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FOREWORD

From the founding of the colonies in North America and the West Indies in the
seventeenth century to the reversion of Hong Kong to China at the end of the
twentieth, British imperialism was a catalyst for far-reaching change. British
domination of indigenous peoples in North America, Asia, and Africa can now
be seen moreclearlyas part of thelarger and dynamicinteraction of European and
non-western societies. Though the subject remains ideologically charged, the
passions aroused by British imperialism have so lessened that we are now better
placed than ever to see the course of the Empire steadily and to see it whole. At this
distance in time the Empire’s legacy from earlier centuries can be assessed, in ethics
and economics as well as politics, with greater discrimination. At the close of the
twentieth century, the interpretation of the dissolution of the Empire can benefit
from evolving perspectives on, for example, the end of the cold war. In still larger
sweep, the Oxford History of the British Empireas a comprehensive study helps us
to understand the end of the Empire in relation to its beginning, the meaning of
British imperialism for the ruled as well as the rulers, and the significance of the
British Empire as a theme in world history.

It is nearly half a century since the last volume of the large-scale Cambridge
History of the British Empire was completed. In the mean time the British Empire
has been dismantled and only fragments such as Gibraltar and the Falklands,
Bermuda and Pitcairn, remain of an Empire that once stretched over a quarter of
the earth’s surface. The general understanding of the British Imperial experience
has been substantially widened in recent decades by the work of historians of Asia
and Africa as well as Britain. Earlier histories, though by no means all, tended to
trace the Empire’s evolution and to concentrate on how it was governed. To many
late-Victorian historians the story of the Empire meant the rise of world-wide
dominion and imperial rule, above all in India. Historians in the first half of
the twentieth century tended to emphasize constitutional developments and
the culmination of the Empire in the free association of the Commonwealth. The
Oxford History of the British Empire takes a wide approach. It does not depict the
history of the Empire as one of purposeful progress through four hundred years,
nor does it concentrate narrowly on metropolitan authority and rule. It does
attempt to explain how varying conditions in Britain interacted with those in
many other parts of the world to create both a constantly changing territorial
Empire and ever-shifting patterns of social and economic relations. The Oxford
History of the British Empire thus deals with the impact of British imperialism on
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dependent peoples in a broader sense than was usually attempted in earlier
historical writings, while it also takes into account the significance of the Empire
for the Irish, the Scots, and the Welsh as well as the English.

To search for themes that might link the tentativeventuresin transoceanic trade
and settlement of the late sixteenth or of the seventeenth century with an Empire
of rule that spanned the globe in more recent times is to venture on to dangerous
ground. Even essential terms, such as ‘British’ or ‘Empire’ had completely different
meanings. Yet certain features characterized British overseas expansion from its
origins until the liquidation of the Empire in the later twentieth century. One
distinguishing characteristic was that the enterprise involved all the peoples of the
British Isles and changed their relations with one another in important respects.
Another was that it brought the British into contact with alien peoples whose fate
was to be determined by the British. Both these processes are clearly evident in this
volume.

At no point in Britain’s Imperial history has the dynamic of expansion been an
exclusively English one, eventhough the English role may have been predominant,
as it was in the period covered by this volume. The Scots were already involved in
early expansion, though in a lesser way, and it was becoming an Irish process as
well, as Irish labour crossed the Atlantic. This merging of peoples overseas was
beginning to be reflected in the use of the term ‘British’ Empire. Before the
eighteenth century the Irish were, however, far more a people colonized than
colonizing. Waves of Anglo-Scottish settlement in Ireland attracted far larger
numbers and much greater resources than any transatlantic enterprise. Whatever
the differences of scale and environment, in the eyes of contemporaries, the
‘planting’ or settling of Ireland and America were seen as essentially similar
operations.

Nor were fundamental differences seen between the Gaelic Irish and the native
inhabitants of the new world. Both were regarded as backward and barbarous
peoples who should be brought to Christian civility. A belief in superiority was
thus balanced by some sense of obligation. In practice, especially in the early
phases of contact in North America and throughout the period in Asian and West
African ports, relations with non-European peoples involved co-operation or even
dependence on the British side rather than domination. As settlement increased,
however, the demands of new immigrants for land produced similar results in
Ireland, North America or those parts of the West Indies where Caribs survived.
Indigenous peoples were dispossessed; they were driven to retaliate in rebellion
and war; Draconian punishments followed, including further dispossession.
Those who laboured on the land from which native peoples had been expelled
were usually servants shipped from Britain. In Barbados and later in other West
Indian and southern mainland colonies, however, the supply of labour was
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increasingly met by Africans. This meant that English trade with West Africa came
to be dominated by human cargoes, for whom the status of chattel slaves was
devised by their owners. What was taken to be the imperative of inescapable need
again broke down inhibitions; this time against trading in ‘any that had our owne
shape’. This was a pattern that was frequently to recur in the history of the British
Empire.

The volumes in the Oxford History of the British Empiredo not necessarily begin
and end at the same point. Historical understanding benefits from an integration
and overlap of complex chronology. Although oceanic voyages from Britain
commenced as long ago as the Middle Ages, and crossings of the Atlantic took
place from the end of the fifteenth century, this volume begins with the deliberate
attempts to open up long-distance trade and to found colonies from the late
sixteenth century. As is the case throughout the series, there is no uniform
chronological ending for this volume, some chapters extending up to the end of
the seventeenth century, some even beyond into the eighteenth century. Other
chapters end with the Glorious Revolution of 1689, a notable landmark in the
history of both Britain and the British overseas.

A special feature of the series is the Select Bibliography of key works at the end of
each chapter. These are not intended to be a comprehensive bibliographical or
historiographical guide (which will be found in Volume V) but rather they are lists
of useful and informative works on the themes of each chapter.

The Editor-in-Chief and Editor acknowledge, with immense gratitude, support
from the Rhodes Trust, the National Endowmentfor the Humanities in Washing-
ton, DC, St Antony’s College, Oxford, and the University of Texas at Austin. We
have received further specific support from the Warden of St Antony’s, Lord
Dahrendorf, the Dean of Liberal Arts at the University of Texas, Sheldon
Ekland-Olson, and, for the preparation of maps, the University Cooperative
Society. Mr lain Sproat helped to inspire the project and provided financial
assistance for the initial organizational conference. It is also a true pleasure to
thank our patrons Mr and Mrs Alan Spencer of Hatfield Regis Grange, Mr and Mrs
Sam Jamot Brown of Durango, Colorado, and Mr and Mrs Baine Kerr of Houston,
Texas. We have benefited from the cartographic expertise of Jane Pugh and her
colleagues at the London School of Economics. We are indebted to Jane Ashley for
her help in preparing the index. Our last word of gratitude is to Dr Alaine Low, the
Assistant Editor, whose dedication to the project has been characterized by
indefatigable efficiency and meticulous care.

Wm. Roger Louis



PREFACE

The title to this volume appears without a commencement date because it is
impossible to identify a moment before which people in Britain and Ireland had
no interest in the known and unknown world beyond the confines of Europe.
Romanticized reports of travel by Europeans in Asia and Africa circulated in both
islands during the Middle Ages as they did on the continent of Europe, and
there can have been no maritime community in either Britain or Ireland that did
not harbour myths about lost islands, or even continents in the Atlantic, or about
voyages by intrepid mariners such as the Irish St Brendan or the Welsh Prince
Madoc.

Belief in such stories must have played some part in encouraging sailors to
undertake voyages far into the Atlantic, and traders and fishermen from the west
of England, especially from Bristol, maintained regular contact with Iceland
during the medieval period. This renders the argument that Bristol sailors reached
the coast of Newfoundland in 1481, at least eleven years before Columbus’s first
Atlantic voyage, plausible if not proven, but it would be far-fetched to suggest that
such possible discoveries also laid the foundations of Britain’s trading and terri-
torial Empire.

Wheretrade was concerned, the vastbulk of English and Scottish commerce had
been centred on the continent of Europe during the Middle Ages, while Irish trade
was directed towards England, with a lesser concentration on southern Europe.
Well-established trading routes supplied the peoples of Britain and Ireland with
Mediterranean and Balticcommodities and with the luxury goods of Asia that were
brought to Europe by the traditional overland routes. At the same time territorial
controversiesalso focused on the continent of Europe rather than further afield, and
the ambition of successive English monarchs to revive the medieval Angevin
Empire did not end until 1562 with the evacuation of New Haven (Le Havre).

During the Middle Ages English and Scottish monarchs disputed the border
that separated their realms. The resulting conflict persisted into the reigns of
Henry VIII and Edward VI and was not finally resolved until 1603, when the two
realms were brought together into a single, composite British monarchy. Scottish
monarchs, who upheld the interests of the Scots-speaking population of the
lowlands, also aspired to extend their authority over the Gaelic-speaking high-
lands, while sixteenth-century English monarchs were extensively and expensively
engaged in the analogous effort to assert their influence over all parts of Ireland
until the end of the century.
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These preoccupations of the people of Britain and Ireland, and their rulers,
go some way to explaining why, in spite of famous exploits, such as the Cabot
voyages of 1497 and 1498, their role in long-distance voyaging was relatively
modest before the close of the sixteenth century. The volume explains how
this involvement quickened during the seventeenth century to the point where
the English were the most consequential European presence in the North
Atlantic, and where English merchants were the principal conveyors of African
slaves across the Atlantic as well as being major participants in direct trade
with Asia.

While seeking to explain this transformation in England’s position in the
world of long-distance trade and colonization, the volume concludes that it was
more the product of accident than design. It also suggests that a shape was
imposed on what had been accomplished by chance only after state authorities
came to appreciate the commercial importance of the various colonies, fortified
posts, and trading routes throughout the world that had been established by
private adventurers. Successive chapters reveal a striking contrast between the
low level of state involvement during the first half of the seventeenth centuryand a
more active state participation in colonial endeavour from the 1650s onward, but
the overall impression is that transoceanic ventures remained a low priority for all
British governments to the end of the period and that the real achievements might
well have been frittered away in any of the European peace negotiations of the late
seventeenth century. People in the seventeenth century had little awareness that
they were on the threshold of some great Imperial age.

The volume draws upon recent scholarship on the history of Britain and her
colonies and incorporates original research. Thematic chapters deal with the
concept of Empire in the early period. Some contemporaries viewed colonization
as a way of extending civil society and were greatly influenced by knowledge of
classical literature. A chapter is devoted to literature and Empire. Ethical issues
and the struggle for legitimacy by the colonizers, and the relations between
colonizers and Native Americans on the mainland and in the Caribbean are
explored in two chapters. The impact of political, constitutional, and religious
upheavals in Britain on events in the colonies is examined. By the end of the period
some settlers were prepared to take up arms to defend their rights. Divisions
between whites within the colonies and tensions between colonial populations and
at home in the First British Empire in North America and the West Indies
foreshadow the conflicts of the eighteenth century. Other themes which are
given separate treatment are the growth and development of the state and its
military and naval prowess, the importance of technological advance in ship
design, and the expansion and specialization of British trade and manufacture.
These themes are further developed in specific regional chapters.
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The regional chapters are arranged in chronological order. They show how a
network of communication linked the various parts of the emerging British
Empire in the New World with London, and with each other through intercolonial
trade. Chapters deal with colonization within Britain and Ireland as well as in the
New World and attention is also given to the part played by the Scots and Irish in
colonial endeavours of the English. The book indicates that contrasts between the
transplanted society of New England, which has been depicted as a communal
success, and those in the Chesapeake, the West Indies, and outposts such as
Newfoundland, have been exaggerated in the past. However, there were real
differences and four chapters discuss colonizing efforts in distinct regions of
North America and illustrate the diversity of modes of government in church
and state. The role of the great trading companies in Asia and West Africa and the
importance of the West Indies tradeis explored in three regional chapters. Britain’s
role in the European continental wars and her rivalry with other European
colonial powers within the New World and Asia take the story up to 1713, so
forming a link to the second volume in the series.

Nicholas Canny
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1

The Origins of Empire: An Introduction

NICHOLAS CANNY

The study of the British Empire in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries presents
special difficulties because no empire, as the term subsequently came to be under-
stood, then existed, while the adjective ‘British’ meant little to most inhabitants of
Britain and Ireland during the years covered by this volume. During the sixteenth
century England was sometimes described as an empire, but always with a view to
emphasizing the long tradition of independence from foreign potentates, includ-
ing the Pope, enjoyed by its monarchs through the centuries. The word ‘empire’,
which was particularly favoured by Henry VIII after his breach with Rome,
therefore called to mind the relative isolation of England through the centuries
rather than its dominion over foreign territories." That specific meaning was
sustained when, with the Union of the Crowns in 1603, the English monarchy
gave way to a composite dominion which incorporated the three kingdoms of
England, Scotland, and Ireland, and the principality of Wales. King James VI and I
was the first monarch of this conglomeration, and he himself chose for it the
mythical name ‘Britain’ or ‘Great Britain’ in the hope that this usage would
familiarize his diverse subjects in the several jurisdictions with the political
alteration that had taken place, and would persuade them to shift their loyalties
from their local communities to the new composite monarchy that had been
created.” Therefore as King James established ‘Britain’ as the name of his multiple
kingdom, phrases such as ‘great Brittaines imperial crowne’, or ‘the Empire of
Great Britaine’, were but adaptations of the prevailing concept of independent
authority, and had no necessary expansionist associations.> Educated English

This Introduction benefited greatly from comments by David Armitage, Tom Bartlett, Jack Greene,
Karen O. Kupperman, P. J. Marshall, John Morrill, Geoffrey Parker, and the Editor-in-Chief. David
Armitage also kindly allowed me to consult unpublished work.

' Richard Koebner, Empire (Cambridge, 1961), esp. pp. 53-55-

* B. Levack, The Formation of the British State: 1603-1707 (Oxford, 1987); C. H. Firth, ‘The British
Empire), in Scottish Historical Review, XV (1918), pp. 185-89; David Armitage, ‘The Empire of Great
Britain: England, Scotland and Ireland, c1540-1660, The Ideological Origins of the British Empire
(Cambridge, forthcoming), chap. 2.

3 This first phrase comes from Thomas Blennerhasset, A Direction for the Plantation in Ulster(London,
1610), sig. A 2, and the second from John Speed, The Theatre of the Empire of GreatBritain(London,1611).
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people were, of course, familiar with such associations attaching to the word
‘empire’ in its classical usage, but while Milton’s Satan, once he came to know of
God’s creation, aspired to have his ‘Honour and Empire. . . enlarged by conquer-
ing this new world}, his special source of pride was in being saluted as emperor in
Hell because it ‘asserted’ that he had been ‘ordained to govern, not to serve!™

This latter definition would have been immediately intelligible to English
people of the seventeenth century because the ‘Union of Love’ which King
James wished to achieve between his English and his Scottish subjects implied a
rejection of the ambition of those in England who visualized Britain as a unitary
state, within which England would enjoy political, cultural, and religious dom-
inance over Scotland.”> The terms ‘Britain” and ‘British’, as these were defined by
King James VI and I, therefore had a precise insular connotation. In so far as the
words then came to acquire expansionist associations it was in relation to the
establishment in Ulster, through the process of plantation, of a settler society where
Scottish and English Protestants became joint participants in a common enter-
prise which was described as ‘British’, and where Scots and English were referred to
indistinguishably as ‘British Protestants’, or even ‘Britaines’® The exceptional
character of this usage at the outset of the seventeenth century becomes apparent
when we note that those few English advocates of transoceanic exploration and
settlement who would allow Scots, Welsh, and Irish to participate in the effort to
extend Crown authority beyond the frontiers of Europe did not describe the
undertaking they favoured as ‘British’ Rather, when Samuel Purchas encouraged
what would be described today as ‘British’ colonial expansion, he conceived it as a
plural rather than a singular endeavour which, he hoped, would result not only in
the dispersal ‘through the world’ of ‘England’s out of England’, but also in ‘Royal
Scotland, Ireland, and Princely Wales, multiplying new Scepters to his Majesty and
his heirs in a New World’”

* John Milton, Paradise Lost, Book IV, 1l. 390—91; Book V, 1. 802, in John Carey and Alastair Fowler,
eds., The Poems of John Milton (London, 1980), pp. 636, 725.

* For the unitary view see Armitage, Ideological Origins, chap. 2; Roger A. Mason, ‘Scotching the
Brute: Politics, History and National Myth in Sixteenth-Century Britain’, in Mason, ed., Scotland and
England, 1286-1815 (Edinburgh, 1987), pp. 60-84; Roger A. Mason, ‘The Scottish Reformation and the
Origins of Anglo-British Imperialism, in Mason, ed., Scots and Britons: Scottish Political Thought and
the Union of 1603 (Cambridge, 1994), pp. 161-86; this attitude was shared by Edmund Spenser, on which
see ‘Spenser Sets his Agenda’, in Nicholas Canny, Ireland in the English Colonial System, 1580-1650
(Oxford, forthcoming), chap. 1.

® The terms not only enjoyed official currency but were embraced by the settlers within the
plantation, for which see ‘The names of the freeholders...’, S[cottish] R[ecord] O|ffice], Edinburgh,
RHis/91/60.

7 Samuel Purchas, Hakluytus Posthumus or Purchas his Pilgrimes, 20 vols. (Glasgow, 1905), 1, pp.
XXXVii-XxXxViii.
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Purchas’s desire to have Irish and Scots involved was exceptional because most
English propagandists for colonization conceived it as an exclusively English
enterprise to which Welsh people were silently admitted. This conception was,
perhaps, a reflection of reality, because there were few Scots or Irish who had the
capacity to become promoters of overseas colonization until the eighteenth
century. Therefore the English were precocious among the peoples who became
subjects of the British Crown in 1603 in displaying an early interest in the
phenomenon that, for want of a better term, is known as the Expansion of Europe.
However, even the English, despite manifesting a navigational prowess which
matched that of the Spanish and Portuguese, were slow to follow up their ‘Dis-
coveries’ and to claimdomination over foreign peoples and trading routes, as the
Tberians did so spectacularly from the outset.® That the English were capable of
overawing peoples less technically accomplished than themselves is not in doubt,
and historians have striven to explain the relative tardiness of the English in
making the switch from exploration to exploitation by alluding to the essential
difference in wealth and social organization between the Native American peoples
encountered by the English (and also the French) and those who came within the
reach of Spanish explorers in the valley of Mexico and in Peru.® This goes some
way towards explaining the perceived time-lag, even when it takes no account of
the varied Portuguese experience at colonization. However, the more interesting
consideration is that the supposed tardiness of the English as colonizers has come
to be perceived as a problem to be explained, and that this problem derives from
the widely held assumption that there was some necessary connection between
exploration and exploitation and that the establishment of overseas empires was
the inevitable consequence of ‘Discovery’. Therefore, in historical terms, the most
important aspect of the poor performance of the English as colonizers during
most of the sixteenth century may well be that it proves that no such connection
existed, at least at the outset of the period covered by this volume.

The number of English traders who were interested in Atlantic, Asian, and
African opportunities before the end of the sixteenth century was small, and the
modestinvolvement of the English state with overseasventuresreflectsa generally
low level of communal interest. This is not to deny the sustained concern of some
sectors, particularly the fishing and merchant communities, with the opportunities
that had become available to them since the close of the fifteenth century through
therecent expansion in geographic knowledge. Evenallowing for this, it stillappears

8 On navigational matters see chap. by N. A. M. Rodger.
9 Sir John Elliott, Britain and Spain in America: Colonists and Colonized, The Stenton Lecture,
University of Reading, 1994, p. 13.
' See below, pp. 55-56.
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that the interest o f the monarchy in the new possibilities tar outstripped that ofthe
English commercial community, at least during the reign of Henry VIII. The
subsequent waning of state interest in oceanic affairs is explained largely by the
fragility of theregimes of Edward VI and Mary I, and also that of Queen Elizabeth I
during her early years. For their part, merchants remained reasonably satisfied, even
up to the closing decades of Elizabeth’s reign, that they had sufficient access to the
commodities of Asia, Africa, and America either through established European
trading networks or through raids on Spanish shipping.

The relative passivity of the English state in relation to overseas matters went
unchallenged until some politically engaged Protestants associated with Sir Fran-
cis Walsingham, Secretary of State to Queen Elizabeth and head of intelligence,
and the propagandists employed by them, sought to alert the nation and the state
to the advantage that their Spanish adversaries had gained over them through
transoceanic exploits. This made little impression on the members of the great
London merchant companies, who did not seriously contemplate the risk and
expense of distant engagement until the early seventeenth century. By this time the
end of privateering, combined with the disruption of customary European trading
networks that had occurred during the course of the war with Spain, forced them
to accept that they themselves would have to establish direct trading connections
with Asia and to exploit whatever opportunities existed in America if they were to
satisfy the demands of their customers for the exotic commodities from distant
continents to which they had become accustomed." Merchant investment in a
series of new companies generated a spectacular expansion in trade which took
Englishmen to the African coast, the Levant, Russia, the Indian Ocean, and else-
where, and which added substantially to the wealth of England because of the
opportunities it provided for re-exportation.”> However, this activity was not
considered either imperial or colonial in the seventeenth century, possibly because
it was not associated with settlement, and because English consumers, who were
already familiar with the commodities being supplied, did not appreciate the
novelty of the means by which they were now being procured.

America, therefore, remained the principal concern of those who advocated
overseas ventures. The most prominent of the early authors were the two Richard
Hakluyts and their associates, and their disciple Samuel Purchas. On a political
level these were essentially propagandists for militant Protestantism, and they
perceived the promotion of trade and colonization as one necessary means both to
enhance the position of Protestant rulers in the world and to check the Catholic
monarchs of Spain. They were also of one mind in considering that their mon-

‘! See chap. by John C. Appleby; and below, pp. 149-51.
2 See chaps. by P. E. H. Hair and Robin Law; P. J. Marshall; Nuala Zahedieh.
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archs, as upholders of true religion, were more duty-bound than the Spanish
rulers to bring the truths of Christianity to those who previously had had no access
to that knowledge, and they were confident that the endeavours of those who
followed their advice would be favoured by a benevolent Providence once they cast
aside that ‘preposterous desire of seeking rather gain than God’s glory’”?

While describing the religious and associated nationalistic commitment of
propagandists such as the Hakluyts and Purchas, one must always bear in mind
that their opinions were aspirational and did not reflect the priorities of their
countrymen or even their government. This becomes apparent on comparison of
the preoccupations of the younger Hakluyt with those of his contemporary, Adam
Winthrop of Groton Manor in Suffolk, who in 1586 (when Hakluyt was still
writing), commenced a diary of the major events in his life which he would
carry on intermittently until 1619."* During that time Winthrop did not make a
single entry that concerned English long-distance voyaging, nor did he mention
any literature that would have shed light on that subject apart from Sebastian
Miinster’s Cosmographia Universalis, which he purchased in 1595 for 5 shillings.
The matters that preoccupied him were religious, familial and local, and he could
even bring the few events of national importance that he mentioned down to the
parochial and personal level. For example, when noting that on 24 October 1603 ‘it
was proclaimed that England and Scotland should be called great Brittaine’, he also
mentioned that on 26 May 1603 his cousin Munnyng had, at Groton, shown him ‘a
new book in Latin, De Unione Britaniae.

Reference is made here to Adam Winthrop because the diary of this articulate,
religious squire, whose family was soon to be associated with Puritan migration to
New England, demonstrates how little overseas activity in the Atlantic or in Asia
impinged upon the consciousness of even educated English people as late as the
early decades of the seventeenth century. Adam Winthrop was naturally interested
in the progress of the Protestant Reformation on the continent of Europe, but
otherwise when he looked beyond his immediate environs it was to Ireland. Even
that interest was explained by the presence in Ireland of several members of his
immediate family who became settlers in the plantation of Munster. Adam main-
tained a regular correspondence with these relatives, sometimes acted as their
agent in local matters, entertained them at Groton on their return visits, and
occasionally, as on 9 May 1605, accompanied those departing for Ireland for some
of their journey: ‘I did ride with my brother [John] Winthrop into Ess[ex], and
returned the 17th’

3 Richard Hakluyt, Divers Voyages (1582; London, 1850), p. 13.
" ‘The Diary of Adam Winthrop, 1580-1630’, in Winthrop Papers, ed. Allyn B. Forbes and others, 6
vols. (Massachusetts Historical Society,1929— ), I, pp. 39-14s.
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These frequent references to Ireland give the impression that that country was
no more than a natural geographic extension of England, and it was certainly the
ambition of those who were engaged in the establishment of a sizeable English
settlement in the southerly province of Munster to makeit, and represent it as, just
such an extension (see Map 6.2)."” Ireland’s geographic position emerges in much
the same light in the early surviving correspondence of Adam Winthrop’s famous
son John (later Governor of Massachusetts), as it does in the diary of the father.'®
There is, however, one significant difference; while retaining contact with his
cousins in Munster, John Winthrop, through the 1620s, was more concerned
with developments at the centre of government in Ireland, and he seems then to
have believed that the entire kingdom of Ireland, and not just Munster, might be
fashioned by the English into a truly godly society. Therefore he sent his eldest son,
John]r., to be educated at Trinity College, Dublin, out of the belief, shared by other
zealous Protestants, that it had surpassed even Emmanuel College, Cambridge, on
which it was modelled, in sustaining a godly curriculum and environment.”” The
progress of the College was perceived by Winthrop as only a step towards rescuing
Ireland from its perverse attachment to popery,” but he seems to have been
convinced by the settlement endeavours of his brother-in-law, Emmanuel Down-
ing, a government official in Dublin, and of the godly clergyman Richard Olm-
stead, then enjoying the patronage of Sir Charles Coote, that plantation would
become the instrument for redeeming the entire country. It is possible that John
Winthrop invested in these ventures and visited Ireland himself in 1621, and he
certainly considered making his home there: ‘I wish oft God would open a way to
settle me in Ireland, if it might be for his glory, Amen.*

God, as it happens, decreed that John Winthrop’s home should be in Massa-
chusetts rather than in Ireland, but this episode shows that he, like thousands of
other English, and also Scots, contemplated an involvement with the various state-

> Michael MacCarthy-Morrogh, ‘The English Presence in Early Seventeenth Century Munster’, in
Ciaran Brady and Raymond Gillespie, eds., Natives and Newcomers: The Making of Irish Colonial Society
(Dublin, 1986), pp. 171-90; Nicholas Canny, ‘The 1641 Depositions as a Source for the Writing of Social
History: County Cork as a Case Study’, in Patrick O’Flanagan and Cornelius G. Buttimer, eds., Cork:
History and Society (Dublin, 1993), pp. 249—308.

' The correspondence to which reference is made appears in Winthrop Papers, 1, pp. 278-319.

7 1bid., pp. 281, 283-84, 288—89, 311; Alan Ford, ‘The Church of Ireland, 1558-1634: A Puritan
Church?, in A. Ford, J. McGuire, and K. Milne, eds., ‘As By Law Established’: The Church of Ireland
Since the Reformation (Dublin, 1995), pp. 52—68; Alan Ford, The Protestant Reformation in Ireland, 1590—
1641 (Frankfurt am Main, 1985).

*® John Winthrop to John Winthrop Jr., 3 Oct. 1623, Winthrop Papers, 1, pp. 288—89; same to same, 29
March 1624, Winthrop Papers, 1, p. 311.

' Ibid., and same to same, 20 April 1623, Winthrop Papers, 1, pp. 280-81; Francis ]. Bremer, ‘The
Heritage of John Winthrop: Religion along the Stour Valley, 15481630}, The New England Quarterly, xx
(1997), on Olmstead in Ireland, see Ford, The Protestant Reformation, pp. 205—08.
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sponsored plantations in Ireland in preference to gambling on more speculative
ventures across the Atlantic or further afield. Much has been written about these
interconnections between British ‘domestic’ and ‘overseas’ colonization, which
have sometimes been likened to the connection between the reconquista of Moor-
ish Spain and the conquest of New Spain.*® In both instances, historians find it
puzzling that procedures and justifications that they associate with overseas
colonization were employed within Europe into the early modern period. This
puzzlement stems from the notion that colonization was a procedure reserved by
European powers to assert their authority over peoples who were foreign’ to them,
and which in turn links ‘otherness’ with places remote from Europe. Such
assumptions are not justified, because they do not allow for the fact that all
educated Europeans were conscious that colonization was a method that had
been employed in ancient times by the Romans to advance their authority and
civility throughout much of Europe, and in medieval times by the Anglo-Nor-
mans to extend their influence, including their involvement with England, Scot-
land, Wales, and Ireland.™

These precedents held a special appeal for the English, the lowland Scots, and
the Old English in Ireland, since these were all keenly conscious that their own
societies owed their origin to conquests. For these people, therefore, resort to
colonial methods was almost an automatic response once it became clear that
reform by persuasion had proven futile, because they were convinced, both by
precedent and by the treatises of such recent theorists as Machiavelli, that the
establishment of colonies was a procedure appropriate for their own time and
place.** Moreover, it would also have appeared logical to those of Norman descent
in Scotland, England, and Ireland that their first priority was to fulfil their historic
civilizing mission close to home, before becoming involved in more speculative
ventures for which their moral responsibility was less clear. Besides, it may have
seemed to committed Protestants, such as Emmanuel Downing and John Win-
throp, that the completion of this domestic agenda should enjoy priority because
the Protestant Reformation had made but little progress in the outlying reaches of
the King’s dominions.

While we can speculate over what mighthave motivated John Winthrop and his
associates, we have clear information on what principles guided Queen Elizabeth’s
learned Secretary, Sir Thomas Smith, when he became involved in a much-
studied, but ultimately futile colonization venture in north-east Ulster during

*° See chap. by Anthony Pagden.

* See chaps. by Jane H. Ohlmeyer and T. C. Barnard; and Anthony Pagden, Lords of All the World
(New Haven, 1996).

** For references to Machiavelli, see Sir William Herbert, Croftus sive de Hibernia Liber, ed. Arthur
Keaveney and John A. Madden (Dublin, 1992), pp. 74—77; 86—87; 92—93.
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the 1570s. Smith, who is best remembered as the author of the political treatise De
Republica Anglorum, made it clear when discussing his Ulster venture that the only
means of extending this ‘Commonwealth’ of England beyond its historic frontiers
was through military conquest followed by the erection of colonies along the lines
favoured by the Romans. For Smith, a classicist and a former Professor of Civil
Law, both the vocabulary and methods of colonization derived from Roman
practice, and justified the hierarchical and authoritarian character of the colony
that he sought to establish in Ulster. This colony would then be instrumental in
civilizing the Gaelic population of Ulster in the same way that Roman colonial
institutions had civilized the Ancient Britons.* Similar arguments were pursued
by William Strachey when speaking of the responsibility of English settlers in
Virginia towards the native inhabitants there, and when he also cited the Spanish
example of his own times it was because this too conformed to his understanding
of classical precedent.*® These examples suggest that those Englishmen who
contemplated the colonial option as a means of extending the scope of civil society
looked to the precedents provided by the common store of knowledge that all
educated Europeans had acquired through their study of classical literature.

Observations such as those by Smith, and more formal accounts such as those
by Strachey, blunted the sharp edge associated with the word ‘colony’ by making it
synonymous with ‘plantation’, a term with gentler, horticultural associations.
Thus, the ‘Undertakers’ in the plantation of Ulster were required to ‘plant or
place upon a small proportion, the number of 24 able men of the age of 18 years
being English or Inland Scottish’. The various English settlements in North
America were known from the outset as ‘plantations, and the official body
established after the Restoration of the monarchy in 1660 to oversee all of these
projectswas called the Council of Trade and Plantations. Even more emphatically,
John Milton removed any taint associated with plantation as colonization when he
likened it to the Creation, praising God as ‘the sovereign Planter’ who had ‘framed
all things to man’s delightful use’®

Attention to the various plantation efforts in Ireland and Scotland is warranted
because it shows that colonization had been a weapon in the armoury of European
governments long before the so-called ‘Discoveries’ occurred, and that it contin-
ued to be employed within Europe long after colonization had become more

23 Sir Thomas Smith, De Republica Anglorum, ed. Mary Dewar (Cambridge, 1982); Hiram Morgan,
‘The Colonial Venture of Sir Thomas Smith in Ulster, 1571—-5, Historical Journal, XXVII (1985),
pp. 261-78.

