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NICOLA MARTIN 

Lord Loudoun, the Highlands, and imperial subjecthood in 

North America 

 

ABSTRACT 

This article provides a comparative analysis of the tenure of John Campbell, 

fourth earl of Loudoun, as a regional commander in the Scottish Highlands 

during the Jacobite uprising of 1745–6 and as commander-in-chief of the British 

forces in North America from January 1756 to December 1757. It challenges 

historiographical interpretations of Loudoun as an incompetent bully, instead 

emphasising his attempts to negotiate with local elites in both imperial fringes 

for the realisation of the state’s aims, albeit within the confines of his own 

understanding of imperial subjecthood. This article argues that Loudoun’s 

experiences of waging war and pacifying the Highlands directly influenced how 

he approached the challenges he faced in implementing British military strategy 

in North America. In doing so, it contributes to the growing body of scholarship 

investigating the role of the army in British imperial policymaking and the direct 

and indirect influence British army experiences in the Scottish Highlands had on 

the transatlantic implementation of empire. 

 

John Campbell, fourth earl of Loudoun, gained significant military experience 

commanding the campaign of irregular warfare against the Jacobites during the rising of 

1745–6 (the Forty-Five). This experience influenced his approach to waging war in 

North America when he was appointed commander-in-chief of the troops there during 
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the seven years’ war (1756–63).1 Loudoun’s role during the Forty-Five, coupled with 

his success in persuading Jacobites to surrender in its aftermath, gained him the 

patronage of William Augustus, duke of Cumberland, despite the latter’s distaste for 

those who advocated moderation in the Highlands, his general distrust of Scots and his 

regular derision of the ability and reliability of Loudoun’s Highland troops in 

particular.2 It was Cumberland and his political allies Henry Fox, secretary of state for 

the southern department, and the earl of Halifax, president of the board of trade, who 

secured Loudoun the North American command in January 1756 after the death of 

Edward Braddock.3   

The British government hoped Loudoun would provide leadership to facilitate 

colonial cooperation in the prosecution of the war and reverse Britain’s disastrous early 

defeats. The decision to send British troops under Braddock in late 1754 had marked a 

 
1 The seven years’ war originated as a localised conflict between Britain and France in 

the Ohio Country in 1754, but war was not officially declared between the two powers 

until 1756.  

2 See Edinburgh, National Records of Scotland [NRS], RH2/4/357 (State Papers 

Scotland [Series II], Letters and Papers), fo. 222: duke of Cumberland to unknown, 8 

May 1746; NRS, RH2/4/356 (State Papers Scotland [Series II], Letters and Papers), fos 

141-3: duke of Cumberland to duke of Newcastle, 27 May 1746; San Marino, 

Huntington Library [HL], MS 9504, Box 47 (Loudoun Papers, Scottish): duke of 

Cumberland to earl of Loudoun, 20 Mar. 1746.   

3 Fred Anderson, Crucible of War: The seven years’ war and the fate of empire in 

British North America (London, 2000), 143.  
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shift in the ministry’s North American military strategy that signified the failure of the 

policy of colonial self-defence.4 Appointing a commander-in-chief for the colonies was 

a determined attempt by the ministry to centralise control of the military effort in the 

hands of an imperial agent.5 It reflected the reformist imperial agenda of Halifax, which 

dated back to the 1740s, and the increased political power and public stature of the 

British army under Cumberland, itself a legacy of the Forty-Five.6 This changing role of 

the army increasingly led officers to play a role not only in directing military affairs but 

also in developing and advocating policies related to civilising and governing 

populations in the places where they were active. Although he was granted the 

command in January 1756, various delays prevented Loudoun from arriving in North 

America until July, and he was unable to prevent the loss of Fort Oswego the following 

month. Loudoun was recalled in December 1757 after presiding over the worst 

 
4 J. W. Shy, Toward Lexington: The role of the British army and the coming of the 

American revolution (Princeton, 1965), 4–5; D. L. Preston, Braddock’s Defeat: The 

battle of the Monongahela and the road to revolution (Oxford, 2015), 33; S. M. 

Pargellis, Lord Loudoun in North America (New Haven, 1933) 1–44.  

5 E. H. Gould, The Persistence of Empire: British political culture in the age of the 

American revolution (North Carolina, 2000), 35–71.  

6 Preston, Braddock’s Defeat, 76. Regarding Halifax’s reformist agenda see A. D. M. 

Beaumont, Colonial America and the Earl of Halifax, 1748–1761 (Oxford, 2014), 41–

68. Regarding the status of the British army post-Culloden see Geoffrey Plank, 

Rebellion and Savagery: The Jacobite rising of 1745 and the British empire 

(Philadelphia, 2006), 5.    
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campaigning year for the British army during the entirety of the war, including 

abandoning an expedition against Louisbourg and suffering significant defeats at Fort 

William Henry and the German Flatts.  

This article adopts a comparative structure to examine two key aspects of 

Loudoun’s regional command in the Highlands and his time as commander-in-chief in 

North America: first, his understanding of imperial subjecthood and the constitutional 

and practical limitations of his authority, and second, his recruitment of local 

auxiliaries. Despite recent rehabilitation of Loudoun’s military career, he still retains an 

historiographical reputation as an incompetent bully.7 A recent study of his role during 

the Forty-Five labelled him a ‘blunderer plunderer’, whilst William Nester claimed that 

in the colonies he ‘alienated most of his officers and soldiers, along with the populace’ 

and ‘waged war far more effectively against the Americans than against the French’.8 

 
7 The first reassessment of Loudoun’s military career was Pargellis, Lord Loudoun. 

More recently, Anderson, Crucible of War, 179–84 and Stephen Brumwell, Redcoats: 

The British soldier and war in the Americas, 1755–1776, 2nd ed. (Cambridge, 2007), 23 

have continued the reassessment, emphasising that Loudoun’s reform of military 

logistics administration, and his championing of wilderness warfare, laid the 

groundwork for the subsequent successes of James Wolfe and Jeffrey Amherst. 

8 Ronald Black, The Campbells of the Ark, 2 vols (Edinburgh, 2017), i. 185–216; W. R. 

Nester, The First Global War: Britain, France and the fate of North America (Westport, 

2000), 48. See also Francis Jennings, Empire of Fortune: Crowns, colonies and tribes in 

the Seven Years War in America (New York, 1990), 297–30; Plank, Rebellion and 

Savagery, 155–80; Anderson, Crucible of War, 135–49, 158–68, 179–84; Stephen 
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This article challenges such assessments, arguing that his tenure as commander-in-chief 

in North America was directly influenced by his time as a regional commander in the 

Scottish Highlands during the Forty-Five. Only by negotiating with Highland elites was 

he able to recruit soldiers and encourage submission to the British state in that region. 

Although he was quick to anger at perceived colonial recalcitrance, this article argues 

that Loudoun approached warfare in North America with a similar willingness to 

negotiate with colonial elites.  

Geoffrey Plank and Frederick Albritton Jonsson have argued that the eighteenth-

century Highlands functioned as a laboratory for empire, where policies of civilisation, 

improvement and governance could be implemented and experimented with before 

being adapted throughout the British Atlantic world.9 Army officers played an 

important role in developing such policies for the Highlands as they responded to the 

Forty-Five and sought to  secure long-term security in that region and they took these 

ideas with them when serving in other imperial theatres. Stephen Brumwell and 

Matthew Dziennik, amongst others, have demonstrated how specific military and 

 

Brumwell, ‘Campbell, John, fourth earl of Loudoun (1705-1782)’, Oxford Dictionary of 

National Biography (Oxford, 2008) [https://doi.org/10.1093/ref:odnb/4516; accessed 30 

Apr. 2021].  

9 Plank, Rebellion and Savagery; F. A. Jonsson, Enlightenment’s Frontier: The Scottish 

Highlands and the origins of environmentalism (New Haven, 2013); P. J. Marshall, The 

Making and Unmaking of Empires: Britain, India and America, c.1750–1783 (Oxford, 

2010); C. G. Calloway, White People, Indians, and Highlanders: Tribal peoples and 

colonial encounters in Scotland and America (Oxford, 2008). 
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tactical innovations developed in the Highlands were implemented elsewhere.10 A 

comparative consideration of Loudoun’s experiences in both the Highlands and North 

America therefore contributes to this growing body of scholarship investigating the 

importance of experiences in Scotland on the army’s encounters, interactions and 

attitudes throughout the empire. Loudoun’s attempts to overcome the challenges of 

waging war in North America illustrate how the Forty-Five influenced British 

imperialism in other geographical fringes and how recruitment practices employed in 

Scotland were adapted to suit North American conditions. 

Loudoun’s interactions in both theatres of war were predicated on the attitudes 

informing his outlook as an imperial agent: his understanding of loyalty equated with 

the population clearly displaying due adherence and subordination to the crown. In the 

Highlands, Loudoun’s interactions meant that he came to view Highlanders differently 

from many of his fellow army officers, recognising that some were already loyal 

subjects and believing that rehabilitation of the region’s elites was the best method of 

securing the population’s long-term adherence to the crown. In contrast, the difficulties 

he encountered with colonial North American settlers led him to question their loyalty, 

and hence their subjecthood, at an early stage of the seven years’ war, long before the 

 
10 Brumwell, Redcoats; M. P. Dziennik, ‘The fiscal-military state and labour in the 

British Atlantic world’ in Aaron Graham and Patrick Walsh (eds), The British Fiscal-

Military States, 1660–c.1783 (London, 2016), 159–77; M. P. Dziennik, The Fatal Land: 

War, empire, and the Highland soldier in British America (New Haven, 2015); P. E. 

