SHAPING BRITISH IDENTITY: TRANSATLANTIC
ANGLO-SPANISH RIVALRY IN THE

EARLY MODERN PERIOD

by

ANDREA K. BRINTON HAGA

Presented to the Faculty of the Graduate School of
The University of Texas at Arlington in Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements

for the Degree of

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT ARLINGTON

August 2009



Copyright © by Andrea K. Brinton Haga 2009

All Rights Reserved



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

| would like to thank my husband Eric and my daughter Olivia, alonky thi
rest of my family and friends, for their unwavering patienoe support throughout the
entirety of my secondary education. To my committee chairSiaven Reinhardt, |
want to thank for standing by me and believing that | could indeedh fimg
dissertation. For Drs. Elisabeth Cawthon and Douglas Richmond, few wards
convey how much | appreciate your input, advice, and contribution to th&achselo
Dr. Stanley Palmer, Dr. Thomas Adam, and everyone in the UnwefsTexas at
Arlington History Department, | thank each one of you for your suppattassistance
at this last stage of my education, as well as through thetgmir my graduate studies.
Lastly, I would like to thank the staff of the University of Texats Arlington
Interlibrary Loan department, especially Diana Hines. Without gesistance, | would
have never been able to complete this research.

| dedicate this research to the memories of my father Danigtinton (1951-

1996) and my grandfather Maurice C. Hurd (1918-2005). Both of these men wer

profoundly influential in my love of learning generally, and histopecsfically.
Without their very special gifts they gave to me individyallywould not have
accomplished half of what | have done this far. From the usedeicistory book of

Elizabeth | purchased for me at an Oregon yard sale one edwiyd&®y morning in the



1980s to the late-night discussions of philosophy and theories of anydimiag
everything, | have been guided intellectually and personally ly d¥vthe most
wonderful men who have graced this earth. You are both missed, yet alwaysenit

your gifts of wisdom and love.

July 9, 2009



ABSTRACT

SHAPING BRITISH IDENTITY: TRANSATLANTIC
ANGLO-SPANISH RIVALRY IN THE

EARLY MODERN PERIOD

Andrea K. Brinton Haga, PhD

The University of Texas at Arlington, 2009

Supervising Professor: Steven G. Reinhardt

Traditional nationalism studies focus primarily on nineteenthucgnt
developments of state-formation and the imposition of nationalistipuisions from
the top down. This study challenges that theoretical framewsgrkarguing that
nationalism is evident in much earlier centuries, that natiorasistitiment is expressed
from the bottom up, and that the state is often compelled to @sséragainst political
rivals in response to the needs and desires of its citizeédagionalism is essentially
mere rhetoric—the language of the state and its people—in order ¢orage or
compel compliance in response to the necessity of the statbigva specific political
goals. The examination of the British anti-Spanish rhetoric ofstwenteenth and

eighteenth centuries regarding colonial issues reveals the emergérhe British

\Y



national identity. From this early modern British rhetoricth® revelation that
nationalism is not necessarily a state-imposed mandate, rattienatiam emerges
from the people and the state as a response to outside politmabnac, and social
threats.

This study evaluates the language of the British people whe wirested in
transatlantic colonial activities, between the years 1606-1739 (hbadihg of
Jamestown to the War of Jenkins’ Ear/Anglo-Spanish War). Bri@onial and
trading activities placed them within the territories that Sganish claimed for
themselves, resulting in an inevitable conflict between the twonsafor nearly two
centuries. Through the evaluation of cases of British shipues and the public
discussion of those cases, the British reveal their assertiomatminal identity as a
product of the nation’s ability to “triumph” over the Spanish through sstce
negotiations for ship reparations as well as gain Spanish acknowledtgeto British

“rights” to their colonial territories.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Approaching European and American history from a transatlantic pgvgpedo
implement a unique methodology in order to move away from traditiondiest of a
single entity—such as a nation or peoples—to better understand histienvedopments
as they are influenced by stimuli both in Europe and the New Wohd.effect,
transatlantic theory de-emphasizes political, social, and econostarital events as
being purely “European” or “American.” Such is the case in uraleigig national
identity and political conflict between western European entitigdter 1500, conflict
and interaction between European powers was aggravated or enhancetl theoug
Atlantic activities, and, arguably, their Atlantic activitlescame more important to their
interaction as time progressed. More importantly, theivelauccesses and failures of
the Atlantic endeavors of European powers helped shape how thesdvieemselves
and their place in the political and social order of the Western world.

The sense of national identity as cultivated through competitiveattansc
activities is especially evident when we evaluate the developaoietiite First British
Empire and its political rivalry with Spain. Political competit and antagonism
between England and Spain originated approximately half a centarytlad Columbian
discoveries and continued to accelerate through the eighteenth dargety because of

their comparative and combined European and Atlantic activities. riidley between
1



these two powers was unique as compared to other European ridahiigs this period
in that it was unrelenting (whether during war or peacetimegsgence was founded in
both ideological differences and fatalistic beliefs, and it functlotee encourage the
movement toward the development of a British national identity.

An individual’s identity generally is shaped by her/her assiociaor affiliation
with an entity that differentiates itself by race, ethnicttylture, philosophy, religion,
nationality, or some varying combination of these elements. Conscssuseone’s
“identity” develops either through external encouragement/discamegeby others or
through individual assertion of belonging/separateness. From a m&querspective,
discerning individual and group identity is an essential component instadeing and
conveying the motivations, impulses, and meaning of human actors in the\jghse
determining and defining identity is integral to historical safsbign, the historian must
avoid perils such as gross generalization, teleological projectiossoradal attributions,
and the imposition of modern constructs upon the past. Whereas r#umt, @nd
religious designations are perhaps less susceptible to ingcbistorical representation,
assuming that entire populations within certain geopolitical boundanasciously
acknowledge that their sense of self is either partially luolly defined by nationalistic
impulses becomes more difficult, especially as we move further back in time

Such is the case when one attempts to define—as is the fodus cédearch—
what it meant to be English and/or British in the sixteenth througjitesnth centuries.
In the historical scholarship of nation building and nationalism to contesid any

society could conceptualize the nation as a distinct and definaltyg-eatie with which
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they exhibit a sense of association—is a historical fallacwany period prior to the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries. The main contention of nationsdisolarship is
that nation building is a function of the state, and that it occurs aiinaate of

institutional changes resulting in an assertion of distinctnessdtbar national entities.
These institutional changes are attributable to adoption of econompohiichl theories

that are more compatible with modernization, industrialization, andcpbtstial state
formation. Fundamental to the traditional view of national identityheg it is an

imposition upon the populace in order to create hegemony rather than lmeingcsous
assertion of individuals.

My research aligns itself with the historical scholarshigt tseeks to challenge
established theoretical parameters of nationalism studigslyathrough the analysis of
the rhetoric of individuals who assert their identity with the amatwithout the
manipulation of the state. The basis of this challenge is ttecnesv theoretical tools in
which to understand ways in which historical actors assertedsérese of identity with
the nation through their actions and rhetoric. Historians Micheseldéck, Linda Colley,
and Carol Z. Wiener each challenge established conceptions of itve fnam varying
perspectives that both reflect and influence my scholarship. Bkaddgues that
viewing state formation as “a purely institutional phenomenon” tesedgheoretical
difficulties that diminish or do not take into consideration sociahghaand actions of

historical actors. His contention is that state formation was a “dynamic prddaess

! Michael Braddick, “State Formation and Social Qjeiin Early Modern England: A Problem
Stated and Approaches Suggest&htial Historyl6, no. 1 (January 1991): 2-4.
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which “the effectiveness of the state may be approached asteoquésdentity as much
as institutional reform, as brokers came to identify themselvegheir role in a way that
favoured the state in achieving its endls.” Historians Colley and Wiener focus more
intently on determining exactly how and in what ways the Engliske veghibiting
national identity. Both of these historians argue that the thedrétamaework of
national identity does not consider the voices and behaviors of Brittgliegewho did
avow a sense of national identity prior to the nineteenth cefhtW#ener argues that a
British national identity and sense of unity existed as eartii@asiddle of the sixteenth
century in consideration of “mainstream” publications and personal pagenon-
“fanatics” of the period. Whereas Wiener interprets British national identity in teofns
fear of Catholicism and Catholic powers, my own research expands upanghaent
by asserting that it is not merely fear but a more diremb@tention with, and the hopeful
triumph over, a specific Catholic power (i.e.; Spain) that uniteddhatry. The people
of historical England, later Great Britain—a nation comprised diverse population of
different ethnic and cultural identities and loyalties—revealesir tdevout affiliation
with the nation usually when it was engaged in direct competitith European rivals,

especially when the origin of that political and social conbentvas Spain. Colley

2 |bid, 4.

® Linda Colley, Britons: Forging the Nation, 1707-183TNew Haven: Yale University Press,
1992), 4-5.

* Carol Z. Wiener, “The Beleaguered Isle. A StudyHizabethan and Early Jacobean Anti-
Catholicism,” Past and Presensl (May 1971): 28-29, http://www.jstor.org/stalble0402 (accessed 24
January 2009).



succinctly states, “Britishness was superimposed over an @friaternal differences in
response to contact with the Other, and above all in response t@toaitfi the Other®
This research argues that British national identity developed fin@moment of their
first transatlantic movements and their interactions with their common Spanisimy.”
William Maltby—in his seminal study of English anti-Hispasit in the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries—argues that during the earlynmuoelgod
“Englishmen were unquestionably aware of their national identityhamly because
their conflicts with Spain were concerning national affaiteaathan dynastic troublés.
Maltby is dismissive of the idea that early modern Britorgstha capacity of experience
the modern sense of nationalism; rather he believes tisamibre accurate to state that
the English developed a “national consciousness” that was derived thromglareson
with, and negative stereotypes of, the SpahisfThus, to affirm that the general
population possessed a sense of British national identity of the bpoprdation is to
state that such patriotism and self-definition resulted from xterreal influence and
unifying causes of anti-Catholic and anti-Spanish sentiment. bialtreview and
analysis of anti-Spanish writings of the Elizabethan through Cromwelras is, to date,
unparalleled. His work tremendously influences this research, thasintportant to

explain where his and this research take divergent paths. Whileobotlr research

® Colley, 6.

® william S. Maltby, The Black Legend in England: The development dfSpanish sentiment,
1558-166Q(Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1971), 134-5.

" Ibid.



emphasizes the rhetoric of anti-Hispanicism, his work focusey sgleh analysis of the
sources, messages, and diffusion of anti-Spanish sentiments eapras&nglish
writings. This research, likewise, relies on similar analyisut the emphasis is upon the
use and application of anti-Spanish sentiments in the Atlantic coloomééxt. In other
words, Maltby’s research is about origins and this researchoist ahe application of
anti-Spanish rhetoric.

A burgeoning British national identity (as a direct response tolcASpganish
relations) during the colonial period reveals itself in the admnatige, diplomatic, and
media source records of the time. By examining these sourceliseoxer evidentiary
language that explicitly indicates a contemporarily held opinf@t Britishness and
national honor had a direct connection to the relative successes amli@sfof the
nation when pitted against the activities of the Spanish in the cotairsnd transatlantic
context. Additionally, and most importantly, source records on the coomdetween
Anglo-Spanish competition and national identity originate from vargerctors of British
society.  British national identity was not necessarily a tipali imposition by
authoritative entities in order to encourage obedience and enforce hwitpgey
authoritative entities, but was embraced and evoked by individuals out of selétiaiede
patriotic fervor. The role played by the individual British citizes the proponent and
purveyor of nationalistic sentiment is apparent when consulting sowwes as
contemporary books, pamphlets, colonization propaganda, cosmographies, newsbooks
and literary news journals, and formal appeals to governing bodiest thi¢isa sources

reveal is a sense of British national identity as derived anéduey the real and
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imagined “evil” actions of the Spanish to hinder, infringe, inhibit, amdre their
European and colonial aims. In other words, the British perceptioriofpilitical and
economic activities as “good” and rightful meant that individualsewadopting a
nationalist identity when those activities were in any way redtricyethe Spanish.

The vilification of the Spaniard originated in the religious-pditievalry in the
sixteenth century (to be discussed in the next section of the introdyctiash)later
expanded into a more complicated economic-political conflict in then#ic world of the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. From the viewpoint of thehBetisry “evil”
purpose and intention they believed the Spanish held was confirmed pgabetime
depredations committed against ships belonging to “innocent” Britiglertst who were
pursuing their natural right to “free navigation and trade” nd &rom their Atlantic
colonies. To illustrate what was essentially a prolongdéntsiwar,” this study draws
upon examples of the Spanish tactic of seizing British tradinghmaat/passenger ships
when they navigated throughout the Atlantic Ocean and the Caribbeanxamthes
how the British drew upon nationalistic language in their respoimsésose seizures.
Historians frequently refer to the Spanish attacks on Britishssand sailors in the
colonial context, and often refer those actions a primary caube wutbreak of the War
of Jenkins’ Ear (where this study concludes) in 1739. However, tottiate has been
very little exploration or analysis into the cases of ship seiztiremselves. Even in the
case of the seizure of the siRgbeccathe ship captained by Robert Jenkins by which
the 1739 war gains its name, very little research existéradhirsg the way in which ship

seizures influenced British thought or action. Spanish seizugstish ships—whether
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done out of malice or for legitimate reasons, such as iltegdihg and piracy—in every
instance revived the rhetoric of rivalry and national honor. Thus,ettte of British
news reports, public protests, and appeals to governing bodies for restitution at ofpris
seized ships constitute a rich body of literature and thatiilat®s of the fierceness of
Anglo-Spanish competition, as well as the contemporary connection inds/ichzle
between colonial endeavors and political preeminence in Europe.

Additionally, using ship seizures and the corresponding British respaas a
methodological measuring tool is useful because the Spanish emplugedactic
throughout the early colonial period as a means to discourage omBliitish colonial
expansion. The British responded predictably, interpreting the tcgeidence of what
they “understood” about Spanish and their character. The Spanishdvadivaon-
Spanish vessels in proximity to their colonies as some variatigrate, whether the
vessel's presence was by design or accitleRurthermore, Spanish seizing of British
ships accelerated contemporaneously with the expansion and increasibgrswoh
British colonial holdings, especially as those colonies were ine cpysximity with
Spanish colonies. As offensive as the ship seizures were—from bettoaomic and
nationalistic perspective—both England and Spain were operating urber t
economic/political premise of mercantilism, which held thatheacuntry had the
absolute right to protect and exploit its claimed territories while prevetitengther from

infringing on that right. In the absence of open warfare, both p@eeight to curtail or

8 T. O. Lloyd, The British Empire, 1558-198Fhe Short Oxford History of the Modern World,
edited by J. M. Roberts (Oxford: Oxford Universityess, 1984), 4.
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diminish each other's political and economic strength by exacegobdbie natural
difficulties involved in Atlantic trade and commerce. Despiteféve British voices that
understood or even sympathized with Spanish actions to protect theircam and

Caribbean interests, the prevailing axiom—derived from the publctioea of ship

seizures and the language employed to relate those seizuresthawdhe honor of the
nation and the British peoples depended upon “triumph” over their enemy.

1.1 Foundations of Conflict: Review of Anglo-Spanish Rivalry before 1606

The advent of Anglo-Spanish rivalry has its ideological foundatiorthe
religious and political consequences of the Protestant Reformiatiemgland. European
nations that recognized Protestantism found themselves not onlligioug but also
political conflict with competing Catholic European powers. Ralig affiliation of
kingdoms added a new factor in the consideration of political afi|ncreating
antagonism between nations where conflict had been previously miniméally, a
newly Protestant England and Catholic Spain were at odds, yeteimained relatively
peaceful until the Counter Reformation activities of the Elizalbeth@a. Whereas
Protestantism created ideological differences that only sedhyndanrfluenced
international diplomacy in the first half of the sixteenth centting actions to restore
England to the Catholic fold by the Spanish under the leadership gf Phlstigated a
legacy of rivalry between the two nations that dominated thktioaship for the next
two centuries.

Historians argue that Britain had been growing weary ofCholic Church a

full century prior to the English Reformation due to the perceivedevance of its
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authority over British interests and various accusations of corrugtiohe dynastic
concerns of Henry VIII of England, however, eventually precipitdted break with
Rome. The failure of Henry to produce a male heir by his widghe€2ine of Aragon, led
him to seek an annulment, which had to be granted by the pope aagearconsidered
a sacrament within the Church. Pope Clement VII denied the repadst,because the
marriage originally required approval through a papal dispensatiodaayaly because
the pope at the time was under the control of the Spanish king, CHard® was also
the nephew of the unfortunate CatherifieDivorcing Catherine was the only option that
Henry believed to be possible, and to achieve this he had to placdflambead of the
church in England, an institution outside the reach and influence of Rome.
Protestantism had a rocky beginning in the first three decadés mfactice in
England owing to the harsh impositions of Henry VIl that demaralkgjiance and
obedience to his dictates, a clash between faithful Catholics emty rconverted
Protestants, and the machinations of religious leaders vying faicablpower by
aligning themselves with the faith of the ruling monarch. Despe conflict and pain of
enforced conversion, Henry's dictates to insure conformity to hisig®lrevolutionized
how the English viewed themselves and their perceptions of thdioli€atounterparts.

According to Edwin Jones, Henry VIl tasked his chief minster Tdm@Gromwell to

° Roland H. BaintonThe Age of Reformatio(1956; repr., Malabar, FL: Kreiger Publishing,
1984), 55-6.

1%bid.
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rewrite the English past in order to justify his Reformaticmlicies'* This historical
revisionism “did more towards the building of a conventional attitudeniofl, never
contested because taken for granted, becoming ever more rigid anidingyés it sank
deeper into the subconscious mind of the natiénJones further asserts that in this re-
creation of the English past included the establishment of the nb@brEngland has
historically had an antagonistic political relationship with the pgpahich has always
sought to restrict and oppress English sovereitfhty. While Henry and his advisors
certainly advocated this version of their own history as politigsiifjcation for their
break with Rome, this particular revisionism resonated with tlggigbnpopulation that
was becoming increasingly frustrated with the Catholic Church. r&dkethe religious
ideology of Protestantism was initially difficult for the Eist)l to assimilate, the political
ideology of a nation separate from Rome’s influence was moatapéd. Consequently,
the adoption of an anti-papal/Catholic sentiment rapidly became @antish sentiment
in England, in that Spain was, at that time, closely connected plysquditically and
ideologically with Rome. Spaniards, by English perception, wesgewtbrst sort of
papists, in that they were the soldiers of Rome set on enfordoen@hurch’s religio-

political agenda? Thus, it is during Henry’s reign that the foundation for anth6l

™ Edwin JonesThe English Nation: The Great Mythondon: Sutton Publishing, 1998), 38-40.

' Ibid, 45.

 Ibid, 42-3.

14 Maltby, 29. TheOxford English Dictionaryonline edition, (2009) definition of papist is “A
Roman Catholic; an advocate of papal supremacyet, ivi the period of the sixteenth- through eightke

centuries, the English usage of the word papist avderogatory designation that implied religio-podil
11



and anti-Spanish sentiment was established, if not a completgtatoe of
Protestantism.

The movement toward creating a Protestant majority in England owes aeméa
to the perceived and actual attempts to restore Catholicishe asate religion under the
rule of Mary I, otherwise known as “Bloody Mary.” The actions @riyithat influenced
the growth of Protestantism are her marriage and her “persecutdnBrotestant
“martyrs” in England. From the onset of the marital discusdion®lary I, her personal
faith and that of her perspective spouse, Philip 1l of Spain, causeadtya for an
increasingly Protestant England. Though her research is rpyine@ncerned with
sixteenth-century views of gender and their implications for Mary Tadahe primary
monarch of England, Judith M. Richards relates that there was a persatethiat Philip
Il would have “undue influence” over English affairs and force Emjleo submit to
Spanish rulé® There was truth in the notion that Spain had a stake in the fturn
Catholicism to England, because it hoped to gain an ally for itsheoal political aims,
and to fulfill the “messianic” vision of Philip Il of Spain through political marital

alliance’® The power of rumor, supposition, and public opinion gave more credence to a

radicalism. Papists, in this usage, were Cath@icsupposed Catholics) who actively sought tartwew
or undermine the English nation through plots atmtiomachinations. Additional implications of tteem
were synonymous with evil behavior and, to a lesséent, ignorance.

5 Judith M. Richards, “Mary Tudor as ‘Sole Quene@®endering Tudor Monarchy,The
Historical Journal40, no. 4 (December 1997): 919-921. http://wwwijsirg/stable/2640128 (accessed 25
January 2009).

16 Geoffrey Parker, “The Place of Tudor England ia Messianic Vision of Philip Il of Spain:
The Prothero Lecture,Transactions of the Royal Historical Societ§” ser., 12 (2002): 181-4,
http://www.jstor. org /stable/3679344 (accessed/2y 2008).

12



Catholic conspiracy spearheaded by Mary and Philip, rather thaactumsl behavior on
their part to discourage the flourishing of Protestantism.Despite ascending to the
throne with a desire to bring peace by proclaiming an act igioe$ toleration, Mary
discovered that to insure her own security from staunch Protestam®llaas preserve
the practice of Catholicism, that she and her advisors had tatpkeactive stance of
discovering, trying, and executing religious (Protestant) heréticRecent scholarship
focuses on rehabilitating the historical interpretation of thgnref Mary | by offering a
more sympathetic view of her as an individual and as a monasghkllags by qualifying
her persecutions of Protestafits Regardless of modern attempts to view Mary with a
fairer, equitable approach, one must still contend with her conterngsoeard those of
her successor. In her study of late sixteenth-century clheeniMarcia Lee Metzger
asserts that official, popularly consumed “histories” of contenmpdimes were often
tinged with what was considered politically advantageous stancpsciaty views
regarding the monarch. Metzger argues that chroniclers untebé&ih | began the

vilification of Mary’s history so that Elizabeth was portrayadize better ruler. Yet, she

" Richards, 922-3.

'® Smith, 161, 164-5.

¥ Much of this innovative scholarship began in t®9Q's, for an overview see, David Loades,
“The Reign of Mary Tudor: Historiography and Res#gl Albion: A Quarterly Journal Concerned with

British Studie?1, no. 4 (Winter 1989); for a more sympathetiogbaphy see, Judith M. Richarddary
Tudor, New York: Routledge, 2008.
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continues, “even had the chroniclers been of largely Catholic inclinathey would
have been hard pressed to portray Mary’s final years as a tritfthph.”

The propaganda of the Elizabethan historical chronicles were needfdy the
writings of a group of individuals known as the Marian exiles, indivelweho were
generally Calvinist in the religious leanings and who fled Brdyduring the heresy trials
during the reign of Mary I. Of these Marian exiles, the nnofential was John Foxe,
who upon his return after the accession of Elizabeth to the throne legaite his
famousActs and Monumentbetter known akoxe’s Book of Martyrs.Foxe’s work is a
compilation of the historical and contemporary persecutions thatidsetead suffered
under the Catholic Church. We can not underestimate the influence &t ~Foork—
along with the other pro-Protestant works of the period—histoyicalicontemporarily,
in its role in increasing the conversion of the English people to Pantssn, as well as
fueling anti-Spanish sentiment. The relation of persecutions irBdo& of Martyrs
resonated with the English of the Elizabethan period that Edwin Jbaeacterizes as
being fatalistic and the subject of long-term persecution. Additigndaltby’s
interpretation of Foxe’s writing reveals that Foxe consistectyrelated English
suffering as the result of Spanish actions, regardless of timedivement in the
persecutioné’ The English religious tumult of the mid- to late sixteenthtws in

England, combined with the political clash between England and Spain thaingame

% Marcia Lee Metzger, “Controversy and ‘Correctne&siglish Chronicles and the Chroniclers,
1553-1568,"Sixteenth Century Journ&7, no. 2 (Summer 1996): 442-445, http://www.jstang /stable
/2544143 (accessed 25 May 2008).

2 Maltby, 40.
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period, propelled the English country toward a Protestant majoyitthe end of the
century.

During the Elizabethan era, various forms of Protestantism gphymAnglican
and Calvinist derivatives) firmly took hold in England, and thereaéigious-political
status dictated and influenced international diplomacy for nelaglyéxt two centuries.
Elizabeth herself was somewhat ambiguous when it came to ther mfaher personal
faith and belief, but the challenges she had to overcome required her to positiorelserself
a Protestant monarch. In many ways, Elizabeth’s early présestaf herself as a
leader of a Protestant nation were reactionary responses twritirual discovery of
plots for her assassination (many of which were attributed to dicmeasd foreign
Catholic factions) and to the fact that rival Catholic monarcimsedethe legitimacy of
her birth and therefore her right to the throne. During henyditjzabeth was able to
calm the tension between Catholic and Protestant in England, and liynéhef her
death, some form of Protestantism was the faith of the majofrityer subject$®> As

Protestantism strengthened in England, so did the resolve of the ISkisgsPhilip II,

2 To clarify the use of the word “majority” here i®t to be purposefully dismissive the
significant and extant English Catholic populatiowy is it intended to imply a homogeneity of agn
Protestant doctrine during the Elizabethan peridtie issues of conflict between Anglican and Castin
dogma certainly forestalled any type of Protestamtsensus throughout British history, not to manttoe
presence and continual formation of dissenting aefaratist Protestant churches. Lastly, we must
acknowledge that the Reformation in England wasuahrlonger process, lasting well in the eighteenth
century. This process is what contemporary hiatarirefer to as the “Long Reformation.” However, t
address and examine all of these qualifiers toesstgnt cannot be addressed in the course of théareh.
Some respectable studies of these issues can Imgl oy Nicholas Tyacke, et. aEngland’'s Long
Reformation, 1500-180QLondon: University of College London, 1998); Rete. Wallace,The Long
European Reformation: Religion, Political Conflietad the Search for Conformity, 1350-115&w York:
Palgrave MacMillan, 2004).
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to fulfill what he believed to be God’'s wish to return England t® Thue Faittf?
Throughout the 1570’s and 1580’s, Philip entertained and cultivated plots &nrecl
England through the dispossession of Elizabeth. The consciousnebzabeth, her
advisors, and the English public of failed Spanish plans such a&gatmsy a domestic
English Catholic uprising, attempts to promote the accession of Btaryt, Queen of
Scots to the British throne, and the attempted Armada invasion of 1588dsha&ritish
political vision that extended far beyond the crisis of those tinTége evidence (real an
supposed) of these proposed treacheries not only provided the foundationdionggqu
Anglo-Spanish rivalry, but also provided the inspiration for the long-heliéfbat
Spanish prejudices against the British perpetually aimed to undenfie crush, their
sovereignty’* Even when threats of English sovereignty originated with mEamiSh
political entities, such as the papal dr#égnans in Excelsisf 1570,—which released the
English subjects from the submission to Elizabeth’s “hereticeé—those threats were
interpreted as the work of Spanish influence. The resulting reaesoDavid Loades
explains is that, “After 1570, for the first time patriotism bweaunequivocally
Protestant, and the queen [Elizabeth I] was forced to tdke 81 the ideological struggle

that was increasingly preoccupying European polities.Hence, England—under the

23 Parker, 191.

24 Malcolm R. Thorp, “Catholic Conspiracy in Earlyifebethan Foreign Policy,Sixteenth
Century Journall5, no. 4 (Winter 1984): 441-2, http://www.jstagfstable/2540360 (accessed 23 May
2008).

% David Loades, England’s Maritime Empire: Seapow@ommerce and Policy, 1490-1690,
Turning Points, ed. Keith Robbins (Harlow, EnglaRéarson Longman, 2000), 110.
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leadership of Elizabeth—was, through self-determination, to be cti@mpion of
Protestant statehood at home and abfdaiall Ferguson summarizes:

The English sense of empire envy only grew more acute after the

Reformation, when proponents of war against Catholic Spain began to

argue that England had a religious duty to build a Protestapiresto

match the 'Popish' empires of the Spanish . . .. The English camcepti

empire was thus formed in reaction to that of her Spanish rivalagafigl

empire was to be based on Protestantism; Spain's rested on Popery.

The “triumph” of the English over the ill-fated Spanish Armaddpdx to
encourage British thinking that the ideological and political batith Spain was not
merely a conflict to protect the sovereignty and security ofdfwly but that the field of
contention was much larger. To truly assert and protect its indepee, England must
be able to compete with, and break the control of, Spain in Europe and in the New World.

Early twentieth-century scholars interpreted the movement oflidhng
adventurers, explorers, and later colonists into the Atlantic Worlgrimsarily an
economic desire to expand their own wealth and secondarilyasetde power of the
state” This early scholarship continues to dictate recent studies dritigh Atlantic
by the emphasis placed upon, for example, the rise of the medhas and issues with

trade and wealth. Atlantic scholarship (old and new) acknowldtigesotivation of the

Anglo-Spanish rivalry; however, that motivation is considered seconmtanf lesser

% Maltby, 29.

%" Niall FergusonEmpire: the Rise and Demise of the British Worldi®@rand the Lessons for
Global Power New York: Basic Books, 2002), 3.

8 George Louis Beer, “The Early English Colonial Maovent |,”Political Science Quarterl3,
no. 1 (March 1908): 80, http://www.jstor.org/staB10942 (accessed 23 May 2008).
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importance’® This study argues that the Anglo-Spanish rivalry was oleiquportance
to the economic desires of individuals and the state, as it wasstemlyi part of the
political and public discourse.

1.2 The British Public: Media, Readership, and the Realm of Public Opinion

While Elizabethan advisors and counselors were ever conscious ohthama
perceived, Spanish threats to the queen and the security of Enplenedate indications
that the masses were aware and felt concern for issuedféwaed themselves and their
country. Information and intelligence reached the public through aef@ms: the
propaganda of anti-Spanish and pro-Protestant writers, the publicatistete matters
that originated with the queen and her advisors, word-of-mouth, and iusligervices.
According to Maltby, “English readers were being subjected to propagartiga modern
sense: a conscious and systematic attempt to control thaidatiin the interests of
Protestantism® The public's greater access to political, social, economit religious
matters in England was a result of Elizabeth’s decreesubht®mmunications were to
be conveyed and published in the English vernaélilathroughout her reign matters of
state were increasingly published in pamphlets and broadshe#ts fmurposes of public
consumption and for potential public adherence to decisions and policex&uople, in

1596, the English were launching a sea offensive against Spaindhatthe subsequent

% |pid, 76-80.
30 Maltby, 41.
31 For example, see Church of England and Elizahdttiunctions geuen by the Queenes Mige

Anno Domini. 1559. The fgryere of the raigne of our Soueraigne Lady Qudgimbeth. Cum priuilegio
Regie Maigatis. (London: Printed by Richard Jugge and John Cawds627?), n.p.
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publishing of a three-page pamphlet to both rationalize the actioneawe as public
notice for those who may be affected by the military actidhe pamphlet, signed by
Richard Devereux, Earl of Essex, and Charles Howard, Earl dinijoam, concludes
with the statement, “and for the more notification hereof, weelthought good to haue
the Originall hereof beégned with our hands and with o(eales, to beéeene by any
that will require to reade dee thefame.”® Published and translated into other languages
as well,—this pamphlet ostensibly warned foreign traders and geoptside England
who would be affected—but, the argument can be advanced that a foolaaaten and
appeal to those within England indicates a shift in the consideratitme able of the
general public in relation to matters of state. While the intention of such gidoie was
to encourage conformity and law-abiding behavior among the English pdbple
spreading of information in such a manner inspired public discussioaftbatdissented
from the opinion and desires of the state.

In Adam Fox’s study of sixteenth-century prosecutions of vidatfr the
sedition laws, he finds that extensive networks of information andfornsiation spread
news, shaped popular opinion, and politicized the common man, even thatdliber
those distant from hubs of information such as LordorDespite the noted disparate

interests and regionalism commonly associated with England apédgles, movement

32 Robert Devereux, Earl of Essex and Charles Howiad, of NottinghamA Declaration of the
Cavses Mouing the Queenes Magof England, to prepare ané@nd a Nauy to the Seas, for the defense of
her Realmes agajihthe King of Spaines forces. ( London: Deputies of Christopher Barker, 1596), 3.

33 Adam Fox, “Rumour, News and Popular Political Ginin Elizabethan and Early Stuart

England,” Historical Journal 40, no. 3 (September 1997): 597, http://www.jsi@/stable/2639880
(accessed 25 May 2008).
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of information (usually through oral communication) could create a ingifpopular
opinion on any number of subjects. Whereas dissent and conflict wighsatactioned
policies were evident throughout Elizabeth’s reign, the persistehcanti-Spanish
sentiment in printed literature disseminated among the peopletesliteat the attempts
to shape public opinion on the subject of their Catholic “enemy” weressiul?* As a
largely Protestant nation moving into the seventeenth century—aanyth them the
memory of their glorious Elizabeth—and embarking on the prospecteating an
overseas empire, it can be confidently argued that the Britiglryriwith Spain was a
principle that was understood and embraced by all sectors of stciety.

During the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, mass media farrmneof
corantos, newsbooks, and finally newspapers expanded exponentially éke that the
common person had news about social, political, and economic affairs at dnmin
abroad. Concurrent with the increasing numbers of periodicals wastkasing rate of
literacy amongst the masses. Protestantism was most rédpdosthe increasing rates
of literacy, with its emphasis on individuals’ responsibility afnstant Christian
education through the reading of the Bible and other religious tex@Esact figures for
determining the literacy rate in Early Modern Britain awéject to much historical

debate and discussion, but the consensus is that by the middle ofghteenth century

approximately half of the population was literate. Scholars haea&suned historical

3 Maltby, 41.
% The possible exception to “all” of the English wbbe English Catholics. Maltby explains that

during the late sixteenth century they “may notéhalared these views, but they were rarely n dipog$o
oppose them. . . . there is no evidence to inditetethe bulk of them were pro-Spanish to begithvi30.
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literacy rates by the ability of individuals to sign their owmeawhich is problematic in
that reading was a skill that was easier to obtain than gritirawrence Stone remarked
that, “the mere ability to sign one’s name in was of no gvehie to a man in the
seventeenth-century . . . society, and the genuinely literate hadiotteeno incentive to
learn this particular trick and nothing mor&."Rather than using literacy as a measure to
determine individual’'s access to information and news, a bettecatodi of how
individuals accessed news is in the historical commentary of cpubkdings of
newspapers and tract literature. A common historical scenarthat of a public
gathering in a tavern or inn where townspeople gather to listem tadividual read
letters and newssheets out-loud to the audighcBublic readings of newspapers and
subsequent debating of the news items was also common in urban lcoffees.
Accordingly, as periodical literature rose with literacyegsainto the eighteenth
century, so does evidence that public discourse continued to strengthedlessgaf
how the public acquired their information. A popular lament of politgian the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries was against what they fltanvaundue
“excitement” of the masses by news “journalists” and pastibe used periodical and

pamphlet literature as an appeal to the public to support their. chuseased literacy

% Lawrence Stone, “The Education Revolution in Engdlal560-1640,Past and Presento. 28
(July 1964): 43, http://www.jstor.org/stable/6498@¢cessed 26 January 2009).

37 In many instances, this designated reader wasillage vicar who might have been the only
literate individual in the immediate area. Intéiregy, toward the end of the seventeenth centilmgre is
some indication that the village minister was expeédo foster literacy as part of his regular $pai
duties. For example, in the preface to a sevetitemantury auction catalogue, the auctioneer atbesrt
many of the lots as being cheaper printings ofyedj works perfect for a minister to purchase foe
better education of his parishioners.
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and access to news information led to a perceived increased agendwinfuals who
used printed media in which to contribute their perspective on evertiss isT best
exhibited in the “pamphlet wars” during the English Civil War, da@r, where this
research concludes, in the years leading up to the War odeldr/War of Austrian
Succession. In the case of the latter event, the flow of wrtibemmentary not only
supported/criticized the government, but also supported/criticizedahees of editorial
writers. Regardless, contemporaries during the 1730s acknowleduyddmetimes
condemned) that the war with Spain—aside from being the resalttities of the
Spanish against British trading and colonial interests—was instidgpgtgublic outrage
fueled by the discourse of popular media.

1.3 The Place of other Competing European Powers

Aside from periods of outright war, British conflicts over colongdues with
other European entities—France, the Netherlands, Portugal—were ahinirthe early
modern period. This lack of conflict is largely due to four factofast, their limited
American/Caribbean holdings—while desirable to the British—weoé¢ extensive
enough to present a significant challenge to the British pres&®®ond, in the absence
of significant colonial holdings, other Europeans expended limited human iéitedym
resources to maintain those colonies. Third, other Europeang caadlenged British
rights to their colonial possessions. Lastly, when conflict did doetween England and
other Europeans over colonial/trading issues, the “battleground” duaimd peacetime
and wartime) in Europe or other parts of the world (i.e., Afri€ast Indies, and the

Mediterranean).
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This is not to disregard the fact that during periods of pdee@titish did lose
ships to both the French and Dutch in the Atlantic and Caribbean; howewaénost all
recorded instances those activities were reported (in the nazeaiaParliamentary
petitions and accounts) as acts of individual piracy rather thalpustd to the nation of
the offender. The historical record indicates there wereogieriattempts to gain
restitution for piratical acts from respective home countriehefoffender/s, yet more
frequently there appears to be a curious disconnect by the reporters betweramiole,
a French pirate and the French state. Additionally, reports oiSpanish piratical acts
use less inflammatory language than we see in Spanish caségpafeizures. The
rhetorical terminology continually associated with Spanish actskh-asc*barbarous,”
“depredations,” and “cruelty"—are used in connection with other Eunspealy during
times of eminent or actual warfare.

Secondary in rank to Spain in the hierarchy of colonial rivalrie wenflicts
with France and the Netherlands. The French, whose presence in Gheddessissippi
River Valley, the North American fishing banks, and Saint-Domingue, alathgawd the
Dutch colonies on the upper mid-Atlantic region, often caused discoed e
competition for control of natural resources and trade. Anglo-Duweliryiended with
the conclusion of the Third Anglo-Dutch War in 1674 and the unification ofreengial
and political interest with the accession of William of Orat@he throne of England in

1688 Anglo-French rivalry declined toward the last quarter ofsixéeenth century,

% Ferguson, 18-19.
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but later revived to displace that of the Anglo-Spanish to amyifisignt degree after
1740% British conflicts with the French prior to 1740 were confined tdope of
officially declared war that sought only secondarily to dispossesh other of the
colonial holdings. The qualitative differences between the m#lof England and
Spain, and that of England and France or the Netherlands may betomdlénsterms of

the philosophical approaches toward colonial possessions. David J. Weber argues that:

England and France saw North America itself as their miaamae for

profit in the Americas. In contrast to Spain, which formed itpiggmin

the sixteenth century when European kingdoms put primacy on tedritori

acquisition through political and religious domination, England and

France entered North America in an era of commercial expansian

control of trade had become more important than control of terfiory.

Whether the tenor of the Anglo-Spanish rivalry was shaped by hatoric
inheritance of the religio-political conflicts originating imet sixteenth century or, more
in agreement with Weber’'s argument, the product of differing theatedpproaches to
the role of colonial enterprise, that competition has a unique qtiaitynfluenced how

the English understood themselves and their place in the world. Whete&sench and

anti-Dutch sentiment arose during periodic conflict and declimegeacetime, anti-

39 Smith, 175. Practically speaking, the French wemmore significant threat to England long
before 1740 than the Spanish. While late sevettiesantury English contemporaries advised that more
caution and attention should be placed on the réparticularly in light of their political alliares and
trading privileges), the conscious and subconscimsire of the English to “triumph” over their SpEm
enemy tended to blind them to approaching problemthe horizon. The peacetime competition with the
French in the late seventeenth and early eightegashalmost exclusively economic. While econonnid a
trading issues were extremely important to thei®rjtand the subject of much discourse, the pesdeiv
ideological “battle” that was being fought in Eueomnd the colonies between England and Spain
dominated Atlantic-related policy until 1740.

0 David J. WeberThe Spanish Frontier in North Ameri¢dlew Haven: Yale University Press,
1992): 177.
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Spanish sentiment—exacerbated by continual Atlantic/Caribbean terdlproached
being a cultural constant requisite to the formation of the early modern Britamitity.

Anglo-Portuguese relations differed significantly from thoséhwFrance,
Holland, or Spain in that the English had maintained an alliantte the Portuguese
since 1385, when England interceded on the behalf of John in his cltimPRortuguese
throne. Although there was some degree of conflict between nigésk and the
Portuguese, especially when the English attempted to expand thiaries in areas
that Portugal had claimed as their own (Brazil particulaatyd in instances of English
piracy of Portuguese trading ships, the two countries remameéair political harmony
for over four centurie§® Atlantic conflict between England and Portugal, generally, was
minimal owing to their political alliance and the failures ofgksh attempts to colonize
in parts of South America. This lasting Anglo-Portuguesenaiavould be continually
renewed and particularly solidified through a series of treafiggeace and trade in the
seventeenth centuries.