4 See below, pp. 154—-56.

* Conditions to be Observed by the Brittish Undertakers of the Escheated Lands in Ulster (London,
1610); Patricia Seed, Ceremonies of Possession in Europe’s Conquest of the New World, 1492-1660 (Cam-
bridge, 1995), pp. 25-31; John Milton, Paradise Lost, Book IV, I1. 691-92, in Carey and Fowler, eds., Poems
of John Milton, p. 653.
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commonly associated with far-flung, exotic places. It is interesting to identify such
precedents and parallels, but one must be aware that, while these could encourage
English people to adventure further afield, at the start of this period they also
served to stunt colonial endeavour and even set it on false trails. Thus, English
colonization in completely different climatic and economic environments fre-
quently followed the same course during the early years of settlement, because the
different promoters shared the same assumptions, derived from ancient or med-
ieval precedent. Merchants, frequently the main sponsors of colonization, were
conservative by disposition, relying on standard procedures for promoting and
supervising any task in hand, regardless of the different circumstances that might
prevail, and this also resulted in inflexibility. For example, comparison of the
procedures followed by the London companies in meeting their responsibilities in
the Ulster plantation with the orders governing the plantation efforts of the
Berkeley family in both Bermuda and Virginia shows that the sponsoring body
in each case appointed one person to represent its interest on the ground, and that
this person was required to take detailed guidance from home before entering into
any commitment that would involve financial outlay.® Such close monitoring
resulted in formulaic letters concerning the measurement and division of planta-
tion land in the respective colonies and the exploitation of natural resources,
which were almost identical in content and made no allowance for the entirely
different environments in which the agents operated.*

Such attachment to routine may have resulted in much wasted effort, but it also
generated detailed reports and costings which provide valuable insights into
colonization in practice. The ambition both in Ulster and in Bermuda and
Virginia was the creation of model societies, but it was also expected that skilled,
enterprising people would have the opportunity to make their fortunes in their
new environment. Thus Mr Arundel’s letter to Virginia of January 1622, which
predicted that ‘any young laborious honest man may in a short time become rich
in this country, had its parallel in the prediction of Thomas Blennerhasset, a
propagandist for the Ulster plantation, that all artisans or experienced husband-
men who went to Ulster would ‘be in estimation and quickly enriched by [their]
endeavours’. At the same time, the promoters of both enterprises warned that the
unskilled and the indigent would have no place in their respective societies; the
dire warning of Blennerhasset from Ulster, that ‘loiterers and lewd persons in this

*¢ Procedures followed by the London Companies in Ulster are best detailed in the papers relating to
the Company of Ironmongers, London, Guildhall Library, MSS 17, 278(1); and those concerning the
Haberdashers Company, Edinburgh, SRO, RH 15/91/33; the affairs of the Berkeley Plantations can be
traced in the Smythe of Nibley Papers, N[ew] Y[ork] P[ublic] L[ibrary].

* Edinburgh, SRO, RH 15/91/33; Bryan Cave in Somer Isles to Mr Thorpe, 14 July 1616, Smythe of
Nibley Papers, doc. no. 2, NYPL.
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our new world will not endure’, was matched repeatedly by similar sentiments
from Bermuda and Virginia.*®

Another shared assumption, deriving from Roman precedent, was that colonies
had, of necessity, to be organized into towns or even cities if they were to remain
civil and secure. Thomas Smith had sought to organize his private plantation in
Ulster around its projected capital Elizabetha, and the supporters of the state-
sponsored plantation in Ulster of the early seventeenth century also insisted that
the settler community would have to be organized about a network of towns. For
this they pleaded not only the example of the Romans spreading civility through
the foundation of cities but also ‘the noble precedent’ whereby, at the time of the
Norman Conquest of Ireland, the city of Bristol had agreed with King Henry II to
take over Dublin from the Vikings and settle it with civil people, which ‘plantation’
not only brought fame and profit to Bristol but was ‘not the least cause of civilizing
and securing of that part of the country’.*®

With similar intent, the promoters of the Berkeley Plantation in Virginia
commissioned their representative Captain John Woodleefe on 4 September
1619: ‘to erect and build a town called Barkley and to settle and plant our men
and diverse other inhabitants there, to the honour of Almighty God, the enlarging
of Christian religion, and to the augmentation and revenue of the general planta-
tion in that country, and the particular good and profit of ourselves, men and
servants as we hope’. The business of the plantation was to be conducted from this
town, and Woodleefe, enjoying a trading monopoly as the chief merchant of the
company, would conduct his trade from its security, ‘either with the natives of
Virginia, or with the English there residing’*®

Agents in both plantations were given detailed, and almost identical, instruc-
tions on the erection of houses and churches for the inhabitants, and the English
promoters supplied much the same commodities to each initial group of settlers
to get them started. These goods, regardless of climate or environment, inevitably
included seeds that would enable the settlers to produce their first harvest, as well
as crops that the sponsors believed would make the colony commercially viable;
but these lists tell us more about the deficiencies of the English economy than
about the potential of particular colonies. Thus, while the sponsors of Berkeley
Plantation looked forward to their colony producing ‘iron ore, silk grass, mul-
berry trees, vines, English wheat, maize and other Virginia corn, aniseeds, flax,
[w]oade, oilseeds, and the like, as well as meadow and pasture for cattle, fish, fowl,

** Mr Arundle’s Letter, Jan. 1621/2, Smythe of Nibley Papers, doc. no. 37; Thomas Blennerhasset, A
Direction for the Plantation of Ulster (London, 1610), sig. B2".

* Blennerhasset, Direction, sig. B2"; Mayor Sebright to Ironmongers, 1609, London, Guildhall
Library, MSS, 17, 278(1), f. 3.

3¢ Commission to Captain John Woodleefe, 4 Sept. 1619, Smythe of Nibley Papers, ff. 59—60.
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and timber for shipping and other uses’, the merchant sponsors of plantation in
Ulster were confident thattheir acquisition would provide themwith a ‘store of all
things for man’s sustenance’ which, when detailed, included many of the com-
modities expected of Virginia. Promoters were also given to expounding on the
strategic advantage of their various colonies, as in the case of Ulster where its
location was praised first because of its proximity to the ‘great and profitable
fishings. ..in the next isles of Scotland where many Hollanders do fish all the
summer seasor, then because it was ‘ready for traffic with England and Scotland’,
and finally (and implausibly) because it was ‘open and convenient for Spain and
the Straits, and nearest for Newfoundland’*

The promoters of both colonies were to learn from experience that these
fantasies would never be realized, but, like the English-based sponsors of other
colonial ventures, they showed themselves to be slaves to precedent, persisting
with inappropriate ventures and political forms, sometimes at considerable
human and financial cost. Nor is this stubbornness surprising, when we note
that these same assumptions about the formation of new societies were shared and
popularized by England’s leading literary figures. Milton may have been describ-
ing the behaviour of fallen angels rather than humans in Book I of Paradise Lost,
but it is none the less significant that he identified their first undertaking, after
they had been cast down from Heaven, as the construction of ‘Pandaemonium, the
high capital of Satan and his peers’*

There were several instances in the English colonial experience of the seven-
teenth century where the rigid adherence of colonial promoters to their inherited
beliefs was responsible for total failure. The more pragmatic promoters often
heeded the advice of those directly involved with plantations only after their initial
forays had resulted in such heavy human and financial losses that they had no
other option but to follow the course that was most likely to produce some return
on their investment. Once they were guided by such counsel, the forms that the
various colonies assumed were very different from classical models, the most
extreme example being that in the Chesapeake, which emerged as a string of
riverain tobacco farms rather than a sequence of elegant plantations organized
about an imagined capital like Barkley.*

Historians have been so impressed by the parallels between colonization enter-
prises in different places, and by the references to these parallels that were made by

3 Ordinances, Directions and Instructions to Captain Woodleefe, 4 Sept. 1619, Smythe of Nibley
Papers, ff. 61-62; London, Guildhall Library, MSS, 17, 278(1), ff. o-1.

3* John Milton, Paradise Lost, Book I, 11. 756—57, in Carey and Fowler, eds., Poems ofJohn Milton, p.
505.

3 See chap. by James Horn.
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contemporaries, that some scholars have gone so far as to suggest that the
experiences gained in Scotland and Ireland actually influenced colonial practice
in the New World. It goes without saying that some transfer of knowledge must
haveoccurred, especially when the same people wereinvolved in different theatres
of colonization, but insufficient account has been taken of the ways in which
‘Internal Colonialism’ hindered and distorted as well as stimulated English colo-
nial ventures further west in the Atlantic.>* This part of the Introduction will
address such matters, but before doing so will identify some of the more potent
lessons that have been disregarded by those who have studied British domestic and
transoceanic colonization as a single subject.

The most obvious oversight is the extent to which the plantation in Ulster,
which was the costliest British colonial undertaking of the seventeenth century,
both popularized the concept of ‘British’ as opposed to ‘English’ colonization, and
provided the first example of how a British colony and Empire might function.*
Reference has already been made to the novel nomenclature that was coined to
describe settlers and settlement at the very launch of the plantation in Ulster, but
that experience also provided the first tangible example of ordinary lowland Scots
and English people, who, despite their shared origin and religion, continued to
have little contact with each other long after the Union of the Crowns, engaging
upon a common enterprise.

The theory favoured by King James for the plantation in Ulster was that Scots
and English should function as equal partners in a civilizing and reforming
endeavour, and that Scots and English tenants would be intermixed on the
property of each Undertaker. In practice, however, the plantation that emerged
in Ulster was very much an English creation and was English dominated. The
King, on whose support all planters ultimately relied, had taken up residence in
London, and while Scots proprietors enjoyed equality of rights with English
grantees in the Ulster plantation, it was in a jurisdiction where the administration
and the state church were constitutionally subject to England. It is not surprising,
under these circumstances, that English settlers treated their Scots partners as
second best, and they accepted Scots tenants on their estates in an effort to meet
plantation conditions only when English tenants were not available and where
Irish customary tenants were being forced off the land by government regulation.
The condescending attitude towards the Scots expressed in 1622 by Mr Taylor of
Armagh, who favoured the extension of ‘a plantation of British® to County

34 The term was coined in Michael Hechter, Internal Colonialism: The Celtic Fringe in British
National Development, 1536—1966 (London, 1975).

% SeeLinda Colley, Britons: Forging the Nation (London,1992), whichassociates the development of
a British identity with the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries and more particularly with the years
between Waterloo and 183;.
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Monaghan (an Ulster county which had not been included within the original
plantation scheme), anticipated what many English would have to say of Scots
settlers in several British colonies throughout the world in future decades. Taylor
recommended that the better lands to the south of County Monaghan should be
reserved for English proprietors, but for the waste land on the north side.. . to
which English will hardly be drawn; it were good to set it to Scotch men...the
Scotch shall be as a wall betwixt them and the Irish through whose quarter the Irish
will not pass to carry any stealths’.>

Within this Ulster context, land-hungry Scots planters had no option but to
become frontiersmen, whenever this was the role assigned to them, and to show
deference to the, usually English, bishops of the Church of Ireland while seeking to
negotiate leases of land from them. They also had to work closely with their
English planter neighbours who dominated the administration and defence of
the province, whilethey had, at the outset, torely upon Irish tenants or subtenants
to pay rent for the estates which they hoped ultimately to develop as models of
British settlement in the province. At the same time, they had to establish and
maintain contact with the administration in Dublin, which was a totally English
body. While they were thus forced to accept their role in the plantation as
supplementary to that of the English, the Scots planters in Ulster sought to
compensate for this inferiority by constructing a Scottish microcosm within the
larger English-dominated plantation. To do this, they lured Scots tenants, usually
from their own localities in Scotland, to take the place of the Irish tenants on their
estates; they married Scottish wives and retained Scottish servants in their houses;
they provided patronage, whenever this was feasible, to clergymen of their own
nation; they maintained continuing contact with their homeland; and they strove
to confine their associations in the public as well as in the private spheres to Scots
of their own rank, both those who remained in Scotland and those who became
fellow planters in Ireland. Yet however hard they tried to forge an exclusively
Scottish world in Ireland, this proved impossible. For example, Sir Robert Mac-
Clelland, later Lord Kirkcudbright, whose Irish career can be documented with
precision, worked assiduously to populate his Irish lands with Scots tenants and
also to maintain contact with his property and kinsmen in Scotland, but he always
employed some Irish people both as servants and under-tenants, and he retained
the services of a Mr Winslawe and a Mr Wamsley for ‘law business), because it was
English common law rather than Scottish law that obtained in Ireland. From the
outset, MacClelland had to send a servant on frequent expeditions to conduct
business with the Dublin administration, and as the seventeenth century

3 ‘Mr. Taylor of Armagh, his Proposition for Planting my Lord of Essex’s Land’, Dublin, National
Library of Ireland, MSS, 8014 (x).
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progressed his heirs, like all Scots landowners in Ireland, had to establish connec-
tions also with the court of King Charles I because Irish issues were increasingly
resolved there.”

Therefore, the colony-within-a-colony that MacClelland and his fellow Scots
strove to fashion in Ulster during the course of the seventeenth century was never
an exact replica of what they had left behind in Scotland; rather, it was a hybrid
society of Scots, Irish, and English, with the balance decidedly in favour of the
Scots, and it existed side by side with other micro-communities where the ethnic
balance was more English or Irish depending on the nationality of the proprietors.
By thus creating their own enclaves, however, the Scots in Ulster succeeded in
maintaining a distance from the English who were both commercially and poli-
tically dominant within the wider planter community, and they sometimes took
advantage of the resulting freedom to enter into business transactions with native
proprietors rather than with well-connected English settlers. That is certainly the
impression conveyed by Lord Balfour of Glenawley, when advising a fellow Scots
peer, the Earl of Annandale, on the management of the fishery that Annandale had
acquired in Killibegs in County Donegal. Annandale, he said, should never ‘trust
any English in that place’, since they would merely deceive him by ‘fair shows and
protestations’>®

The Ulster experience of the first half of the seventeenth century showed that
Scots and English did not operate as equals within this first ‘British’ settler
community. Rather, the plantation society that emerged was dominated by the
English, who tolerated a sequence of sub-communities where either Scots or Irish
predominated, and which were expected to fulfil special functions for the benefit
of the wider plantation effort. This ethnically diverse settlement was created in
Ulster because it was insisted upon by the King, but even if this had not been the
royal wish a mixed settlement might have come into being by default because the
English planters experienced difficulty in attracting English tenants in sufficient
numbers to meet the plantation conditions. The tensions that developed between
the separate national groups who controlled distinct areas of settlement will strike
a familiar chord with all who are acquainted with the British Atlantic World in the
post-Restoration period. So also will the practices and procedures of the Scots in
Ulster during the first half of the seventeenth century, because after 1660 it was the

¥ Nicholas Canny, ‘Fashioning “British” Worlds in the Seventeenth Century), in Canny, Gary B.
Nash, Joe Illick, and William Pencak, eds., Empire, Society and Labor: Essays in Honorof Richard S. Dunn
(College Park, Pa.,1997, supplement no. 64 to Pennsylvania History), pp. 26—45; MacClelland’s principal
estate in Ireland went to his daughter Marion and her husband Robert Maxwell, who was forced to
become a petitioner at court to uphold their interests; see Robert Maxwell to Bishop of Derry, 14 March
1639/40, Edinburgh, SRO, RH 15/91/20, no. 1.

% James, Lord Balfour of Glenawley to John, Earl of Annandale, 20 July 1626, in H{istorical]
M[anuscripts] C[ommission] Report of the Laing Manuscripts, 1, pp. 169—72.



THE ORIGINS OF EMPIRE 15

Atlantic Ocean rather than the Irish Sea which bore thousands of indigent Scots
families and their animals to a new home, this time in the Middle Atlantic
colonies.”®

The most potent lesson demonstrated by the Irish experience is that the estab-
lishment of colonies of settlement, on the model of those of the Romans, was
feasible in the modern world, and the most distinctive feature of the future British
Empire within the spectrum of European overseas empires is the prominent place
enjoyed by colonies of white settlement within it. These, when they came into
being, always included, in varying proportions, Scots and Irish as well as English
and Welsh, and to this extent the seventeenth-century plantation experience in
Ulster provided the first practical example of how a ‘British’ society might func-
tion. Many British colonial societies, both in North America and in the emerging
British Empire of subsequent decades, would also, like that in seventeenth-century
Ulster, be culturally diverse communities with a distinct place and function being
assigned to English, Scots, Irish, and Welsh groups which were incorporated in a
larger planter society controlled by a select group of English merchants or officials.

When taking account of this positive achievement we must also allow that what
happened in Ulster, and more generally in Ireland, during the first half of the
seventeenth century also served to distort, and even hinder, wider colonial devel-
opments. For example, Scottish involvement with Ulster meant that Scots could
not, even if the opportunity had presented itself, become seriously engaged in
colonization further afield because they lacked the resources to do so. Up to 30,000
Scottish people migrated to Ulster, mostly in family groups, in the decades prior to
the Irish insurrection of 1641, and when these are added to the simultaneous
exodus of Scots fighting men to the continent of Europe, it becomes clear that
Scotland could not have provided any other colony with a supply of artisans and
agricultural workers.** The engagement with Ulster must also have placed a
considerable strain on the Scottish money supply, because those Scots who
succeeded as landowners in Ulster bore the cost of transporting tenants, their
families, and livestock to Ireland, and placing them in a house and on a farm that
would comply with plantation conditions. As a consequence of this investment,
many Scots planters in Ulster became heavily indebted to Scottish money-lenders,
and it is likely that migrating tenants also drew upon Scottish sources of credit to
meet their start-up costs. Thus, while we might regard the society that was
evolving in Ulster in the decades previous to 1641 as a prototype of what would
come into being on the mainland of North America (and especially in the Middle

3 See chap. by Ned C. Landsman.

4 T. C. Smout, N. C. Landsman, and T. M. Devine, ‘Scottish Emigration in the Seventeenth and
Eighteenth Centuries, in Nicholas Canny, ed., Europeans on the Move: Studies in European Migration,
1500-1800 (Oxford, 1994), pp. 76—112.
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Atlantic colonies) in the late seventeenth and the eighteenth centuries, we must
also accept that what was happening in Ulster would have hindered Scottish
involvement in the Atlantic both because of the demand it placed on human
resources and the strain it placed on the credit supply in a backward economy.*

When looked at from this perspective we can see how developments in Ulster
hindered, or at least retarded, more remote colonial endeavours and kept the Scots
involvement to a minimum during the early part of the seventeenth century. The
plantation in Ulster, together with several other Irish plantations, would also have
consumed English human resources that might otherwise have been attracted to
America, and it is clear that, in the seventeenth century, the revived plantation in
Munster lured away large numbers of the very type of skilled settler that the
sponsors of all colonies were seeking. Plantation in Munster must also, in its
initial stages, have drawn heavily on English surplus capital, but a significant
return would have accrued because, previous to 1641, some of the Munster settle-
ments proved highly profitable.**

Not so in the case of Ulster, where the plantation was slow to become a going
concern. Moreover, the plantation of Ulster required not only significant invest-
ment from the English Undertakers and their tenants, on a par with that made by
their Scots counterparts, but the leading London merchant companies were also
called upon by the King to accept responsibility to plant one of the six escheated
counties (designated County Londonderry) under the same conditions as the
Undertakers, and to erect two trading ports at Derry and Coleraine with appro-
priate fortifications. The costs associated with the development of the towns, the
recruitment of settlers, and the simultaneous development of a sequence of
manors throughout the county made the investment by the merchant companies
in Ulster the single most expensive contribution of the City of London to Britain’s
colonial endeavour of that time. One may well imagine the disenchantment of the
leading London companies and their members with all colonial enterprise when
this investment, which had been forced on them by the Crown, not only failed to
win them official gratitude but soon exposed them to substantial fines because
they had not fully met their obligations.** This experience may go some consider-
able way towards explaining the subsequent low level of investment by established
London merchants in transatlantic colonial enterprise, and their preference for

# David Armitage, ‘Making the Empire British; Scotland in the Atlantic World, 1542-1707’, Past and
Present, CLV (1997), pp. 34—63; Canny, ‘Fashioning “British” Worlds’.

** Michael MacCarthy-Morrogh, The Munster Plantation: English Migration to Southern Ireland,
1583-1641 (Oxford, 1986).

43 T. W. Moody, The Londonderry Plantation, 1609—41 (Belfast, 1939); Canny, ‘Fashioning “British”
Worlds’; Jane H. Ohlmeyer, ‘Strafford, the “Londonderry Business” and the “New British History”’, in
J. E Merritt, ed., The Political World of Thomas Wentworth, Earl of Strafford, 1621—41 (Cambridge, 1996),
Pp- 209-30.
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continued involvement with trade, including in the newly developed East India
Company which conducted long-distance trade with Asia. This Company had, by
the end of the century, become the biggest trading concern in England and was
already overtaking its Dutch equivalent as the biggest European handler of Asian
goods.**

While these points show how, in several respects, British involvement with
Ireland stifled potential colonial enterprise elsewhere, we can also see how it
distorted it. The first distortion occurred because transoceanic activity, and the
settlement associated with it, remained almost entirely English until the second
half of the seventeenth century, despite the fact that the government that sanc-
tioned such enterprise was self-consciously British. This is largely explained by the
existence of a multitude of lesser English traders who took up the opportunities in
the Atlantic that had been passed over by their disillusioned betters, but the
exhaustion of the possible supply of both Scottish investment and migrants
through Scotland’s heavy involvement with Ulster meant that Scots were able to
launch few American ventures of their own during the first half of the seventeenth
century.* Irish investors were even less involved with Atlantic ventures, because
the limited speculative capital that was available to them was usually invested in
land or manufacturing enterprises at home rather than in transoceanic coloniza-
tion; the only group of Irish businessmen who are known to have invested in
Atlantic ventures during these years concentrated upon St Christopher (St Kitts)
and the Amazon basin.*°

The inability of Scots and Irish to participate as significant investorsresulted in
an effective monopoly for English promoters in ‘British’ overseas enterprise.
English traders who gained commercial monopolies in this sphere then became
determined to exclude interlopers, including Scots competitors. This brought a
predictable response from the Scottish Covenanters, who demanded ‘liberty of
commerce and trade. . . through the veins of all his Majesty’s dominions’, aswell as
free membership of trading companies, the abolition of internal customs, and
mutual rights for English, Irish, and Scots traders where any one of them enjoyed
‘any outtrade and dealing in any foreign places’*” Despite such protest, trans-
oceanic enterprise in the name of the British Crown continued to relyupon English
initiative and resources, and one purpose of the passage of the English Navigation
Acts of the later seventeenth century was to preserve the English monopoly, which

4 Robert Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, 15501653 (Princeton, 1993).

45 Armitage, ‘Making the Empire British’

4 Joyce Lorimer, ed., English and Irish Settlement on the River Amazon, 1550-1646 (London, 1989);
Louis Cullen, ‘The Irish Diaspora of the Seventeenth and the Eighteenth Centuries) in Canny, ed.,
Europeans on the Move, pp. 113—49.

4 Transactions of the Committee of Estates of Scotland, 29 March 1641, Edinburgh University
Library, MSS, DC 4.6, ff. 90"—o1".
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persisted until the Act of Union with Scotland in 1707. Before that, the most
significant contribution of Scots and Irish to Britain’s overseas settlements was in
populating rather than in promoting them.

Another distortion that resulted from the early concentration of English and
Scottish colonial energies upon Ireland is that people with no previous experience
of overseas endeavour came to think of it as a westward enterprise rather than as
something that also presented opportunities in Africa and Asia. This was exem-
plified in the case of Adam and John Winthrop, whose mental map was first a local
English one, until it was extended westwards to incorporate Ireland. Finally, after
John Winthrop had traversed the ocean, his became an Atlantic world where the
English presence was weak and an English godly presence weaker still. Moreover,
this New World of John Winthrop was like his old one in that it was circumscribed
by menacing French and Spanish papists lying respectively to the north and the
south of his New England settlement, but sailing the same ocean that was the
lifeline for all European settlements. Having identified the threats that were likely
to come from known adversaries, Winthrop then familiarized himself with the
parts of the Atlantic that were under English control, even when these were
ungodly mercenary places such as Barbados and Newfoundland, or profane
settlements such as Maryland, where Jesuits abounded and Mass was celebrated.*®
He took a particular interest in these colonies because they could complement or
evenbe asource of settlers for his own community, but he also feared thateven the
godly settlements could become rivals and drain off settlers from Massachusetts.*®
Thus, in 1640 he remonstrated in theological terms with Lord Saye and Sele over
the latter’s attempt to lure settlers from New England to Providence Island, while
in 1642 he warmly welcomed to Boston one Mr Bennet, a gentleman from Virginia
with news of godly people there who were in urgent need of clergymen to minister
to their spiritual needs.>* And when he concluded that the survival of the godly
could not be assured by English resources alone, he looked to the possibility of
recruiting Protestants from Ireland and Scotland into his colony, as well as Irish
Catholic servants who would be amenable to reform when placed in a godly
environment.”'

This does not mean that there were no English people (or Scots people for that
matter) who could see all transoceanic enterprise as a single whole. For example,
Patrick Copeland, an English clergyman serving in 1640 in Bermuda but pre-

4 Winthrop’s Journal, “History of NewEngland”, 1630-49, ed. ]. K. Hosmer, 2 vols. (New York,1908),
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viously a chaplain to the East India Company, praised the conversion methods
that had been devised by Dutch Protestant missionaries in Amboina, which were
an adaptation of the practices that had been used by Jesuit missionaries who
worked in Asia under Spanish and Portuguese tutelage. While Copeland, like
any right-thinking Protestant, decried the perversity of the Jesuits in spreading
false doctrines, he admired the Dutch initiative in imitating methods that had
proven effective, and he recommended the employment of a similar strategy for
bringing the truths of Christianity to the American Indians in both the Chesa-
peake and New England.>* However, Copeland was exceptional in both his global
view and experience, and despite a major English commercial involvement with
Africa and Asia, relatively few English, and even fewer Scots and Irish, settled in
those continents during the seventeenth century.

Many English commentators of the time took this balance for granted and, for
the earlier part of the century, saw themselves as emulating the Spanish, rather
than the Portuguese or the Dutch, in their continental preference. Some, for
example Thomas Bowdler in his Commonplace Book for the years 1635-36,
considered that England had made a deliberate and commendable choice. Bowd-
ler had served in British embassies abroad and had debated with papist adver-
saries over the relative importance of overseas adventures in the struggle for power
in Europe. His debates had led him to the conclusion that it was in his govern-
ment’s interest to discourage ventures to Asia because these resulted in the loss to
England not only of bullion but also of sailors who were essential to Britain’s
security; ‘not one in ten returning’ from such voyages. On the other hand, Atlantic
ventures, and particularly those to the West Indies, found favour with Bowdler,
because they would ‘raise another England to withstand our new Spain in Amer-
ica) while fostering trade ‘without waste of treasure...and without such loss of
mariners as in other places’ The remarks of Bowdler are particularly pertinent
because they show how this one individual who gave thought to the subject of
overseas involvements in the years immediately preceding the wars of the mid-
century could see some logic in the emerging pattern of England’s overseas
enterprise, with the Atlantic beginning to arouse more interest than Asia, and
with the West Indies enjoying pride of place within the Atlantic sector. Nor, unlike
historians of today, did he identify the risks from disease in the West Indies and
the Chesapeake as a necessary disadvantage. On the contrary, he considered that
the high mortality of settlers (but not of sailors) in the West Indies and the
Chesapeake added to the social utility of these settlements, making them ‘really

>* Patrick Copeland to John Winthrop, 4 Dec. 1640, Winthrop Papers, IV, 1638—44 (Boston, 1944),
p. 157; Susan Kingsbury, ed., The Records of the Virginia Company, 4 vols. (Washington, 1906—35), I, pp.
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helpful ... as now they serve for drains to unload their populous state which else
would overflow its own banks by continuance of peace and turn head upon itself
or make a body fit for any rebellion’**

These observations of Thomas Bowdler, Patrick Copeland, and John Winthrop
might be considered individualistic or even whimsical, but one thing they shared
was their recognition that the merits of overseas endeavour would come to enjoy a
wider appreciation only when these would be made to appear essential to the
commercial, military, or spiritual interests of their home societies. This was the
same assumption from which the Hakluyts, Purchas, and the other early propa-
gandists of colonial endeavour proceeded, but the fact that the case for coloniza-
tion stillneeded to be reiterated in the middle of the seventeenth century indicates
that the original message had made little impression in either England or Scotland,
other than among committed Protestants. Not even all of these, as witnessed in the
case of Adam Winthrop, were inspired by, or even interested in, colonial involve-
ment. They were more easily convinced of its importance as a tool of foreign policy
because they were caught in a time warp where the essential foreign-policy issue
remained the animosity between England and Spain that had dominated the last
years of the reign of Queen Elizabeth. For these Protestants, England’s (and
presumably Britain’s) providential role was to defend the achievements of the
Reformation and to oppose the power of Spain, which was identified as the
bulwark of papist superstition, both in Europe and beyond. This Protestant
concern to emulate Spain while attacking its Atlantic interests goes some way
towards explaining why militant Protestants, such as John Winthrop and Lord
Saye and Sele, were to the fore in English overseas ventures of the mid-seventeenth
century, and their obsession with shadowing Spain also contributed to the con-
tinuing Atlantic focus of England’s colonial thrust. For all their commitment,
however, these individuals did little to advance the cause of colonization in
the short term, and the futility of their efforts was symbolized by the fact that
the energies that had been invested in the establishment of the colony of Provid-
ence Island (off the coast of Nicaragua), which was designed as a base from which
to undermine the Spanish empire, were subsequently reinvested in the Cromwel-
lian settlement of Ireland.

The example and the rhetoric of those who were advanced in both their
Protestantism and their commitment to colonization were not lost on Oliver
Cromwell, and his Western Design represented the first deployment of the military
resources of the British state in the interests of transoceanic, as opposed to Irish,
colonization; although not, it must be said, at the expense of Ireland, which then

4 Commonplace Book of Thomas Bowdler, 1635-36, Edinburgh University Library, Laing MSS, La
IIL, f. 532.



THE ORIGINS OF EMPIRE 21

experienced the most ambitious plantation effort to date.”® The scant return on
Cromwell’s Atlantic deployment is of less consequence than the way in which it
directed public consciousness, more effectively than the Hakluyts or Purchas had
ever done, to the economic no less than the moral importance of overseas empire.
Then the employment of state resources for colonial purposes had the ironic
consequence of alerting the Dutch to the threat to their trading interests that
stemmed from Cromwellian aggression, and this Dutch fear ultimately contrib-
uted to a political realignment between the Protestant United Provinces and
Catholic Spain against a common threat from the most stridently Protestant
power in Europe.>®

While the Cromwellian initiatives produced few lasting gains for Britain,
besides the island of Jamaica, they did result in an alteration of foreign-policy
priorities that was to have enduring significance. The maintenance of those
colonies and trading positions that had been acquired in almost serendipitous
fashion during the first half of the seventeenth century now came to be considered
a matter of national interest as well as pride. Moreover, it was accepted by the
Restoration government, as it had been during the Interregnum, that colonies
established by foreign adversaries might be seized by force, or that their transfer to
Britain might become a counter in treaty negotiations. This possibility seemed to
negate the spiritual priority that had been invoked consistently to legitimize all
colonization, but policy-makers were not forced to admit that they had aban-
doned the religious imperative because the colonies that were considered the most
desirable targets for acquisition were West Indian islands devoted almost entirely
to the production of sugar and populated principally by African slaves. Such, it
was accepted, could be made immediately ‘British’, as opposed to being ‘Dutch’,
‘French), or ‘Spanish’, by the simple expedient of introducing a new governing élite
in place of that established by the ‘foreign’ power.

All of this points to secular interests taking the place of the spiritual motives that
were previously invoked to justify colonization, and this reorientation of priorities
was made easier for the scrupulous by declaring the successive wars against the
Dutch to be essentially wars to punish a people who had failed to uphold true
religion in its purest form.”” Such propositions were no more than special plead-
ing; the government of Charles II was keenly conscious of the need to expand its
colonial interests if for no other reason than that the consequent increase in
customs revenue was a vital new source of income. What was good for the
Crown was also perceived to coincide with the interests of merchants, and the

% See chap. by T. C. Barnard. 5¢ See chap. by Jonathan I. Israel.
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trade statistics of the time demonstrate that this perception was an accurate
reflection of reality as Britain’s West Indian islands became the prime producers
of customs revenue for the Crown, while they also constituted the principal
overseas market for both food supplies and manufactured goods from Britain.®

Thus it came to be widely accepted in England in the decades after the
Restoration that colonies were essential to the economic well-being of the com-
munity. As this reality became established, officials and merchants began to cast
covetous eyes on places on the map that should be brought under the British
Crown, either because they were economically desirable or because they were
strategically important for the maintenance and development of existing colonies
and trading routes across the globe. Therefore, by the end of the seventeenth
century, a new concept of Empire had been established, which involved the
assertion of dominion over foreign places and peoples, the introduction of
white, and also black, settlement in these areas, and the monopolizing of trade
with these newly acquired possessions. This concept was given formal expression
in a pamphlet published in 1685, by ‘R.B.’ (the pseudonym of Nathaniel Cruch),
called The English Empire in America.*® This work looked to the economic pros-
pects of eight mainland and eleven island settlements, traced the origin of each,
and placed the early explorations of ‘our brave English spirits’ that had led to the
establishment of all nineteen colonies in the context of ‘the first discovery of
the New World called America, by the Spaniards’ All of this was consistent with
the standard of reporting set by the Hakluyts, but it differed essentially from their
formula because it measured success principally in material terms and attached
scant importance to religion in the emerging Empire. However, as is clear from his
title, R.B. was, like the Hakluyts but unlike Purchas, a ‘little-Englander’ in that he
was writing to celebrate England’s achievements, and made reference to Irish and
Scots only because they were numerically significant among European settlers on
the islands of Montserrat and Barbados. His geographic sense was also narrow, or
deliberately misleading, in that he described all of these ‘Dominions’ in America as
being in ‘the West Indies, and he devoted no attention whatever to English
navigational or trading exploits in Africa or Asia.