Russell, ‘Redcoats in the wilderness: British officers and irregular warfare in Europe 

and America, I740 to 1760’, William and Mary Quarterly 35 (1978) 629–52. 
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imperial crisis that led to the American revolution. Such an interpretation would be 

shared by Loudoun’s successors and many of his subordinates as British army officers 

in North America began to ‘other’ colonists throughout the course of the war and in its 

aftermath.11 This also led Loudoun and others to question whether the ‘empire of 

negotiation’ remained fit for purpose or whether steps, such as those introduced in the 

aftermath of the Forty-Five and continuing throughout the 1750s, ought to be adopted to 

enable closer regulation and assimilation in another imperial fringe.12  

 

 
11 Regarding the concept of ‘othering’ see: Edward Said, Orientalism 5th ed. (London, 

2003); Linda Colley, Britons: Forging the nation 1707–1837 (New Haven, 1992); 

Linda Colley, ‘Britishness and otherness: An argument’, Journal of British Studies 31 

(1992) 309–29; Colin Kidd, ‘North Britishness and the Nature of Eighteenth-Century 

British Patriotisms’, The Historical Journal 39, (1996) 361–82; Colin Kidd, British 

Identities before Nationalism: Ethnicity and Nationhood in the Atlantic World, 1600-

1800 (Cambridge, 1999), 261–86. Regarding its role in the American Revolution, see; 

E. H. Gould, The Persistence of Empire: British Political Culture in the Age of the 

American Revolution (North Carolina, 2000), 181–214; P. J. Marshall, ‘A nation 

defined by empire, 1755–1776’, in Alexander Grant and K. J. Stringer (eds) Uniting the 

Kingdom? The making of British history (London, 1995), 208–22; Stephen Conway, 

‘From Fellow Nationals to Foreigners: British Perceptions of the Americans, circa 

1739-1783’, William and Mary Quarterly 59 (2002) 65–100 

12 Regarding the notion of an ‘empire of negotiation’, see Marshall, Making and 

Unmaking of Empires.  
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I 

Conceptions of subjecthood, loyalty and identity were vitally important for imperial 

officials who were concerned with the obligations owed to the British state by its 

peoples, both domestically and overseas, and for the various population groups that 

constituted the British empire who were concerned with their individual and collective 

rights. Just as warfare and empire building throughout the eighteenth century 

contributed to the gradual development of a recognisably British identity, these pursuits 

increasingly raised new questions about who was to be considered a British subject, 

with all the rights and protections as well as obligations that entailed.13 Despite the fact 

that Highlanders had been actively involved in the empire since well before the Union 

and had officially participated from 1707, they were not generally viewed as British 

subjects but as ‘others’, associated with incivility, alien customs and language, and the 

clan system.14 Such an understanding was compounded upon the outbreak of the Forty-

 
13 Regarding the formation of a British identity, see Colley, Britons; Colley, ‘Britishness 

and otherness’; Stephen Conway, War, State and Society in Mid-Eighteenth Century 

Britain and Ireland (Oxford, 2006) and Brumwell, Redcoats. Regarding the 

development of theoretical and practical understandings of subjecthood and loyalty 

before and after the American Revolution, see Hannah Weiss-Muller, Subjects and 

Sovereign: Bonds of belonging in the eighteenth-century British empire (Oxford, 2017); 

Jerry Bannister and Liam Riordan (eds), The Loyal Atlantic: Remaking the British 

Atlantic in the revolutionary era (Toronto, 2012). 

14 For portrayals of the Highlands and Highlanders as an ‘other’, see A. H. Williamson, 

‘Scots, Indians and empire: The Scottish politics of civilization, 1519–1609’, Past & 
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Five when the British army and government characterised the rising as a Highland 

rebellion, despite significant Jacobite support in the north-east and throughout the 

Lowlands, as well as limited physical and financial support in northern England. 

Geoffrey Plank argued that such a characterisation caused British army officers not only 

to label Jacobites as criminals guilty of treason but also viewing the general Highland 

population as savages, guilty of Jacobitism and disloyalty by association. This led to 

confusion within the army regarding how to treat both Jacobites and non-combatants 

and encouraged officers and soldiers to carry out a punitive campaign against the 

population at large.15 By ‘othering’ Highlanders, British officials treated that region as 

an imperial fringe, an uncivilised periphery notably different from the civilised centre 

and one that represented a real threat to British liberties, the British state and the 

Empire. They likewise denied the rights of that population as subjects, justifying the use 

of violence to force submission of ‘others’ to the crown. As Britain’s empire expanded 

over the course of the eighteenth century, understandings that had been developed in the 

Highlands, and solidified during the Forty-Five, were adopted and adapted by imperial 

officials and army officers throughout the Empire who were tasked with governing an 

increasingly diverse imperial population. 

Shortly after the outbreak of the Forty-Five, Loudoun was ordered to the 

Highlands. He was to work with Duncan Forbes of Culloden, lord president of the court 

 

Present 150 (1996) 46–83; Caroline Bingham, Beyond the Highland Line: Highland 

history and culture, 2nd ed. (London, 1995), 117–18. 

15 Plank, Rebellion and Savagery, 22.  
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of session, to recruit loyal Highlanders and conduct a campaign of irregular warfare.16 

Forbes was the key constitutional and local expert in the Highlands, and Loudoun relied 

closely on his knowledge of both the legal and political situation when recruiting men 

and waging war there. As a regional commander, Loudoun did not have responsibility 

for the overall direction of the military campaign, and it was the understandings and 

conceptions of the Duke of Cumberland and key ministers that drove the British 

response to the rising. However, Loudoun did have a level of freedom over his 

operations insofar as they did not interfere with, or detract from, the overarching British 

war effort. Throughout the rising, Loudoun demonstrated that his own perception of 

Highland subjecthood stood in stark contrast to those of the wider British imperial elite. 

His willingness to trust and recruit Highlanders, his calls for moderation in pacifying 

the region and his desire to rehabilitate members of the Highland elites in order to 

assimilate them within the imperial state demonstrate both his own understandings of 

subjecthood and the influence of his working with Forbes.  

Viewing and labelling Jacobites as rebels, Loudoun emphasised their criminality 

and disloyalty to the crown.17 Such an understanding was common: the British 

government had offered a reward for Charles Edward Stuart’s arrest shortly after he 

landed in Scotland and Jacobites were liable to prosecution if taken prisoner throughout 

 
16 HL, MS 7641, Box 20 (Loudoun Papers, Scottish): earl of Stair, Memorial 

Concerning the Rebellion in Scotland, 5 Sep. 1745.  

17 HL, MS 11792, Box 10 (Loudoun Papers, Scottish): earl of Loudoun to duke of 

Cumberland, extracts, 26–30 Apr. 1746; HL, MS 11795, Box 10 (Loudoun Papers, 

Scottish): earl of Loudoun to Major MacIntyre, 26 Jul. 1746.  
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the campaign.18 However, the language of rebellion was used to justify increasing levels 

of violence as the rising continued. Whilst Cumberland refused to make ‘an exchange of 

hostages with Rebels’ when the Jacobites requested terms of surrender at Carlisle in 

December 1745, claiming he had ‘no power to treat with them’ and they must surrender 

to face the legal consequences of their actions, in February 1746 he issued instructions 

that soldiers should kill any Jacobite who did not immediately surrender to them.19 

During the battle of Culloden, army officers ordered the killing of Jacobites on the 

battlefield as a method of sentencing them to death for treason without having to resort 

to a trial, even though such actions went against due process of law.20 Guided by 

Forbes, Loudoun refused to take indiscriminate action and sought to ensure his actions 

were permissible by law. Even after Simon Fraser, Lord Lovat, had openly embraced 

the Jacobite cause and mobilised clansmen, Loudoun was willing to assume that not all 

 
18 Plank, Rebellion and Savagery, 29–30. 

19 Philip Yorke (ed.), The Life and Correspondence of Philip Yorke, Earl of Hardwicke, 

Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, 3 vols (Cambridge, 1913), i. 492; Plank, 

Rebellion and Savagery, 40–5. Officers who had negotiated with the Jacobites to 

surrender garrisons, for example in Edinburgh and Inverness, were subject to courts 

martial after the rising.  

20 Robert Forbes, The Lyon in Mourning: Or a collection of speeches, letters, journals, 

etc. relative to the affairs of Prince Charles Edward Stuart, ed. Henry Paton, 3 vols 

(Edinburgh, 1895–6), i. 83–101; NRS, RH2/4/355 (State Papers Scotland [Series II], 

Letters and Papers), fos 176–80: duke of Cumberland to duke of Newcastle, 18 Apr. 

