

  institutions of the state mattered little to people anyway, as they were much more interested in who controlled the Church. Keeping the state at arm’s length from the Church was the hottest

  political issue of the time.




  In the second phase, you could itemise practical benefits to Scotland from being part of the British state – from access to the markets of the Empire, security against France, the

  protection of our religious freedom, and the building of a Britain-wide economic infrastructure from roads to postal services. But crucially, if there was little pressure from the members of the

  Scottish nation to establish a separate state, there was also little pressure from the members of the British elite to swallow Scottish national identity or subsume the institutions that expressed

  and shaped it. The ‘independence’ of key Scottish institutions appeared to be guaranteed not just by the formalities of the Act of Union but also by a kind of informal

  ‘non-aggression pact’ that prevented interference by British institutions in areas the Scottish people felt were properly theirs alone to manage.




  For reasons we explore, Scots did not do what many other people experiencing rapid industrialisation and bewildering waves of social change that seemed alien did. Other nations organised

  themselves around ethnic loyalties and recalled traditional national identities in popular movements to create new states that would promise to shelter people from industrial upheaval. Being among

  the first to industrialise and perhaps more aware of the benefits that our first-mover status gave us as Scots in common with Britain, we instead entered the second phase of the Union’s

  development: determined to maintain the independence of our own national institutions like our Church and also with a clear sense of how we could benefit from empire and shape the Union to serve

  our interests.




  The third phase of the Union, the twentieth-century phase, was shaped by the shared sacrifices of UK armed forces and civilians in two world wars and by the shared achievement of the aftermath

  of war, a welfare state and National Health Service that made us see our Britishness as more egalitarian than in the days of empire.




  Now, in a fundamental shift in the dynamics of Scotland’s relationship with Britain, a considerable section of Scottish opinion feels no connection with Britain and wants to break all

  political links with it. This movement has grown as all nations grapple with the ‘levelling’ forces of worldwide economic and social change, known as ‘globalisation’. As

  industries, companies and workforces feel at the mercy of what seem uncontrollable, runaway global trends and forces, there is a sense that in turn we feel less secure and our traditional ways of

  life feel challenged and under threat. At the same time, long-established Scottish institutions, notably the Churches, have seemed unable to rise to the challenge of articulating or answering

  people’s anxieties or offering them the sense of stability and protection they seek. But no post-war history of Britain can be written without acknowledging the third force for change: the

  weakening of that strong post-1945 sense of belonging to Britain which we will discuss in our chapter on British identity but which most commentators attribute to the end of empire and our changing

  economic, military and political status in the world.




  There is, of course, one alternative worldview: the suggestion that globalisation will make us feel more cosmopolitan in our outlook and less attracted to the separatist tendencies that were so

  common in the nineteenth-century response to industrialisation. The argument is that we will be more willing to contemplate multiple or plural identities and less inclined to cling to traditional

  loyalties. That theory is being challenged not just in Scotland but at the heart of Europe: in Belgium, Catalonia, Lombardy and parts of Eastern Europe where political nationalism is on the rise.

  But history tells us that nationalist sentiment does not always lead to a demand for nation states. One recent study on Europe by the eminent historian Norman Davies, Vanished Kingdoms,

  itemises 600 national identities that have virtually disappeared. Some groups who considered themselves nations never became states. Indeed, Scotland was one of 500 independent European polities in

  the 1500s that were reduced in number to 350 by the 1800s. In his classic Nations and Nationalism, the social anthropologist Ernest Gellner tells us that, although no one will ever know

  exactly, there could be somewhere between 6,000 and 8,000 identifiable ethno-linguistic populations scattered round the globe. Yet today there are less than 200 states. Gellner, of course, explains

  that the demand for separate states is more prevalent when economic development is uneven and inequitable and when people feel threatened by rapid disruptive changes in their lives. Both in

  response to the waves of industrialisation in the nineteenth century and globalisation now, populist secessionist movements seem more adept than traditional political parties at responding to

  popular grievances and then channelling people’s anxieties into the demand for a separate state.7




  1951 – A HALF-CENTURY OF CHANGE




  Growing up in Scotland in the 1950s, going to university in the late 1960s, and working in and from Scotland from the 1970s, I have had a front-row seat from which to witness

  the dramatic transformation of the Scottish economy and Scottish society over fifty years, and from which to witness the disruption, dislocation and turbulence in which movements for change can

  grow and thrive.