Despite his shortcomings as a reporter, R.B. consolidated the view that an
Empire of trade and dominion had been established, that this Empire was located
in the Atlantic, and that it was in the national interest to cherish and defend it.
Since R.B’s nation was always England, so also was his Empire that of England:

%8 See chaps. by Michael Braddick and Nuala Zahedieh.
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because it had been acquired principally through English endeavours; because it
was controlled from London; because it was managed by English people; and
because, with the few exceptions mentioned above, the white population was
overwhelmingly of English descent. However, even as he was writing the English
character of the Empire was changing, and R.B. did not take sufficient account of
the extent to which the English presence had already been diluted. Almost from
the outset, the English in the West Indies had been joined by a small but significant
group of Irish Catholic planters, who not only developed sugar plantations on
particular islands but also played an important role in drawing indentured
servants from Ireland to meet the labour requirements of planters on other islands
as well as their own. This mobilization of white labour was greatly augmented by
the forced migration of an Irish Catholic work-force to the West Indies in the
aftermath of the Cromwellian conquest of Ireland, and it is the combination of
these movements which justifies the assertion that ‘the Irish constituted from mid-
century the largest single flow of white immigrants to the seventeenth-century
West Indies’ The dragooning of Irish labourers for Barbados by the Cromwellians
is notorious, but what is not so well remembered is that the precedent for this was
the transportation of significant numbers of Scottish soldiers to the West Indies
after the Battles of Dunbar and Worcester in 1650~—51. These were followed by some
voluntary Scottish emigrants to the islands in subsequent years, and both Scots
and Irish servants were joined by an ever-increasing number of African slaves. The
consequent permanent change in the population balance may be one reason why
the sugar islands came more frequently to be referred to as the British, rather than
the English, West Indies.®®

Another factor which contributed to the increasing flow of Scots emigrants to
all the colonies, and not only to the West Indies, was that Ireland proved less
attractive for settlers after 1660 than in the decades before 1641, and people who
might previously have hoped to make their fortunes there now had to look further
afield.®’ English adventurers were still to the fore among those who led the quest
for colonial opportunity, but, in the decades after the Restoration, these were
frequently joined by Scots, or by English and Scottish people who had first tried
their luck with plantation in Ireland. Promoters of colonization in America
encountered increasing difficulty in finding workers and settlers for their colonies
because an expanding economy in England meant there were fewer people from
that country who were available for menial work in the colonies. The consequent
shortfall in labour in the West Indies was made good by Irish and some Scottish
workers, as well as African slaves, and slaves were also employed in considerable

® See chap. by Hilary McD. Beckles. L. M. Cullen, ‘The Irish Diaspora, in Canny, ed., Europeans on
the Move, p. 113.
S See chap. by T. C. Barnard.
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numbers by tobacco producers and by farmers in the Chesapeake and Carolina.
For most colonies on the mainland of North America, however, and particularly
for those in the buoyant Middle Atlantic sector, the work-force was drawn
increasingly from Scotland where, in sharp contrast to England, economic con-
ditions became increasingly difficult as the seventeenth century progressed. The
immediate Scottish response to the collapse in the rural economy was to flee to
Ulster, but this was a place of refuge rather than of opportunity in the 1690s, so
some Scots began to make their way directly to mainland America while others,
known to historical literature as Scotch-Irish, first went to Ulster and later made a
second migration to America. Furthermore, as trade and human traffic increased
between Irish and North American ports, these Protestant emigrants were joined
by some Irish Catholics, and the population mix in the Middle Atlantic colonies
became even more diverse with the addition of a German-speaking leaven towards
the close of the seventeenth century. These various groups did no more in the
Middle Colonies before 1689 than establish enclaves of their own within settle-
ments where the tone was set by English, and English Quakers at that, but the
diversity of population meant that the adjective ‘English’ was no longer adequate
to describe the emerging Empire, and ‘British’ came gradually to be accepted as a
more serviceable term.®

Even as the colonies came to be identified as British, the ever more diverse white
settlers began to lay claim to the rights of Englishmen and expected to be governed
through a locally elected Assembly, which they also took to be the manner of
English governance. R.B. was most admiring of the legal forms in operation in
New England and the island of Nevis, but he suggested that governing institutions
in each of the colonies were moving towards a common English form, even in
recently acquired Jamaica, where ‘the Laws. . .are as like those of England as the
differences of the countries will admit’.®> This warranted mention presumably
because R.B. appreciated that would-be settlers would demand some assurances
that their liberties would be guaranteed.

These demands reflected the reality that the law in force throughout the
expanding Empire was English law, despite being sometimes administered by
Scots, but they may also have stemmed from the growing recognition that legal
rights of individuals could quickly be eroded as they moved into unfamiliar
surroundings far removed from the support of acquaintances and kin. Moreover,
it was accepted from the outset that ‘savages’ would be made ‘civil’ only under
authoritarian rule, and since many Europeans who wererecruited as settlers in the
various colonies were considered by their superiors to be little better than savages,
repeated attempts had been made to govern them also in military fashion.

* See chap. by Ned. C. Landsman. ® The English Empire, pp. 91, 184, 209.
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Such resort to authoritarian rule was hardly surprising in the narrow con-
straints aboard ship or in the many forts and trading stations that dotted the
sailing routes of the burgeoning British Empire, but the fear always existed that the
many Governors of colonies who had military backgrounds would attempt to rule
their colonies as they were accustomed to rule their regiments, and would for-
mulate codes of conduct such as ‘The Laws Divine, Moral and Martiall’ that were
briefly and notoriously enforced in Virginia during the early years of settlement.**
Furthermore, as slavery became an ever more common feature of Empire and as
whites groped for a consensus on what codes were appropriate for the manage-
ment of slave gangs, they were forced to give thought also to how their own claims
to freedom might be preserved in a world where liberty was becoming the
exception rather than the rule.”

Thus, as separate English, Scottish, and even Irish microcosms were being
fashioned (as Samuel Purchas had hoped they would be) under the aegis of a
common monarch, the diverse elements from the composite British monarchy
were quickly to learn that the readiest means of procuring for themselves the
customary or putative rights of Englishmen was to insist that they were British.
This insistence explains the alacrity with which ordinary white settlers in almost all
the Atlantic colonies took up arms to defend their rights, and this, as much as their
rigid attachment to Protestantism, explains also the general conflagration that
beset almost all of the British Atlantic World in the aftermath of the Glorious
Revolution.®® No other event better demonstrated the existence of a British
Empire whose white inhabitants shared political assumptions as well as economic
interests. At the same time, this episode also demonstrated that this First British
Empire, which was still in the process of being defined, would be an Atlantic
Empire, if only because it was impossible to envisage a similar disturbance in the
interest of civil liberties occurring in any of Britain’s factories or trading stations
on the coastline of Africa or in Asia.

While it is possible to point to the moment when a British Empire had come
into being in fact if not in name—the naming was to await the Act of Union
between England and Scotland of 1707 and the publication in the following year of
John Oldmixon’s The British Empire in America—that moment can be identified
only with the advantage of hindsight, and people who lived through the seven-
teenth century had little awareness that they were on the threshold of some great

¢4 Stephen Saunders Webb, The Governors General: The English Army and the Definition of
Empire, 1569-1681 (Chapel Hill, NC, 1979); ‘Laws Divine, Moral and Martiall’ in Peter Force, ed.,
Tracts and Other Papers Relating. .. to the Colonies in North America, 4 vols. (Washington, 1836), I1I,
no. 2.

5 See below, pp. 227—33; 389—97-

66 See chap. by Richard S. Dunn.
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Imperial age.”” Everything that has been said in this Introduction, and that will be
detailed in the chapters which follow, makes it clear that before 1689 an English
(and much more so a Scottish and Irish) transoceanic presence was always
tentative and had usually been a matter of low priority. Thus, while three succes-
sive Dutch wars, fought between 1652 and 1674, demonstrated that the state was
capable of mobilizing its resources to defend its commercial and colonial interests,
these were exceptional interventions, and most colonial activity at the end of the
seventeenth century existed, as it had done at the beginning of the sixteenth
century, in a limbo between public and private spheres.®® Indeed, the only devel-
opment that marked a departure from the sixteenth-century practices was the
Asian traffic pursued by the East India Company in large, purpose-built ships that
were capable of carrying bulky cargoes and enduring long and hazardous voyages
around the Cape of Good Hope; a journey which took an average of six months to
traverse in one direction (see Map. 1.1). Everybody in the seventeenth century
regarded this as an exceptional trade which was proving highly profitable for
investors in the Company, but while this traffic was new to England it was
recognized that it was displacing a European commerce in Asian goods that had
existed for centuries—yet not even the most far-sighted could have imagined that
the calicoes and spices that were being imported in ever-increasing quantities were
laying the foundations for Britain’s most spectacular Imperial achievement of
future centuries.*®

On the other hand, the mundane trade and colonial activity on the Atlantic
came to be perceived in the later seventeenth century as an essentially English
achievement which was contributing to the enrichment not only of England, but
also of Scotland and Ireland. What happened there was also, in some respects, no
more than a quantitative advance upon what had been under way in the sixteenth
century, with trade and the passage of people being conducted in small and
frequently old ships, ranging in size from twenty-five to 300 tons, that had been
requisitioned from other commercial traffic, or from the fishing- and coal-fleets.
The principal concerns of the captains of the multitude of little vessels that plied
the Atlantic were to cover the cost of each individual voyage while making it safely
to journey’s end. Therefore, whenever they were forced off course by unforeseen
circumstances they did not hesitate to dispose of their cargo, and even their
passengers, at a destination different from that originally intended. Nevertheless,

7 James Truslow Adams, ‘On the Term “British Empire™’, American Historical Review, XXVII (1922),
pp. 485-89; John Oldmixon, The British Empire in America, Containing the History of the Discovery,
Settlement, Progress and Present State of all the British Colonies on the Continent and Islands of America, 2
vols. (London, 1708).

% See chaps. by Michael Braddick and G. E. Aylmer.

% See chaps. by P. J. Marshall and Nuala Zahedieh.



« = = == Prevaling winds - all year

"> Prevailing winds - April to September
ssssseZ= Prevahing winds - October 1o March

\
%

APPROXIMATE SAILING TIMES FROM ENGLAND
Boston \from Englang) 5 to 7 weeks
{ta England) 4105 weeks
Chesapeake (from England) 9 weeks
{to Engtand) 6 weeks
Barbados (rom Engtand) 9 weeks
{to England) 8 weeks
Hudson Bay (rom England) 12 weeks
(lo England) 8 weeks (w2
indwa 6months . = ===
West Africa to 2 months
Wes! Indes

Mar n Wind Svstems and Communications



28 NICHOLAS CANNY

despite a low level of investment and the hazards presented by pirates, foreign
enemies, and unpredictable weather, a network of communication was established
that linked the various points of the emerging British Empire in the Atlantic with
London, and also with each other through an expanding intercolonial trade. Ships
bound either for Newfoundland, New England, or the Chesapeake in the early part
of the seventeenth century preferred to travel within hailing distance of each other,
so that they would enjoy mutual support in the event of shipwreck or assault, and
towards the close of the century it had become standard practice for ships from
England to travel in convoys to the several destinations in the Atlantic at fairly
predictable times. Thus, while individual ships might leave England for the sugar
islands in the West Indies at almost any time of year, the largest number of vessels
departed in groups between November and January and reached the West Indies
aboutsixty days later to collect the perishable muscovado sugars. Sailings of about
one hundred ships annually for the Chesapeake were even more seasonal, occur-
ring, as R.B. putit, ‘from midsummer till the late end of September’. The objective
was to have the ships in the Chesapeake by the beginning of November, where they
would remain over winter disposing of their European exports while assembling a
cargo which would be ready for return to England in the early spring. Travel to
New England and the emerging ports of New York and Philadelphia was less
dictated by the seasonality of crops, and the prime considerations that influenced
the flow of traffic were the avoidance of winter storms in the North Atlantic and
the necessity to clear the American ports for the return journey before the
harbours froze over. The annual passage of as many as 175 boats to the cod-fishing
grounds off Newfoundland was also as much dictated by climate as by the fishing
cycle; ships usually left England on this relatively short voyage in the early spring
and returned to Europe when their holds were full.”®

As this brief account shows, the various British settlements in the Atlantic were
linked by this remarkable passage of boats to and from their home ports, and they
were made further conscious of being members of a common community by the
ever-expanding intercolonial trade. Already by the close of our period, English
traders represented by the Royal African Company had become the biggest carriers
of slaves on the Atlantic, and while all shipsinvolved with the sugar trade inevitably
encountered these slavers in the West Indies, some sugar boats travelled to the coast
of West Africa on the outward journey and ventured to trespass upon the slaving

7® David Cressy, Coming Over: Migration and Communication between England and New England in
the Seventeenth Century (Cambridge, 1987), esp. pp. 144—77; Alison Games, ‘The English Atlantic World:
AView from London’, in Canny and others, eds., Empire, Society and Labor; pp. 46-72; R.B., The English
Empire, pp. 104, 128; Ian K. Steele, The English Atlantic, 1675—1740: An Exploration o f Communication and
Community (Oxford, 1986); and on intercolonial trade see John J. McCusker and Russell R. Menard,
The Economy of British America, 1607—1789 (Chapel Hill, NC, 198s).
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monopoly enjoyed by the Company. Others involved in the sugar business followed
equally circuitous routes and stopped by Madeira for wine and provisions, or by the
Cape Verde islands for salt. Some ships bound ultimately for the fishing grounds of
Newfoundland also saw the advantage of plying a southern route in search of salt on
the way out, while on their returnvoyage some sailed directly for the Mediterranean
to sell their catch before returning to their home base.

This multi-faceted movement provided settlers and traders in all British colo-
nies and factories with commodities and information both from home and from
all parts of the ever-expanding British Atlantic World. Such regular contact made
settlers and traders conscious of their interdependency and of their membership
of a community from which those associated with the far-distant Asian trade were
excluded by time and distance. Experience also showed that, for all its discomforts,
travel on the Atlantic was reasonably safe and predictable, and that because of
prevailing winds and currents, journey times were not significantly longer than
those to the eastern Mediterranean.”” Religious zealots who made their homes in
America still liked to represent their first crossing as a rebirth, but it seems that this
was more a literary trope than a representation of reality to judge by the frequency
with which people from all settlements traversed the Atlantic on several occasions
during the course of a lifetime, assured that Providence, and the technical skills of
navigators, would bring them safely to their destinations.

The fact that several experiments at colonization proved to be profitable and
enduring to the point where a few settlements had assumed such a ‘British’
appearance that settlers came to consider them as ‘home’, was equally important
in arousing interest in colonial and imperial possibilities. This process has been
dubbed ‘Anglicization’ in relation to the social and cultural convergence that
occurred throughout the various settlements in Colonial British America during
the period 1660-1760,”* but the true significance of that development can be
appreciated only when it is considered in the light of the experience of the early
seventeenth century. Historians discussing the seventeenth century have fre-
quently contrasted the transplanted society of New England, which is depicted
as a communal success, with those societies created in the Chesapeake, the West
Indies, the Carolinas, and such isolated outposts as Newfoundland, all of which
are associated with harsh exploitation, skewed sex ratios, and high mortality. The
chapters in the present volume indicate that such contrasts have been exaggerated,
and that not even the most committed advocates of the New England experiment
were confident at the beginning that their transplanted community would endure.
Best estimates of the Great Migration to New England during the 1630s suggest it

7 See below, pp. 85-90.
72 JackP.Greene, Pursuits of Happiness: The Social Development of Early Modern British Colonies and
the Formation of American Culture(Chapel Hill, NC, 1988).



30 NICHOLAS CANNY

did not exceed 21,000 people,”® and John Winthrop’s misgiving that the migration
was not sufficient to guarantee survival was not exaggerated, since nobody could
have imagined that this base population would multiply (principally through an
unprecedented rate of natural increase matched only by that of New France; Map
19.1) to reach about 90,000 people of European descent by 1689. While Winthrop
and his associates had reason to fear that their society would collapse once
immigration faltered, they were also seriously concerned that the colony would
not be able to repay its debts, since they had difficulty in finding markets for the
goods they produced. Here again the totally unexpected success of Barbados as a
sugar-producing island created the demand for food that assured the survival of
agrarian and fishing communities in New England, and created the need for the
commercial and administrative centres that were such a vital element of New
England society at the close of the seventeenth century.

This was a godsend that nobody could have anticipated in the early seventeenth
century, when the islands were used either for the production of tobacco of an
indifferent quality or as bases for piracy. Besides rendering New England econom-
ically solvent, the commercial success of sugar production after the 1640s also
facilitated the development, first in Barbados and then in the Leeward Islands and
Jamaica, of a wealthy planter plutocracy and an affluent commercial community
that was the essence of Britishness in its composition and outlook. There were
approximately 20,000 white people living in Barbados at the close of the period,
and the road system their leaders designed, the sugar mills they erected, the
mansions in which the planters dwelt, and the bustle of the port of Bridgetown
all bore witness to its vibrancy as a European commercial community.”* The
profits being made from sugar were such that for most observers there would
have been no English, or British, Empire in America without the West Indies, and
the remarks of Thomas Bowdler show that people of the time would not have been
unduly disturbed by mortality rates which were so high that it had taken a
migration of approximately 150,000 white people to all the islands of the British
West Indies, down to 1689, to create the white population of 20,000 who then
persisted in Barbados. R.B., writing in 1685, was so indifferent to high mortality
rates that he even fails to mention them, while John Oldmixon confronted the
issue by suggesting that people who had not been productive at home could hardly
be considered ‘the wealth of a nation’. Neither were contemporaries concerned
that whites in Barbados were outnumbered by 30,000 African slaves as long as
there was clear evidence that the planters were ready to deal with any contingency
that might arise; R.B. consoled himself with the thought thatslaverevolts were not

73 See below, pp. 197, 200, where Anderson estimates the settler population in 1650 at 23,000 people.
74 See below, pp. 226—27, 237-39.
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likely so long as slaves were drawn from different regions of Africa and spoke
different languages.”

Early settlement in the Chesapeake had also seemed unpromising, and there
were several occasions on which the Virginia Company in London, and the leaders
of the settlement in Virginia, contemplated abandoning the effort because of the
financial and human losses that were being sustained. However, all talk of disen-
gagement was silenced once investors recognized the economic possibilities of
tobacco production, and the continued high mortality rates among European
immigrants were studiously ignored. The cultivation of tobacco also produced
ungainly settlement patterns that were the polar opposite to the classical ideal of a
colony. Nevertheless, contemporaries found the profits that could be gained from
tobacco production more impressive than the associated risks and hardships,
and while it is now known that it took a total immigration of 116,000 people to
produce a white settler community that numbered about 90,000 at the close of the
seventeenth century, the population loss could be shrugged off by R.B. with
the blithe assurance that, in the Chesapeake of the 1680s, ‘the air is good and the
climate so agreeable to the English, especially since the clearing it from woods, that
few die of the country disease called seasoning’.”® Therefore he, as a propagandist
for Empire, believed that all shortcomings of the colonial endeavour were counter-
balanced by the achievements of the emerging white creole élite, who indeed
enjoyed better resistance to local epidemics and who constructed the mansions,
churches, and courthouses that came to dominate the Chesapeake countryside at
the close of the seventeenth century.

The symbols of prosperity that were then manifested in New England, the West
Indies, and the Chesapeake, the three nodal points of settlement in Colonial British
America, far outweighed the contingentand fragmented, butcommerciallyimport-
ant, outposts in Newfoundland and in Hudson Bay. Contemporaries could also
look optimistically to the future because the recent urban foundations in Philadel-
phia, New York, and Charles Town (Charleston) were displaying early signs of
economic vitality as they established commercial networks that were more broadly
spread than those of the older port of Boston.””

When aggregated, these various colonies and settlements amounted to an
empire and some authors were already referring to them collectively as such.
However, it was very different from any empire or colony that had been envisaged
by the Hakluyts or Samuel Purchas. The fundamental difference was that it
allowed little space for the Native American population within it, so that the

7> Oldmixon, The British Empire, 1, pp. xxx—xxxvi; II, pp. 1-169; The English Empire, pp. 201~02.

7 The English Empire, pp. 135~36.

77 Gary B. Nash, The Urban Crucible (Cambridge, Mass., 1979); see chaps. by Ned C. Landsman and
Robert M. Weir.
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reforming ambition which had legitimized colonization in the first instance could
be said to have been almost altogether abandoned.”® Now it was commerce rather
than religion that was invoked to justify colonial activity, and the communities
being established on lands that had once belonged to American Indians were
essentially colonies of white settlement populated by European emigrants from
England, Scotland, Ireland, or colonies under white management which relied on
African slaves for a labour force. Authors who, in the tradition of the Hakluyts and
Purchas, persisted in comparing English achievements with those of Spain
described the Spanish territories in the New World as ‘fortunate acquisitions,
whereas those of the English were due to their own daring and commercial
acumen.”® This latter attribute immediately called to mind the Dutch, who had
been pathfinders in promoting a commercial empire, but the Dutch became less
frequently referred to as the French supplanted them as Britain’s enemy, and as
propagandists of empire began to appreciate the novelty of England’s, and ulti-
mately Britain’s, achievement. The pamphleteer and historian John Oldmixon
acknowledged this uniqueness when, in defending Britain’s proprietors in the
West Indies against the charge of lacking ‘pedigree’, he proclaimed that ‘prudence
and industry’ were a greater source of honour than ‘a long roll of ancestry’; to give
point to this assertion he averred that while there was ‘no herald office, no Court of
Arms in Barbados. .. there [was] no Trading County in England of that extent
where there [were] so many Gentlemen of so good estates, and so good families’.
This assertion of the superiority of Barbados over England rendered super-
fluous any comparison with contemporary empires, and mention of the empires
of Britain’s political rivals was seldom made by commentators once it was claimed
that British achievements had surpassed even those of the ancient Romans, who
were believed to have been the only other people to have successfully advanced
their imperial power through the establishment of colonies. Thus, when asking
rhetorically if it ‘was ever pretended that the Roman colonies dispeopled Rome’,
Oldmixon concluded in 1708 that ‘the British Colonies are or may be much more
advantageous to the Britains than the Roman Colonies. . . were to the Romans’®°
By then Oldmixon, and many of his readers, were satisfied that a process had been
completed; this volume sets out to demonstrate that the unfolding of the trial-
and-error efforts of the subjects of the British Crown through the course of the
seventeenth century can indeed be considered the Origins of Empire.

78 See chap. by Peter C. Mancall.
7 The English Empire, p. 27.
8 Oldmixon, The British Empire, pp. xxxvi—xxxvii.
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The Struggle for Legitimacy and the Image of
Empire in the Atlantic to c.1700

ANTHONY PAGDEN

The English arrived late in the Atlantic. This fact was to mark their views both of
their own Imperial identity and that of their two main rivals, Spain and France,
until the demise of the ‘First British Empire’ in the late eighteenth century. John
Cabot received his instructions from Henry VII in 1496, but for all the symbolic
weight which later generations were to place upon this unprofitable voyage by a
migrant Italian and his son, no serious attempt was made to settle in the Americas
until Sir Humphrey Gilbert’s expedition of 1583. By that time not only had the
Spanish empire become a reality both in the Caribbean and on the mainland, but
the French had also established a settlement on the St Lawrence.

The English came late, and they began, as most newcomers do, as self-conscious
imitators." ‘How strange a thing it is, reflected that tireless promoter of the
Virginia Company, Robert Johnson, in 1609, ‘that all the States of Europe have
been asleep so long that for a hundred years and more the. .. riches of the East and
West should run...but into one coffer.’” The English may have lost ‘the first
opportunity’, but Johnson was convinced that with the Crown now anxious to
join in the scramble for America, they would ‘make good the common speed’, for
they ‘are best at imitation and so do soon excel their teachers’?

The English had had extensive experience in Ireland with subduing and colon-
izing a people they regarded with no less bewilderment and disdain than they
would later display towards the Algonquian and other neighbouring Native
American peoples. But for all the similarities, the English invasion of America
was, in the beginning at least, conceived as a different kind of project for which the
Spanishachievement provided, if not the only, then certainly the most compelling
example. Like the Spanish, the English first saw themselves as conquerors, and like
the Spanish they sought to legitimate their Imperial ambitions in the name of an

' John Elliott, Britain and Spain in America: Colonists and Colonized, The Stenton Lecture, University
of Reading, 1994.

* Nova Britannia (London, 1609), ff. [C3"~*].
> The New Life of Virginea. .. being the Second Part of Nova Britannia (London, 1612), f. [E4"].
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obligation to convert the heathen Americans to the Christian faith.* “The principal
and main ends’ [of this plantation], declared the author of A True and Sincere
Declaration of the Pur pose and Ends of the Plantation begun in Virginia, ‘were first
to preach and baptize into Christian Religion, and by propagation of that Gospel
to recover out of the arms of the Devil, a number of poor and miserable souls,
wrapped up unto death, in almost invincible ignorance.”

Providentialism, indeed, frequently bulked as large in English discussions of
Empire as it ever did in Spanish discourse, and it played a particularly heightened
role in the imperialism of the Cromwellian republic. Cromwell’s ‘Western Design’
of 165455, a disastrous attempt to seize Hispaniola as a base for a subsequent
invasion of the Spanish-American mainland, seems to have begun as a device for
exporting the Revolution of the Saints. Like the Spanish Monarchy, the English
Commonwealth was to be a new Rome in the West and, as John Milton observed
after its final collapse, a new Jerusalem.® This reference to Rome suggests that the
English were as much in thrall as the Spanish had been to the image of Imperial
grandeur derived from ancient models. Although Britain could never really, even
in Sir Walter Ralegh, boast a true conquistador, and only Virginia was ever formally
recognized, and that speciously, as conquered territory, the earliest promoters of
the fledgling settlements in America did their best to stress the honour and glory
necessarily attached to expansion overseas. ‘Up then, Richard Hakluyt urged
Ralegh in Horatian fashion, ‘go on as you have begun, leave to posterity an
imperishable monument of your name and fame. .. For...no greater glory can
be handed down than to conquer the barbarian, to recall the savage and the pagan
to civility, to draw the ignorant within the orbit of reason.” Spanish success in
America, which drew a succession of European imitators, was not, however,
attributed only to the supposed heroism of the conquistadores, much less to the
dubious benefits of their religion. It was, instead, the ability of the Spanish to
extract seemingly infinite quantities of precious metals from their new dominions
which led other Europeans, even the staunchly Protestant Captain John Smith, to
celebrate their ‘unparalleled virtues’? Spanish America, at least, was all that new
worlds were believed to be. Spain’s power and her apparent wealth all flowed from
this. The greatness of Spain, wrote Ralegh, had not been gained from ‘the trade of

4 Seechap. 7 by Nicholas Canny.

> A True and Sincere Declaration of the. .. Plantation ... in Virginia... (London, 1610), pp. 2-3.
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sacksofSeville oranges . . . It is his Indian Gold that. .. endangereth and disturbeth
all the nations of Europe.”

Both the English and the French had, therefore, set off in search of Indian gold
of their own. Jacques Cartier’s first expedition in 1513 had gone with the aim of
discovering islands and lands rich in gold." Similarly, the expeditions which
Martin Frobisher led to Newfoundland in 1576, 1577, and 1578 had all been in
pursuit of precious metals. All had proved fruitless. Cartier’s gold turned out to be
iron pyrites and quartz, while Frobisher could only produce a living Eskimo as
‘witness of the captain’s far and tedious travel’'' As Adam Smith later observed,
Spain’s great wealth had been the consequence neither of virtue nor heroism, but
merely of chance. ‘Fortune’, he remarked drily, ‘did upon this what she has done
upon very few other occasions. She realized in some measure the extravagant hope
of her votaries.™

The lasting recognition that there was no new Mexico or Peru still to be
discovered, that Ralegh’s ‘Large, Rich and Beautiful Empire of Guiana’ was a
fiction, transformed forever the English perceptions of the kind of project their
Empire in America was intended to be. Confusedly at first and then with religious,
and invariably self-righteous zeal, they abandoned the vision of El Dorado and
Spanish-style kingdoms overseas for that of ‘colonies’ and ‘plantations’; places,
that is, which would be sources not of human or mineral, but of agricultural and
commercial wealth.

By the early eighteenth century this transition was so complete that any
memory of the earlier objectives of the French and English in North America
had been erased from the record. In 1748 Montesquieu could afford to view the
ruin of the Spanish empire in America with quiet satisfaction. The Castilian
crown, priest-ridden and murderously obsessed with religious conformity, had
looked upon the Americas as ‘objects of conquest’ The English and the French,
‘more refined than they’, had, by contrast, seen in the New World ‘objects of
commerce and, as such, directed their attention to them’ The goal of these new,
more enlightened, settlers had been not ‘the foundation of a town or of a new
empire, but rather the peaceful exploitation of commerce and natural resources.'

° Robert Schomburgk, ed., The Discoverie of the. .. Empire of Gviana, with a Relation of the.. .. City

of Manoa (which the Spaniards call El Dorado). .. (1596; London, 1848), p. xiv.

'* Marcel Trudel, The Beginnings of New France, 1524—1663, trans. Patricia Claxton (Toronto, 1973),
pp- 19-20.

" Richard Collinson, ed., The Three Voyages of Martin Frobisher (London, 1867), pp. 74—75; see the
comments in Stephen Greenblatt, Marvellous Possessions (Oxford, 1991), pp. 109—18.

> R. H. Campbell and A. S. Skinner, eds., textual editor W. B. Todd, An Inquiry intothe Nature and
Causes of the Wealth of Nations [1776] (Vol. II of the Glasgow Edition of the Works and Correspondence
of Adam Smith), 2 vols. (Oxford, 1976), II, pp. 563-64.