1.4 Methodology of Research

The course of this research will progress from the founding ofahmeestown
colony (1606) until the outbreak of the War of Jenkins’ Ear (1739). Thisdpserves
as the framework for this research for three reasons: neleva accordance to the
main argument; the majority of British Atlantic colonies wesettled by this time; and,

the causes War of Jenkins’ Ear was a culmination of all tmaab@and sub-themes of

“L A. J. R. Rusell-WoodThe Portuguese Empire, 1415-1808: A World on theé(Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1992), 24-25.
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this research. Although Anglo-Spanish conflict will continue past 1fh&dprimacy of
their competition diminishes substantially replaced by an argualore formidable
Anglo-French rivalry that lasts into the nineteenth century. KWewedhe purpose and
conclusions of this research are not to determine or measure thee d#grivalry
between Britain and her competitors, but to illustrate how titesBiperceptions of the
degree of that rivalry influence their sense of nationalism. ¥$higdy implements
narratives of the diplomatic relations and negotiations over colossakes between
Britain and Spain, however, not in an attempt to compile a defirdiplematic history
of the two nations. Rather, the diplomatic discourse betweenrBatal Spain is used
to provide the context for analysis of the language of the Britishvaobus sectors of
society—in response to those diplomatic relations and how that langelates to the
formation of British national identity. British representati@ighe threat of Spain,
either in Europe, the Caribbean, or the Americas, were oftenagetyate but in many
other instances, were mere rhetoric. Thus to ascertain how itigh Branslated their
competition with Spain to their sense of self lies in the rhettdrewords and language,
drawn from primary sources arguing for their interests. Hetiee premise of this
scholarship is that Anglo-Spanish rivalry of the colonial periodlted in persistent
sentiment that not only explains why the British felt the compnl$o colonize and
expand those colonies for political, economic, and strategic reasonsaldmt
demonstrates the way that their successes and failures apairggpanish shaped their

identity.
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Because British rivalries with other European powers tended tpehedic,
lacking the same degree of animosity as that with the Spanish, @edfmequent after
1739, this study will trace the chronological development of antmSpasentiment in
Britain as it coincided with transatlantic activities. thermore, to advance the
argument of the pervasiveness and relevance of English anti-Spmtsiment to
national sense of self, this research will focus on peacetther than wartime. For
clarification, my use of the term peacetime refers to teeali definition of a period
when not at war. Much of the anti-Spanish rhetoric under evaluatierreactionary to
events of Spanish “aggression” that factored into decisions to degtareagainst
Spain??  Focusing on anti-Spanish sentiment in peacetime also hefssataish that
thought as a societal norm, as opposed to wartime sentiment weréstha expectation
that the expressed feelings toward an enemy will be negatiatheRit is the language
of peacetime that best argues for the importance of thatyrivathe formation of the
nation’s identity. Anti-Spanish sentiment throughout the period, both irepe&cand
wartime, functions as given variable that matures as incgdggineater portions of the
British populace embrace the rhetoric to advocate their own sitsess well as those of

the nation.

*2 My use of quotes here is not to diminish real aftsggression perpetuated by the Spanish
against English interest, rather it is to emphatizé some of the historical literature regardingse acts
were inflammatory and failed to recognize Englistsagainst the Spanish that instigated certaictioees.
Additionally, beginning in the 1650s, colonial issuand conflict began to factor more importantty ithe
decisions to declare war in Europe, thus, the sules# chapters will emphasize how colonial actitied
Anglo-Spanish rivalry.
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CHAPTER 2

EARLY BRITISH COLONIZATION EFFORTS, SPANISH RELATIONS
AND CONFLICTS: 1606-1647

As the sixteenth century transitioned into the seventeenth centurgpitiiteof
Elizabethan era came to an end, and not only because of theotigla¢hqueen. This
“spirit” has been defined in many ways by historians of theodetbut overall it was
characterized by a defiant, defensive posture toward all ofakd@l rivals who
guestioned the sovereignty and power of England, most notably Spaitandnghile
fractured by internal social, religious, and political divisionse tadvent of the
seventeenth century marked a more complete sense of unity in Engtatitht of a
nation positioned to be the champion for European Protestant religimgdotiauses.
Furthermore, the English of the seventeenth century had a compldtehent view of
the potential of the Atlantic and the “New World” in relation toithpolitical sense of
self. When Elizabethan Atlantic adventurers developed and implemesltedal plans
in North America, they designed those attempts more in keepitig the defiant
defensiveness of the period in that they intended—from the perapeétihe state—to
aggravate and harass Spain rather than a long-range policy of ecaxmhoitation for
the benefit of England. The abortive attempts of the colonial endeai/tine period
failed, primarily, due to the Elizabethan view of short-term palitgains in relation to
Spain. It would not be amiss to assert that the failures dfdbrgplonial attempts, from
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the disaster of Sir Humphrey Gilbert’s shipwreck to the nmiggie disappearance of the
Roanoke colony were as much failures of individual adventures as #reyfaiures of
the state to see beyond its own immediate needs in terms Epglistal conflict with
Spain. Even as those colonial attempts failed for differingoresaghe English viewed
early attempts at colonization not fundamentally different frgyragical raid on Spanish
West Indian colonies. Colonial activities were just another forili@dbethan piracy in
theory and practice: once they failed they were aborted betl&serganization and
implementation was the hands of a single adventurer seeking iprimarown fortune
and glory, and secondarily that of the honor of England. In other wihwlgdiitical
imperative of the Elizabethan period overshadowed any imperialratngs hence
colonial activities were essentially state-sanctioned indivicGhlentures that either
succeeded or failed due to the capricious nature of fate and ltitke ¢olonial plans
succeeded then they might have had the added benefit of pamesmne degree of
economic and political loss for Spain and the assertion of England’s growing power.
The more long-range view of New World colonization and its multipleefis
for the nation and individuals under the Stuart monarchs replaced théeshogoals of
Anglo-Spanish policy of the Elizabethan era. The defensive st#nitee Elizabethan
period gave way to a more offensive posture toward Spain andaathinental rivals.
The language and theory of colonization in the seventeenth centucastgd the aspect
of English defiance, especially against Spanish monopoly and powemdoetclearly
asserted that the future of England’s economic and political pdwsdr become

intertwined with the growth of an overseas empire in territdhey had explored and
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claimed in the sixteenth century. There was a heightened consgssuamong select
government officials, investors, merchants, and the monarchy, thaelthef political
contention was no longer confined to the European continent, and that for Etgyland
remain in a position of political equality then the nation had to engathat field with
their primary ideological and political rival.

In tandem with this consciousness was the fact that the econoeus o
England and other European nations demanded new sources of wealerthanot
obtainable solely through continental trade. The wealth of Spain tduhded their
continental expansion and military/naval power derived almost exelydrom Spanish
American and Caribbean colonies, and access to that or a ssoulere of wealth was
essential if England was going to be able to compete witmSphile the Elizabethan
privateers had at various times diverted some of the Spanisthviei@tthe nation’s
coffers, those types of wealth-building endeavors were too arbdratyunreliable to
provide stable revenue to finance the military and political ressunecessary for
England to become a primary contender in European politics. The new ecamsion
of merchants and colonial organizers was that England needed tdsbs#ailerican
colonies by which they could exploit potentially valuable resourdakewreating new
trading markets with colonial residents. Vital to this new wvisi@s government support
of colonizers efforts as well as recruitment of a largeleiof investors and organizers
who had an economic and political interest in the success and paguetohtthe
colonies. Thus, to insure and promote the support and interest of the gentamu the

English people, colonial organizers, merchants, and investors incrgassigt upon

30



petition and appeal—in both popular publications and before king and partiattoe
emphasize their belief in the connection between English prosmerdyhonor with
empire building.

The establishment of English colonies in territories claimethbySpanish since
the end of the fifteenth century, English “discoveries” notwithstandirepted obvious
conflict between the two nations throughout the seventeenth century.o-8pghish
rivalry of the sixteenth century, from the English viewpoint, wa®lmious/political
continental conflict that demanded England to defend their sovereignty m@ation
independent from Rome. The view of Anglo-Spanish rivalry adigiaes ideological
conflict continued to be influential on seventeenth-century English khiphgwever, the
Spanish protests against English colonization provoked a need in thehBogassert
sovereignty rather than defend it, at home and abroad. Consequentigolonial
sectors of the English population believed that the successful sktabht of their
colonies, in spite of Spanish protest, was the measure by whickntjlesh would
“succeed” against Spain. Thus, when conflicts between England and d&ggarred in
the Atlantic, the reporting and discussion of those incidents eitipécidy or implicitly
reminded the English people that who they were as a nation measwetter they could
triumph over their Spanish rivals. .

This chapter begins with the English colonization of Jamestown in ¥W80ch
marks not only the first successful English attempt at colonizabut establishes the
bases of conflict between England and Spain over English colonialtiastiviFrom

Jamestown onward, the English government and colonial organizers skstdbthe
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precedent of defending their colonial establishments against S8gaoi®st through the
guasi-legal language of “rights” coupled with the rhetori¢thef English “good” of their
activities. Additionally, this chapter addresses the argumantbe Spanish as they
challenged English colonization and the methods in which the $perisbited their
displeasure with the English colonies. It is from the veryt fimsrmanent English
settlement that England and Spain find themselves in an undealareth other words a
cold war of sorts as the Spanish attempt to restrain Engligimtist colonial and trade
activities through diplomatic protest and seizing English shipsorder to illustrate the
nature of this cold war this chapter concludes with an examination of a dageseizure
of an English ship captured in the Atlantic during what was ostensibly peadattween
England and Spain. This particular case is particularly repegsenof all the elements
of Anglo-Spanish Atlantic rivalry in the seventeenth century, in thaing the two-
decade long restitution process, we can gain understanding of whyahisisemployed
ship seizures, how the English responded to those seizures, and thie dfefmglish
national identity.

2.1 Colonization, “Rightful” Claims, and Conflict

One of the first acts of James | of England after his agmego the throne in
1603 was to end the Anglo-Spanish war fought officially since the $pAnmsada—the
attempted invasion of 1588. Upon the signing of the Treaty of London 1604s Jame
additionally sought to improve diplomatic relations with Spain. Theafjrof London
greatly improved economic relations between England and Spaitiit provided for a

relatively open trade and navigation agreements between theatwma (Articles X,
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X).1 In the years after 1604, the primary method by which Jamatsrhpted to create a
political alliance was through the ill-fated “Spanish Match,” fireposed marriage
between his son and heir, later Charles | of England, to the Spaféstiafn The
negotiations for the proposed marital alliance lasted for a deeadeptually failing due
to the disinterest of the Infanta, James’ failure to promise toleratidiniglish Catholics,
and parliamentary outrage over what they perceived as JamesSfjanish policy?®
During this same period, when James ostensibly sought a more pealziahship with
Spain, he granted the charter for the establishment of thanMir¢ompany, the
organizing and investment group that coordinated the colonization of tugni¥i
territory. The state-sanctioning of the Virginia colony \&@gseculiar move by James |—
particularly in light of his attempts to improve Anglo-Spanishttehs—as he was aware
that an English colony in territory that Spain claimed bitrgf discovery would inspire
conflict between the two nations. John Bowle characterizes Jawesall Anglo-

Spanish diplomacy as “an ambivalent policy, at once threateningpgedsing Spain.”

! England SpainArticles of Peace, and Entercovrse, and CommeroeclDded in the names of
the mgt high and mighty Kings, and Princes James . .d Rhilip the third, King of Spaine &¢London:
Printed by Robert Barker, 1605).

2 There had been earlier attempts to marry Jamesdast son Henry to the elder sister, however
those plans were quashed because of a prior engagieffhus, James began the match for his secand so
Brennan C. Pursell, “The End of the Spanish MatcHhe Historical Journal45, no. 4 (December
2002):701-02, http://lwww.jstor.org/stable/31335a6dessed 6 April 2009).

% John Bowle, The English Experience: A Survey oflish History from Earliest Times to the
End of Empire, (London: Phoenix Press, 1971), 298. H. Elliott, The Count-Duke Olivares: The
Statesman in an Age of Decline (New Haven: Yaleversity Press, 1986), 59, 204-10. David L. Smith,
“Digby, John, first earl of Bristol (1580-1653)si Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, ed. H. G.
Matthew and Brian Harrison (Oxford: OUP, 2004); inal ed., ed. Lawrence Goldman, January 2008,
http://libproxy. uta.edu:2422 /view/article/7628:¢essed April 12, 2009).

* Ibid.
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Yet Robert Brenner argues more generally that “English mbaaxere more and more
dependent on returns from customs and, for this reason among othdrsfd@litate, to
the extent they were able, the expansion of overseas fradéé potential economic
gains from colonization were perhaps the most influential in Jamesisialeenaking, as
he was notoriously in a constant state of financial peril. Reestors and colonial
organizers, the intent and aspirations of the Virginia Company, amdctdtnies, were
twofold: to find sources of exploitable wealth that would rival Sgaiahd to create
markets for trading. In 1610, the Council for Virginia issued a pamphl¢heir three-
pronged purpose of the colony. The first two purposes for therNargettlement were
the increased spread of the Gospel, the second, the better defegdaryaiod England,
and the third:

The appearance [sic] anfllaance of Priuate commodity to the particular

undertakers, by recouering andllpfiing to themfelues, a fruitfull land,

from when they may furfin and prouide this Kingdome, with all such

necdlities, & defects vnder which we labour, and now enforced to buy,

and receiue at the cufie of other Princes, vnder the burthen of great
Cultomes, and db high rates of trafiqu®.

An eighteenth-century treatise on the trade of Great Britain furthesiegpl

We began in théame reign [Elizabeth I] to extend our trade, by which we
made it necary to oufelves to watch the commercial profgref our
neighbours; and if, not to incommode andtialet their traffick, to hinder
them from impairing ours. We then likd@iettled colonies irAmerica
which was become the grdaene ofEuropeanambition; for, seeing what

®> Robert BrennerMerchants and Revolution: Commercial Change, RulltiConflict, and
London’s Overseas Traders, 1550-1683ndon: Verso, 1993): 46.

® Council of Virginia,A true and sincere declaration of the purpose andseof the Plantation in
Virginia . . ., (London: Printed by [George Eld] for I. Stepn&jdpneth]), 4.
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tredures theSpaniardswere annually inriched fronMexico and Peru,

every nation imagined, that almericanconqué& or plantation would

certainly fill the mother country with gold atitver.’

The Virginia Company then proceeded cautiously, employing a modafum
secrecy in order to minimize Spanish anger and possible rednbuiil there was some
security in the knowledge that the colony was firmly estahbdish&his first colonial
attempt at Jamestown in 1607, while fraught with tribulation and dhetant threat of
failure, succeeded through the continual migration of colonists, arshée persistence
of a new socio-economic class of investors, and merchaRtem the settlement—and
relative success—of Jamestown sprang England’s Atlantic eyrgstablishing colonies
in territories that Spain had claimed dominion over a century earlier.

During the planning stages and the first few years of settleofidfitginia, there
was the expectation in both England and Virginia of protest, if naiggressive attack,
from Spain. That expectation displayed a curious dichotomy of Bngkdief and
behavior regarding current and future dealings of the English wittSplamish over
colonial issues. There always existed a cognizance atarcamount of trespassing on
Spanish rights, yet the English belief in the “rightness” ofrtipeirpose superseded

Spanish rights by legitimate and quasi-legitimate claimkeéuby a sense of patriotism

" An Account of the Constitution and Present StatGrefat Britain, together with a View of its
Trade, Policy, and Interest, Respecting Other megti&c (London: Printed for J. Newbery, 1759), 193.

8 Brenner, 45, 114-5.

35



and national identity. As discussed in the introduction, this “rightness” of purpose
derives, initially, from the conversion of England to a Protestate,sand how the
conversion placed England into immediate contention with Catholic nasiocls as
Spain. Yet for the English, the perception of their contentioaioakhip with Spain
went beyond mere religious ideological preferences. Whereaslibees of Philip 1l of
Spain toward England have been characterized as “messianic”gaspurthe English
view of their continental and colonial endeavors as an attempted oppdsitihe power
of Spain was a realization of the “Protestant apocalyptic imadit® Edwin Jones
explains that:

The concept of the English as a ‘chosen people’ or the ‘the eleah’nat

who had had to suffer pain and adversity before reaching their final

triumphant victory, sank deeply into the English mind and remained there

.. .. Itleft two great impressions on the English psychology. Oneawas

deeply anti-Catholic and anti-foreign prejudice, distrust, and hgstilit

The other was an abiding belief that Britain was better than other
countries:

Thus, the England’s expansion into territories under Spanish clatme itlantic
world were completely justifiable to the English way of thinkiag they rationalized and
legitimized this as of how they understood themselves.

Aside from the underlying ideological and economic reasons thatoldte

colonization of Virginia, the British armed themselves againgtpaotest from Spain by

° This is most evident as the British settlementsedocloser to the Spanish colonies in the latter
half of the seventeenth and early eighteenth ciestur

12 Edwin JonesThe English Nation: The Great MytfiLondon: Sutton Publishing, 1998): 69.

Hibid.
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defending their legal right of settlement through discoverye Hihglish claim originated
with the explorations and discoveries made by John Cabot in 1497, whicHsCadot
Sebastian later expanded upon. While Cabot’s explorations followed Collybive
years, England contemporarily, and continually, defended their diseswarough the
comparative geographical locations of England and Spain’s respéiciiegs’? In
1759, an anonymous author wrote:

Henry theleventhfent Sebfian Cabot to try what could be found for the

benefit of England: he declined the track of Columbus, @eeking to the

weftward, fell upon thefland, which, from that time, was called by the

Englith, Newfoundland. Our princdsem to have cdidered therfelves

as intitled by their right of priofeizure to the northern parts of America,

as the Spaniards were allowed by uni@ecorent their claim to the

[outhern region of theame refon, and we accordingly made our prin-

cipal fettlements within the limits of our own[doveries->

From these earlier voyages—during the reign of Henry VII ngl&d—the
British government asserted their rights to the greater gathe North American
continent despite the fact that John and Sebastian Cabot confinedxfileragons far
northward of the later Virginia colorly. Even more importantly, perhaps, was that the

British did not respect the legitimacy of the Spanish claim tweentirety of Americas,

especially as the papal gift of the “western discoveridgl93) and the Treaty of

2\Michael FossUndreamed Shores: England’s Wasted Empire in Atagi Story of Rogues,
Pirates, High-flying Ambition and Plain Gree@d,ondon: Phoenix Press, 1974): 25.

13 An Account of the Constitution and Present Statéreat Britain . ., 219.
14 Foss, 23-4, 31-2.
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Tordesillas (1494) fortified > The treaty—negotiated and authored by Pope Alexander
Vi—intended to settle the disputes between the Portuguese and thishSpeer the
Atlantic discoveries and explorations, effectively dividing the dan half laterally
between the two nations. From the perspective of Henry VII, dsytiwas not far-
sighted enough to be inclusive of other exploring Europeans. For ldtish Bnonarchs,
their adoption of Protestantism compelled them to believe themseteespted from the
authority of a papal negotiation arbitrated for the exclusive Weoéfrival Catholic
nations.

During the first half of the seventeenth century, treatiseshenAmericas (in
various forms of histories, geographies, atlases, pamphletdiey&onsistently featured
sections reiterating England’s “rightful claims” in the Amas and Atlantic. The
authors of these works always began with the most verifiabien,cthat of the Cabot
voyages, yet they often included “newly discovered” proofs of ewhee “British
discoveries” to strengthen their claims many of which wereenfamtasy and lore than
having any basis in fact. One of the more commonly repealesl was based upon a
twelfth-century Welsh history (which had been newly trandlated annotated in the late
sixteenth century) that argued England’s claim to Americagby of discovery preceded
that of Columbus approximately three hundred years by the eprejpwf the Welsh
prince, Madoc ap Owen Gruffydd. Many contemporaries of the pergwd cautiously

dismissive of such a claim, such as Peter Heylyn, who wrote:

> David J. WeberThe Spanish Frontier in North Ameri¢hlew Haven: Yale University Press,
1992): 19.
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And though | needs nfiufay for the honour o¥vales that they have more
grounds for what thefay, than thée which look for this New World in
the Atlantis of Plato, theAtlantick Ilands ofAri/totle andPlutarch, or the
Difcoveries ofHannothe Carthaginian yet am | notlo far convinced of
the truth thereof, the (@ of the MarinerscCompds being notfo antient
(without whichfuch a Voyage could not be perform&d)

Whereas learned men would not venture to assert British rightfliorsya Welsh
claim, nor would they completely disclaim the assertion.

In this battle over who had the earlier and rightful claims teAra, the Spanish
found themselves in a particular quandary in their defense of tletbref their
American territories. To defend their claims the Spanish hadomtered with two
fundamental problems: the absence of a legal framework of interakbtiaw in
reference to newly discovered territories; and, their deterrmimab protect their
discoveries and explorations. Whereas the pope gave most of theofatids “New
World” to the Spanish in 1493, other competing European groups objected to such a
broadly defined gift of vast lands, the majority of which remaine&nown in the
fifteenth century. The source of European protest against the gapalion was, as
Thomas Joseph Lawrence explains, that:

the scanty international code of the Middle Ages could deal with

guestions of vassalage and supremacy, and settle the legal efftuts

conguest or cessation of territory; but it was powerless to detideacts

were necessary in order to obtain dominion over newly discovered

territory, or how great an extent of country could be acquired byaone
of discovery or colonizatiof.

16 peter Heylyn, Cosmography in Four Books: Containing the Chorgumaand Hjtory of the
Whole World, and all the Principal Kingdoms, Prax#s, Seas, anglés thereofSixth edition (London:
Printed for Philip Chetwind, 1670), 1012.

" TThomas] J[oseph] Lawrenc&he Principles of International Lav@*® ed. (Boston: D. C. Heath
& Co., 1905), 52.

39



The European discoveries in the Americas and the Caribbean were tmnigee
European legal tradition and experience, because these lands that bach@atnto Old
World nation’s possession through warfare or through territorial ytreahcessions.
Initially, because of the Atlantic discoveries, developing interndtitava recognized
rights of possession by “discovery,” and the time precedence of disxs®eries® For
the Spanish, however, right by discovery was often difficult for ttesstablish largely
due to their extreme secretiveness about their explorations amyetiss. David J.
Weber asserts that this secretiveness was a proactiveodesfishe Spanish government
to eliminate foreign competition through publication of what Spanish esqgslor
discovered? Weber also attributes difficulties that the Spanish had fendeng their
claims because their explorers failed to map the areas where they véhtured.

As competing European nations began to establish colonies in those same
territories, the law changed to reflect rights not only byalisry and by claims of
possession, but also rights being valid only if there was as@tidédment by a European
entity? English colonial charters and authorizations to colonize, of thesitetisenth-

and early seventeenth-centuries, often carried a provision thaetttement must be in

18 |bid, 143.
9 Weber, 55.
2 bid.

21| awrence, 143-4.
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lands that were not “inhabited by any other Christian prince.” In 186Bert Johnson
asserted:

That the Cofis and parts of Virginia haue beene Idivgce dicouered,
peopled and dteffed by many Englh both men, women, and children,
the naturallfubjects of our late Queene Elizabeth, of famous memorie
conducted and left there Atndrie times, And that theame footing and
pollellion is there kept and fle(lfed by thefame Englih or by theirfeede
and ofpring, without any interruption or mfian[?] either of the Sauages
(the natiues of the countrie) or of any other Prince or peopieo(fght
wee heare or know) to this day, which arguetificiently to us (and it is
true) that ouer the Englih and Indian people, no Chian King or
Prince (other then James our Soueraigne Lord and King) ought to haue
rule or Dominion, or can by fi@lion, conqu&, or inheritance, truly
claime or make [illegible] title to tHe Territories>

This is not to say that the right of claim as established diyitdtion was
necessarily acceptable or palatable to the Spanish. Ratherstspanognition of
English claims of possession by creating, populating, and maintanicgony were
concessions made primarily through either war or treaty reggwis. Thus, rights of
possession by actual settlement becdméactolaw that was enforceable or legitimized
only through acknowledgement by the Spanish. J. H. Parry argues that these
concessions made by Spain in recognition of British North Amersedtlement were
largely insignificant to the Spanish way of thinking. He writest, “the list of territorial

exceptions, losses and defaults is a long one, and covers an immesndauatoo much

%2 Robert JohnsonNova Britannia: Offering Most Excellent Fruits bylaRting in Virginia.
Exciting all/uch as be well affected to further tfa@ne(London: Printed for Samuel Macham, 1609), n.p.

% Lawrence, 144. Throughout the Atlantic coloniatipd, England (by far) had the greatest rate
of emigration to their colonies compared to theimpetitors. Emigrating colonists were motivateddoyh
self-interest and desire to secure the interesteeohation in their colonial aims. The belieftthtirough
emigration, colonists were advancing English irteyeand protecting their land claims is in accocgan
with this de factolegal premise was reinforced by the state andnialgromotional literature (as will be
discussed in the next section).
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should not be made of it. . . . [they] were galling to Spanish pride, andtipte
dangerous, but not disastrods.”

There is truth in the assertion that Spanish losses of tertotlgeir foreign
competitors were not detrimental to Spain’s financial well-heiag the Spanish
government was able to protect and retain colonies that genstdisihntial amounts of
gold, silver, and natural and agricultural commodities. Howeverhrslnguldbe made
of the territorial concessions that Spain made with the Engbsiioge were concessions
begrudgingly made by the Spanish in an effort to secure tegggements. Whereas
treaties recognized English colonies—as they existed dtntieeof the agreement—the
Spanish conveyed their displeasure with those colonies by seizingstErsilips
throughout the colonial period. In the instances of ship seizures andiibegaent
attempts of restitution, the English protested that the behavitlieoSpanish was in
“violation of treaties” that acknowledged their rights of colomatsession, trade, and
navigation. Additionally, one must agree with Parry that the prolpleysented by the
proximity of English colonies to the Spanish colonies certainlyatete “potential
danger.” Even though the first colony of Virginia was distant ftbenmore prominent
Spanish colonies, Spanish ships returning to Spain from their coloniassafted with
prevailing winds along the North American coast. This could prothde English

opportunities to attack Spanish ships laden with colonial treasurecads;ghowever,

24 3. H. ParryTrade and Dominion: The European Overseas Empitahé Eighteenth Century,
(London: Phoenix Press, 1971), 22.
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what was more common was that this passage provided Spain with unpiest to
encounter and seize English ships en route to Virginia and (later) other céfonies.

When determining the location for the planting of the Jamestown colaoy, t
factors influenced the colonists’ decision: the failure of thenBka colony (1585/1587-
?) and the expectation of a Spanish attempt to roust the Britishtfreir settlemerff
While the fate of Roanoke was, then and now, unknown, the Jamestowrs setileed
that the location of the former colony was vulnerable to poorheeand left anyone
residing there exposed to any foreign rival who was sailinggatloa coastline. Hence,
the colonists moved up into Chesapeake Bay and established thevitianta tributary
northeast of the mouth. This location, they believed, would provide themawfir
vantage point to see anyone who entered the Chesapeake. Oncéleh®eisewas
established, they began seeking sources of possible minerahwelaile watching and
waiting for the Spanish to arrive.

Back in England, the government and colonial agents also speculdtedhied
for the Spanish protest over the Virginia colony. In August 1607, Dudéeleton (later,
Viscount Dorchester) wrote to John Chamberlain of news of the ftgdgblony via the

return of Captain Christopher Newport who commanded theSspn Constantvhich

% |n subsequent chapters, this research will disthesexpansion of British colonial holdings that
were in fact more dangerous to Spanish coloniesh s$ the Carolinas, Georgia, and Jamaica. These
colonies—most especially Jamaica—were much clas&pianish holdings and were bases in which the
English did operate to reduce the preeminence aadttvof Spain.

% One of the primary purposes of the Roanoke colway to provide a home base in which the
English could launch effective attacks on the Sgfaiest India fleet on its return journey to Spairhis
plan was discussed to some degree at the founditige @amestown colony, but the desire to proteet t
fledgling colony from Spanish attacks was of manenediate importance and thus prevailed.
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had transported the original colonists to VirgifilaCarleton remarked that he, “doubts
not the Spaniards will say it [Jamestown] comes too W#iaco,” in full expectation of
the Spanish prote&!. The colonial records do not reflect any official protesaation
from Spain until 1611. This lack of reaction was because in thestareports
concerning the colony, the condition of the colonists was so poor that &papted an
initial policy of wait and watch? Early reports coming out of Virginia in the first few
years seemed to indicate that the colony was doomed to fail, &@assible that the
Spanish sent a reconnaissance ship either to confirm their saspai the imminent
failure of the colony, or perhaps to destroy the cofnyn a letter dated 17 August
1611, Sir Thomas Dale reported (as summarized by W. Noél SainstmmyYirginia to
Robert Cecil, Earl of Salisbury:

a Spanish carvall, fitted with a shallop for discovery, latelpeato the
river, anchored at Point Comfort, and sent, in search of a pilot, three

%" David R. Ransome, “Newport, Christophdrp. 1561,d. 1617),” in Oxford Dictionary of
National Biography ed. H. C. G. Matthew and Brian Harrison (Oxfof@UP, 2004); online ed., ed.
Lawrence Goldman, January 2008, http://libproxyada:2422/view/article/20032 (accessed April 12,
2009).

28 England and Wales, “Dudley Carleton to John Chafalrgrl8Aug 1607,"Calendar of State
Papers, Colonial Series, America and West Indies,1, ed. by W. Noél Sainsbury, (London, 1860).
Hereafter this source will be referred to by thbrabiationCSPCS.

2 «gjr John Digbye to the King, 12 November 1611ldtien of Don Pedro de Cufiega’s
dispatch],”"CSPCSval. 9.

%01t should be noted here that in the years 160821t6&re were several pamphlets written in
defense and support of the colony. Authors ofdhessays were mainly Virginia Company investors and
individuals, such as John Smith, who had livedhi@ tolony. These works discussed various trigds th
colonists endured, yet the books’ true purpose twagfute and rectify any “misconceptions” the pabl
had about Virginia. Perhaps Spain’s lack of imragsiaction in regard to Virginia is due in parttihe
contribution of varying sorts of information veigjrthe true status of the English colony. One mfgtther
suggest that until the Spanish could ascertaithiamselves whether the colony would be permankeay, t
exercised restraint over the issue.
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Spaniards ashore, who he has detained prisoners. Leaves to his Lordship
the consideration of the danger likely to befall them from theikvesal
unfortified state’’

In this same missive, Dale reiterated the poor condition of tlumisté and was
highly critical of the state of the colony, leading him to enforce a harsh rutgtove its
chances for survival and prosperify. During Dale’s tenure in the colony, he
spearheaded the expansion of Virginia by leading a group of coltmiséstle a second
establishment at Henrico.

The creation of a new settlement, the knowledge that the VirGimmapany was
regularly recruiting new settlers to continue to populate theng, and the colonization
of Bermuda (1609) were perhaps some of the factors that providedpge®igtio Spain’s
making their first formal complaints and actions against the cotgnactivities of the
English®® Sir John Digby (later the Earl of Bristol), English Ambasato Spain, in
attempt to discover the Spanish plan of action against Virginia, wrote to James I:

| have formerly advertized your Majesty of a report come unto Selvdke

three or four of this King’s galleons should be cast away upon tls coa
of Florida, which went forth with an intent to have attempted somewhat

3L “Sjr Thomas Dale to [Salisbury], 17 Aug 161@SPCSyol. 1. These Spaniards apparently
remained prisoners as late as 1612, as the StpwrdPeontain letters regarding the negotiationgHeir
release. At one point, apparently, an Englishtpilas captured by the Spanish and held in ordgato
more information about the state of Virginia, aadentually, for a exchange of prisoners. See, J8hn
Digbye to the King, 18 February 1611/2;" “Sir Jobigbye to Sir Thomas Lake, 26 May 161Z35PC$
vol. 1; “Advertisements sent from Don Alonso delageo 20/30 April 1612;" “Sir John Digbye to the
King, 3 September 1612CSPCSvol. 9

%2 |bid; Basil Morgan, “Dale, Sir Thomas(1619),” inOxford Dictionary of National Biography
ed. H. C. G. Matthew and Brian Harrison (Oxford: BU2004), http://libproxy.uta.edu:2422/view/
article/7017 (accessed April 12, 2009).

% It is important to note that Spain was also ditrd by war with the Dutch that was nominally
concluded in 1609, Elliott, 50-1.
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against the English Plantation in Virginia. But though this newsnce
be absolutely contradicted, yet | can learn so small ground foefuwetr
thereof that | conceive it to be likelier to be untrue than othefftise.

In the years 1612-1613 Digby continued to send reports that the Spanistedxpe
the Virginia colony to fail, yet they were planning to remove Emglish from their
colony either “by fair means” or through an attempt to estaltieir own settlement in
Virginia or Bermuda®> The delay of Spanish action—according to Digby—was
attributed to the Spanish wanting to “get perfect informationthef state thereof,” in
addition to determining what the English reaction would be in respan$&panish
action®® Numerous communications during these two years of the Englishssador in
Spain and various individuals in England related many rumors and plams Spanish
to prepare to remove the Virginia and Bermuda colonies by foBmntemporarily the
Spanish ambassador to England, Don Pedro de Cufiega, conveyed the Spanish king's
insistence that the English remove their colonies voluntarily. iy M43, Digby related
to James | that, “it is hope in Spain that the business Wibbfaself, though Don Pedro
de Cufiega, when last in England, demanded that the removing ofriketiplamight no

longer be deferred®”

34 Sjr John Digbye to the King,CSPCSyol. 9.

% «Sjr John Digby to Salisbury, 18 Apr 1612,” anit* John Digby to Sir Dud[ley] Carleton, 10
Oct 1612, "CSPCSyol. 1. Also, “Letter from Liston, 21 February 1612/Z'SPCSvol. 9.

% “Sijr John Digbye to Sir Dudley Carleton 22 May 281CSPCSyol. 9.

37Digby to the King, 13 May 1613,CSPCSvol. 1.
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The exact Anglo-Spanish diplomatic conclusion concerning the Vargamd
Bermuda issues is unclear. In September 1612, Digby reportatdelapanish Council
had decided to retreat from their protest, because:

the Spanish Ambassador in England hath received letters from Molina, the

Spaniard that is there [one of the prisoners captured in 1610 in ¥irgini

of the misery and distress in which they live; so it is datedhby this

Council not to speak any more in that business, being a thing (they
suppose) which will die of itseff

Yet in November of that same year, Digby claimed that thgiMa issue was a
“hot dispute” in the Spanish court, probably owing to the issue over theredpt
Spaniards in Virginia; however, it was the last entry in tte@eSPapers during this two-
year perio®® The safety and security of the Virginia and Bermuda coloni@s fr
Spanish attack was largely assured through the outbreak ohitity Years’ War (1618-
1648), a conflict that placed England and Spain on opposing sides. Howwevaciual
English involvement in that continental war was limited to a feary in the 1620s as
they were compelled to contend with the political conflict that exsdiyterupted into the
English Civil War. Thus, while not actively engaged in the war,Bhglish remained
ideologically opposed to Spain in the Thirty Years’ War, whichaiely exacerbated
their Atlantic conflict. Complicating the Anglo-Spanish conflisas the continued
expansion and establishment of English North American colonies. pares8 irritation
with increased English presence in the Atlantic, in the absehopen warfare, found

expression through harassment and seizures of English ships trawedindg from their

3 |bid, “Sir John Digbye to the King, 3 Septembefil28 CSPCSvol. 9.

39 Sjr John Digby to Sir Dudley Carleton, 3 Novemhén3,”"CSPCSvol. 1
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colonies. In those first few decades of colonization, the Spanish afiecEnglish
colonization and trade was “to be no more than a continuation of they pivaic had
typified Elizabeth’s reign®

2.2 The Propaganda of Colonization and the Anti-Spanish Rhetoric of the Early
Colonial Period: 1606-1647

In the first section of the present chapter, this research toupbashe desires of
the English monarchy and individuals to begin colonization of thdieeéadiscoveries.”
In this section those reasons are more closely analyzed byingxgnwritten works
related to the colonies and the Atlantic that were published initste hialf of the
seventeenth century. Recourse to this same body of writing selveal important the
success of English colonization—in conjunction with the desireidmph over their
Spanish “enemy”— was to their sense of national identity. Coloorz&tfforts were
motivated primarily for economic reasons, but those motivations wwerdgwined with
the English religio-political rivalry with Spain and the identif the developing English
state. For seventeenth-century writers, the present and ftremgth and sovereignty of
England depended on colonial establishments as much as continentak.politnis
section will also consider the relationship between the use g@iréss by proponents of
colonization and the increasing socio-political agency of theclmaats and investors.
These individuals came to dominate all aspects of colonial issndstheough this

domination asserted for themselves a right to voice their conaethe government and

0 Glyn Redworth, “Sarmiento de Acufia, Diego, couhtGmndomar in the Spanish nobility
(1567-1626),” inOxford Dictionary of National Biographyed. H. C. G. Matthew and Brian Harrison
(Oxford: OUP, 2004); online ed., ed. Lawrence Gadm October 2006, http://libproxy.uta.
edu:2422/view/article/69257 (accessed April 12,900
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the public. Consequently, merchants and others with colonial interektsidraased
expectations that that the government would address, and the public wpptdtstheir
petitions and appeals to protect their interests. The rise otteaxpas and demands
resulted from the way in which these individuals presented therssedsthe standard
bearers by which England would achieve glory and honor.

Aside from the obvious economic benefit that could result fronexipéoitation
of commodities in new lands, proponents of protecting and expanding colonization
generally emphasized three main arguments: first, thatcthenies provided the
opportunity for the fulfillment of God’s desires for Protestant peop®scond, that the
colonies were a solution for various socio-economic problems in England, mos
especially that of criminals and other “idle” persons. Third, thay served as the
means to fulfill the destiny of England as a powerful contenaldfuropean politics.
Interestingly, each of these arguments, when employed in colefaéd literature of
the period, either implicitly or explicitly advocated the benefft&English colonization as
“good” in contrast to the “evil” activities and behaviors of the Sgfaim their colonies.
Hence, as a subtheme of this literature—implicitly or expjigtated—was the argument
that not only would the English triumph over their Spanish rival be accsimeglthrough
the derivation of political/leconomic power by strategically-intgatr colonial
settlements, but also through the superior behavior and managemeneadfdlorses by
English Protestants.

The religious imperative for colonization, as expressed by sarghteentury

writers, was summed up in the phrase the “propagation of the Gosgak”"imperative
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had two meanings, the first, always explicitly stated, wasciblanization was the means
for the betterment of Native Americans through conversion to @mst Whereas the
second meaning, both explicitly and implicitly asserted, was tease the presence of
English Protestants in the Americas to counteract the economia pehieh enhanced
their political power) derived from those lands by Spanish CatholicsBoth
interpretations functioned to support the same argument that the English welpe aiudy
to colonize as leaders of the true faith. In 1641 the AnglicarstamWilliam Castell
presented a proposal before Parliament seeking to gain support dian a&o send
ministers to the colonies to further serve England’s holy purfose:

But yet (if it be duly cofidered) how fully God hath imparted his Bel

unto this lland [sic], how miraculdly, hee hath lately protected us from

Spanih Invdions, and Poifin corfpiracies . . . . Nor is the Arme of the

Lord fhortened, or his wonted bounfy retrained, but that undertaking

the voyage principally for Gods glory, and in coffioan to mendoules,

we may expect a more then an ordinaryllslg from him, whde uuall

cultome is to honour the that honour him . . . . The Spaniard beth

much of what hee hath aleady done in this kind, but their owne Author

report their unchfiian behavior, gecially their moftrous cruelties to be

fuch, as they cded the Infidels to defethe name of Chit.*?

Castell, like many writers who advocated Christianizing of\lafimericans in a

manner diametrically opposed to Spanish efforts, were informedaltplB8mé de las

CasasBrevisima relacion de la destruccion de las Indiahich had been first translated

*! David R. Ransome, “Castell, Williand.(1645),” in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography
ed. H. C. G. Matthew and Brian Harrison (Oxford: BU2004), http://libproxy.uta.edu:2422/view/
article/4866 (accessed 16 April 2009).

“2 William Castell,A petition of W. C. Exhibited to the High CovrtRarliament now gembled,
for the propagating of the Gjoel in America, and the Wdndies . . (London: n.p., 1641), 8.
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into English (via a French translation) and published in 158%hasSpanish Colonf&.It
was from las Casas’ work that the English exploited the concepiedbpanish “Black
Legend.** The Black Legend was the portrayal of the Spanish as a amdeVicious
people as revealed in their harsh treatment of Native Amerioatiseir unwillingness to
work as enslaved labor, and the persecution of natives for heresy thed8panish
Inquisition. Despite the numerous violent confrontations between the EagtisNative
Americans, the English preferred to regard those comparable egesitsiational, not as
an indication of their character, as was the case with the sBpaiuch hypocrisy went
without remark for good reason, the Black Legend, allowed the Engligiogition
themselves as justified in their actions as “good” and “righttdmparison with that of
the “evil” Spaniard. Sir William Alexander (later the Eafl Stirling) stated in his
proposal for a Scottish settlement in Newfoundland that, “we heréogcaguse preach
the Gospel where it was neuer heard, and not to subdue but to eithi#iSauages, for
their ruine could giue us neither glory nor benefit, since in pddame it would breed
infamie.”> The implication was that the behavior of the Spaniards towardsathes
should serve as an opposite example for which the English endegy¢he historical

record informs us, the English plans of conversions of the natives imereality, never

*3 De las Casas’ work was re-translated in 1656,mxished under the more inflammatory title
of Tears of the Indians

*4 For a very good historiographical review of scheigp and assessment of the “Black Legend,”
and its uses by non-English European countries, Begamin Keen, “The Black Legend Revisited:
Assumptions and RealitiesThe Hispanic American Historical Revigwol. 49, no. 4 (November 1969)

“*William Alexander, Earl of Stirling,An Encouragement to Colonigsondon: Printed by
William Stansby, 1624), 37-8.
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systematically carried out. While propagation of the Pratéstactrine was of some
importance to the English, their desire to convert the natives was for facilitating
trade. Colonial proponent, Sir Robert Gordon implied the religious atiperwas
closely related to the economic imperative when he wrote, “Thentdathbelonge vnto
vs to prdecute his worke, and by merchandizing and trade wee buy at thgraaties of
the Earth; wee ought to communicate vnto them the pearles of Hé&ven.”

In the first few decades of colonization one of the primary probleohsnial
organizers experienced was supplying the colony with a suffigpepulation for its
security by habitation and labor. All colonial literature and pgapda intended to serve
the purpose of encouraging more people to emigrate. In order to prémeotolonies,
writers relied heavily on the rhetoric of religion, rivalry, amational honor to inspire
future colonists. The preference was for voluntary emigration; howewech of the
colonial promotional literature also was an appeal to the governtoemissist in
populating the colonies through compulsory emigration. Castell, indasrrerged all
three aspects of recruitment rhetoric when he wrote:

When a Kingdom beginneth to be over-burthened with a multitude of

people (as England and Scotland now do) to have a convenient place

where tolend forth Coloniesis [sic] is nfinal benefit: Andiuch are the

North-edt and North-wé& parts of America . . . which, at this time doe

even offer therfelves unto us, to bee protected by us, dbahe
knowne cruelty of the over-neare-approaching Spafiiard.