1746.  
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on Lovat’s estate were rebels. Encountering armed men during a march through Fraser 

lands, Loudoun warned them that should they continue in arms he would classify them 

as rebels and deal with them as such. However, if they immediately returned to their 

homes and laid down their arms they would not be disturbed and would be given 

protection from the Jacobites.21 Such an encounter stands in stark contrast within the 

violent context of the Forty-Five. Whilst it is impossible to know whether these men 

thereafter forsook the rising, Loudoun believed the encounter had been beneficial for 

the security of the Highlands, as they ‘parted in great friendship’.22 Despite Cumberland 

making it clear that he had no time for Forbes’s emphasis on the legalities of the army’s 

actions in the Highlands, branding him ‘arrant Highland mad’, Loudoun’s actions 

acknowledged his respect for, and recognition of, the legal realities which constrained 

him.23  

Loudoun also acted in a moderate rather than punitive manner and with respect 

for the law during the pacification that followed the rising. Although Cumberland 

ordered the disarmament of all Highlanders, Loudoun negotiated with several clan 

chiefs, allowing them to be answerable for the conduct and loyalty of their men so that 

 
21 Edinburgh, National Library of Scotland [NLS], MS 3733/54 (Campbell Papers), fos 

108–9: Earl of Loudoun to Lord Glenorchy, 23 Dec. 1745. 

22 Ibid.  

23 Victoria Henshaw, Scotland and the British Army, 1700–1750: Defending the union 

(London, 2015), 103; D. Warrand (ed.), More Culloden Papers, 5 vols (Inverness, 

1923–30), v. 71.  



 

 

 13 

numerous Highlanders continued to possess arms.24 Loudoun acknowledged that an act 

was to be introduced to disarm all Highlanders but argued that until it had been passed 

he believed such orders could only extend to rebels in arms, noting that ‘I have made 

the Law the rule of my actions throughout the whole of this Rebellion.’25 In letting his 

understanding of the law guide his actions and orders, he once again demonstrated an 

recognition of the limits of his own constitutional authority in the region, if not 

Cumberland’s, and his view that the majority of Highlanders were loyal subjects who 

ought not to be punished for the actions of the Jacobites. In contrast, Cumberland 

expressed his belief that: ‘The Jacobite rebellious Principle is so rooted in this Nation, 

that this Generation must be pretty well worn out before This Country will be quiet’.26 

In doing so, Cumberland made it clear that he thought punitive measures were essential 

for British security and that he had little concern about the legalities of the army’s 

actions. Over the following months, Cumberland advocated the deportation of several 

Highland clans to the West Indies, including ‘the entire Clan of the Camerons, [and] 

 
24 HL, MS 11444, Box 24 (Loudoun Papers, Scottish): John Farquharson to earl of 

Loudoun, 4 Aug. 1746.  

25 HL, MS 11799, Box 10 (Loudoun Papers, Scottish): earl of Loudoun to Adam 

Gordon, 20 Sep. 1746.  

26 NRS, RH2/4/537 (State Papers Scotland [Series II], Letters and Papers), fo. 111: 

Extracts of letters of the duke of Cumberland, 30 Apr. 1746.  
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almost all the Tribes of the McDonalds’, as the only way to prevent future rebellions.27 

Although such measures were never implemented, they highlight Cumberland’s clear 

desire to punish Highlanders generally for the actions of the Jacobites.  

Most officers were fully engaged with Cumberland’s vision for the pacification. 

The day after the battle of Culloden, James Wolfe noted that ‘as few Highlanders were 

made prisoners as possible’, whilst the following month Captain Caroline Scott hanged 

three unarmed men who were suspected of Jacobitism in Lochaber rather than referring 

them to a justice of the peace.28 Loudoun, however, entered into discussion with 

numerous Jacobites, securing a pardon for Simon Fraser, master of Lovat. Writing to 

the earl of Albemarle, Cumberland’s replacement as commander of the army in 

Scotland, Loudoun argued that Fraser had shown ‘great remorse [and] repentance for 

his past behaviour’ and had surrendered voluntarily. Asking for guidance as to how he 

was to treat those Jacobite officers who did surrender, Loudoun suggested that if low-

ranking officers were treated with clemency, Albemarle ‘would have the whole 

 
27 Ibid., 8 May 1746. See also NRS, RH2/4/356, fo. 142: duke of Cumberland to duke 

of Newcastle, 27 May 1746; NRS, RH2/4/357, fo. 112: Extracts of letters of the duke of 

Cumberland, 5 Jun. 1746.  

28 Beckles Wilson (ed.), The Life and Letters of James Wolfe (1909; Memphis, 2010), 

48–9; NRS, GD14/85 (Campbell of Stonefield Papers): An account of the hanging of 

three rebels, May 1746.  
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[surrender] immediately’.29 Loudoun’s willingness to negotiate the surrender of Jacobite 

officers in return for clemency illustrates his belief that the immediate rehabilitation of 

Highlanders into British imperial society was the best method of securing the loyalty of 

all to the crown moving forward. This in turn would ensure Britain’s domestic security. 

Loudoun again demonstrated the influence of Forbes on his thinking and actions. The 

lord president well knew the role that gratitude to those who pardoned them could play 

in ensuring short-term security and preventing men engaging in a future rising, as 

indeed had prevented many veterans of the 1715 uprising joining the Forty-Five. He 

also understood the importance of patronage for ensuring long-term loyalty to the 

crown.30 Loudoun’s support for rehabilitating Highlanders also highlights the dual role 

of army officers as both military actors and policymakers in the places where they were 

active. Whilst those who viewed the Highlanders as ‘others’ were primarily concerned 

with first punishing and later civilising the Highlands, Loudoun advocated strategies of 

governance that encouraged Highlanders to engage with the British state and empire as 

subjects through military recruitment and the integration of elite society.  

During the pacification of the Highlands, wanton destruction of homes and crops 

was common. Cumberland noted in May 1746 that he had sent troops to Badenoch to 

 
29 NRS, RH2/4/359 (State Papers Scotland [Series II], Letters and Papers), fo. 77: earl 

of Loudoun to earl of Albemarle, 10 Aug. 1746. Fraser famously commanded a 

regiment of Highland soldiers in North America during the seven years’ war. 

30 Henshaw, Scotland and the British Army, 102–11; Dziennik, ‘Fiscal-military state 

and labour’, 161–3.  
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‘burn [and] destroy that Country’ as not all had surrendered their arms.31 Vast areas of 

the Highlands were laid to waste with little care taken to save the houses of those who 

had not been concerned in the rebellion. When the duke of Montrose complained that 

his tenants had had their farms burnt despite remaining loyal throughout the rising, 

Cumberland blamed Montrose’s factor, who had failed to prevent all the tenants from 

joining the Jacobites.32 In contrast, Loudoun specifically ordered his men ‘not to destroy 

or distress the Country’ except as a last resort and stated that those who had behaved 

‘dutifully’ during the rising ought to be treated civilly.33 Even when ordered to burn 

houses and kill men in Lochaber by his superior Humphrey Bland, Loudoun chose a 

more conciliatory approach, seizing several men but killing none. It is likely that this 

approach induced over one hundred Camerons to surrender personally to Loudoun the 

following day.34  

 
31 NRS, RH2/4/356, fo. 141: duke of Cumberland to duke of Newcastle, 27 May 1746. 

32 NRS, RH2/4/358 (State Papers Scotland [Series II], Letters and Papers), fo. 194: duke 

of Cumberland to duke of Newcastle, 16 Jul. 1746. See also NRS, RH2/4/357, fos 51-4: 

Graeme Mungo to duke of Montrose, 9 Jun. 1746; NRS, RH2/4/357, fos 59–62: Graeme 

Mungo to duke of Montrose, 12 Jun. 1746; NLS, MS 17527 (Fletcher of Saltoun 

Papers) fos 14–17: Copy of answers to the complaints of the duke of Montrose’s factors 

about the depredations of the king’s troops in the McGregor country, 14 Jul. 1746.  

33 HL, MS 11829, Box 10 (Loudoun Papers, Scottish): earl of Loudoun to John 

Campbell, 7 Apr. 1746.  

34 Plank, Rebellion and Savagery, 65–6.  
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Loudoun was willing to use violent measures when he believed they were 

required, most notably as a tactic of irregular warfare. In October 1745, Loudoun had 

suggested that driving away the sheep and cattle of any clans who had joined the 

Jacobites would be the surest way to disadvantage Jacobite families and thereby 

encourage desertion and dampen Jacobite morale.35 Loudoun believed such actions 

were justified and legal as they punished the property owner who had joined a 

treasonous rebellion, despite also punishing the family who remained at home. Given 

the level of violence employed by the army during the Forty-Five, Loudoun was 

somewhat measured in using it as a tactic of war, informing Lord Lovat that he would 

take care to ensure that those Frasers who had not joined the Jacobites were protected 

and that he would extend this assurance to those who had joined the rising but who 

 
35 HL, MS 7636, Box 20 (Loudoun Papers, Scottish): Stair to Loudoun, 5 Oct. 1745. 

Stair’s letter suggests that Loudoun initially proposed the targeting of Jacobite homes. 