  In retrospect, 1951, the year in which I came into the world, now looks more like the end of an old era than the beginning of a new one.




  When I was delivered in Glasgow, I was one of the newborn Scots who pushed our country’s population beyond five million for the first time.8 My

  father’s work as a minister had taken him to St Mary’s Church, Govan, which was literally next door to and overlooked the Clyde and the famous Govan shipyards. I spent my first three

  years at the beating heart of industrial Scotland before moving back to my father’s native Fife to go to school in an industrial town about to come under pressure from pit and factory

  closures.




  If the early 1950s into which I was born could not be described as a time of confidence – the country had just lived through years of austerity – it was nonetheless a time of

  stability and what seemed to be certainties. The soul-searching over empire, Europe and economic decline had not yet come to dominate our politics. Instead there was a belief that the same fixed

  Scottish pattern of work, religion and family life that had built up over a century since the Industrial Revolution would prove lasting.




  It was not to be. From the 1960s onwards, the pattern of Scottish industrial life – the nature of the work, the skills required for the work and, most important of all, the amount of

  available work – changed just as dramatically as old patterns of rural life had been transformed by the Industrial Revolution more than a century before.




  It is hard to overstate the impact this transformation has had on who we believe ourselves to be. Scotland, and Clydeside in particular, had been a world leader in coal, steel, shipbuilding,

  engineering and textiles for a whole century from the 1840s. In the chapters to come, I will chart the impact of deindustrialisation. I will sketch out the economic changes caused by globalisation

  and, side by side, the social changes, in particular changes in our workplaces and changes in our religious life, that have led to the weakening of traditional Scottish and British institutions

  that were sources of both identity and authority. While their decline repeats a trend and phenomenon across the Western world, it has been particularly traumatic for a Scotland that was once

  defined by the strength of its industrial economy and its traditional institutions. And I will suggest that we cannot fully understand the demand to renegotiate the relationship between Scotland

  and Britain without first appreciating the impact on the collective Scottish mind of the collapse of our traditional industry, the decline of the Churches and the weakening of many of the shared

  institutions of our civic life.




  By 1951, despite the ravages of the inter-war recession and then war, little in our industrial structure had changed. The Clydeside of 1914 had produced one-third of the world’s ships,

  one-third of the world’s railway locomotives and rolling stock, and as much as one-fifth of the world’s steel.9 In the late forties and

  early fifties, with just a tiny fraction of 1 per cent of the world’s population, Scotland was still producing anything between 12 and 15 per cent of the world’s ships – punching,

  you might say, nearly 100 times our weight.10




  For 100 years the heavy industries of Scotland had provided employment for 40 per cent of our workforce.11 No other industrial country had such a

  concentration of its workers in heavy industries.12 In 1951, 350,000 of the country’s 900,000 manufacturing and mining workers were employed in

  one sector, the metal trades.13 And the deep mines and many open-cast mines that between them employed nearly 100,000 men had just been nationalised

  amid plans to expand the industry and build super-pits.14 The once pre-eminent Scottish textiles industry was now overshadowed by engineering but,

  still, the linen, jute and linoleum industries employed 175,000 workers across Scotland.15 It was agriculture and fishing had that had seen a

  spectacular fall over the previous century, down from 27 per cent of the workforce to just 7 per cent.16




  During the inter-war years, Scotland’s deficiencies in the rapidly expanding light industries had become apparent but the threat had been ignored. While England developed modern

  consumer-based products, the Scotland of 1951 manufactured no aircraft, no cars, nor even any tinplate.17 Ten years later, a landmark survey of the

  Scottish economic scene, the Toothill Report, was to lay bare our weakness in science, electronics and consumer-based industries. Only 6 per cent of the 1951 workforce were professional

  workers.18 No one living near the Clyde in the 1950s, however, could doubt the continuing and entrenched power of the male-dominated, heavily

  organised engine room of the world’s first Industrial Revolution, a Glasgow that still revelled in its status as the second city of the Empire and in its powerful role in Britain and the

  world.