“6 Sir Robert Gordon, “Motive |,Encovragements. Fgtich as shall have intention to bee Vnder-
takers in the new plantation of Cape Briton, howwN&alloway in America, By Mee Lochinvar
(Edinburgh: Printed by John Wreittoun, 1625), n.p.

47 Castell, 11.
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Arguments such as Castell’'s were especially persuasivghh df the English
monarchy’s striving to find solutions to social problems, such as povemphaned
children, and criminality. Sir Thomas Dale first proposed populatiirginia by
suggesting, “all offenders out of the common gaols condemned to die sleoséht for
three years to the colony; so do the Spaniards people the Iftliesthe years 1615-
1618, the State Papers indicate that the government was alloivmgats and children
to be sent to the colonies as indentured servants. Whereas ittisraay appear to be
inconsistent with the ideals and nationalistic vision of Englandekgrguch as Alexander
argue that even those who were a “burden” to the country could fulfill their, go#ist:

And if we rightly codider the benefit that may &i by this enterpfi

abroad, it is not only able to afford a sufficient meanes for their

maintenance, who cannot conveniently liue at home, by disburdening the

Countrey of the, but it is able to enable them to deserue ofGbentrey,
by bringing vnto it both Honour and Proftt.

The organizers felt that unfortunate individuals without individual honor dvdd
compelled to serve the interests of national honor in the colonies.

According to Robert Brenner, the group of American colonial orgasiand
investors came from a lower social class than had typibekn allowed to take part in
investment schemes. He argues that investors were usually diram the landed
classes and powerful London merchants, and these groups did have soemeih the
early years of the Virginia Company’s governance; yet, #omn removed themselves

from those activities, which he credits to a lack of enthusiasmtladvoidance of

“8Sjr Thomas Dale to [Salisbury], 17 August 161C3PCSvol. 1.

“9 Stirling, 42.
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financial risk>® Thus, according to Brenner, the field of colonial trade and managemen
fell to men with, “unimpressive, often obscure socioeconomic backgrgumls, “were
willing to accept profit margins, take risks, and adopt methods ohbpe that neither
the merchants nor the gentry would seriously consifeiThe opportunity to enter into
the field of colonial trade and management allowed for this nesg dimen to advance
both socioeconomically and politically as well. Perhaps due toittferfor social status,
these men often asserted themselves and their interests mbresiasttcally and
prominently than those of higher social standing. Their extensivefusedia, in the
form of pamphlet literature, to press their causes often diedain upon them, resulting
in accusations of attempting to incite the masses to serve digir self-interest.
Additionally, appropriating the designation as “agents of national honas’ likely an
attempt to elevate them to a level of importance that theseld®l classes denied them.
Yet, their activities in the Atlantic (and later the Caribibedid place them in the path of
the Spanish, the archrival of all English people by theimedion. This fact alone
encouraged the colonial merchants, traders, investors, and organizersratiatag
themselves into the public and political spheres by evoking the ihetoanti-Spanish
sentiment and national honor. It was these groups of men who dullgesgued that
how the English interpreted themselves was directly related to how thkelystopass the

Spanish in the New World.

0 Brenner, 107-9.
*1 bid, 111-2.
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One of the most publically and politically active merchants of thiel-
seventeenth century was Randall Mainwaring (later Sir).niMaiing was a younger son
from a family of landed gentry, who entered into the mercantd®sepon his move to
London and subsequent marriage to Elizabeth Hawes, the daughter endfsastamily
of prominent London-based colonial merchaAtsHowever, through his marital and
familial connections, Mainwaring entered into the London politicalhecand was
considered a “radical organizer” against Charles | in whatectko be known as the
"municipal revolt of 1641-42>® Aside from the political calamity of what would
become the English Civil War, Mainwaring was primarily, thioubis political
aspirations, an advocate for colonial trade and the assertion of tEnglds to their
colonies. The strength of Mainwaring’s convictions about the sovereginBnglish
colonies, as well as the duty of the English government to pratéutial trade for the
honor of England, emerges in the case of ship belonging to his brotlaer-Joseph
Hawes (and in which Mainwaring was monetarily invested) which bad beized by the

Spanish.

52 Brenner, 138

3 bid, 373.
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2.3 The Case dfhe Elizabethof London (1637%*

In late September 1637, the sliipzabethdeparted London bound for Virginia,
carrying approximately 100 colonists and a cargo of various sugpleegoods. On the
11" of October, being approximately two hundred and fifty leaguas Wirginia, the
Elizabethwas overtaken and halted at mid-sea by eleven ships of the Sp&ssindia
Fleet. The Marquis de Cardenoza, the Spanish Commander, boar&tidaheth and o
stated succinctly that he was seizing the vessel. ThenafstheElizabeth Benjamin
Woolmer, appeared confused about why they were being captured: hedi¢oi they
were a mere merchant ship laden with colonial goods and passé&oged for Virginia.
Woolmer asserted that his ship did not threaten the Spanish, and timag grdvide any
due cause for their being captured. The commander replied—accoualitafet
testimonies—that the reason for his seizure of their ship wasidgethe Spanish king
did not recognize the British claim or right to colonize Virgiti  Upon this
proclamation, the ship was forcibly sailed along with the fleetadiz where Woolmer,
his crew, and their passengers were imprisoned (Woolmer and arsaib@d Samuel

Leigh were eventually ransomed for £4000). Abstracts of the deposftiamsthe

**This narrative is the product of multiple sourchattare noted individually and specifically
when referenced directly throughout this sectidie primary document which provides the bulk of the
information regarding this case is, Nathaniel HaviRandall Mainwaring, and George Payitee Case of
Mainwaring, Hawes, Payne and others, Concerningepri@dation made by the SpémiVegt-India Fleete,
upon the Ship Elizabeth. Raution fought in Spayne; Jtice denied; and thereupon, according to Lawe,
lustice Petitioned of the Honorable H@s of Parliament(London: n.p, 1646). This pamphlet contains all
of the various documents related to the case @etitis case, including their various petitions to
Parliament, the Admiralty, and the king up to tla¢edof publication.

% Another variation of the speech made by the Maxgas related by Hawes and company was
that “That he would carry us int8payneto knowe if the King his Mier would give leave to the King of
Englandthat his/ubjects might plant and trade Virginia.” Hawes, Mainwarning, and Payne, 15.
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passengers’ claim that until their return to England was negatithe Spanish forced
them to labor in the manner of “slaves.” From the moment thaheke arrived in
London of the fate of thElizabeth the principal owners and investors found themselves
engaged in an ill-fated battle to gain restitution of their logkas lasted over two
decades. The case of tE#izabethwas the first in the series of notorious Spanish
seizures of English ships in order to limit English Atlanti¢efiaCaribbean) activitie¥.
The case of this ship and the subsequent attempts for its restamd the other cases
that follow in later chapters) illustrate the connection thatliEimgcolonial activities,
Anglo-Spanish rivalry, and the assertion of national identity had upon each other.

The fate of theElizabethis unknown, other than the fact that the ship was never
returned to England. What is better known is the method in whiehowners and
investors in theElizabethattempted to gain reparation for the ship from the years 1637
until 1660. Once a ship had been lost to a foreign entity, the owners were firstadequir
petition and appear before the Admiralty court. In this coust-fiand withesses gave
their depositions, and then assessment was made by the court a@dctimaentation
regarding the ship ownership and value of its cargo. In the cabe Blizabeth the
Admiralty court determined that the owners, Joseph Hawes, Nelthdawes, Randall
Mainwaring, George Payne, and Company, had a loss of £12,000, and that thei

expectation of £5000-£6000 of potential profit had they been able to retthra wargo

*There are other, earlier instances of Spanish s=izf English ships traveling to and from their
colonies. TheElizabethis “first” in the sense that it is the first inatae of a seizure that initiates a large-
scale effort for restitution that gains the sanmslte In many ways, the case of this ship andréisailting
diplomatic process will establish the pattern byichithe English government will protest, and thausiph
government will stall, all future claims and attempt restitution.
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of tobacco from Virginia was reasonable. It was easy focthet to assess the ship’s
value, and it was assuredly the largest portion of the loss; haveaeulating the loss of
any future trips it might have made—thus determining potential flbssees—was less
simple. Thus, the Admiralty could value the potential loss only onsfietific voyage.
Even that loss, however, was significant because the importareeanfticipated profit
on a return cargo of tobacco, according to Ralph Davis, “representeyl theavhole of

a ship’s earning for the yeat.” Armed with this verdict from the Admiralty, Hawes and
company then entered into a legal process, which, unbeknownst to them neroeitcbe
resolved for their benefit. Their next level of action wasemndsthe judgment of the
Admiralty to the English ambassador to Spain.

Walter Lord Aston, the English ambassador to Spain, presentdulsthappeal
for reparation to the Spanish government regarding:lizabeth Arthur Hopton, a later
ambassador to Spain, recalled that Aston, “in the time dehige in this Court, fied all
fit diligences; the effect whereof was, a pr@mthat thehip and goods deffited atCadiz
fhould be forthwith r&ored.®® Hopton, who was similarly charged with another request

out the Admiralty court to seek the desired reparation, repoinetdLord Aston was

°” Ralph Davis,The Rise of the English Shipping Industry in theeSteenth and Eighteenth
Centuries (London: Macmillan & Co Ltd, 1962), 287.

8 Arthur Hopton, “The English Ambadors Ariwere out of Spaine,” InThe Case of
Mainwaring, Hawes, Payne and others, Concerningepri@dation made by the SpémiVegt-India Fleete,
upon the Ship Elizabeth. Raution fought in Spayne; Jtice denied; and thereupon, according to Lawe,
lustice Petitioned of the Honorable Hs of Parliament(London: unknown publisher, 1646), Microcard,
7.
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ultimately unsuccessful due tdotne delayes® The second commission brought to
Hopton by Benjamin Woolmer in August 1639 met with similar frigtna Delayed
from any hope of receiving a positive outcome and without the financesmain in
Spain for an extended duration, Woolmer was forced to return to Englinéi@pton’s
assessment that:

. . . although I have received many faire hopes and |peerfrom alllides

. .. yet untill the day of the date hereof, being the 20/30 of Maken t

yeare 1640. | have been able to get nfoR&on, nor are the likelyhoods

thereof greater now then they were thé& filay. . . . | have failed to give

eyther your or them the Aimere that may be expected, It is bdealucan

get none, which is the ordinary céarof this Court; where the doing

Juttice is prejuidciall to the Kings Revenués.”

Hopton’s frustration with the Spanish court in their failure to boknawledge
the illegal capture and to make restitution established the pdttatnwould be the
experience of subsequent English appeals for restitution for thhéhaedred years. As
was the case with Hopton’s appeal, the Spanish court, who did not intemdk&
restitution for the ship and cargo, used stalling tactics ungibggrieved parties gave the
matter up out of frustration and/or their inability to sustain thpeege of the legal
process. After this second attempt to gain satisfaction fromSgamish had failed,
Hawes and company, were left with only one other option: to pergofwallthrough

commission) capture one of the ships responsible for the taking oElib&beth

hopefully laden with a valuable cargo that was equal to their real and ateticipss.

9 bid.

% bid, 8.
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One of the primary owners of tldizabeth Joseph Hawes, petitioned Charles II
for a letter ofmarque which the Admiralty court eventually grant®d.To employ this
recourse, the owner or his representation were to seize a shiyelitvaged to the original
offender. Historical and legal precedent permitted this typespération. A statute
under Edward 1l stated that:

That nor Marchant Stranger be impeached for anotherfpdliee or

anothers Debt . . . . Provided always, that if our liege people Méscba

other, be indamaged by any Lordsfiwange Lands or theiubjects, and

thefaid Lords (duely required) faile of right to ofaid (ubjects, welhall

haue the law of Merque, and of taking them againe, as hath beshénu
time pdt, without fraud or male-engirfé.

This ancient form of seeking damages was a valid mode of recomipetise
case of thélizabeth particularly when its seizure was a failure of the Sgatashonor
the more recent treaty of 1604 that explicitly upheld rights tedfsen of trade and
commerce. Article XXV of the 1604 treaty required that if attempt to interfere in
trade was perpetuated by either the Spanish or English, the ofjepality was to be
granted fixe Moneths from the time of the monition, to ti@ort their Merchandes
without any arré, difturbance, or hunt in the meafiedon, to be done or giuen vnto

them either in their pésns or Merchandés.”® However, various laws, established by

®1 Joseph Hawes, “The fichumble petition of Joseph Hawes Merchant,” SR8/ Courtesy of
the Virginia Colonial Records Project.

2 England, Laws, Statutes, etc. 27 Edw. 3, c.1Tha Case of Mainwaring, Hawes, Payne and
others, Concerning a Depredation made by the Fpangt-India Fleete, upon the Ship Elizabeth.
Retitution /ought in Spayne; Jtice denied; and thereupon, according to Lawgfida Petitioned of the
Honorable Hoyes of ParliamenfLondon: unknown publisher, 1646), 9.

% England and Wales, JamesAtticles of Peace, Entercovrse, and Commerce, Caoled in the
names of the mbhigh and mighty Kings, and Princes lames by tiaeg of God, King of great Britaine,
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treaty, provided that the ship seized in retribution must have begrni@adgmmitting the
original offense. For Hawes and company, who sought this avenusrfgrensation
twice, they were similarly fated to failure as they wdme@ugh the more orthodox legal
channels. Joseph Hawes approached the Council of State in 1639 seeakiisgiperto
“arrest two of the Spanish galleons, or to hand over the money and goodist liroong
in a Bermuda ship belonging to the same company which took the Eliz&beth.”

The first attempt at compensation through the acquisition of a Spaship
involved an unknown ship that Joseph Hawes captured in 1641 out of Bermuda by
commission. This capture, however, was deemed to not be in confevithitthe law of
marqueby the Admiralty court, because, as summarized in the House oflbardal on
11 June 1641:

in Lieu whereof thefaid Hawes took a Ship ofSpanishGoods, and

brought her into England, and proceeded here in duel€otiLaw, for

his Satisfaction . . . but, onfadden, the Ship with the Goods, prized at

Eight Thouand Four Hundred Pounds was réeaandlent away into

Spaine®®

It is unknown why the Admiralty released this ship, but the assumpiasnthat

the capture of that particular ship did not comply with the legairmar by which Hawes

France, and Ireland, defender of the faith, &c. APlilip the third, King of Spaine, &c. . . .In adatie at
London the 18. day of Aufafter the old Stile in the yeere of our Lord GiiiD4 (London: Robert Barker,
1605), n.p.

% England and Wales, Public Record Office, “Petitafnloseph Hawes, merchant, to the same
[Charles 1],” 1639,Calendar of State Papers, Domestic Series, of tigrRof Charles [1](1639-1640),
(London, 1877) 1639 [undated].

% England and Waledpurnals Lords. Vol. IV (1641), 11 June 1641.
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was required to employ his lettermfirque By order of the Admiralty court Hawes was
subsequently arrested and placed in the Admiralty prison. In 1642 whprison,
Hawes made one last appeal “Tdidethat there may be a Seizure, at the Ports and
Custom Hote, of the Goods of the Subjects, of the King of Sp&fehis was the last
appeal of Joseph Hawes, as he died in the Admiralty prison aboute©d®h? at the
age of 37 year¥. Around the time of Hawes’ death, another Spanish shipS#mea
Clara, had been captured by an English captain and brought into England as a prize. This
ship, richly laden, provided another opportunity for the surviving co-investotbe
Elizabethowners to gain their just compensation.

In December 1642, Captain Bennet Strafford had captured a Spanishhsthp
he brought into Southampton in hopes for a successful adjudication of theakgmi
court deeming it a “lawful” prize. From newssheet accountsff@ta along with his
ship, had been “forcibly” made to enter the Spanish West India fresking runs back
and forth from the West Indies to Spain carrying silver and othedsyfor three or four

years®® Impressments of English sailors and ships were another fofiegaf” seizures,

 England and Waledpurnals,Lords Vol. V (1642), 26 May 1642.

"Joseph Hawes was buried at St. Katherine by theeT,olwondon, England; he was born to
Humphrey & Katherine Hawes of London, and christermen 5 May 1605 in London. His brother
Nathaniel and two sisters, who are married to RaMdénwaring and George Payne, will continue onhwit
his case because they all were also invested irstiige Elizabeth. Ancestry.conMiddlesex, England:
Parish and Probate RecordéProvo, UT: Ancestry.com, 2001), online databa3eseph Jackson Howard
and Joseph Lemuel Chester, efike publications of the Harleian Society 15 & 1heTVisitation of
London, Anno Domini 1633, 1634, and 163%®l, 1(London: Harleian Society, 1880), Ancestom.
Provo, UT:MyFamily.com, 2003.

% England’s Memorable Accidents! January 1642/3. Als@, Perfect Diurnall of the Passages
in Parliament no. 32, 20 January 1642/3.
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often employed by the Spanish throughout the seventeenth and eadgeigtdenturies.
The Spanish employed these impressments when Spain was on the bnak with
another European nation, but other miscellaneous reasons could leadessimgants of
foreign ships and their crews. However, there are many oestanhen English sailors
voluntarily entered in the service of Spain (legal when England and ®pee at peace,
illegal when they were not), and later they would claim theyeworced by the Spanish
when they were unsatisfied with their compensation for that cgerviDetermining
whether English ships and sailors were forcibly or voluntarily cdlieghdo work for
Spain is extremely difficult. Yet, despite the manner by wihely entered into Spanish
service usually did not make much difference, because when comperieats@mnvice
was not paid, it reinforced the notion of the unjust and underhanded manmkichythe
Spanish operated.

Finding himself back in Spain with his ship no longer sea-worthsgffStd
returned to the West Indies aboard a Spanish ship bound for Santo Dontingquite
clear that Strafford was angry with the Spanish in that, “founghévédd have no redfe
nor (atisfaction for the damage done to her [his ship] . . . he took h@topgy being

fevered forEng”®

He found his opportunity in the Spanish vessel calledStmgta
Clara (or Sancta Clarathat had been stayed at Santo Domingo for several months until

orders from Spain arrived for its departure. While waiting lf@sé orders, th8anta

9 A Perfect Diurnall of the Passages of Parliamerd. 32, 20 January 1642/3.
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Clara had been loaded with a cargo of silver ingots, cochineal, hidégphacco with a
value of £30,000°

On 8 October 1642, some members of Strafford’s crew boardesiatita Clara
under the guise of “chearing and merry makingleobng the windf(erved for their
deligne, cut the cables, and let her drive, fuith time that the Captain perceiving his
advantage, forthwittfeized and boarded thaid Ship.”* Strafford then brought the
Santa Clarainto Southampton and turned it and its cargo over to the Admiraity f
proper disposal. Deemed a lawful prize, the cargo was soldahdnfkent was charged
by the Admiralty in determining the disbursement of proceedseo$ale, “[for] wanting
money to defray the publigue charge . . . and engaged the publicie féraithe
repayment of the value of therf.” Yet, the disposition of the cash derived from the sale
of the goods of theSanta Clara although rich enough to compensate the Hawes
company, was not something that could be easily determined Wanfart. The
difficulty for Parliament was that the claims against $aata Clarawere numerous, the
investors of thé&lizabethbeing one group out of many.

In 1642 Hawes and company acquired their Letters of Administr&ion the

Admiralty against part of the value of tBanta Clara Nevertheless, they never realized

Parliament also receives payment from the Sparftshsome undetermined reason in the
amount of £20,000 in relation to the Santa Cldrast the total amount that Parliament will holdilubtan
determine the correct claimants on the value ot#rgo is £50,000.

" Alonso de Cardenag, Speech, or Complaint, Lately Made by the SpaBimbg/adour to his
Majeftie at Oxford, upon ocgimn of the taking of a Ship called Sancta Claratie Port of Sancto
Domingo, richly laden with Plate, Cocheneal andestbommaodities of great vale, By one Captaine Benne
Strafford, and by Him brought to Southamptdmanslated by Giovanni Torriano (London: Prinfed
Nathaniel Butter, 1643), 4.

2 England’s Memorable Accidents. 152.
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compensation for their claim—and of those of lesser shareholderslizabeth—as it
seems that it could not be satisfactorily determined by Reehéa exactly who should
receive portions of the proceeds. The greatest impediment taseeof Hawes and
company against theanta Clarawas that their interpretation of the precedent of Edward
lIl used evidence based upon their own deduction and supposition. Their conteagion w
that they could not absolutely prove that §anta Clarawas part of the original fleet that
seized theelizabeth but they could reasonably deduce that the few members of thie cre
Strafford brought in with thé&anta Clarahad been part of the crew of one of those
ships’® Three of those sailors, namely, Hieronimo Favian Loretto, lgnatandahola,
and Marcus de la Rombida stated in their testimonies before theahyrthat they were
“ufuall Traders to thaVest Indies each in service twelve, eleven, and twelve years
respectively* Hawes and Company’s argument was that, ifSaeta Clarahad or had
not been part of that original fleet, these traders mosaingr had been party to the
original offence. They argued, that because of the years in which the Spadéhk were
in service to the West India fleet naturally meant that thelyldegen present during the
seizure of thé&lizabeth Their argument, thus, was that:

this voyage 1640 they were about two years before they returnedh&ha

Ships that goe forth in one yeere, returne not until the next, ksherfe

necdlitie is mut follow; That thée very pefons were in the Fleete that

robbed theElizabeth being in all the voyages for tlpace of 11 or 12
yeers.”®

3 Hawes, Mainwarning, and Payne, 16.
" pid.

" Ibid.
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For Parliament, it would seem that this argument was not comgeltiough for them to
release the funds to Hawes and company, nor to any of the adimaaigts against this
ship® Although each time the Hawes group petitioned Parliament, and there weee order
for a “speedy” investigation into the matter, the proceeds dbdmta Clararemained in
Parliamentary hands, never disbursed to the owners and investor&Ebzdheth

In the end, with the failure to gain compensation for any part dtlihabeth the
merchant owners faced a large amount of debt because ofoirAt the beginning of
the legal journey that Hawes and company initiated, it wouldh sbat all interested
parties assumed that the matter would be resolved quickly. &ksumption was
founded on the belief that the English government would not tolerate asuatatant
illegal seizure, especially as it was justified by therfgga contention against English
settlement in North America. This confidence in the Engiisernment to act in their
favor led Joseph Hawes to buy out another investor i&liaabeth,Stephen Webb. The
sale of Webb'’s interest was recorded on 25 June 1638, with £240 paidw®s Ha
Webb, and explained, “for the recovery of which a suit has ldieBh commenced
against the King of Spain. All recompense and money for damagesdtto Hawes”

When Hawes died in 1642, he did so in debt, and the executors and hesseefabe

® The State Papers identify three other claimanttheSanta Clarabut it is uncertain if they
were part of the Hawes group. The records seeimdfoate that they were other investors who btter
losses to the Spanish. But these names only cgnoxeasionally and sporadically, whereas Hawes and
company were the most persistent of the claimants.

" England and Wales. Public Record Office, “Bill sdle of Stephen Webb,” 25 June 1638,

Calendar ofState Papers, Domestic Series, Supplementary rtettel Papers, of the Reign of Charles [1].
(Abstracted by the Library of Virginia, Virginia @mial Records Project), no 14544.
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inherited those debts. Joseph’s brother, Nathaniel, and his brothers-iRsaasal
Mainwaring and Captain George Payne, were all primary investothe Elizabeth
which left them in debt for their own adventure, but also indebted feplsportion as
well because “the cdaquences of the Depradation in th&ddis frienddulteined, who
were in naturall affection bound to Higoport.”® The breadth of financial loss included:
the ruine of his naturall Brothédath. Hawes ingaged for him divers
great [ummes of money, part of which he paid, and had Exec(¢ived
upon his é@ate for more, to his damage above 6000fides Idle of his
Trade . . . Randall Mainwaringand Geo. Paynethat married his two
Sifters have likewe paidleverall greatummes of money for him, andlre
engaged for more. There hath beéyent 1400 or 1500.1. in plirance of

[atisfaction, Thée damages we humbly conceivdtide will make good,
belides thefuffrances of the Saylors and(Reagers’.

By 1652, those who had an interest in Hlizabethwere still feeling the effects
of the financial loss and thus claims persisted againsEdmea Clara In yet another
petition to the Council of State, the petitioners ask for redeesbadd that the ranks of
those with an interest in thElizabeth have increased “being 30 persons, merchants,
seamen, and their widows and orphans . . . . whereby many of thengesitare
prisoners, and ruined, though of good estates, and disabled to sentatéh&’ SThe
notion that so many people could have been put into such perilous fingiticzions
was not unknown in the early half of the seventeenth century. edtiest investor

groups often were small and personal, like the Hawes group, whicistednsf two

8 Hawes, Mainwaring and Payne, 17.
Ipid.

8 England and Wales, Public Record Office, “PetitafiNath. Hawes & Co.,” ?165Zalendar
of State Papers, Domestic Seri€@mmonwealth (1652-1653).
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brothers and two brothers-in-law with some smaller investorsdeutsi the family.
What made such groups so vulnerable was the fact that they mfestad a substantial
portion of their personal fortunes into the venture in the anticipdtainthe return cargo
would arrive safely and fetch a good price on the méfketdditionally, the crew of the
ship received their wages only once a ship had returned to Englarshutice of those
wages coming from the profit of the sale of the cargo from the return trip.

The last petition for redress in tl#izabethincident was read in parliament
sometime in June 1660. By this time Randal Mainwaring had diadintg Nathaniel
Hawes and George Payne working to seek their satisfactionhd-tast time, the House
of Lords tabled the motion, and we find no other record of Hawes ame Pagsenting
more petitions in relation to tH&lizabeth nor any further mention of tiganta Claraby
any other parties.

Nathaniel Hawes, Randal Mainwaring, and George Payne asiselie46
that the taking of their ship thElizabeth and of other similar ships under similar
pretences indicated that, “thelid@e was higher, and had a further intent, and may
hereafter have a mofedonable thought®* The implication here was that the Spanish
respected the right of the English to trade with their plantatibosiever, they had
absolutely no intent to allow peaceful settlement and commerbethdse possessions.

Despite changing political situations and treaties later regdt in an attempt to remedy

81 Davis, 102.

8 Hawes, Mainwaring and Payne, 15.
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American conflicts, the English merchants and ship owners onllend that, regardless
of the reasons why the Spanish claim their right to seizepitsoss” ships, their true
motive is to oust the English out of their colonies.

For merchant-owners, like the Hawes family, with impending firameiin on
the horizon, and feeling the frustration of little possibility fompensation, they looked
to the English government to aid their cause in order to relievedidats. In their 1646
petition, Hawes, Mainwaring, and Payne state that they will anly justice “by that
fupreme power to which they are subjettNot only does the judgment of Parliament
decide their financial futures, but also, refraining from seekiisgice legitimizes the
actions of the Spanish against English merchants who are pae stitcess of British
colonial endeavor. They wrote:

You are thée from whom we expecthelter agaift the ftormes of

forreigne windes, and the droppings of unjudgements: You are the

refuge and Sanctuary of theliteled members of this kingdome . . . .

with you is the Widome to dicerne the high inconveniences thafuen

upon connivence at injuries of this nature and to perceive that through our

fides the Nation is wounded, when unto other former attempts to

difcourage the Navigation of tlEngli/h to theWetern-Plantations. . . .

Sure the Honor of th&nglish Nation is not come to this, nor are fino

Plantations witHo great charge brought fome perfection, to have
fhort an end as the Will of tt&panyardwvould meéure them ouf?

For the investors of thé&lizabeth it was necessary for Parliament to act
accordingly with the national assertion that English-Americaninionms were legitimate

and not succumbing to Spanish pressures to challenge those assertioas.alko their

® bid, 2.

8 bid, 15.
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hope that aggressive action on their behalf would establish the gneoedent in any
other future conflicts of this nature. Their petition statdaat‘it may be for the publique
good of the Nation, the vindicating the Honor thereof, the preventiingef inuries, and
manifetation of that Jaice which is Gods own work, and you the faithfulpgincers *

In the trials of the owners of thdizabeth it would seem that they had some degree of
premonition regarding the failure of the English government to exenore forceful
policy against the Spanish in the matter of ship seizures wouldcontjnue to plague
English ships and settlements in the Atlantic for the next hundred years.

In the first half of the seventeenth century, Spanish seiafré&nglish ships
proved to be an effective method to protest and/or limit English calooizand trade
activity. As was the case with tiigizabeth Spain unofficially condoned the capture of
English ships, and when appealed to for restitution or reparation, thégl delay
consideration of the matter until interested parties withdrewr tpetitions out of
frustration. Additionally, if the Spanish limited how many EngBsips they captured—
thus making it an irregular activity that they could argue wasansénctioned state
policy—they could confidently continue those activities without fearepkercussions,
such as war. This Spanish assumption had its foundation, partlye lagtémpts of the
early Stuart monarchs to improve diplomatic and trade relationshipedie the two
countries. As long as England sought peace with Spain, they waimlgenot going to
engage in a conflict over a ship captured here and there. Yet, fohants and

investors, ships captured “here and there” often proved to be devgstatheir finances

8 bid, 17.
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and could destroy their livelihoods. And between the years 1607 to 1648gtiegate
of those losses was substantial. Those individuals involved in cotoa believed
themselves to be the lifeblood of the English Atlantic Empire, and dlegvities were
more than just the pursuit of private economic gain. A pro-Spaniksty pgmenefitted
those involved in continental trade, but Atlantic merchants arguechthatrade was the
foundation for the wealth and glory of England. When the English goverrialeat to
protect their interests against Spain, they were underminingutipese of their colonies,

as well as sacrificing the honor and sovereignty of England and her dominions.
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CHAPTER 3

LATE SEVENTEENTH CENTURY COLONIAL AND TRADE CONCESSIONS:
1649-1701

During this fifty-two year period, from the conclusions of the EstglCivil War
and the Thirty Years’ War to the outbreak of the War of SpanisheSsion, England
engaged Spain in what historians ostensibly regard was the firfiiccoagarding
colonial rights and trade. The Anglo-Spanish War (1655-1660) wasyadallure for
the English, in terms of actual territorial gains in the Aonzer and Caribbean, with the
notable exception of the acquisition of Spanish-held Jamaica. Theictmy for the
English was the Treaty of Madrid (1667) and its companion Treatlaafrid (1670)
otherwise known as the American Treaty. These treates the first between England
and Spain to acknowledge the respective rights to their colonial hqldiaggation, and
trade. The provisions in these treaties served as the redggemt for the negotiation of
all colonial and trade conflicts between England and Spain for the next sevaddsle

Despite provisions that were supposed to address all areas of icontegarding
England and Spain’s respective Atlantic possessions, these trgatiesd to be
problematic due to their vagueness and the manner in which Engldrpain chose to
“interpret” the meaning and spirit of the treaties. Rentaykaather than providing a
peaceful acknowledgement of their respective rights, theseafoagreements only

accelerated the confrontations between England and Spain in thécAdlad Caribbean.
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Such confrontations were occasioned by the continued expansion of Ewgtlsments
in North America, the increased presence of English shipsSpeerish colonies, English
piracy and illegal trade in and around Spanish colonies, and (to saemg)dhe anger
and frustration of Spain over diminished monopoly over the West Indies.
Additionally, the expansion of printed matter for public consumption exated
at a fantastic rate. In the years leading up to, and during, ksl Civil War, both
Royalists and Parliamentarians used the press extensivebyrimunicate their views
and document their military movements and achievenfentds discussed in the
introduction, under Elizabeth | the government began to use the pressitaunicate
policy and various state activities. Subsequent monarchs in thehéiktof the
seventeenth century continued this practice, albeit intermitteiriithe last half of the
seventeenth century, government had a greater appreciation of trenaeflof popular
media on the public that had the added benefit of satisfyingerstizdemands for
information? During the Protectorate of Oliver Cromwell, the governmeneasingly
used the press as a forum to argue for its various policiashieve popular support.
Those who identified themselves as royalists also produced theirnewsbooks to
counter and criticize the Interregnum governments. Under CharlebellLondon
Gazette (originally titled the Oxford Gazetteduring the first four months of its

publication), first published in 1665, was the official, state-sanctiooatts of foreign

!Nigel Smith, Literature & Revolution in England, 1640-160lew Haven: Yale University
Press, 1994), 56.

2bid, 59, 67-8.
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and domestic news. Thus, its publication served as tacit acknowledgéy the state
that it should meet the public demands for regular information, albeis that met with
state approval.

Whereas the government increasingly used the press to convepmgwsatters
of policy, independent authors and publishers flooded the market with diveir
newsbooks and editorial pamphlets. Much of the news acquired bypihgsshers was
through a variety of “reporters” located throughout Europe and theridas, or gathered
through supposition and rumor. Concurrently, editorial publications increaseng
independent publishers, allowing anyone to state his or her own vieywsomote
personal interests. Instances of independent reporting of “newidithaot align with
the state-approved news, and publications that openly criticizegbtleenment, became
especially problematic to the monarchy in the 1670s. Two rogalgmations, issued in
1675 and 1680, attempted to stop independent publishing. The first of these
proclamations provided for a reward of £20 to any individual who could gigenation
regarding either authorship or publishers of inflammatory writings, gtatin

Whereas divers malicious andaffected pdions do daily deve and publih, as

well by Writing, as Printing,fundry fale, infamous, andcandalous Lies,

endeavouring thereby, not only to traduce and reproach theligtical and

Temporal Government of this Kingdom, and the publick Kens of thefame,

but alto ftir up and dipole the minds of his Mafees Subjects to Sedition and

Rebellion®

The second proclamation, addressing publishers of unlicensed newsbooks:

%England and Wales, Charles By the King. A Proclamation For the better /@ivery of
Seditious LibellergLondon: Printed by John Bill and Christopher Bark675).
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Whereas it is of great Importance to the State, ThatNaWs Printed and

Publithed to the People, as well concerning Foreign, as Dmkéffairs, (hould

be agreeable to Truth, or atfied/arranted by good Intelligence, that the minds of

his Majdties Subjects may not befwirbed or amfed by Lies or vain Reports,

Which are many times fad on purpfe to Scandalize the Government, or for

other indirect Ends.

Both of these proclamations, while directed at two different sewtélegal publishing,
both referenced how those writings sought to inflame the masses.

From the 1640s through the end of the century, the masses wigyestaasd up
over any issue of conflict with Spain especially when writeslated news about
increased conflict in the Americas and Caribbean. In thoses,t@amiters reported
sensational tales of English ships seized by the Spanish inurgemf normal trade and
navigation, and the subsequent torturing of their crews. Some wiiitesg to hearken
back to historical incidents of Spanish unreasonableness toward, andggvessin
against, the English to stir up old passions and further fuel publiagaut As ship
seizures increased, so did the reporting of these incidents. ré\aid other interested
parties turned to the press to elicit support of the public; theyaniéed that the English
government should act in some measure toward Spain for the protection of Eangksh tr
colonies, and navigation. These demands became more critical of nieshE
government for not being more aggressive or decisive toward the Spainén they

refused to consider or discuss reparations for ship seizures.théBy690s, most

restrictions and regulations of the press fell by the waysillil@ying for an increased

“England and Wales, Charles By the King. A Proclamation For Supgjfieg the Printing and
Publifhing Unlicened News-Books, and Pamphlets of Ne@®ndon: Printed by John Bill, Thomas
Newcomb, and Henry Hills, 1680).
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liberty of the press. This opening provided for the zenith of antSipahetoric in the
eighteenth century, which will be discussed in subsequent chapters.

With the combined resources of regular news and a wide dadtyarf editorial
and informational pamphlets (whether authorized or not), anti-Spanishnéin@atholic
rhetoric, while unchanged in its phrasing and premise, in the sa¥yl600s became a
more regular feature of English writings that related torSp#hereas anti-Spanish and
Catholic sentiments influenced the cultural psyche of Protestagliskrpeoples of the
sixteenth century, the exacerbating of those sentiments incrieaged part of the early
modern age of information. Rather than relying solely on histogioeounts of “vile”
Spanish attempts to undermine the sovereignty of Protestant EnglndeVenteenth-
century readers became exposed to recent news and opinions thgeddhealong-term
rivalry as a battle still being fought and needed to be won fqoréservation of national
honor. The language of English nationalism of this period incregsicmhnected
English identity to “defeat” of the evil Spaniard This rhetoraswnore intensive than it
had been previously, because regular information from around the wéoldhed the
public more “reliably” on the aspirations of England in the Atlantiorld and the
Spanish opposition to those goals.

3.1 Colonial Expansion: Cromwell’s “Western Design” and Restoration-enation

Upon the conclusion of the first Anglo-Dutch War in 1654, England sought to
restore severed, or neglected, trade and diplomatic relationshipg thee war and the
English Civil War. Merchants and those with trading interestieeparticularly anxious

to reestablish foreign relations as their common lament haswar destroyed their
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livelihoods and that they relied upon foreign trade to restore honor foséiees and the
nation. From the perspective of the Commonwealth government, Englemctically
had two choices for a post-war alliance or conflict, France onSphi reality, there was
no such choice in that the Lord Protector Oliver Cromwell had beensgisig an attack
on the Spanish West Indies since about 1651, a plan later known as &steflv
Design.” For Cromwell, the peace of 1654 was not the momentniglaid to attend to
its domestic economic and political strengthening by merely getiaing trade and
commerce agreements with foreign competitors. The peacehwaspportunity for
England to seize its imperial moment and rectify past wrBngsomwell explained that,
“it would have been Dhonourable and Unworthy of Us, who, through the gofsdared
Providence of God, wer@ well furnitht with Ships of War fit for Foreign Service, to let
them lie rotting at home, rather than to have employed them fquihRevenge ofo
much Englih [blood].”

Historians argue that Cromwell’'s economic, religious, and pdliideology
motivated him to attack Spanish West Indian colonies; his goal, tlagytam, was to
actualize and legitimize his authority and that of the Commonlweafet these studies

tend to be insular in their analyses and neglect Cromwelltsrbgwhich reflected his

°Frank Strong, “The Causes of Cromwell’'s West Indiapedition,” The American Historical
Review4, no. 2 (January 1899), 228, http://www.jstor/staple/1833554 (accessed 25 August 2007);
David Armitage, “The Cromwellian Protectorate ahd tanguages of EmpireThe Historical JournaB5,
no. 3 (September 1992), 536, www.jstor.org/stalbleé@B29 (accessed 25 August 2007).

® Armitage, 533-535.

" England and Wales, Oliver CromweN,Declaration of His Highnes, By Advice of His Coilin
Setting forth, On the behalf of this Commonweadtik, Jytice of their Caye Againt Spain (Edinburgh:
Re-printed by Christopher Higgins, 1655), 4.
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English cultural inheritance that generally viewed Spain@ersistent enemy to England
in all ideological and practical matters of state. Publicldssire that Cromwell had
waged a secret attack on Spanish colonies—a disclosure th&tdedsain the failure of
Cromwell's generals to capture Hispaniola, and the subsequent Spaclistaton of
war—was criticized by the public and Parliament, which led himproduce his
Declaration of 1655 to explain his actions. The declaration was a curious document
that it patched together a rambling, erratic “history” of Spaxispredations against
Englishmen, the nation, their trade, and their colonies. The lan@iragawell used in
this document drew from traditional anti-Spanish rhetoric, which heamilployed terms
such as “barbarous,” “cruel,” “murder,” “slaughter,” and “atnesit to describe how the
Spanish had treated the English in the Atlantic World. The rederaf the history
combined with the rhetoric intended to remind detractors that theo/Ayanish conflict
in America:
hath been no other then a continfiate of open War and Hdity . . . . That of
late Years the Endh have for the mib part been Patients . . . which mayljiy
occdion some to look upon the late Expedition in Wet-Indies as an Entrance
into a new War, and not, as it was indeed thdeprdgion of a War already in
being®
This declaration, intended to garner public support for his cause, tooochesigious,
political, and economic issues, but it relied more heavily on tharauimperative of the

English to defeat their historic enemy. He wrote:

For the better cleering whereof, and malifig what hath been already alledged
in generall, it will be nedeary to cdt our eyes a little back, and to take a view of

8 bid, 3.
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the Tratiactions betweeknglandandSpain and thdtate they have been in, with
Relation to each othelince the Reformation of Religion, and the discovery of the
Waet-Indies®
In other words, Cromwell, at least in his declaration, did not depict his Westsignes
a reaction to immediate impulse or his own unique agenda; rathpladezl his actions
within the larger historical and ideological struggle between the two nations.
England, long had coveted the wealth of Spanish America, and had acogbs
to that wealth through piracy and colonization in the West Indiesdirigathe Spanish
West Indies as a means to divert Spanish wealth into England’s-haada state-
sanctioned policy—was an activity of days gone by, the glory peoHlizabethan
piracy and policy. Historian Frank Strong characterizes Crorswhlkstern Design as a
mid-seventeenth-century revival of Elizabethan adventurer spiritbioeh with a
modern vision for England’s position in European and imperialistic patftidn Karen
Ordahl Kupperman'’s study of the Puritan American and Caribbean colonies, shesodifi
Strong’s argument by stating that, “Cromwell saw his poliaes$,as an anachronistic
throwback to the days of Elizabeth, but as the logical culminatiothidf years of
development and strugglé” Yet there is a sense that Cromwell was attempting to go

back in time to correct what the Tudor predecessors had faileghieva in their

moments of opportunity. One of Cromwell’'s most influential advisois iaformants

° Ibid, 5.

1% strong, 233, 242.