Although it was Loudoun who appeared to propose that tactic initially, there is no 

evidence to support the recent claim that he advocated the rape of women during the 

campaign: Black, Campbells of the Ark, i. 216, citing Plank, Rebellion and Savagery, 

54. Loudoun agreed with the principle of ‘molesting’ homes but wrote to Lord Lovat in 

November to state that he would not molest his person or family unless directly ordered 

to by the government. He made no specific references to molesting women and his use 

of the term in relation to property and cattle suggests he was indicating harassment and 

destruction of property. See ‘Unpublished correspondence between Lord Lovat, 

Macleod of Macleod, Lord Loudon [sic], and others, in connection with the rebellion of 

1745’ in Transactions of the Gaelic Society of Inverness, 14 (1887-88) 10–11. 
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returned to their homes within eight days and thereafter remained peaceful.36 Loudoun 

also ordered punitive action during the rising on occasions when he believed 

Highlanders acted in a way that frustrated the state’s aims even without actively joining 

the Jacobites. When directing an operation designed to prevent the Jacobites raising 

recruits in the Western Isles to link up with those on the mainland, Loudoun authorised 

his troops to seize the laird of Barra and hold him prisoner, or to destroy the South Uist 

countryside, if the inhabitants of either island failed to comply with orders for them to 

surrender all boats and arms for the duration of the rising.37 The seizure was designed to 

hamper Jacobite activities and Loudoun equated any failure to comply with disloyalty, 

thereby justifying punitive action during a period of active warfare. Months after 

Culloden, Loudoun sanctioned violence against those stealing cattle near Ruthven as 

‘there are none of them, but who were in arms in the Rebellion and are still travelling 

about the country with arms in their hands’.38 In doing so, he made it clear that those 

Jacobites had forfeited their right to leniency by repeatedly refusing to lay down their 

arms and submit to the king’s authority and by continuing to engage in disloyal and 

criminal practices. 

Despite his willingness to utilise violence on occasion, however, Loudoun 

consistently favoured a moderate approach in the Highlands. His ‘Mildness, Civility and 

Moderation’ was recognised and praised during the pacification, encouraging 

 
36 ‘Unpublished correspondence’, 10–11.  

37 HL, MS 11829: earl of Loudoun to John Campbell, 7 Apr. 1746.  

38 HL, MS 11799: earl of Loudoun to Adam Gordon, 20 Sep. 1746.  
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compliance with his requests for disarming and submission.39 His reputation even led 

some Jacobites to appeal directly to him for assistance when surrendering. James 

Winrame pled his case for a pardon to Loudoun in November 1746, stating that he was 

emboldened to approach him after: ‘hearing of your Lordps: great Goodness and 

Humanity to Several in my situation by giving them protections’.40 Loudoun was not 

alone in advocating moderation during the pacification of the Highlands, nor in 

demonstrating a willingness to negotiate with Highlanders. However, such a position 

was relatively uncommon amidst the punitive pacification driven by Cumberland and it 

reflected both Loudoun’s understanding of subjecthood and his belief that the 

rehabilitation of Highlanders within the empire would be more effectual than punitive 

action for ensuring long-term security in the region.  

The experiences of Loudoun and the British army during the immediate 

pacification of the Highlands emphasises the importance the British imperial elite 

placed on loyalty and submission within the empire, whether in a domestic or colonial 

setting.41 Whether they ‘othered’ Highlanders and acted punitively or, like Loudoun and 

 
39 HL, MS 11909, Box 34 (Loudoun Papers, Scottish): Janet McDonnell to Loudoun, 28 

Aug. 1746. See also HL, MS 11634, Box 27 (Loudoun Papers, Scottish): Adam Gordon 

to earl of Loudoun, 20 Nov. 1746. 

40 HL, MS 12856, Box 47 (Loudoun Papers, Scottish): James Winrame to earl of 

Loudoun, 6 Nov. 1746; HL, MS 10851, Box 3 (Loudoun Papers, Scottish): William 

Blair to earl of Loudoun, 2 Dec. 1746.  

41 Hannah Weiss-Muller has highlighted that the meanings of terms such as rights, 

liberties and privileges remained unclear throughout the eighteenth century, thereby 
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Forbes amongst others, recognised the subjecthood of Highlanders and advocated 

leniency, all British army officers shared a determination that Highlanders should 

demonstrate their submission and adherence to the crown. Although clanship was in 

decline by the time of the Forty-Five, the British imperial elite remained convinced of 

its potency and believed that the main reason for the rising was the absolute power and 

tyranny clan chiefs held over their clansmen.42 They believed that local loyalties at the 

family or clan level had to be subverted to an overriding loyalty to the crown, and army 

officers played an active role in formulating both short and longer term policies 

designed to achieve this. The actions of army officers in the initial pacification of the 

Highlands were driven by their desire to assert British authority, ensure a formal 

recognition of King George II and emphasise the power and reach of the crown, even in 

a geographical fringe. This was as true for Loudoun as it was for any other officer. 

However, Loudoun’s experiences on the ground served to affirm his belief that many 

Highlanders were already loyal subjects and that the best method of ensuring others 

became such was through moderation, negotiation and integration, rather than through 

 

ensuring they were flexible concepts that subjects could use to their benefit for a 

number of ends. Weiss-Muller, Subjects and Subjecthood, 70. However, for imperial 

officers implementing governance and ensuring British security, the obligations owed to 

the state and monarch by loyal subjects were immutable.  

42 Dziennik, Fatal Land, 33; NRS, RH2/4/368 (State Papers Scotland [Series II], Letters 

and Papers), fos 226–30: earl of Hopton to earl of Findlater, Hopton House, 10 Mar. 

1748; NRS, RH2/4/366 (State Papers Scotland [Series II], Letters and Papers), fos 142–

3: Andrew Fletcher to duke of Newcastle, 4 Dec. 1747. 
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punitive and civilising measures. His understanding of imperial loyalty, alongside his 

military experiences in Scotland, would influence his outlook and approach to both the 

military command and his ideas for imperial governance in North America a decade 

later.  

The Highlands and North America were both fringes of the British empire, 

geographically distant from the imperial centre of London, but the idea of subjecthood 

was not contested in North America as it was in the Highlands. The colonies were 

generally viewed as an extension of the metropole, and colonial North American 

settlers, whether they had been born in Britain or in the colonies, were seen as fellow 

Britons. Likewise, colonists thought of themselves as Britons.43 Throughout the 

revolutionary era, colonists came to be perceived, not as Britons, but as foreigners and 

as an enemy. P. J. Marshall and Stephen Conway argued that the roots of such a change 

in attitude lay in the seven years’ war, but that it was the American revolutionary war 

that caused the majority to make the final break.44 A shift in how the colonists were 

viewed was earliest and most marked within the army officers charged with 

implementing British military strategy on the ground in North America from 1755 

 
43 Colley, ‘Britishness and otherness’, 327–8. See also Michael Zuckerman, ‘Identity in 

British America’, in N. P. Canny and Anthony Pagden (eds), Colonial Identity in the 

Atlantic World, 1500–1800 (Princeton, 1987), 115–57. 

44 P. J. Marshall, ‘A nation defined by empire, 1755–1776’, in Alexander Grant and K. 

J. Stringer (eds) Uniting the Kingdom? The making of British history (London, 1995), 

208–22; Stephen Conway, ‘From fellow nationals to foreigners: British perceptions of 

the Americans, circa 1739–1783’, William and Mary Quarterly 59 (2002) 65–100.  
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onwards, including Loudoun.45 Yet, he arrived in North America in July 1756 assuming 

that colonists, as the loyal British subjects he thought and expected them to be, would 

cooperate with the British army in order to wage war effectively. In doing so, they 

would be demonstrating their adherence to the crown by contributing to the realisation 

of the state’s aims, in this case ensuring the security of the empire in the face of an 

external threat. Whilst Loudoun had been a relative outlier in viewing Highlanders as 

subjects during the Forty-Five, in viewing colonists as such he shared a common 

perception. When Loudoun’s expectations were not met in North America, unlike in the 

Highlands previously, he struggled to achieve his campaigning and recruitment goals, 

and came to question colonists’ loyalty and subjecthood.  

In the Highlands, Loudoun had been able to gain the cooperation of many 

members of the Highland elite who were anxious to prove their personal loyalty to the 

crown within the context of an internal rebellion in which a majority of army officers 

and government officials suspected them of harbouring Jacobite sympathies. In North 

America, the British were faced not with an internal rebellion but with an external 

conflict against France and their Native American allies and, although British military 

strategy had shifted towards a more centralised approach controlled by Whitehall and 

directed in situ by the commander-in-chief, the cooperation of colonial assemblies was 

essential to the war effort. The shift in British military strategy marked the beginning of 

a deliberate process of militarisation in North America that would continue even after 

 
45 Nicola Martin, ‘The Cultural Paradigms of British Imperialism in the Militarisation of 

Scotland and North America, c.1745–75’, unpublished Ph.D. thesis (University of 

Stirling, 2018). 
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the war ended. Militarisation ensured the necessary systems were in place for waging 

war, pacifying hostile population groups and securing territory. The process of 

militarisation was in its early stages during Loudoun’s command, expanding as the war 

evolved from a conflict in the American interior into a global war involving European 

powers, and as Britain’s war aims expanded from the expulsion of France from the Ohio 

Country to expulsion from the continent.46 In contrast to the Highlands, where 

militarisation was a method of subjugation and assimilation, in North America it was 

initially conceived as a way to enable Britain and the colonies to wage war 

cooperatively. In the colonies, the British had to undertake local recruitment for the 

regular and provincial armies, attempt to gain Native American allies, locate quarters 

for the regulars and manage large quantities of supplies and provisions. As such, the 

Forty-Five may not have seemed ideal preparation in military or political terms, but for 

Loudoun it provided experience in the politics of negotiation, albeit predominantly from 

the perspective of pacifying hostile groups. Driven by his earlier experience seeking the 

cooperation of a population group for a war effort and his understanding of subjecthood, 

Loudoun expected that colonists, like the Highlanders a decade earlier, would seek to 

demonstrate their loyalty as British subjects through compliance with his requests for 

assistance despite the different type of conflict the British were faced with in North 

America.  