¥ De Pesprit des lois, Book XXI, chap. 21.
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This new image of Empire changed the kind of enterprise the English, and
subsequently the British, Empire was to become. It meant, too, that English
relations with, and attitudes towards, the aboriginal peoples of the Americas was
different from that of the Spanish. The Spanish sought to integrate the Indians
into a miscegenated society, albeit at the lowest possible social level, and the
French attempted to ‘Frenchify’** their indigenes. The English, after decades of
moralizing, sought only to exclude the Indians or, where expedient, to annihilate
them. And because of their view of themselves as a commercial and agricultural,
rather than a conquering people, few Europeans were so little given to moral
scruples over their imperial exploits as the English. But although questions of the
legitimacy of the occupation of aboriginal lands, and the frequent enslaving of the
aboriginals themselves, could be, and frequently were, swept aside when more
immediate interests demanded, generations of colonists found themselves unable
fully to escape the painful implications of the question asked by Robert Gray in A
Good Speed to Virginia 0£1609: ‘by what right or warrant we can enter into the land
of these Savages, take away their rightful inheritance from them, and plant
ourselves in their place, being unwronged or unprovoked by them?*

One of the foundational conceptions which the modern European empires had
inherited from their classical, and subsequently their Christian, ancestors was the
conviction, moral as much as legal, that every expansionist state was required to
legitimate its actions by appeal to some law, in most cases of either supposedly
natural or divine origin. In the terms accepted by every legal system of classical and
Christian origin, acts of appropriation necessarily involved the denial of those
rights which all men held by virtue of their condition as men. Every such act,
therefore, had to be explained so as to render those natural rights invalid. Ques-
tions of legitimation, however, only became pressingwhen obvious spoliation had
taken place involving a sufficiently large number of persons over a sufficiently
protracted period of time to draw the attention of the metropolitan power, or to
become a source of contention between the colonists themselves. For this reason
the British in Africa and Asia were little concerned with legitimating their actions,
at least until the nineteenth century. Until that time they had no declared imperial
ambitions in those places. In Africa their activities were largely confined to trade,
primarily in slaves and gold, and what few settlements they did establish, although
generally fortified, were in no sense ‘colonies’. Legally, too, they were generally held
by agreement with the indigenous rulers to whom rent or tribute was usually

'4 Le. franciser—the word was coined by Mirabeau to describe Colbert’s colonial policy; Anthony

Pagden, Lords of All the World: Ideologies of Empire in Spain, Britain and France, c.1500—c.1800 (New
Haven, 1995), p. 151.
'S A Good Speed to Virginia (London, 1609), ff. C3" —[C4"].
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paid.’ Similarly in Asia, where their presence was far more significant, the English,
until the mid-eighteenth century, were, or believed themselves to be, wholly
engaged in commerce. English factories in Asia were established with active native
support, and constituted mixed communities of both English and Asian mer-
chants. Of the three settlements which were later to grow into the major British
bases in India—Madras, Calcutta, and Bombay—Madras and Calcutta were both
acquired by treaty and Bombay was ceded by the Portuguese in 1661 as part of
Charles II’s marriage settlement. The ‘aristocratic republicans’ of the East India
Company were firmly opposed to conquest and colonization, as expensive and
ultimately ruinous. They proudly contrasted their own trading practices with the
alleged violence employed by their Portuguese and Dutch rivals.” Had not the
Dutch, asked one champion of the Company in 168s, ‘killed thousands of Indians
for one that ever died by the English hands’.® The belief of Sir Josiah Child—the
Company’s President in the 1680s, as well as one of the most influential political
economists of the seventeenth century—that the Company should pursue a more
aggressive policy towards recalcitrant native rulers, came to nothing. In the
seventeenth century the British were no match for Mughal forces, and the brief
skirmish with the Mughal empire between 1688 and 1689 resulted in the closure of
the factory at Surat and the blockade of Bombay."” None of these events was
sustained enough to pose lasting problems of legitimation, and none resulted in
any form of colonization. Furthermore, any limited war of this kind could always
be justified in terms of the claim that any attempt made to restrict trade, or to
control the seaways, was contrary to natural law and had thus resulted in the loss of
the natural rights of the supposed belligerents.

Legitimation only became a pressing moral and political concern when pro-
longed warfare became a necessary condition of expansion. Then all the British
Imperial adventurers, from Ralegh to Clive, were troubled by Cicero’s assertion
that ‘the best state never undertakes war except to keep faith or in defence of its
safety’*® As the self-conscious heirs of the classical imperium mundi, all the
European colonizing powers were sensitive to the need to explain their actions
as directed towards peaceful ends, and thus to find reasons in natural law which
would justify their all-too-frequent resort to violent means.

For this reason it was the Americas, occupied by technologically simple but
powerful groups of peoples fully able, at least initially, to resist European incursions,
which tested European moral and legalscruples to their limits. The Spanish were, of
course, the first to confront this problem. How could the Amerindians, who, prior

' See below, pp. 250-51. 17 See chap. by P.]. Marshall. *® See below, p. 280.

¥ 1bid. pp. 280-81.

*® De Republica, iii. 34. See ]. Barnes, ‘Cicéron et la guerre juste’, Bulletin de la société francaise de
philosophie, LXXX (1986), pp. 41-8o.
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to Columbus’s arrival, had had no knowledge of the Europeans’ very existence, be
said tohave ‘harmed them’? The attempts by the so-called ‘School of Salamanca’ in
the mid-sixteenth century to find an answer to this question were prolonged, bitter,
and noisy. They had far-reaching consequences and provided a background against
which the other European powers tested their own claims to legitimacy well into the
eighteenth century. They were even praised by Samuel Johnson, no enemy to
Protestant imperial ambitions, as evidence of the possibility of enlightened huma-
nitarianismevenwithin papist societies. But for all their significance, theywerealso
in one importantrespect unique. For the Spanish, unlike the English or the French,
had from the first been engaged upon a self-styled war of conquest. Furthermore,
they had pursued this conquest on the highly questionable authority of a papal
grant.In1493 Pope Alexander VIhadissuedfive Bullswhich conceded to Ferdinand
and Isabella the right to occupy a region vaguely defined as ‘such islands and lands
...asyouhavediscovered or are about to discover’ This concession was dubious, at
best, since it relied upon an assumption which few, even among Catholics, were
prepared to concede: that the papacy could exercise authority over secular as well as
spiritual affairs, and that its jurisdiction extended to non-Christians as well as
Christians. Nevertheless, the ‘Bulls of Donation’ remained a central component of
the Spanish defence of empire until the mid-eighteenth century.

Spanish arguments over the rights of conquerors provided a point of departure
for the English accounts of their activities in the Americas. Despite the fact that,
even under Cromwell, the English could make no claim to have been granted their
overseas possession by some higher authority, Henry VII’s letters patent to John
Cabot 0f 1496 had echoed exactly the terms of Alexander VI’s Bulls of Donation by
granting him rights to ‘conquer and possess’ for the King, any territory not
already in Christian hands, as, indeed, did those granted by Elizabeth I to Sir
Humphrey Gilbert in 1578 and to Walter Ralegh in March 1584.>* The argument,
duly pressed by Richard Hakluyt, was that since Henry was ‘Defender of the Faith,
he was as entitled as any Pope to make universal concessions of sovereignty so as to
‘enlarge and advance. . . the faith of Christ’*® This argument, however, did not win
many adherents. The English, after all, were Protestants and, as many argued, even
if the papal Bulls had been binding upon Catholics, nothing—including Henry’s
papal sobriquet—of Catholic origin could be binding upon them.

The only possible argument derived from divine dispensation which might have
been available to the English was the claim often referred to as the ‘Calvinist theory

* Quoted in Moses Finaly, ‘Colonies—An Attempt at a Typology’, Transactions of the Royal
Historical Society, XXVI (1976), p. 180.

** Francis Jennings, The Invasion of America: Indians , Colonialism, and the Cant of Conquest (Chapel
Hill, NC, 1975), p. 45.
* Discourse on Western Planting, p. 215.
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of revolution’* This argument, first attributed to the fourteenth-century theolo-
gian, John Wyclif and the Bohemian reformer Jan Huss, and subsequently asso-
ciated with Luther and Calvin, maintained that since all dominium—that is,
property-rights and sovereignty—derives from God’s grace and not, as the Tho-
mists had insisted, from God’s law, no non-Christian, nor any ‘ungodly’ Christian,
could be a bearer of rights. In terms of this assertion, the Amerindians as infidels
had been denied grace and could, therefore, make no claim to dominium. Their
properties, and even their persons, were thus forfeit to the first ‘godly’ person who
came their way. ‘Our Emigrants to North-America, wrote Josiah Tucker to
Edmund Burke in 1775, ‘were mostly Enthusiasts of a particular Stamp. They
were that set of Republicans, who believed, or pretended to believe, that Dominion
was founded in Grace. Hence they conceived, that they had the best Right in the
World, both to tax and to persecute the Ungodly.*

Although the attitudes and the behaviour of the Calvinists frequently seemed to
suggest that they did indeed take such a view, few British writers ever employed
this argument. For most Protestants could also see that any theory grounded upon
the supposed ‘godliness’ of individuals—rather than on the natural law—could be
used to legitimate any claimant immodest enough to think himself a ‘godly ruler’.
For this reason, if for no other, it was, as James Otis noted in 1764, a ‘madness’
which, at least by his day, had been ‘pretty generally exploded and hissed off the
stage’¢

There was another reason why the ‘Calvinist theory of revolution’ played so
small a role in English attempts to legitimate their presence in America. Like the
Spanish natural-law claims it sought to overturn, it was an argument for exercising
rights over people. This meant that it could only be realized through conquest, and
the English, as we have seen, had already rejected the image of their Empire as one
based on conquest. It was also the case that the political culture of England,
because it had itself been the creation of the Norman Conquest of 1066, was
committed to the ‘continuity theory’ of constitutional law in which the legal and
political institutions of the conquered are deemed to survive a conquest.”” Con-
quest, the English believed, could therefore never confer legitimacy, and in general
could only ever have deleterious consequences for conqueror and conquered alike.
‘Conquest’, Locke had said, ‘is as far from setting up any Government, as demol-

** Quentin Skinner, The Foundations of Modern Political Thought, 2 vols. (Cambridge, 1978), I1, pp.
189—348.

* A Letterto Edmund Burke, Esq. . . in Answer to his Printed Speech (Gloucester, 1775), pp. 18—20.

* “The Rights of the British Colonies Asserted and Proved’ [Boston, 1764], in Bernard Bailyn, ed.,
Pamphilets of the American Revolution, Vol. 1, 1750-1765 (Cambridge, Mass., 1965), p. 422.

7 James Tully, An Approach to Political Philosophy: Locke in Contexts (Cambridge, 1993), pp. 25758,
and J. G. A. Pocock, The Ancient Constitution and the Feudal Law (Cambridge, 1987), pp. 237-38.
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ishing an House is from building a new one in the place. Indeed it often makes way
for a new Frame of a Common-wealth, by destroying the former; but without the
Consent of the people, can never erect a new one.”®

Therefore, the constitution which Locke helped to draft for the Carolinas
cautioned the settlers, with Spanish arguments for conquest in mind, that the
Indians’ ‘idolatry, ignorance or mistakes gives us no right to expel or use them
i

The English were reluctant to press their claims in this way for obvious
empirical reasons. Castile had been the only European power to settle in an area
both rich in natural resources and in which the aboriginal peoples had achieved
the highest degree of population density and technological expertise. The com-
plexity and the military organization of Mexican and Inka society also made them,
once they had been conquered and all serious resistance crushed, relatively easy to
rule. As Josiah Child noted in 1665, the Spaniards had benefited from having
settled in areas where cities and plantations already existed, whereas the English
had only ‘wild Heathens, with whom they could not, nor ever have been known to
mix’>® Such peoples were clearly unsuited to be the true vassals of a conquering
monarch. The crowning of Powhatan may have been intended to create the image
of a North American Atahualpa; it was certainly meant to emphasize the depend-
ence of the American chieftain on the English Crown.* But in practice the English
wars of conquest in the Americas were relatively limited affairs, generally involving
various and mutually hostile aboriginal groups.

Early contacts, which had made the settlers dependent upon native agriculture,
soon gave way to policies of either segregation or, when the Native Americans
seemed to threaten the existence of the settlements, attempted genocide. This need
to draw and enforce a frontier between the Indian lands and the lands of the
Crown, in marked contrast to anything which took place in Spanish America,
was to have far-reaching consequences for the subsequent legal and political
relationship between the two groups.

Unlike the Spanish, the English were, therefore, predominantly concerned with
securing rights not over peoples but over lands. In order to make good these rights

8 Second Treatise, 175, in Locke’s Two Treatises of Government (hereafter Two Treaties), ed. Peter
Laslett, 2nd edn. (Cambridge, 1967), p. 403.

9 The First Set of Fundamental Constitutions of South Carolina as compiled by Mr. John Locke [March
1669), Act XCVII in Historical Collection of South Carolina. . . relating to the State from its first Discovery
until its Independence in the year 1776, 2 vols. (New York, 1836), L, p. 386.

3% A New Discourse on Trade (Glasgow, 1751), p. 153.

3' Powhatan’s coronation is discussed by Nicholas Canny, p. 157. The Discourses of Conquest On
Powhatan’s legalstatus in the eyes of the English Crown, see Robert A. Williams, The American Indian in
Western Legal Thought: The Discourses of Conquest (New York, 1990), pp. 206~12.
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they had to argue that the territories they wished to appropriate were in some
sense unoccupied. The best-known, and certainly the most frequently cited,
argument in favour of the expropriation of aboriginal lands in America was
John Locke’s claim in his Second Treatise of Government of 1689—90 that a man
only acquired rights of ownership in a thing when he had ‘mixed his Labour with
(it]; and joyned to it something that is his own’** His contribution to the debate
over property rights in America was enormous.>*

Locke’s personal involvement with English colonies in America is well known.
He was secretary to the Lords Proprietor of Carolina between 1668 and 1671,
secretary to the Council of Trade and Plantations, 1673~74, and a member of the
Board of Trade from 1696 until 1700. He had investments in the Royal African
Company (whose business was slaves) and in the Company of Merchant Adven-
turers to trade with the Bahamas, and he was a Landgrave of the government of
Carolina. His writings on America, apart from the observation in the Two Treatises
and the Fundamental Constitutions of Carolina of 1669, include Carolina’s agrarian
laws, a reform proposal for Virginia of 1696, memoranda and policy recommen-
dations for the boards of trade, histories of European exploration and settlement,
as well as a wide range of documents, many still unpublished, covering the
government and the rights of the English Crown in America.** His principal
defence of the English colonization of America rested, however, on the main
argument set out in Chapter 5 of the Second Treatise: ‘Of Property’.

Locke’s theory of property lies at the centre of his political theory, and it has
been seen as a crucial development in the language of rights in early-modern
Europe. However, for all its complexity, and Locke’s celebration of his own
originality, it is, in the first instance, a development of the argument from
Roman law known as res nullius. This maintained that all ‘empty things’, which
included unoccupied lands, remained the common property of all mankind until
they were put to some, generally agricultural, use. ‘In the Law of Nature and of
Nations’, John Donne told the members of the Virginia Company in 1622, ‘a land

3 Second Treatise, 27, p. 306.

3+ James Tully, ‘Rediscovering America: The Two Treatises and Aboriginal Rights} in Tully, An
Approach, pp. 137—-76. Most of what follows is drawn from this remarkable article, and from two
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in an Age of Diversity (Cambridge, 1995), pp. 70-81. See also ‘Property, Self-Government and Consent’,
Canadian Journal of Political Science, XXVIII (1995), pp. 10532, and ‘Placing the “Two Treatises” in
Nicholas Philipson and Quentin Skinner, eds., Political Discourse in Early-Modern Britain (Cambridge,
1993), pp. 257-58.

¥ Listed in Tully, ‘Rediscovering America’, pp. 140—41. See also Richard Ashcroft, ‘Political Theory
and Political Reform: John Locke’s “Essay on Virginia”’, The Western Political Quarterly, XXII (1969),
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never inhabited by any, or utterly derelicted and immemorially abandoned by the
former inhabitants, becomes theirs that will possess it.)3¢

Robert Cushman in 1621, Samuel Purchas in 1629, and Francis Higginson in
New England in 1631, among others, had all used arguments which, though far
cruder than those Locke was to develop, drew upon the same basic Romanized
premise. In 1633 a jurisdictional dispute developed between John Winthrop, Roger
Williams, and John Cotton (sometimes compared to the famous dispute in 1551
between Bartolomé de las Casas and Juan Ginés de Sepulveda) over the competing
claims of possession by occupation and possession by treaty, which was to last, in
one form or another, well into the following century.

The association between the historical need to press the claim to res nullius, and
what is sometimes called ‘the agriculturalist argument’ became, in effect, the basis
for most English attempts to legitimate their presence in America. That so many of
the examples Locke uses in his Second Treatise are American ones shows that his
intention was to provide the settlers, for whom he had worked in so many other
ways, with a powerful argument based in natural law rather than legislative decree
to justify their depredations. It was, of course, not only that. Locke’s objective was
to solve a much-disputed problem in natural law: in his own words, how ‘any one
should ever come to have a Property in a thing, given that we have it on the
authority of the Scriptures that ‘God gave the World to Adam and his Posterity in
common’¥ And the answer to that question would have to be applicable to all
persons everywhere. Locke’s solution to this conundrum offered the colonists the
most authoritative re-working of a classical legal theory which, in differing idioms,
would provide the colonists with a means of characterizing their societies, and
their relations with the land of America and its aboriginal inhabitants, down to,
and in many cases far beyond, independence.

Locke’s development of the res nullius argument was twofold. First, America is
said to be in the same condition as all the world had been before the creation of
human societies. Locke’s famous remark, ‘in the beginning all the world was
America’, refers immediately to the absence among the Amerindians of any form
of commercial exchange.*® But this, in turn, means that ‘America. . . is still a Pattern
of the first Ages in Asia and Europe, whilst the Inhabitants were too few for the
Country, and want of People and Money gave Men no Temptation to enlarge their

36 A Sermon Preached to the Honourable Company of the Virginia Plantation, 13 Nov. 1622 (London,
1623), p. 26. The most commonly cited source is Digest, XLI, 1. and the law Ferae bestiae, Justinian
Institutes, I1. i. 2: ‘Natural reason admits the title of the first occupant to that which previously had no
owner.

% For the wider context of the debate, see James Tully, A Discourse on Property: John Locke and his
Adversaries (Cambridge, 1980).

38 Second Treatise, 49, p- 319.
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Possessions of Land, or contest for wider extent of Ground’ Because the Amer-
indians are in this condition their rulers ‘exercise very little Dominion, and have
but a very moderate Sovereignty’.*® They are thus still in the ‘State of Nature)
although in a very late stage of it. The form of political organization among the
Amerindians is what was called ‘individual self government. Although this
did, in Locke’s view, grant their ‘kings’ some measure of ‘dominion’ and ‘sover-
eignty’, it was clearly not equal to that exercised within a fully developed political
society of a European kind, where individuals had surrendered their ‘natural
power’ to a political community and established a legal system and judiciary.
Such persons lived ‘in Civil Society one with another’ Those who do not ‘are still in
the state of Nature, each being, where there is no other, Judge for himself, and
Executioner’.*°

This account of aboriginal American society bore no resemblance to any of the
ethnographical data with which Locke certainly could have been, and probably
was, familiar. But no English, and subsequently British, claim to sovereigntyin the
Americas paid much heed to such data. In natural law any deviation from what
were assumed to be universal conditions constituted a violation of those condi-
tions. Any alternative system of property ownership, land tenure, or rulership
which the Amerindians might practise was regarded not as an alternative, but
simply as an aberration.

There were, of course, areas in which Europeans and Native Americans met
under less stark intellectual restraints. The experience of life in unfamiliar and
threatening environments compelled many of the settlers to seek a ‘middle
ground, where some understanding of aboriginal customs were observed, and
some kind of dialogue between native and interloper was possible.* But Locke and
his fellow ideologues were not interested in ethnology, nor were they seeking
means of accommodation. They were looking instead for ways to legitimate
wholesale appropriation which would be acceptable both to other European
powers and, in some measure, to their own consciences.

The major conclusion which Locke drew from his characterization of Amer-
indian society was that it was possible for Europeans to disregard all aboriginal
forms of government, and consequently to deny them any status as ‘nations’ This
meant that all dealings between Europeans and Amerindians were, in effect,
between legitimate political societies on the one hand and simple individuals on
the other. Although Locke does not say so, this would have meant that all treaties
and contracts made between the settlers, as representatives of the English Crown,
and Amerindian chiefs would have been worthless.

% Ibid., 108, pp. 357—58. “ Ibid., 87, p. 343-
# See esp. Richard White, The Middle Ground (Cambridge, 1991).
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Locke’s second claim is concerned with the Indians’ right to own both ‘their’
lands and whatever goods they might produce. Locke’s claim that it was labour
which removed all commodities from the state of nature into the domain of
private ownership meant that ‘this...makes the Deer, that Indian’s who hath
killed it; ’tis allowed to be his goods who hath bestowed his labour upon it’** The
hunter and the gatherer could legally possess what they required in order to
survive, although they could not, since such produce was perishable, acquire a
surplus in this way.* With the invention of money property became mobile, and
surplus-producing civil societies could, thereby, acquire rights over far more than
the individual’s due share without invading that of his neighbour. The Amerin-
dians, however, who lived in a pre-commercial state could not do this. They,
therefore, could legally have no right to the goods of the land beyond that needed
for their own immediate survival. As John Winthrop had phrased it, ‘if we leave
them sufficient for their use we may lawfully take the rest, there being more than
enough for them and us’.** Even if they did ‘improve’ the lands, this was never
enough to establish an undisputed right over it. ‘A man does not become propriet-
ary of the sea’, said John Donne, ‘because he hath two or three boats fishing in it.”#

Furthermore, any hunter-gatherer society was condemned, no matter how rich
the lands off which it lived, to perpetual poverty. The image in the early promo-
tional literature for America, of a land of abundance where food could be had
without labour, was an illusion. ‘The Americans, wrote Locke, ‘are rich in Land
and poor in all the Comforts of Life’, because ‘for want of improving it by labour
[they] have not one hundreth part of the Conveniences we enjoy.*® Locke seems to
have shared the view of many Europeans that the comforts which the Europeans
could provide, and teach the Indians how to provide for themselves, would easily
compensate them for their loss of the traditional, and wasted, hunting grounds.

For Locke and the European settlers, ‘the chief matter of Property’ was not the
fruits of the earth ‘but the Earth itself’.*’ Rights in land, like rights in game or fish,
were established by mingling one’s labour with the goods to be acquired. In the case
of land, this demanded a higher degree of technical expertise, and carried a far
greater social weight. For Locke, agricultural societies were the final stage in a
development which had begun with nomadic hunter-gatherer communities and
then progressed through Aristotle’s lazy pastoralists’ before reaching the true polis,
the settled political community. Civil societies were defined in terms of the modes
of their political authority. Such societies could also only ever be agricultural, and
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subsequently commercial, ones. Agriculture constituted the final stage in the
development of the social expression of human rationality, since agriculture not
only transformed, in Aristotelian terms, nature’s potential into actuality, it also
required a high degree of co-operation, and the existence of settled communities. It
carried, therefore, a quasi-sacral significance, in that by tilling and ‘improving’ the
land men were not merely ameliorating their own condition, but were fulfilling
their ends as men.*® Because Amerindians merely roamed and foraged across the
land, they did not own it. The Indians had only, in Robert Cushman’s words, ‘run
over the grass as do also the foxes and wild beasts’, and did nothing to add to its
value by ‘maturing, gathering, ordering etc.”. On the other hand, the English, by
settling and by ‘maturing, gathering, ordering etc’, had acquired rights of posses-
sion in the land to which the original inhabitants could make no claim.*® The
settlershad then made good thoserights by ‘improving’, through agriculture, what
were frequently described as the ‘vacant places of America.’°

There was, however, a further and still more sinister point. Locke insisted that
land had been given to men for the ‘use of the Industrious and Rational’ Those
who did not use it in this way were not only lacking in industry but might also be
lacking in rationality. Locke did not press this claim, but both his argument and
that of the Spanish Aristotelians, most notably Juan Ginés de Sepilveda, who
wished to argue that the Indians, because they had failed to attain the required
degrees of civility, were ‘slaves by nature’, depend upon the same proposition that
rights to land derive not from need or simple presence but from collective, and
rational, human action.” Locke and his successors firmly denied that the Indians’
failure to till the land might constitute a reason for mistreating them; indeed, the
Carolina constitution explicitly denied any such assumption. But their alleged
status as hunter-gatherers helped to reinforce the settlers’ general contempt for the
‘savage’ condition of the Amerindians.>* Also, since any man who refused to accept
the Europeans’ right to appropriate ‘vacant’ lands was in defiance of the natural
law, he might ‘be destroyed as a Lyon or a Tyger, one of those wild Savage Beasts,
with whom Men can have no Society nor Security’.” The settlers might thus, Locke

4 Ibid., 32, p. 309.
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the natural law rather than a failure to develop a natural potential. Tully, ‘Rediscovering America, pp.
163—64.

53 Second Treatise, 11, p. 292.
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claimed in the First Treatise of Government, make war on the Indians ‘to seek
Reparation upon any injury received from them’. As in the Spanish case, such
‘reparation’ could, and frequently did, take the form of enslavement.>*

The res nullius argument, with Locke’s development of it, was, and remained
until 1776, the most powerful and the most frequently cited legitimation of the
British presence in America, and it was to be employed later, in a modified form, to
justify British incursions into both Africa and Australia. But it was not without its
critics. Some, most notably Roger Williams, rejected the entire argument on
empirical grounds. Giving ‘the Country to his English subjects, which belonged
to the Native Indians), the King had, he claimed, committed an injustice, since in
his view forest-clearing and slash-and-burn agricultural techniques did constitute
a form of improvement. There was also the difficulty over the status of royal
hunting grounds in England. If the King could exercise true property rights over
areas of hunting land then, in natural law, so could the Indians.”

Williams, however, had a scarcely concealed agenda. He was defending Salem’s
right to purchase land from the Indians. Many years later, as the battle between the
colonists and the Crown over the right to land intensified, the Amerindians found
themselves some unusual allies. The ‘claim by prior discovery or pre-occupancy’,
argued Jeremiah Dummer in 1721, applied only ‘to derelict lands, which they
[the Americas] were not, being full of inhabitants who undoubtedly had as
good a title to their own country as the Europeans have to theirs. And if the
Amerindians had, indeed, been the true owners of ‘their’ lands, then the only
legitimate way in which the colonists could have acquired them was through
purchase or ‘concession’. There could, Dummer insisted, be ‘no other right than
that in which the honest New-England planters rely on having purchased it with
their money’>

As late as 1781 Samuel Wharton was arguing against the government of the
United States that Locke’s natural rights to the means of preservation did in fact
mean that the Indians had a right to their land, since it constituted their means of
subsistence. Like Dummer and Williams, Wharton had an interest in defending
the ‘civil’ status of the Indians: in his case, the survival of a number of land-
speculation companies which claimed substantial areas of the state of Virginia on
grounds of ‘concession’” For these men it was crucial that the Amerindians
should enjoy natural rights of property in their lands, since only then could they

** See Anthony Pagden, ‘Dispossessing the Barbarian: The Language of Spanish Thomism and the
Debate over the Property Rights of the American Indians), in Pagden, ed., The Languages of Political
Theory in Early-Modern Europe (Cambridge, 1987), pp. 79—98.

55 Cronon, Changes, pp. 56—57.

56 A Defence of the New-England Charters (London, 1721), p. 14.

57 Tully, ‘Rediscovering America, pp. 168-69.
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dispose of them as they wished. No wandering hunters devoid o f civil institutions
would be in a position to make ‘concessions’ of any kind.

In general, however, the question of the status of hunting land could be resolved
in terms of the widely accepted stadial theory of social development. Hunting in
an agricultural and commercial stage of human development was a relic, and a
mere pastime. It had nothing to do with subsistence. The King’s right as the ruler
of an advanced agricultural people to take possession of land for productive use
also granted him the rights to retain some for leisure pursuits. The claim that
‘primitive’ forms of crop production constituted ‘improvement’, and thus pro-
vided the grounds for possession, was dismissed by John Cotton.*®

The res nullius argument was widely deployed against rival European powers
wielding similar arguments in the same areas. In such cases, however, it could only
be made effective if it included some claim to prior discovery, since discovery
constituted the necessary first step towards effective occupation. The English, in
their struggle with the French, expended a great deal of effort in claims and
counter-claims to property rights over territory they boasted that they had been
the first to ‘discover’. In general, such arguments were poorly considered and
inconsistently applied. In 1609, for instance, when there was a handful of settlers in
the malarial swamps of the James River, the first Royal Charter for the Virginia
Company solemnly laid claim to what was, in effect, all the territory of North
America not actively occupied by the Spanish.>

Nobody knew anything about the real extent of these regions, nor of the nature
of their inhabitants. To match this, the French Crown in 1627, when there were
only 107 French settlers in Canada, gathered in settlements in Acadia and the St
Lawrence and completely isolated from one another, asserted its rights over a
territory which reached from Florida to the Arctic Circle, nearly all of which was
uncharted, and virtually none of which was, in practice, either res nullius or—
given the Spanish presence in the south—‘undiscovered’; nor could it possibly
have been said to be so even in theory.*

The need to sustain claims to prior discovery against those made by rival powers
resulted in some very far-fetched readings of the early history of the European
voyages, and a prolonged debate over who had been the first to reach America. The
problem for the English and the French was the primacy of Columbus’s first
voyage. The only way to challenge this was to find even earlier transatlantic
voyages. The yoking of Welsh and English history by the accession of the Tudor
dynasty and the Acts of Union of 1536 and 1543 allowed the voyages of a fictional

%% Quoted in Cronon, Changes, p. 58.
% The Three Charters of the Virginia Company of London. .., p. 1.
°® Marcel Trudel, New France, p. 163.
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Welshman, Prince Madoc, who had supposedly fled civil war in 1170 to what is now
Alabama, to be presented as evidence that, in Hakluyt’s words, ‘the West Indies
were discovered and inhabited 325 years before Columbus made his first journey’.®'
And if this seemed a rather weak basis for territorial occupation, he added,
somewhat more plausibly, that it had been the Cabots, sailing in English ships
and under English instructions, who had ‘first discovered Florida [the North
American mainland] for the King of England’.®* Francis I of France referred
vaguely to a land discovered by the French thirty years before Columbus’s first
voyage, and Henry IV’s cosmographer royal, André Thevet, without reference to
either the English or the Spaniards, renamed the entire American continent
‘Antarctic France. He was not above inventing ‘some old papers and Pilot
books’, which demonstrated that Breton sailors had reached America in the
reign of Charles VIIL®

Thetroublewith all these stories was not merely their obvious absurdity. In law,
discovery constituted only the first step towards legitimate occupation. ‘To pass
by and eye, as Francis I icily informed the Spanish ambassador, ‘is no title of
possession.®* Neither were those more formal acts of occupation: setting up a
stone cross (a padrao), as the Portuguese had on the West African coast; planting a
standard, as Columbus had done in the Antilles; or removing a twig and a piece of
earth ‘after the custom of England), as Sir Humphrey Gilbert did in St John’s
Harbour in 1583.°® To ‘discover’ something in the sense of acquiring rights of
possession over it meant, as Hugo Grotius argued in 1633, not merely ‘to seize it
with the eyes [occulis usurpare) but to apprehend it’®® In order to be rights, claims
to both property and sovereignty (dominium) have to be exercised. The ‘agricul-
turalist’ argument which provided the basis for all English claims to land-rights in
America rested precisely upon the claim that the Europeans, unlike the Native
Americans, had exercised dominium in the form of mingling their labour with the
land. And no argument used against another European power could afford to be
so radically inconsistent with one used against an aboriginal people. All those who

® David Armitage, ‘The New World in British Historical Thought), in Karen Ordahl Kupperman,
ed., America in European Consciousness, 1492-1750 (Chapel Hill, NC, 1995), p. 59.

®* Discourse on Western Planting, pp. 292—-95. The English were still resorting to prior discovery in
claiming Hudson Bay as late as 1670: W. J. Eccles, Canada under Louis X1V, 166 3-1701 (London, 1964),
p. 1L

8 Trudel, New France, p. 38, and André Thevet, La Cosmographie universelle, 2 vols. (Paris, 1575), II,
964"-65.

% Quoted in Trudel, New France, p. 38.

% Patricia Seed, Ceremonies of Possession in Europe’s Conquest of the New World, 1492-1640 (Cam-
bridge, 1995), p. 1.

6 Mare liberum: The Freedom of the Seas or the Right which Belongs to the Dutch to Take Part in the
East India Trade, trans. with a revision of the Latin text 0f1633 by Ralph van Deman Magoffin (Oxford,
1916), p. 15.
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made contact with each other in America did so, in Locke’s words, ‘perfectlyin the
State of Nature’®” This was also the real theoretical weakness of the arguments set
out in the Bulls of Donation. For even if the Pope had been in an undisputed
position to make donations of this kind, he would at best only be granting
something akin to first refusal. To be masters of America the English, or the
French, would have had to have exercised their mastery: something which they
clearly had not done over vast tracts of it. ‘Nothing but possession by a colony, a
settlement or a fortress, wrote Arthur Young in 1772, ‘is now allowed to give a right
from discovery.®®

As Young recognized, few European titles for original settlement in America
would stand scrutiny. It was only the continuing fact of its existence which could
confer legitimacy on the European possession of the New World. Even some
Spaniards, such as the jurist Juan de Solérzano y Pereira, whose De indiarum
iure of 1629 was widely read in British America, were prepared to accept that,
whether the initial claims made by the Europeans in Americaturned out to be just
or unjust, they could only be sustained by prolonged occupation. The Roman law
of prescription allowed for long-term, de facto occupation of a particular thing
(preescriptio longi temporis) to be recognized de iure as a case of dominium. Thus,
long-term occupation could confirm retrospective rights of property and even—
although this was more dubious—of jurisdiction. It was always the objective
condition which conferred legal rights and, in the end, it was legal, not natural,
rights which were under discussion.®

Despite the generalized hostility of the common law to the notion of prescrip-
tion, the English were, in general, willing to accept such arguments. For prescrip-
tion was part of the same essentially existential juridical argument as res nullius.
The legitimacy of a state or condition depended upon its continual and successful
existence. The English, claimed Robert Johnson in 1609, had been there ‘long
since’—in fact a mere two years—without any interruption or invasion. This, in
his view, was sufficient to grant James I ‘rule or Dominion’ over all ‘those English
and Indian people’. And although, like all Englishmen, he rejected the Papal Bulls
of Donation, he conceded that this argument could equally be applied to the
Spanish in ‘their “Nova Hispania”’”® Accepting the Spanish presence in the South
by ‘right of discovery’ and subsequent prescription was, as Johnson realized, an
inescapable consequence of pressing the English claim in the North. Similarly,
Robert Ferguson in 1699 acknowledged that the only rights which the Spaniards

7 Second Treatise, 14, pp. 294-95.

8 Ppolitical Essays Concerning the Present State of the British Empire (London, 1972), p. 472.

% The most important source for the significance of prescription to such cases was Bartolus of
Sassoferato’s discussion (repetitio) on the law Quominus, under the title De fluminibus (Digest 43.12.2).