1 Karen Ordahl Kupperman, “Errand to the Indies:it&arColonization from Providence Island
through the Western DesigrnThe William and Mary Quarterl¢5, third series, no. 1 (January 1988), 90,
http://www. jstor.org/stable/1922214 (accessed 2§ [ZI008).
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about Spanish America, Thomas Gage, argued that the vast SpanistaAreenpire did
not result from any great achievement or strength on Spain’sipavas merely the
failure of Henry VII of England to take advantage of an opportuhay was his for the
taking. In Gage’s Epistle to hisew Survey of the West Indidgdicated to Lord Fairfax,
he wrote:

To your Excellency therefore | offer a New-World, to the beftigect of your

future pains, valour, and piety, andidexhing your acceptance of this plain but

faithful relation of mine, wherein your Excellency, and by you thglith Nation

(hall fee what wealth and honor they havé loy one of their narrow hearted

Princes, who living in peace and abounding in riches, did ndtaniting reject

the offer of being fitt difcoverer of Americ&?

David Armitage, in his evaluation of Cromwell’'s Declaration, @os with the

assessment that, “Cromwell’'s hope was for a providential defeapaih in order that
England could replace her as overlord of the Indies, thus running achkotik to link

the rediscovery of America with the reformed religidh.”

Cromwell, however, was not a solitary throwback who sought to e&nglish
history. The reading public of the mid-seventeenth century waallgdoterested in
Tudor-era thought, policies, history, and individuals in connection with AngdmiSh
relations in Europe and the Atlantic. Throughout the last halieofeventeenth century,
dozens of books and pamphlets were published regarding the historic, current, ideological

and political conflicts England had with Spain. Some of the books aédebr

Elizabethan adventurers and privateers who had terrorized and raideshSvanarican

2 Thomas GageThe Englih-American by Travail by Sea and Land: Or, A New&yi of the
West-India’s . . (London: Printed by R. Cotes, 1648), n.p.

13 Armitage 542.
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colonies such as Sir Philip Sidney, Sir Walter Raleigh, an@r@mcis Drake. Many of
the titles were updated versions of sixteenth-century textsvéra intended to “instruct”
readers of the origins and inherent evil of Spanish policy toward Bohgkuch as
Edmund Chilmead’s translated versions of Thomas Campan8ieisish Monarch}/
And the greatest number of similarly-themed texts addressed arsétisealized
instances of Spanish cruelty toward anyone in religious or idealogpposition to them.
De las Casas was republished under two different tiflears of the Indians, being a
historical Account of the Cruel Massacres of Above Twenty Millkbhisnocent People,
Committed by the Spaniard$656), andA Relation of the First Voyages and Discoveries
made by the Spaniards in America. With an account of their unparallel’d cruelties on the
Indians, in the destruction of above forty millions peqi@99). Additionally, Spanish
Inquisition titles abounded, especially those that told the storiemglisE men and
women who had been victims of that policy. The English readingicomas not
completely out of step with Cromwell on the ideological front ofjlrSpanish rivalry,
nor was Cromwell’s “design” seen as attempting to revitadimd refashion English
history along lines the public considered irrelevant. Thusag Gromwell’'s seemingly
solitary decision to wage a war without Parliamentary conséorig with the prospect of
yet another potentially long and costly war that drew the most outrage.

And yet opposition to Cromwell’'s Western Design—his plan that teeeloped

into the Anglo-Spanish War—came from all levels and sectofsngtish society and

4 Chilmead published two versions of Campanellagadny, the firstA discourse touching the
Spanish MonarchylL.ondon: Printed for Philemon Stephens, 1653/4)l Bhomas Campanella an lItalian
friar and second MachiavéLondon: Printed for Philemon Stephens, 1660).
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government. The economic consequences of the English Civil Ware@#dh¢io-Dutch
War had yet to be rectified, and once outright war was decldregrospect of a lengthy
war with Spain drew protest from parliamentary and mercantiletayga From the
parliamentary perspective, Cromwell acted in a manner thabutagle the realm of his
authority, behaving more like a monarch or a tyfantn fact, it was nearly a full year
after the official declaration of war that Parliament sanctioned theiconfl

Resolvedupon the Question, by the Parliamedémine contradicentelhat the

Parliament doth declare the War against3paniardwas undertaken upon just

and necessary Grounds, and for the Good of the People of this Comntbnweal

And the Parliament doth approve thereof; and will, by God's Bigsassist his

Highness thereif?’

It is important to note that continued parliamentary approval depended regolar
status reports on the conduct and progress of the war. Funding featlaso became
contingent upon an annual report to justify its expense.

Despite significant opposition to a Spanish war, few could faélpjareciate the
advantages the English could gain from Spain in the West Indiesm &rpractical
standpoint, expansion of English colonial holdings could only benefit thie @ad
wealth of merchants and shippers by the creation of new markdtsha possible
exploitation of new commodities. At least this was the positicth@f'new merchants”

that controlled the West Indian trade. According to Robert Bretimiernew class of

merchants began petitioning Parliament as early as 1641 to launattaak on the

5 Armitage, 541, 544-5.

16 England and Wales, House of Commons, 1 Oct 1BB6ise of Commons Journals 7: 1652-
166Q 431, http://www.british-history.ac.uk.
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Spanish West Indies to provide better security for existing §imgllonies and possibly
to acquire Spanish coloniés. It was the more moderate, continental merchants and
traders who opposed a war with Spain. What motivated most of tloamtikr sector’s
protests against any foreign wars was the interruption of tattess of trading rights to
competing foreign powers. Because there was no guarantee thabuldrnecessarily
expand English territory in the West Indies, some merchants umsvaling to sacrifice
their profit for what they skeptically viewed as a worthlaswition. In a compilation of
two treatises directed toward Oliver Cromwell, one pessimisticailyear:
Let it be granted, that the place intendedurprized yet before it can be put in a
thriving way, what an endlé tredure mut be disbufed, béide the Idle of men
andfhipping, and ‘tis quéionable whether ever the benefit from thence will pay it
again, thée ddignes proniing great matters, but in effect come to nothing, we
have the example in hand of New-England, Barbadoes, [Stjdpers, &c'®
A measure of that pessimism undoubtedly can be attributed to the significantod¢hea
English in their attempt to capture Hispaniola. Even when presesittedhe capture of
the Spanish colony of Jamaica, continental merchants sawéttle in the acquisition.
While Cromwell had the support and enthusiasm of the West Indiarhamsc
he also needed to persuade the economically and politically powedupsy of

merchants who traded with the continent. Cromwell addressed thpticska directly

in his Declaration by attempting to appeal their sense of patriotism in that:

17 Brenner, 350.

18 F. B., “Some Cofiderations upon the piet Expeditionfuppded for the Wé-India’s, humbly
remitted to his Highn@ the Lord Protector, and delivered to Secretamyrlbl, in September 1654 long
before the Fleetes Departure,” @Gonsiderations and Proposals FPeated to his Late Highnesse Oliver
Lord Protector of England, Touching the not Warrinith Spain, or the more advantgious facution
thereof, after it was begugl.ondon: n.p., 1659), 3.
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We hope all true heartdehgli/h men will lay by their private aninfibies agairt
each other, and rather deny thelwes in the particular concerments, then out of
Covetounele of a little gain by Trade (which cannot be had but upon
Difhonourable, and ifomefort, Dithondt terms, and may b@pplyed otherwi)
hazard the Souls . . . afatrifice the Lives and [Eates of many of their Chtian
Brethren in America, together with the Honour of this Natfon.
The greatest trade concern for merchants in the last half sketrenteenth century was
not only that Spanish markets would be closed to English products @gpamolen
goods), but that the French and the Dutch would expand their foreignntadearkets
that the English were denied because of their involvement in.a Ware was general
alarm, particularly at the growing influence and power of Franog,same merchants
scorned the decision to pursue Spain, whom they regarded as thhdéHessteto English
interests. T. O. Lloyd asserts, however, that France was itideepleater threat from a
continental perspective. But, he continues, “an attack on Spai veayglgood sense for
anyone who wanted to follow a plan of overseas expanéfon.”
Upon the restoration of Charles Il to the throne of England in 1660, the
government became more aggressive in their colonial expansion poiiciéghe
colonization of the Carolinas in 1663 and the formal recognition oai¢anas English

territory in 1670 both accelerated Anglo-Spanish hostility. Thmplgist explanation for

that increased hostility—in a supposed period of peace—was that bibibsef colonies

19 Cromwell, 19.

2T, 0. Lloyd, The British Empire: 1558-198Fhe Short Oxford History of the Modern World,
edited by J. M. Roberts (Oxford: Oxford Univerdiyess, 1984), 32.

2L J. Leitch Wright Jr.Anglo-Spanish Rivalry in North Amerio@thens, GA: University of
Georgia Press, 1971), 49.

84



were further intrusions into territories the Spanish had jealalasimned for nearly two
hundred years. Both colonies, however, came into English possession nseheeaor
minimal presence of Spanish settlement. The English eagptyed Jamaica during the
Anglo-Spanish war because of its lack of strong fortificatiorts small populatio’® In
contrast, the English were able during peacetime to graoloaial charter to colonize
Carolina because of the absence of Spanish settléma&hie reasoning for the expansion
into Carolina by the English was, initially, to contend with overpomnaand land
shortages in the English Atlantic/Caribbean and Virginia coloniest thé colonization
of Carolina was a decidedly aggressive move against the Spanishllengdaheir
claims to North America. J. Leitch Wright argues that agivesess was evident in that
the language of the Carolina charter, which did not include the proviso, ilowadlier
charters, that settlement must only occur in places “not inhabifednip Christian

24 Regardless of the different means of acquisition of these caldthieis

prince.
English possession meant the same thing for the Spanish, not onlyh&egpanish
losing territory to a historic rival, but those territoriesraiey placed the English on their

proverbial doorstep in North America and the Caribbean.

22 Michael Pawson and David Buissefeort Royal, Jamaica2™ ed. (Barbados: University of the
West Indies Press, 2000), 7.

% This assertion must be qualified with the facttttiee original land grant and charter for
Carolina included Spanish Florida and part of thdf @oast, however English settlers establishedr the
towns in regions in which there was not any acBpanish settlement, Wright, 49-50.

* Ibid.
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Further frustrating to the Spanish was that they lacked sbenees to forcefully
challenge the English on any considerable scale. Long perfagarfare and declining
domestic production left Spain without sufficient financial resoutoegscrease and
repair their military and nav. Although still in possession of rich mines in the
Americas, English piracy against the Spanish treasure #@etsa decline in Peruvian
silver production exacerbated Spain’s continental financial proti@mdhus, the
Spanish utilized their available resources to inflict econommad@ upon, and show
their displeasure with, the English. Spanish policies included prohiliitiggsh trading
in their colonies, launching the occasional attacks on Englislersetits, and seizing
English ships for a variety of trade and navigation infractiddisip seizures resulted in
the most outrage, particularly among vessels engaged in lagal but seized under
guestionable circumstances.

In the last three decades of the seventeenth century, the Spgarasd, by
contemporary estimation, 100-300 English ships, the majority of whibbreieparted
from or destined for Jamaica. In the cases of five ship seizliseussed in the next
section, their estimated losses alone were approximately £30,00, m&ae of which
was recovered. The same financial problems that diminished Higpalitical power in
Europe likewise affected their ability to pay sums to wrongeedtors. The English

treasury sustained some damage directly through these seizures duegss tieustoms

% R. A. StradlingEurope and the Decline of SpaiBarly Modern Europe Today, edited by J. H.
Shennan (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1981), 1586-7.

% Timothy R. Walton,The Spanish Treasure FledBarasota, FL: Pineapple Press Inc., 1994),
128-38.
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on goods that never arrived in England and in other indirect ways. HQvthese
losses, in aggregate, most likely had little impact on theomadtitreasury. The full
burden of the financial losses fell upon the ship owners and the meretiamtbad
consigned goods as cargo. While the English government expressed owtadke
Spanish seizures, it is questionable whether they would have agiivslyed reparations
from the Spanish government if they did not have to contend with a mbkrca
establishment that evoked national honor while employing its aserk political
franchise through petition and public appeals.

The new class of merchants gained considerable politicalataprough their
support of parliamentary forces during the Civil War, and continued td bpon that
entry into the political sphere to petition for redress for the gsqrerpetuated against
their interests during the InterregndmJeffery Corbet wrote:

| doe earngly befeech all Prot@ants under what forme whaever,[pecially in,

and about the City of London , and Westminster . . . That they woukd asiine

man, and improve their utrfidnterdt in the Parliament by Petition and otheiavi

.. .. to end the Innocent blood which hath bgsih by the Treachery of the

[ecret Enemies may be expiated, and the Pope’s bloofiynBerow on foot may

bee defeated. And that they complaining in our Streets méy bgéetting the

oppreggd free from the dbructions of lustice which they have long groaned
under-

Access to government in seeking redress increased greatlyheitl650 passage Ah

Act For preventing Injuries and Wrongs done to Merchants at Sea, In Regions,

27 Brenner, 634.

28 Jeffrey CorbetThe Protestant’s Warning-Piece .(London: n.p., 1656).
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Ships, or Good$’ This piece of legislation commissioned the Council of State, as
appointed by Parliament, to “have full and absolute power” to hearaals of ship
seizures and issue letters marqueunder the seal of the Admiraff{. In effect, this
legislation intended to accelerate restitution by eliminatimg arduous bureaucratic
procedures and bringing the petition closer to Parliament mudbraarthe diplomatic
process.

In this climate of increased access to government to haveaphymals heard, by
extension, merchants felt even more emboldened to comment ozeritfmbn any policy
that would negatively influence trade. One anonymous writer, propesgiagdemands
the English should make upon Spain when negotiating a treaty at tHescomof the
Anglo-Spanish war, wrote:

Private men, we know, niunot meddle with the nfieries of State, wherfo

judicious persongit at the Helme of Government: yet as wellivars to the

whole, being made tofenible as to the thing in hand; wappde it our duty
modedtly to prdent our thoughts concerning the affairs with Spain, ag& wath
the dipofitions of that Natiort*

The author of this treatise proposed that in any treaty negasatthe priority of the

English government should be for the exclusive protection of its.trallee treatise

argued that the war resulted from the English governmentisréaib protect English

# England and Wales, ParliameAt Act For preventing Injuries and Wrongs done teréhants
at Sea, In their Pgons, Ships or Goods . 13 April 1650 (London: Printed by Edward Husband dohn
Field, 1650), 799-800.

%0 Brenner, 630.

31 Some Brief Considerations and Proposals, Relatinthé Dependencies of the English Nation
with Spaine, &c(London: n.p., 1658/9), 2.
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shipping and trade, and that the Cromwell’s strategy in fighiiregwar conveyed a
weakness of England to assert her power. The author suggestadatastimperative

that England should be in a position of power and authority if, and whesty tr
negotiations ensued. It was also his belief that power could bedgtdirough attacking
the Spanish West India Fleet and through an embargo of Spanish*goods.

3.2 Violations of the Treaty of Madrid: Ship Seizures in the 1670s and 1680s

What acts of Haility have been committgthce the Peace made in the year 1670.
betwixt the Spaniards, and the Privateergaskeral Nations; have been many and
considerable, amorfgwhich we have had nimall lo/s fallen on our Merchant men,
trading there in the WelIndies, caying a great obstruction of our Trade. The number of
ships takerfince then, as | am informed, is ngsléghan one Hundred and Twenty . . .
which thing | fear increfes the number of Privateers, in taSeas?
Technically, the Anglo-Spanish war ended shortly after the sictesf Charles
Il to the English throne in 1660, yet settlement of the termé&@ipeace did not occur
until mutual ratification of the Treaty of Madrid (1667).Caribbean hostilities continued
throughout the late 1660s, though, leading to the second “war” in 1669, whigmin t
required a second peace, achieved with the second Treaty of Maded @{American
Treaty). When Queen Regent Marianna of Spain protested Endasksabn Spanish
ships, citing the 1667 treaty, Charles Il responded “that his sulbjadteao peace in the

Indies,” to explain English hostilities against the Spanish, whechtd the Queen’s

%2 bid, 2-4.

3 Philip Ayres, “Preface,” inThe Voyages and Adventures of Capt. Barth. Shaghoiners, in
the South Sefl ondon, Printed by B. W., 1684), n.p.

% England and Wales, Charles By the King, A Proclamation Declaring the @asion of

Hoptility, and prgérving an entire Amity between His Méje and the King of SPAIRLondon: Printed by
John Bill and Christopher Barker, 1660), broadsheet
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declaration of war in 1669. In the first few years after each war there seemedve ha
been some confusion among English and Spanish colonial governors and <hips capt
about the nature of the truce and peace. For the first feww gétar both of the treaties
signings, each side continued capturing each other’s ships under @retdgaorance
that the war had indeed ended.  The veracity of those claismniewhat suspect in
light of what had become an unofficial policy of both nations of asgetteir rights to
their respective Caribbean territories by seizing or hindering eachso#igp’s.

Another post-treaty “confusion” concerned the rights of English Xploé
American resources not within their territorial holdings, espeadia# cutting of logwood
in the Bay of Campech®. Campeche was a Spanish territory on the Yucatan peninsula
with significant settlements and established governance. SiacEénglish takeover of
Jamaica, however, English men and ships regularly had beengclagwood near
modern-day Champoton, an area they claimed was uninhabited by anighSpad
distant from Hispanic settlemetit. The Spaniards rightly protested against this activity,
because they considered logwood as “produce” of the Spanish coloniebytgeanting
them exclusive rights to that resource, an understanding shsré&iropean nations

influenced by mercantilist policy and thought. Additionally, Artidél of the 1670

% “No. 149, Jan/Feb 1670, Commission of War by tharfiards against the English in the West
Indies,” CSPCSvol. 7.

% Logwood is a generic term referring to any numifevarieties of hardwoods that are used for
dye making. The logwood that grows in what is rtbev modern Mexican state of Campeche, is a variety
native to that region exclusively, often referrecat Campeachy wood.

37 “No. 825.1. Extracts from Sir Thomas Lynch’s lettef 10" March 1672, and Sir Thomas
Modyford’s letter to Lord Arlington of 1May 1672,"CSPCSvol. 7
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treaty protected Spanish colonies from English intrusion in thhe “Subjects of the
King of Great Britain(hall not Sail unto, and Trade in, the Havens and Plantations which
the Catholique King holdeth in tHaid INDIES.”*® The English challenged these rights,
though, through their own “settlement” in the region prior to the B®af Madrid; thus,
by default of the territorial recognition of the 1670 the Emgldaimed the right to
exploit the resources of their “territory” without infringementheTfoundation for the
English claim of established settlement in the Yucatan before 1&80mthin Article
VII of the 1670 treaty, which stated:
That the M@ Serene King oGreat Britain His Heirs and Suce§srs, (hall have,
hold, keepandenjoyfor ever, with plenaryRight of Soveraigntysic], Dominion,
PgjJe/jion and Property of thde Lands Regions, flands, Colonies and Places
whatoever, being situated in thR&EST-INDIES or in any Part oAMERICA,
which thefaid King of Great Britain and His Subjects do at present hold and
polTell;*
The primary problem with this vague article was its absen@ctofal enumeration and
boundary designations of British possessions that Spain acknowledged wenga; nor
did it provide allowances or legal parameters for colonial expanfir either nation.
English officials in Jamaica who encouraged the cutting of logwgaitiered and
submitted depositions to London of English “settlers” and logwoodrsutieghe Bay of

Campeche who attested to their settlement in order to strenttéie rights and claims.

The issue of English “rights” to logwood cutting dominated communicati@taeen

3 Great Britain,A Treaty For the Compimg of Differences, Rimining of Depredations, and
Eftabli/hing the Peace in America, Between the Crowns ehGBritain and Spain(London: Printed by
John Bill and Christopher Barker, 1670).

* Ibid.
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Jamaica and England for the next decade and served as one of tae/ @ieas of
contention between England and Spain in the West Indies well into ghéeanth
century.

The Jamaican colonial governor, Sir Thomas Lynch (1671-1674, 1682-1684), was
a strong advocate for the cutting of logwood in Campeche, veilsigwn personal
interest in the trade (and often his own illegal trading aasjtin his assertions of
logwood cutting for the economic benefit of Engld&AdHis 1672 letters to London
constantly petitioned King and Council to consider whether the issieghish logwood
cutting violated of the Treaties of Madrid. Lynch contended thegli€h logwood
cutting should be permitted as it was performed by English salwdai had “built small
houses and planted provisions,” thereby rendering those settlemdimglesh territory
per Article VII.*

Lynch further argued that employing men in the logwood trade another
means to reduce piracy on Spanish sffipsen who had served as privateers during the

Anglo-Spanish war and in the ensuing years made up the majotitg giopulation of

0 Nuala Zahaedieh, “The Merchants of Port Royal,alam and the Spanish Contraband Trade,
1655-1692,” The Wiliam and Mary Quarterly43, 3° series, no. 4 (October 1986): 579,
http://www.jstor.org/ stable/1923683 (accessed Rgust 2007); Trevor Burnard, “Lynch, Sir Thomds (
1684),” in Oxford Dictionary of National Biographyed. H. C. G. Matthew and Brian Harrison (Oxford:
OUP, 2004); online ed., ed. Lawrence Goldman, J3n2@08, http://libproxy.uta.edu:2422/ view/ aré£l
17260 (accessed 26 April 2009); “No. 743. Sir THogch to Sir Chas. Lyttleton, 28 January 1672,"
CSPCSvol. 7.

41 “No. 825. I. Extracts from Sir Thomas Lynch’s &ttof 13" March 1672, and Sir Thomas
Modyford's letter to Lord Arlington of 1% May 1672,”CSPCS vol. 7; “No. 825.11.” for depositions of
English “settlers” in Campeche about their act@stias well as their assertions that they wereatipgrin
territories with no indication of Spanish habitatior activity.

42«No. 729. Sir Thos. Lynch to Joseph Williamson,Jewary 1672,CSPCSvol. 7.
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English logwood cutters. The employment of these men was anaddteoccupation for
individuals whose skills became unnecessary during peacetime.arghiment is rather
suspect in light of the fact that these men found “employmenBpianish territory that
had considerable traffic in Spanish ships, and that the cutters wadktbe Spanish
hostility toward their activities in Campeche. Although colonial gooes outwardly
condemned peacetime piracy, they rationalized that piratitebacurred because of the
lack of employment for adventurous nf€nRegardless, Lynch’s argument does not lack
the insinuation of English menace toward the Spanish ships and colon&setter to
Don Francisco Rodrigues, the governor of Havana, dated April 1672, Lyrute,wr
“[that] he did not know that the Spaniards’ interest lay more isgong trade than their
lives and countries® Upon Lynch’s petitions and other information, Sir William
Godolphin, English Ambassador to Spain, in a report to the Secretamatef Henry
Bennet, Earl of Arlington, asserted that:
So that Spain has as well too much right as advantage not tothesgropriety
of these woods; for though not all inhabited, these people may justgngreo
make use of our rivers, mountains, and commons, as we can to enjogreaaiy
of those woods. And this is the sense of all Spaniards, since totimmabi
possess are distinct, neither is the former essential tattke | . . if the English
would restrain themselves to cutting wood alone, and in places ré&mote¢heir

towns, it may be advisable for his Majesty to connive at, thawg to authorize,
their doing s@?

*3“No. 794, Peter Beckford to Secretary Williams@6,January 1676 CSPCSvol. 9.

4 “No. 793, Governor to Don Francisco Rodrigues, &oer and Captain-General of the
Havannah, 5 April 1672,CSPCS$vol. 7.

4> “No. 825, Sir Wm. Godolphin to See. Lord Arlingtadk0/20 May 1672,CSPCSvol. 7.
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In July 1672, the Council for Plantations recommended to the kinghenabtlieved that
the West Indian colonial governors “should not hinder or discourage traldgvwdod

cutting in places uninhabited by the Spaniard, which is great adeatdehis Majesty’s

custom and trade’® Toward the end of 1672 up to 1679, the English government

unofficially approved of logwood cutting in Campeche until they wete @bdetermine
if the activity reconciled with the second Treaty of Madrid. Ehesofficial approvals
continually reiterated the clause that they must only do so in untebtaierritories. In
1679, England called for a halt of logwood cutting officiallyt e British government
continued to sanction it unofficially through imports of “West Indian” logwood.

Spain challenged English logwood cutting by seizing ships tha iweihe area
or elsewhere in the Gulf of Mexico or Caribbean that carriegrgo of logwood or other
commodities the Spanish claimed as their exclusive trade.ndpuyinch’s first year as
governor of Jamaica, he estimated about 20 ships had been capturespgritst and
predicted, “If the Spaniards may take out of our vessels what#ieglunder or Spanish
goods, then we shall lose as much by the peace as they did .bY viBy 1677, various
estimates placed the number of ship captures between 50 and 7the stglish were
not attempting to be covert in their exploitative activities in dooms Spain claimed as
their own, which made them vulnerable to Spanish capture. In his regbd sfate of

Jamaica, then Governor Lord John Vaughan (later Earl of Carlestyyated that from

“6“No. 879. Opinion and advice of the Council foaRtations to the King, 2 July 167Z;SPCS
vol. 7.

47 “No. 729, Sir Thos. Lynch to Joseph Williamson, J&huary 1672,CSPCSvol. 7. See also,
Zahedieh, 586.
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their island alone they sent out 60 to 70 ships “wholly employedahifeg logwood and
salt, turtling and striking manatee, or fishing in the bays of Ctfbbahis did not include
English ships out of other Caribbean and North American colonies,ships coming
out of New England being the most numerous second to Jamaica. ide rBote, the
diplomatic debate over the issue of justifiable seizures, based upbip aarrying
contraband Spanish logwood, added confusion to reparation claims by theatamther
varieties of logwood grew in English Caribbean and Atlantic cofpuemarily Jamaica,
the Bahamas, and Barbad8sThus, the English had an arguable defense that their ships
were illegally captured as proof of the origins of the wood were difficult tataste
Whether a ship seizure occurred because of suspicion of explojizgss-
controlled resources, “confusion” about the rights allowed in that{ref Madrid, or
English illegal trading or piracy, they were all occasiobgdhe same fact: the proximity
of English and Spanish colonial holdings. The colonial and trade edigitthe English
undoubtedly placed them in the heart of the Spanish Caribbean, which porteaded t
potential decline of the Spanish monopoly if not the loss of moréotgrto England and
other European competitors. The treaty concession of the SpanishBodinsh that

recognized English colonial holdings was a bitter pill for Sganish to swallow,

8 «“An account of the present state and conditioHisf Majesty’s Island of Jamaica under the
command of his Excellency John Lord Vaughan, Cap&eneral and Chief Governor of the said Island,
this I day of January 1676CSPCSvol. 9.

*9 House of Lords Record Office, “Representationsmirthe Commissioners of Trade and
Plantations to House of Lords, pursuant to His Migjs orders upon their addresses of 1 and 5 April
1734,” Lords Journals, Main Papers<xIV, 13 February 1734/5, 458-459, p.19, courte$yhe Virginia
Colonial Records Project, Library of Virginia; Refd Blome,A Description Of the Island of Jamaica
(London: Printed by T. Milbourn, 1672), 11.

95



especially the recognition of Jamaica as English territoiry Godolphin’'s May 1672
letter discussing logwood cutting, he wrote that:
But what renders the pretension to a freedom of cutting this wooel adayus to
the Spaniards is, that for the same reason we may infeets to inhabit there;
and it may easily be judged how they who so obstinately disputectlibapeight
to the very sea there, will endure to have the propriety of lueds called into
questiort?
English Jamaica’s notorious history as a base of piracy andliltele—at times
sanctioned or condemned by the English government—became well.eareé those
English ships that traveled to and from Jamaica for purposes timatgi trade often
found themselves victims of Spanish attacks as retaliation fdrcpiracts and out of
resentment of their presence in the Atlantic and Caribbean. Bet&ford reported in
1675 that, “they [Spaniards] are daily taking all ships they castana . . they would
look upon us as enemies, and take all they came up Withbr the Spanish, the
presence of the English so close to their most valuable coloagsanvencroachment for

which they had little tolerance, treaty agreements notwithstanding.

3.3 Diplomacy and Restitution: Interpreting the Treaty of Madrid through ®czases

The first tests of the Treaties of Madrid came upon theshaetheir issuance.
After the English acquisition of Jamaica, “peace” was divelderm in reference to the
dealings and interactions of the English and Spanish in the iteamd Caribbean. The

Spanish reacted to increased English presence in the We# tindhagh improving the

%0 No. 825,"CSPCSVvol. 7.

*L “No. 735. Peter Beckford (Secretary of JamaicaBén. Sir Joseph Williamson, 6 December
1675,”"CSPCS$vol. 9.
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fortifications in their most valuable colonial towns, and increakeit vigilance against
foreign intruders. This increased vigilance led to constant captdifiénglish ships that
were engaged in both legal and illegal activities. The fundamgmilem in cases of
ship owners pursuing reparation or restitution was the differingprations of the

rights and legalities bestowed by the Treaties of Madrid.laBdgcertainly benefited the
greatest in these treaties, and their claims reflected a desiestotpeir full advantage of
those rights gained. On the other hand, when Spain was defendingighies their

interpretation of the treaties was to the purpose of protectingttade monopoly of

American commodities. Regardless of the peace trealiesinterests of each nation
clashed with to each other’s goals on the continent and in the Americas.

On 31 August 1671, thPeter pink, commanded by Thomas Wayte had been
assisting in the salvage of theyal Jameswhich had wrecked off the coast of Cuba
earlier in the month. Sometime after their departure, the Sp&agphain Candalero
captured théeternear the Spanish settlement of Campeche, apparently with thetmte
cut and load logwoot. Once captured, the Spanish “stripped the company of their
clothes, ransacked their trunks, took all their writings, and dartiee ship to
Campeachy®® The individuals aboard the ship, by their accounts, initially beli¢ve

Spanish seized them because they were not aware that thetwaeré¢he two nations

24No. 1022. II.’Extracts of several letters condemthe usage of the English by the Spaniards in
the West Indies since the Peace: 13 January 16TRahal Radley to William Williams of London,”
CSPCSvol. 7, January 1673.

3 “No. 820, “Petition of Peter Brent, Serjeant Pl@ntio his Majesty, and John Augier, part

owners of the Pink Peter of London, to the King &alincil, (Received 3d May [1672])CSPCSvol. 7,
May 1672.

97



had ended. At the time of the seizure, and again once in Chey@epart-owner of the
ship, Charles Cogan, protested the seizure by declaring that tmesebethe two nations
was over, later claiming that they even carried with thermtitee of peace that they
presented to their captor and again to the colonial governor of Canfeché¢
Campeche, the crew and passengers were imprisoned for nearlynonths until
Governor Don Fernando Francisco Descovedo released them and theirBsfgre the
release of the prisoners, their ship was stripped of its riggiaits, and equipment and
the cargo disposed of—a combined loss of £2200-£4000. The crew and pass@&mnger
sent back to Jamaica with the advice from the governor to seek justice ifSpain.

Sir Thomas Lynch, who witnessed the depositions, began the diplgmadtiess
of seeking restitution by appealing to both the governors of Havan&amgeche as
well as colonial authorities in England. In January 1672, Lynch dispatthree ships
that were given the task of capturing pirates for a time and ¢toatinuing on to
Campeche to present the application for restitution of the goodstfrefeter This

dispatch carried the original loss claim to be “300 marks of ,p&i® pieces of 8, and

> “No. 733, Sir Thos. Lynch to Joseph Williamson,Jshuary 1672CSPCSvol. 7. Also, “No.
820.”

5 The amount of the monetary loss varies from accauaccount, partially due to the failure of
individuals to submit their claims at the same tim€he State Papers contain one early list dated 13
January 1671/2, enumerating ten individuals (iniclgdvayte) whose combined claims of loss at thagti
were £2911.10.0. Within a year, the total lossesewnearer £4000, whether this amount resulted Faten
entries of claimants or exaggeration of the losdfamatic purposes is unknown. “No. 733. Sir ifias
Lynch to Joseph Williamson, 16 January 1672,” aNd.“733. I. Depositions of several merchants and
gentlemen that embarked at Jamaica . . ., 13 Jad6ai/2,"CSPCSvol. 7, January 1672.
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two negroes,” in addition to the damages to the $hifthe commission, led by Robert
Hewett, applied to the governor of Campeche for a total of 14,000 piéceight>’
Hewett reported that the governor delayed restitution for severs| eé@entually sending
Hewett back to Jamaica with a letter of response to Lynch.est@edo’s response, he
began with disclaiming jurisdiction over restitution arguing thatesithe slaves and plate

had been turned over to the Church, and that application should be made to that
institution. As for the remainder of the claim, Descovedo advised¢h yo pursue the
matter with the “Royal Audience of Mexico” and Spain.The rest of the letter then
challenged every assertion that the ship’s crew made aboutthtieins, the reasons for

their capture, the assertion that the passengers carried aedtprethe notice of peace,

and the amount of the total loss of the cargo and ship damagesoveads@rgued that

the ship was not a mere merchant vessel, but armed as a watsbipjmplied English
hostility near Spanish territory. Whereas Article XVII of thé67 Treaty allowed for
ships and individuals to be armed for their protection, the 1670 Treaty did not include this
clause. Further, Descovedo justified the seizure to gain tepafar the attack and
plunder of Panama by Henry Morgan in 1668. Descovedo, “declared that his Honour had

recovered 700 slaves of Panama, and was using all the diligereooter the plunder of

% “No. 733,” “No. 743. Sir Thos. Lynch to Joseph \iinson,” and “No. 944.1. A relation by
Robert Hewytt of his voyage to Campeachy in his édgj's service, by order of Sir Thomas Lynch.”
CSPCSvol. 7.

> Ipid.

%8 “No. 944. Il. Don Fernando Decovedo, Governor afeachy, to Sir Thos. Lynch, 6 April
1672,"CSPCSvol. 7.
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that city and restore it to the owners, which advice makes fulaw detain these
goods.® This last claim was an interpretation of Article XIV thfe 1670 treaty that
stated:
Neitherfhall one maratisfie for the offence of another by Regal$, or othefuch
like odious proceedings, uifileJutice be denied or unrémably delayed; in
which cde it shall be lawful for that King, wiie subject hath suffered the (o
and Injury, to take any Coigr according to th&®ulesandMethodof the Law of
Nations untill reparation be made to the Suffeter.
However, to claim reparation for a loss before 1670 violated of Artf¢l of the 1670
treaty which stated:
All Offences, Damages, l0@s, Injuries, which the Nations and People of Great
Britain and Spain have at any time heretofore, upon whake@aPretextoever
[uffered by each other in Americihall be expunged out of remembrance, and
buried in Oblivion, as if néuch thing ever pa®*
If, as Descovedo claimed, he was unaware of the peace of 1670, tlutesAIV, XV,
and XXIII of the 1667 Treaty that addressed the issues of conttapaods and the
method by which a nation may recover them protected his argunmesgizong the goods
out of thePeterwas protected. Decovedo’s claim that he was unaware that Eraglend

Spain were at peace is slightly unbelievable as the 1670 tnesyto go into effect

around September of 1670 and to be published within eight months of the date f effect.

*9 |bid.

€0 Great Britain, 9-10.
%1 |bid, 5.

%2 |bid, 10-11.
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Even with this time delay, the capture of tetertook plae outside the period where the
argument could be made that the treaty was not in full effect.

Thus stalled by the governor, Lynch turned the whole matter ovesrtdadn for
consideration. Lynch attached his communication with the plea thdhdpes his
Majesty will put a stop to this, for ‘we have lost this yeampeace by these kind of
seizures, twice as much as in St [Sir] Th[omas] M[odyfard] years of war.®® In
October 1672, Charles Il communicated to the Spanish Ambassador tHatges ‘the
Queen of Spain has or will give order for redress of several esjuris Majesty’s
subjects have sustained from héts. Meanwhile the Council of Plantations considered
the issue of logwood cutting and whether it should proceed againSotire of Spain in
regard to thé>eterand a few other ships captured near or in Campeche. In January 1673,
the Council appears to have decided to not pursue the matter, Aitiolg VIl of the
1670 treaty. Although the date of the seizure took place cleaglythé peace treaty, it
is reasonable to assume that their decision most likely based bpwndesire to
minimize conflict with the Spanish and preserve the rights affondehe 1667 Treaty.
Supposedly, the 1667 Treaty of Madrid was a tremendous victory faneota trade,
because it allowed for increased protection and trade allowémcé&snglish merchants
and shippers to Spain. Peace between England and Spain in the severgeiry was

always a fragile thing, and in the first decade after thddABganish war, peace became

83 “No. 945. Sir Thomas Lynch to Henry Slingesby, i@&ary to the Council for Plantations, 9
Oct 1672,"CSPCSvol. 7.

64 “No. 950. Memorial given to the Spanish Ambassauphis Majesty’s command, 30 October
1672,"CSPCSvol. 7.
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a relative state of existence. Additionally, the individuals wstiifered monetary losses
with the Peterdid not continue their protest for redress. The last mention cfhilpein
the State Papers was the decision of the Council in January 16%% hAbsence of
continued petitions by the owners for reparation, the English goverivaétittle reason
to harass the Spanish court over one ship.

Throughout the next three decades and well into the eighteenth ¢ceiatye of
English ships, in and around the Atlantic and Caribbean, by Spanisteprsvancreased
with each passing year. According to the testimony ship’s master, who had been
captured by the Spanish, the governor of Havana claimed that theetaken 75 ships of
Jamaica, New England, Virginia, and Old England since the pead670.*> The
increased numbers of ships captured is attributable to a varidactofs, with some
English ships justifiably seized for outright treaty violations hsas attempting to trade
directly with Spanish colonies, and non-sanctioned peacetime pirblowever, the
largest portion of the ships captured were for either cuttingoesessing logwood, (as
discussed earlier), carrying a cargo deemed as contraband undgirioa that it was
the produce of Spanish colonies, or for being near a Spanish colony.

Ships captured merely because of their proximity to Spanisimies| caused the
greatest uproar among those with a financial interest ishipes, as well as the English
reading public. The simplest explanation of English anger over saimares was that it

was impossible for English ships traveling to their CaribbeanoothNAmerican colonies

85 «“No. 1226. 11l, Minutes of the Committee for Traded Plantations, 5 March 1674;SPCS
vol. 7.
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not to come into close proximity of the Spanish colonies. This s@ecally true of any
ships destined for Jamaica, as it is directly south of Cuba amctlgieast of Hispaniola.
To sail to Jamaica, ships had to sail north of Leeward Islandslang #ne southern
coast of Hispaniola. Departing from Jamaica offered two egpedlylematic routes; one
was to sail through the Westward Passage, a strait of bettgeen Cuba and Hispaniola
(so narrow that each island is able to view each other). The septiad secondly, to
sail north toward the Yucatan peninsula, around the northern tip of, @draentering
into the Gulf Passage that brought a ship along the coast of Fbriadditionally, ships
heading to the southern North American colonies, often tacked southwaad tdve
British Caribbean colonies before making their trek northward. QCoesdly, the
majority of English ships captured by the Spanish in the lastdfdlfie seventeenth
century were in and around Cuba, Hispaniola, Mexico, and Florida.

To justify these seizures, the Spanish cited Article Mlthe 1670 Treaty, which
forbade English ships sailing into Spanish colonial pBrtShrough a loose translation of
that article, the Spanish reasoned that they had the rigaptore a ship that neared their
colonies because an English ship in their vicinity operated, potentiallylefpalireasons.
Although the Spanish had reasons to be suspicious, especially as ¢éneraumerous

English illegal traders and pirates, there is very little indication tigaEpanish attempted

% |an Kenneth Steel&he English Atlantic, 1675-1750: An Exploration@$mmunication and
Community(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1986), 22.

®There were exceptions allowed for each countryipssto sail into each other’s ports was if a
ship was endangered by weather, pirates, or smiades, which was provided for in Articles X-XII thie
1670 Treaty. Additionally, Article IX stated thttere might a time in the future when agreementhni
be made between England and Spain which woulthkftrestrictions of Article VIII.
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to determine the innocence of those ships that were merelyinga®m one place to
another for legitimate reasons. The English outwardly scornedliaadowed pirates,
yet there were not willing to concede the Spanish their irg&fon of the 1670 Treaty
as it placed the regular traffic to and from English colonies in continual peril.

Between 1672-1673, the Spanish captured four English ships because of their
close proximity to, and/or entry into, Spanish colofifeghe first two ships, th€homas
& Mary of Exeter, William How master, and tiiRebeccaJohn Channon master, were
captured in the fall of 1672, and tM&rgin of London, Edmond Cooke master, and the
Humility of London, Matthew Fox master were captured the mid-part of 1673exHut
circumstances of the capture of ti@omas & Maryis not documented, but later
references to its capture indicate that it was seized atupen its departure from
Jamaic&® In the case of th®ebeccathe ship was on its voyage from Jamaica to
Barbados, when they were “forced by foul weather into Cape Anfdmi®nio]” in
Cuba’® While waiting out the poor weather, some Spaniards approachedithe
canoe, lured the crew to shore, and then stranded them in that reacsebpltaking
their ship. Channon’s testimony continues their misfortune as thikgdvéor 31 days

until they were able to find a Spanish ship captain that would teka to Havana to

®8several similar incidents are recorded in the dalaecords from 1670 onward. | have selected
this four for review, because of their occurringhin a few years of the signing of the second et
Madrid; and, to illustrate the deficiencies of thiaaty that denied the English and Spanish a pbéee
cohabitation in the Caribbean. For a more comglstimg of English ships captured in the seventieen
century, consult Appendix A.

9“No. 965, Whitehall, 23 July 1673, Petition of Mafow,” APC, 593

"0 “No. 1180, Relation by John Channon, master ofsiip Rebecca, of his barbarous usage by
the Spaniards,CSPCSval. 7.
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apply to the governor there for restitution of their ship. When Chaandnhis crew
arrived in Havana, they discovered that the governor had appropriatedhipefor the
use as “a man of war” and was not going to make reparation. Chalnaltenged this
action and he was informed by the governor that the Spanish viewaddeery other
Englishmen’s presence being a “crime to go into the West Indies.” nGhamgued that
“he thought he was free to sail from one of his Majestyanid$ to another as they were
to their ports,” to which the governor replied that they did notgeize those colonies as
legitimate English claims. Both Channon and How were impris@melddsent back to
Spain, where Channon was sentenced as “a slave for four yeatsefaquicksilver
mines.” Fox, whose ship was captured near Havana on his voyagegtoiavfrom
Jamaica, escaped his captors “alone by great providéhcéikewise, Cooke’s ship
Virgin, was seized near Cuba during his return to London from JamaicaVvirgirewas
detained at sea for two weeks, and then Cooke and his crew wene theair ship’s long
boat and set adrift without food or supplies, eventually making it lmadlaraica after
two months at se%.

