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 A frequent argumentative tactic is to pick up a word and explore/exploit its connota-
tions. This can lead to some strained analyses (e.g., regarding “account” [p. 72]), though 
they provide a nice discussion of “saunter” (p. 341) from  WN  I,1. They set themselves to 
read closely (as over “sympathy” in the opening pages of  Theory of Moral Sentiments 
[TMS] ), but this is not strictly adhered to (in this case they interpolate “will” when Smith 
does not use that term and which sends misleading interpretative signals). They have a 
tendency to wrench quotations from their context (especially when referring to Smith’s 
treatment of the Stoics [e.g., p. 53]—a discussion together with that on providence that 
I found unpersuasive—but also elsewhere [e.g., p. 225]). Given HM’s agenda, there 
are some odd omissions, such as the treatment of “justice” or the distinction drawn in 
 LRBL  between Aristotelian and Newtonian methodology. In a complex book, there is 
always scope for quibbles. I’ll mention one: they get Thomas Hobbes wrong on contract 
(pp. 211, 224). Their prose style is frequently turgid, and for my taste they are over-
fond of rhetorical questions and at crucial points they resort to the subjunctive mood 
(e.g., pp. 108, 122, 129). A strong positive feature is that there is a comprehensive and 
impressive list of references and citations to secondary literature. 

 In sum, HM have produced a potentially interesting, and at times stimulating, argu-
ment but one that struggles to free itself from a carapace of prolixity and allusion.  

    Christopher J.     Berry     
   University of Glasgow  

                  Brian     Bonnyman  ,  The Third Duke of Buccleuch and Adam Smith: Estate Management 
and Improvement in Enlightenment Scotland  ( Edinburgh :  Edinburgh University Press , 
 2014 ), pp.  232 , $69.95. ISBN 978-0-74864-200-7. 
 doi: 10.1017/S1053837216000407 

       Adam Smith spent almost three years (1764 to 1766) in France with the third Duke of 
Buccleuch (Henry Scott, 1746–1812) on their Grand Tour. Our interest in Smith’s time 
as a tutor has tended to focus on the infl uences that were brought to bear on his thinking 
during his travels abroad. This highly original book on their relationship moves far 
beyond that. It highlights Smith’s role as both tutor and adviser to the duke and shows 
that Smith’s ideas had an important infl uence on his pupil’s attempts to improve his 
estates. The book can be read as a case study of the ways in which the intellectual 
concerns of the Scottish Enlightenment and its associated culture of improvement 
infl uenced the management of a nobleman’s landed estate. 

 It was Charles Townshend, statesman and the duke’s stepfather, who employed 
Smith to fi nish the duke’s education by way of a Grand Tour of Europe. The author’s 
extensive archival research on private papers and letters reveals that Townshend saw 
Smith’s constitutional knowledge and his notions of government as his particular qual-
ities and thought that the duke’s education under Smith could prepare him for the role 
of statesman and the duties of high offi ce (pp. 42–43). A signifi cant part of Smith’s 
lectures on moral philosophy in Glasgow had been concerned with the historical pro-
gress of jurisprudence, the way in which this related to the development of the institu-
tions of law and government, and the practical regulations of government—what Smith 
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would later term “political economy.” It was these subjects that would have formed an 
important part of Smith’s teaching during the Grand Tour (pp. 49–50). 

 Smith’s role, however, did not end there. With Townshend’s death and the duke’s 
coming of age in September 1767, Smith’s mentoring role became even more impor-
tant, as he was the duke’s closest and most trusted acquaintance in Scotland (p. 64). 
Smith played a key role when the duke set in motion an ambitious attempt to reorga-
nize and improve his estates (p. 58). For example, Smith acted on behalf of the duke 
and instructed Ilay Campbell, a son of the duke’s joint legal agent, Archibald Campbell, 
and a former pupil of Smith, to make a draft of a proposed Act of Parliament to alter 
the estate’s strict entail in such a way as to enable the duke to grant longer leases and the 
right to exchange pieces of land that were intermixed with the entailed estate (pp. 62–63, 
69–71). Here it is suggested that this reform corresponded closely to Smith’s views 
on improvement, because, like many contemporary Scottish writers on improvement, 
Smith believed that feudal perpetuities, such as entails, were acting as a brake upon 
improvement (p. 68). It is argued that this proposed reform to the estate’s restrictive 
entail would allow the duke to issue exactly the kind of long leases that Smith had 
argued were an essential prerequisite for encouraging tenants to make improvements 
(p. 69). In fact, shortly after the passing of the Entail Act in May 1770, the reorganization 
and improvement of the duke’s lowland estates began in earnest (pp. 70–71, 82–83). 