7° Nova Britannia. . .(London, 1609), ff.B2""
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might have had in America derived exclusively from their ‘having inhabited,
occupied and inherited them for 200 years without interruption, disseizure or
dispossession’.”!

Since the English were eager to insist in this way upon the peaceful origins of
their settlements, and to disassociate themselves from the image of conquest, it is
hardly surprising, even if we set aside for a moment the other significant differ-
ences between the political cultures of the two nations, that only the Spaniards
should have engaged in prolonged and acrimonious disputes over the legitimacy
of their overseas Empire. Few Englishmen believed that they had entered
land belonging to anyone or had deprived anyone of their inheritance, rightful
or not—unless, of course, it was some other European power. The English,
declared Robert Gray, had ‘no intention to take away from them [the Native
Americans] by force that rightful inheritance which they have in that country,
for they are willing to entertain us, and have offered to yield into our hands on
reasonable conditions, more land than we shall be able this long time to plant and
manure’”*

The only major exception to his rule was the much-discussed conquest of
Virginia. This was intended to be, so far as circumstances allowed, a copy of the
conquests of Mexico and Peru. The argument that justified the English Crown in
authorizing the Virginia Company to invade an established ruler’s territory was
based, however, primarily upon Sir Edward Coke’s disturbing claim that all
infidels were aliens, perpetui enemici, ‘perpetual enemies) ‘for between them, as
with devils, whose subjects they be, and the Christians, there is perpetual hostility,
and can be no peace’’? This, in Coke’s opinion, was a precept not of the canon law,
which it so closely resembled, but of the English common law. Few Englishmen,
however, were prepared to accept this, and still fewer were willing to endorse
Coke’s grander, and bizarre, claim that the common law of the English people was
identical with the law of nature. The legitimacy of the conquest of Virginia was
never seriously challenged until the eighteenth century. But the settlers there soon
came to describe themselves, as ‘improvers’ of lands which they had either
purchased or which had been ‘empty’, in much the same way as the inhabitants
of the other colonies.

7 Robert Ferguson, A Just and Modest Vindication of the Scots Design, for Having Established a Colony
at Darien (N.P.,1699), pp. 72—73. He went on, however, to argue that, as the Spaniards’ first incursions
had been based on a conquest which, in his opinion, was nothing other than a case of ‘Fraud, Violence
and Usurpation), these, too, were invalid, which suggests a curious understanding of prescription.

7* A Good Speed to Virginia, ff. C3¥ — [C4"].

73 Quoted in Williams, The American Indian in Western Legal Thought, p. 200. See, however, True
Declaration of the Estate of the Colony in Virginia. .. (London, 1610) [f. B4"], which argues that the
colony was only settled by force when Powhatan, after having become a subject of the English Crown,
‘rebelled’.
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If, as it was claimed, the English had only settled on vacant lands with the
consent of the native populations—unlike the Spaniards, who had invaded terri-
tories rightly occupied by legitimate, if primitive, rulers—it followed that English
colonization was mutually beneficial to migrant and native—again unlike the
Spanish. Conquering and enslaving, declared the author of the True Declaration of
the Estate of the Colony of Virginia with smug satisfaction, was simply not the way
of the English, ‘who by way of merchandizing and trade do buy of them pearls of
the earth, and sell to them pearls of heaven’’*

In their own self-image the English, then, became not the conquerors of Indians
but their potential saviours, not only from paganism and pre-agricultural modes
of subsistence, but also from Spanish tyranny.”> Robert Johnson invited the
prospective English settler in Virginia to consider ‘the great works of freeing the
poor Indians from their devourers’, and how the children, ‘when they come to be
saved, will bless the day when first their father saw your faces’”’® By the early
seventeenth century it had become common for the English colonists to represent
themselves as benevolent settlers helping the benighted Indians to develop God’s
plenty. The Amerindians were, in Hakluyt’s words, a people ‘cryingout to us.... . to
come and help’. This sentiment was even incorporated into the seal of the
Massachusetts Bay Company in 1629, on which an Indian was depicted waving a
banner inscribed with the words ‘Come over and Help Us’. In exchange for this
much-needed help, increasingly large areas of territory for their own use was all
these harbingers of European technology required. The obvious absurdity and
crass instrumentality of these claims was not lost on contemporaries. But for all its
transparency, the argument that the English had been welcomed by the Amer-
indians as liberators became a staple of the propaganda war waged against the
Spaniards, and on behalf of almost every British colonization project.”” The
Spaniards, like the Turks—with whom they became increasingly identified—
were depicted as having destroyed those whose ends they should have protected.
Just as the English had come to the assistance of the King of Spain’s unfortunate
subjects in the Netherlands, so they might now rescue his subjects in the Americas
from de facto slavery.

The quest for an apparently unassailable legitimation for the occupation of
aboriginal territories was to have an enduring impact on the ways in which the
British came to perceive the future of their overseas Empire. For the long discus-
sion over legality forced upon the colonists, and the European government, the

7% True Declaration of the Estate of the Colony of Virginia, f. B3.

7> See James Axtell, The Invasion Within: The Contest of Cultures in Colonial North America (New
York, 1985), p. 133, and more generally on the evangelical programme, pp. 131-78.

76 Nova Britannia, f. C2".

77 See Karen Ordahl Kupperman, Providence Island, 1630—16 41 (Cambridge, 1993), pp. 93-94.
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recognition that any future ‘British Empire’ had to be based not upon conquest
and tribute, but upon trade and agriculture. ‘The sea’, as Andrew Fletcher of
Saltoun wrote at the end of the century, ‘is the only empire which can naturally
belong to us.””® Furthermore, the reliance on the ‘agriculturalistargument’ implied
a large measure of self-determination on the part of the colonists themselves.
Locke’s attempted legitimation for the English colonization of America, unlike
either the Spanish or even the French, depended not upon concessions made from,
or on behalf of, the metropolitan power but on the actions of the settlers them-
selves. These had been private persons acting of their own volition and employing
their own capital. They had not gone to perpetuate a European society already
corrupted by the absolutist (and ‘continental’) ambitions of the Stuart monarchy.
They had gone to build a new, more righteous one. Unlike the Spanish and French
colonies, which were merely Spain and France transplanted, the English settle-
ments had been Lockean foundations created, quite literally, out of the State of
Nature. The relationship betweenthese foundations and the ‘mother country’ was
thus not one of dependency, as was the case in the French and Spanish empires,
but of independent and voluntary allegiance. Already by 1657, English writers
within a broadly republican tradition were claiming that the English Empire was
a protectorate of several interests rather than a universal state”® The English
Crown, as James Harrington expressed it, borrowing Cicero’s description of the
Empire of the late Roman Republic, exercised not imperium over its various
dependencies, but patrocinium (protectorate).*® The other favoured image was
that of the Greek, rather than the Roman Empire. Whereas Spain, and later France,
had attempted to reconstitute the Roman imperium, declared Fletcher, and with it
the dubious claim to Universal Monarchy, the English had sought only to emulate
the Achaean League, a federation of loosely independent states governed by a
common assembly.81 It is not incidental that it was this image to which James
Madison and James Wilson were to appeal in their proposals for a federal structure
for the United States. The English, wrote an admiring marquis de Mirabeau in
1758, had been ‘the most enlightened of the peoples of Europe in their conduct in
the New World’. Although he thought that their conflicting love of liberty and
passion for luxury would finally destroy them, they alone, he recognized, had built

7% A Discourse on Government with Relation to Militias, in The Political Works of Andrew Fletcher
Esq. (London, 1737), p. 66.

7 See below, pp. 119—21.

8 J. G. A. Pocock, ed., The Political Works of James Harrington (Cambridge, 1977), p. 446. The
distinction between imperium and patrocinium is made by Cicero, De Officiis, ii. 27. And see Richard
Koebner, Empire (Cambridge, 1961), pp. 4-11.

# ‘An Account of a Conversation Concerning the Regulation of Governments for the Common
Good of Mankind’, in The Political Works of Andrew Fletcher (London, 1737), p. 436.
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their colonies upon ‘the laws of Republics, Councils and Parliaments’?* It was this
nascent republicanism—which, as Harrington and his successors had seen, was
able to survive in America long after it had been crushed in Britain itself—which
would also be the final undoing of the entire colonial project in America.

% Victor Riqueti, Marquis de Mirabeau, L’ Ami des hommes, ou traité de la population, 3 vols. (The
Hague, 1758), II, p. 213.
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3
War, Politics, and Colonization, 1558—1625

JOHN C. APPLEBY

The foundation-stones for an English seaborne Empire were laid during the
period covered by this chapter. In 1558 the bulk of English maritime activity was
confined within European waters; overseas possessions were limited to tenuous
toe-holds in the Channel Islands and Ireland. Interest in overseas expansion was
superficial and restricted to a small group of merchants and travel-writers, such as
Richard Eden, who were inspired by the example of Spain and Portugal. Within
sixty years, however, English maritime enterprise had taken on a global character,
paving the way for the establishment of colonial settlements in North America and
the Caribbean, and a scattering of trading posts in Africa, Asia, and South
America. English merchants had also developed new trades with Muscovy and
the Mediterranean, and had acquired an important interest in the international
fishery at Newfoundland.' These were considerable achievements, particularly for
a small country with limited economic resources, but they should not be exag-
gerated. Almost any advance on the situation in 1558, when the last continental
remnant of England’s medieval empire was lost to France, was bound to appear
impressive.

That the achievements of the period failed to match the expectations of a new
generation of colonial expansionists, such as Richard Hakluyt, who envisaged the
creation of an English Empire in America to rival and eventually supersede
Spain’s, was the result of a structural weakness in English enterprise which
repeatedly influenced its character and conduct during this period. Ultimately
this weakness stemmed from the lack of sustained state support for overseas
expansion. As a result, the burden of colonial and commercial development was
left in the hands of private adventurers whose concern for immediate gain was
detrimental to the long-term planning needed to promote colonization. In any

' I am grateful to Emeritus Professors Kenneth R. Andrews and David B. Quinn and Professor
Nicholas Canny for their comments on a draft of this chapter. For modern surveys, see Kenneth R.
Andrews, Trade, Plunder and Settlement: Maritime Enter prise and the Genesis of the British Empire, 1480—
1630 (Cambridge, 1984); David B. Quinn and A. N. Ryan, England’s Sea Empire, 1550—1642 (London,
1983); and Esmond Wright, A Historyo fthe United States of America, Vol. 1, The Search for Liberty: From
Origins to Independence (Oxford, 1995).
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case, most London merchants, particularly the powerful Merchant Adventurers,
were more concerned with traditional trades in Europe than the wider world.
Although a newer group of city traders began to develop a significant stake in
colonial trade and settlement during the 1620s, for most of this period coloniza-
tion was of marginal concern both to the city and the Crown.”

These difficulties were compounded by the timing of English colonizing activ-
ity. When serious interest in colonization emerged during the 1570s, Spain and
Portugal had already acquired extensive empires in the west and east. The imperial
monopolies claimed by the Iberian monarchies forced those who followed in their
footsteps to adopt armed and aggressive methods, encouraging the growth of
English and French piracy and privateering in Europe and across the Atlantic.
Though unwilling to launch a direct challenge to Spain or Portugal, the English
Crown was prepared to sanction much of this activity for financial and strategic
considerations. The peculiar indirectness of the Crown’s role during the latter part
of the sixteenth century also reflected the tension between its European and
oceanic concerns which influenced its conduct during the conflict with Spain
after 1585. Although the war encouraged the idea of a militant Protestant imperi-
alism that drew on widespread anti-Catholicism, it was tempered by a long-
standing tradition of maritime war and plunder which favoured privateering at
the expense of colonization (see Map 3.1).

This context gave English overseas expansion a contingent character, the origins
ofwhich are difficultto locate. Colonial and commercial developments were part of
abroaderprocessin the reorientation of overseas enterprise which was the product
of a complex combination of economic and political circumstances. Difficulties in
traditional markets, particularly in Antwerp, led to a slow but significant decline in
the cloth trade during the second half of the sixteenth century. Such problems
reinforced an ambition to deal directly with distant markets to acquire luxury
imports. Though cloth continued to dominate overseas commerce, by the 1620s
English trade was undergoing an important shift in direction.? The growing hostil-
ity towards Spain accompanying this change heavily influenced the oceanic devel-
opment of English commerce. The links which were formed during the period
between trade, privateering, and colonization established a pattern of enterprise of
enduring significance for the future development of English maritime imperialism.

Little ofthis could have been anticipated in 1558. Although the years before the war
with Spain witnessed mounting tension and unofficial conflict between England

* Robert Brenner, Merchants and Revolution: Commercial Change, Political Conflict and London’s
Overseas Traders, 1550-1653 (Cambridge, 1993), pp. 52—140; Andrews, Trade, Plunder and Settlement,
pp. 20-21.

* Andrews, Trade, Plunder and Settlement, pp. 7-10.
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and the Iberian world, the ‘long peace’ of which Drake complained in 1585 was a
time of experimental initiatives in trade, exploration, and plantation ranging from
Ireland to North America.* The major advance of this early period was the
creation of an Atlantic dimension to English maritime enterprise, though it
occurred againsta background of widening commercial horizons. English interest
in the Atlantic can be traced back to the 1480s, but it was spasmodic, small-scale,
and in decline by the 1530s and 1540s.’ Its revival grew out of various attempts to
break into the lucrative trade in gold, ivory, and pepper in West Africa which were
driven by the growing domestic demand for luxury goods. The Guinea trade had
widespread ramifications for the development of English maritime enterprise.
Portuguese hostility to the incursions of interlopers into the region led to a
commercial conflict during the 1550s and 1560s, when well-armed trading fleets,
occasionally of considerable size, combined trade with piracy as need or oppor-
tunity arose. The escalation in maritime violence accompanying these ventures,
together with increasing international competition in West Africa, led to a con-
traction in the trade which lasted into the early seventeenth century. But the real
significance of these enterprises does not lie in their economic success or failure,
which varied from venture to venture; rather, it lies in the evidence they provide
for the development of a powerful syndicate linking prominent city merchants
with leading naval officials and well-placed courtiers. The Queen was also an
investor in several of these ventures, providing unprecedented royal support for
such an aggressive challenge to Portuguese trade in Africa.’

The risks inherent in this commercial activity became apparent during John
Hawkins’s ambitious attempts to break into the transatlantic slave trade in the
1560s. The four ventures set out by Hawkins from 1562 to 1568 received support
from prominent courtiers, city magnates, and the Queen, attracted by the poten-
tial profit to be made from supplying Spanish America with African slave labour.
But these were never purely peaceful commercial ventures. From the start, English
slaving had an aggressive dimension which identified Africans as legitimate prey,
in Hawkins’s revealing description.” Not only was Hawkins ready to use force to
acquire slaves in West Africa, but also the threat of force to dispose of them across
the Atlantic. In both cases, however, such aggressive methods added to the heavy

4 M. Oppenheim, ed., The Naval Tracts of Sir William Monson, 5 vols. (London, 1902—14), I, p. 123;
Quinn and Ryan, England’s Sea Empire, pp. 75—88.
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160.

¢ John W. Blake, West Africa: Quest for God and Gold, 1454—1578 (London, 1977), pp. 155—56, 163—64,
173~75 Andrews, Trade, Plunder and Settlement, pp. 108-11.

7 Clements R. Markham, ed., The Hawkins’ Voyages during the Reigns of Henry VIII, Queen Elizabeth,
and James I (London, 1878), p. 6; Kenneth R. Andrews, The Spanish Caribbean: Trade and Plunder, 1530—
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overhead costs of slaving which raised a question-mark about its profitability even
before the disastrous, if overblown, clash between the English and Spanish at San
Juan de Ulua in 1568. The episode was a financial disaster for Hawkins and his
backers, and did much to cool English interest in the slave trade. It also inflamed
opinion in England and Spain, contributing to a breakdown in Anglo-Spanish
relations that lasted from 1568 to 1572. This crisis, which was related to wider
religious and political turmoil within Western Europe, had complex consequences
for English maritime enterprise. Economically it strengthened the search for new
overseas markets to compensate for the loss of Antwerp, a major outlet for the
cloth trade. Politically, however, it encouraged an increase in the level of violence
at sea, in the Channel and the Atlantic, where piracy and privateering asserted a
powerful influence on English overseas enterprise.

The search for new markets had effectively begun in the early 1550s, following a
catastrophic decline in cloth exports. The most significant outcome of this earlier
crisis was the incorporation of a company in 1553 to search for a North-east Passage
to Cathay, linking the attempt to seek out new outlets for cloth with along-standing
desire to capture the rich eastern trade in spices and silks. Although abortive, the
venture initiated English contact with Russia, leading to the formation of the
Muscovy Company in 1555. Thereafter the Company developed a regular trade
with Russia, renewed the search for the North-east Passage, and sponsored repeated
attempts to open up anoverland trade with Persia, pioneered by Anthony Jenkinson
in 1557 and 1561. These efforts met with mixed success. Though trade was profitable,
hopes of finding a passage faded after 1580 with the failure of a voyage set out under
the command of Arthur Pet and Charles Jackman, from which only one ship
returned after a gruelling experience with the cold and ice. The Company’s Persian
interests, moreover, were overtaken by the establishment of the Turkey Company in
1581 to trade with the Levant through the Mediterranean.®

In contrast with these peaceful commercial initiatives in the East, English
enterprise in the West rapidly assumed a more aggressive form. Piracy and
privateering had grown steadily during the 1560s, as a result of the Anglo-French
wars from 1557 to 1559 and 1562 to 1564. The international crisis of the later 1560s
deepened the anti-Spanish character of this maritime violence. It also fostered
collaboration between English pirates, French Huguenot corsairs, and Dutch ‘Sea-
Beggars’ with the connivance of some of the Queen’s ministers, who were alarmed
by the threat to the Protestant cause in northern Europe from the Spanish
monarchy. The seriousness of this threat encouraged transatlantic maritime
enterprise aimed at cutting off Spain from its supply of treasure from the New

% Andrews, Trade, Plunder and Settlement, pp. 79-84, 88—-89; C. G. A. Clay, Economic Expansion and
Social Change: England, 1500-1700, 2 vols. (Cambridge, 1984), II, pp. 113-15, 128—29.
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World. At the same time it stimulated the earliest non-Iberian attempts to estab-
lish settlements across the Atlantic, though it was a group of French Huguenots
who pioneered the way with the foundation of two small, but short-lived, forts in
South Carolina in 1562 and Florida in 1564.° Hawkins visited the French fort,
shortly before its destruction by the Spanish, during his second slaving voyage of
1565. One of his backers, Sir William Winter, a prominent naval official, raided the
Spanish base at San Augustin (St Augustine) in 1571."° At this stage, however, the
English seemed content to follow in the wake of the French, though the experience
of the latter suggested that in the right circumstances plunder might serve as the
handmaid of western settlement.

The failure of Hawkins’s last venture strengthened the piratical trend in English
enterprise at a formative period in its oceanic development. Though made up of
several different strands, it was Francis Drake who played a crucial role in this
development, waging a private war against Spain in the Caribbean which sent
shock-waves rippling throughout Spanish America. Drake’s voyages during the
early 1570s, and those of the French, exposed the vulnerability of the Spanish
Caribbean to opportunistic raids by fairly small-scale operators. The attack on
the Panama isthmus in 1573 also raised the prospect of English and French pirates
acting in partnership with escaped slaves, or cimarrones, against Spain."" Drake’s
campaign was brought to an end by a gradual improvement in Anglo-Spanish
relations, though this did little to dampen ambitions inflamed by the possibility of
rich pickings in the Caribbean or the Pacific. In 1576 one of Drake’s men, John
Oxenham, crossed theisthmus with the help of the cimarronesintent on plundering
treasure ships sailing along the coast from Peru. More than a year after his arrival
Oxenham was captured by the Spanish and subsequently hanged as a pirate.

It was within this context that plans for American settlement emerged. In 1574
Sir Richard Grenville successfully petitioned the Queen for permission to occupy
lands in the southern hemisphere not in the possession of any Christian prince. In
reality the proposal seems to havebeen aimed at the conquest of the southernmost
region of South America which, it was claimed, had been left for England ‘by gods
providence’'* Alarmed at the damage Grenville’s voyage might inflict on relations
with Spain, the Queen withdrew her approval for the venture. Three years later,
when Anglo-Spanish relations were again deteriorating, she was prepared to
support a similar plan which culminated in Drake’s ‘famous voyage’ of 1577."
Although plunder was Drake’s primary objective, the official purpose of the
venture was to prospect the creation of colonial settlements in unoccupied parts

° David B. Quinn, ed., New American World: A Documentary History of North America to1612, 5 vols.
(London, 1979), II, chap. 33.

' Ibid., pp. 363—64, 575 "' Andrews, Trade, Plunder and Settlement, pp. 129-34.

* Ibid, p. 141. ' 1bid., pp. 144-58.
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of South America, based on an alliance between the English and native forces
hostile to Spain. The idea for the voyage apparently came from Drake and his allies
in the navy, but itattracted support from officials and courtiers, such as Sir Francis
Walsingham and the Earl of Leicester, as well as the Queen.

In the event, these southern settlements failed to materialize. But Drake’s
unplanned circumnavigation and his visit to Ternate, the first direct contact
between England and the East Indies, followed by his return to London with a
king’s ransom in booty, was a breathtaking achievement which revealed the
oceanic potential of English maritime activity. Nor was it an isolated event. On
the northern margins of America the English renewed the search for the North-
west Passage to Cathay (China). The three ventures led by Martin Frobisher from
1576 to 1578 were embarrassing failures, showing how easily even well-organized
expeditions were distracted by the prospect of quick profit. The apparent dis-
covery of gold on Baffin Island aroused considerable excitement in London, but it
evaporated as soon as ‘it was found to be . . . dross’* Even so, the Frobisher voyages
are further evidence of the growing confidence and revitalized ambitions behind
English maritime enterprise.

The same ambitions can be detected in the emergence of an imperial ideology
during the later 1570s. It was at this time that John Dee invented the phrase ‘British
Impire’ to describe and justify England’s claim to the North Atlantic, based on the
mythical conquests of King Arthur and Prince Madoc, the latter allegedly the first
discoverer of North America in the twelfth century. Though Dee had wide-ranging
contacts with city merchants and maritime adventurers, the impact of his ideas
beyond such interested parties was limited. Imperial rhetoric and ideology failed
to strike a chord either with the Queen or her people, though the notion of an
imperial destiny in the West led inexorably on to the claim that colonies were
warranted by ‘God’s direction and command’, which turned the ‘laborious and
unpleasant taske. .. [of] subduing...unmanured Countreyes’ into a duty.”

The proliferation of projects for trade, plunder, and colonization which
emerged during the period from 1578 to 1584 provides convincing testimony of
the growing ambitions of English overseas enterprise. The circumnavigation
encouraged commercial ambitions in the East, as seen in Edward Fenton’s
attempted voyage to the East Indies in 1582 and Drake’s abortive Moluccas project
of 1584. In addition, the rapid deterioration in Anglo-Spanish relations during the

4 William Harrison, The Description of England, ed. Georges Edelen (Ithaca, NY, 1968), p. 366;
Andrews, Trade, Plunder and Settlement, pp. 168—79.
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Bibliographical History o f English Overseas Interests to 1620 (Amsterdam, 1965), pp. 65, 138—39. William
H. Sherman, John Dee (Ambherst, Mass., 1995), is the most recent study; and see below p. 114.
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later 1570s created a fertile breeding-ground for new strategic ideas which anticip-
ated aggressive action against Spain in the Atlantic. In 1577 Sir Humphrey Gilbert
presented the Queen with two proposals on how to ‘annoy’ the King of Spain; in
1579 Hawkins drew up a plan to set out a mixed fleet of royal and private ships to
seize the Spanish treasure fleet. Two years later Hawkins was involved in a scheme
for an attack on the Azores, now part of the Spanish monarchy following Philip II’s
acquisition of Portugal in 1580. He produced another plan, in 1584, for a wide-
ranging maritime assault on Spanish oceanic trade.”® Of more practical signi-
ficance were the commissions issued by Don Antonio, the Pretender to the
Portuguese throne, authorizing the plunder of Spanish shipping. By 1582 at least
eleven English ships were sailing under his authority.” Don Antonio’s presence in
England acted as a focal point for anti-Spanish activity, providing it with some
degree of legitimacy.

These projects were accompanied by a flurry of interest in colonizing schemes
involving Gilbert, Christopher Carleill, Sir George Peckham, and Walter Ralegh.
Notall linked colonization with hostility to Spain, and even those schemes that did
included wider social and economic matters. Carleill, for example, emphasized the
commercial potential of colonization, though not to the neglect of social issues. His
discourse of 1583 was dressed up in the ideology of moral reformation, promoting
colonization as away of preventing the ‘good sort of people’ from being troubled by
the poor and disorderly.® The diversity of such schemes emphasizes the lack of
coherence within English colonial enterprise; the one common element they all
shared, a lack of state support, rendered them all ineffectual.

The Gilbert ventures clearly reveal the underlying limitations of English colon-
ization at this time. Following his involvement in several unsuccessful colonizing
schemes in Ireland during the 1560s and 1570s, Gilbert was granted a patent from
the Queen for discovery and overseas plantation in 1578.” However, lack of
additional royal support created financial difficulties, delaying and distorting
plans which were always in danger of being undermined by poor leadership.
Gilbert’s first expedition of 1578, intended as a raid in the West Indies to be
followed by the establishment of a settlement in North America, ended when
the fleet split up off the coast of Ireland. Bad weather forced Gilbert back to
England, while his consorts turned to piracy. Though he led another expedition to
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North America in 1583, taking formal possession of the harbour of St John’s in
Newfoundland, the voyage was a chronicle of disaster from start to finish, culmin-
ating in Gilbert’s death on the voyage home. These colonial initiatives might well
have died with Gilbert but for the intervention of his half-brother, Walter Ralegh,
who received a patent from the Queen for overseas plantation in March 1584.
Aware of the need for royal support, Ralegh conducted a carefully orchestrated
campaign in an attempt to persuade Elizabeth to provide practical assistance for
his Roanoke ventures. Arthur Barlowe’s account of the first reconnaissance voyage
to Roanoke in 1584, which Ralegh edited, came close to portraying the land as a
garden of Eden and its people as pre-lapsarian ‘naturals’ who would welcome
English settlers with open arms. It was followed by Hakluyt’s Discourse of Western
Planting, which was presented to the Queen in 1584.>° Though not meant for
publication, the Discourse elaborated a comprehensive case in favour of state
support for colonization. Economic, social, religious, and strategic motives were
thrown together in a mixture of sophistication and naivety, which was reinforced
by a deep hostility towards Spain. Elizabeth, however, was unwilling to play the
part assigned to her either by Hakluyt or Ralegh. As a result, the first sustained
efforts at colonization remained firmly in the hands of private enterprise.

It would be tempting to dismiss this early phase as a time of fruitless experimenta-
tion, when inadequate resources were squandered on ill-conceived and misman-
aged projects. But the period was part of a broader reordering of maritime and
colonial activity during which North America emerged as a major focus for
English ambitions. As this process overlapped with a deterioration in Anglo-
Spanish relations, peaceful projects for plantation were superseded by aggressive
schemes based on the belief that war between England and Spain was inevitable.
The establishment of Roanoke during 1585 went ahead because of its perceived
potential as a naval base for raids on Spanish shipping in the Caribbean. In
practice, however, the war distorted English maritime enterprise to the detriment
of colonization. Hopes that the state might implement an oceanic strategy capable
of nurturing transatlantic settlement were dashed by the reluctance of the Queen
to risk limited resources in a distant and marginal theatre of the conflict.

This situation left Ralegh and his associates to shoulder the burden of organiz-
ing and supplying the small settlement at Roanoke. But the need to make a profit
continually favoured short-term expediency over longer-term planning, as
reflected in the attempt to combine colonization with privateering or in the search
for gold and silver mines at the expense of more gainful pursuits. The first
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settlement, led by Ralph Lane, managed to survive for a year until it was aban-
doned in June 1586. Although this was a significant achievement, it was marred by
the shortcomings that became evident in the English approach to colonization.
Lane’s militant Protestantism, which identified Spain as the sword of Antichrist, as
well as his military background, did little to prepare him for the task of colonial
pioneering. His complaint that he was in charge of wild men among savages also
points to deeper weaknesses concerning the type of settler employed in the
venture. The inability of the English to adapt to their new surroundings also had
serious consequences for their relations with the Indians.” During the winter
these relations grew more tense as the settlers continued to demand supplies of
food from Indians of the region, although the reluctance of the latter to continue
feeding the English meant that by the spring Lane and his men were reduced to
scouring the seashore for crustaceans. As relations between natives and new-
comers collapsed, the English attacked an Indian settlement, killing Wingina,
one of the chiefs of the Roanoke tribe. Lane’s return to London in the summer
with the survivors of the settlement was a serious setback to the colonizing
movement. A shadowy, though short-lived, presence was maintained at Roanoke
following Sir Richard Grenville’s arrival with a relief expedition in June 1586.
Delayed by privateering in the Caribbean, Grenville narrowly missed Lane; but
the small party of men he left at Roanoke were subsequently killed by Indians.*

English colonization continued, but in a modified and more realistic manner. In
1587 John White, a survivor from the first settlement, led a mixed party of men and
women, farmers and tradesmen, instead of the soldiers who had accompanied
Lane, to establish a colony in Chesapeake Bay.” Unfortunately White and his
party never reached the bay; instead, they were forced ashore at Roanoke by a
crew of mariners keen to return to the Caribbean in search of plunder. Later in
the year White returned to England to organize a relief expedition for the
settlement. Due to a combination of misfortunes, however, his return was delayed
until 1590, when he found the settlement abandoned. Unable to search for sur-
vivors, White was forced to leave the ‘lost colonists’ to their obscure fate.>* Any
lingering interest in Roanoke was effectively killed off by the counter-attraction of
privateering.

Roanoke provided the English with an opportunity for testing their capabilities
for colonization. Although the experience exposed serious limitations concern-
ing the supply of overseas settlements, it enabled the English to acquire vital
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information about the region.” The work of White and Thomas Hariot, based on
their experience in the first settlement, provided an invaluable record of the land
and its people which, in different circumstances, might have encouraged addi-
tional attempts at settlement.?® But the timing was unpropitious for peaceful
colonization. Even if Roanoke had been a suitable site for a naval base, the war
at sea was overshadowed by the international conflict in the Netherlands. The
prospect of Spain assuming direct control over such a sensitive strategic area
forced Elizabeth into a heavy military commitment to maintain the anti-Spanish
coalition in northern Europe, which grew as the conflict spread to France. From
1585 to 1597 as many as 50,000 English troops served in the garrisons and on the
battlefields of France and the Netherlands.””

The scale of these commitments had serious consequences for maritime and
colonial enterprise. Despite the hopes of Drake, Hawkins, and members of the war
party at court for an oceanic campaign against Spain supported by the state, the
maritime conflict degenerated into a ‘little war’ of privateering.*® There was a
number of important semi-official expeditions to Spain and the Caribbean, but
their conduct was dependent on an uneasy alliance between public and private
interests in which strategic aims were always counterbalanced by financial con-
siderations. Drake’s voyage to the West Indies in 1585 illustrates the nature of this
alliance. Though sponsored by the Queen, she contributed only two ships to the
expedition, out of a total of more than thirtyvessels. Her investment in the venture
amounted to £20,000; private adventurers provided £40,000.° Inevitably, these
arrangements reduced royal control over the war at sea, and in such a way that it
soon became a national treasure-hunt in which the state and private adventurers
were competitors in a lottery for plunder and prize.