The captures of these ships was attributed, wholly and in part, paraibes Philip

FitzGerald, aka Don Philip Hellen, and Francisco Lopez de Andizmth, somewhat

" “No. 1178, Order of the King in Council, 5 Decemié73,”"CSPCSvol. 7.

"%No. 1178. I, A true relation of the circumstaneesl manner of the taking and suprising by the
Spaniards the ship or pink Virgin of London . .C3SPCSvol. 7.
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unofficially commissioned to capture as many English ships asbim§si FitzGerald
was an Irishman, disaffected toward the English, who had taken ng himself out to
various Spanish colonial governors as a means for his personal revdagthew Fox,
who described FitzGerald as an “lrish Papist,” stated thatelaget the captured men
“barbarously,” because “his countrymen were ill-used by thei&in@4 years ago, and
he should never be satisfied with English blood, but could drink it ab/fes water
when he was adry®* Fox “was run into the body in several places with a sword,” by
FitzGerald, who later killed Timothy Stamp, a merchant aboardskiiye Humility.”
FitzGerald threatened to kill Edmond Cooke when Cooke refused to turnettezs
from the governor of Jamaica to the King, but was releasedtaéigirate accepted that
Cooke had thrown the missives overboard per instructions he was given if amde
threat’® While FitzGerald might have had a personal reason for takingitipthe
Spanish, there are several other English subjects who followedrhes gath. Men who
pursued the career of piracy were infrequently motivated by nagboatoncerns;
rather, they sought employment from whoever offered it and imdiscriminate in the
nationality of the ships they attacked, even when they had expbaoimissions to

capture certain ships. Essentially, from the English perspeEiiz&erald was Spanish

England and Wales, Privy Council, “No. 984, Whitéhal Mar 1674,” Acts of the Privy
Council (Colonial) 1613-1783 edited by William Lawson Grant and others, 6 (blereford, 1908-1912),
599-600. Hereafter this sources will be referrgd\BC.

"No. 1226. lIl.”

5 “No. 1351. Order of the King in Council, 9 Septemh674,"CSPCSyol. 7.

®«No. 1178. I.”
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as he chose to serve Spanish interests and represented thetiappdicéheir policies
regarding English navigation in the Caribbean and Atlantic.

Likewise, as the seizures continued in greater numbers, so didsafypeathe
parties interested in the ships. Unlike the case ofRér the ship owners and
merchants connected to theimility, RebeccaThomas & Mary and theVirgin became
more insistent that restitution or reparation be made, and weliagwid pursue the
matter with the English and Spanish governments for severa. y&anancial loss was
the obvious reason for the insistence of English West Indiana@adial merchants and
sailors to pursue reparations from the Spanish government. Yet, &dssesngle ship
were a small part of their concern, as it became evidentghrtihe constant reports of
captured ships that the seizures were becoming a sanctioned ro&@pamish policy
toward English colonial activities. In a joint petition, dated 2Bré&ary 1674, of the
masters and investors of the four ships captured in 1672-1673, they stated that:

finding no redress by their own applications and those of his Magesty

Ambassador in Spain, where they find their delays as cruehas dther

inhumanities. . . . [from their petition] whereby his Majestyyrtake a prospect

how much the acts of the Spaniards tend to the destruction dfldjesty’s
subjects and Plantations, and the diminution of his Majesty’s Hénor.
Not only was the acceleration in the numbers of ships being capturedieation of a

Spanish colonial (if not of continental Spanish) policy, but also #thads by which the

Spanish delayed and deliberated over petitions for restitutionallinithe failure to gain

"™No. 1226, Petition of Thomas Jarvis, William HoRebert Higgins, Richard Ashall, Edmond
Cooke, Matthew Fox, and divers others trading itite Western Plantations to the King in Council,”
CSPCSvol. 7.
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reparation from the Spanish, the English assumed, was becaheedgblomatic climate
in Spain under the Regency of Queen Mariana:
It is a great mortification to Sir Wm. that he has obtametetter satisfaction for
the injuries Littleton and others concerned in the ship Virgire lsaustained from
the Spaniards . . . . They will not disburse anything here towards reparatibe a
is too well acquainted with Spanish forms of proceeding to advise him on so weak
grounds to seek any at the Havana, unless by virtue of his gj€stimmission,
instead of this from the Queen of Spain. Nothing has been omitted onthiisrpa
the prevention of violent remedies which he easily foresees folls, and
Captain Cooke has solicited with all vigour and dexterity; but thisfortune has
been the loose constitution of this Government during the minorityhwbad be
thanked will expire two months hence and the erroneous opinions the 8paniar
conceive of ours from some transactions in Parliament. They faadiament
will not suffer the King to do them any harm, and that withbat$panish trade
England would be all in disorder, and this makes them Bold.
The Spanish perception that the English government would not aggressesty
restitution was not without merit. Between the years 1674-1680, \an sfferent
occasions, various English governmental entities communicategaia e threat that
the King would be forced to issue lettersnedirqueagainst Spain for restitution of these
ships. Each of these warnings demanded that a satisfactotyticestbe made within
four months, per Article XIV of the 1670 treaty, yet the Englishegoment never
followed through with the threats. Every petition sent to Sir i8¥ill Godolphin was
prone to long delays and “considerations” of the Spanish governmenty Gbabolphin
explained as “an amusement only, their wonted way of denial, whiobtito answer,”

and “perceiving their mind is not to give any real satisfactaninjuries done in the

"%No. 643. Sir William Godolphin to James Littletor,17 August 1675,CSPCSvol. 9.

108



Indies.”® As long as the Spanish gave the appearance of consideringuin@fismjust
seizures, the English government would not retaliate against them.

And yet still, Edmond Cooke, William How, and Martin Stamp (brothethef
murdered Timothy Stamp) continued their demands for restitution. EdGmoke spent
the better part of 1675 in Spain pleading his case and those of piseHsimnility and
Virgin. Queen Mariana ordered restitution for Tiemas & Maryin June 1675 and for
the Virgin in July of that same ye8t. Yet, each restitution order provided for reparation,
less the value of logwood each ship had as cargo at the timarcddizeire, and that the
claimants had to present themselves in Havana to gain thetutiesti According to
earlier testimonies, only th¥irgin had any logwood, which they had obtained in
Jamaica, and Cooke considered the restitution amount as “insufficieBefore his
departure from Spain, Cooke, through Godolphin, attempted to gain a recdrsidera
the amount and method of reparation without success. By December 167&)dEdm
Cooke was back in England, petitioning the king, once again, to issuedan for
reprisal as the terms of his order from the Queen of Spain wesatisfactory. His
petition of behalf of theVirgin and theThomas & Maryargued that the king had

promised to order reprisal if negotiations for full restitution eveot granted. Cooke

"“No. 640, Sir Wm. Godolphin to Sec. Coventry, 7Adgust 1675,"CSPCSyol. 9; “No. 639,
Sir Wm. Godolphin to the Lord Privy Seal, 7-17 Asgi675,"CSPCSvol. 9.

8%No. 640, xxviii, Commission of the Queen RegentSgian to Don Antonio Ortiz de Matienzo,
Lieutenant to the Governor and Captain-General WiiegCand the City of San Christobel of the Havana;”
“No. 640, xxxii, Commission of the Queen Regenfphin to Don Antonio de MatienzaCSPCS$vol. 9

8No. 1226. III;” “No. 640. xxxvi, Sir Wm. Godolphito the Conde de Medellin, 16 July 1675,”
CSPCSvol. 9.
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based his insistence upon reprisal due to the expense and time inmvabedttempt to
gain restitution, as well as his belief that attempting tam gestitution directly from
Havana was a veritable death sentence. Additionally, he wtraei he “should accept
the Queen’s decree, they would be ‘concluded’ from damanding [sicjatepafor the
logwood, and it would be brought hereafter for a precedent against djesstiis
subjects.®? The king, for the last time, threatened the Spanish ambaskatbetwould
be compelled to order reprisal if failure to gain full resimuitwas continually denied.
The outcome of Cooke and the others claims remained unresolved, and titieinspe
finally ceased, Martin Stamp’s made his last petition in Sepert678, and Edmond
Cooke’s case was last reviewed in February £880.

The continued frustration of failed diplomacy with the Spanish foaregion, the
increased number of captured English ships, and the sensationalngmdrbpanish
mistreatment against English subjects in the commission afreagtd imprisonment, all
worked together toward refining popular English attitudes and vidwise Spanish. In
the last quarter of the seventeenth century, every reportetemoof an English ship
capture recited some version of the “barbarous” manner in whichskngpilors and
merchants were treated. This standard Spanish treatment cfhemgh was viewed an

extraordinary—incomparable to any other that the English had erped among their

82No. 729, Petition of Capt. Edmond Cooke, on bebélfimself and the merchants and owners
of the ship Virgin to the King and CouncilCSPCS$vol. 9.

8 “No. 799, Petition of Martin Stamp to the King aRdvy Council, 17 September 1678;" “No.
205. vi, The English Ambassadors letter and Merhabaut the Virgin,"CSPCS$vol. 10.
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other rivals. One petition evoked the historical memory of the DutchsSacre’ of
English spice traders of 1622, in that:
the intollerable injuries, unheard of cruelties, innumerable defwadaand
bloody murders, committed by the Spaniards upon His Majesty's ®ubjeihe
West Indies ever since the Peace with Spain of July 1670, ¢ee@xhose so
much worthily detested tortures of Amboytia.
With the century drawing to close, it became apparent that théo/Amanish rivalry
being played out in the Atlantic was not going to change. ThédBrignderstood” that
the character and behaviors of the Spanish were persisteritigtapair rightful colonial
claims, which served to validate every belief they had aboutthiméss” of the Spanish
and their purpose. Because, as R. A. Stradling argues, that betaeisaakers of
English policy had accepted that the arguments for the cooperation aoce were
potentially the more productive for their economic ambitions,” tisé dmarter of the
seventeenth century saw a growing divide between public opinion of Apgloish

policy and the actions of the English governnfént.

3.4 Anti-Spanish Rhetoric and the Language of National Honor: 1648-1701

So to conclude and end rfong,

| would have them pay the gold,
Which they have robb’d us/oflong,
Like knayh rogues and villains bold.

For while we here do yeat cae,
The Spaniards take a mighty power,
To make our Enghmen theiylaves,

84 “No. 798, Petition of Merchants and Traders to ryMajesty’s most flourishing island of
Jamaica and the Western Plantations to the KingPaiwg Council,”CSPCSyol. 10.

8Stradling, 148.
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And ye them bgely every houf®

During the last half of the seventeenth century, anti-SpanishaiatnCatholic
sentiment was shaped by the perception that the particular de\asusnde Spanish—
in their dealings at home, abroad, and in England—was evident in thigrichiand
current attempts to undermine English sovereignty and rightful namgatd possession
of their territories. The last half of the century can esslignbe divided into two distinct
eras, the Commonwealth government and the later Restoration maondichtydivision
not only reflected periods of governance, but also a division of viewke way the
Spanish had, and continued to, plot against the English. Despite therdiée in which
Commonwealth and Restoration-era viewed the methods of Spanishmetiiods, they
both shared the absolute belief that the Spanish were active afBaisie who assumed
the mission to destroy Protestant nations, such as England. erhenglof religious as
well as ideological differences persisted throughout the tixthis period; however,
texts increasingly based their views upon the Spanish “chdrasténterpreted through
the Spanish “behavior” toward the English. Anti-Spanish rhetoric «f fariod
formulated a vocabulary that denigrated the Spanish character, nthigmced this type
of writing well into the next century. This vocabulary, which anst implemented,
included words such as “barbarous,” “inhumane,” “cruel,” and “evil.” Wwike, as a
counterpoint to the Spanish character was the vocabulary of thectehacd the

Englishman and the English nation, those words and phrases included “gagidfuly’

%A Dialogue between an Engiman and a SpaniariLondon: n.p., 1690]).
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and “abused.” One of the best examples of this comparison betwe&pdmish and
English character is in Philip Ayres’ defense of Henry Maigaactivities in the
Caribbean. Ayres argued that the reports of atrocities caetmily Morgan were
inherently false, because they were “contrary to the natureeammet of an Englhman.”
And, if the English had committed violent acts, it was in revengéhtar suffering and
cruel treatment by the Spanish who(éd our Men with all théeverity and rigour, that
an enemy could dd?

The juxtaposition of the English versus Spanish characters wasfjiaet larger
discussions of the “honor” of the English nation. The English Civil iéal divided the
country into two opposing sides, and upon the conclusion of that conflict, acdemsty
needed to return the countryto the formation of the Commonwealth gometnin some
ways, we can interpret Cromwell’'s Western Design as pdhadfeffort to build a unity
in a divided England. As discussed earlier, Cromwell’s Dectarakplained his plan as
a way in which England could assert its honor through the attadkedertitories of the
country that had historically stripped away that honor throughttiésnated invasions,
secret plots, and assaults upon of English colonies. Perhaps fostttiene, Cromwell
stated explicitly the connection between England’s honor and the defeat of thehSpani

The concept of the “honor of the English nation” as subject to thenaaf the
Spanish against them, was not unique or new at the time of the-8pglush War, but
the idea tended to be more implicit in texts prior to CromwelDsclaration.

Contemporary to Cromwell, and thereafter, writers directly coedettte nation’s honor

87 Ayers, n.p.
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with that of “triumph” over the Spanish. That triumph became Ihitéefined through a
victory in the Anglo-Spanish War, but after the war, as succeedlitigeir colonial and
continental endeavors despite Spanish entities attempting tetiprievent them, and by
forcing the Spanish to acknowledge their power and authority by gikiegecourse to
any wrongs through diplomacy. The latter triumph was instrumentdle concept of
English national honor, because it the English believed that teerraghy the Spanish
were able to remain dominant because English government oftendbdoten from
asserting claims for injuries done upon them out of the desineotd eonflict. Writers
who touched on the subject of national honor lauded the “pacifist” natihe &nglish
government, but duly argued that such peace-seeking behavior only endotlrage
Spanish to continue their destructive activities because theydiBwgland as “weak”
and anticipated no real threat from England.

Revelation of English “weakness,” also, writers argued, washén various
vulnerabilities in the historic sensibilities of English leadassyell as vulnerabilities in
not exercising enough caution toward Spanish subjects in England. €Eltcamd those
sympathetic to his political ideology argued that English weakmssdted from the pro-
Spanish policies of James | and Charles I. The writers of moderate views placed
blame on the early Stuart kings because their policies of maintaining thenpga&pain
led those monarchs into making economic and political concessions titid¢do¢he
honor of the English nation. The radical arguments, shared by Crgnwlié#d the
Stuarts, especially Charles 1, in that those kings were gué&with the Spanish to force

the subjection of England under Spanish rule. Both moderate and radwgalheld that
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the belief that the Stuart kings certainly were too much undemfluence of Spanish
ministers and ambassadors, especially that of Diego SarmientAcui@a, Count
Gondomar, who was ambassador to England in the years 1613-1618 and 1620-1622.
Gondomar’s influence, resulted in the active pursuit and expansion glisiEn
colonization, and failure to seek justice for Spanish injuries agthasgnglish in the
Atlantic.®® In an anonymously written colonial promotion tract, the author wrote that:
But it is well known, that ouEngli/h Plantations have had little countenances,
nay, that ouStatesmerfwhen time was) haflore ofGondemoregold to déroy
and dicountenance the Plantation\fginia, and he effected it in great part, by
diffolving the Company, wherein rficof the Nobility, Gentry, Corporate Cities,
and md& Merchants ofEngland were Inter@éed and Engaged. . . . For
Gundemorg¢[sic] did affirme to his Friends, that hee had Coffion from his
Master to ruine thaPlantation For, faid he,hould they thrive and goe on
increding . . . my MdtersWet-Indies and hisMexicowould (hortly be viited by
Sea and Land, from tf®Planters iVirginia. . . . But this is a touch by the way,
and for a futurétemto our Countrey not to dgife Plantation’
There was also some indication of radical anti-Spanish sentinoenttfie opposition to
Cromwell and the Commonwealth government. The most radical vieyugdthat a
“Spanish Faction,” masking themselves as English Protestantiy |&diver Cromwell
had orchestrated the English Civil War and were behind the execution of CHirles |
After the Restoration of Charles I, radical and moderate Spnish rhetoric

continued to argue that the Spanish had and continued secret plottingt &jagland

toward its eventual destruction, albeit from a different perspgettian those sympathetic

8 Redworth, n.p.
8 A Perfect Dgription of Virginia . . . (London: Printed for Richard Wodenoth, 1649), 8-9.

0 70 ZEI®OX TQN MAPTYPQN, Or, A Brief Narration of the Meries of State carried on by
the Spanh Faction in England . . (The Hague: Printed by Samuel Brown, 1651).
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to the former government’s rule. There was tremendous speculbtibrihere were
Catholic (internal and external) plots to assassinate Chdslesost notable were the
“Popish Plots,” instigated by Titus Oates in the late 1670s. ahtieCatholicism of the
Restoration was primarily concerned with the supposed domestholiCahreat, but the
writings of the period indelibly linked their current “threats'the larger threat of Rome
and Spain? Writings of the period, such as the sensational, anonymously authored, 1689
pamphlet A Relation of the Bloody Macre in Ireland . . . . Executed by theMtriPapjts
upon the Englh Protgtants: With An Account of the SpAninquyition, illustrate how
the English correlated their fears and prejudices to Anglo-Spawathy. Additionally,
the Cromwellian notion that Anglo-Spanish rivalry, and the ideologalajious battle
between English Protestants and Catholics, was part of a hastootinuum carried
through to the Restoration period. One history of the conflict betwaglaritl, Rome
and its agents wrote:
From what hath bedhid, we may conclude the Pope and his Party have been in a
perpetual Cofpiracy agaift the Lives and Religion of Prdtant Princes till the
happy return of our Gracious King. . . . Our Gracious King atlés Bloody
Traiterous Dégn of Popih Recusants agdinhis Majdties Sacred Person, the
Government, and the Présnt Religion®

This written work, like many of its contemporaries, reiterdteat Catholic Spain still

threatened the honor and sovereignty of England, as much in thevatgeenth century

%Extreme Catholic prejudice during this period imegia many panics, which led to the creation
of several penal laws that severely restricteddisenfranchised English and Irish Catholics. Matlthe
anti-Catholic writing from this time was propagaridgpromote the passage of those laws.

92 A True History Of the Lives of the Popes of Rofhendon: Printed for H.M. and R.T., 1679),
12.

116



as it was under Elizabeth I. Social and political commentatbtee period began to
argue, that the honor of the English nation was to be obtained only lthEmgiand’s
continental and colonial activities. To neutralize the effortshef $panish, in other
words, the English must succeed in their endeavors and demanddgaitien of their
rights. As Richard Blome summarized in his promotion of tmealaa colony, “it is
agairit the fundamentdlawesof Spainto make a peace . . . now there beingnaalium
War mut needs by jfifyable where a Peace is not allowabi2.”

Although Spain fought a war over England’s colonial and continentadigsli
during the last half of the seventeenth century it was becomuorgasingly clear that
England had other, more significant political and economic rinafsance and Holland.
After the turn of the century, these other rivals continue to becoare powerful and
threatening to England’s continental and colonial activities. ,Tthesquestion begged to
be asked is: why did Anglo-Spanish rivalry continue to dominate diseaunisn there
were, clearly, more formidable competitors on the horizon? Theeansas that the
development of the English national identity was still a prod¢kas had yet to be
completed even after their “triumph” over the Spanish. The Anglo-Spamary was a
historic cultural legacy inherited by subsequent generations ofisengeople who
believed they were charged with obtaining ultimate victory oher $panish. The
ongoing conflict in the Atlantic and Caribbean, and the failure to &tojh those attacks
and gain recourse for them became the primary indicator bghviudividuals translated

into how they saw themselves. The fulfillment of being a truly i3ge people who

%Blome, 53.
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were defined by their religious, economic, and political ideokgmad not achieved,
especially as long as the Spanish continued to threaten thaeigotyz The century
closed with the advent of war with France, who was in the positiodotoinate
continental and Atlantic politics through a potential unification offfench and Spanish
thrones. Even so the English conflict with the Spanish persistdee dactor by which

the English formed their national identity.
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CHAPTER 4
ESCALATING TENSIONS AND ATTEMPTS AT RECONCILIATION: 1713-1732
The War of Spanish Succession (1701-1712/1714), War of the Quadruple
Alliance (1718-1720/1721), and the Anglo-Spanish War (1727-1729)—and their
outcomes, were viewed by the British as being instrumental imgl#cisive in their
nearly two century long rivalry with Spain. The connection betwkeset wars was not
merely their chronology or their occurrence within the sameogeriRather, each war
after the War of Spanish Succession was a continuation of Spafudis & overthrow
the attempts of Britain and her allies to limit Spanish politcantrol in Europe and
abroad. Although these eighteenth century wars arose from paditieats specific to
the period, the importance of these wars to Britain figuredifsigntly into the longer
historical continuum of British fears of a Spanish “universal momnartttat potentially
threatened British sovereignty. Even the fact that Britain’s primgppnent in the War
of Spanish Succession was France, the British were more fézafuh more powerful
Spain (aligned with France) would substantially diminish Britaic@onial and

continental political and economic airhs.

! The War of Spanish Succession began by the aocessthe Spanish crown of Philip of France,
grandson of Louis XIV. The last Spanish king, @G&sil, was unable to produce an heir and namelipPhi
as his successor in his will. Toward the end efshventeenth century, European powers began aialeb
which candidate should succeed to the Spanish éhrdingland agreed to support the Austrian emperor
Charles years before the war erupted. The WahefQuadruple Alliance and the Anglo-Spanish War
originated with Spain’s violations of the Treatyldtrecht, which ended the War of Spanish Succession
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In this and the following chapter, this study will focus on the bpefiods of
peace between England (Great Britain as of 1707) and Spain thatinterspersed
between several continental and colonial wars where GreatrBatal Spain were in
opposition to each other. To assuage British fears, Queen Anne, an@datge | and
George Il, as well as the British ministers charged wigotiating peace with Spain
demanded a more precise and explicit language in the treatiesspbaifically
enumerated Spanish concessions to Britain in terms of terrigmggilisitions and trading
rights.  British continental merchants and investors were egtyenmfluential in
persuading the British monarchy and government to demand more exaeiatyg
concessions from the Spanish and other rivals. Merchants, sintatérepart of the
seventeenth century, gained powerful access to the British govertinneagh their
loaning of money the government to finance wars, as well increaged|\and actual
representation in Parliament.

Despite these more explicit treaties, Spain expressed tlssatidfaction in the
concessions they made to Britain and other European nations by ingtigiiéémpts to
recuperate their losses by war and treaty, which eventually ledtbreak of the War of
the Quadruple Alliance and the Anglo-Spanish War. Additionally, astkeacase in the
expansion of British colonies in the Atlantic and Caribbean in thenssyath century,

Anglo-Spanish hostility in the early eighteenth century mandedtself in the

2 peter PadfieldMaritime Supremacy and the Opening of the Westeind \Woodstock, NY:
Overlook Press, 2002), 162.
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continuation of peacetime seizures of English shifiéie most galling treaty concessions
Spain made were the surrender of Gibraltar and Minorca to mBrigddong with the
granting of slave trading rights to Spanish-American coloniethidy years in Treaty of
Utrecht (1713). Possession of Gibraltar and Minorca gave the British a stoghgldl in
the Mediterranean (in addition to their strategic locations gair, while the slave
trading license, oAsientq gave British traders and merchants an entry into the lucrative
Spanish-American trade. The Asientg had previously been granted by Spain to the
French, however the French contract had only been for ten-yeaoduaid the Franco-
Spanish alliance minimized French abuses of the trading privilédgeof these early
eighteenth century wars involving Britain and Spain had an importantcingpathe
manner in which the British viewed their rivalry with Spain, in Europe and iAtlhatic
World.

In the eighteenth century, Great Britain was a country with sityeof opinions
regarding its political and economic relationships and rivalri@svision of opinion

certainly was not a new state in Great Britain, yet thefpralion of printed matter that

% The regions where the Spanish seized British shipanded beyond the Atlantic and Caribbean
during this period. As will be discussed in thexinsection of this chapter, the British wartimeusitions
of Gibraltar and Minorca (ceded to Britain by theaS8ish in the Treaty of Utrecht) led to Spanishziseis
of English ships in and around Spain and in the ilenean.

* The British possession of Gibraltar is still arearof Anglo-Spanish contention today. As
recently as 9 June 2009, Spain in response to iiopeto the United Nations, Spain wishes to keep
Gibraltar's status as a non-self-governing teryitdespite Gibraltar's move toward decolonizatiord an
establishment of their own constitution. A repregaéve from Gibraltar accused Spain as being lktin
a time warp,” expecting Gibraltarians to accept tiwir rights as a people should be measured &y th
yardstick of the Europe that had existed in 171Berathan 2009.” United Nations Special Commitiee
DecolonizationSpecial Committee on Decolonization Hears Petifiomm Gibraltar as Spain Opposes its
Removal from List of Non-Self-Governing Territorid® Meeting, GA/COL/3192 (New York, 2009),
http://www.un.org/News/Press/ docs//2009/gacol3d82htm (accessed 15 June 2009).
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expressed opinion, contested another’s opinion, and attempted to influence public opinion
demonstrated a fervency not seen since the English Civil V\Wae. areas of contested
opinion were many and the primary arguments concerned severatlated questions:
which country was the greatest threat to Great Britain, Spain or Franb&h Wade was

more valuable to Great Britain, continental or colonial? Can (Be#&in be more
assertive with their rivals in their demands, yet still manpeeaceful relations? Are the
king, British ambassadors, and Parliament sacrificing the continental amittdade in

order to create peace? Was the creation of allied relationsfitipsSpanish enemies
lucrative enough, politically and economically, to offset the econtmag of the Spanish

trade if Great Britain was drawn into their allies’ wars?

These heated discussions and debates conducted in print—especially in the
periods immediately before outbreaks of war and in the periodsngeawnclusions of
war—were persistent and extensive throughout the period, to the Ipairgoime writers
argued that such public discourse of every policy and action of thishBgovernment
was to the detriment of public well-being and the nation. The general percepidhat
those editorialists and other writers were having undue influence easly excitable
public by evoking fear through distributing misinformation, sensationgliziand
utilizing historical prejudices. Critics of the more inflammatory awghibis important to
note, were not necessarily pro-Spanish, rather they implored the palifigst in the
British government to act in the best interest of the peopleaithsi€ stirring up unrest

over every reported alleged Spanish “depredation.” Yet, the notion oBhtain was to
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assert their national honor in response to their relationship vp#inSecame more
important in the early eighteenth century than it had in the seventeenth century.

Historians of this period, and of these wars, are remiss in atiegrthe
importance and connectivity of the transatlantic aspect of theséinental wars.
Historians typically depict these colonial wars as separat®@rapanion conflicts rather
than integrating them into the larger picture and history ofdhg-term Anglo-Spanish
rivalry and political relationship. J. H. Parry, however, elevakes importance of
European wars in relation to colonial European relationships during tinsl pehen he
asserts that:

Few European wars, it is true, originated wholly or even prignami

colonial disputes; but every major eighteenth century war hadldsial

aspect; colonial territory and overseas commercial concessgmedi

prominently in every major treaty of peace. . . . Far moreefavas

exerted in attempts to defend or acquire territorial possessmpsotect

or extend trade, in the West Indies than in the in the East. Maseat

stake there. The colonies and plantations of the New World weng livi

extensions of Europe, as eastern factories, even eastern conquedts, coul

never be.
Historians treatment of the colonial theater of European wsafsampanion wars” has
much to do with the combatants used in fighting these wars and theufpmushe North
American conflicts. Regarding the former, in the North Americalorgal theater the
fighting was usually as “war by proxy,” where Native Ancan allies of rival Europeans
were compelled to fight one another. Thus, these wars are condidgtozabgraphically

as “Indian Wars” with a de-emphasis upon the European context. Inoadditere is

also a lack in modern historical studies (Parry excepted) iarthkysis of the Caribbean

® Parry, 91.
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theater, owing to the fact that there were not any organizddsaihis latter omission
is egregious in that European rivals stationed or residing inCr&ébean colonies
actively participated in attacking their enemies as mafteourse. Perhaps because the
Caribbean conflict was constant, not limited to wartime, and tafleby the taint of
insinuation and reality of illegal British trading activities begplains that omission.
Nevertheless, expanding French trading establishments in North damand the
Caribbean, as well as the century-long Spanish resistancé Briteh colonization
contributed as much to the outbreak of these early-eighteenth cemttgyasvcontinental
politics, especially after the War of Spanish Succession.

4.1 Negotiations: Conventions and Treaties

So with the faithlés Monarch oft it fares,
Who ne’re regards thflemn Oath h¢wears;
But when hgees an Opportunity,
A Prince will undermine by Treachery;
Does often bring Revenge upon his Head,
And when it is too late, repent the Deed.
Him we have re@n always to diruyt,
For he who'll once will always prove unju

Anonymous ZAsop at Utrech{1712)

Treaties between Britain and Spain in the first few decaddbe eighteenth
century garnered more political and trade concessions for Braeapared to the treaties
between the two nations of the previous century. The Britiske afele to directly and
indirectly force the Spanish to make undesirable territorialti@atk concessions because
the expense of war exceeded Spanish economic resources to continog.figtdther,

Spain met British demands not solely out of a desire for pmalsecause the British had
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achieved an absolute victory over Spain, but to halt further endaggdrthe Spanish
economy which had been in decline for several decades. Contrtrg &iate of the
Spanish (and French) economy of the early eighteenth centuryhBfiitences were
better able to sustain lengthy wars by efficient use detravenue, taxation, and loans, a
system the British had adopted from the Ditcin the 1720s, both Spain and France
begin to reform their economic and taxation policies that enabldu dmintries to
recover losses to the British and their allies, and to engagargtw reclaim or expand
their political and territorial influencé. Yet France was at various times throughout the
first three decades of the eighteenth century alternativebllarand enemy to Britain,
depending upon the source of European conflict, whereas Spain remairmshshtemt
enemy in both peacetime and wartifne.

From the British perspective, especially that of merchantsirarestors of the
colonial trade, the negotiations of the several peace treatiés Spain presented
opportunities for other types of victories: a chance to gain Spacksiowledgement of
British territorial rights, valuable trade agreements, anddsration of British national
honor through forcing the Spanish to uphold treaty concessions in peacdhnbe

years leading up to and during the first of several eighte@mglo-Spanish treaty

® padfield, 164-5.
” Ibid, 189-90; Parry, 105.

8 Since the 1680s, France—in terms of actual thiteasitain’s political and trade interests—was
a more serious rival to Britain than Spain. Thwalry with France affected Britain’s European cents as
well as their colonial territories, which many cemiporaries to the period stressed when public getra
against Spain escalated. However, the substitati¢itance for Spain as Britain’s chief rival does take
full effect within British popular sentiment untthe period after the War of Austrian Successionigiviis
more fully discussed in the conclusion of this gtuske chapter VI).
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negotiations (notably the Treaty of Utrecht, 1713) self-proclaimerthants and writers
posing as proponents of trade authored several pamphlets and editaries/Btters
discussing the various advantages and shortcomings of the propasals mmisters
were to present to French and Spanish ministers. Merchantsdaoldimgéal trade thought
that it was their responsibility to impress upon the government and the public themeed f
clearly enumerated treaty provisions, which provided recourse foBtitish if the
Spanish failed to uphold their concessions. One anonymous “West Indtham&r
wrote:

And f(ince her Majdy has again and again declard, that heft be

Endeavoursthould be imploy’d to procure a [juSatifaction to all in

Alliance with her, according to thelieveral Treaties, and particularly with

relation toSpainand theWet-Indies there’s no doubt but it will be the

fault of our Merchants, in not regemting the Matter fully, if her Majgy

don’t procure Satisfaction on that Head to her own Subjects, acctire to

above-mention’d Alliances in our favour, wthfpect to the Trade of

Spainand thewet-Indies’
What was most troubling to merchants was the British governmariént to use the
Treaties of Madrid (1667 and 1670) as a template to settle Apgaish conflict in the
Atlantic. As discussed in chapter three, the 1670 Treaty of Madr&dinsufficient and
ineffective in dealing with any number of problems between Brigaid Spain due the
treaty’s imprecise language regarding each country’s cologats. The anonymous

“West-India Merchant” wrote in response to using the Treatiedarfrid, arguing that,

“this Propdal is very ambiguous, and may be liable to many Difficultiest ought to be

° A Letter from a Wé-India Merchant to a Gentleman at Tunbridg, Comieg That Part of the
French Proposals, which relates to North-Americad garticularly Newfoundland, with Some Thoughts
on their Offers about our Trade to Span and thgt\Wglies(London, n.p., 1712), 18-9.
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explain'd in adtrong Terms as we can® The priorities of the British government at the
end of the War of Spanish Succession were the prevention of the Spagisivdntually
succeeding to the French throne (Article II), the recognitioth@fProtestant Succession
to the British throne through the house of Hanover (Articles VI& ahd the release of
Sicily from Spanish authority (Article XI\V* The British also were able to gain formal
recognition of their possession of Gibraltar (Article X) and MoaofArticle XI) as spoils
of war, as well as the lucrativesiento(Article XllI), the license to import African slaves
into the Spanish colonies for thirty yeafs. From the perspective of the British
government, especially in the case of Asentq the potential of the slave trade directly
to Spanish colonies, along with a few complimentary Spanish coloawihdy rights,
were Spanish acknowledgements of British “rights” in the West Indies.

The first Treaty of Utrecht left many trade issues, sucpayment of duties of
trade goods entering either Britain or Spain, unresolved. Thusin&téd3, Britain and

Spain entered into a second Treaty of Utrecht, more commonly known as the Commercial

10 pbid, 15.

1 Great Britain and Spaifjreaty of Peace and Friefilp between the nfoSerene and nfb
Potent Princg Anne, by the Grace of God Queen of Great Britemance, and Ireland, Defender of the
Faith, &c. and the m@é Serene and nfoPotent Prince Philip V. the Catholick King of $paconcluded at
Utrecht, the 2/18 Day of July 1713in A General Collection of Treatys of Peace and Coromer
Renunciations, Maniftos, and Publick Papers, from the Year 1642, to Ene of the Reign of Queen
Anne vol. lll (London: Printed for J. J. Knapton, at., 1732), 472-3, 474-5, 480-1.

12 |bid, 477-9. The provisions of thsientocontract were agreed upon before the ratificatibn
the Treaty of Utrecht on 26 March 1713. Althoufk Asientowas included in the Treaty of Utrecht as
one of the provisions for peace between Great iBraad Spain, the details of thesientowere explained
in the earlier document. Great Britain and Spdine Afiento, adjyted between their Britannick and
Catholick Majgties, for the the Enghh Company’s obliging felf to /upply the Spayih Wet-Indies with
black Slaves, for the Term of thirty Years, to cemece on the fit Day of May 1713, and to end tfame
Day in the year 1743bid, 375-97.
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Treaty to resolve and standardize the trade relationship betwgam Bnd Spain. This
second treaty, when published, confirmed the fears that merchantsctdhies had, in
that nearly all of the treaty provisions concerned the continentado/ganish trade,
without any new provisions that addressed colonial trade. ThendetCreaty of
Utrecht/Commercial Treaty begins by resolving to restorglévwpanish trade on the
same footing as it was during the reign of Charles IlgHii§ using the 1667 Treaty of
Madrid as its foundation. This treaty included, literally, therenext of the 1667
Treaty, and then annexed that treaty with a few articlesweat relevant to Anglo-
Spanish trade issues in the eighteenth century (particularlypifeting of the Book of
Rates). On the matter of the colonial trade, there was only one appliei@bénce in the
second Treaty of Utrecht, which stated:

Moreover the Treaty of 1670, made between the Crowns of GreatBritai

and Spain, for preventing all Differences,iRening Depredations, and

Eftablishing Peace between tfséd Crowns in America, is again Ratified

and Confirmed, without any Prejudice however to any Contract, or other

Privilege or League granted by his Catholick Migjeo the Queen of

Great Britain or her Subjects.
While merchants were somewhat mollified by the new teratgyains and thésientq
the failure of both Treaties of Utrecht to address the pemsigteglo-Spanish colonial

problems and establish firmer procedures for presenting clagasish depredations

caused criticism and debate for nearly a decade. From thennhoimihe firstAsiento

13 Great Britain and Spairfreaty of Navigation and Commerce Between thg ®erene and
Potent Princg Anne, By the Grace of God, Queen of Great Briance, and Ireland, Defender of the
Faith, & c. And the mb Serene and nfoPotent Prince Philip the Vth, The Catholick Kinfj Spain,
Concluded at Utrecht the 28/9 Day of November/Déxmemi 713(London: Printed for J. Roberts, 1713),
65.
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ship sent to the Spanish Caribbean, it was apparent that the tpadiihgge was not
going to bear fruit as once anticipated. There is very tiblebt that the illegal trading
activities of the South Sea Company (which had been grantedsibatg worsened
colonial Anglo-Spanish relations, which reverberated throughouteiteof the Atlantic
and Caribbeah! Both South Sea Company ships as well as other British shigs we
regularly seized, arguably more than ever had been seized Heforade concession.
Merchants in the colonial trade came to believe that theimslavere not receiving
backing by the British government because of the fear of losind\dlemto As one
colonial advocate questioned in 1731, “is our Qaigreat by they/jiento Contract, that
we had better bglent than run the Hazard of ruffling their Tempers by maldngoper
Demand?* While there was no overt mention of a conspiracy or accusation of
corruption, it probably did not escape notice that a great many investtre South Sea
Company were significant figures in government. Colonial metshdercame the
greatest critics of the South Sea Company andAsientq primarily because the
“benefit” of the slave trade to the Spanish Caribbean did litileimiprove their

confrontations with the Spanish.

14 Some of the best studies of the illegal tradintyviies of the South Sea Company were done
by Vera Lee Brown in the early twentieth centui§ee, Vera Lee Brown, “The South Sea Company and
Contraband Trade,The American Historical Revie84, no. 4 (July 1926): 662-78; “Contraband Tradle:
Factor in the Decline of Spain’'s Empire in Americahe Hispanic American Historical Revie8y no.
2(May 1928): 178-89, http://www.jstor.org/stable4D861 (accessed 25 August 2007).

!5 Fayer Hall,The Importance of the British Plantations in Amario this Kingdom(London,
Printed for J. Peele, 1731), 53.
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In 1715, Britain and Spain agreed to another commercial tredthadnid. This
very brief treaty once again concerned the issue of import dbtst also included a
provision that allowed the British to gather salt at Tortuga (Kertiit).*° Permission to
gather salt, however, did not necessarily convey a right forsBritavigation in those
waters. Tortuga is an island off the northern part of Haitnh(da&rench colony), and in
relative proximity to the Spanish part of Hispaniola. Manyi&riships were seized by
the Spanish in and around Tortuga since the 1650s, several for actscgf(pmauga
was famous as a pirate haven) and others while legitimateigrgay salt. British ships
in and around Tortuga often fell victim to Spanish seizures by votubeir presence
when Spanish governors felt aggrieved with the British, which larti¢ of the 1715
treaty was to resolve. Yet the simplicity in the wordinghaf toncession, without any
provision for recourse for unwarranted seizures, meant that thesevery little
advantage in the salt-gathering provision. Whether Article llberaged greater British
traffic to Tortuga is unknown, but of the 46 officially documentetigh ships seized by
the Spanish in years 1715-1718, at least seven of those ships pterectat Tortuga or
near Hispaniola (see Appendix B).The anger of the British public toward the Spanish
was continually fueled by new reports of ship seizures that sgpearbe greater in

number after the peace of Utrecht than any other time previarsndhy in Britain and

16 Great Britain and Spaiff;reaty of Commerce between Great Britain and Speongcluded at
Madrid, the 14' of December 1715in A Collection of Treatys of Peace and Commerce, fé4os,
Declarations of War, and other Publick Papers, frita End of the Reign of Queen Anne to the Yeal,173
vol. 4 (London: Printed for J. J. Knapton, et. 4732), 82.

' The use of “officially documented” is to mean cas¥ ship seizures which were actually
presented to the Board of Trade, the Privy Courdfliament, or the Admiralty. For various reasons
many ship owners did not file claims, which is dissed later in this and the following chapter.
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the colonies, there was no peace with Spain, and without any methawoifses outside
of declaring war, appeals to Parliament and the king multiplied.

By the 1720s, through improving economic and political connections merchants,
ship owners, and investors had the ear of several sympathetic rsemhltee House of
Commons who continually presented the problem of Spanish ship seaudebéte and
to push the king and Parliament for action. Most of the support of nmscteme from
the Whig party, yet the Whig leadership (under Sir Robert Walgaler, Earl of Orford)
in the Commons for the better part of the first half of the emyth century suppressed
any motions that encouraged rash action against the Spanish fis aittaBritish ships.
Both George | and George Il, acknowledged the Spanish depredati@ngisim ships,
but only publicly condemned the Spanish for those activities when itpof#scally
expedient (usually in times of eminent war with Spain). Suchth&agase in the year
1718, when George | sent a fleet of British warships to the Mediterranaegor@esmptive
measure against Spanish intentions to retake Sardinia and 8gilyell as a reaction
against Spain’s alleged failure to allow the South Sea Compapy &hirade under the
Asiento James Craggs (the elder), presented the king’'s rationale sfaachions in
Commons:

it became necessary for his Majesty's Naval Forces ttk¢hese insolent

and violent Proceedings, as well to maintain the Faith of hiedas

Engagements, and prevent the Consequences of this War, as to protect and

defend the Trade of the British Subjects, which labours under the heavies
Hardships and Difficulties." To confirm this last Assertion, Cdadgn
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produc'd a List of many Merchant Ships, taken or detain'd by the
Spaniardg?