Loudoun served early notice of his expectation of cooperation and compliance in 

a circular to governors before he left London to take up the command. He enquired: 

 
46 Ibid., 93 and passim. 
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‘What assistance I may depend upon from your Province, in Men or Money?’47 

Loudoun underestimated the extent of intercolonial jealousy and the power struggles 

between the colonial assemblies and colonial governors, as well as the differences army 

officers and colonists had in their understandings of colonial rights and obligations. The 

Albany plan for union of 1754, which proposed that colonial defence ought to be 

mutually undertaken by all the colonies, had been rejected by colonial legislatures. 

Some worried it would lead to a loss of local autonomy whilst others refused to 

contribute to a conflict in the interior that did not directly threaten their security.48 

Whilst Loudoun believed that, as subjects, all shared a common responsibility to 

contribute to the imperial war effort, many colonists and colonial authorities failed to 

see the benefit of burdening themselves with debt to secure the Ohio Country.  

The fostering of a different interpretation of their rights and responsibilities as 

part of the empire, which dated back to the revolution of 1688-9, led many colonial 

assemblies to view demands for assistance from the commander-in-chief as a threat to 

their individual liberty. They tended to view themselves as equivalents of parliament 

and subordinate only to the monarch rather than subject to the demands of the ministry 

 
47 HL, MS 938, Box 24 (Loudoun Papers, Americana): Queries to the governors of 

North America, Apr. 1756.  

48 Regarding the Albany congress of 1754 and the plan for union, see T. J. Shannon, 

Indians and Colonists at the Crossroads of Empire: The Albany congress of 1754 

(Ithaca, 2000).  
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and its military representative.49 This different understanding of subjecthood between 

imperial agents and colonial authorities quickly left Loudoun frustrated by what he 

viewed as colonial recalcitrance and colonists’ failure to cooperate, believing they were 

duty-bound to do so as subjects of the British crown. Regardless of local customs, he 

equated their failure to provide him with the troops and necessities he requested with 

disloyalty towards the war effort, informing Cumberland that  

 

they have assumed to themselves, what they call Rights and Priviledges, Totally 

unknown in the Mother Country and are made use of, for no purpose, but to 

screen them, from giving any Aid, of any sort.50  

 

Meanwhile, colonial assemblies, viewing themselves as partners in a war effort who 

held the same authority as parliament rather than being obliged to comply with 

Loudoun’s orders, believed they were within their rights to take individual decisions 

regarding the extent of their wartime cooperation and were frustrated by demands that 

they viewed as threatening their authority. The dissonance between Loudoun and both 

colonial authorities and ordinary colonists regarding rights and obligations would cause 

Loudoun to repeatedly question the concept of colonial subjecthood throughout his 

 
49 P. D. G. Thomas, Revolution in America: Britain and the colonies 1763–1776 

(Cardiff, 1992), 5–6.  

50 HL, MS 1626, Box 37 (Loudoun Papers, Americana): earl of Loudoun to duke of 

Cumberland, 29 Aug. 1756. 
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command and would lead him to formulate policies for the closer governance of that 

population.  

In the Highlands, Loudoun had been a regional commander with some 

autonomy, but acting under Cumberland’s orders and relying on Forbes’s local and 

legal expertise to ensure he acted constitutionally and in a way that respected the 

complexities of local politics. As commander-in-chief and governor and captain general 

of Virginia, Loudoun was granted additional troops, military authority over the colonial 

governors and near complete control over warrants, provisions, appointments and 

discipline as the ministry sought to install him as its representative for military affairs in 

the colonies.51 Despite this authority, Loudoun was similarly restrained by overarching 

command structures, constitutional issues and the complexity of local politics and 

customs, as he had been in the Highlands. 

The military headquarters of Albany were over three thousand miles away from 

the ministers who oversaw the overall direction of the war effort at Whitehall. This 

supported the establishment of Loudoun as the ministry’s representative for military 

affairs in the colonies. Ministers could provide the overarching strategy and allow 

Loudoun to provide the detail and adapt to developments on the ground. However, 

Loudoun could not begin the detailed planning of the year’s campaigns, nor undertake 

the vitally important early recruitment of provincials, until he had received his 

instructions, which could be delayed for any number of domestic reasons. Moreover, 

when William Pitt became secretary of state in 1757, he began directly intervening in 

 
51 Pargellis, Lord Loudoun, 80.   
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Loudoun’s campaign plans, ordering him to attack Louisbourg rather than Quebec.52 

This left Loudoun susceptible to criticism and, ultimately, led to his recall in December 

1757 when he decided not to proceed against Louisbourg, a result of poor weather as 

much as of any deficiencies in his command. As such, whilst theoretically the level of 

authority he held in the colonies was similar to that which Cumberland had held in 

Scotland, Loudoun was in practice restrained in his actions and certainly did not have 

the reassurance of having the full support of the ministry or the ‘King’s entire 

approbation’ of his strategy as his patron had in Scotland.53  

Loudoun was also unable simply to demand the compliance of colonial 

assemblies, whatever his understanding of subjecthood and whatever the strict legalities 

of the situation. Colonial structures and customs had ensured that colonial assemblies 

held the balance of power in colonial governance and left governors unable simply to 

impose directives from the imperial centre. Rather they had to negotiate requisitions 

with the legislatures, who held direct power over them through control of their 

salaries.54 Colonial politics may have seemed an inconvenient barrier to successive 

British commanders, but they could not ignore them. Furthermore, Britain’s military 

commitment to the colonies from 1755 was unprecedented. Whilst regiments and fleets 

 
52 Richard Middleton, The Bells of Victory: The Pitt-Newcastle ministry and the conduct 

of the Seven Years’ War, 1752–1762 (Cambridge, 1985), 51. 

53 NRS, RH2/4/356, fos 70-5: duke of Newcastle to duke of Cumberland, 12 May 1746. 

54 See J. P. Greene, Peripheries and Center: Constitutional development in the extended 

polities of the British empire and the United States, 1607–1788 (New York, 1990), 19–

42; Shannon, Indians and Colonists, 205–34; Anderson, Crucible of War, 84–5.  
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had been sent to contribute to or undertake specific campaigns during prior conflicts, 

colonial commanders and provincial troops had always played a leading role.55 Britain 

had not previously appointed a commander-in-chief in North America nor sent out 

comparable numbers of regulars as occurred from the early stages of the seven years’ 

war. As such, colonial assemblies were well used to raising troops and funds, as well as 

requisitioning necessary equipment and supplies from the local population.56 This was a 

process that was undertaken at the individual colony level, albeit with cooperation 

between neighbouring colonies when facing a common threat. This ensured that the 

colonies were already equipped to wage war with limited or no British support and 

meant that, despite the reformist imperial strategy underlying the British response to the 

war, successive British commanders were unable simply to demand that assemblies 

furnish them with specific numbers of provincial troops and supplies. 

In both the Highlands and North America, Loudoun believed the local 

population, as British subjects, was obliged to demonstrate its loyalty by cooperating 

with him and adhering to his demands as a crown-appointed army officer and imperial 

official. This cooperation could take a number of forms: remaining at home and not 

joining the Jacobites, or petitioning for a commission to raise an independent company 

in the Highlands or raising troops, providing supplies or quarters, or complying with 

restrictions on shipping and trade in the colonies. However, Loudoun also recognised 

that in both imperial fringes his authority was limited by local realities, legal or 

 
55 D. E. Leach, Arms for Empire: A military history of the British colonies in North 

America (New York, 1973). 

56 Dziennik, ‘Fiscal-military state and labour’, 168–9. 
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otherwise, and overarching power structures. As such, he repeatedly demonstrated his 

willingness to negotiate with local elites and to rely upon the knowledge and 

understanding of local experts to try and successfully wage war in areas that were far 

from the central power structures of Whitehall. Loudoun’s actions in North America 

were clearly influenced by his formative experiences in the Highlands, as well as by 

ongoing policies in that region, although he in turn adapted to the unique local 

conditions he faced in North America when recruiting auxiliary troops.  