This competition deepened the confusion over maritime strategy, undermining
the effectiveness of the sea war. Drake’s Caribbean raid of 1585 damaged the pride
and reputation of the Spanish monarchy: with Cartagena and Santo Domingo
‘consumed much with fire’, the West Indies seemed to be fatally exposed to English
depredation.>® But the voyage failed to fulfil its financial or strategic purpose.
Indirectly the arrival of the expedition at Roanoke in June 1586, following an
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assault on Spanish Florida, led to the abandonment of the settlement, making a
mockery of any serious attempt to develop a co-ordinated strategy linking colonial
and military aims. The attack on Cadiz in 1587 delayed the sailing of the Armada by
one year, butany wider strategic purpose was sacrificed in the interests of financial
gain (Map 3.2). The failure of the Armada, though a narrow escape for the English,
did little to alter this situation. The expedition to Lisbon the following year was an
impressive display of maritime strength, but the fleet failed to achieve any of its
stated aims, giving Spain the opportunity to rebuild its naval and imperial
defences in Europe and in the Caribbean. The difference became apparent in
1595 when Drake complained, during the course of his last voyage in the West
Indies, ‘that hee never thought any place could bee so changed’.* The failure of the
venture, and the loss of Drake and Hawkins with many of their men, represented
the low point of the semi-official war at sea. The Cadiz expedition of 1596, which
witnessed the emergence of a new generation of courtly warriors led by the Earl of
Essex, halted this disappointing trend. But subsequent attempts to seize the
initiative, through the capture of a base on the coast of Spain, failed due to a
combination of ill-luck, bad weather, and poor judgement. Though the war
dragged on, the state gradually withdrew its support for aggressive naval action,
leaving the maritime conflict in the hands of private adventurers who pursued
their own interests with little effective control.

In these circumstances privateering became the main form of maritime activity
during the war. Everyyear from 1585 onwards, between 100 and 200 vessels, ranging
in size from small barques of less than 50 tons to substantial men-of-war of 300 tons,
puttoseainsearchof prizes. Although thesuccessand profitability of these ventures
varied considerably, English privateers seized a large number of prizes, the annual
value of which amounted at least to £200,000.3* The lure of profit attracted interest
from a broad range of English society. Merchants and shipowners dominated the
business, but sections of the gentry and nobility were also involved in it. George
Clifford, third Earl of Cumberland, set outtwelveventures to the coast of Spain, the
Azores, and the Caribbean in search of honour and profit, though privateering
nearly ruined him.>® Behind such prominent promoters were hundreds of small
investors such as butchers, innkeepers, shipwrights, and farmers, and propping up
the whole business were the thousands of men who sailed aboard men-of-war each
year, eager to profit from the conflict with Spain.
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In the short term the impact of privateering on colonization was fatal, diverting
the interests of colonial promoters such as Ralegh into raiding. Over the longer
term, however, it had a more positive contribution to make to colonial settlement,
particularly in the West. The sea war of the 1580s and 1590s helped to forge and
fashion the tools of Empire, developing the ships, men, and capital needed for
seaborne expansion.** Privateering stimulated a shipbuilding boom which created
the basis for an ocean-going merchant marine, manned and led by seamen whose
knowledge of the Caribbean and eastern seaboard of North America was unrivalled.
The experience of men such as Christopher Newport or William Parker, who made
repeated crossings of the Atlantic, was vital to subsequent commercial and colonial
advance. Equally important was the way in which the war encouraged the concen-
tration of capital in the hands of a group of London merchants, such as John Watts
and Paul Bayning, who came to dominate the business. The profit these men made
out of the war was redeployed after 1604 to promote colonial and maritime
enterprise in North America and the East Indies. Privateering also fostered a more
favourable environment for such activity through the steady pressure placed on
vulnerable points in the Spanish and Portuguese empires. Bernard Drake’s raid on
the Newfoundland fishery in 1585 weakened Portuguese interest in transatlantic
fishing, creating an opportunity for the English to exploit. Elsewhere privateering
caused local and structural damage of varying intensity, while the pressure on
Spanish imperial defences in the West Indies gradually led to the neglect of peri-
pheral areas north and south, and in the Lesser Antilles.*® Once the war had ended it
was in these areas that English trade and plantation became focused.

The war, of course, did not halt peaceful commercial development. English
trade with the Levant, which had been growing steadily from the early 1570s,
flourished despite the political and commercial dangers of trading in the Medi-
terranean and the potential for competition between the Venice and Turkey
Companies, though the latter problem was effectively solved by a merger in 1592
which led to the incorporation of the Levant Company. At the same time there was
a revival of interest in the search for the North-west Passage sponsored by
Walsingham. Although the three voyages of John Davis between 1585 and 1587
failed, his exploration of the Arctic was one of the greatest feats of seamanship in
the sixteenth century. Of more importance, economically, was the boom in
English activity at the Newfoundland fishery which was under way during the
1580s and 1590s. The huge demand for fish in southern Europeled to the establish-
ment of a profitable triangular trade, linking England and Newfoundland with
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markets in Italy, France, and Spain, despite the war. By 1604 the English were
sending as many as 150 ships a year to the fishery.*® This burgeoning trade was
accompanied by growing interest in the Gulf of St Lawrence during the 1590s,
when the English tried to wrest control of the rich walrus fishery from the French.
Though unsuccessful, an attempt to establish a base on the Magdalen Islands in
1597 raised the novel prospect of North America being used as a haven for religious
exiles. The expedition, led by Charles Leigh, planned to leave a small group of
Dissenters, or ‘pilgrims’ as they were already being called, on one of the islands,
but it was thwarted by fierce French resistance.””

Such initiatives were overshadowed during the closing stages of the war by
growing interest in the East Indies trade. From the 1580s onwards there had been a
number of attempts to establish direct contact between England and the Indies,
though most were influenced by the prospect of plunder. Thomas Cavendish’s
circumnavigation from 1586 to 1588 was followed by a series of voyages which failed
toachieve much of significance. In 1591 a group of London merchantsset out a small
fleetunder the command of James Lancaster, inthe firstEnglishattempttoreach the
Eastbythe Cape of Good Hope. The voyage turned into a disaster, however, after the
shipsand most ofthe menwerelost. Serious mercantileinterestrevived in1599 when
England had a ‘gracious-geven opportunytie of drawinge a perpetuall trade’ from
the East Indies, as Portuguese enterprise faltered.’® In reality, it was Dutch activity
which led to the incorporation of the East India Company in 1600. Levant traders,
alarmed at the threat to their trading interests, played a prominent role in the
formation of the Company, though the City ‘privateering interest’ was also power-
fully represented in the new venture. John Watts, the leading merchant promoter of
privateering in London, was the first Governor of the Company, and other members
included fellow-adventurers in the maritime conflict such as Paul Bayning and the
Earl of Cumberland. The Companyintended its first venture of 1601 tobepursued ‘in
amerchantlikecourse’, but Lancaster, theleader of the expedition, was authorized to
indulge in privateering should ‘any opportunity be offered without prejudice or
hazard’ to the voyage.*® By these means London merchants continued to exploit the
sea war in the hope of winning new markets from the enemy.
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The long Spanish war emphasized the growing divergence between maritime
and colonial enterprise. During the last quarter of the sixteenth century English
adventurers gained the confidence and ability to undertake oceanic seafaring, but
they failed signally to establish a permanent overseas colonybeyond Ireland. But if
the war delayed colonization, it may have been a ‘necessary pause’ in a process that
remained uncoordinated and poorly supported.*® As a result of the experience
gained during the 1580s and 1590s, the English were in a better position to under-
take colonization than at any time in the previous fifty years. In 1599 Hakluyt
anticipated a ‘good & godly peace’ which would stir the Queen into transporting
1,000 Or 2,000 settlers to Virginia, much as Isabella of Castile had been stirred into
supporting Columbus following the end of the war in Granada.*' Though a vain
hope, many of the energies which went into the privateering war were transferred
into colonizing schemes after 1604. Even before the war was over the privateering
interest in London was transforming itself into a small but powerful group in
favour of overseas trade and colonial settlement.

With this background, however, there was a danger that colonization would be
controlled by promoters more interested in ‘the base and hasty drawing of profit
in the first years’ than in the long-term investment needed to establish self-
sustaining settlements.** Francis Bacon’s advice that colonial promoters must be
prepared ‘to lose almost twenty years’ profit’ before expecting any recompense
was unwelcome to a generation of merchants accustomed to the rapid profits
made from privateering. But the limited view of colonization held by private
adventurers was related to the continuing lack of state support for commercial
and colonial expansion. In consequence, while the peace with Spain fostered
maritime enterprise, of varying shades of legality, colonizing schemes were ill-
equipped to take full advantage of the opportunities which beckoned after 1604
as a result of the growing weakness of the Spanish monarchy, now struggling
to maintain its imperial integrity in the face of English and Dutch pressure.
The Treaty of London, which brought the war to an end, made this task more
difficult by leaving the issue of commercial and colonial enterprise in America
unresolved, enabling the English to claim that where land was not effectively
occupied by a Christian nation, it was open for others to settle.** Nor was Spain
in any position to prevent English transatlantic trade or settlement. Twenty years
of unremitting conflict at sea left peripheral regions in North and South America,

4 Andrews, Elizabethan Privateering, pp. 198—99, 232.

4 E. G.R. Taylor, ed., The Original Writings and Correspondence of the Two Richard Hakluyts, 2 vols.
(London, 1935), I1, pp. 456—57.

** Alexander Brown, ed., The Genesis of the United States, 2 vols. (London, 1890), II, pp. 799~802.

4 David B. Quinn, ‘James I and the Beginnings of Empire in America), Journal of Imperial and
Commonwealth History, 11 (1974), pp. 135—52. See above, pp. 42—44.
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and in the Caribbean, exposed to commercial and colonial penetration by rival
Europeans.

In these circumstances English adventurers were soon pressing forward with a
variety of colonizing schemes in America. The earliest of these ventures, which
focused on Guiana, grew directly out of the privateering war. During the 1590s
privateers and traders visited the coast, though English interest in the region was
in danger of being subverted by Ralegh’s ill-fated quest for El Dorado. Never-
theless, privateering led to the emergence of more positive commercial and
colonial ventures in the early seventeenth century. In 1604 Charles Leigh estab-
lished a small settlement along the Wiapoco River, though it collapsed after two
years of struggling in adverse conditions.** Similar attempts to establish settle-
ments on the islands of St Lucia and Grenada in 1605 and 1609, which were loosely
linked to English interest in the mainland, likewise failed. The hostility both
settlements provoked from native Carib Indians in the Lesser Antilles effectively
deterred colonization in the Caribbean until the mid-1620s, when Thomas Warner
established a small tobacco colony on St Kitts (see Map 10.1).%

English interest in Guiana was sustained by grandiose hopes of finding gold,
which sat uneasily with more practical schemes for establishing tobacco planta-
tions and trading posts. Because of its anti-Spanish character, moreover, it was
vulnerable to royal interference, particularly after 1612, when the death of Prince
Henry robbed adventurers of a powerful patron at court. While several English
and Irish plantations were established along the Amazon River between 1611 and
1620, the formation of the Amazon Company in 1619 aroused such fierce Spanish
hostility that the Company was quickly suppressed by the King. Following so soon
on the heels of Ralegh’s disastrous last voyage to Guiana in 1618, it was perhaps
inevitable that James I would be suspicious of the Company, despite the claim of
Roger North, the leading promoter of the venture, that its purpose was to oppose
the Dutch who were ‘usurping’ English interests in the region.*® English and Irish
activity persisted, but lack of royal support left it fatally exposed to Spanish and
Portuguese hostility.

Spanish hostility was less eff ective further north, where Virginia soon emerged as
the centre-piece of Jacobean colonization in America. Though Spain complained
thatthe colony waslittle more than a ‘den of thieves’, the distance of Chesapeake Bay

* Andrews, Elizabethan Privateering, pp.196—97; Joyce Lorimer, ed., English and Irish Settlement on
the River Amazon, 1550-1646 (London, 1989), pp. 10—11, 19—22.

4 Andrews, Spanish Caribbean, pp. 240~42; Peter Hulme and Neil L. Whitehead, eds., Wild Majesty:
Encounters with Caribs from Columbus to the Present Day (Oxford, 1992), pp. 62—79; Carl and Roberta
Bridenbaugh, No Peace Beyond the Line: The English in the Caribbean, 1624—1690 (New York, 1972), pp.
9-24. See below, pp. 233—34.

4 Lorimer, English and Irish Settlement, pp. 36—45, 60—68, 81, 201-03.
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from the Caribbean provided a protective barrier against military action, enabling
the English to establish a small beachhead at Jamestown in 1607.%” Distance from
Spanish power did not guarantee success, of course, as abortive attempts to establish
a colony on Newfoundland indicate. Jamestown survived, but its future was
repeatedly threatened by mismanagement and misconduct among adventurers
and settlers, which continued even after the discovery of a profitable cash crop in
tobacco gave it a firmer economic future. Persistent problems in adjusting to new
circumstances, combined with an unhealthy environment, left Virginia demo-
graphically dependent on England until the later seventeenth century.*®

The organization of the colony was in the hands of the Virginia Company of
London from its foundation in 1606 until its collapse in 1624. A similar company,
based in Plymouth, with authority to settle to the north of Chesapeake Bay, was
short-lived, and achieved little beyond establishing a small settlement of 120 men
at Sagadahoc in Maine in 1607 which collapsed two years later. By contrast, the
London Company began by vigorously promoting the colonization of Virginia,
employing a wide range of sophisticated methods to achieve its purpose, including
the use of sermons and lotteries.* The Company received widespread support
from merchants, gentry, aristocrats, and others eager to share in the economic
exploitation of America. Leading supporters included the Earl of Salisbury and Sir
Thomas Smythe, who both played important roles behind the scenes, particularly
in providing a link between the government and city. However, the failure of the
Company to make a profit during its early years was deeply discouraging, and
caused serious financial difficulties in the future. It was unfortunate, perhaps, that
the settlement of Jamestown also coincided with the plantation in Ulster, one of
several colonizing projects in Ireland which attracted close attention from the
Crown at the expense of transatlantic enterprise.

Such problems were overshadowed by a confusion over aims and methods
within the Virginia Company, and between it and the colony. The tension between
short-term profit and long-term investment exposed uncertainty over the purpose
and future of Jamestown. In spite of the peace with Spain, some shareholders saw
the settlement more as a military outpost which might be of use as a base for raids
on Spanish shipping, than as a self-sufficient agricultural colony.”® The failure of

47 Brown, Genesis of the United States, 11, pp. 646—47; Charles M. Andrews, The Colonial Period of
American History, 4 vols. (New Haven, 1934—38), I, pp. 98-101.

4 Cell, English Enterprise, pp. 61-80; James Horn, Adapting to a New World: English Society in the
Seventeenth Centur y Chesapeake (Chapel Hill, NC, 1994), pp. 11-12, 25, 139. See chap. by James Horn.

49 Brown, Genesis of the United States, 11, pp. 760-61; Susan Myra Kingsbury, ed., The Records of the
Virginia Company of London, 4 vols. (Washington, 1906—35), IV, pp. 216—17, 524; Ian K. Steele, Warpaths:
Invasions of North America (Oxford, 1994), pp. 82—84.

°° Andrews, Trade, Plunder and Settlement, pp. 313-14. The military dimension to English coloniza-
tion is stressed by Webb, The Governors-General, pp. 437-39.
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the Company to develop a coherent strategy to deal with this issue had a cata-
strophic impact on the early development of Virginia. Lacking firm leadership,
gangs of squabbling settlers preferred to search for gold and silver than to grow
food for themselves. John Smith restored morale by forcing the settlers to work or
go hungry, but his departure paved the way for the horrifying ‘starving-time’
during the winter of 1609, which was accompanied by the outbreak of hostilities
between the English and Indians. Powhatan, the Indianleader, nearly succeeded in
forcing the English out of Chesapeake Bay. In 1610 the surviving settlers were
prevented from abandoning the settlement only by the timely arrival of a relief
expedition from London. The imposition of Draconian measures, including the
use of martial law, saved the colony, but it continued to struggle until the devel-
opment of tobacco as a commercial crop.”’ Although the windfall profits made
from the cultivation of the crop created a feverish, speculative boom which burst
when prices collapsed, tobacco held out the prospect of ever-widening marketing
opportunities as an item of mass consumption in European markets. From 1617 to
1621, for example, exports of tobacco from the colony increased from 20,000 to
350,000 pounds, though it was the private adventurer, not the Company, who
gained most from this expansion.>> Tobacco may have saved Virginia, providing
the opportunity for a small number of planters to reap a considerable profit from
its cultivation, but it did little to lay the basis for balanced economic or social
development. As it encouraged the expansion of the colony, moreover, it revived
Indian alarm at English intentions. The fragility of Anglo-Indian relations was
destroyed in 1622 when the Indians attacked Jamestown and outlying plantations,
killing about 350 settlers: the colony was ‘almost shattered to pieces, and brought
to a very low and calamitious condition’” Though Virginia survived, the attack
sounded the death-knell for the Company, which was abolished by royal decree in
1624. Thereafter it became the first royal colony in the New World, a development
which had important long-term implications for English Imperial authority.>*
By the early 1620s not only was the Company faced with mounting financial
difficulties, it was also deeply embroiled in internal feuding between the support-
ers of Sir Edwin Sandys, the Company’s treasurer, and the backers of the Earl of

' Andrews, Trade, Plunder and Settlement, pp. 315-23; Edmund S. Morgan, American Slavery,
American Freedom: The Ordeal of Colonial Virginia (New York, 1975), pp. 71-107; Helen C. Rountree,
Pocahontas’s People: The Powhatan Indians o f Virginia Through Four Centuries (Norman, Okla., 1990),
pp- 53-60; 183-8s.

>* John]. McCusker and Russell R. Menard, The Economy of British America, 1607—1789 (Chapel Hill,
NC, 198s5), pp. 17-19; T. O. Lloyd, The British Empire, 1558—1983 (Oxford, 1984), pp. 16-17.

53 Clayton Colman Hall, ed., Narratives ofEarly Maryland, 1633-1684 (New York, 1925), p. 188.

% Gary B. Nash, Red, White, and Black: The Peoples of Early America (Englewood Cliffs, Fla., 1974),
pp. 61-63; Robert M. Bliss, Revolution and Empire; English Politics and the American Colonies in the
Seventeenth Century (Manchester, 1990), pp. 23—24. See above, p. 48.
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Warwick, a leading member o f the Company and a prominent promoter of other
colonial ventures. Though heightened by personal animosity, there were deeper
matters at issue between the rival groups. Warwick’s Protestant imperialism was
infused with a deep hostility towards Spain, which could easily be employed to
justify the looting of Spanish America. But his promotion of illicit privateering
across the Atlantic angered Sandys and his supporters, at a time when they were
trying to encourage the agricultural and industrial development of the colony.”
Yet the differences between the two sides should not be exaggerated. Although the
ideology behind Warwick’s colonizing schemes reached back to the 1580s and
1590s, his interests also placed him in the vanguard of a group of colonial
entrepreneurs whose pursuit of profit had novel implications for the future
development of English America. These implications were already becoming
apparent on Bermuda, discovered in 1609, and settled three years later by an
offshoot of the Virginia Company. Though the island colony experienced a
troubled birth, when it was plagued by rats introduced by the English, within
ten yearsit had been carved up into extensive tobacco plantations on which some
planters, including Warwick’s agents, were experimenting with slave labour
brought to the island by Dutch privateers. Though the widespread introduction
of servile labour was delayed by market forces, a similar pattern of enterprise can
be detected in the subsequent activities of the Providence Island Company, in
which Warwick was a leading spirit.*

The widening scope of English colonial activity, which the peace with Spain
fostered, is demonstrated by repeated attempts to colonize Newfoundland in the
early seventeenth century.” Growing out of well-established and wide-ranging
interests, the attempted colonization of Newfoundland also reveals the potential
for conflict between maritime and colonial enterprise when the exploitation of a
profitable primary resource, such as fishing, was at stake. The Newfoundland
Company, incorporated with the support of merchants, courtiers, and gentry, sent
John Guy in 1610 to establish a small colony on the Avalon Peninsula. After a
promising start, however, the settlement was attacked by English pirates and
weakened by growing hostility from fishermen, who claimed that the settlers
were obstructing their activities ashore. As the colony struggled to survive, the
Company began to license the establishment of other settlements by private
adventurers, including an attempt by Sir George Calvert to establish a Catholic

> Andrews, Colonial Period, 1, pp. 153~72; Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, pp. 99~102.

5¢ Karen Ordahl Kupperman, Providence Island, 1630-1641: The Other Puritan Colony (Cambridge,
1993); Brenner, Merchants and Revolution, pp. 154—59; Wesley Frank Craven and Walter B. Hayward,
eds., The Journal of Richard Norwood, Surveyor of Bermuda (New York, 1945), pp. 53—56. See below,
p. 204.

57 Cell, English Enterprise in Newfoundland, pp. 6079, 83—91.
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colony at Ferryland from 1622 to 1628. None of these ventures was successful,
though a small group of settlers struggled to survive on Newfoundland long after
the demise of the Company in 1632.

The colonization of New England, towards the end of the period covered by this
chapter, marked a small but potentially significant exception to the dismal pattern
of English colonial enterprise in America. Following the failure of the Sagadahoc
settlement, interest in the region had been limited to fishing and trading, despite
John Smith’s attempts to promote the colonization of the area by publicizing its
rich resources.®® This changed during 1620 with the establishment of Plymouth
plantation by a small group of religious separatists. The possibility that America
might be a haven for religious refugees can be traced back to Hakluyt, but its
practical application was not effectively tested until William Bradford led a mixed
community of men, women, and children, Puritans and non-Puritans, across the
Atlantic to bring their own sense of order to what they saw as ‘a vast and empty
chaos’* Although a group of separatists, led by Henry Jacob, attempted to
establish themselves in Bermuda and Virginia during the early decades of the
seventeenth century, both congregations were small and short-lived.® By com-
parison, Plymouth plantation was an unrivalled experiment in colonial develop-
ment. Though it struggled to survive for many years, the idea of God’s elect
seeking to build a holy commonwealth in New England set a powerful precedent
for the future, foreshadowing a new wave of English colonization which emerged
after 1625 during the troubled reign of Charles I.

In contrast to the faltering progress of English colonial enterprise after 1604,
overseas trade seemed set for a period of sustained and impressive growth. Seizing
the opportunities presented by the peace with Spain, English merchant ships
sailed the oceans in search of Eastern spices, Caribbean sugar and tobacco, Arctic
whales, and Newfoundland fish, though trade was often accompanied by plunder,
if not outright piracy.”" But the same lack of state support for commerce, as for
colonization, left many of these initiatives vulnerable to Iberian hostility and,
increasingly, Dutch rivalry, and failed to halt the decline in traditional exports of
cloth, though this was related to deeper changes in the nature of English overseas
trade which were under way after c.1620. The emergence of the Dutch as a
global trading power with unrivalled financial and shipping resources exacerbated

% David B. Quinn and Alison M. Quinn, eds., The English New England Voyages, 1602-1608 (London,
1983); Andrews, Colonial Period, 1, pp. 91-97.
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the difficulties facing the older sectors of English commerce, and also threatened
to disrupt the expansion of the newer oceanic trades. Within two decades
Anglo-Dutch rivalry had grown so intense that commercial conflict seemed
unavoidable.®>

Dutch competition exposed serious shortcomings in English overseas trade
and maritime activity. The small, but rapidly expanding whaling industry at
Spitzbergen, which ‘prospered strangely’ from 1612 to 1617, was nearly destroyed
by Dutch hostility.”> Commercial rivalry also put at risk the development of
English trading interests in the East Indies. Although the East India Company
received strong support from some of the wealthiest merchants in the City of
London, throughout its early years it struggled with pressing financial difficulties,
made worse by the expectation of rapid returns among shareholders. Capital
shortages limited the Company’s operations in the East, leaving it vulnerable to
Portuguese hostility and Dutch competition. In the Spice Islands, where the
Company had hopes of establishing a lucrative trade, its fleets were shadowed
and often threatened by those of the rival Dutch company.®* Attempts to deal with
mounting Anglo-Dutch tension at conferences in 1613 and 1615 were ineffective,
and failed to prevent the outbreak of hostilities in the East during 1618. A
semblance of peace was restored in 1620, but as a political solution it was
unwelcome to the members of either company. The Dutch execution of ten
English merchants at Amboina in 1623, a ‘massacre’ in the emotive language of
the day, was greeted with outrage in London, and provoked demands for theissue
of letters of reprisal against the Dutch.

These problems, which were compounded by the difficulties of trading in such
distant regions, compelled the Company to reorganize its commercial operations
in the East. Although it was establishing a commercial empire of unprecedented
scope and complexity, the Company’s fluctuating fortunes led to improvisation
and major restructuring. Trade with Japan was abandoned in 1623, while the Spice
Islands were increasingly neglected in favour of western India and Persia, where
the Company conducted a valuable trade after 1614 focused, particularly on Surat.
The seizure of the Portuguese fortress of Hormuz in 1622 by a Persian army, acting
with the assistance of the Company, encouraged this development and provided
some compensation for its disappointing record further east. Even so, it remained
ill-equipped to deal with the commercial crisis of the 1620s, when a combination
of falling profits and rising costs led to demands that the Indies trade should be

* Quinn and Ryan, England’s Sea Empire, pp. 154—55, 161-62. On Dutch enterprise see Jonathan
L. Israel, Dutch Primacy in World Trade, 1585—1740 (Oxford, 1989), esp. pp. 101-12.
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abandoned altogether.®> While the Company survived, it faced an uncertain future
at the end of the reign of James I.

The difficulties facing the East India and Virginia Companies indicate that corpor-
ate enterprise was in serious disarray by the early 1620s. Lack of effective state
support, one of the unifying themes of this complex period, weakened both
companies and raised deeper questions concerning the role of public and private
enterprise in colonial development. The failure to develop a coherent imperial
policy before 1650 turned English overseas enterprise into a continuous process of
trial and error, sustained by the ambitions of small groups of adventurers keen to
maximize profits, but at the risk of mortgaging future progress. These cross-
currents tended to heighten the long-standing importance of plunder in English
maritime activity, though in the Atlantic privateering easily shaded into trade and
colonization. The dynamic relationship between trade, plunder, and settlement
encouraged an aggressive nationalistic approach, legitimized by hostility towards
Spain, which underpinned English imperialism, at least during the first half of the
seventeenth century.®® The instability of this relationship, however, fostered subtle
differences between colonial and maritime enterprise. By 1625, for example,
England had become an oceanic seafaring nation capable of rivalling Spain or
Portugal, but it had yet to establish an overseas colony able to reproduce itself—
with the possible, but as yet insignificant, exception of Plymouth plantation.
Colonial population figures are notoriously unreliable for this period, but con-
servative estimates of several thousand settlers in the Chesapeake, 1,500 on Ber-
muda, several hundred in New England and Newfoundland, and several hundred
in Guiana and the Caribbean, cast some light on the limited nature of English
colonization.®” Robert Harcourt’s description of the settlement of Guiana as being
little more than ‘a few dispersed men, being altogeather without Governement’
could, without undue exaggeration, be applied to much of English America in
1625.°® Such small, incomplete, and potentially chaotic societies were of slight
concern to the state: colonies, like trade, aroused little interest unless they could be
taxed or exploited for other financial purposes. In the long term, this lack of
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political interest or control was to be fatal to English interests in America. In the
short term, it created a patchwork of small settlements and trading posts, popu-
lated by marginal migrants with a tenuous hold on the land, and with a future as
unsettled as it was unclear.®

% The informal nature of this process was reflected in the mundane manner in which the English
claimed possession of American territory: see Patricia Seed, Ceremonies of Possession in Europe’s
Conquest of the New World, 1492-1640 (Cambridge, 1995), pp. 19-23, 38—40.
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Guns and Sails in the First Phase of English
Colonization, 1500—1650

N. A. M. RODGER

Whatever triggered the remarkable expansion of European seafaring in the
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, it was not primarily or simply a matter of better
ships and navigational techniques.’ On the contrary, the Portuguese voyages down
the coast of Africa, and the Spanish across the Atlantic, would not have been
beyond the capacity of European ships and skills in earlier centuries, if the will to
mount such expeditions had been present. When they were undertaken, the
barriers to be overcome were as much political, psychological, logistical, and
financial as technical. Nevertheless, ship design on the Atlantic seaboard of
Western Europe was changing in the later fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, and
the cumulative effect of these changes was to transform European shipping in ways
which profoundly influenced the overseas expansion of every European state.
Moreover, the changes operated differently in different countries, and their
effect in England and Scotland was to create some distinctive and valuable
advantages, as well as some disadvantages, in the competition with other countries
for overseas possessions and markets. The kind of ships the English and Scots
built, and the manner in which they armed them, had a real influence on the way
in which their colonial Empire eventually developed. Naval architecture, naval
tactics, gunnery, and navigation were fundamental technical skills upon which
overseas expansion was to be built, and they have to be understood if it is to be
fully accounted for.

This would be easier if the subject were distinguished by more research and fewer
misconceptions. As it is, many of the critical stages in the development of sixteenth-
century ship design are obscure, and at present any account of them has torelyona
good deal of conjecture. Moreover, the development of sailing-ship design is still
almost invariably understood in terms laid down a century ago by the great naval
historian Sir Julian Corbett. He was interested in the English Navy Royal of Queen
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Elizabeth’s reign as the origin of the navy of his own day, and in Drake as its founding
father. He was especially interested in tracing the beginnings of the ship-of -the-line,
and the tactics of the broadside and the line of battle associated with her. He
describes Drake entering Cadiz Bay in 1587, ‘ready to pit bowline and broadside
against oars and chasers’* This approach still dominates the narratives of almost all
modern historians. The word ‘broadside’ (not widely used in this sense in English
before the 1590s) is met with everywhere, and it still seems to be almost universally
accepted that Queen Elizabeth’s war with Spain marked the unequivocal triumph of
the new technology of the sailing ship, armed with heavy guns mounted on the
broadside, over the obsolete galley.* Whether this involved the immediate adoption
of the line of battle, or whether that followed after an interval, remain matters of
controversy, but no one doubts that there was a necessary connection between the
two. Very few historians doubtthatthistechnical revolution wasalso anationalone,
an English triumph over Spain, though it is now coming to be recognized that in
some respects the Portuguese may have anticipated the English. It is now generally
accepted that for particular reasons this ‘broadside revolution’did not apply to the
Mediterranean, where the galleypreserved her predominance for another century,*
but hardly anyone now doubts that during the sixteenth century the English led an
Atlantic revolution in the design of fighting ships (which in England at this period
included virtually all deep-sea merchant ships), with profound consequences for
the future of English power overseas.

This simple picture needs to be substantially revised. Over a period of about two
centuries, from the mid-fifteenth to the mid-seventeenth centuries, there was a
series of developments in hull design, rig, the mounting and use of heavy guns, and
the tactics of naval warfare, the cumulative effect of which was in the end the
dominance of the ship of the line—but this was not a simple historical ‘revolution’
whereby a superior new type swept away an inferior old one. It was a long and
complex process of interconnected changes, in the course of which the design of
warships and merchantmen parted company.?

The first of these changes was the development in the fifteenth century of the
three-masted square rig, the ancestor of the modern ‘ship’ rig.® By the end of that
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and Jean Meyer, eds., Les Marines de guerre européennes, XVII-XVIlle siecles (Paris, 1985), pp. 167-74,
whose general argument I follow.

4 J. F. Guilmartin, Gunpowder and Galleys: Changing Technology and Mediterranean Warfare at Sea in
the Sixteenth Century (Cambridge, 1974).

> N. A. M. Rodger, ‘The Development of Broadside Gunnery, 1450~1650", Mariner’s Mirror, LXXXII
(1996), pp. 301—24, dealswith this in more detail.

® Ian Friel, ‘The Three-Masted Ship and Atlantic Voyages), in Joyce Youings, ed., Raleigh in Exeter
1985: Privateering and Colonisation in the Reign of Elizabeth I (Exeter, 1985), pp. 21-37; Frank Howard,
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century, the standard rigset square sails on fore and main masts, with a triangular
lateen sail on the mizzen mast. The main mast continued to carry most of the
canvas to drive the ship, but sail could be spread forward and aft to balance the
ship on any point of sailing, and by unbalancing the rig to force her rapidly on to
any desired point of sailing. In particular, it became much easier to tack, by taking
in canvas forward so that the sail set on the mizzen would force the ship’s head up
into the wind, then backing the headsails to blow the ship’s head off on to the new
tack. In this and other ways very large ships could now be handled in conditions in
which even small ships with a single mast and sail had hitherto been helpless,
conferring an enormous advantage in both economic and military terms.”