 It is also shown that Smith helped to draft an advertisement in the  Edinburgh 
Advertiser  of 20 October 1767, which announced the general resetting of the duke’s 
entire Scottish estate, requesting the prospective tenants to outline both the length of 
the lease and the nature of the improvements intended to be made (p. 63). It is pointed 
out that this letting policy was also broadly consistent with Smith’s own views on the 
most expedient way in which agricultural improvement could be encouraged: to break 
up large estates into smaller, owner-occupied farms. Specifi cally inviting offers was an 
explicit attempt to expose the land to the competition of the market and attract exactly such 
men of scheme and project that Smith believed would make the best improvers (p. 69). 

 William Keir, the duke’s overseer of improvements (1772 to 1810), is another 
intriguing fi gure in the book. He wrote a “Report on the value of the sheep farms” (1791) 
and systematically attempted to apply Smith’s insights to the management and improve-
ment of the duke’s estate. Keir set rents at a level that would optimize the tenants’ moti-
vation to make improvements, and it is argued that it was a debt to a key line of Scottish 
Enlightenment economic enquiry: the way in which an understanding of human nature, 
particularly in terms of its motivations, could be used to analyze the way in which eco-
nomic systems worked and make them function more effectively (pp. 129–130). It is 
reported that by the early 1790s, the value of the duke’s farms had greatly increased 
(p. 112), and Keir’s own proposed rents for the farms amounted to a rise of around 
40% on the levels of rent set in 1775 (p. 113). 

 It is also argued, but slightly less convincingly, that the Ayr Bank crash, in which the 
duke was deeply involved and on which Smith almost certainly advised him (p. 78), seems 
to have led Smith to adopt a more conservative stance on banking in general (p. 80). 

 Towards the end of the book, however, the narrative seems to turn away from its 
main thesis and argues that, despite Keir’s broad agreement with the general principles 
of Smith’s economic thinking, opening up the tenancies of the estate to the market 
revealed for Keir a nascent tension between the principles of the free market and the 
management of a great landed estate. In the end, Keir rejected Smith’s idea that land 
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should be brought into the market like any other commodity (p. 184). The ultimate aim 
of this idea was to encourage the breaking up of large estates, thereby opening up the 
land market to entrepreneurs who had made their money elsewhere and who, accord-
ing to Smith, would be much better suited to the task of improving their land for profi t 
than the great hereditary landowners (pp. 184–185). 

 For Keir, however, the infl ux of this class of men into landownership invariably led 
to infl ated levels of rent being offered, leaving tenants unable to stock their farms prop-
erly and struggling to pay their rents, let alone fi nd the surplus capital necessary to 
improve their farms. If there was no guarantee that the tenant would not be replaced by 
a higher bidder at the end of the lease, Keir believed, any improvements that were 
carried out would tend to be temporary, calculated to secure the greatest possible profi t 
in the short term but ultimately leaving the farm in a worse state than it was in before 
(p. 185). This would in turn undermine the landowner’s power over tenants in respect 
of the management and improvement of their farms (p. 187). It is summed up that 
Keir’s thinking on the need to reconcile the goals of improvement with the other ele-
ments of the landowner–tenant relationship would come to infl uence the management 
strategy of the Buccleuch estates directly during the later stages of the duke’s admin-
istration, which was not to maximize the rental income in the short term, but rather to 
effect the long-term improvement of the estate while simultaneously maintaining the 
Buccleuch family’s wider moral, social, and political infl uence (pp. 184, 196). 