In November 1718, when George | declared war against Spain, and treedectdration
was delivered in the House of Commons by Hugh Boscawen (le&geownt Falmouth),
debate ensued amongst the Whig majority. Walpole and his continggmt &é'warm
debate”, with “Some Members alledging, ‘That they did not seeNeéeessity of
declaring War against Spain, and that they rather were 'thdn believe that the
Grievances complain’d of by our Merchants might have been gdresan amicable
Manner.”®

The conclusion of the War of the Quadruple Alliance once again prdsente
another opportunity for gaining better security for legal Britislvigation and trade in
the Atlantic and Caribbean. Although this war was largely coecewith European and
Mediterranean political issues, the peace Treaty of Madri@l7@fL for the first time
stipulated that the:

Catholick Majdty, in like Conformity, will order, that all the Goods,

Merchandizes, Money, Ships and other Effects, which have been seized,

as well inSpainas in thelndies. . . at the time before the War was

declared between the two Crowns, or after it was declaretheeaelily

reftored in thefame Kind, as to tHe whichfhall beftill in Being; or, if

they are not, the Ju and true Value of them, at the time they were
feized®

18 Great Britain, House of Commons, “Account of Miafnes] Craggs, 11 November 1718,” First
Parliament of George [The History and Proceedings of the House of Commbn$4-1727,vol. 6,
http://www.british-history.ac.uk (accessed 22 JR6@7).

19 1bid, “Mr. Boscawen acquaints the House with tHadgis having declar'd War against Spain;
Mr. Trely’'s Motion for an Address of Thanks.; Debaheron. The above Address agreed to.”

% Great Britain and Spaiffhe Treaty between Great Britain and Spain, coredudt Madrid,
June 13, N. S. 172in A Collection of Treatys of Peace and Commerce, f4os, Declarations of War,
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The article then proceeds to instruct claimants that theyoapresent their case at the
place of the seizure, with an accurate representation of the dgedship carried.
Previous peace treaties usually included articles that regimeeceturn of seized goods
and property, but none had ever stipulated or included ships and goods in tHediéest
specifically. How many ships and cargo, or their equivalentthyorere restored to
British owners and investors is unknown, but if contemporary accountsoabe
believed, the Spanish rarely granted restitution via the king’s decrbg his colonial
governors. An anonymous author claiming to be a former resideninaickpublished
a pamphlet in 1726, comprised of a history of the Spanish seizuregisii Bhips since
the Treaty of Utrecht, along with a collection of letters, daffits, and testimonies
regarding the more sensational of the seizures. The prefabes gfamphlet discusses
the difficulties for ship owners in seeking restitution from the Spanish, in that:

We have fully experienced the unfe@able Delays, and efnze Anfwers

of the Sparth Governors, and other Officers in America; and that his

Majeflty’s Subjects never obtain’d any Manner of Satisfaction, by thei

Applications to them . . . . For how unhappylirhe the Condition of that

Peffon, who falls into the Hands of the Spaniards, though he is allowed

Council to appear, anfibllicit his Caue, (which by the Way hagldom

been granted) when Appeals are made from Place to Plabenavither

View, than to tire out the Claimants. Foitémce, from Carthagena to

Santa Fee [sic], and from thence to Madrid. [Uoh Cde, he mii be

oblig’'d to drop his Claim, (aseveral have done) rather than leave his

Affairs in America, and come to Europe fwlict Jultice, at the Expence

of hisélTime and Money, and ®of his Buinefs, which might end in his
Ruin:

and other Publick Papers, from the End of the Re&i§iQueen Anne to the Year 173bl. 4 (London:
Printed for J. J. Knapton, et. al., 1732), 121.

ZLA. B., The State of The Island of Jamaica. Chiefly in Releo its Commerce, and the Conduct
of the Spaniards in the West-Indig®ndon, Printed for H. Whitridge, 1726), 25.
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Included in this pamphlet was a list of ships the Spanish haddseetween the years
1713-1725, only about half of which corresponded to petitions and testimoniesifiound
the State Papers. The disparity between official and unoffiegrts of ship seizures
was a result of an interested party not willing or able to mghe time and money
necessary in pursuing restitution.

However, there was certainly those who chose to avoid the [mgakss
altogether and sought restitution through piracy. The Britistaitam author explained
that colonials engaged in piracy because:

After the Peace they went cheerfully into the MerchantgiGerand were

well contented with their employment, till they had been tallexteral

times . . . . It is a common saying among them, which | hava bftard,

that it was very hard thdiould befo used and iulted by theSpaniards

and to have their Hands tyed. [B&ment, and want of Employ (as the

Merchants were @iouraged by thie vile Practices from Trading) were

certainly the Motives to a colar of Life, which | am of Opinion, nfbor

many of them would not have taken up, had they been(satifé
British piracy in the Caribbean had a very important role in fuelmglo-Spanish
conflict, yet the illegal trading activities of those individualsyopértially explains the
increasing numbers of ship seizures in the mid-1720s. Since thélemof the
seventeenth century, Spain had slowly been losing political induémdEurope and
abroad. Between the stipulations for the forced surrender dbtessiin the Treaty of

Utrecht, the reaffirmation of those concessions in the TreatigeoQuadruple Alliance

(1718), and the inability to hold a territorial monopoly in the Ameriaad Caribbean,

%2 |bid, 8
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encouraged the Spanish compulsion to regain some measure of awthdritgntrol in
those places they lost.

The Spanish were especially unhappy with the British possession of Gibradtar, a
there was speculation beginning in late 1725 to early 1726 that the Spanigilamerag
to recapture the territory. Reports coming out of Spain indichtgdatsiege of Gibraltar
was imminent by the spring of 1726. Out of the belief that theniSipaattack on
Gibraltar was dependant upon the arrival of money from the Spanighilies, George
| sent a fleet of ships under the command of Rear-Admiralcir&tosier to attempt the
capture of the Spanish West India fleet on its departure from Beito>® Hosier's
attempt failed, and the siege of Gibraltar began in 1727 leading toutheeak of the
Anglo-Spanish War (without a formal declaration of Wér).

Within a year of open fighting, the British and the Spanish began aggo$ for
settling their differences over Gibraltar and ship seizureggobhtions broke down,
though, and at the Convention of El Pardo in March 1728, peace negotiatites sta
because of the presence of British squadrons in the West Indies anshSmtinental
waters, as well as the Spanish capture and detention At#wetoship Prince Frederick

at Vera CruZ’> Eventually a declaration of cessation of hostilities andatmalizing

% A. B., The Treaty of Seville, and The Measures that h@en liaken for the Four [faYears,
Impartially Considered. In a Letter to a Friefdondon: Printed for J. Roberts, 1730), 11-2.

24 Arthur Percival Newton, “Introduction,'CSPCS vol. 35, http://www.british-history.ac.uk
(accessed 5 June 2009).

% Great Britain and SpaiGonvention between Spain and Great Britain, relatim the Execution
of the Preliminarys/ign’d at the Pardo, the6of March 1728 N. Sn A Collection of Treatys of Peace
and Commerce, Manijfi®s, Declarations of War, and other Publick Papdrsm the End of the Reign of
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of peace occurred with the Treaty of Seville (1729) between ®m#ain, France, and
Spain. The Treaty of Seville was the first treaty betwiain and Spain that directly
concerned terms of reparation for seized British ships, ahsitships seized since June
of 1728%° Articles VI-VIII of the Treaty of Seville established eommission,
represented by both British and Spanish representatives, whicb e®&nhine other ship
seizure claims outside of those ships captured since 1728. This ssiomwas to have
a three-year deadline to discuss and settle all claimegithat side had against the other.
These several articles were the most prominent of the Toda8eville, yet needed
additional clarifications, which were attached as separatdesrtat the end of the treaty.
Separate Article 1| demanded immediate restitution for albtwred British ships,
excepting those that were engaged in “unlawful Commétce.”

A strict interpretation of the phrase “unlawful commerce” wag individual or
ship that was engaged in illegal trade or smuggling with Spa&msérican colonies.
Both the British public and government openly criticized illegadlitrg activities, and
British commissioners only presented cases in which they were ceraimovassociated
with the practice. Yet the Spanish interpreted “unlawful cornaieas not only the act
of illegal trading, but the presumed intent to illegally tradsedaupon the location of a
ship and its proximity to Spanish colonies. Further, the Spanishedlldgat when

stopping a British ship, and if the subsequent search revealed anybgiogiSproduce”

Queen Anne to the Year 173bl. 4 (London: Printed for J. J. Knapton, et, &lr32), 182-3; also, A. B.,
14-5.

% Great Britain and Spaifi;he Treaty of Peac, Union, Friefiip and Mutual Defefe, between
the Crowns of Great Britain, France, and Spain,daded at Seville, November 9, N. S. 17B&i, 203-5
27 1 i
Ibid, 208.
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of Spanish colonies, the seizure of the ship was justified and thesBplaad no
obligation to make restitution. As discussed in chapter three, ptgxtmiSpanish
colonies could not be avoided in legal navigation to the British col¢exept colonies
north of Virginia), and with the exception of Spanish coins mintetarcolonies, it was
extremely difficult to determine the exact origin of Antan commodities. The
protection of the trade of Spanish colonial goods and the prevention afpgbetation of
British goods into Spanish colonies was secured in the 1670 Treatydsidiviget that
treaty, nor the Treaty of Seville, specified how Britain and rSpautually agreed upon
the definition of “unlawful commerce.” Therefore, the severaltinge throughout the
1730s of the special commissions on ship seizures failed to géibatien for a majority
of British claims due to differing interpretations of whetkhips were captured in the
progress of normal navigation or in the commission of illegal activities.

In the months leading up to the authoring of the Treaty of Utrdehprovisions that the
British government were seeking was common knowledge and subject lodebate.
Yet the negotiations for the Treaty of Seville were conductectéflg,” leading to much
speculation about its contents, which were freely discussed ipréiss. Many writers
were pessimistic about what concessions/terms the TreatyitleSeould secure for the
British interest (based upon previous experiences of treatidés Sp&in), while other
writers were confident that the British ministers negotiatiegice would finally put
Spain in her place. The editor Bbg's Weekly Journalvas optimistic about what the

treaty would achieve for Britain and was incredulous that otheéensrcould believe that
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Britain would concede anything to the Spanish. In his issue of 2@rer 1729, he
wrote:

| cannot conceive therefore why Mémou’'d entertain a Notion that any
Article of this Treatyfhou'd be incofiftent with the Honour and true
Interdt of Great Britain for | think we are in a Condition to command
fuch Terms, aghall appear intirely for our Safety. | believe the imo
fanguine Malecontent will not pretend feyy, that theSpaniardsare able
to look us in the Face at Sea; and let it bef@erd what an Advantage
we mut have over an Nation wk® Frontiers are acffible by thde
wooden Towers our Ships. . . . we mafl fatilfied (upon a View of our
Strength, as well as Weakieeof the Enemy) that it is the ifhidnonorable
and advantagious [si€reat Britainever gain’d; we may count upon it, |
fay, that the Enemy hath been oblig’'d to mdlkeh Submiions and
Concdlions to us, as will make the neighbouring Nations tremble at the
Fear of roling theBriti/h Lion?®

Yet when the Treaty of Seville was published, those who expebtedvorse were
angered by the treaty and its lack for a definitive clausardagy Britain’s possession of
Gibraltar and the British recognition of Spain’s right to sevéia@ian duchies. The
treaty’s detractors were even unhappy with the provisions to gstitution for British
ships, believing those articles permitted too much leeway for the Spanish to akoid ma
reparation and made it difficult for merchants to present th&iims. One such detractor
wrote a facetious address, in the voice of British ministersjaionants against Spain
illustrating what they gained by the Treaty of Seville, in that:

Gentlemenatfter having been obliged to acknowledge that ®hipsand

Effectshave beelfeized, detained, and even cdodited, by thé&paniards

in a mdt undual and unjtifiable Manner; | préent you with the

common Provions, which are madeordinary Cges for your

Satisfaction, as to what is ffad, in this very extraordinary Ga After
having complain’d of the Violation of all your Privileges and Rigbits

% Fog’s Weekly Journaho.65, 20 December 1729.
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Commercecommitted by thé&paniards without any Regard to the Mo

Jolemn Treatiesn force between the two Nations, | offer you, for your

future Securitythe very/ame/ecurity, which hath appeared already to be

ineffectual’®
This pamphlet, supplemented with other dissenting commentaries, begaplagiavar
debating the Treaty of Seville and the status of Anglo-Spanistiort that lasted
throughout 1730 and into 1731. Nor was the debate confined to the presss iCthie
House of Lords had arguments about every condition of the treaty. in§tance,
regarding the articles on ship restitution and/or reparatiorertisg opinion they
maintained that the provision that required claimants to present#sais at the Court of
Spain was prejudicial to merchants who could not afford the expensestotgbat legal
action. Further, opinion in the Lords was that, “after all, theyehanly thellender
Comfort of hoping, if they think there is any Room for them to hopeetdahgit Redrés
by Commilaries, which they have not hitherto been able to obtain by
Plenipotentiaries®

Despite the many admonitions against writers who were digueasth the
reparation portion of the Treaty of Seville and who argued foiisBrititizens to be
content with the “absolute peace” the treaty guaranteed betwetnnBaind Spain,
tempers in Britain against Spain persisted.  Merchants, rgjritand political

commentators continually argued that the Treaty of Seville gtesed very little in terms

of reparation and/or restitution, and ship seizures continued unabated—peace

29 Observations on the Treaty of Seville Examiftezhdon, Printed for R. Franklin, 1730), 28-9.

% This protest had the support, and signed by, thkeB of Beaufort and Bedford, along with
twenty-three other peers. These groups of peers part of the Lords’ contingent in opposition et
policies of Robert Walpole. Great Britain, HoudelLords, The Lords Protest in the Late Session of the
Prefent Parliamen{London: Printed by T. Reynolds, 1730), 2.

139



notwithstanding. For those with an interest in the colonies, thesenwageace in the
Atlantic and Caribbean, and some argued that ministers sacrifieestrength of their
colonies for continental peace. Among colonial merchants, the futueghb-Spanish
relations was particularly pessimistic. Contrary to theumsices of the British
government that they had finally secured a lasting peace, manyhsasuccession of
eighteenth-century treaties as an unstable diplomatic struather than one of strength.
Each subsequent treaty between Britain and Spain was esgeatialbdicil to the
previous treaty rather than a reformation of policy between the two nations. Tdreoédi
Fog's Weekly Journabummarized the vulnerability in the interdependency of these
treaties when he wrote, “Now if any Power breaks one @& theeaties, they break them
all; for they [tand like Nine Pins, tip but the fir all the rét will knock down one
another.?*

4.2 In The News & the Press: Debating Anglo-Spanish Rivalry, Ship Seiandks
National Honor

Newspapers and news journals of the early eighteenth centuayvead different
format from their seventeenth century predecessors: the nem@ngoften began with
an essay or letters to the editor with news items on the qudasiesheets. News items in
these papers were primarily a few short lines of informadi@anized in no particular

fashion, which gives the impression that news items were addéidetpage as the

31 Fog’s Weekly Journaho. 72, 7 February 1730.
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information came into the printing offi8. Thus in the news section, one may read
about an election result, then the announcement of the arrival of arduadieit court, a
death, a curious marriage between a 100-year old man and 16-yegirl,olhd the
results of the trials held at the Old Bailey. Lengthy naesis only existed when the
news was especially sensational or concurred and/or validagespthions of the news
editor. Newspapers of the early eighteenth century maylbaked more like modern
newspapers, yet these papers were really more for tivergeof opinion and counter-
debates to others’ opinions as the majority of the papers wereedewoeditorial essays
and letters to the editor. Newspapers and news journals ofribd peere unashamedly
biased—politically, economically, and socially—and many papegarbéheir first issues
with essays on the intent and purpose of the edffoigery few newspapers outside of
the London Gazettpublished news items exclusively, and when they printed only news
items, there is usually a note at the front of the paper inforthengeaders that the editor
is working on his next installment on whatever was the most discussed issue otthe tim
News items were provided to the papers through a serieariols informants.
Such relationships existed between the editor/publisher and “reposieoswere in a

position to supply information because of their residence within Britain or almoadho

%2 One begins to see sectioning of news items, pifynar the form of grouping news under
headings such as “foreign news,” around the 1720&thin those headings, though, news items were
intermingled regardless of theme.

33 Even when a newspaper did not begin its publioatiith an essay about the nature of what it
intended to cover, it is relatively easy to deteranihe political leanings of the editor/s by pemgsa few
issues. Social bias of these newspapers is lagsush but a strong indication of an editor’'s sbclass (or
the social class in which they had the most affjnis evident in the birth, marriage, and deathiaest
Outside of the vital passages on the royal family,two newspapers recorded the vital statisticthef
same people in any given time period.
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had connections to various sectors of society and/or the governniReporters” were
nearly always anonymous, partially for protection of their idgntithey were privy to
sensitive information. When a particular news item—such as thatirep of ship
seizure, via a letter from a colonial source—was published anonymdtuslyeracity of
the event was often called into question by editorial writers sdooned any news that
was published for the purpose (per their opinion) of inciting public aagérunrest.
Daniel Defoe, in his tri-weeklivercator, or Commerce Retrieved, Being Considerations
of the State of Brifn Trade took particular issue with reporting of ship seizures by
anonymous authors, and consistently condemned publishers who published ttge repor
In one instance, another newspaper had printed a letter from “Rf Jahwica about the
capture of the shipMacclesfield Captain Barlow commander, which Defoe roundly
chastised when he wrote:

As the poor innocent People of this Nation are frequently fegbopon to

believe thée [pecioudtrange Stories, contrary to the Nature and(&®eaf

Things: So it is needful on many Accountsiéb the Truth inflome Cdes

in a clear Light; that the Fact beirfigperated from the Party G¥oput

upon it, for carrying on a particular Frenzy of the Times, Peoplg

know how to judge for thefaelves, and many know who deceives them,

and who not. This fpects a Letter or pretended Letter lately ditdiin

one of our weekly printed Oracles from Jamaica concerning a Siowp f
Jamaica, which was treppan’d by the Spanidtds.

Additionally, editors and editorialists nearly always published theiritings
anonymously or under pseudonyms ranging from the classically inspiredvithithsical

(i.e.; Simeon Probe, John Heartfree, Peter Meanwell). The adaptpseudonyms was

3 Daniel Defoe, No. 169, 19 June to 22 June 1RKdrcator: Or, Commerce Retrieved, Being
Considerations of the State of the Bhtirade.
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necessary for many writers and editors because the conteeiofwiritings were
criticisms of government figures, government policy, socialituigins, and/or other
writers.

The most controversial news journal of the first three decafldse eighteenth
century was theThe Craftsman edited by Caleb D’Anvers (Nicholas Amhurst).
Amhurst, and other writers for the journal (including Henry St. Johrscodint
Bolingbroke and William Pulteney, Earl of Bath) set the tonaHerrhetoric of Anglo-
Spanish rivalry in the eighteenth century as well as beingethging critics of the
government®> Whether this influence on British sentiment toward the Spanish was
deliberate is difficult to determine, as it might have bedyy-product of the original
intention of the news journal: a venue to criticize the Whig mgjanitParliament under
the leadership of Sir Robert Walpole. Walpole’s administrationnesésriously anti-war
because of his disdain for the economic constraints war placed @ouh#&ry through
increased taxation, declining manufactures, and interruption of tr8geause of the
temper of the British merchants and the public over Spanish depredatioBsitish
ships, Walpole consistently throughout the 1720s and 1730s suppressed anyodebate
petition presented to parliament that demanded action againsBphaeish. This

implacability of Walpole’'s caused much anger within the colon@lamant community,

% Viscount Bolingbroke in his earlier political carewas something of an advocate for the
colonies, and highly critical of the insufficiensién the Treaty of Seville to protect the colori@de.
Through his patronage, several petitions regar@ipgnish seizures of British ships made their wathéo
Board of Trade and Plantations.
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and thusly, became another arena in which Amhurst and company couwd 8xipish
anti-Spanish sentiment in order to deliver criticism on Walpole.

Anti-Spanish rhetoric of the eighteenth century still sounded muithdakin the
seventeenth century, but the language of anti-Spanish sentiment beoeengenular in
nature, utilizing political and economic conflicts between Britaid Spain instead of the
religious conflict between Protestant and Catholic. This is notsiauate that Britain
was any less anti-Catholic than it had been in the previous cenRegher, after the
Jacobite Rebellion of 1715, the useSganishCatholicism as a source of threat to the
British diminished substantially. When the faith of the Spanishref@senced in anti-
Spanish writings after 1715, religious affiliation was moreugrfitial as an indication of
the Spanish “character,” the implication being that Catholidiseeds a sort of evil that
is oppressive to liberty and free will. Additionally, the lack eligious tone of anti-
Spanish rhetoric owes a great deal to Enlightenment philosophy treahpleasized
religion in the pursuit of rationalism and the application of reason.

What had not changed in anti-Spanish rhetoric was the vocabligdrgiescribed
Spanish behaviors and actions toward the British. Spanish depredatid@rgisif
subjects and their ships were described consistently as barbaroek, ichumane,
murderous, and unjust, much as they had in the seventeenth century. isWinast
compelling about this vocabulary assigned to the Spanish is thatwloeds function as
measure of the depth of British prejudice toward (possibly everdaf) the Spanish.
In conducting this research, there has not been one case of a Seanisé of a British

ship that did not use this “special” vocabulary to describe Spamatntent of British
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subjects and their ships. At first glance, reading reporghipf seizures that occurred
during the first third of the eighteenth century, the languagetosgelscribe those events
IS SO repetitious, that it appears that the only apparent varivecegates of seizure, the
place of seizure, and the fate of the crews and passeny&tswhen we view this
language in comparison with previous and contemporary writingsagparent that the
vocabulary is not repetitious merely to push for a specific agenda scandalize the
reader, but is the vocabulary that, to the British way of thinkexgymonymous with the
character of the Spanish. Rather, the treatment of British cssildpg the Spanish is
barbarous, cruel, and inhumane because the Spanish, by nature and euHure
barbarous, cruel, and inhumane. By comparison, the British saw themsas
honorable, peace-loving, and just proponents of liberty, the positivetiaflexf all the
Spanish were not. This juxtaposition between British and Spanishctgraras
fundamental in understanding British national identity in the eaglyteenth century as a
culmination of their historic relationship with, and prejudice against, the Spanish.

A significant aspect of British national identity—as it influeadritish political
and economic priorities/ relationships—derives a great deal aslBebnsciousness of
their being an “island nation” with fixed territorial limits ahdhited resources. As an
island nation, there is a subconscious sense of vulnerability; thus to maintain and preserve
their sovereignty the British must be on the offensive rather thandéfensive, an

attitude influenced contemporaneously by Georgian pofiticsThis need to strike

% The British have been ever conscious of their exdhility to outside attacks and invasions, as
much of their historic sense of self has been shageoutside invasions beginning with the Romans.
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offensively in their economic and political relationships was &rsthod” by the British
people, yet division of opinion was based on what degree of offensivdreesstion
should aspire when dealing with their rivals. Trade was the mymirtant economic
function of Britain due to their limited resources, and the gredi#&tulty for Britain
was finding the balance between lucrative trade relationshipte wiot subjecting
themselves to the dictates of their rivals. In other words, foBtitish to be powerful it
was necessary to secure international and colonial trade retapiems which the British
were able to set terms of trade without sacrificing the upped to a rival, such as
Spain. Other than the debate about how forceful Britain needed to beade
negotiations, was the debate over which trade was more importaninecoat or
colonial?

Colonial merchants argued that the continental trade with Spaire wéilliable
and important, was changeable and always subject to whateverabalisturbance was
occurring on the continent. For merchants and traders to the colande¢he colonists
themselves, became more insistent that the true wealth arydofBritain was to be in
their colonial trade, thus the government should do all they can toesthair colonies
against any rival. Fayer Hall, in the dedication of his treatisthe colonial trade (which
is addressed to Sir Robert Walpole), stated:

A Treatie of Trade in this Nation of ours, which floflmes, and indeed

[ublifts by it, cannot bé properly irfcribed, as to one who bears, and has

long borne,[o eminent a Share in directing our National Qels; and

confequently our National Commerce. For no Man knows better than

Yourfelf, that thée two can never bgeperated without fatal Effects; and

that whenever our Trade piéres,(0 mut our public Dignity and Strength.

How much we are indebted to that of our Plantations, is generally
confds’d, tho’ | believe not univéally undeftood. . . . Permit me
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however tofay, that this is a Cdideration which will always be a Pledge

for every able and & Minifter, that for his own Advantage and Glory, he

mult purfue the Interg of the whole®’

On the other side of the argument were the continental traders,rgiedahat the seat
of government was in Europe, and European concerns had to come hestpolitical
balance of power was dependant upon Britain securing lucrative, moticptbslie
agreements with countries such as Spain to check the economic arzhlppbttver of
countries such as France and the Netherlands.

As merchants trading primarily to the colonies grew moreiegen with what
they viewed as lack of consideration for their interests (afesue of the lack of bold
policy of the government to pursue restitution for their shipsy, thade greater use of
the press in order to bring public attention to their troubles. ésrétions increased
without any forms of restitution, merchants and their advocates unadhaappealed to
the popular anti-Spanish prejudices and patriotism of the British gdxypbroducing
multitudes of pamphlets and letters to the editors of newspaperdento garner public
support. One such advocate, of anonymous authorship, wrote in his dedéss@yyto
the reader:

The calamitous Situation of the Trade and Navigation of Greigimr

with refpect to the coitant Spoil and Havock it hdaftained of late Years

from the King of Spain, is a Matter & great Concernment, as is worthy

to awaken the Attention and reuthe Spirit of a Nation, equally

renowned for its good Sémnand Bravery . . . . To all this we are excited

by every Civil Motive that can lay hold on the Heart of Manwdf have

any Duty and Repect for the Péon and Majé&y of the King; any

Remains of Love for our Country; any Regard, for the antient (Zlioty
of the Nation; any real Diee for the Prdperity of the Kingdom; the

3" Hall, “The Dedication,” n. p.
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Spoilersihall befpoiled, and the Ravagers of Britdimall feel the Force

of that righteous Power which God and Nature have conferr'd upon her, to

awe the Nations, tollert her own Rights, to defend the Ogjed, and to

abde the Proud®
This rhetoric was extremely effective in provoking outrage amtbegpopulace, as is
indicated by the critics of these writers, primarily othererchants, political
commentators, and individuals connected with the government in somatgapahe
common lament was that in order to garner public support, anti-Sparitens were
encouraging a “clamour” among the people that led to unrest. Ngtvesie the
comments about public outrage an indication of the effectiveness of anti-Setsicy
but also an indication about how easily the British people weretadfeshen they
believed they were either at a disadvantage to, or received an injury from, thénSpanis

William Arnall, editor of theFree Briton,in response to a series of articles in the
The Craftsmarand another pamphlet attributed to Amhurst, about the Treaty of Seville,
accused Amhurst as being a “hungry and rapacious CrocodiletPatro, with Tears in
his Eyes and Sighs, carries Guile in his Motions . . . . Such &@ress this, may delight

in the Storms, and live upon the Wreck of his Country.”

4.3 Peacetime Seizures: TRebeccand the “Barbarous” Treatment of British Subjects

After the signing of the Treaty of Utrecht, newspapers syinepiatto merchant

interests began to publish, regularly, reports of Spanish seizuistish ships. This

3 A View of the Depredations and Ravages Committetidopaniards on the British Trade and
Navigation. Mg humbly offer'd to the Cgiueration of the Parliament of Great Britaif.ondon: Printed
for W. Hinchliffe, 1731), A2, ix.

% Francis Walsingham, [William Arnall[The Free Briton Extraordinary: Or, A Short Reviefv o
British Affairs(London: Printed for J. Peele, 1730), 30.
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trend is attributable to several factors. The reports, for plearwere scintillating, thus
encouraging readership. Instances of ship seizures functionedoasebexr of the true
nature of peace between Britain and Spain (which appeared to suggpargtiment that
there was never peace between the two nations). Lastly, ngpoftship seizures was
validation of the perceived belief in the insufficiency of existpegce treaties to protect
British colonial trade. The fact that the numbers of reported shizures increased
dramatically from the late seventeenth to the early eightexmmttury has some basis in
the increased strain in Anglo-Spanish relations, but owes a gralatodaumber and
proliferation of newspapers in which to provide a forum for thegerte As discussed
earlier, many injured merchants and sailors were finanaiaiable to seek restitution of
their ships and goods, thus, sending a letter to a newspaper gave expohair loss
that before would have gone without comment. While a newspaper hedlgothing to
do with legal restitution, it certainly gave exposure to a colgmna@blem that might spark
enough public outrage to inspire the government to act against the Spanish.

The heightened publicity of ship seizures and captures after 1713 might ha
made it easier for merchant groups to gain an audience witlarRant and the king.
The number of petitions of colonial merchants increased dramatfcaity the time of
the publication of the Treaty of Seville until 1739. While the numdfepetitions
remained consistent in the first few decades of the eighteenthry, there were spikes
of petitions in the one to two year period after the conclusion of ee@aty agreement
between Britain and Spain. These spikes in the numbers hatbaltvith the delay in

the communication to the colonies (British and Spanish) now thatotlnatries were at
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peace, but also had a lot to do with merchants unhappy that preatgions did not do
more to protect their trade. Regarding the latter, merchaade mheir petitions arguing
that since the cessation of hostilities they have lost maipg,sarely specifying them by
name or number, to bolster their argument that the treatiesngeifécient. In a petition
from either late 1714 or early 1715, a group of merchants “interast@éamaica,” took
issue that the Treaty of Utrecht did not address the Frenchspassef the western part
of Hispaniola, and desired the return of French settlements badle tSpanish. The
concern of the merchants in this petition was that the combinatierenth and Spanish
settlements, working singly and in cooperation, would be devastatititge trade and
navigation of Jamaica. They wrote:

the [French] keeping possession thereof to an unlawfull incroachment and

therefore was made one of the Articles of the Treaty ofr@gtenburgh

[sic] to be restored to Spaine which we had hoped would be insisted upon

againe at the late Treaty of peace seeing it is a pkelylio affect Great

Britaine in the most vitall and tender part of our Trade in tfathe
Plantations and our great Navigation depending thegsdt,

The primary concerns with the French colonization of Hispanioldijiare that it was
rapidly becoming a very productive and populous colony, and that the Frenchheould
able to undersell the British in American commodities in Europe cedlyesugar. Of
secondary concern to the merchants were the Franco-Spanish alindcthe Spanish
hiring of French privateers to attack British ships. The petttien concluded with a list

of seven ships and “divers others belonging to New England to New “aoikether

“0“No. 271.i. Representation of merchants, plantens] others interested in Jamaica to the King,
n.d.,” CSPCS$vol. 28.
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places whose names we have not” that had been “taken by the SpamitresWVest
Indies since the peace and made prize of under the most frivplaisnces®*
Interestingly, and rather contrarily to the main argumenteif tpetition, was that only
one of the specifically named ships involved a French privateer igetlvece of Spain.
Annexed to this petition was a letter from one James Knightroai¢a, who reported
that:

A snow fitted out with 100 men has lately taken four sloops and a

brigantine belonging to this island which had been tradeing et th

Musketoes Fruxilla [Mosquito Coast] and Honduras; in short 'tis not in

our power to help ourselves and some measures must be taken at home or
this Island will be in a manner ruin'd®”

Petitions and reports such as this initially garnered verg litijplomatic attention other
than a review by the Board of Trade and Plantations, which then usually responded with a
rather bland effort to advise the king of the affair. Thus, tleechant community in
Britain and in the colonies utilized the press to get the atteritiey desired through
public support. Although the merchant community was steadily becomimge
powerful economically and politically—easing their path to the kind government—
the role of the press in increasing the ability of merchamget their petitions heard was,
arguably, considerable.

The appeal of news articles about ship seizures was that dreysensational in

their language, which interested the public because people deremjalyed titillation,

*1 One of the specifically named ships was Ktacclesfield which Defoe had questioned the
validity of the original report in his newspaper.

“2«Extract of a letter from James Knight to Franiisimoth, Jamaica, 150ct., 1714,” Ibid.
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and the articles genuinely stirred British nationalistic imgalls Anti-Spanish rhetoric
acted as a trigger, for lack of a better term, among thesiBrnieading public. By the
eighteenth century, anti-Hispanicism was a culturally ingraisedtiment, and fresh
reports of Spanish injuries upon British subjects created autoragtionses. As persons
interested and invested in the colonial trade noted these responsepadiie became
more gruesome in the treatment of British sailors at the han@&pahishGuardas
Coastasand privateers. The onset of this more sensational reportinghevdate 1720s
and early 1730s, in and around the Anglo-Spanish War. Newspapers and journals such as
The CraftsmarandThe Universal Spectator and Weekly Jounwate the main reporters
of ships seizures during this period of time, which drew substantial eritfomsn various
sectors of society, commerce, and the government. The most sehsapmia of a
particularly cruel encounter between a British ship and the Spaamsl the first truly
lengthy article of its type, was the case of Bebeccacaptained by Robert Jenkins
which was seized on 9 April 1731 near Havana. News of the captuexpedences of
the crew reached London relatively quickly as the story fiedlerthe news on 19 June
1731 after “Jenkins went to Hampton Court, with his Owners, to lag#es before his
Grace the Duke of Newfie, his Majéty’s Secretary of State for the Southern Péfts.”
The story of the experiences of Capt. Jenkins and the créwe REbecca-along
with accompanying stories of the shfacchus commanded by Capt. Stephens and

several others—was unusually lengthy for this type of st@grly commanding two full

*3 Henry Stonecastle [pseuddThe Universal Spectator, and Weekly Joumal CXLI, 19 June
1731.
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columns. The incident began when Rebeccaon her return journey from Jamaica to
London was “becalmed” outside of Havana. Unable to sail and linge¢hayg, were
approached and boarded by a Spa@siardas Costgswho ordered a search of the ship
for “Money, Logwood, Hydes, or Tallow, the Product of the Spanishef8sthts in
America.” Not finding any illegal cargo, the Spanish men thetgqeded to demand
money, allegedly beating Jenkins’ mulatto servant boy for informatiotine location of
any money to no avail. What then follows, by the news accountsewasal hours of
repeated torture by near hanging until Jenkins was nearlygkdafor the purpose of
getting him to tell his captors where he was hiding money. EJgnteciding that
Jenkins was not concealing anything of value, he was stripped wftth, silver shoe
buckles, a few coins, his clothes, while all of the navigation equipnighechip was
removed. Before Jenkins was stripped, the captors urged him to c<eviias he was
concealing, but upon his protestations the Spanish lieutenant “took hold eftHisat,
and with his Cutlés (lit it down, and then another of the Spaniards took hold of it and tore
it off, but gave him the Piece of his Ear again.” Eventually dsnkiis crew, and ship
were released, but remained to see if they could get asgishtam a passing British
ship, but the Spanish officers told them to leave for the Gulf orwueyd set the ship
afire. For all their trouble, the Spanish made away with abbuP worth of Jenkins’
personal effects. Within the same month, the newspaper continu&pahishGuardas
Costascaptured at least seven other ships, with the crews experiesciiigr treatment.
One of the ships seized in April 1731, tRenletsloop of Rhode Island was captured

with another ship, th®&acchusof Bristol. Captains and crews of both ships received
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similar treatment, with some of the crew aboard Rumletbeing tortured by “putting
their Fingers between Gun-lock Screws 'till they flattertiérh, andiome had lighted
Matches between, in order to extort a Cdida where their Money lay, of which they
had none on board.”

Tales of these sorts of encounters between British ships afghamésh were not
wholly unique to the eighteenth century but earlier reports hadtadiraudience, usually
only governmental entities. As discussed in previous chapters, stones of
mistreatment made their way into general populace, eitherdog of mouth or by an
individual with an interest in the ship publishing a pamphlet about ¢asg. While all
accounts of ship seizures since the early seventeenth ceratimngdlthat the ship’s crew
was “barbarously used,” there is some question as to whetheresqesrisuch as those
of theRebeccandRunletwere an acceleration of Spanish violence toward the British as
a response to early eighteenth century conflicts between the twamsiat Another
guestion is how accurate were these stories of mistreatm@nt®ainly in the case of
Captain Jenkins, he had physical proof of some sort of injury, but oukithe cases
where Spanish privateer Guarda Cost&killed a British subject, there was considerable
doubt placed upon some previous and subsequent accounts. Thus, were the stories
exaggerated for economic and political purposes? Were the Spactisly more
aggressively and viciously toward the British as time progresa the eighteenth
century? Moreover, perhaps the most controversial question of the pasodlid the

British bring some of the violence upon themselves for engagingleigall trading
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activities and/or intruding into Spanish territory? Earlier indbetury by Daniel Defoe,
addressed this latter question, by arguing:

For Anlwer, nothing of the Kind can be more ujtihat tofay (o, for that
it is the high& Jutice in the Spaniards to take all our Ships, who offer to
Trade on the Cdg by any Method, whether by Force or Stratagem, and
on Rdiftance to put the Ridters to the Sword; and in @aof taking them
Prifoners, tolend them to the Mines if they pleaor dipole of them any

other way. . . . This Dealing of the Spaniards, with our Men from
Jamaica is nothing more orfdethan we do by all Nations in our Colonies
in America. . . . Their Colonies in New-Spain are therdial part of their

Wealth, and makes therfo coriderable in the World, who would

otherwie be the mft Contemptible Nation in Europe. If we were to

[uppofe the Spaniardsfem(ible of this, we m( suppde them at théame

time the md [tupid andftupified People in the Univés, and as they are

[enible of it, they would be equallyo if they were not as careful as

pollible to prevent the Encroachments of Eillropeannations upon this

Trade, and to fall upon all thi®who attempt it with the utnfioviolence®*
Opinions such as Defoe’s were almost radically conservative hbytdid have their
adherents. Most individuals who refused to concede that Anglo-Spatiaitic and
Caribbean hostilities were detrimental to the honor of the Bnitegion usually steered
away from opinions such as Defoe’s, arguing instead that the horfug oation was in
its ability to secure and maintain peace, even if at the egp#Esome ships. Yet after
what many considered to be a hundred year silent war betweamBumid Spain, British
pacifism was coming to be seen as the dishonor of the nation. Withisy precarious

political situation in Europe held in the balance by a string esties, combined with

what was by all appearances an increase in colonial hostgitid the growth of public

44 Defoe,Mercator, or Commerce Retrievetb. 170, 22 June-24 June 1714.
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outrage, Britain and Spain were moving toward a showdown wheredbeick be only

one victor.
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CHAPTER 5

THE COMING OF THE WAR OF JENKINS’ EAR: 1732-1739

One of the greatest historiographical injustices in transatlatudies involving
Britain is the marginalization of the War of Jenkins’ Eamagely either “Britain’s first
trade war” or “a conflict arising out of Spanish mistreatmerBritish sailors.” Both of
those characterizations imply that the war was the resstiroé immediate or transitory
dispute of no real or lasting importance. Then there is the sfofyaptain Robert
Jenkins, who for some bizarre reason kept the part of his ean¢h@panish had severed
in a box eight years previous, and the attempt to compel him to appéatell his
personal story of Spanish mistreatment by pro-war membehe dflduse of Commons.
Not only do historians treat the War of Jenkins’ Ear as a sodmafsing historical
footnote, but they also render the war itself into historical obscurity by the akithiréhe
more significant War of Austrian Succession in 1740, which scholeew as the
initialization of the fierce Anglo-French rivalry that lagtentil the early nineteenth
century.

Yet to diminish the War of Jenkins’ Ear is to dismiss the wgnand a half
historical progression of ideas and events that precipitatedahe @ertainly short-term
instigators led to the eruption of war between Britain and Spaind y&t at the very
minimum, there had been a steady and rapid breakdown of diplomacy and

communication between the two nations for a decade prior to theralemh of war.
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When one places the War of Jenkins’ Ear into the larger histarasakxt of Anglo-
Spanish rivalry since the sixteenth century the war of 1739 i®mger a situational
conflict but the culmination of a much more significant politicad &eological struggle
While historians such as Linda Colley refer to the War of JenKas'as a “fiasco,” the
conflict itself had very important symbolic connotations for thei€ripeople. The war
did not end in any significant military victory, yet the dediaaand fighting of the war
was for the vindication of British national honor. The parliamentabates, pamphlet
wars, and editorial commentary of the decade prior to 1739 show thgiheastment of
the populace in nationalistic sentiment that derived the nation’s sérssf from the
ability of the British nation to force Spain to respect Brits®vereignty in Europe and in
their colonies. Additionally, the British people saw their strugglih Spain as being
both current and part of a historical trajectory. The current @nabbf increased attacks
on British ships in and around the colonies were discussed withinrtteecgatext as the
actions of Elizabeth | (and occasionally Oliver Cromwell) whety there confronted
with the “Spanish menace.” For many writers and political centators of the 1730s,
the only difference between the Elizabethan period and that of thieant situation with
the Spanish was that under the leadership of Elizabeth, England woarddnbaer
sacrificed honor for peace.

5.1 Commission to Spain: The Breakdown of the Treaty of Seville

According to the Treaty of Seville (1729), both Britain and Spane weappoint
representatives to a special commission to evaluate all clainadleged illegal ship

seizures, both those captured during the Anglo-Spanish War and asybsiiore and
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since the treaty signing (per the separate article to rimty). George Il acted
immediately to secure the Spanish treaty concession to mp&eatiens for captured
ships by appointing and dispatching commissaries to Spain. Thus, in &34, the
following notice appeared in theondon Gazettgupon the instructions of Thomas
Pelham-Holles, the Duke of Newcastle):

His Majgty having been plgiad to appoint Benjamin Keene, Arthur Stert,
and John Goddard, frs. His Comnjjaries, to treat with th@ who are,

or /hall be named by His Catholic M#fg, concerninguch Matters as by
the Treaty of Seville are referred to the Examinatioryciipion and
Decyiion of Comjjaries to be appointed for that Purf@oby His Maj@y
and the King of Spain; Notice is hereby given thereof, that the Merchants
and others who have any Claims to be laid beforgdtteCommyaries,
may forthwith bring them to the Office of the Right Honorable Lord
Commyfioners for Trade and Plantations, with the ngae/ Proofs and
Vouchers to jdify the /ame, that they may be delivered to iaéd
Commyjjaries!