At the same time a new vessel called the caravel appeared on the Atlantic coasts
of Spain and Portugal. This was initially a small, two- or three-masted, lateen-
rigged vessel, fast and handy, used for war, fishing, and local trade.® It was ‘carvel-
built’ in the Mediterranean tradition, with a strong internal frame clad in strakes
of light planking butted together and made watertight with caulking. This was
quite unlike the clinker building of northern shipwrights, who formed the shell of
their ships from overlapping strakes of planking riveted together, building
upwards from the keel, and only added ribs to stiffen the hull after it was
substantially complete.” As the caravel grew in size it came to be rigged with a
combination of square and lateen rig on two, three, or more masts. The type seems
to have been developed in this form in Brittany in the 1430s or 1440s, and from
there it spread rapidly throughout northern Europe. At the same time it was
carried into the Mediterranean by Catalan and Sicilian owners." The new rig,
applied to a fine hull, made a fast and handy ship ideal for war, trade, and piracy. It
was the caravel, or carvel, which introduced carvel-building into England, but the

Sailing Ships of War, 14001860 (London, 1979), pp. 28-31; Gillian Hutchinson, Medieval Ships and
Shipping (Leicester, 1994), PP- 43—44.

7 Hutchinson, Medieval Ships, pp. 61—-64; Howard, Ships of War, pp. 28—30; Fernand Braudel, The
Mediterranean and the Mediterranean World in the Age of Philip 11, trans. Sian Reynolds, 2 vols.
(London, 1972), 1, p. 301.

# Clinton R. Edwards, ‘Design and Construction of Fifteenth-Century Iberian Vessels: A Review’,
Mariner’s Mirror, LXXVIII (1992), pp. 419~32; C. R. Phillips, ‘The Caravel and the Galleon’, in Richard
W. Unger, ed., Cogs, Caravels and Galleons (London, 1994), pp. 91-114; Martin Malcolm EIbl, ‘The
Portuguese Caravel and European Shipbuilding: Phases of Development and Diversity’, Revista da
Universidade de Coimbra, XXXII (1985), pp. 543~72; Roger C. Smith, Vanguard of Empire: Ships of
Exploration in the Age of Columbus (Oxford, 1993), pp. 31-46.

° Hutchinson, Medieval Ships, pp. 5-10.

'° Phillips, ‘Caravel and Galleon’; Henri Touchard, Le Commerce maritime breton a la fin du Moyen
Age (Paris, 1967), pp. 316-19; Michel Mollat, La Vie quotidienne des gens de mer en Atlantique (IX*~XVI
siecle) (Paris, 1983), pp. 141-42; lan Friel, The Good Ship: Shipbuilding and Technology in England, 1200—
1520 (London, 1995), pp. 171-80; Eric Rieth, ‘La Question de la construction navale a franc-bord au
Ponant’, Neptunia, CLX (1985), pp. 8—21; Jacques Bernard, Navires et gens de mer a Bordeaux (vers 1400—
vers 1550), 3 vols. (Paris, 1968), I, pp. 359—61.
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attraction of the type lay not simply in the lie of the planking, but in the
combination of cheap frame construction with a highly efficient rig. As a result,
the size of the average merchantman seems to have fallen, for a small, fast, and
cheaply built vessel could now do more, and earn more, than bigger and clumsier
vessels before. The shipping slump of the late fifteenth century hastened the
economic decline of the great carracks."

In military terms, however, the carrack continued to be the ‘capital ship’ of the
early sixteenth century. Its very high freeboard, above all its towering ‘forestage’,
conveyed an overwhelming advantage in battle in an age when all fighting was
essentially hand to hand. The military threat to the carrack came not from the new
carvels, but from an old type revitalized, the galley. Galleys had met sailing ships in
action for centuries, and the strength and freeboard of the ship had almost always
been superior, but now the case was altered, for the problem of mounting heavy
guns for use at sea had been solved by the Venetians not later than the 1470s, and by
1500 all the Mediterranean galley fleets were armed with heavy artillery.* A
generation before the quite different and considerably greater difficulties of
mounting heavy guns in sailing ships had been even partially solved, the galley
was securely installed in the artillery age. Neither carracks nor carvels had any
defence against heavy guns, and they were swiftly displaced from Mediterranean
war fleets.” If any of the English were disposed to play down the threat, they did so
no longer after the disastrous campaign of 1513 in Brittany, where the French
Mediterranean galleys sank one of Henry VIII's ships outright, badly damaged
another, and killed the Lord Admiral: ‘Never man saw men in greter fere then
all the masters and maryners be of the galies..’** From this point the galley
was, for Englishmen, the modern naval weapon-system, the one they feared and
envied above all. They spent the rest of the century alternately trying to build
galleys of their own, and trying to design a sailing ship which could rival the galley.
Moreover, the galley was not simply the threat they had to counter, it was the only
known solution to the problem of mounting and using heavy guns at sea. It
represented the future; not just a challenge to be met but an example to be
imitated.

"' Phillips, ‘Caravel and Galleon’, p. 96; Hutchinson, Medieval Ships, pp. 44—46.

* John FE Guilmartin, Jr., ‘The Early Provision of Artillery Armament on Mediterranean War
Galleys’, Mariner’s Mirror, LIX (1973), pp. 257-80. The earliest heavy guns in galleys may have been
those carried by the Burgundian galleys built at Antwerp in the late 1440s, for which see Kelly R. De
Vries, ‘A 1445 Preference to Shipboard Artillery’, Technology and Culture, XXXI (1990), pp. 818—29; and
Jacques Paviot, La Politique navale des ducs de Bourgogne, 1384—1482 (Lille, 1995), pp. 294—300.

 Jan Glete, Navies and Nations: Warships, Navies and State Building in Europe and America, 1500—
1860, 2 vols. (Stockholm, 1993), I, p. 140.

' Alfred Spont, ed., Letters and Papers Relating to the War with France, 1512-1513 (Navy Records
Society, X, 1897), pp. 146, 159.
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Unfortunately, the galley’s solution to the gun problem did not appear to be
applicable to sailing ships.”” Galleys mounted a single heavy gun (later flanked by
two or four smaller pieces) on the fighting platform in the bows. No attempt was
made to train and very little to elevate the gun; it was pointed by moving the whole
ship, and recoiled on a slide down the central gangway of the galley. Though the
mounting of a heavy gun right forward involved penalties of weight and hull stress,
which in the long run helped to make the galley obsolete, it was a simple and
elegant method of carrying to sea a very heavy gun—by the 1530s usually a full
cannon firing a 50—60 pound ball. The commonest employment of these guns was
in shore bombardment, for the galley did not cease to be what it had always been,
an instrument of inshore and amphibious warfare. Galley fleets did, however,
sometimes meet in battle. Since they were very vulnerable to attack from abeam, or
worse still from aft, they formed in as tight a line abreast as possible, and tried to
keep the enemy right ahead. Attack continued to be a matter of a preliminary
bombardment, a quick dash, and boarding. Formerly the preliminary bombard-
ment had been delivered by crossbowmen; now it consisted in one round from the
heavy gun, fired at fifty yards’ range or less, followed by boarding through the
smoke. If boarding were impossible or too risky, as, for example, in action with a
sailing ship, the galley might lie off to bombard the enemy, but the rate of fire was
extremely slow.

This was the method of naval warfare with heavy guns that the northern nations
were trying to imitate. They wanted heavy guns mounted low down near the
waterline, in order to engage very low targets (galleys) at very close range. They
wanted guns firing forward, for that was the only way they could use them to
attack. Though prolonged firing might be called for against shore targets, they
expected a sea battle to be decisive; that meant that they expected to fire one round
from each gun that would bear as they closed the enemy to grapple and board.
Heavy guns were rare and expensive, so no ship could expect to carry very many.
Rate of fire was an irrelevance and reloading a minor consideration when heavy
guns were expected to fire one round per battle.

Unfortunately, clinker-built hulls were ill-adapted to fitting internal decks
strong enough to carry heavy guns, and to the cutting of watertight gunports,
capable of being opened and closed at sea, without weakening the structure. The
big carracks of the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries only carried large
guns on deck, in the waist firing through small ports in the bulwarks, or under the
forecastle and aftercastle firing through open galleries.'® There was a limit to the

"> On galleys the standard authorities are: Guilmartin, Gunpowder and Galleys, and Francisco-Felipe
Olesa Muiiido, La Galera en la navigacion y el combate, 2 vols. (Madrid, 1971).

'® Christiane Villain-Gandossi, Le Navire médiéval a travers les miniatures (Paris, 1985), pl.7 6; Rieth,
‘La Construction navale a franc-bord’, p. 17; Howard, Ships of War, pp. 12, 26—27.
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size and number of big guns which could be carried so high up in the ship, they
could not easily be laid on small, low targets, and they could not be fired ahead. In
practice they were fired once, to clear the enemy’s decks as the ship went alongside
to board. Though useful and even formidable in their way, they served essentially
the same anti-personnel purpose as the numerous smaller guns carried in the
upperworks. They were no solution to the problem of matching the galleys.

According to tradition, the first watertight gunport was designed by a Breton
shipwright in 1501; it was presumably adapted from loading ports, which had been
used for centuries.”” At about this time northern shipbuilders began to use the
square transom stern, which among other possible advantages made it possible to
cut gunports in the flat, carvel planking on either side of the stern post. Here, in
the flat right aft on the lowest deck (the space which very soon came to be called
the ‘gunroom’), the first really heavy guns began to be mounted in sailing ships
in theearlyyearsof the sixteenth century.”® The English were not thefirsttoarriveat
this solution: the Scottish navy of James IV was certainly before them," and others
may have been as well, but within two years of the 1513 campaign English ships
were being built or rebuilt to carry two heavy guns in the gunroom. They were, in
the cases we know about, large weapons (in the Henry Grace a Dieu breech-loaders
over twenty feet long without their chambers), firing through ports cut almost at
deck level and near the waterline.>® This was the first, imperfect solution to the
problem of mounting heavy guns at sea. For shore bombardment the gunroom
ports served well enough, and heavy gunsaft at least protected the vulnerable stern
from galley attacks,™ but it was clearly difficult to envisage a method of attack in
which they could be used. Nevertheless, the stern was the point of real military
strength in the early sixteenth century, and it is probably significant that most
paintings of large English warships of this period portray them from aft, showing
off their principal strength.

At the same time as the transom stern was adopted, or soon after, large warships
began to be built or rebuilt with carvel planking and extensive internal stiffening to
support load-bearing decks. This made it easier to mount heavy guns firing
through broadside ports, and soon ports began to be cut in the gunroom on

7 L. G. Carr Laughton, ‘Early Tudor Ship-Guns’, ed. Michael Lewis, Mariner’s Mirror, XLVI (1960),
Pp- 242-85, esp. 250.

'® Howard, Ships of War, pp. 45, 75; R. A. Konstam, ‘Naval Artillery to 1550: Its Design, Evolution and
Employment’, unpublished M.Litt. thesis, St Andrews, 1987, p. 144; Margaret Rule, The Mary Rose: The
Excavation and Raising of Henry VIII's Flagship (London, 1982), p. 152.

' Norman MacDougall, ‘“The greatest scheip that ewer saillit in Ingland or France”: James IV’s
Great Michaef, in MacDougall, ed., Scotland and War, AD 79-1918 (Edinburgh, 1991), pp. 36—60,esp. 41;
Konstam, ‘Naval Artillery’, p. 34.

** Laughton, ‘Early Tudor Ship-Guns’, pp. 252-66, 275-78, 283.

' Ibid., pp. 251-52; Howard, Ships of War, p. 4s.
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either side, evidently for smaller pieces mounted on higher carriages, as the sills
were at the same height as in seventeenth- or eighteenth-century men-of-war.**
Soon afterwards one or two pairs of ports began to be cut right forward, from
which guns could be ‘bowed’ round to fire nearly right ahead. By the time of the
Spithead action of 1545 the Henry Grace a Dieu and the Mary Rose had a complete
row of lower-deck gunports.”® The dangers of this must have become obvious
when the Mary Rose flooded through open ports and sank. Furthermore, the
critical problem of ahead fire had still not been solved.

Meanwhile Henry VIII's shipwrights had been experimenting with a variety of
oared vessels of varying size, many with names (‘galley’, ‘galliot; ‘galleass’) which
clearly indicate their inspiration. They are usually seen as attempts to integrate oar
and sail, which was undoubtedly part of their purpose, but there seem to have been
even more attempts to provide ahead fire by building sailing ships with the
characteristic low bow and beakhead of the galley.>* The most successful of these
experiments were probably the two ‘galleasses’ Bull and Tiger, later rebuilt without
oars, which went on to long and successful careers in the Elizabethan navy, and
may well have been the prototypes of the galleons of the 1570s.> These galleons
kept relatively high upperworks aft, but had low forecastles with long beakheads
like a galley. Four heavy guns could normally be mounted firing forward: two on
the gun deck firing from ports cut in the hull either side of the stem, and two under
the forecastle above, firing above the beakhead and either side of the bowsprit. As
far as our scanty evidence goes, this hybrid ‘sailing-galley’ or ‘galleon’ type appears
to have been developed by the English navy, but it may well be that it was
borrowed: the Portuguese had been carrying heavy guns to sea for longer than
the English; the Spaniards and others also built galleons*® and in the Baltic War of
1563—70 the Danish and Swedish navies fought several artillery battles.*” It is

** R. C. Anderson, ‘The Mary Gonson’, Mariner’s Mirror, XLVI (1960), pp. 199—204; Laughton, ‘Early
Tudor Ship-Guns’, pp. 264—66.

* L. G. Carr Laughton, ‘The Square-Tuck Stern and the Gun-Deck’, Mariner’s Mirror, XLVII (1961),
pp. 100-0s; Rule, Mary Rose, p. 20.

* A. H. Taylor, ‘Carrack into Galleon’, Mariner’s Mirror, XXXVI (1950), pp. 144-51, esp. 145—46;
Phillips, ‘Caravel and Galleon, pp. 91-114; Peter Kirsch, The Galleon: The Great Ships o fthe Armada Era
(London, 1990), p. 14.

* Tom Glasgow, ‘H.M.S. Tiger’, North Carolina Historical Review, XLIII (1966), pp. 15-21; Howard,
Ships of War, pp. 82-83; Corbett, Drake, I, pp. 25-32.

*® Kirsch, Galleon, pp. 11-12; José Luis Casada Soto, Los Barcos esparioles del siglo XV1y la Gran
Armada de 1588 (Madrid, 1988), pp. 187—94; Carlo M. Cipolla, Guns and Sails in the Early Phase of
European Expansion, 1400—1700 (London, 1965), pp. 80—81.

* Glete, Navies and Nations, 1, p.120; R. C. Anderson, Naval Wars in the Balticduring the Sailing Ship
Epoch, 1522~1850 (London, 1910), pp. 4-10; Niels M. Probst, ‘The Introduction of Flushed-Planked Skin
in Northern Europe—and the Elsinore Wreck’, in Christer Westerdahl, ed., Crossroads in Ancient
Shipbuilding: Proceedings of the Sixth International Symposium on Boat and Ship Archaeology, Roskilde
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certain, however, that by the time of Queen Elizabeth’s war with Spain most
English warships and armed merchantmen were built more or less in this style,
which was regarded as distinctively English.® Their qualities were speed, handi-
ness, and relatively heavy armament. Even the biggest warships carried no guns as
heavy as a galley’s, and privateers were usually quite lightly armed by comparison
with the Queen’s ships, but they were very heavily armed by comparison with the
ships of Spain or other countries.®

Theheavyarmamentwas made possible by the remarkable advances in the mid-
sixteenth century of the English iron-founding industry. Whereas Henry VIII had
had to import almost all his military supplies,>*® Queen Elizabeth had available a
plentiful supply of iron guns at a time when few founders in other countries had
progressed beyond bronze® As it happens, bronze guns were in every respect
superior as well as being easier to cast, and the English Navy Royal was armed
almost exclusively in bronze until the very end of the Queen’s reign,*® but iron
guns cost at most one-fifth the price of bronze.>* Whereas in other countries heavy
guns were still vastly expensive princely status symbols, in England by the 1580s
they had become an everyday commodity within the pocket of any would-be
pirate or explorer. This striking technical advantage, which lasted in certain
respects into the nineteenth century, distinctly marked the character of English
expansion. It made English ships, however small, unusually ready to fight other

1991 (Oxford, 1994), pp. 143—52; Jorgen H. Barfod, ‘Den danske orlogsflade for 1560, Historisk Tidsskrift,
XCIV (1994), pp. 26170, at 267.
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James A. Williamson, Hawkins o f Plymouth, 2nd edn. (London, 1969), p. 250; R. Morton Nance, ‘The
Ship of the Renaissance’, Mariner’s Mirror, XLI (1955), pp. 180—92 and 281-98, esp. 294. Tom Glasgow, Jr.,
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ships; it gave the English advantages at sea which they did not have on land; it
tended to make them more successful at taking colonial products from the ships of
other European powers than in developing colonies of their own.

This last was a consequence of ship design as well as gun-power. Any ship
represents a balance of different qualities; superiority in one has to be bought by
sacrificing others. The speed and handiness of English ships resulted from fine
underwater lines; consequently they had limited carrying capacity, particularly if
much of their displacement was absorbed by carrying a heavy armament. They

5 often

were, as a result, ill-adapted in some respects for long ocean passages,’
forced to spend a great deal of time searching for food and water, incurring delays
and losses which several times ruined their plans. The Spaniards comforted
themselves with the reflection that the English ate so much that their ships
could not carry a useful load,* and they were right in effect, even if they mistook
the cause.

It is not certain, however, that even slow and capacious ships would in six-
teenth- and seventeenth-century conditions have been able to make very long
cruiseswith comfort. From the fourteenth century (atlatest) to the nineteenth, the
range of foodstuffs which could be preserved for use at sea remained the same: salt
beef and pork, beer, pease, cheese and butter (all in cask), biscuit, and salt fish. The
preservation and packing of all these was a skilled and chancy business, especially
brewing beer and pickling meat, which could only be done in winter. The only
English seaport whose markets were developed enough to victual a large expedi-
tion or a major fleet was London, and then only if money was provided early
enough to pack at the right season and despatch in good time. In the best
circumstances it appears that in this period victuals could not be relied upon for
more than three or four months, and the best circumstances were frequently not
available. In terms of ship design, Elizabethan men-of-war, both royal and private,
were hardly less capable of campaigning in the West Indies (or even the East
Indies) than their successors in the eighteenth century. The real difference lay in

¥ Phillips, ‘Caravel and Galleon’, p. 106; Kenneth R. Andrews, ‘The Elizabethan Seaman’, Mariner’s
Mirror, LXVIII (1982), pp. 245-62, esp. 246. The distinctive English ‘whole-moulding’ design method
which produced the fine hull forms is discussed by Richard Barker, ‘Design in the Dockyards, about
1600, in Reinder Reinders and Paul Kees, eds., Carvel Construction Technique, Skeleton-first, Shell- first:
sth International Symposium on Boat and Ship Archaeology, Amsterdam, 1988 (Oxford, 1991), pp. 61-69,
and ‘Many may peruse us: Ribbands, Moulds and Models in the Dockyards’, Revista de Universidade da
Coimbra, XXIV (1987), pp. 539-59; Niels Probst, ‘Nordeuropzisk spanteopslagning i 1500—o0g 1600-
tallet. Belyst ud fra danske kilder’, Maritim Kontakt, XVI (1993), pp. 7—42; John E. Dotson, ‘Treatises on
Shipbuilding before 1650}, in Richard W. Unger, ed., Cogs, Caravels and Galleons: TheSailing Ship, 1000
to1650 (London, 1994), pp. 160—68.

3 Florence E. Dyer, ‘The Elizabethan Sailorman), Mariner’s Mirror, X (1924), pp. 133-46, esp. 136.
Jorge Calvar Gross and others, eds., La Batalla del Mar Océano: Corpus Documental de las hostilidades
entre Espafia e Inglaterra (1568—1604), 3 vols. to date (Madrid, 1988— ), I, p. 393.
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two centuries of effort to improve the quality of victuals and the organization of
victualling. This alone explains why Queen Elizabeth’s navy could not have been
an instrument of colonial conquest even if she had intended it to be. It also
explains many of the worst difficulties of the early English colonies. Individual
ships could and did reach far across, even around the globe, but reliable movement
on a large scale was still badly hampered by the difficulty of preserving food.
Thisinturnbore on England’s geographical disadvantages. Thewind systems of
the North Atlantic are broadly clockwise from the coast of Portugal down to the
Canaries, across the Atlantic to the West Indies, up the coast of North America,
and back across the North Atlantic (see Map 1.1). From the Gulf of Florida to the
coasts of Europe the wind is seconded by the powerful drift of the Gulf Stream.
Within the Caribbean both wind and currents set from east to west, so that ships
enter through the Lesser Antilles, and leave through the Windward or Mona
Passages (from the southern part of the basin), or through the Gulf of Florida.
This pattern of winds and currents gave Spanish ships an easy passage to and from
the New World. Sailing from Seville in the spring, they ran before the wind south-
west and westerly across the Atlantic, entered the Caribbean through the Wind-
ward Islands, and dispersed to their destinations. They gathered again in the late
summer (before the hurricane season) at Havana, left by the Florida Straits, and
returned across the central Atlantic, breaking their voyage midway at the Azores.
Unfortunately for the English, the winds of the north-eastern Atlantic do not
follow the clockwise pattern: here the prevailing winds are south-westerly for most
of the year, forcing any ship bound to the southward or westward to beat down
Channel and across the Bay of Biscay, losing weeks or even months before picking
up the favourable Trade Winds. Western ports, especially Plymouth, were popular
because one could take one’s departure after having got most of the way down
Channel—but ‘such a narrow corner of the realm, where a man would think that
neither victuals were to be had, nor cask to put it in’,”” was too small to supply any
large force properly. Hence English ships, and especially fleets, often ran short of
food and water trying to get across the Atlantic, and were forced to waste time and
incur riskslanding at the Bayona Islands, the Canaries, Madeira, or the Cape Verde
Islands. In principle the crossing direct to New England or Newfoundland was
much shorter, but it was also directly into the prevailing winds across the most
stormy and dangerous part of the North Atlantic. Here too the Basques, with a
longer but easier passage, exploited the Grand Banks long before the English could
mount an effective challenge. In practice, the most successful English crossings
tended to be those like the 1606 Jamestown squadron which took the longer but

¥ ]. K. Laughton, ed., State Papers Relating to the Defeat of the Spanish Armada (Navy Records
Society, I and II, 1895), I, p. 199.
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safer southerly route, which offered islands at regular intervals to supply food
and water.

The wind systems also do much to explain why, and where, the English con-
centrated their early colonial ventures. Because all Spanish tradeleft the Caribbean
through the Florida Channel and worked up the coast as far as the Carolinas before
picking up the westerlies to blow them home, a base in or near Roanoke or
Chesapeake Bay was perfectly placed for privateers cruising to intercept; far
enough north to escape the fate of the Huguenots massacred by the Spaniards at
St Augustine, but still within a hundred miles or so of the usual Spanish track. A
generation later in the 1620s and 1630s the English, like the French and Dutch,
profited from the Spaniards’ failure to settle the Lesser Antilles by acquiring
footholds which, in the fullness of time, allowed them to control the gateway to
the Caribbean basin.

It is well known that the English were late-comers in overseas voyaging. Well
into the 1560s, England remained an ally of Spain and the Empire, closely linked
commercially and militarily. Both before and for some time after Philip II's short
reign as ‘Prince Consort’ of England, the English navy was essentially an auxiliary
of Spanish power, and he himself had something to do with the efficient state in
which that fleet was left to Elizabeth.>® The English were involved only to a limited
extent in the Spanish and Portuguese Atlantic trades, no further than the Azores
and Canaries, which were counted as within European waters and not part of the
colonial monopoly from which foreigners were excluded. It was King Philip who
encouraged the development of English navigation by giving Stephen Borough
access to the secrets of the Casa de Contratacién (the government office to regulate
trade) in Seville?® At that date, and for long afterwards, the Spaniards and
Portuguese were the acknowledged masters of oceanic voyaging, and the Scots
and French were in advance of the English. English seamen were skilled pilots,
familiar with the waters of northern Europe, but not deep-sea navigators.** Like
Chaucer’s shipman, they knew every creek in Brittany and Spain—no doubt
because, like the shipman (generally supposed to be based on the notorious
Dartmouth pirate, the elder John Hawley), that was where they lay in wait for
their victims.*' This sort of knowledge, derived from a lifetime of practical

# Tom Glasgow, Jr., ‘Maturing of Naval Administration, 1556—-1564, Mariner’s Mirror, LVI (1970), pp.
3-26, and ‘The Navy in Philip and Mary’s War, 1557-1558’, Mariner’s Mirror, LIII (1967), pp. 321-42;
Corbett, Drake, I, pp. 131-36.

3 DavidW. Waters, The Art of Navigation in England in Tudor and Early Stuart Times(London, 1958),
isthestandard authority. Seealsohis appendix ‘TheArt of Navigation in theAge of Drake’, in Kenneth R.
Andrews, ed., TheLast Voyage of Drake & Hawkins (Hakluyt Society, Second Series, CXLII, 1972).

4 Hutchinson, Medieval Ships, pp. 165-74.

+ Bernard, Navires et gens de mer, 1, p. 413, and 11, p. 774; Dorothy A. Gardiner, John Hawley of
Dartmouth’, Devonshire Association Transactions, XCVIII (1966), pp. 173—205.
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experience, was of little use in making ocean passages. For that the mariner needed
to learn the new scientific techniques of celestial navigation. He had to be literate
and numerate, if not learned, familiar with the new books and instruments which
appeared with precocious speed in late sixteenth-century England. This was one of
the most valuable fruits of the Elizabethan naval war. From the strategic point of
view, and certainly from the colonial, it was a disappointment to the ardent spirits
of the time, but in barely half a century the forced growth of war had endowed
England with a large population of highly skilled navigators, competent to carry a
ship to anywhere in the world and bring her home with no greater probability of
loss than any other nation. No commercial or colonial effort overseas would have
been possible without these men and the skills they had learnt.**

In the early seventeenth century, with the return of peace, the English found
their overseas efforts still shaped by the nature of the resources available to them.
Heavily armed ships with limited stowage were best adapted for cargoes of small
bulk and high value, carried in dangerous waters. So the English prospered in the
Levant trade, where shippers were willing to pay well for insurance against the
Barbary and Christian corsairs. They opened up the East India trade, where a good
armament was essential to trade in the face of Dutch and Portuguese hostility.
They secured a large part of the European carrying trade as neutrals in the Thirty
Years War, able to defend themselves against the privateers of every nation. In all
these cases, however, the English advantage lay largely in the disordered and
dangerous condition of the seas (disorder which they and their countrymen had
done a great deal to generate). They stood to lose much of this trade on the coming
of general peace, to carriers like the Dutch with much lower running costs. In the
long term, the English tradition of heavily armed traders, pirates, or privateers,
was forced to give way to designs better adapted to the cheap carriage of bulk
cargoes, notably the celebrated Dutch fluit or flyboat.**

This was part of the process by which warships became more and more distinct
from merchantmen, a process which helped to shape the growth of overseas
empires. Our understanding of this process has been badly distorted by an
obsession with the broadside. By the mid-sixteenth century English warships
had a continuous row of gunports from bow to stern, and the biggest Elizabethan

4 Kenneth R. Andrews, Drake’s Voyages: A Re-assessment of their Place in Elizabethan Maritime
Expansion (London,1967), pp. 155-56; Andrews, ‘The Elizabethan Seaman)’, pp. 259—60; G. V. Scammell,
‘The Sinews of War: Manning and Provisioning English Fighting Ships, c.1550-1650’, Mariner’s Mirror,
LXXIII (1987), pp. 351—67, esp. 361~64.

4 See chap. by John C. Appleby; Ralph Davis, The Rise of the English Shipping Industry in the
Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries, 2nd edn. (Newton Abbot, 1971), pp. 6—12; Kenneth R. Andrews,
Ships, Money and Politics: Seafaring and Naval Enterprise in the Reign of Charles I (Cambridge, 1991), pp.
16—33; Richard W. Unger, ‘The Fluit: Specialist Cargo Vessels, 1500 t01650’, in Unger, Cogs, Caravels and
Galleons, pp. 115-30.
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warships had two gundecks.** They were the lineal ancestors of the eighteenth-
century ship-of-the-line; they already mounted the majority of their guns on the
broadside, and it is easy for the modern commentator to treat them as ‘broadside-
armed’ ships. Englishmen of the day, however, did not think or speak of their ships
in this way. They continued to have their eyes firmly fixed on the galley, as the type
they had to match, and continued to take it for granted that a naval action would
be fought in galley fashion. The bow chasers were always the heaviest guns in the
ship, and their fire was augmented by canting (‘bowing’) the broadside guns,
which had especially wide ports for this purpose.* Otherwise the broadside guns
were thought of as essentially auxiliary, to be employed if opportunity offered.*

Elizabethan naval tacticians took it for granted that ina naval actionagainst other
sailing ships their ships would be faster and more weatherly, and that the enemy
would always be to leeward. He would be attacked in the time-honoured fashion,
derived from galley-tactics and recommended by writers of all nations:*” one bore
up, ‘gave him the prow’ (i.e. fired all the bow chasers), and ran alongside to board.
When Elizabethan seamen fought to win, this was their invariable practice.** When
Drake took the Nuestra Seiiora de la Concepcion in 1579, he fired two rounds before
boarding.*® Eightyearslater in the same waters Cavendish three times attempted to
board the Santa Ana, and was three times beaten off with loss, before it occurred to
him thathe might gain some advantage againstan opponent whose mainarmament
was twomuskets,by standing offand bombarding him at a distance.’° Attackingthe
Portuguese Madre de Deusin 1592, the Earl of Cumberland’s Assurance, ‘coming up
unto her, laid her aboard, discharging evenwithal four or fivecast piecesand a volley
of small shot, and ranging up along the starboard quarter of the carrack’” When
Richard Grenville in the Tiger encountered the Santa Maria de San Vicente in the

44 Corbett, Successors of Drake, pp. 425-29.

4 W. G. Perrin, ed., Boteler’s Dialogues (Navy Records Society, LXV, 1929), p. 259; G. E. Mainwaring
andW. G. Perrin, eds., The Life and Works of Sir Henry Mainwaring (Navy Records Society, LIVand LVI,
1920-22), 11, p. 200.

46 Rodger, ‘Broadside Gunnery’.

47 e.g., Alonso de Chaves (1530s), quoted by Cesareo Fernandez Duro, Armada Espafiola desde la
union de los Reinos de Castilla y de Aragon, 9 vols. (Madrid, 1895-1903), I, pp. 379—81; Julian S. Corbett,
ed., Fighting Instructions, 15301816 (Navy Records Society, XXIX, 1905), pp. 6-16; Philip of Ravenstein,
Duke of Cleves, Instruction de toutes maniéres de guerroyer, tant par terre que par mer, & des choses y
servantes (Paris, 1558), pp. 135-38.

48 Taylor, ‘Carrack into Galleon’, pp. 14451, esp. 149.

4 Calvar Gross, La Batalla del Mar Océano, 1, p. 147; Zelia Nuttall, ed., New Light on Drake: A
Collection of Documents relating to his Voyage of Circumnavigation, 1577—1580 (Hakluyt Society, Second
Series, XXXIV, 1914), pp. 164-75.

5° Calvar Gross, La Batalla del Mar Océano, 111, p. 1684; Richard Hakluyt, The Principal Navigations
Voyages Traffiques & Discoveries of the English Nation, 12 vols. (Glasgow, 1903-05), XI, pp. 324-25.