 In my reading through the volume, one topic that strikes me is the fact that there 
was a collective response to the Buccleuch estate’s clampdown on poaching to protest 
against what were seen as encroachments upon customary rights and traditional prac-
tices, such as the right to fi sh on the estates (p. 170). I have treated another example 
on the Earl of Morton’s estates in Orkney, where the people were willing to resist the 
changes associated with improvement when they affected their perceived traditional 
rights (Furuya  2011 ,  2015 ). It is therefore highly instructive to me to know that a kind 
of paternalism was employed on the Buccleuch estate as a pragmatic response to 
changing circumstances that attempted to reinforce the existing social and political 
hierarchy (pp. 150–151). This was exactly the top-down, “improvement from above” 
approach as practiced upon the Buccleuch estate under the third duke, one in which 
improvement was envisaged as a means of reinforcing the bonds between landowner 
and tenant, the very bonds that, according to Keir, were threatened by the intrusion of 
unfettered commercialization and exclusively economic goals (pp. 151, 192, 195). It is 
also impressive to see that, by the end of the third duke’s administration, the fi nancial 
rewards of the “improvement from above” were more than evident, with the annual 
gross rental of his Scottish estates standing at over £50,000 (p. 196). 

 The author’s conclusion might be an understatement: the duke’s “improvement 
from above” approach seems to me to have differed more sharply from what Smith had 
argued than the author allows. I would see it as a third way between the Enlightenment 
idea of improvement on the one hand, which the Earl of Morton and his parish minister 
Thomas Hepburn more emphatically endorsed in Orkney than the Duke of Buccleuch 
dared to practice on his own estates, and reactionary, traditional attitudes towards com-
mercialization and the free market on the other.  

    Hiroyuki     Furuya     
   Tokushima Bunri University, Japan   
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       In the opening pages of  Translating Empire , Sophus Reinert details the argument of 
his book. First, “it seeks to reveal the confl icted roots of political economy in the long 
eighteenth century and the seminal roles played in its institutionalization by the trans-
lations of texts and practices by the pressures of international competition; and by 
what contemporaries knew as ‘emulation’” (p. 2). Second, “it draws inspiration from 
recent calls to unite the traditions of ‘entangled’ and ‘comparative’ historiography, 
aiming to analyze Enlightenment political economy in comparative terms while simul-
taneously telling a coherent story” (p. 3). And, fi nally, it uses John Cary’s  Essay on the 
State of England Trade , fi rst published in 1695, “to explicate how European political 
communities competed between the ‘Glorious Revolution’ and the French Revolution, 
how some grew wealthy, while others became poor, and how they struggled to be free 
in a world where industry to an ever greater extent secured liberty and greatness through 
violent economic rivalries” (p. 4). 

 Reinert goes on to back up these claims in fi ve thick chapters. The opening chapter, 
“Emulation and Translation,” is the most important since it draws together intellectual 
history, cultural history, and economic history in a single methodological framework 
in order to argue for a reconsideration of the role political and economic emulations 
played in the comparative fate of competitive states and nations of early modern Europe. 
Building on the argument of his late mentor, Istvan Hont, that Jealousy of Trade rep-
resents one of the main tenets of early modern political thought, Reinert shows that 
much of the literature of eighteenth-century political economy revolved around the 
success of English economic policies and ideas. In the context of the progressive ero-
sion of Latin as the common language of European scholars since the Renaissance, 
translation became a major medium for facilitating such emulation. Indeed, Reinert 
registers an unprecedented surge of translations of economic works in Europe in the 
middle of the eighteenth century. Looking deeper into this phenomenon, he shows that 
it is precisely at this moment that England began to be a net exporter of knowledge, 
in the form of economic works translated into foreign languages, as well as the leader 
in terms of economic development in Europe. From this perspective, Reinert questions 
the “precursorism” of much of the literature on early modern political economy that 
emphasizes texts, such as those of the physiocrats and Adam Smith that adopted the 
“doux commerce”  cum  laisser-faire model of development and, by the same token, 
belittle the contributions of mercantilists such as John Cary. 
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