Likewise the Spanish appointed their commissioners, who were réporteeLondon
Gazetteas “Don Mateo Pable Diaz de Lavandero, of his Catholick &&geCouncil of
Finances, Don Franico Manuel de Herrera, [Eal of the Tribunal of the Contratation
Houfe for the Indies, and Don @ph de la Quintan&.” The commission was to convene
within four months of the treaty signing, but:

by feveral unforéeen Accidents, the Meeting of thieid Commilaries

after the Arrival of ours in Spain, was long delayed, that the fir
Conferences were not opened before the 23d of February 1732. N.S. and

! “Whitehall, April 9, 1730,”London Gazetteno. 6873, 11 April to 14 April 1730; Board of
Trade and Plantations, “Trade, Spain, Letter frdra Duke of Newcastle, Claim Losses, Plantations
General,” Journal Book GG, April 1730¢urnals of the Board of Trade and Plantations,. ¥lJanuary
1729-December 1734d. K. H. Leward (1926), http://www.british-hisyoac.uk (accessed 5 May 2009).
[Hereafter referred to alBTH

2«Seville, Aug. 3, N. S.,’London Gazetteno. 7012, 10 August to 14 August 1731.
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asfo much time has elégd before the opening of their Conthians, it

has been since agreed between the two Crowns, that the thaeefyie

fini (hing the Comnflion of thefaid Commilaries,(hall be computed from
their firlt Meeting on thdaid 23d of February. And it may be computed,
that beides the Delay of Payment as to what is due to us, the Spaniards
get from us about 1500I. a Year; by the Continuance of our Cihanies
among then.

The “several unforeseen accidents” chiefly were the disagnets between Britain and
Spain in determining how they were going to satisfy the twamagaty concessions
that were of the greatest interest to themselves. The SpaargbdiBritish support of
the installation of Don Carlos to his Italian duchies, and thesBrivanted affirmation
that the Spanish crown was sincere in its promise to give tepafar British ships.
Eventually the British government began to arrange a navalteswbtransport for Don
Carlos and his retinue to Italy. When the British governmewe gadication that they
were going to support Spain’s Italian territorial ambitions, then Spanish would sit
down to discuss the reparation of British ships.

Benjamin Keene (later Sir) began his career in Spain in 1728 agent for the
South Sea Company. Eventually he became British Consul to SpaiR4n Minister
Plenipotentiary in 1727, and “Envoy Extraordinary and PlenipotentiarietaCatholic
King” in 1734 (the latter position he held until 1739)Historian Richard Lodge also

accredits Keene as being the primary negotiator of theylToés&Seville, despite the fact

% Eustace Budgell, ed., “Two Articles of News Exteatfrom Fog’s I& Journal,” inThe Bee: or,
Universal Weekly Pamphletol. I, February 1733, (London: Printed for W.rRn, 1733), 153.

* “Whitehall, April 16,” LondonGazette, no. 7289, 13 April to 16 April 1734; Rioha odge,

“Presidential Address: Sir Benjamin Keene, K. B.SAidy in Anglo-Spanish Relations in the EarliartP
of the Eighteenth Century,” ifiransactions of the Royal Historical Societ{, Series vol 15 (1932), 6.
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that William Stanhope (later Earl of Harrington) receivddta credi Keene was the
best qualified to head the commission as he was largely resgofmibiegotiating the
articles that addressed Spanish seizures of British ships. Kedhe one the most
visible and integral British ambassadors in this last period before the Wenlkahg Ear,
and as a protégée of Sir Robert Walpole, worked tirelesslyitorgstitution for seized
ships while trying to keep Britain out of a war with Spain.

The London Gazetteontinued to publish notifications for merchants and others
to present their claims until June 1730, but there appear to havedmeerficulties of
claimants not having the proper “proofs.” To make a claim bdf@eBoard of Trade
and Plantations one must have already appeared before the Ag@oalt and received
a favorable ruling. Apparently merchants were concerned that pesrs were
unfamiliar with the proper legal procedures, and that the costfingf & claim in the
Admiralty Court would be prohibitive to certain claimants. Thaosbetter serve all
merchants and other investors another announcement was published Liontan
Gazettethat on 23 May 1730, George Il “hath gradlgypleded to take upon Hifelf the
Payment of the Fees for authenticatingh Claims in theaid Court.® The Board of
Trade and Plantations heard the first claimants on 1 May 1730 andusshhearing

claims on a twice-weekly basis until April 1731. The Board thansmitted, in either

® |bid.
® “Whitehall, May 23,"London Gazetteno. 6884, 19 May 1730 to 23 May 1730.
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April or May 1731, all the claims to Keene for his review and sgbent presentation to
the Spanish commissaries.

A year after the last petition before the Board, on 17 April 1732, Keene, Goddard,
and Stert produced the master list of 165 claims, the earliestresgoing back to the
year 1702. Of those 165 ships, 58 were ships captured in or near the colonies, the
remaining ships captured in or near Spaifihe colonial seizures had loss values listed in
British pounds or Spanish reales (depending on the case and thalcaggessment),
thus the combined monetary losses of colonial ships on the list was fA53B0407R
(which converted to approximately £1625, for a combined total of £17000)hen
comparing the Keene list against the list of seized shiggppendix B, the difference in
number of ships is substantial. There are several possible eiquana the discrepancy
between the Keene list and the total reports of ship seimalesling, but not limited to:
the decease of the claimants and their heirs (or the absereef), inability to appear
before the Board because the claimants were not in Britagh, @ the inability to
produce sufficient proof of the claim. Interestingly, throughout thelynéao-year
tenure of the commission, reports of new ship seizures continued. Duke of
Newcastle, Secretary of State for the Southern Department Gaedege 1l, continually

forwarded new claims to Keene in Spain, even after the conomismalized their

! Benjamin Keene, et. al., Memorial of the Demandgegiin by the Comnfarys of His
Britannick Majest to the Comifsiarys of the King of Spain, 17 April 173Rurnal of the House of Lords
vol. 24 (13 May 1735), Courtesy of the Virginia Goial Records Project, Library of Virginia.

° The modern equivalent of this total would be apprately 2.5 million British pounds or 3.5
million dollars (US).
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agreements on restitution and/or reparation. The continuation of thenmdriem that
the commission was set to resolve made both claimants and thegut#imely anxious
for any positive news out of Spain.

By all accounts, there was very little progress made inmggiany restitution for
the ships through Keene’s representation. The newspapers apdiyetk any news
from Spain through Keene, but by the summer of 1732 without any mention of a
reparation agreement simmering tempers in Britain begarupt. efn his editorial of 8
July 1732, Nicholas Amhurst, in response to an earlier pamphlet lantaatetl cannot
learn that We have yet received anyitRation for our Ldles, even since June 1727,
though the Treaty of Seville hath belgn’d almdt Three Years*® It was heartening to
many interested people, however, to get the news that Georgketedra small fleet of
ships, under the command of Rear Admiral Charles Stewart ¢iltte Devonshirgto
the West Indies to gain restitution for seized ships and patr@danishGuarda Costas
operating beyond the territorial waters of Spanish colonies. aBt@st up a separate
commission in Jamaica to investigate claims against the $pdmnis reported in April
1732 that he had only received three claims, one of which was for {héVslball
captured in 1731 Stewart’s orders were to apply to the Spanish colonial gover
where the ships had been taken and disposed of after their captureeko s

restitution/reparation, and if those efforts failed, then to proce&t weprisal.

The CraftsmanNo. 314, 8 Jul y 1732.

M «whitehall, June 29,London Gazetteno. 7104, 27 June to 1 July 1732.
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Apparently, the governor at Campeche either refused or admittedongdwing
in the case of th&/oolballbecause Stewart gave orders for the reprisal of a Spanish ship.
The HMS Deal Castlainder the command of Captain Aubyn captured the Spanish ship
La Dichosaas reprisal for th&/oolball and for the suspicion of Spanish menace toward
logwood cutters in the Bay of CampecfieThe Spanish court protested that the seizure
of theLa Dichosawas unjustified. After a review of the case, George |l ediéne ship
restored to the Spanish, but with the condition that the Spanish return all Britisthahips t
were taken as retribution for the capture of ltheDichosa'® As for theWoolball the
king of Spain issued @dulafor reparation in October 1733, but as of February 1738, the
owners still had not received redemption for their f§sshe Stewart mission overall
achieved very little in terms of restitution or reparation foy ships, and after a year the
fleet returned to Europe to reassign later to the Meditemand&de presence of the
British naval fleet in the West Indies did little to facil@areparation negotiations in
Spain. The Spanish historically and contemporaneously saw the @egeaty British
naval fleet, for any purpose, as a hostile act. Whether thistBaction was primarily
responsible for difficulties in the commission to come to an agneemeuncertain.
Many in Britain and in the colonies viewed the Spanish anger oveeith&'es of one of

their ships as a means to delay reparation negotiations, ot asgilser staling tactic by

124No. 415, Oct. 12. [1732], Kensington, Duke of Nmstle to Sr. Chaloner OgleZSPCSvol.
39.

13“No. 430, Oct. 30 [1732], Kensington, Duke of Newstle to Sir Chaloner Ogle,” ibid.

14 “No. 55, 9 February [1738], Memorial of the memtsinterested in and trading to H. M.
Plantations in America to the Duke of Newcast@SPCSvol. 44.
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the Spanish to avoid honoring their obligations per the Treaty of &eville euphoria of
the late summer and early fall of 1732, borne out of the promis®thain was finally
take the Spanish to task by naval force if need be, passedspipers and petitions to
Parliament about new seizures, all supposedly resulting from ¢lakdown of relations
in the West Indies over the taking of tha Dichosa even after the officials at Jamaica
restored the ship to the Spanish. Thus, British eyes and eard tomews from Spain
that the commission was able to secure some benefit of the peace.

In June 1733, John Goddard returned to Britain with a report from the
commission amongst tremendous public skepticism of any favorabldsiefdre editor
of Fog’s Weekly Journamarked the arrival and the anticipated result rather cymjcall
predicting that the final verdict was “as ample Satisfactsnour Merchants can
expect.*> The Board of Trade and Plantations summoned Goddard, but he obviously
had nothing to report nor did he carry reparation orders as the mioiutes board
merely remark that Goddard made an appearance. Reports contiraeghtiut 1733-
1735 that the commission and/or the King of Spain were near completion of the review of
seizure cases. Yet if any agreements were made lmptheission the amount or terms
of any restitution were never publically recorded by any agencyheiBoard of Trade
and Plantations papers, parliamentary papers, or in newspaperghtioflthe current
and ongoing seizures, even if the Spanish king or ministers had madeeasures for

restitution/reparation for merchants and investors, the redempticuobf orders was

15 Budgell, ed., “Articles of News extracted from Fodalt Journal,” The Bee, or, Universal
Weekly Pamphleho. XVII, vol. Il, 733.
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nearly impossiblé® For those who were able to gaircédula(the Spanish document
from the king ordering the colonial governors to make restitution/@épaj, they had to
present their documentation at the place where their ships and goedtaken. Then,
rather than returning the ship and its effects to the BritipaniSh colonial governors

dithered and attempted to bargain their way out of full restitution.

One example of these difficulties involved in the attempt to gestitution for
the shipPrince William seized 9 September 1731 on her voyage from Virginia to
Jamaicd’ By June of 1732, Rear Admiral Stewart had obtained, via Keenédla
from the King of Spain for full restitution of therince William which Stewart sent
Captain Richard Lestock, commander of th®IS Kingston to Puerto Rico to claim.
Lestock remained at anchor outside of Puerto Rico and began a ebletyers on 14
July 1732 between himself and the governor of Puerto Rico for nearlyéeks. In

Lestock’ first letter, after the required pleasantries, he ratheeftdly wrote:

With this also waits on You Mr. David McClenahan a Merchant & hi
Brittannick Majesty’s Colony of Virginia, who has been robbed of a
Velsel and her Cargoe, authentick proofs of which he will produce you,
the which | demand, you will see restor’d with full satistactto him the
Sufferer, so that if on the one hand, You will pay a due Obediente to t
King of Spain’s Cedula, | will behave mysef suitable to theerfilship
Subsisting between the two Crowns, but on the other hand if You disobey
or elude those orders, | shall be oblig’d to put in execution the insinact

181t also bears noting that a great deal of mone$pain was committed to the establishment of
garrisons in Italy where Don Carlos of Spain wadbéoinstalled per the Treaty of Seville, as wellaas
expedition against Oran in 1732. Additionally, Bpaas in preparation for another war that erupted
1733-1734, which contributed to Spain’s inabilibyday reparations.

Wwilliam Joy, “Copy of the Deposition of Mr. Willia Joy Master of the Prince William taken at
Port Royal the 15 of October 1731,6rd JournalsXXV, 305.
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| am under for seizing all ships acting in a piratical manaad for
making reprisals®

In the Spanish governor’s reply of the same date, he writesi¢hlags full intention of
honoring the king of Spain'sédula Regarding th&rince William though, he wrote, “I
order’d the effects of which consisted of 150 Barrells of flesh,ramdtted the cause to
the Royal and Supreme Council of the Indies where | have no poweveoyou.*® As

a show of good faith, the Spanish governor sent with a letter an unnaswtepback to
the Kingston. The next day, 15 July, after interviewing the released prisduestpck
learned that he was William White, master of Tiveo Brothersof New York which had
been seized a week or so prior to Lestock’s arrival. Lest@gcend communication to
the governor was even more forceful, demanding reparation of bofritiee William
and theTwo Brothers The latter he demanded by virtue of the power vested in him to
“hear & receive the Complaints that shall come to them on theoptre British Officer
or commander either in Person or by letter, always admimigt@rstice to them® The
governor’s return letter of the same day reiterated the seguenant he had made the
day before, this time in reference to both ships, that he was uoaleke restitution or
reparation until the Council of the Indies rendered their decisibe. governor answered

back, offering a proposal in which he would have the value of theTstopBrothersand

18 Richard Lestock, “A Copy of a Letter from Richdsteck Esq. to the Governour of Puerto
Rico, 14 July 1732,” ibid.

19«A Copy of a Letter from the Governor of Puert@®io Richd Lestock, 14 July, 1732,” ibid.

? Richard Lestock, “A Copy of Letter from Richd LestEsq. to the Governor of Puerto Rico, 15
July 1732,” ibid.
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its cargo assessed, and then would give half of that value in nmhegtbck as security
until he could hear the deposition of the ship from Sphin.

Lestock’'s emissary in Puerto Rico, Lieutenant John Forbes madespost
regarding his discussions with the Spanish governor—who by Forbesurd was
extremely genial and receptive to making amends. Forbes thdmuss that the
governor remained receptive until the privateer responsible fargakeTwo Brothers
Miguel Henrigues, pointed out that the king of Spatéslularequired that restoration
was to be made of only British ships captured in due navigation to d¢bkinies.
Henrigues then explained that “this Sloop Two Brothers was not iprtper Road to

Jamaica, by being so far the Eastward, and so was judfiyza.”?

According to
William White’s testimony, the ship had blown off course in her geyto Jamaica,
sending the ship near Cuba where it was seized subsequentlydal fkevigation. In
the end, Forbes reports that the governor became convinced that tjetioawlause of
the generatédulafrom the king of Spain exempted him from making reparation. The
governor of Puerto Rico asserted that “he must act agreeableWntids of the Cedula,

for the King gave Laws and it was his Duty as a Subject to diesy tn the direct Sense

of the Words, and not put Construction on thém.Captain Lestock then returned to

ZLup Copy of a Letter from the Governour of Puertiz®to Richd. Lesock Esq., 15 July, 1732,”
ibid.

22 Copies of Lieut: Forbes Letters to Rd. Lestock.Egdhe 4", 5" & 6" of July 1732,” ibid.

% |bid.
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Jamaica to report about his lack of progress in Puerto?Ri¢dnder amicable relations
between Britain and Spain, Spanish colonial governors might have honoredritherse
for reparation, but there is little evidence that there waspangd of time where peace
reigned in the Atlantic or Caribbean. Revelation of evidenateinability to redeem
reparation orders is in the lists of claims presented atdhgedtion of El Pardo in 1739,
which included many of the same ships in Keene’s 1732 list (such fasheM/oolball
and thePrince William).

Although nominally at peace, West Indian and Atlantic hostiliteastinued
without interruption, and th&uardas Costagor those claiming to be) continued to seize
ships both in and around Spanish colonies, as well as outside Spantshidkewaters
where ship traffic was most frequent. Within the same year ttiea commission
convened, Spanish anger toward the British worsened upon the ieasskthe British
right to cut logwood at Campeche, along with the establishment d&ritieh colony of
Georgia. Then in 1733, Britain set a naval fleet to Portugabfotlte belief that Spain
intended an attempt to capture the returning Brazilian fleetitdiBs long-term ally?
Spain reacted to the British naval presence with suspicion and mngarily because it

was then unknown whether Britain or Portugal were going to aritethe War of Polish

2 Daniel A. Baugh, in his entry for Richard Lestotk the Oxford Dictionary of National
Biography (online edition) states that Lestock wadered to return to England in November 1732, in
which he was to report to the Admiralty on his ratuBaugh remarks that is a bit of mystery whytbek
was passed over for a promotion while in the Wiedids in 1732 and sent back to England, but onedchas
wonder if his failure to secure reparation, orrienner in which he pursued it, led to his recall.

% The Anglo-Portuguese alliance, dating back to ftheteenth century, had long angered the
Spanish and had been a source of contention bettegland/Britain and Spain for a long time priotthe
Reformation, Elizabeth I's Anglo-Spanish war, amtigh Atlantic colonization.
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Succession, in opposition to Spain and France, through an alliance withaAustr
Although Britain eventually decided to remain neutral in the Polsin diplomacy
between Britain and Spain, that dialogue, which was in a poor stasedwl further
disintegrated.

At the opening of Parliament in 1735, rather than the customary aellreks
thanks and fidelity given by the Lords and Commons to the king aieaddress, the
Commons began a heated debate regarding the wording and meaniregr aEturn
address to the king. Led by a group of Tory and dissident Whig nientbe substance
of the debate was that they did not think that the king and histersishould receive
compliments, particularly, for keeping Britain out of the WatPolish Succession, nor
should regard be bestowed for maintaining peace with all foreigmeatRegarding the
latter, the dissenting members argued:

That our late Conduct has not been quite so prudent is, | am sure, very
much suspected by the Generality of the Nation. . . . It is thbseane

well affected towards his Majesty, those who are real Frigadthe
present Establishment, who have been lately amused, and it must be
acknowledged they have had a great deal of Patience. That tba Nasi

been affronted, that our Trade has been interrupted, that our Merchants
have been plundered, and our Seamen most cruelly used, are Faots not t
be controverted. Whether they have proceeded from the ambitious
Projects of foreign Courts, or from the Blunders of some of our own
People at home, is a Question this House ought to look into; and for that
Purpose we ought to insist upon having all necessary Lights laid before
us. But for the present, | shall suppose, that they have all prac&ede

the ambitious Projects of foreign Courts: What Satisfaction thea Wwa
obtained for the Insults and Indignities we have suffered? What
Reparation have our Merchants got for the Losses they have sustigined?
this Nation brought so low, that we must submit to suffer, to be desdur

by the ambitious Projects of foreign Courts, without daring once ist ins
upon an adequate Satisfaction, a full Reparation? | hope not, Sitilland *
an adequate Satisfaction and full Reparation be obtained, | shall not be
ready to agree to pass Compliments upon our late Conduct. If we have
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met with so few or so small Disturbances, if our Trade hagreatly

increased, what Advantage hath the publick reaped from the happy Stat

we have been in? . .. In short, Sir, we have been for these Séearalin

a very odd Sort of State; we have had War without Hostilities Paade

without Quiet; and while the Nation continues in the same mongrel Sort

of State, shall this House pass high Compliments on the Conduct of our

Ministers?°
The recommended address put forth by Sir Arthur Onslow, Speaker ¢foilee of
Commons, did not include any of the amendments the dissident metelseesd. This
Parliamentary session set the tone of debate and focus of the fdotise next several
years. With a growing anger among the British people and theharé community, the
editorial publications criticizing the British government, and repaft uninterrupted
Spanish seizures of British ships, Parliament had to respond in seasumn®. The
dissident members came from both the Tory and Whig parties. TigsWften were
members who were disaffected toward the leadership of Sir Rakadpiole, and many
were genuinely incensed over definitive action toward the Spanishtaueir
investments in colonial trading. With a growing sympathetic coetingn Parliament,
merchants now had even greater chance to present their pedtiordaims before the
Commons. After 1733, merchants from London, Bristol, Liverpool, and thosBngesi
the colonies inundated the press, the Board for Trade and PlantatiorBariathent

with their petitions on the depth of the toll the Spanish depredatierestaking on their

trade and on the honor of the British nation.

% Great Britain, House of Commons, “Speeches andaf@shin the House of Commons, During
the First Session of the Eighth Parliament of GRy#gin,” The History and Proceedings of the House of
Commonsyol. 9 (1734-1737), http://www.british-history.ak.(accessed 08 August 2008).
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5.2 Merchants as Agents of National Honor

In her study of the “creation” of the British nation and emergeoicBritish national
identity after 1707, Linda Colley contends that that the merchant comyof Great
Britain was “never monolithic” in their patriotism because tmmunity was too
diverse in their interests and prioritfés.Her contention is simultaneously correct and
erroneously simplistic. Colley’s thesis seeks to identify thdiqular combination of
individuals, events, and social, political, and economic contributions tleatedr a
specific British sense of self in the eighteenth century. As distusggevious chapters,
since the 1650s divisions within the merchant community were ovahearheolonial or
continental trade was more vital to Britain’s economic and paliticsterests. This
merchant debate raged in the last few years before the Wiankins' Ear, yet it was
tempered by the belief of all sectors of the British merchant commubaityBtitish honor
was in her trade and Britain’s enemies should not interrupt Btitsling rights. Still a
transformation occurred in the divisions of merchants, whereas thie dwas not always
between continental and colonial merchants because of the heightenezhicog of the
interrelatedness of colonial goods and continental trade. Coflelons that the
continental trade was “absorbing some four-fifths of its domesgports and re-exports,”
with re-exports deriving from colonial sources, which “increasewsl fourfold in value

in the first half of the century?® Eighteenth century merchants, through their pamphlet

" Colley, 71.
*® Ibid, 68-9.
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literature, constantly reemphasized that the colonial tradentegral to the continental
trade, gaining many adherents. Thus, in the last five yeas before the outbreak of
war in 1739 it is more accurate to divide the merchant communitytwadodifferent
sectors: pro-war and anti-war contingents.

Whether a merchant was pro-war or anti-war mattered idtkl merchants’ sense that
they were the agents of national honor. In a lett@ht British Journal: or, the Censor
“W. R.” writing from Union Coffeehouse in Cornhill asserted that:

The MERCHANT is the greafieBenefactor of the Commonwealth, and
hazards more than any one to enrich his Country. Hts this whole
Sultance in Storms and on Oceans to carry their Manufactures to a
Market, and tho’ the Perils of tfe urteady Elements, and the
uncertainties of an advantageous Exchange aferpreo his View: yet,
intrepid in the Cafie of a general Intefe he ventures thie, and every
Danger dle, encouraged by the delightful Ryect of large Returns to his
Country?®

Trade, merchants argued, was the lifeblood and very essencéaif’8rstrength, thus

the government and the people should support the measures that supportekdprotec
and augmented the growth of, trade. Back in 1725, the editor d?ldie Dealerin
championing the political franchise and honor of the merchants wrote:

That a Merchant ought to be qualify’d for a Mter of State, | will add
this With, of my own—That we may, never have a M#nm of State, who

is not qualified for a Merchant'—Not Trade alone, but Politicks, would
[oon feel the Benefit ofo new a Regulation. —Yet, there is a Hapfsne
ftill greater; and it is the LB the warmé&, Hope, of thée, to whade
[uccdsful Induty we owe our Commerce!—That the Way might always
lie open, to the Ear of our Princes THelwes, without pfiing the narrow

2'W. R., “To Roger Manley, Esq., July 2, 1728He British Journal: or, the Censono. 25, 6
July 1728, ed. Roger Manley.
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Pdterns, which Truth is often obliged to wait at, till it has wedhitéelf,
to no Purpée®

Not every sector of British society, however, was in accordaitethe sentiment that
merchants should direct and/or influence governmental policy. Easimgasonth in
the years 1732-1739, as more petitions to Parliament were madeyraspamphlets
written criticizing the pacifism of the British governmentreiation to Spain, as reports
of more ship seizures appeared in the state papers and newspapessn of merchants
and their tactics increased concurrently.

The merchant class had always been at a social disadvémtageanded classes
and aristocracy who held the majority of parliamentary seatk,sacial consciousness
certainly influenced critics of merchants and their writinggor the elite classes,
merchants posing themselves as the bearers of national honor,paedume the gall to
criticize the king, the government, and governmental ministersbegsnd what was
socially acceptable for a group of people with varying socomemic backgrounds.
Class conflict, though, appeared only in subtle ways in the sntgiof the merchant
class; class division was masked in the discussion of the presuroptinarchants to
criticize the government. An anonymous lettefbhe Daily Gazetteeargued:

It has been often alleged, and of late with greater Heat them Ehat a

Free People have a Right to cofsvall Publick Affairs; ando, without

gudtion they have: It is the very Thing which ¢ttutes a Free People. .

. . But does it follow, that the People have a Right, Hdedduey are free to

dictate to their Governors? No, certainly, they have not; for tloaddv

[ubvert all Government. . . .The Difference between propounding one's

Opinion, and giving one's Voice in anfl&mbly, is not difficult to
comprehend; and yet, to our not attending to thigirigtion, all our

% The Plain Dealerno. LXXXV, 11 January 1725 (London: Printed foRbberts, 1725).
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Dilputes about the Power and Liberty of the People are owing. . . .But for

a Set of Men full of Envy, Rentment, and Ambition, to pretend to dictate

to their Governors what thefpall do, under Pain of incurring Publick

Hate; this, lfay, is a flagrant Offenc¥.
Throughout the 1720s and 1730s, sentiment such as the preceding commentary was
common refrain. The very idea that the merchant community hadgriyto dictate to
the government—their political, social, and intellectual superiors—euntrageous to the
British social and political leadership. Yet this argument natsrestricted to the elite
classes, as there too was a hierarchy within the mercaetter, and the elite of the
merchant class (primarily made up of continental traders) todkwer members to task
similarly. But the criticisms within merchant society wasly secondarily concerned
with the proper “place” of merchants, rather their greatestoadions against other
merchants was that they were too caught up in the heat of theemhand not
considering the effect of a war, if there was to be one, onliglihood. One merchant
proposed to his peers that:

the Caule of Trade, and our plundered Merchants(asorous and

alarming ,andfoon rales a temporary Ferment; but do you think,

Gentlemen, that tHe who have r&ed it, mean your Intefieor their own?

Will a War at the prent Juncture advance your Trade and Navigatfon?
The primary complaint against all merchants who advocated a shfosce against the

Spanish was whether the cost of a war equaled or was lesshthamohetary loss of

some ships. Once war was declared in 1739, the point about the costvedrtier

3L R. Freeman [pseud.], “To the Daily Gazetteer, 2d¢.1737,"The Daily Gazetteeno. 777, 30
December 1737.

32 An Address to the Merchants of Great-Britain: or, Review of the Conduct of the
Adminjtration, with Regard to our Trade and Navigatifiondon: Printed for J. Roberts, [17397]), 33.
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traders was still a very sensitive issue. In approximafelgl, an anonymous
publication, without any accompanying text, of a list of 313 mercstaps that had been
captured since the outbreak of war appeared to make the point abaatsthof war?
For injured merchants who indeed suffered and were self-intdrestheir substantial
personal monetary loss, it was not the cost of war that wascthaern; it was the cost
of national honor lost.

As merchants and their sympathizers increased efforts sugokr public and
parliamentary support to pressure the king for some decisivanattie backlash against
merchants and other writers increased accordingly. Not onky merchants accused of
unduly exciting the masses to instigate chaos; critics ofwhe also implied that
merchants and the writers who supported them were hypocrites. afioossagainst
political writers by other commentators generally argued thatet writers were
proselytizing about something that they knew nothing about, or in other viegshad
no concept of the intricacies of trade and diplomacy. Additionall\stirring up the
masses, political writers were encouraging the same sorgnafrance among the
populace. One letter writer to tBaily Gazetteecriticized:

For while Factious Men arduffered with Impunity to diffle bad

Principles under artful Gltes, and the Weak and Prejudic’d to draw

Vicious Inferences therefrom; and while the Affairs of the Adstration

(by means of Weekly Scandalous Papers) are fi@avaven in every

Alehoue, and by all Ranks of People, in a(dalridiculous, and

unbecoming Sde . . . . Infhort, ‘tis become as common to hear Men,

who were never the Length ofBowtick out of their own Country; or,

perhaps, have had no other Knowledge than an imperfect Account of
Places: Yet the very Men (unmindful of the main Chance) are a bu

33 A List of Ships taken by the Spania(flondon?: n. p., 17417?]).
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about Balance of Trade, SpnDepredations, Georgia, and Gibraltar, as

others more Prudent and Irftious are careful, and cautious of their own

Affairs.>*
The character of merchants was called into question in what coylidoentonsidered
“guilt by association” with traders and merchants who were uaebin illegal trade. One
merchant lamented, that the state had never aggressively ptingiredlaims against
Spain so that “ifiead of receiving any Reparation, nay we have even been paifidi
treated byfome of ourown Countrymenas a lawlés band of Robbers and Pyratés.”
The argument made by Defoe after the signing of the yiafdttrecht—that merchants
and ship owners got what they deserved from the Spanish for ltbgal iactivities—
resurfaced in the years when merchants were becoming manatdand forceful about
reparation for their claims. In an anti-war essay, Georgelkgmn went so far as to say
that the British were just as guilty of cruel behavior as Spanish were, and if the
Spanish treated British sailors poorly it was because the $plhads received the first
offense. Lyttelton wrote, “There are manyitémces of Robbery an Barbarity on both
Sides; for when Cruelty is begun one, iftise to be returned on the othé?.”Lyttelton

continues arguing against the claim that the Spanish weragstaips distant from their

colonies: “I knowleveral Pdions throroughly informed in tifie Affairs, who pditively

3 A. B. “To the Author of the Daily GazetteeiThe Daily Gazetteeno.759, 9 December 1737.

35 A Series of Wisdom and Policy: Being a Full Justara of all Our Megures Everfince the
Year 1721, inclive; and Especially Of our late niddonourable Convention with Spajbondon: Printed
for T. Cooper, 1739), 55.

% George LytteltonPopular Prejudices Agajhthe Convention and Treaty with Spain, Examin’d
and Agwer'd . . .(London: Printed for T. Cooper, 1739), 17.
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deny anyfuch Seizure, and any Condemnation in qoence of it* The counter-
arguments to this sort of disavowal were the evidence of the sippsred nowhere near
Spanish colonies or ships seized in direct passage to British colodifier 1714,
claimants were careful to note exactly when and where thareapt their ship occurred
to counter any accusation that the ship was involved in anything belyemdnbrmal
navigation. Yet, evidently in various cases in this research, thenakaravigation” to
and from British colonies was the same navigation that placesBsghips within the
general vicinity of Spanish colonies. As long as the British dag colonies in the
Americas or Caribbean, they were always going to be in ghogeimity to Spanish
colonies, legally or otherwise. This was the primary contentiatheinerchants—that
those engaging in legal trade were at as much risk as thoseevlon the illegal trade.
Thus, for the British government not to protect the interests indhese of normal trade
was to sacrifice the honor and essence of British sovereignty in theortes

While the merchants used nationalistic rhetoric in order toesémeir own
purposes, their contention that, the inability of the British governrteersecure and
protect colonial trade conveyed a weakness that all European wealkl exploit.
Because if the British did not hold the Spanish to their end of trebligations,
merchants argued, what would compel other European nations to honor thgztiod
to Britain? William Pulteney maintained that the failusemake the Spanish adhere to
treaty concessions, damaged the international reputation efrBmt that, “it is an old

Reflection upon Us, that We are commonly the Dupes of all Natfiowsir Treatieswith

¥ bid, 11.
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Them.®® This sentiment resonated throughout all sectors of society aed whs
reiterated by political writers, and later, parliamentary reprateas.

5.3 The Convention of El Pardo (1739) and the Outbreak of War

By 1737, any pretense of peace between Britain and Spain was sthimani
monthly with each new report of another captured ship. Before 1737 hidwieot been
a call for war by pamphleteers, just a plea for some degragseftiveness or force of the
British government against the Spanish. Nevertheless, the rislagmdur’ became
martial in spirit and that spirit reflected in print and disaussiamong anyone with an
opinion. To inflame the people, writers, merchants, and governmenialsfffurther
were the reports of continuing ship seizures, and the failuresnaegzaration for any
cédulasissued by the king of Spain in his colonies.

In November 1737, the Duke of Newcastle wrote a letter to SijaBen Keene
presenting new demands from George I, that were more martiatlsng than what had
come from the monarch previously. In addition to Newcastle’s demandsgaration
for specifically named ships, he conveys that the British government is no gwigg to
acceptcédulasthat require reparation be made in the Spanish colonies. He writes:

And | am by His Maty’s Command, upon this Occasion directed to

observe to you, That if His Maty’'s Subjects have suffered inr the

Properties by Ships acting under the King of Spain’ authoritgedims

reasonable that the King of Spain himself should make Satisfdction

them, especially when the Sufferers can have no other Redidaich is
the Case, when the Effects taken may have been embezelled,ear Isgi

3 william Pulteney, Earl of BathA Review of All that hath psid between the Courts of Great
Britain and Spain, Relating to Our Trade and Naviga From the Year 1721, to the Feat Convention;
With fome Particular Observations Upon(ltondon: Printed for H. Goreham, 1739),, 12.
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private Persons, who had the Benefit and Advantage of them, andvare
not forthcoming, or not able to make Satisfaction for tAgm.

Newcastle included with his letter documentation for severgissthiat had been taken,
the oldest case being thoberf a galley which was captured in 1720, as well as a
petition to the king by 151 merchants to the West Indies demandistasgon. Keene
was able to get the Spanish court to begin re-negotiations ahBdiaims, a second
convention that began in late 1737. On 1 February 1738/9 the king appeared in the
House of Lords, and addressed that body that:
| am able to acquaint you, that the Meas | have puued, have hat
good an Effect, that a Convention is concluded, and ratified between me
and the King of Spain; whereby, upon @deration had of the Demands
on both Sides, that Prince hath obliged feiinto make Reparation to my
Subijects for their Lifes, by a certaiftipulated Paymerit’
This convention and its subsequent treaty, commenced and ratifiedratyihlePalace of
El Pardo on 14 January 1739, called for the reparation of five spehifis: sthe
Woolball theLoyal Charles the George and thePrince William In addition, the King

of Spain was to make a cash payment of £95,000 to Britain within fouthmohithe

treaty signing (Article IVf** Many considered the amount unsatisfactory, and wondered

% «Copy of a Letter from Duke of Newcastle to Mr. Kpv. 4" 1737,” Lord JournalsXXXV,
227-8, Courtesy of the Colonial Virginia Recordsject.

“0“Westminster, February J"ondon Gazetteno. 7776, 30 January to 3 February 1738[1739].

! Great Britain and SpairThe Convention between the Crowns of Great BritainSpain,
concluded at the Pardo on the™df January 1739London: n. p., 1739), 7.
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at how anyone could praise such a lowly sum when the total demfrodethe Spanish
in 1738 was £343,277, less £180,000 the British owed the Spianish.

Within a matter of days of the publication of the convention agreenuenors
began to spread that there was a secret agreement madajamiBeKeene in order to
secure the convention concessions. The opening session of Parlianteiebruary
1739 began with a demand by the House of Commons to review all docuorentati
regarding all ships taken by the Spanish, as well as the paoging papers regarding
all negotiations and communications of Benjamin Ke&nin the ensuing debate Horatio
(Baron) Walpole, brother of Robert Walpole, argued against the demaadl @drthe
documentation regarding the negotiations between Britain and Spain.polé/al
contention that Keene “had been instructed publickly to insist on veryTghs, and
yet has had private Instructions to abate very much these Terms, providrddheltain
an Equivalent, or compass a favourite View of his CoirtThe motion for the demand
of the papers was defeated, but the motion was re-introduced and on a8ry¥aii39,
the Commons was able to pass through demand to the king to provide them the
representations Keene made to the court of Spain. George Il, howefused the

Commons request:

“2 Benjamin RogersDbservations on the Present Convention with Sgiaamdon: Printed for T.
Cooper, 1739), 38-9.

3 Great Britain, House of Commons, Resolutions 6ré@ty 1738/9, “Second Parliament of
George ll: Fifth Sessioff,he History and Proceedings of the House of Commahs10: 1737-1739.

* Ibid.
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becaue they related to Affairs not yet concluded; others hiecale
Affairs to which they related were already concludedje becale, as he
[George II] dlerted, they were not ndtary to give Information; others
becate they could be of nofe to thde who would approve the
Convention; and others again bel&atihey could only be offe in cde the
Convention was condemnétdl.

In the end, the houses of Parliament learned of the completg, tedaihg with the
secondary or “secret” agreements made between the Britishpands!s, when the treaty
terms were published for general consumption.

On 23 February 1739, a group of West India merchants put another petition
before the House of Commons arguing that the convention treaty did aovadepany
measures to prevent the Spanish from continuing the practice afgs8idgtish ships?®
On the same day a petition to the Commons by the Lord-Mayor, Adaerand
Commons of the City of London was read, echoing their concern overigie of
navigation, and their interest in the matter more as a refleofigratriotic sentiment
rather than being actually victimiz&8. Likewise, that same day, the Commons heard
two petitions by ship owners who had lost their ships to the Spamshthan the
Trustees for Georgia appeared arguing that the El Pardo canvemtd treaty did not
provide for the protection or the British right to possess the cabi@eorgia. Among
all of the petitions and the furor over what the convention treatyatidontain, the news

came out that in order to secure an agreement with Spain, Bernfaane negotiated

5 Hugh Hume, Earl of Marchmon# State of the Rise and Progress of our Disputéis Spain,
and of the Conduct of or Ministers relating therétondon: Printed for T. Cooper, 1739), 43.

“6 Great Britain, House of Commons, “Petition of West-India Merchants, 23 February,” ibid.

47 “petition from the City of London,” ibid.
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that the South Sea Company would be required to pay £68,000 to Spain fordutjeesd
on slaves the company had imported in the Spanish colonies. Additictediye agreed
to the right of the Spanish to suspend Atséentoat any time of their choosirl§. This
demand created a great deal of anger, because as Benjamin Rogensaxpla

The King of Spainconfdles hinfelf indebted to th&outh-Sea&Company,

in a Sum above 300,000l. and gives them Orders on hidufyetor

Payment; but the Tréary being found to be out of @g they are put off

to a longer term: He in the mean time creates an imag@iaign on the

Company of 68,000l. not contented with this fictitious Demand ({foln

we haveleen to be) allowed in Part of Payment, héftimpon having it

immediately dicharged, leaving his own Debt to the Company efitire.
Thus, with what the South Sea Company was due to pay the Spaniaim ®ould net
£27,000 for all of the ships illegally captured by the Spanish sincacttession of Philip
V to the throne of Spain in 1700. Beyond the paltry sum, critics dadbieir anger of
the South Sea Company, who had no hand in the agreement in paying £68,000 to the king
of Spain and which they later refused to pay (Spain received rudtibeir refusal on 4
June 1739)>° The press vilified Benjamin Keene and in the ensuing pamptitegeer

according to Richard Lodge, Keene “was bitterly denounced iraBdghnd his enemies

called him ‘Don Benjamin’ to imply that he was more of a Spaniran an

“8 Rogers, 9-10.
**Ibid, 21.

* His Catholick Majgty’s Conduct Compared with that of His Britanniclajilty [Cotejo de la
Conducta de S. M. con la de el Rey Britanj¢bpndon: Printed for T. Cooper, 1739, 61
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Englishman.®® Hugh Hume (later Earl of Marchmont) was one of Keene's kate
critics, calling him the “Tool of Spairt?

Sometime in the late spring of 1739, the British sent a fleet uhee@ommand of
Admiral Nicholas Haddock to Gibraltar as well as an additioleglt fto Jamaica. The
Spanish government saw both of these naval movements as the Britishngevenot
honoring their end of the concessions of the Convention Tféa®n 15 May, the
Spanish commissioners to the convention gave the following condition riarBie
Keene:

That till this Squadron [Haddock’s] goes back to England, and till Orders

for the Execution of what is needful, to faahat by refon of the p&

Difgults are found oftationed in America, it follows, that powerful and

[trong Hindrances are given to his Maje to adjut entirely what is

agreed uponfince the Demoftrations of England being averto the

contracted Tranquillity, his Mafgs cannot go on in the good Faith
wherewith he proceeds, if he find nfititable Returns, andees the

Armaments laid &de, which is the mid convincing Sign of Peacé.

In July 1739, after the king of Spain refused payment of the £95,000, Gemgeeld an
order that letters ofmarqueor “General Reprizal . . . to any of His Mayes Subjects”

was to be given to anyone willing or able to fit out their sipsrder to attack Spanish

ships® Keene, who was still at Madrid, declared at the Spanish court that thelsepirisa

* Lodge, 7.