 

II 

An important aspect of Britain’s military strategy, first in the Highlands and later in 

North America, was the recruitment of local auxiliaries to aid the war effort. During the 

Forty-Five, Loudoun and Forbes sought to persuade clan chiefs to accept a commission 

to raise their clansmen in independent companies. In doing so, Loudoun relied on 

Forbes’s understanding of the local political situation and his prior established 

relationships with Highland elites for successful recruitment. In North America, 

Loudoun likewise relied upon the local knowledge and networks of William Johnson 

and Edmond Atkin, the Indian superintendents, in attempting to persuade Native 

Americans to ally themselves with the British, whilst working with colonial governors 

to encourage assemblies to commit to raising the requested numbers of provincials for 

annual campaigns. In both regions he sought to negotiate compliance to encourage 

recruitment, realising the necessity of such a strategy in the Highlands and later 

adapting it to suit North American conditions to facilitate the recruitment of both 

colonists, who were considered subjects, and Native Americans, who were not.  
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Independent companies were raised in the Highlands upon the outbreak of the 

Forty-Five to deter anyone thinking of joining the Jacobites and to provide a 

supplementary force that could be sent to strengthen the main body of the army if 

required.57 Such forces had first been raised in the Highlands in 1603 and had thereafter 

been raised and disbanded intermittently in response to the local situation.58 In 

anticipation of the removal of the 43rd Foot, which had been formed from ten 

independent companies, from the Highlands in 1739, Forbes had recommended the 

government raise further companies, both to secure the region and to act as a source of 

patronage: giving Highland elites place and status and integrating them within the 

British fiscal-military state. He and others familiar with the region, including General 

Wade, understood that patronage was an important tool for persuading Highlanders to 

remain loyal to the state. However, the fact that Ewen Macpherson of Cluny and Donald 

Macdonnell of Lochgarry, along with the bulk of their recruits, deserted Loudoun’s 64th 

Foot as the Jacobites advanced towards Edinburgh highlights that patronage was 

 
57 For a detailed examination of the Independent Companies during the Forty-Five, 

including the motivations of both the officers and men who served in them and their 

function as part of the whig regime in Scotland, see Matthew Dziennik, ‘Armailt làidir 

de mhilìsidh’: Hanoverian Gaels and the Jacobite Rebellion of 1745’, Scottish 

Historical Review 100 (2021). 

58 For a history of the independent companies, see Peter Simpson, The Independent 

Highland Companies, 1603–1760 (Edinburgh, 2001). 
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certainly not a guarantee of loyalty.59 The government initially resisted Forbes’s calls, 

and it was not until June 1745, in response to praise of the 43rd Foot’s actions during 

the battle of Fontenoy, that Loudoun received orders to raise and command the 64th 

Foot in the Highlands. Despite the high-profile desertions, the raising of Loudoun’s 

regiment prior to Charles Edward Stuart’s landing likely prevented at least some of his 

recruits from joining the Jacobites. Despite the widespread conception of Highlanders 

as disloyal ‘others’, government officials recognised the need to secure the assistance of 

as many as possible to try and neutralise the Jacobite threat and turned to Loudoun and 

Forbes to achieve this.60  

The Earl of Stair granted Forbes twenty blank commissions to recruit loyal 

Highlanders under Loudoun’s command in September 1745 and ordered Loudoun to 

Inverness to work with Forbes in the wake of the British defeat at Prestonpans.61 

Working together, Loudoun and Forbes successfully filled eighteen of the warrants 

between October 1745 and February 1746, recruiting approximately two thousand 

troops including those in the 64th Foot. They also recruited further troops for short-term 

engagements during the course of the rising, discharging them ‘when the occasion for 

such service ceased’.62 Forbes indisputably took the primary role in recruitment, 

 
59 Dziennik, ‘Fiscal-military state and labour’, 161–4; Black, Campbells of the Ark, i. 

186–8. 

60 Dziennik, ‘Armailt làidir de mhilìsidh’, 7-9. 

61 HL, MS 7641: earl of Stair, memorial concerning the rebellion in Scotland, 5 Sep. 

1745. 

62 Black, Campbells of the Ark, i. 191; Warrand, More Culloden Papers, v. 118.  
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engaging in the majority of correspondence and negotiation with the clan chiefs, 

although he and Loudoun met frequently in Inverness throughout the winter and kept in 

regular correspondence.63 In taking his lead from Forbes as the local expert and 

recognising that the assistance of clan chiefs was necessary to recruit soldiers in the 

region, Loudoun demonstrated that he was willing to respect local politics and customs 

in order to recruit the necessary numbers. Whilst he did not ‘other’ Highlanders in the 

way that many army officers and government officials did, Loudoun did recognise the 

unique local conditions of the Highlands. He understood that the clan chiefs held power 

and authority in Highland society and believed their compliance was vital for recruiting 

troops. He was willing to accept their status without believing that compromised the 

rights and obligations of Highlanders as subjects more generally and he agreed with 

Forbes that patronage was a suitable and useful tool for helping to keep these influential 

figures loyal and to prevent them from joining the enemy. 

The numbers Forbes and Loudoun managed to recruit in the Highlands 

represented a significant blow to the enemy, credited with hampering Jacobite 

recruitment efforts. The mathematician Colin MacLaurin, writing in late 1745, noted 

that the two had successfully managed to persuade a number of clans to remain quiet 

whilst simultaneously raising several hundred men for the independent companies.64 

 
63 Black, Campbells of the Ark, i. 189–93. For detail of the negotiations between Forbes 

and various Highland elites see Warrand, More Culloden Papers, iv. 55–70 and passim.  

64 London, British Library [BL], MS Add. 35889 (Hardwicke Papers), fos 41–2: Colin 

MacLaurin to unknown, 14 Nov. 1745; BL, MS Add. 35889 (Hardwicke Papers), fos 

66–7: Colin MacLaurin to unknown, 14 Dec. 1745. 
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The Macdonalds and MacLeods of Skye, who had both joined the Jacobites during the 

Fifteen, raised eight of the independent companies, depriving Charles Edward Stuart of 

approximately eight hundred men he had hoped would join him. Forbes noted that the 

two clan chiefs had been  

 

of vast use for preventing the growth of the Rebellion: their example [and] 

influence has done much good; as the other Highlanders had flattered 

themselves with the hopes of their assistance, the disappointment exasperates 

them.65 

 

Loudoun’s working with Forbes, not only to encourage recruitment but also to persuade 

other Highlanders to remain neutral, also gives further insight into his perceptions of 

that population. Whilst Cumberland viewed those who remained in their homes as 

enemies who simply had not risen on this particular occasion, Loudoun saw them as 

subjects who were demonstrating their adherence to the state by remaining at home 

even if they were not demonstrating active loyalty to the crown by raising an 

independent company.66 Developing such an understanding during the rising 

encouraged Loudoun’s actions and calls for moderation in its aftermath. 

 
65 Culloden Papers, ed. H. R. Duff (London, 1815), 247; Simpson, Independent 

Highland Companies, 157.  

66 HL, MS 9504: duke of Cumberland to earl of Loudoun, 20 Mar. 1746. Bannister and 

Riordan emphasise the significance of the ‘subtle but at times decisive line separating 

loyalty and neutrality’ throughout the British empire, which was true for the Highlands 
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In North America, Loudoun’s prior Scottish experiences clearly influenced his 

approach to the recruitment of Native American allies for the war effort. Although he 

did not view Native Americans as subjects, as he had viewed Highlanders, he did see 

parallels in the two situations. Both Highland clan chiefs and Native American leaders 

or councils held power and authority over groups of those populations, meaning that 

their cooperation was vital to enable recruitment or secure neutrality. Loudoun had 

recognised Highland subjecthood, but he had also recognised that during a rebellion 

loyalty was not guaranteed and he had sought to negotiate allegiance to prevent clans 

joining the Jacobites. Native Americans he viewed as a distinct population, which 

meant that their allegiance likewise had to be negotiated to prevent them becoming an 

enemy. Recognising the importance of Forbes’s local expertise during the prior conflict, 

Loudoun chose to leave efforts to recruit Native Americans or secure neutrality in the 

hands of the superintendents for Indian affairs, understanding that they were better 

placed to negotiate successfully.67 Even before his arrival in North America, Loudoun 

had written to William Johnson to express his hope that the northern superintendent 

would use his ‘utmost endeavours, to procure as large a force as can be got, to act in 

 

during the Forty-Five with Cumberland directing military strategy. Jerry Bannister and 

Liam Riordan, ‘Loyalism and the British Atlantic, 1660–1840’, in Bannister and 

Riordan, Loyal Atlantic, 6.  

67 HL, MS 1821, Box 41 (Loudoun Papers, Americana): earl of Loudoun to William 

Johnson, 16 Sep. 1756; HL, MS 3889, Box 86 (Loudoun Papers, Americana): earl of 

Loudoun to William Johnson, 1 Jul. 1757.  
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Conjunction with His Majesty’s Forces, against the Common Enemy’.68 He went on to 

state that he was bringing presents with him for the Native Americans and would 

consult with Johnson regarding how they ought to be distributed, accepting the Native 

Americans as distinct nations who had to be persuaded to join the British war effort and 

recognising Johnson as best-placed to achieve this.  