  Matching this long-established concentration of industrial power was another distinctively Scottish social phenomenon: that of people of all classes living together in social housing. From 1920

  to 1960 over 600,000 new Scottish homes were built by the state; and in the Scotland of fifty years ago, more people lived in state-owned, council-rented properties than in any other democracy in

  the world.19 It meant that at both work and at home, the Scottish national imagination had a distinctly cooperative tinge to run alongside the focus

  on individual reason the Enlightenment had given us.




  And the collective power of the trade unions and of the state – both local and national government – was matched only, in Scotland’s eyes, by the even greater collective power

  held by the Churches. It will be hard for younger readers to imagine, but during the 1950s the great theologian Reinhold Niebuhr came to Scotland to tell us that America had the most church-minded

  population in the world, with one exception: Scotland.20




  In the Scotland of 1951, two million men and women out of an adult population of 3.5 million were members of a Church. There was no parallel for such high levels of religious affiliation in

  Europe, and certainly not in England and Wales. In contrast to Scotland’s 57.8 per cent membership, the figure for England and Wales was just 22.9 per cent. Despite being the established

  Church, the Anglicans had only 10 per cent of English and Welsh adults in their ranks, compared with the 35 per cent of adults in Scotland who were members of just one denomination, the Church of

  Scotland. The Catholic Church was booming in Scotland, too – one estimate puts the number of Catholics in Scotland in 1951 at 750,000.21




  These were not just token affiliations either. Around the churches, Sunday schools, youth clubs, sports teams and extramural associations flourished. And religious conventions kept levels of

  divorce and unmarried parenting low. The overwhelming majority of Scots who got married in the 1950s did so in a religious ceremony in church. Only 5 per cent of Scottish babies were born outside

  wedlock, down from 9 per cent less than a century before.22 The power of the Churches in an already macho culture made for difficult times for

  Scottish women, and gay people too. Indeed, the march of feminism was much slower in Scotland than elsewhere. Despite the long history of strong Scots women – from Jenny Geddes to Mary

  Barbour’s rent-strike army of 1915 – women like my mother were still expected to tend to hearth and home.23




  Indeed, when we look at the jobs people did and their religious commitments, the Scotland of 1950 looked much more like the Scotland of 1850 than the Scotland we know today.




  And thus by the middle of the last century Scots were more likely than their English counterparts to work in an industry and observe a faith which had remained broadly unchanged for much of the

  Industrial Revolution.




  But that is not to say that the people of Scotland and England lived completely separate lives. In the post-war years a quarter of a million Scots spent time in the armed forces before

  conscription ended in 1959.24 So most Scots families had a direct association with the British military, whose Scottish regiments were among its best

  and most valued.25




  That built upon our shared experiences in the Second World War – a common trauma that bound Scotland, England and Wales to Britain in a profound way. There can be no doubt from the

  accounts of both wars that when someone was wounded or at risk no one asked which nationality they were before rushing to help: they thought of themselves as British soldiers fighting together, as

  one, for a common cause.




  After the Second World War, having signed up for war together, served together, fought, mourned and won together, the Scots of 1951 felt very much part of a united country that was now also

  sharing the benefits of a British welfare state. A collectivist Britain – the post-war Labour government that created the National Health Service was still in power when I was born –

  felt a not uncomfortable place for Scots to be.