52 Hume, 41.
>3 |bid, 53-5.
** bid, 59.

% «Admiralty Office, July 21, 1739,1.ondon Gazetteno. 7828, 31 July to 4 August 1739.
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the British were not to break the peace with Spain, they werelynthe rightful actions
afforded to them by previous treaties (Treaty of Madrid, 187®xcording to French
sources, the Marquis de Villarias [Sebastian de la Cuadra y Llerenafrepl

That the King of Sain was very far from d¢miering Things in thdame

Light as the Court of Great-Britain seemed to do, not believihgdtany

Right by Treaties either to make rdpls ifelf, or authorize others to

make them; that the Eqity of the Conduct of the crown of Spam wa

evident in every Thing which had ffed fince the Convention of the 14

of January the Catholick King therefore could not help looking upon the

making Repfials as an Act of Hility, and would, on his Side, permit his

Subjects to rep(# the Irfults which might be made on theth.
During the summer and early fall of 1739 the allies of both Braaoh Spain (the Dutch
and French, respectively) were watching the developing hostibigéseen the two
nations, while their respective ambassadors were tryingciresguarantees that those
same allies would come to their aid. Likewise, ambassadorsbdodmthe Netherlands
and France were anxiously attempting to determine if either igowias going to involve
them in the Anglo-Spanish conflict. If one ally was to join tbeflict, then it would be
incumbent upon the opposing ally to act similarly. By September 178®British had
the reasonable expectation that the Dutch would assist them irvehe e war with
Spain, and in that same month ambassadors from both countries wkeecaiurt of
Vienna attempting to gain their promise of assistance as welance had offered

throughout the summer and into the early fall of 1739 to act asatoetetween the two

nations, which offer Britain eventually refused. Toward the end pteSwer, the

*5 Benjamin Keene, “Paris, August 27 he General Evening Post (Londpnp. 919, 14 August
to 16 August 1739.

*" Ibid.
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French agreed to supply assistance to Spain through offermgfthe ships to impede
the British fleets.

The formal declaration of war by George Il was not unttaber of 1739, with
the Spanish issuing a counter-declaration of war on 28 November 1739.

We [ee, we have declared what ought to be acquired by it [war]. An
explicit Acknowledgement of our Rights is nfleey in Point of Honor;

an effectual, a real Security for the Freedom of our N#aigan the Seas

of America is nec@ary in Point of Safety.Spanih Promies, Cedulas,
and Treaties have been found vain and frivolous fments. A
commanding Force in tfi® Seas can alongcure us. A Harbour, a
Settlement, a Colony can alone conclude oupudes, flert and préerve

the Rights of Great Britain, and protect Trade even of SBain.

%8 Hume, 75.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

In his sociological study of the origins of nationalism, Benedict eAswh
defines nationalism as a national self-consciousness that indivahtaigs through the
dissemination and consumption of printed material written in the eelard This
national self-consciousness is an “imagined community” bound togétineugh
camaraderie regardless of distinction of cfasénderson—like many scholars who
write about the history of nationalism—view national self-consciossags product of
the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries as a redié d&nlightenment,
disappearance of political dynasties, and capitalism. Yet, hgle’son’s basic
definition of what constitutes a sense of a nation by itsetiizthen it is possible to
move back in time to an earlier period for the advent of nationalism espediah we
look to the rhetoric of the English (later British) people of sheeenth through early
eighteenth centuries. Furthermore, it is important to understandniovduals within
geopolitical boundaries assert their sense of national belongingseecé real and

perceived threats from other nations. In other words, nationadstitment and the

! Benedict Anderson)magined Communities: Reflections on the Origin aBpread of
Nationalism(London: Verso, 2006).

2 |bid, 7.

187



conception of a national “community” is actuated by opposition to anetitéy with
whom the community is at either political, ideological, economic, arsboial odds.
In contemplation of Anglo-Spanish rivalry of the sixteenth throughteenth centuries
in both actions and the complimentary rhetoric, we can assert that tha Beitiple had
a sense of themselves as a nation or a national community.

The developing British sense of identity in the sixteenth throughtesgth
centuries was certainly not homogenous, and often was exclusionadwiduals who
were not in political or religious conformity (i.e.: Catholics, n@mormist Protestants,
the Irish, the Scottish) with the centralized Anglican statet eéXen those who were
disaffected toward the monarchy, other government institutions, émttecan Church
occasionally were drawn into nationalistic fervor when their peiviaterests were
affected by Anglo-Spanish conflict. This ability to draw individusnto a national
cause is what differentiates nationalism from mere patriotiBatriotism is the love of
one’s country, whereas nationalism is the “sense of national coisseiss exalting one
nation above all others and placing primary emphasis on promotion afltise and
interests.?

Vitally important to the development of British nationalism in eariodern
period were their transatlantic colonial, trade, and navigatiorviteedi When
Europeans began to explore and colonize the New World after thesBmnd the

Portuguese, an exacerbation and reshaping of existing Eurojpedraad adversarial

® Merriam-Webster Online Dictionarg.v. “nationalism,” 2009.
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relationships occurred because of competition for land, natural respaned wealth.
The study and teaching of Early American history is usuatlynfthe perspective of
European influence and the subsequent shaping of those lands and itsahabutants
by those influences. However, very little is analyzedhia teverse—the shaping of
Europe in light and respect of these new, contested lands. Withtteensat of newly
discovered territories, European rivalries and competitions—whetheticaioli
economic, ideological in nature—became more acute, and the stakeased in the
contest for political dominance in Europe and abroad.

It this juncture of European competition and the establishment aht#land
Caribbean colonies, which transatlantic history and British natsmnakoincide.
Peacetime Anglo-Spanish rivalry was a continual war fougtiusixvely in and around
their respective colonies. As the British were in constant defehgheir right to
inhabit unsettled lands, the existing rivalry with Spain increasspecially after the
British colonies become viable and important, economically andqadliti Because of
the constant Spanish anger over the intrusion of Britain, and othepdaus, into
territories that had claimed as their own, and the resulting $pagression against
that intrusion precipitated a heightened sense of nationalismy Eseure of a British
ship was seen by the British citizenry as an attack otisBrsovereignty, and the
resulting rhetoric protesting those attacks is nothing but nationalistic in teno

As with the course of any study, the pursuit of answering hisfogigestions
leads to the creation of other historical questions that cannot beraaswithin the
scope of the primary research. In chapter one, there is ah disttaission on how an

189



absence of international law complicated and aggravated competitionnewdy
discovered and settled lands. This absence of a legal framework by whaots rwatuld
or could not resolve differences over colonial issues hovers ligectes over the entire
period this study covers. Questions of how colonization and the corifktigeen
European nations led to the development of international law deseeadaedHeyond
which this study can cover.

Secondly, another intriguing historical question is how the perception of the
lack of British assertion of their rights against Spanish digiens created or
contributed political difference between Britain and their coloniesthe first quarter
of the eighteenth century, some of the most critical tracBritiEh inaction introduce
the idea that it was quite possible that Britain may lose todamies if the government
refused to look out for their best interests. Many of the shipsireapafter 1660 came
from the British North American colonies and the absence of thopecktims in the
various delegations seeking restitution/reparation from the Spanisbnipicuous.
Additionally, many of the author’s of the tracts discussing theei<laimed authorship
of people resident in the colonies. It is certainly disingenuowsdert that Spanish
seizures of British ships and the failure of the British governneeptotect the colonial
interests were causes of the American Revolution. Yet, thexams merit in seeking
the connection between the pursuit of British national honor to the detroheolonial
security and protection.

While the aftermath of the War of Austrian Succession begaewaemna of
European diplomacy and rivalries, for the British it was an endnoéra, the era of
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national identity formation that made it possible for them to contert late

eighteenth century conflicts with a new confidence. Additionallwas lamented by
anti-war writers that the War of Jenkins’ Ear resulted mare fpressure of the British
citizenry than from an actual threat from Spain. The empowerwoiethe people
through constitutional change was still distant in 1739, yet in mayg wavas one of
the stepping-stones toward those liberties. Without the demoti@tizd information

and opinion disseminated through pamphlets and newspapers, it is diffiemvision

the development of British national identity, much less the powtreopublic to press
for government action. Nationalism is not a sentiment reservetthdee in power, it
can be evoked by even the socially marginalized citizen, and gmeeproper incentive
(such as real or perceived outside threats) it can unite a gaargressure the political

and social elite to respond to their cause.
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€6T

Abbreviations of Sour ces:

APC Acts of the Privy Council of Englandolume 1

BSD The British Sailor’s Discovery

CSPCS Calendar of State Papers, Colonial Serjpamber following indicates volume number)

CSPD Calendar of State Papers, Domegtcimber following indicates volume number)

GR Robert MordenGeography Rectified, or A Description of the World

SDN Sad and dreadful News From New-England. . .

THDT Trinity House of Deptford Transactions (number following indicatesmel number)

) Date of Seizure/

Ship Name/ Departed From/ ) ) _ Value of Loss
_ Place Seized/ Premise of Seizure , Sour ces
Captain or Master Bound To Ship/Cargo
Where Taken

Friendship 1605 £1500 BSD
unknown
Mary 1605/ £5400 BSD
Ambrose Birch Hispaniola
Neptune 1606/ £4300 BSD
unknown Tortuga
Gallant Anne 1608/ £8000 BSD
William Curry Hispaniola
Richard Plymouth/ 1608/ £2500 BSD
Henry Challins Virginia at sea
Blessing Ireland 1612 THDT 1
George Larriman Malaga




V6T

) Date of Seizure/
Ship Name/ Departed From/ _ _ . Value of Loss
) Place Seized/ Premise of Seizure _ Sources
Captain or Master Bound To Ship/Cargo
Where Taken
Charity cl1l613 THDT 1
William Jackis
Margaret & John London 19 March 1621 CSPD 12
(unknown) Virginia
Blessing 1637 £2000 CSPCS 1
? Rous
Elizabeth London 11 October 1637 Spain not recognizing | £12,000 CSPCS 1,
Benjamin Woolmer | Virginia At sea right to Virginia colony APC
Cadiz
Mayflower Virginia July 1652 £930 CSPCS 1
Peter Butler New England San Domingo &9
San Domingo
Virgin 1 February 1663 CSPCS 9
? Swadle
Leghorn Merchant London October 1664 CSPCS %
Jamaica
Concord CSPCS5
Henry Wasey
Merchant’s Adventure Jamaica 10 June 1668 CSPCS5
Francis Steward London
Sweepstakes London 1670-1671 GR
Sir John Narborough| Strait of Magellan
George & Samuel 1670? £1000
Thomas Potts




G6T

Date of Seizure/

Value of L oss

Ship Name/ Departed From/ ; . . Sources
Captain or Master Bound To Vlz\)llﬁ(e;res?;keg:\ Premise of Seizure Ship/Cargo
Susan 16707? £600 CSPCS 7
Joseph Wild
Thomas & Richard | Guinea & Jamaica September 167( CSPD
? Yeames London
Peterpink London 31 August 1671 £4000 CSPCS/|7,
Thomas Wayte Jamaica/New York APC
Thomas & Mary Jamaica September 1672 £6000 CSPCS|7
William How London &9, APC
Rebecca Jamaica 23 October 1672 £1828.18 CSPCS 7
John Channon Barbados
Humility Jamaica 1673 £5000 CSPCS 7
Matthew Fox Virginia &9, APC
Virgin pink Jamaica 10 May 1673 £12000.8.11f CSPCS|7
Edmond Cooke London &9
Diligence Honduras 1675
Nicholas Stone London
Pelican New York 1675-1676 CSPCS ¢
Mathew Shears Jamaica
Swiftsure 1675-1676 CSPCS 10
James Risbee
William & John unknown 1675-1676 CSPCS 10
Benjamin Smith Jamaica
Charles Amsterdam August 1678
West Indies

John January 1680 CSPCS 11

? Bockingham




96T

. Date of Seizure/ Value of Loss
Capstg:g srastter DepBa(;ltJi% I':I'rc? i Place Seized/ Premise of Seizure Ship/Cargo Sources
Where Taken
Loyal Farmers pink January 1680 CSPCS 11
Susarketch London January 1680 CSPCS 11
Ralph Morris Trist Island
Expectation May 1680 CSPCS 11
John Whitehead
Laurel Bay of Campeche| 6 May 1680 £5000 CSPCS$ 11
Robert Oxe
Recovery Bay of Campeche| 6 May 1680
James Browne
Anne July 1680 CSPCS 11
Thomas Shellam
Bear August 1680 CSPCS 11
William Diggins
Fortune August 1680 CSPCS 11
John Smith
Agreement Ireland & Nevis 15 August 1680 £100 CSPCS 10
Joseph Harris New England
Providence 16827 CSPCS 11
Joseph Crockeyes
Blessing Jamaica March 1683 £40 SDN
David East Boston
Hereford unknown August 1683 £4000 CSPCS 11
Boucher Clauson Jamaica
Africa Nevis August 1683 CSPCS 11
George Stanley St. Thomas




L6T

. Date of Seizure/ Value of Loss
Capstg:g srastter DepBa(;ltJi% I':I'rc()) i Place Seized/ Premise of Seizure Ship/Cargo Sources
Where Taken

Hopewell Nevis August 1683 CSPCS 11
unknown St. Thomas
St. Thomas 19 September CSPCS 11
Samuel Kempthorn 1684
Blessing 3 October 1684 CSPCS 11
John Dorell
Success unknown 4 November CSPCS 11
Edwin Carter Jamaica 1684
Loving Land Barbados September 1686 CSPCS 12
Joseph Parrott Tortuga
Dolphin 16937 CSPCS 18
William Fullwood
Friendship Nevis 10 September £1000 CSPCS 17
Henry Hodge Crab Island 1698
Friendship Nevis 10 September CSPCS 17
Robert Jones Crab Island 1698
Merchant’'s Goodwill | Guinea 25 December

Cartagena 1698
Pearl Biddeford April 1699 £3000 CSPCS 18
John Smith Newfoundland
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66T

Abbreviations of Sour ces:

CSPCS

DG

DRC

HOC

HOL

Key/L egend:

Calendar of State Papers, Colonial Series JBP
(number following indicates volume number)

Daily Gazettee(number following indicates KSG
issue number)

A View of the Depredations and Ravages
Committed by the Spaniards on the British S
Trade and Navigation

SL
The History and Proceedings of the House
of Commongnumber following indicates
volume number)

us
House of Lords Record Officeetter of
Thomas Pelham-Holles, Duke of Newcastle
to Benjamin Keene, 4 Nov 1737

ADM

JournalBoattef Trade and
Plantations (letter of Book)

Benjamin Keene, John Stert, and
Arthur Goddard, “Copy of the Demands
made by the EnfiliCommliarys. . . “

The State of the Island of Jamaica

A Schedule of such Jaes as have
been sustain’d by British Subjects
in their Shipping and Effects. . .

Universal Spectator and Weekly
Journal (number following indicates
iIssue number

Admiralty Records, extracted by J. K.
Laughton

Captain and/or Master of Ship killed during seizure, or died shortly therasféeresult of seizure-related

injuries

About/approximately (year/date)



00¢

. Date of Seizure/ Value of
Ship Name/ Departed From/ _ _ _
_ Place Seized/ | Premise of Seizure L oss Sour ces
Captain or Master Bound To .
Where Taken Ship/Cargo
Prudent Mary 8 Mar 1700 Victim of piracy CSPCS 11
Thomas Smith Cuba
Providence unknown/ 1709 CSPCS 32
Cartagena
Baltimore Bristol/ 1713 Gathering
Jamaica Bay of Honduras/ contraband goods
San Domingo (logwood)
Marlborough Boson/ 1713 Gathering CSPCS 27
Daniel Frizell Tortuga Tortuga/ contraband goods JBP Q
San Domingo (salt)
Charles Nicaragua/ 9Jan 1713 Contraband cargo | £4214 DRC, SIJ
Anthony Smith Jamaica Trinidad
Samuels Pennsylvania/ | May 1713 Contraband cargo CSPCS 27
Samuel Sherlock West Indies Crooked Island/ | (salt)
Havana
Merchant of Curacac 6 Sep 1713 11580 reales KSG/
William Lock Mercator
Macclesfield Barbados/ 28 Sep 1713 Thought to be still | 14738 reales| CSPCS 2
Samuel Barlow Nevis Porto Rico/ at war Mercator
Porto Rico
Swan Bermuda/ 18 Oct 1713 Contraband cargo CSPCS 27
Thomas Jones St. Thomas Bonaire/ (cocoa)
Porto Rico
Kensington Jamaica/ 30 Nov 1713 lllegal trading CSPCS 27
unkown at sea




T0Z

4

. Date of Seizure/ Value of
Ship Name/ Departed From/ . _ .
_ Place Seized/ | Premise of Seizure Loss Sour ces
Captain or Master Bound To :
Where Taken Ship/Cargo
John Thomas Jamaica/ 1714 Gathering
Charles Bags Nicaragua Campeche contraband goods
(logwood)
Pearle Jamaica/ 1714
John Drudge Guadeloupe San Domingo
Ruby Jamaica/ 1714
Nathaniel Vial Curacao Cartagena
John & Sarah Jamaica/ 1714
Francis Targier Curacao San Domingo
Henry Jamaica/ 1714
Steven Smith Nicaragua Tolu
Sarah Jamaica/ 1714
Andrew Crean Guadeloupe Trinidad
Content Jamaica/ 1714
Joseph Morgan (coastal trade) | Trinidad
Westmoreland Jamaica/ 1714
B. Schoolmaster (coastal trade | Trinidad
Tyger 2 Feb 1714 £1237.6 CSPCS 27
John Bennett Road of Madero
Thomas & Elizabeth| Nicaragua/ Sep 1714/ lllegal navigation DRC, SIJ
Brian Wellst Jamaica Trinidad
Port Royal Jamaica/ c 1715 lllegal trading DRC, SIJ
John Stephenst unknown “Windward of

Rio de la Hacha”




A4

. Date of Seizure/ Value of
Ship Name/ Departed From/ . _ .
_ Place Seized/ | Premise of Seizure Loss Sour ces
Captain or Master Bound To :
Where Taken Ship/Cargo

Hunter 29 Jan 1715 KSG
Richard Jones Venezuela
Leeds London/ 22 May 1715 KSG
John Thomas Bahamas Exuma/

St. Jago de Cuba
Pearle Jamaica/ Jun 1715 lllegal cargo £2000 SIJ
James F. Targier Curacao Hispaniola (logwood, snuff)
John & Mary Jamaica/ 23 Jul 1715 lllegal cargo SIJ
John Stevensen Philadelphia Hispaniola/ (hides)

Trinidad
Rachel Jamaica/ 1716
William Cooke (coastal trade) | Trinidad
Return Barbados/ 1716
John Andrews Cape Francois | St. Jago de Cuba
Swan Jamaica/ 1716
John Lynch Providence Is. | Havana
Turtle Dove Jamaica/ 1716
John Stoneman Carolina
Virgin Queen Pennsylvania/ | 1716

Jamaica St. Jago de Cuba

Samuel Jamaica/ 16 Apr 1716 lllegal navigation £4500 SIJ
Andrew Creant Curacao St. Jago de Cuba
Newport Carolina/ 22 May 1716 lllegal cargo SIJ
William Musto Jamaica St. Jago de Cuba (logwood)




€0¢

. Date of Seizure/ Value of
Ship Name/ Departed From/ . _ .
_ Place Seized/ | Premise of Seizure Loss Sour ces
Captain or Master Bound To :
Where Taken Ship/Cargo
Virgin Virginia/ 5Jul 1716 £3125 KSG,
Harry Beverley Providence Is. | Virginia CSPCS 30
San Domingo JBP P
Elizabeth New York/ 17 Aug 1716 lllegal navigation £1200 CSPCS 3
William Murphy West Indies St. Jago de Cuba SL
William Jamaica/ Aug 1716 lllegal trading SIJ
Thomas Fag Curacao Hispaniola
Penelope Philadelphia/ 7 Jul 1716 Victim of piracy SIJ
Henry Comb Jamaica Jamaica/
St. Jago de Cuba
(ship burned)
Bathshua Jamaica/ 1717
John Wells (coastal trade | Trinidad
Dolphin Pennsylvania/ | 1717
? Palmer Jamaica
Palmer London/ 1717
Thomas Milechamp | Jamaica St. Jago de Cuba
St. Ann London/ 1717
Thomas Quinn Jamaica Trinidad
Sarah London/ 1717
? Austin Carolina
Griffin London/ 1717
William Taylor Jamaica Havana
Stowell Bristol/ 1717

Jamaica




14014

. Date of Seizure/ Value of
Ship Name/ Departed From/ . _ .
_ Place Seized/ | Premise of Seizure Loss Sour ces
Captain or Master Bound To :
Where Taken Ship/Cargo
Agnis Barbados/ 7 Apr 1717 JBP P
Andrew Tubutt Virginia at sea
Anne Glasgow/ 7 Apr 1717 JBP P
Alex. Montgomery | Virginia at sea
Endeavor Brighthelmstone| 7 Apr 1717 JBP P
John Scott /Virginia at sea
Tryal Brighthelmstone| 9 Apr 1717 JBP P
John Lucas Virginia at sea
Betty Jamaica/ 10 Junl1717 10478.13.9 | KSG
Henry Bridgen London at sea/Havana reales
Swallow 15 Jul 1717 Gathering £2576.10 CSPCS 37,
Robert Hayes Tortuga contraband goods KSG
(salt)
Kezia Boston/ Jan 1718 Forced into service £274.11 CSPCS 37,
Thomas Henmout | Streights Cartagena of Spain KSG
Britannia New England/ | Feb 1718 Forced into service£1231.1
Streights of Spain
Aurangzel 8 Feb 1718 £500 KSG
James Sandwell Cartagena
Dolphin Harbor Island/ | ¢ Jun 1718 CSPCS 3D
Thomas Bowlin Cuba
Mary & Elizabeth Antigua/ 3Jul 1718 lllegal cargo (salt) CSPCS 30,
Anthony Attwood Tortuga Tortuga/Cumana SL
Neptune Antigua/ 3Jul 1718 lllegal cargo (salt) CSPCS 30
Joseph Bosworth Tortuga Tortuga/Cumana




S0¢

. Date of Seizure/ Value of
Ship Name/ Departed From/ . _ .
_ Place Seized/ | Premise of Seizure Loss Sour ces
Captain or Master Bound To .
Where Taken Ship/Cargo
Elizabeth & Mary unknown/ 5Jul 1718 CSPCS 30
Richard Taylor Exuma
Edward & William | unknown/ 19 Aug 1718 CSPCS 30
Florida
Neptune Newfoundland/ | 25 Sep 1718 £2762.10 CSPCS B0
Corunna
Swallow Newfoundland/ | 30 Sep 1718 £1506.19.6
Bilboa
Elias 10Oct1718 £1042 CSPCS 30
Thomas Romerill St. Vincent
Dauphin Jamaica/ 10 Oct 1718 £768.9 CSPCS 37
Lewis Gentet New York Ribadios (£1627.10) | KSG
Henry Welts
Hope Newfoundland/ | 13 Oct 1718 £2320 CSPCS 37
Thomas Lake Cadiz
Samuel 26 Oct 1718 2325.2 reales CSPCS 37
Thomas Necks San Antonio
Kent c Nov 1718
Thomas Lawton
Queen Anne c Nov 1718 36362 reales| CSPCS 37
Thomas Gibbs Curacao
Honest Bess New England Nov 1718 £1582.1.3 CSPCS 37
unknown
Greyhound 3300 reales | CSPCS 34,
John Marshall Havana KSG




90¢

. Date of Seizure/ Value of
Ship Name/ Departed From/ . _ .
_ Place Seized/ | Premise of Seizure Loss Sour ces
Captain or Master Bound To :
Where Taken Ship/Cargo
Prophet Samuel Newfoundland/ | 23 Nov 1718 £3487.11.9 CSPCS 37
unknown Leghorn
Princess New England/ | Dec 1718 £556 CSPCS 36
unknown Bilboa
Mulberry Tree 1718-1723 £200 SL
George Basset at sea/
St. Augustine
Ann/e Barbados/ 1718-1723 £400 SL
Samuel Kemp Carolina at sea/
St. Augustine
Industry unknown/ 1718-1723 £300 SL
Joseph Palmer Carolina at sea/
St Augustine
Union 1718-1723 £500 SL
John Younger Virginia
Phoenix 1718-1723 £700 SL
? Buchanan at sea/
St. Augustine
Samuel Guinea 1718-1723 £2400 SL
Virginia/
St. Augustine
Recovery 1718-1723 £1000 SL
Daniel Russell unknown/

St. Augustine




L0¢

. Date of Seizure/ Value of
Ship Name/ Departed From/ . _ .
_ Place Seized/ | Premise of Seizure Loss Sour ces
Captain or Master Bound To :
Where Taken Ship/Cargo
Mary Ann Carolina/ 1718-1723 £1900 SL
Edward Hardy London unknown/
St. Augustine
Lark/e Jamaica/ 1719
James Morgan (coastal trade) | Trinidad
George 6 Apr 1719 £1210 KSG
John Evans Cape St. Mary
Martha Cork/ 5/25 Jul 1719 £600 CSPCS 37,
Howell Knethell Jamaica Jamaica KSG
Mary Philadelphia/ Cc Sept 1719 CSPCS 32
unknown Virginia
Recovery Africa c Sep 1719 CSPCS 3P
unknown Virginia
Prince of Orange Philadelphia/ c Sep 1719 £3226.11.4 CSPCS 32,
Edward Sparks St. Augustine St. Augustine SL
Faro Merchant New England/ | Dec 1719 £1800 CSPCS 37
Edmund Brookes Bilboa Castro
Grape Dec 1719 £305.15
Joseph Nock at sea
Siralone Africa/ c 1720
Rice Harris Virginia
Benjamin Jamaica/ 1720
William Rivers (coastal trade) | Trinidad




80¢

(o2}

. Date of Seizure/ Value of
Ship Name/ Departed From/ . _ .
_ Place Seized/ | Premise of Seizure Loss Sour ces
Captain or Master Bound To :
Where Taken Ship/Cargo
Content Jamaica/ 1720
William Cooke ? Lugan
Hamilton Bristol/ 1720
Joseph Smith Jamaica Havana
Joseph London/ 1720
? Emes Jamaica Havana
Cato 7 Mar 1720/ £3000
Gerard King at sea
Westburygalley Guinea/ 21 Mar 1720/ lllegal navigation £4000 CSPCS 3
Jabez Biglow Barbados Hispaniola/ SIJ, SL
Baracoa
John 30 Mar 1720/ £602.5.7 KSG
John Wat at sea
Two Friends St. Christopher’'s Jun 1720/ £1101.16.6 CSPCS 3f
Walter Stewart /Philadelphia at sea SL
St. Christopher 5 Jun 1720/ £3072.12.7 KSG
Joseph Wesham “Coast of
America”
Phoenix 10 Jun 1720 £3171.17.3 KSG
Thomas Buchanan Virginia
Defiance Jamaica/ 1721/
? Oxbrough coastal defense | Trinidad
Paradox Jamaica/ 1721/

William Quarrel

Portugal

(ship burned)




60¢

4

]

. Date of Seizure/ Value of
Ship Name/ Departed From/ . _ .
_ Place Seized/ | Premise of Seizure Loss Sour ces
Captain or Master Bound To .
Where Taken Ship/Cargo
William Jamaica/ 1721/
Oth. Davis Portugal Trinidad
Kingsale Bristol/ 1722/
? England Jamaica Baracoa
Crane 7 Mar 1722/ £12000 KSG
John Morguson Anguilla
Betty Barbados/ 31 May 1722/ £2500 SL
Henry James Jamaica San Domingo
Hester 6 Jun 1722/ £5323 CSPCS 34
John Marshall NNW of Cuba & 37, SL,
KSG
Oak 27 Jul 1722/ £255.14
William Williams Virginia
Unity Guinea/ 28 Jul 1722/ £10000 CSPCS 37
Francis Plaisted Jamaica Jamaica/ DRC, SL
Baracoa
Success Boston/ c 1723 CSPCS 33
Thaddeus Mccarty | Jamaica
Blackwoodgalley Cork & Madeira/| 1723/ lllegal navigation ¢ 100000 DRC
John Hamilton Jamaica Curacao reales
Griffin Jamaica/ 4 Jan 1722/3 lllegal trade KSG, SIJ
Michael Taylor London Cape Mary/
Porto Prince
Galley c 1724/ DRC
unknown Curacao




0T¢

. Date of Seizure/ Value of
Ship Name/ Departed From/ . _ .
_ Place Seized/ | Premise of Seizure Loss Sour ces
Captain or Master Bound To :
Where Taken Ship/Cargo

Susan(na) Curacao/ 21 Jul 1723 £400 & CSPCS 37
John Owen Philadelphia 3000 reales
Wanton Jamaica/ Apr 1724/ £1800 CSPCS 36,
William Wanton Rhode Island? | West Indies KSG, SL
John & Mary Africa/ 5Jun 1724 CSPCS 34,
John Jones Virginia JBP Q
Prudent Hannah Boston/ 5 Jun 1724/ £500 CSPCS 37,
Thomas Monsell Virginia Virginia KSG, JBP
Godolphin unknown/ 6Jun 1724 CSPCS 34,
Theodore Bere Virginia JBP Q
Lovely Polly London/ 1725
unknown Jamaica (ship released)
Princess of Portugal| Madeira/ 1725/
? Godfrey Jamaica Hispaniola/ St.

Jago de Cuba
Mermaid Honduras/ 1725/
? Underwood Boston Florida
Jane & Mary Hondruas/ 1725/
? Mortland Boston Florida/(sunk)
Anna Maria Jamaica/ 7 Mar 1724/5/ £15000 SIJ, SL
James Phelps Bristol Long Island/

St. Jago de Cuba
Sarah & Mary Curacao/ 17 Mar 1724/5/ 4582 reales | CSPCS 3f7,
James Wilkins/ Philadelphia Hispaniola KSG
Anthony Morris




TT¢

. Date of Seizure/ Value of
Ship Name/ Departed From/ . _ .
_ Place Seized/ | Premise of Seizure Loss Sour ces
Captain or Master Bound To :
Where Taken Ship/Cargo

Snapper Bahamas/ 24 Mar 1725/ £875 CSPCS 34
Thomas Petty Jamaica (escaped) SL
—Samuel London/ Guinea| 1727/ £150 SL
William Sutherland | & Jamaica Vera Cruz
Harriot Jamaica/ 17271 £2961.14.6 SL
John Rhodes Bristol Bermuda
Alida New York/ St. 12 Feb 1727/ CSPCS 35
Thomas Cochran Christopher’'s Santa Cruz/ SL

San Domingo
Charles Nevis/ St. 12 Feb 1727/ CSPCS 35
Samuel Scranton Christopher’s Santa Cruz/ SL

San Domingo
Eagle 12 Feb 1727/ CSPCS 35
George Fraser Santa Cruz/ SL

San Domingo
Endeavour Antigua/ St. 12 Feb 1727/ CSPCS 35
William Griffith Christopher’'s Santa Cruz/ SL

San Domingo
Loyal Hart St. Christopher’'s 12 Feb 1727/ CSPCS 35
Samuel Mitchell /unknown Santa Cruz/ SL

San Domingo
Marygold Barbados/ St. 12 Feb 1727/ CSPCS 35
Richard Bardin Christopher’s Santa Cruz/ SL

San Domingo




A4

. Date of Seizure/ Value of
Ship Name/ Departed From/ . _ .
_ Place Seized/ | Premise of Seizure Loss Sour ces
Captain or Master Bound To :
Where Taken Ship/Cargo
Mary & Rebecca St. Christopher’'s 12 Feb 1727/ CSPCS 35
Michael Rann /unknown Santa Cruz/ SL
San Domingo
Adventure Tortuga/ Mar 1727 £1500 CSPCS36
Charles Devon New England
Catherine Tortuga/ Mar 1727
? Fuler unknown
Charles Town Tortuga/ Mar 1727
Ebenezer Breed unknown
Benjamin New Providence| 18 Mar 1727/
unknown /unknown (released)
Praxton London/ 6 Apr 1727 SL
Samuel Cornoch Virginia
Parthenope Newfoundland | 7 Apr 1727 £2000 CSPCS 37
Robert Beale /London
Richmond London/ May 1727/ £200 CSPCS 36
Charles Halifax Jamaica Jamaica & 37,
KSG, HOL
Chitty 24 May 1727/ £200 KSG
Robert Rogers Cartagena
Lusitania 15 Jun 1727/ £929.2.1 KSG
William Brown at sea
Killminston Carolina/ 28 Jul 1727 £3454+ CSPCS 36
Thomas Price London Carolina/ &37, KSG,
Havana SL




€T¢

. Date of Seizure/ Value of
Ship Name/ Departed From/ . _ .
_ Place Seized/ | Premise of Seizure Loss Sour ces
Captain or Master Bound To :
Where Taken Ship/Cargo
Beginning Honduras/ South Aug 1727/ CSPCS 35
John Hall Carolina (released)
William Boston/ 7 Aug 1727/ CSPCS 37
Peter Jump Honduras Havana KSG, SL
Two Brothers Pennsylvania/ | 21 Aug 1727 CSPCS 35
Jacobus Kiersted South Carolina | Havana & 38
Tryal 23 Aug 1727 £655.11.6 CSPCS 37,
William Hunter KSG
Betty Philadelphia/ 25 Aug 1727/ £880 CSPCS 37,
Solomon Middleton | South Carolina | South Carolina/ SL
Havana
Mary Lisbon/ Sep 1727 £957.15.8 CSPCS 37
Edward Andrew Newfoundland
Penelope Virginia/ 8 Sep 1727/ £2488.4.2 CSPCS 37,
Nathaniel Letherland Liverpool Virginia/ KSG, SL
Havana
William & Cord Boston/ 22 Sep 1727/ £1793.9.8 CSPCS 37,
Issac Clark Antigua Cape Cod KSG, SL
Jolly Barbados/ 13 Nov 1727/ £998 CSPCS 37,
Robert Theobalds | New York at sea/ St. KSG, SL
Margarita (?)
Francis & Rebecca | Virginia/ 1727-1728 eminent war CSPCS 36
unknown London (recaptured)
Faro Merchant unknown/ c 1728 £1400 CSPCS 3p
William Brooker Bilboa




v1¢c

. Date of Seizure/ Value of
Ship Name/ Departed From/ . _ .
_ Place Seized/ | Premise of Seizure Loss Sour ces
Captain or Master Bound To .
Where Taken Ship/Cargo

Dolphin (Dauphin) | Barbados 10 Jun 1728/ £6604.5.9 CSPCS 36
Jasper Morris London Barbados & 37, KSG
Ann/egalley Guinea/ 13 Jun 1728/ £10590.56 HOC 10,
Joseph Spackman | Jamaica St. Jago de Cubg KSG
Beaver 20 Aug 1728/ £2089.1.9 KSG
Matthew Smith Curacao
Pearl Jamaica/ Dec 1728/
? Bloodworth New York Havana
Prince of Asturias 1729
? Williams
Achilles Bristol/ cJan 1729
unknown Jamaica
Pheasant Barbados/ 13 Jan 1728/9/ | victim of piracy £3660 KSG,
William Wilson South Carolina | South Carolina/ uUs 29,

Montserrat HOL
Catherine 4 Feb 1729/ £524.19.6 CSPCS 37
Servant Ballard Haiti KSG
Friendship New England/ | 24 Feb 1728/9/ CSPCS 38
Timothy McDaniel | Barbados Jamaica KSG
Ferret Jamaica/ 4 May 1729 £5745 & KSG
Richard Barrey unknown 47407 reales
Robert Guinea/ 20 May 1729/ lllegal navigation £10664+ HOC 10,
Storey King Jamaica Hispaniola/ KSG, HOL

San Domingo




GTc

. Date of Seizure/ Value of
Ship Name/ Departed From/ . _ .
_ Place Seized/ | Premise of Seizure Loss Sour ces
Captain or Master Bound To .
Where Taken Ship/Cargo
Midford (Medford) | Jamaica/ 4 Aug 1729/ £800 CSPCS 37,
Robert Ball Boston at sea KSG
Joseph & Anna Jamaica/ 10 Oct 1729
unknown Bristol
Scipio Jamaica/ 1730/ us
unknown Bristol Windward
Passage
Sea Nymph Jamaica/ 1730 victim of piracy
Samuel Wickham Rhode Island
Success 3 May 1730/ £637.10 KSG
William Knot Cape Mare
Birch Jamaica/ 19 May 1730/ £145.17.6 CSPCS 37,
Joseph Turner Bristol at sea KSG
Frances & Katherine| Jamaica/ 7/8 Jun 1730/ £50 CSPCS 37,
Ellis Bennet Bristol Havana KSG
(released)
Carolina unknown/ 6 Oct 1730 CSPCS 38
Thomas Nusum Jamaica
Mary snow Liverpool/ Cork | 8 Oct 1730/ £3748.18.6 CSPCS 38,
William Benson & Jamaica at sea/ Porto Ricp HOC 10
Jolly Barbados/ 13 Nov 1730
unknown New York
Biddy Guinea/ 1731/ Victim of piracy Craftsman
John Roberts Jamaica Porto Rico 299
(released)




9T¢

. Date of Seizure/ Value of
Ship Name/ Departed From/ . _ .
_ Place Seized/ | Premise of Seizure Loss Sour ces
Captain or Master Bound To :
Where Taken Ship/Cargo
John & Jane London & 1731 lllegal navigation Craftsman
? Burt Jamaica/ 273
Honduras
Salisbury Jamaica/ 1731/ Victim of piracy Craftsman
unknown Carolina Campeche 293
St. Michael Liverpool/ 1731/ Victim of piracy Craftsman
unknown Jamaica Campeche 293
Camberwell 4 Feb 1731/ 6000 reales KSG
John London at sea/ Havana
(sunk)
Humber Apr 1731
? Rogers
Recovery Apr 1731 ADM
? Wheatly
Rebecca Jamaica/ 9 Apr 1731/ £112 KSG,
Robert Jenkins London Havana UsS 141
Bacchus Jamaica/ 27 Apr 1731/
? Stephens London Havana
Runlet 27 Apr 1731/
? Brin Havana
Woolball Jamaica/ 2Jun 1731 Craftsman
Matthew Kent unknown 279
Prince William Virginia/ 9 Sep 1731/ Victim of piracy £595+ Craftsman
William Ivy Jamaica Virginia/ 322, HOL

Baracoa




LT¢C

40

. Date of Seizure/ Value of
Ship Name/ Departed From/ . _ .
_ Place Seized/ | Premise of Seizure Loss Sour ces
Captain or Master Bound To :
Where Taken Ship/Cargo
Dolphin Barbados/ 21 Jul 1731/ ADM
Benjamin Carkett Cape Fear Baracoa
Alice & Elizabeth Jamaica/ 1732 lllegal navigation £300-400 | Craftsman
? Payne Bristol 294
Westbury unknown/ 1732
? Thomas Honduras
Two Brothers New York/ Jul 1732/
William White Jamaica Porto Rico
Mary Jamaica/ 30 Jan 1732/3 £273.3.9 CSPCS
John Harris unknown
Two Sisters 14 Mar 1732/3
unknown
Hopewell 14 Mar 1732/3
unknown
Prosperous Bermuda/ 1733/
? Ball Liverpool at sea (released)
Industry Tobago/ 1 May 1733 CSPCS 4(
Richard Crawden unknown
Endeavour Tobago/ 14 May 1733
John Poseland unknown
Friend’s Adventure | Jamaica/ 4 Mar 1734/ CSPCS 41
Alphonso Maison Anguila at sea HOL




8T¢

. Date of Seizure/ Value of
Ship Name/ Departed From/ . _ .
_ Place Seized/ | Premise of Seizure Loss Sour ces
Captain or Master Bound To :
Where Taken Ship/Cargo
Thomas Curacoa/ 3 Apr 1734/ £350 HOL
William Keeling Virginia at sea
Bermuda Feb 1734/5
unknown
Endeavour 26 Feb 1735/ £1000 CSPCS 41
Joseph Smith St. Christopher’s HOL
Mercury Jamaica/ 17 Jun 1735/ lllegal navigation CSPCS 47
Samuel Lawford Curacao Maracaibo
Free Mason Jamaica/ Cowes| 29 Aug1736/ lllegal navigation CSPCS 43
Jacob Phenix & Amsterdam Havana
Fanny Antigua/ 9 Sep 1736 Victim of piracy CSPCS 4
Thomas Nanton St. Vincent
Wheel of Fortune Rhode Island 12 Sep 1736/ CSPCS 43
Roger Maddox Havana
Prince William St. Christopher’'s 24 Mar 1736/7
John Kineslagh London
St. James Bristol/ Cork & | 12 May 1737/ lllegal trading CSPCS 43
John Curtis Jamaica San Juan
George Jamaica/ 21 May 1737/ lllegal cargo CSPCS 44
Henry Weare London Havana (currency)
Hopewell Crab Island/ 18 Jun 1737 Victim of piracy CSPCS 4
John Harris unknown
Neptune 12 Jul 1737
unknown (released)




6T¢

s

. Date of Seizure/ Value of
Ship Name/ Departed From/ . ) .

_ Place Seized/ | Premise of Seizure Loss Sour ces

Captain or Master Bound To :
Where Taken Ship/Cargo
Loyal Charles Jamaica/ 5 Aug 1737/ lllegal cargo CSPCS 43
Benjamin Way London Havana (logwood)
Dispatch Jamaica/ 5 Aug 1737/ CSPCS 43
Phillip de la Motte | London Havana
Seahorse 18/19 Aug 1737
William Griffith (released)
Success Antigua/ 14 Apr 1738/ Victim of piracy CSPCS 44
Ignatius Semmes Maryland Antigua/
Puerto Rico
Union c Jun 1738/ lllegal trading CSPCS 44
Henry Bennet Havana
Loyal Betty c Jun 1738/ eminent war CSPCS 44
George Wane Havana & 45
(released)
Sarah Jamaica/ 29 Jun 1738/ £9000+ CSPCS 44
Jason Vaughan Bristol Cuba HOC 10,
DG 1100

L

Benjamin
? Bedloo

¢ Oct 1738
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