As he had recognised the contribution of his Highland troops during the Forty-

Five, where they had hampered Jacobite military efforts both through engagements such 

as the battle of Littleferry and guerrilla tactics including disrupting supply lines, 

preventing locals reinforcing Jacobite ranks and harassing enemy parties, Loudoun also 

recognised the contribution Native Americans could make to the British war effort. He 

praised the campaign of irregular warfare carried out by Cherokee warriors in the 

Virginian backcountry during the 1757 campaign, which had helped to significantly 

reduce the number of enemy raids against backcountry settlements.69 He referenced 

accounts he had received of the ‘Services which were done by the Cherokees’ when 

ordering southern superintendent Edmond Atkin to raise similar numbers for the 1758 

 
68 HL, MS 905, Box 20 (Loudoun Papers, Americana): earl of Loudoun to William 

Johnson, 11 Mar. 1756. Regarding Loudoun’s willingness to leave Native American 

diplomacy in the superintendents’ hands, see HL, MS 1821: earl of Loudoun to William 

Johnson, 16 Sep. 1756; HL, MS 3889: Earl of Loudoun to William Johnson, 1 Jul. 

1757; HL, MS 5576, Box 120 (Loudoun Papers, Americana): earl of Loudoun to 

William Lyttleton, 13 Feb. 1758.  

69 Paul Kelton, ‘The British and Indian war: Cherokee power and the fate of empire in 

North America’, William and Mary Quarterly 69 (2012) 763–92 at 769.  
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expedition against Fort Duquesne, with the freedom to facilitate this as he thought 

best.70 Loudoun further strove to prevent colonial governors and assemblies from 

making their own treaties and arrangements with Native Americans, ordering colonial 

authorities to desist from private negotiations with Native Americans and to leave 

Indian diplomacy in the hands of the superintendents.71 Such orders, his to give due to 

the position granted to him by parliament, demonstrate Loudoun’s role as both a 

military actor concerned with recruiting Native American allies and as a formulator of 

imperial policy who sought to limit colonial interference in an area he believed to be 

under the exclusive remit of imperial officials. In utilising local expertise and 

negotiating with influential local figures, whether through patronage in the Highlands or 

gifts and land treaties for Native Americans, Loudoun demonstrated the influence of the 

Forty-Five on how he approached warfare in North America, whilst also responding to 

the unique conditions present in different geographical theatres.  

Loudoun also aimed to play a greater role in the recruitment of colonists into 

provincial regiments, although again his experiences in Scotland indirectly influenced 

his strategy as he once again sought to benefit from experts who understood local laws 

and customs, in this case colonial governors. Without the complications of the rebellion 

he had faced in Scotland or of securing alliances with Native Americans, Loudoun 
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imagined he would have little difficulty in persuading assemblies to agree to his troop 

requests. However, hopes that provincial recruitment and mobilisation would prove 

straightforward were immediately dashed. The loss of Fort Oswego in August 1756 just 

two months after Loudoun’s arrival left Britain’s interior and the military headquarters 

at Albany exposed. Loudoun asked all provinces to raise emergency troops to counter a 

possible French advance, though the main burden was placed on the New England 

colonies where the immediate danger lay.72 All assemblies delayed answering 

Loudoun’s request or refused to comply with it, ‘considering the year is so far 

advanced’ and they were ‘exhausted both of Men and Money’.73 Whilst Massachusetts 

agreed to draft the troops requested from the militia, the assembly ordered that they be 

kept in reserve until definite intelligence of a French advance was received, which 

would prevent them from providing timely aid.74 New York, the most exposed province, 

was alone in answering Loudoun’s call and it was the governor, not the assembly, who 

authorised the sending of one thousand militiamen to Loudoun, who kept them in 

service for just ten days until the danger had passed.75 

Similar difficulties beset Loudoun when he requested that the colonies send 

troops to counter a rumoured French advance that October. The slow response of the 

 
72 HL, MS 1524, Box 35 (Loudoun Papers, Americana): Circular, 20 Aug. 1756.  
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colonies mobilising their troops frustrated Loudoun and he admonished the assemblies, 

arguing that, had the rumours proven true, the delay would have prevented the troops 

from providing the necessary relief to the interior.76 His anger stemmed from the 

recognition there was little he could do in such a situation to furnish the troops, vital 

though they were for the protection of the interior. Despite his frustration, Loudoun 

attempted to cultivate goodwill amongst the assemblies by ordering enlistment to be 

halted immediately upon realising that the delays would prevent the troops offering any 

benefit to the service. He recognised that many provinces were already struggling 

financially due to the war effort and ordered the stoppage, as well as the discharge of 

troops already raised, in an attempt to save the assemblies money.77 Loudoun’s early 

encounters made it clear that negotiation would be required to facilitate the recruitment 

of provincials, whilst also demonstrating that colonial assemblies were willing to ignore 

or refuse his requests for assistance if it suited them to do so, thereby failing to show the 

submission he expected from them as subjects.  

Loudoun’s initial difficulties with recruitment convinced him he could only 

secure the necessary support if he sidestepped the assemblies. He therefore proposed 

negotiating directly with colonial governors and commissioners empowered to act on 

behalf of the assemblies at two general meetings he would hold for the northern and 
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southern provinces.78 Here Loudoun’s prior Highland experiences continued to provide 

a benchmark for his actions, as did more recent policies related to military governance 

in both Scotland and North America. Loudoun still sought to negotiate with local 

experts and authorities as he had in the Highlands, albeit with governors and colonial 

commissioners rather than colonial assemblies. They would enjoy agency and power in 

the recruitment process, as clan chiefs had in the Highlands, but Loudoun saw no role 

for the colonial assemblies whose members had demonstrated that they were willing to 

act contrary to the imperial interest. In doing so, Loudoun illustrated the widely held 

belief within the British imperial elite that colonial assemblies did not hold the same 

claim to social authority over their population as clan chiefs in Scotland.79 In practice, 

as many of the local experts he was relying upon in North America were imperial 

officials, his actions removed the connection with those on the ground that had proved 

so beneficial for encouraging recruitment during the Forty-Five. Loudoun was adapting 

his prior experiences to the local conditions he faced but he was not always entirely 

successful in doing so in a way that took full account of the specifics of local politics. 

Recent initiatives in Scotland and North America also influenced how Loudoun 

adapted his approach to recruitment in light of the unique circumstances he faced in the 

colonies. In Scotland, the 1756 Impress Act had demonstrated the effectiveness of 

policies of governance that recalled those advocated by Loudoun during and after the 
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Forty-Five and sought to rehabilitate and assimilate Highlanders more fully within the 

British state by creating a network of justices of the peace and sheriff deputes 

throughout the region, composed of local elites.80 A quota system set the levels of 

recruits expected for each county and the justices of the peace were given the 

responsibility of recruiting to meet that quota, although the Impress Act also enabled 

them to use coercive measures and conscript men. The Albany plan of 1754, 

meanwhile, had been an initiative driven by the colonies, although the board of trade 

had developed a similar plan, which sought to create a grand council composed of 

proportionate numbers of colonial delegates based on financial contribution. This 

council would be responsible for various aspects of imperial governance, including the 

recruitment of provincial soldiers using a proportionate quota system during periods of 

warfare.81 Although the initiative had failed to win the support of colonial legislatures 

or the British parliament, the plan’s focus on mutual defence, alongside the quota 

system and the reliance on local commissioners underpinning military recruitment in 

Scotland, influenced Loudoun’s proposal for the northern and southern provinces as he 

sought to adapt his earlier experiences of recruitment to the colonial context.  

Colonial representatives were informed of the total number of troops to be 

raised, with the northern provinces asked to raise four thousand, but Loudoun wished 
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for the commissioners to decide on the specific proportion from each colony.82 He 

hoped that invoking the spirit of mutual and proportionate defence would help eliminate 

intercolonial jealousy and that allowing the individual colonial proportions to be 

determined by the local experts would encourage the assemblies to comply with the 

requests more quickly, enabling an early start to the campaigning season. Further, his 

request for four thousand New England troops, considerably fewer than had been raised 

the previous year, was Loudoun’s recognition of the expense the colonies were put to by 

the war and an attempt to cultivate goodwill. As he had in the Highlands, Loudoun 

attempted to demonstrate that he was willing to reduce the burden of the conflict on the 

local population where possible. In the Highlands this had taken the form of avoiding 

punitive measures against those not involved in the rising, whilst in North America he 

sought to reduce the financial burden of the war in regard to recruitment. In both 

theatres of war, however, Loudoun made it clear that subservience and adherence to the 

crown were not negotiable.  

Formative experiences influenced Loudoun’s approach to waging war in North 

America, but he also proved willing to adjust his expectations and actions in light of the 

unique circumstances he faced in another imperial fringe as well as developing policies 

of military and imperial governance. In attempting to facilitate colonial recruitment, he 

sought to balance what he believed were necessary assertions of authority with 

consideration of colonial needs and issues in order to achieve results. His attempts to 

use a quota system to furnish recruits did not overcome all the difficulties he had 
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previously faced as the commissioners failed to agree on quotas, eventually requiring 

Loudoun to propose these himself.83 Further, as the commissioners did not have the 

authoritative powers Loudoun had hoped they would, all colonial assemblies still had to 

be consulted before recruitment could begin, causing general delays and leading to a 

refusal from the New Jersey assembly to raise the troops requested.84 This demonstrated 

Loudoun’s failure to understand and respond to the local situation in North America as 

successfully as he had in the Highlands. 