  So this was the Scotland I was born into, a Scotland where your class, your religion and the role of the state were all taken as a given. It was a Scotland where, as David McCrone writes, even

  those Scots who had graduated from manual to white-collar occupations still described themselves as working class.26




  Fast forward to 1967 and everything was in flux. I had just turned sixteen and was leaving school. Mark Twain had said of his move as a teenager from the highly religious, heavily moralistic

  small town in which he had been brought up to the chaotic and alcohol-fuelled frontier town of Virginia City, Nevada that ‘this was no place for a puritan . . . and I did not long remain

  one’.27 In making the jump from Kirkcaldy High to Edinburgh University I had something of a sense of what he meant.




  Kirkcaldy and Edinburgh are separated only by the narrow Firth of Forth, but might as well have been separated by an entire ocean given how different they were in that first year of my

  university life. Although my fresher experience was not all that I had hoped – I spent much of that year confined to hospital trying to rescue my eyesight after a rugby accident I had

  suffered at the bottom of a loose scrum – I could tell enough about what was going on around me to know that 1967 was a turning point for me personally, and for Scotland.




  The swinging sixties might have been a little less swinging in the Canongate than Carnaby Street but, despite being the home of Scottish Protestantism, Edinburgh was changing. In January 1968,

  just before I returned to hospital for yet another eye operation, I was in St Giles’ Cathedral to hear Malcolm Muggeridge deliver what now seems a comically self-indulgent pulpit denunciation

  of three Edinburgh students (Anna Coote, Yvonne Baginsky and Steve Morrison) who had used the columns of the Student newspaper to challenge the university student health service to offer

  free contraception. A social revolution was under way and students were at the heart of challenging old forms of Scottish authority. What had previously been a prohibition-minded society was fast

  earning the title of the ‘permissive society’.




  At the same time, it was impossible to miss what was happening at home in Fife. Every working day, as I grew up, a mass of men had left their houses at the same time to get to the linoleum

  factory or to go down the pits. You felt as if a whole town was going to work. We had experienced conditions as close to full employment as an industrial town is probably ever going to get. But

  then, a bombshell. The factory a few hundred yards from my home – Barry, Ostlere and Shepherd, one of around forty textiles firms in Fife that had survived war, inter-war recession and war

  yet again – announced that it would close, with 450 Kirkcaldy workers thrown out of work.28 Friends of our family left for England, some went

  abroad and many older men never worked again. Bigger textile closures followed in Kirkcaldy and then even more extensive mining job losses as the pits of Fife fell one by one in a devastating

  domino crash lasting right through to the late eighties.




  We weren’t alone. The years that followed – particularly the late 1970s and 1980s – were terrible times for Scottish industry as long-established world-renowned household names

  like Singer of Clydebank, Hillman Imp at Linwood, Leyland at Bathgate, British Aluminium at Invergordon and, later, Gartcosh, Massey Ferguson, Ravenscraig and every coalmine became memories.

  Scotland’s industry was destroyed in a form of social vandalism for which the then government has never been forgiven. But the implications of Scotland’s industrial decline spread far

  beyond the electoral fortunes of the Conservative Party.




  Stung by the trauma of this deindustrialisation, Scottish society changed, creating a vacuum which political nationalism has been able to fill. While many of the trends deindustrialisation

  brought in its wake – the rise of a new middle class, a consumer revolution, the growth in higher education, the break-up of the nuclear family – were part of a pattern of

  post-industrial change happening all round the Western world, what stands out is the speed and scale of the reversal of Scotland’s fortunes. Suddenly Scotland was lurching from one extreme,

  an overdependence on heavy industry, to another extreme, in which the clear-out from manufacturing was greater and seemed more brutal than almost anywhere else. In 1951, Glasgow was the second city

  of the Empire; by the 1990s the standard view was that it wasn’t even the second city of the UK. ‘We have lived through an economic revolution of substantial proportions, essentially as

  significant as earlier transformational times in Scottish history’ the world-renowned Scottish historian Professor Tom Devine has concluded.29

  ‘Although change in human history is obviously a constant, the last quarter of a century in the history of Scotland has been a period of pronounced structural change which has not been

  experienced in Scotland, or by the Scottish people, on any scale since the classic industrial and agricultural revolutions of the late 18th and early 19th centuries.’30 The great novelist William McIlvanney described what happened as the shallowing of Scotland and saw himself ‘surviving the shipwreck’.31




  As the underlying economic reality of Scotland has changed, so too has the social structure built upon it. From a post-war peak of 1.2 million, Scottish trade-union membership is now 635,000. It

  is a different kind of industrial movement too: whereas the soul of the union movement used to be the working-class men of private-sector heavy industry, today’s typical Scottish trade-union

  member is more likely to be a female graduate.32 ‘In a relatively short space of time, the Scottish working class went from being one of the

  most highly organised working classes in the history of industrial capitalism,’ concludes William Knox in his study of 200 years of work and industry in Scotland, ‘to a fragmented one .

  . . barely able to defend its economic and political interests.’33




  So one of the great foundations of Scottish collectivism – the factory-yard mass meeting and the pithead gathering – has simply died a death. So too has the kind of mass religious

  participation which bound so many communities from the Highlands and Islands right down to the Borders. Since 1999, most respondents to the annual Scottish Social Attitudes survey have not

  identified with any religion. Church of Scotland membership has fallen rapidly in recent years. It stood at 770,217 in 1991 but fell to 464,355 in 2009. And according to the 2011 census, the number

  of people identifying as Christian has fallen by nearly half a million since 2001.34




  As church attendance has waned, so too has religious influence. Once 80 per cent of marriages were religious ceremonies in church: now the figure is less than half. Just fifty years ago, 5 per

  cent of births were to unmarried parents. Now the figure is 50 per cent. Divorce has more than quadrupled since the 1950s. And of course marriage is less common: fifty years ago about half of women

  in their early twenties were married; now just 8 per cent are.35 I am not passing any judgement on the families in question – simply noting that

  our collective institutions no longer determine, as they once did, how people organise their private affairs.




  At the same time, another part of Scottish collectivism is weakening. Where once council-built homes met the housing needs of the majority of Scots, now they house just 15 per cent. Other ties

  to the state are coming loose, too. Once conscription linked every Scottish family to the fate of the armed forces, but now as few as one in every 100 Scottish households is a forces

  family.36 Change is all around. Looked at in this way, the question is not how could the politics of Scotland change from 1951 to now – but,

  rather, how could they not? With such rapid social and economic transformation, it is not at all surprising that the people of Scotland are looking for new certainties to replace the old. And with

  a strong sense that the scale of transformation is a uniquely Scottish experience, is it not unsurprising that the claims would grow that our specifically Scottish problems need a specifically

  Scottish solution too?




  If I am right that the story of Scottish society over the last fifty years has been one of two great declines – changes in the way we organise our industrial life and in the way we

  organise our religious life, which took place against a backdrop of globalisation – then an appeal for a different politics becomes much easier to understand.




  Bear in mind too that throughout this whole period another old comfortable certainty was being challenged: people now openly talked of ‘the managed decline’ of a Britain that had

  once been the greatest economic and military power on earth. Indeed, almost every political debate that has raged during my political life, whether it is about Europe, immigration, nationalism or

  the state of the economy, has come back to one question: how to cope with Britain’s change from its past status as the world’s number-one power.




  In Chapters 1 and 2, I will try to show where Scotland is now, compared to the 1950s, and assess what the changes in our fortunes mean for our sense of who we are. But for now it is just as

  important to note that these forces for change – the intense pressures from the opening-up of the global economy, the inability of traditional Scottish institutions to respond, and the

  weakening of the old ties to Britain – have hit Scotland and caused us to question whether Scotland’s national identity can ever again be expressed, and our aspirations met, within the

  confines of the British state.
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