Adapting his position and expectations in response to local conditions and power 

structures enabled Loudoun to largely meet his recruitment goals. However, he was left 

frustrated by the delays resulting from colonial slothfulness and he was angered by the 

actions of the New Jersey assembly, which he believed deliberately impeded the service 

and challenged the royal prerogative. Loudoun was quick to praise those who complied 

with his requests and he actively attempted to reduce the financial burden on the 

colonies, cancelling requests for the raising of provincials in August 1757 due to the 
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arrival of regulars and attempting to ensure that all colonies took responsibility for their 

proportionate share of the war effort.85 But he was also quick to register his displeasure 

with those assemblies that delayed providing assistance or refused to comply with his 

demands, informing governors and assemblies alike of his disappointment in an attempt 

to assert imperial authority and encourage them to reconsider their position. Even when 

expressing his displeasure, Loudoun was measured rather than hot headed. He couched 

his disappointment with reference to the Albany plan, suggesting that such actions were 

a desertion of the ‘common cause of the defence and Security’ of the colonies, rather 

than framing it in terms of imperial disloyalty.86 In Scotland he had demonstrated a 

willingness to use violence on occasion when Highlanders failed to demonstrate the 

loyalty he expected of them as subjects. In the context of the conflict in North America 

and the tools available to him when attempting to recruit soldiers in cooperation with 
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colonial assemblies, such expressions of displeasure served a similar purpose of 

highlighting the actions of those who failed to act as loyal subjects.  

When writing to imperial officials, Loudoun clearly framed his displeasure in 

terms of disloyalty. He complained to the ministry about the inaction of the assemblies 

and argued in favour of imperial reform. In a letter to Cumberland of late 1756, 

Loudoun suggested that the problems resulted from the assemblies controlling the 

salaries of the governors: 

 

[T]ill you find a Fund, independent of the Province, to Pay the 

Governors, and new model the Government, you can do nothing with 

the Provinces. I know it has been said in London, this is not the time; if 

You delay it till a Peace, You will not have a force to Exert any British 

Acts of Parliament here, for tho’ they will not venture to go so far with 

me, I am assured by the Officers, that it is not uncommon, for the People 

of this Country to say, they would be glad to see any Man, that dare 

exert a British Act of Parliament here.87 

 

Interpreting the actions of colonial assemblies as insubordinate, disloyal and contrary to 

both the service and the empire, Loudoun ‘othered’ colonists in his letter to 

Cumberland, perceiving them as significantly different from Britons at home and 

marking them as a potential threat to British imperial security. Such an understanding 
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was not permanent and was strictly a reflection of the military predicament, but it 

demonstrates how quickly officers’ conceptions of colonial subjecthood began to 

change. Further, whilst he proved willing to work within the frameworks currently 

existing in North America, Loudoun’s experiences led him to recommend strongly an 

immediate reform of the relationship between the colonies and the mother country. By 

emphasising that such steps could not wait until the war was over, Loudoun also 

demonstrated his concern that the disloyalty he had perceived threatened to develop into 

calls or action for further colonial rights and privileges. In Scotland, the army had 

advocated, and implemented, closer regulation over the population as a method of 

ensuring imperial security and encouraging assimilation, and such steps appeared to be 

working, illustrated by the success of the 1756 Impress Act.88 Loudoun believed that 

similar steps, albeit targeted to the specifics of the colonial situation, should also be 

taken in North America, expressing similar sentiments to Halifax and Pitt as he had to 

Cumberland.89 Loudoun hoped that returning power to crown-appointed representatives 

would enforce direct control over imperial affairs and thereby reaffirm colonial loyalty. 

Loudoun’s advocacy of such measures reflected the reforming impulses of the British 

state and the important role military officers played, not only as instruments of empire 

who implemented Britain’s imperial policies, but as agents of empire who informed and 

influenced such policies.  

 
88 Mackillop, ‘Continuity, coercion and myth’, 49.  

89 HL, MS 2416, Box 56 (Loudoun Papers, Americana): earl of Loudoun to earl of 

Halifax, 26 Dec. 1756; HL, MS 3845, Box 85 (Loudoun Papers, Americana): earl of 

Loudoun to William Pitt, 17 Jun. 1757.   



 

 

 46 

 

III 

In both Scotland and North America, Loudoun balanced local events and conditions, 

assertions of authority and political manoeuvring at the imperial centre when waging 

war. He demonstrated his willingness to adapt his actions in light of local circumstances 

when beneficial to his military task and he utilised local expertise and negotiated with 

local elites in order to achieve his objectives. However, in both imperial fringes 

Loudoun also demanded that the royal prerogative be respected. In the Highlands he had 

no qualms about using violence if moderate tactics failed to achieve results, whilst he 

was quick to register his displeasure in the colonies when individuals or authorities 

acted in a way that he felt subverted his authority as a crown-appointed official. 

Loudoun’s experiences and interactions in both theatres of war illustrate a more 

nuanced and competent character than the historiography typically suggests. Despite his 

willingness to use violence when he believed it necessary in the Highlands, he was 

relatively unusual in refusing to view that entire population as disloyal ‘others’ 

deserving of indiscriminate punitive reprisals. Likewise, although he did come into 

conflict with colonial assemblies and provincial soldiers it would be wrong to conclude 

that these conflicts were a result of a bullying or hot-headed manner in him.  

Loudoun’s actions and encounters in Scotland and North America were 

underpinned by his understanding of loyalty and subjecthood within the British empire. 

His outlook was informed by his belief that a loyal domestic or imperial population 

ought to display due adherence and subordination to the crown, demonstrating 

enthusiasm towards the realisation of the state’s aims. In the Highlands, where he was 

tasked with ending a rebellion against the crown, he worked with numerous Highlanders 
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who displayed such subordination either by remaining in their homes and not 

participating in the rebellion, or by joining the army’s efforts to end it. In North 

America, the driving aim was the successful prosecution of the war against France. The 

army was concerned with how best to wage war far from the central power structures of 

London. As a result, the colonists increasingly came to be seen by Loudoun, his 

successors and his subordinates in a military rather than civil light and frustration grew 

at their complaints and perceived insubordination as the British felt they did not 

contribute enough to the war effort and even impeded the service on occasion. Their 

failure to meet the obligations he perceived them to have as subjects led Loudoun and 

other officers to question their imperial loyalty and to consciously ‘other’ them, viewing 

them as significantly different from Britons at home.90  This interpretation was not static 

and was, at this point, confined to military affairs but it provides an early indication of 

changing attitudes within the army towards the colonists which were consolidated 

during and after the war, well before such attitudes became widespread within the 

British ministry and public at large.91 
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P. J. Marshall argued that the seven years’ war caused people in Britain and the 

colonies to develop divergent understandings of empire. Whilst the latter had their 

belief in an empire of cooperation and negotiation confirmed by the joint enterprise, 

Britons came to reject that concept in the war’s aftermath due to the perceived failure of 

the colonies to pull their weight during the conflict, although there had been calls for 

imperial reform, and even some steps taken to affect change, prior to the war.92 Closer 

regulation of a potentially hostile population appeared to have been successful in the 

Highlands by the mid-1750s as no further Jacobite risings had occurred. The case study 

of Loudoun highlights that, from the very early stages of the seven years’ war, army 

officers began to question whether the ‘empire of negotiation’ in fact encouraged 

colonists to act disloyally and fail to pull their weight in the war effort. Although 

Loudoun adapted to work within the existing system of governance, he began to 

advocate closer regulation of the colonies, similar to that affecting positive change and 

ensuring imperial security in the Highlands. Such calls would be repeated by successive 

military commanders and their subordinates in North America throughout the seven 

years’ war and in its aftermath, highlighting the active role of army officers as agents of 

empire both implementing and attempting to influence British imperial policy.  

Geoffrey Plank demonstrated that the army’s role in both ending the Jacobite 

uprising and pacifying the region in its aftermath represented an evolution of the army 

under Cumberland as its political power and public stature rose and its purpose became 

less fixed simply as a fighting force and it increasingly played an important role in 
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promoting and attempting to implement a civilising mission in the places it was active.93 

Both Plank and Frederick Albritton Jonsson, amongst others, argued that the Scottish 

Highlands functioned as a testing ground for British imperial policy in the wider 

empire. Scholarship has demonstrated how military innovations and policies aimed at 

civilising savages and strengthening governance were implemented in the region before 

being adopted and adapted in other imperial settings.94 The case study of Loudoun 

demonstrates that such an evolution was not strictly tied to a ‘civilising mission’ but 

rather reflected the reformist imperial agenda of the earl of Halifax more generally.95 It 

further provides an example not only of the transatlantic military influence of Scottish 

experiences, but of the wider cultural imperatives driving imperialism. The questions of 

subjecthood, loyalty and identity that preoccupied Loudoun and others in the Scottish 

Highlands during and after the Forty-Five played an important role in governing 

understandings, actions and policies not only related to the diverse populations that 

became part of the Empire after the seven years’ war, but of all imperial subjects. The 

cost of the seven years’ war, and the extent of Britain’s victory in it, is often credited 
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with causing the imperial crisis which led to the revolutionary war.96 However, 

considering the lessons Loudoun learnt in the Highlands and later transferred and 

adapted to North America highlights the longer-term, transatlantic military and cultural 

interactions which also played an important role in causing transformations in 

eighteenth-century British imperial policy. 
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