5! C.L.Kingsford, ed., ‘The Taking of the Madre de Dios, anno 1592, in J. K. Laughton, ed., The Naval
Miscellany I1 (Navy Records Society, XL, 1912), pp. 85-121, quoted at 107-08.
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Caribbean in 1585, he ‘bore down on them, firing her guns with the intention of
disabling them’, ran alongside, and boarded.>* In 1591 he did exactly the same thing
withtheentireSpanishfleet: the Revenge’s formidable armament of heavy guns fired
briefly as they closed, then they fought hand to hand for fifteen hours. When the
Revenge finally surrendered, most of her powder was still untouched.”® This was
navalwarfare in the galley style: proper, traditional, and decisive. Standing off and
engaging in a gunnery duel held few attractions for those who had tried it:

... our enimie, playenge upon us with theyr ordinance, made our gunnors fall to it ere we
were at musket shott & no nerer could I bringe them though I had no hope to take any of
them but by boordinge, heere wee popt away powder and shott away to no purpose for most
of our gunnors would hardly have stricken Paules steeple had it stoode there.*

If artillery bombardment was called for, for instance against a shore target, an
Elizabethan captainwould naturally choose his heaviest guns. In the lively sketch of
Sir William Winter’s squadron attacking the papal landing force at Smerwick in
1581, the big ships Revenge, Swiftsure, and Aid are anchored well out, while the
smaller Tiger, Achates,and Merlinare under sailcloser in—but every one of the sixis
firing either bow or stern chasers rather than her broadside.>® Against galleys in
confined waters, however, therecouldbe no guaranteethatthe Englishcouldgetthe
weather gage (i.e. the windward position), without which it would be difficult to
bring their bow guns to bear. For this reason galleys were universally regarded as
being at their most formidable in their natural habitat, coastal waters. Wherever
coastal defence was needed, Spanish officers always demanded, and English always
feared, the presence of galleys.*® This was a serious worry for English admirals, and
the explosion of joy and relief which accompanied Drake’s successful attack on
Cadiz in 1587 owed much to his success in dealing with galleys in just the circum-
stances in which they seemed to be most dangerous. The same thing happened again
in 1596, and in 1602 Sir Richard Leveson cut out a carrack from Cezimbra Road,
though she was defended by eight galleys and the wind was offshore: ‘a precedent
which has been seldom seen or heard of,, for ships to be the destroyers of galleys’.>”

5 Irene A. Wright, ed,, Further English Voyages to Spanish America, 1583~1594, (Hakluyt Society,
Second Series, XCI, 1951), p. 13.

53 Peter Earle, The Last Fight of the Revenge (London, 1992), pp. 122—24.

>* Andrews, Drake’s Last Voyage, pp. 104—05.

% Tom Glasgow, Jr., and W. Salisbury, ‘Elizabethan Ships Pictured on the Smerwick Map, 1580,
Mariner’s Mirror, LII (1966), pp. 157—65.

5¢ Richard Boulind, ‘Shipwreck and Mutiny in Spain’s Galleys on the Santo Domingo Station, 1583,
Mariner’s Mirror, LVIII (1972), pp. 297-330; Andrews, The Spanish Caribbean, pp. 102—0s; Paul E.
Hoffman, The Spanish Crown and the Defense of the Caribbean, 1535-1585 (Baton Rouge, La., 1981),
pp- 174-93; Calvar Gross, La Batalla del Mar Océano, 1, pp. 314 and 532.

57 M. Oppenheim, ed., The Naval Tracts of Sir William Monson (Navy Records Society, XXII-XXIII,
XLII, XLV, and XLV1I, 1902—-14), I1, p. 163; cf Corbett, Successors of Drake, pp. 369—77, and Sir Richard
Leveson’s account in Historical Manuscripts Commission, Salisbury Manuscripts, XII, pp. 183-84.
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In 1588 the English fleet faced a different tactical problem. It was obviously
unwise to run alongside the ships of the Spanish Armada, loaded with troops, and
attempt to board them. The English had to adopt a tactic that exploited their heavy
guns but avoided close action, and one was available which in its simplest form
had been in use since the fifteenth century.®® They started in the obvious, indeed
the only possible fashion, by gaining the weather gage and ‘giving the prow.
Having fired their bow guns, however, instead of running aboard the enemy
they luffed up (or wore) and went about on to the other tack, firing as they did
so one broadside, the stern chasers, and the other broadside in succession. They
then withdrew to windward to reload at leisure. After Lord Howard reorganized
his fleet into four squadrons, they seem to have made at least some effort to attack
in a loose line ahead, each ship following his leader into action, so that in principle
the whole squadron formed a circle or figure of eight, each ship bearing down on
the enemy and firing once every half or three-quarters of an hour. Thus they
fought in line ahead, but not in anything like the future line of battle. This was the
standard late-Elizabethan battle tactic, invoked with minor variations by all naval
writers of the day.®

It has been argued that the English gunnery advantage in 1588, an advantage of
which every witness speaks, derived from the use of truck carriages which could be
easily run in and out, while the Spaniards were still using land or field carriages
with unwieldy trains.®® It is certain that this difference in mountings existed, but it
is unlikely that it had the effect claimed.” The evidence suggests that in 1588 both
English and Spanish ships probably ran their guns out and secured them there
before firing ‘non-recoil. References to the gunner steering the ship in action,
yawing to bring individual guns to bear, must mean that a ship’s guns, like a
galley’s, were regarded as fixed.** Whether the guns were run in after firing, or
loaded outboard, is not clear, but the guns’ crews were so small (one or two to a
gun in 1588) that in any case the guns must have been loaded one after the other.*®
To run the guns out at the beginning of an action, men had to be taken from
handling the ship, which was embarrassing if, like Sir Kenelm Digby in 1628, you
had to open fire unexpectedly:

5% Rodger, ‘Broadside Gunnery’

% Perrin, Boteler’s Dialogues, pp. 296—97; Thos. Birch, ed., The Works o f Sir Walter Ralegh. . ., 2 vols.
(London, 1751), 1, p. cii; Corbett, Fighting Instructions, pp. 42, 59—60, 62; John Smith, A Sea Grammar,
ed. Kermit Goell (London, 1970), pp. 77-78; Tom Glasgow, Jr., ‘Gorgas’ SeaFight, Mariner’s Mirror, LIX
(1973), pp- 79-85.

% Colin Martin and Geoffrey Parker, The Spanish Armada (London, 1988), pp. 5051, 208—09.

o Mainwaring, Works, II, p. 119; Simon Adams, ‘The Gran Armada: 1988 and After’, History, LXXVI
(1991), pp. 238-49, esp. 242.

62 Mainwaring, Works, II, p. 184; Monson, Naval Tracts, IV, p. 33.

% Rodger, ‘Broadside Gunnery’.
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In the beginning of the fight I had all my gunnes in, and all my sailes out (for otherwise I
could not haue reached them), so that I suffered much for want of men before I could fitt the
sails and bring the gonnes to their due bearing, otherwise they sould haue had many more
shottes out of my shippe.®

As late as 1632 expert opinion regarded four men as sufficient to handle a two-
and-a-half ton demi-cannon.®* One Elizabethan commentator deduced from the
experience of 1588 that guns’ crews ought to be increased to the point where they
could ‘traverse, run out, and haul in the guns,*® but it does not seem that his
advice was acted upon. In all actions the English practice was to withdraw out of
range after firing in order to reload before resuming the action.”” In these
circumstances even the heaviest cannonade was bound to be, by modern stand-
ards, desultory, and even the exiguous ammunition allowances of English ships
would be adequate for a lengthy battle.*® The disadvantage for the Spanish ships
in 1588, or at least for the quite small number of first-line ships which bore the
brunt of the fighting, is that they would be under more or less continuous fire
from a succession of English ships, with no opportunity of reloading in safety.
The disadvantage for the English would be most evident if they were unable to
withdraw from action to reload at leisure; this was how the Indiaman Lion was
taken off Gombroon in 1625, boarded from boats while her men were trying
to reload.®

All the surviving paintings and drawings, both of the Armada fight and of other
actions of this period, show English ships attacking from the windward with their
bow guns.’® Individual broadside guns are shown firing from time to time, but the
weight of visual as well as writtenevidence continues to emphasize the bow, and to
a lesser extent the stern chasers and gunroom ports, at the expense of the other
broadside guns. The broadside guns, even on occasion ‘a broadside’, might be fired
in suitable circumstances, but in action against another warship ‘a man-of-war
pretends to fight most with his prow’”" Mounting the heaviest guns right forward
and aft had serious disadvantages. It naturally made the ships pitch heavily in a

% John Bruce, ed., Journal of a Voyage into the Mediterranean by Sir Kenelm Digby, A.D. 1628
(Camden Society, XCV1, 1868), p. 12.

% G. G. Harris, ed., Trinity House of Deptford Transactions, 1609-35 (London Record Society, XIX,
1983), p. 116.

6 Corbett, Drake, II, pp. 288—89.

¢ L.G. Carr Laughton, ‘Gunnery, Frigates and the Line of Battle’, Mariner’s Mirror, XIV (1928), pp.
339-63.

% N.A. M. Rodger, ‘Elizabethan Naval Gunnery’, Mariner’s Mirror, LXI (1975), pp. 353-54.

% G. V. Scammell, The English Chartered Trading Companies and the Sea (National Maritime
Museum, {1983)), p. 26.

7° e.g. Vroom’s painting of the Armada battle in the Tiroler Landesmuseum Ferdinandeum,
Innsbriick, Ryther’s ‘Armada Charts’, or the National Maritime Museum’s ‘Armada Cartoon’.

7' Mainwaring, Works, II, p. 131.
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seaway, and it imposed considerable hogging (i.e. arching) stresses on the hull.”
For this reason Elizabethan ships on long sea passages often dismounted some of
their guns and stowed them in the hold, sometimes with embarrassing results
when they met enemies unexpectedly.”® Though it is seldom said expressly, it was
probably the chasers which were struck down, or at least shifted amidships, for it
was undoubtedly they which most strained the ship. For the same reason they were
dismounted from ships lying in reserve.”

Much of our evidence about English naval tactics in the sixteenth century comes
from the writings of Monson, Mainwaring, Ralegh, Smith, Boteler, and others,
reflecting in retirement on their experiences during the Spanish War. As is the way
with military theorists, they were good at learning the lessons of the last war, but
by no means percipient about the next. Even as they wrote, during the reigns of
James I and Charles I, warship design was developing in ways which were making
their experience obsolete. Armed merchantmen still often mounted their heaviest
guns aft,”> but warships were being built of a size which made it impossible to
mount more than a small proportion of the armament in chase. The first English
three-deckers, the Prince Royal and the Sovereign of the Seas, mounted a formid-
able armament of chasers, but inevitably the great weight of their firepower was on
the broadside.”® Moreover, they were large and ponderous ships, with full lines to
support so great a weight of metal. As contemporary critics pointed out, they
could not expect to gain the weather gage and bear down on the enemy like the
nimble ships of Queen Elizabeth’s time.”” How they could be handled in battle was
by no means clear.

It remained unclear until the battles of the Dutch Wars. Though the evidence is
obscure and the detail uncertain, it was clearly in the 1650s and 1660s that the logic
of warship design as it had developed eventually forced the abandonment of the
old tactic of attacking with the bow chasers, and obliged admirals to develop a
formation in which their ships could develop broadside fire all at once. Thus was
born the line of battle. At this point, too, if not earlier, the old methods ofloading

7* G.V.Scammell, ‘European Seamanship in the Great Age of Discovery’, Mariner’s Mirror. 1 XVIII
(1982), pp. 357—76, esp. 362 and 373; Alexander B. Grosart, ed., The Voyage to Cadiz in 1625, being a
Journal written by John Glanville (Camden Society, New Series, XXXII, 1883), p. xliii; Mainwaring,
Works, 11, pp. 131-32.

7> George F. Warner, ed., The Voyage of Robert Dudley...to the West Indies, 1594-1595 (Hakluyt
Society, Second Series, 111, 1909), p. 59.

74 A.P.McGowan, ed., The Jacobean Commissions of Enquiry, 1608 and 1618 (Navy Records Society,
CXV], 1971), p. xxiii.

75 Michael Strachan, ‘Sampson’s Fight with Maltese Galleys, 1628’, Mariner’s Mirror, LV (1969),
pp- 281-89, esp. 286.

7¢ Howard, Ships of War, p. 145.

77 Lavery, ‘Revolution in Naval Tactics’, p. 169; W. Salisbury, ‘A Draught of a Jacobean Three Decker:
The Prince Royal?, Mariner’s Mirror, XLVII (1961), pp. 170-77.
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had to be abandoned, for now there was no opportunity to break off the action to
reload, and strong incentive to fire as rapidly as possible.”®

The distinctive features of English ship design in this period are largely explained
by the ways in which English maritime activity developed during the sixteenth
century. In many respects the Navy Royal was the best organized, most professional,
and most ‘modern’navyin Europe,butitwasruninwayswhich blurred and at times
obliterated the distinctions between public and private business. The same men
who administered the navy as ‘Officers of the Admiralty’ and commanded squad-
rons at sea as admirals and captains, were also merchants, shipowners, privateers,
shipbuilders, and naval contractors. The fleets they put to sea were normally
composed of a mixture of royal and private ships, often built by the same ship-
wrights to the same designs, and many ships passed from one category to the other.
The royal fleet was only the core of a national fleet, a ‘navy’ in the old sense, a great
part of which was devoted to making war for profit. The Navy Royal was so much
under the control of private merchants and shipowners that it was in great measure
absorbed into their private naval warfare.”

This interpenetration of public and private was characteristic of the age; it can
be seen in another form in the contractsystem by which Philip II raised most of his
fleets.®® The essential difference is that in Spain royal power laid burdens on the
merchant fleet which steadily weakened it as a commercial force without turning it
into an effective instrument of war. In little more than half-a-century, from 1550 to
the early 1600s, the Spanish merchant fleet and shipbuilding industry declined
from being the largest in the world to decay and impoverishment.* By contrast,
the English hybrid system created a national fleet excellently adapted for defensive
and piratical war at sea.® It was not, in this period, at all suitable for founding or
sustaining a colonial empire overseas. It was not fit for peaceful trade on compet-
itive terms. It was a predatory fleet developed to profit from other people’s

7% Laughton, ‘Gunnery, Frigates and the Line of Battle’, p. 353.

79 See chap. by John C. Appleby; David Loades, The Tudor Navy: An Administrative, Political and
Military History (Aldershot, 1992); Andrews, Drake’s Voyages, pp. 9-13, 146—56.

8 L A.A. Thompson, War and Government in Habsburg Spain, 1560-1620 (London, 1976); Andrews,
The Spanish Caribbean, pp. 90—94; Francisco-Felipe Olesa Munido, La Organizacién naval de los estados
Mediterraneos y en especial de Espafia durante los siglos XVIy XVII, 2 vols. (Madrid, 1968), I, pp. 463—88.
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1750 (Cambridge, 1990), pp. 34-101; Carlos Gomez-Centurion Jiménez, Felipe II, la Empresa de
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Chaunu, Séville et I’ Atlantique (1504—1650), 8 vols. in 11 (Paris, 1955—59), I, p. 209, and VII, i, pp. 256~
57;Lawrence A. Clayton, ‘Ships and Empire: The Case of Spain’, Mariner’s Mirror, LXII (1976), pp. 235~
48; Scammell, First Imperial Age, p. 241; Andrews, The Spanish Caribbean, pp. 87-88.

¥ Kenneth R. Andrews, Elizabethan Privateering (Cambridge, 1964), pp. 227-35, and Ships, Money
and Politics, pp. 26—29.



GUNS AND SAILS IN ENGLISH COLONIZATION 97

colonies. If empire, as Francis Xavier said, was little more than ‘to conjugate the
verb to rob in all its moods and tenses’,” the English were the purest of imperi-
alists. In so far as they were interested in colonies of their own, it was chiefly as
bases for naval operations.®* The ships used for the early colonizing expeditions
were not particularly suitable for the purpose: grossly overcrowded, even by
contemporary standards, and unable to carry the victuals needed for a comfort-
able Atlantic crossing, let alone to sustain the colonists after their arrival. The
Susan Constant, which led the Jamestown expedition, has been reconstructed
according to the best available information. She carried seventy-one passengers
and about fourteen crew on a burthen of 120 tons, and was obliged to touch in the
West Indies for food and water on the outward voyage.®

By 1650 the situation was changing rapidly. Ship design and tactics had devel-
oped in such a way as to distinguish warships more and more clearly from
merchantmen. Geopolitics were tending to separate their areas of operation.
The main fleets for the most part remained in European waters, influencing
colonial developments indirectly by their success or failure against European
rivals, while merchantmen traded across the Atlantic to the burgeoning colonial
empire. Both merchantmen and men-of-war were coming to resemble more and
more their counterparts in the fleets of other European colonial powers. An era
was opening in which variations in ship design were to play only a minor part in
the different fortunes of European empires. Not until the nineteenth century did
the British once more possess ships distinctively different from those of other
imperial powers, differences which once again shaped the course of Empire.

8 Scammell, First Imperial Age, p. 92.
84 See chap. by John C. Appleby; Andrews, Elizabethan Privateering, pp. 190-92.
8 Brian Lavery, The Colonial Merchantinan Susan Constant, 1605 (London, 1988), pp. 24-25.
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5

Literature and Empire

DAVID ARMITAGE

Empire Follows Art & Not Vice Versa as Englishmen suppose
(William Blake).!

At the height of British Imperial power, the relationship between literature and
Empire seemed self-evident: the expansion of ‘England’ caused an explosion of
English Literature, and Art followed Empire as surely as the translatio studii had
once dogged the translatio imperii. ‘Action and imagination went hand in
hand... Shakespeare and Marlowe were, no less than Drake and Cavendish,
circumnavigators of the world’, stated one of England’s first Professors of English
Literature, Sir Walter Raleigh, in 1906.” English Literature and the British Empire
were the twin children of the English Renaissance, that extraordinary widening of
intellectual and geographical horizons during Elizabeth I's reign. ‘The most
romantic poetic imaginings were exceeded in wonder by the things discovered
and made known ... Seamen were to make literature; upon their experience was to
be built much of the literature that followed, asserted the Cambridge History of
English Literature (1910).> The Cambridge History of the British Empire (1929)
concurred: ‘the land vibrated with an adventurous spirit conducive to mental
daring and inquisitiveness. Only the dull clod stayed at home’, while Shakespeare’s
‘plays unquestionably quickened the Wanderlust of the average healthy young
Englishman’.* Empire spurred the growth of literature, as the planting of colonies
went hand-in-hand with the building of a canon.

This association of the age of reconnaissance with the era of renaissanceis one of
the enduring myths of modernity. Since the sixteenth century, the coincidence of

»)

' William Blake, ‘Annotations to Sir Joshua Reynolds” “Discourses
ed., The Complete Writings of William Blake (Oxford, 1966), p. 44s.

* Sir Walter Raleigh, The English Voyages of the Sixteenth Century (Glasgow, 1906), p. 155.

* Charles N. Robinson and John Leyland, ‘The Literature of the Sea from the Origins to Hakluyt’ in
A.W. Ward and A. R. Waller, eds., The Cambridge History of English Literature, 15 vols. (Cambridge,
1907-27), IV, p. 67.

* J. Holland Rose and F. R. Salter, ‘The Spirit of Adventure), in J. Holland Rose and others, eds., The
Cambridge History of the British Empire, 9 vols. (Cambridge, 1929—59), I, p. 23; cf. Virginia Woolf, ‘The
Elizabethan Lumber Room’ (1925), in Woolf, The Common Reader: First Series, ed. Andrew McNeillie
(London, 1984), pp. 39—47.

(c1808), in Geoffrey Keynes,
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the discovery of the routes to the Indies and the rediscovery of ancient texts has
been held to mark the break between the ‘middle’ ages and the modern world.
Like the inventions of gunpowder and the stirrup, the discovery of America and
the recovery of the Greek and Roman classics were held to have confirmed the
moderns in their modernity and thereby condemned the ancients, along with
almost all non-European peoples, to benighted backwardness.® According to
Francis Bacon, it was not the soil, the climate, or their bodies that distinguished
civilized Europeans from wild and barbarous peoples in the ‘New Indies’, but
rather their skills [artes], more precisely gunpowder, printing, and the compass,
those recent inventions that, more decisively than any political power, religion, or
heavenly influence [imperium aliquod. .. secta... stella], had ‘changed the appear-
ance and state of the whole world: the first in literature [ in re literaria), the second
in warfare [in re bellica], the third in exploration [in navigationibus)’.” The myth of
the Elizabethan seadogs and Gloriana’s nest of singing birds was the later, and
peculiarly English, version of this story. Yet only in retrospect did the Elizabethan
era come to be seen as a golden age, and only with the rise of linguistic nationalism
in the nineteenth centurywereliterature and Empire traced back to common roots
in the late sixteenth century.®

The knowledge that the new discoveries were only haltingly received into
European consciousness has taken away one plank of the Renaissance myth of
modernity;’ similarly, the more particular national story of Elizabethan expansion
has been sceptically unpicked. The creation of a vernacular and secular ‘English
literature’ was halting and long-drawn-out: at least one-tenth of all publications in
England before 1640 were in Latin, which remained the medium of literate culture
until the later seventeenth century, and English remained a marginal language
within Europe. Almost half of all books published in England during the same
period were works of philosophy and religion, while audiences for sermons
always far outnumbered those for the plays of Shakespeare and his contempor-

> On the consequences of this coincidence, see esp. Anthony Grafton, New Worlds, Ancient Texts: The
Power of Tradition and the Shock o f Discovery (Cambridge, Mass., 1992).

¢ David Armitage, ‘The New World and British Historical Thought: From Richard Hakluyt to
William Robertson’, in Karen Ordahl Kupperman, ed., America in European Consciousness, 1493—1750
(Chapel Hill, NC, 1995), pp. 60-63.

7 Francis Bacon, Instauratio Magna(1620), in James Spedding and others, eds., The Works of Francis
Bacon, 7 vols. (London, 1857~59), I, pp. 221~22.

® Jeffrey Knapp, An Empire Nowhere: England, America, and Literature from Utopia to The Tempest
(Berkeley, 1992), p. 18; cf. Richard Helgerson, Forms of Nationhood: The Elizabethan Writing of England
(Chicago, 1992), chaps. 3—4, which nourishes the myth by juxtaposing the Elizabethans’ discovery of the
English nation with their exploration of the wider world.

° 1. H. Elliott, The Old World and the New, 1492—1650 (1970; Cambridge, 1992); Michael T. Ryan,
‘Assimilating New Worlds in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries’, Comparative Studies in Society
and History, XXIII (1981), pp. 519—38.
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aries.”” The other side of the Elizabethan myth has also crumbled: no lasting
colonies were planted before 1603 (in fact, none could be said to be permanent
until the late 1620s), privateering was only a euphemism for piracy, and the
horizons of most Elizabethans remained firmly fixed on the Three Kingdoms
and their problems rather than the wider world. The causal link between Empire
and literature so blithely taken for granted by the Victorians and Edwardians has
therefore not withstood scrutiny, despite its enthusiastic rediscovery in the new
Elizabethan age of the 1950s."

The collapse of an orthodoxy often creates a counter-orthodoxy similar in form
to the old piety. This is just what has happened in the literary study of ‘imperial-
ism’ and ‘colonialisny, as most recent scholars have taken for granted the indebt-
edness of English literature to the British Empire in the early-modern period.
Edward Said has summarized the new consensus:

if one began to look for something like an imperial map of the world in English literature, it
would turn up with amazing insistence and frequency well before the mid-nineteenth
century...There were established English offshore interests in Ireland, America, the
Caribbean, and Asia from the sixteenth century on, and even a quick inventory reveals
poets, philosophers, historians, dramatists, statesmen, novelists, travel writers, chroniclers,
soldiers, and fabulists who prized, cared for, and traced these interests with continuing
concern.””

Sir Walter Ralegh and Sir Philip Sidney were indeed far from the only British
authors before the Restoration who were also involved in overseas activity. Sir
Edward Dyer was a major financial backer of Martin Frobisher’s voyage in 1576;
Thomas Lodge had been on board Cavendish’s circumnavigation in 1591-93; John
Donne joined the Earl of Essex on his expedition to the Azores in 1596, agitated to
become secretary to the fledgling Virginia Company in 1609, and was made an
honorary member in 1622, while his son became military commander of St
Christopher and then Muster-Master-General of Virginia; Sir William Alexander
was Scotland’s most prolific poet in the early seventeenth century and its leading
promoter of plantation in North America; George Sandys was the Virginia
Company’s treasurer in Virginia, where he completed his translation of Ovid’s
Metamorphoses (1621~26); Sir William Davenant attempted to emigrate to Virginia

'° 1. W. Binns, Intellectual Culture in Elizabethan and Jacobean England: The Latin Writings o fthe Age
(Leeds, 1990); Edith L. Klotz, ‘A Subject Analysis of English Imprints for Every Tenth Year from 1480 to
1640, Huntington Library Quarterly (hereafter HLQ), I (1937-38), pp. 417-19; Peter McCullough,
Sermons at Court, 1558—-1625: Politics and Religion in Elizabethan and Jacobean Preaching (Cambridge,
1998).

" A. L. Rowse, The Elizabethans and America (London, 1959), pp. 188-215.

'* Edward Said, Culture and Imperialism (London, 1993), pp. 98—99; for a parallel argument to mine,
criticizing Said from an eighteenth-century perspective, see Linda Colley, ‘The Imperial Embrace’, Yale
Review, LXXXI, 4 (1993), pPp- 92—98.
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in 1646; Thomas Hobbes attended the Virginia Company’s council meetings as
secretary to William, Lord Cavendish, and owned land in Virginia by virtue of his
shareholdership in the Company." Such a ‘quick inventory’, even if incomplete,
does reveal a wide breadth of concern among early-modern writers, though it is
easy to mistake the significance of their involvement. Mostly it was not evidence of
the first drawing of ‘an imperial map of the world in English literature’, but rather
of the financial opportunities offered to the gentry and nobility by overseas
ventures, of the close connection between arms and letters in Elizabethan culture,
and of the role played by humanistically trained secretaries in the expanding
opportunity state created by their patrons in the new overseas companies.'

In fact, as this chapter will show, the impress of Empire upon English literature
in the early-modern period was minimal, and mostly critical where it was dis-
cernible at all, while contemporaries understood literature and empire, what
Bacon called res literaria and imperium, in terms far different from those adopted
by modern scholars. Post-colonial studies have generated proto-colonial studies,
and recent scholarship has found the literature of the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries to be deeply, because necessarily, inflected by the ‘imperial’ experiences
of racial difference, irreducible ‘otherness’, assertions of hierarchy, and national
self-determination.”” However, to apply modern models of the relationship
between culture and imperialism to early-modernliterature and Empire demands
indifference to context and inevitably courts anachronism. Itis therefore necessary
to be as sceptical about post-Imperial demystifications as it once was about mid-
Imperial complacencies.

3 RalphM. Sargent, At the Court of Queen Elizabeth: The Life and Lyrics of Sir Edward Dyer (London,
1935), pp- 41-46; Thomas Lodge, A Margarite for America (1596), ed. James Clyde Addison, Jr. (Salzburg,
1980), p. 42; R. C. Bald, John Donne: A Life (Oxford, 1970), pp. 162, 435, 552—53; T. H. Breen, ‘George
Donne’s “Virginia Reviewed™ A 1638 Plan to Reform Colonial Society’, William and Mary Quarterly,
Third Series, XXX (1966), pp. 449—-54; John G. Reid, Sir Willian Alexander and North American
Colonization: A Reappraisal (Edinburgh, 1990); R. B. Davis, ‘America in George Sandy’s Ovid, in
Literature and Society in Early Virginia, 1608—1640 (Baton Rouge, La., 1973), pp. 3-13; W.R. Richardson,
‘Sir William Davenant as American Colonizer’, Review of English Studies, 1 (1934), pp. 61-62.
Noel Malcolm, ‘Hobbes, Sandys, and the Virginia Company’, Historical Journal, XXIV (1981),
pp. 297-321.

' Theodore K. Rabb, Enterprise and Empire: Merchant and Gentry Investment in the Expansion of
England, 1575-16 30 (Cambridge, Mass., 1967); Arthur B. Ferguson, The Chivalric Tradition in Renais-
sance England (Washington, 1986); Malcolm, ‘Hobbes, Sandys, and the Virginia Company’.

® For example (to take only books), Francis Barker and others, eds., Europe and its Others, 2 vols.
(Colchester, 1985); Peter Hulme, Colonial Encounters: Europe and the Native Caribbean, 1492-1797
(London, 1987); Ania Loomba, Gender, Race, Renaissance Drama (Manchester, 1989); Stephen Green-
blatt, Marvellous Possessions: The Wonder of the New World (Oxford, 1991); Jonathan Goldberg,
Sodometries; Renaissance Texts, Modern Sexualities (Stanford, Calif., 1992); Emily Bartels, Spectacles of
Strangeness: Imperialism, Alienation, and Marlowe (Philadelphia, 1993); Stephen Greenblatt, ed., New
World Encounters (Berkeley, 1993); Margo Hendricks and Patricia Parker, eds., Women, ‘Race, and
Writing in the Early Modern Period (London, 1994); Kim F. Hall, Things of Darkness: Economies of Race



LITERATURE AND EMPIRE 103

Both ‘literature’ and ‘empire’ are modern categories that have been projected
anachronistically on to the early-modern period. Before the mid-eighteenth
century, the highest form of literacy was command of the classical languages,
and a long-standing cultural prejudice separated the literatus from the ‘lewed’;
‘literature’ was therefore above all that body of material in which one was literatus,
the canon of Latin and, to a lesser extent, Greek classics.'® Except in so far as it
referred to the literae humaniores,  “Literature” was not a clear and distinctly
identifiable category of writing) while the more familiar modern conception of ‘a
sharply defined and autonomous realm of written objects that possess an “aes-
thetic” character and value’ only began to emerge towards the end of the seven-
teenth century and would not triumph until the late eighteenth century.”
Contemporaries would have consigned most of what has since been called liter-
ature to the realm of the frivolous and the fictitious, as being neither persuasive
nor truthful, let alone true.”® This incompatibility of categories should not make it
impossible to study the poetry, drama, and prose of the period before the late
seventeenth century as ‘literature’ in its modern sense; rather, being at once more
precise in its definition, to avoid anachronism, and more expansive in its applica-
tion, makes it possible to encompass writings in Latin as well as pamphlets and
tracts within the category of literature.

‘Empire’ is no less unfamiliar a concept in early-modern usage. It was the
vernacular analogue of imperium, a designation of authority in Roman public
law which had been invested with a spatial dimension during the late Roman
republic and early principate. Imperium originally signified the supreme authority
held by a military commander, and from thence came to mean ‘rule’ more
generally, and ultimately the territory over which such rule was exercised.”® The
early-modern meanings of empire were distilled from these Roman precedents
and their later analogues. From supreme authority, imperium became used to

and Gender in Early Modern England (Ithaca, NY, 1995). For a trenchant critique see Dane Kennedy,
‘Imperial History and Post-Colonial Theory’, Journal ofImperial and Commonwealth History (hereafter
JICH), XX1V (1996), pp. 345—63.

' E. R. Curtius, European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages (Princeton, 1953), p. 42; Keith
Thomas, ‘The Meaning of Literacy in Early Modern England’, in Gerd Baumann, ed., The Written
Word: Literacy in Transition (Oxford, 1986), pp. 100—01.

7 Andrew Hadfield, Literature, Politics and National Identity: Reformation to Renaissance (Cam-
bridge, 1994), p. 1; Michael McKeon, ‘Politics of Discourse and the Rise of the Aesthetic in Seventeenth-
Century England’, in Kevin Sharpe and Steven N. Zwicker, eds., Politics o fDiscourse: The Literature and
History of Seventeenth-Century England (Berkeley, 1987), p. 36.

¥ William K. Nelson, Fact or Fiction: The Dilemma of the Renaissance Storyteller (Cambridge, Mass.,
1973).

¥ J. S. Richardson, ‘Imperium Romanum: Empire and the Language of Power’, Journal of Roman
Studies, LXXXI (1991), pp. 1-9; Andrew Lintott, ‘What was the “Imperium Romanum”?, Greece &
Rome, XXVIII (1981), pp. 53—67.
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denote any power that recognized no superior and, by extension, a political
community that was self-governing and acknowledged no higher allegiance, on
the analogy of the universalist supremacy of the Roman Empire, and its Carolin-
gian, Ottonian, and later successors.>® It was but a short step from this to the
assertion that an empire was an absolute monarchy under a single head like the
Spanish monarchy, an empire in form if not in name. Empire approached most
closely to its modern meaning when applied to the community of different
territories and their peoples ruled by a common superior, such as the Holy
Roman Empire.** Imperium remained primarily a juridical concept with its
roots in Roman law well into the eighteenth century; only in the mid-nineteenth
century did ‘empire’ become a shorthand term for its late-coined cousin ‘im-
perialism’.** The avoidance of anachronism should not disable inquiry into the
early-modern origins of the later European empires; instead, it shows the
wider conceptual field within which contemporaries debated conceptions of
order, hierarchy, independence, and political community, within the Three
Kingdoms, Europe, and the wider world. Almost without exception, educated
sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Britons derived their conceptual framework
for considering these problems from their training in the Greek and, above
all, Roman classics. The humanist curricuilum of grammar, rhetoric, history,
poetry, and ethics supplied the basis of all intellectual life from the early
sixteenth century until well into the eighteenth century by virtue of its place at
the centre of grammar school and university education, especially in England.
In particular, the classical ars rhetorica provided indispensable techniques for
those involved in the promotion of commerce and emigration and the conduct
of government, whether within the Three Kingdoms or further afield.*® Since
from the very beginning neither the English nor the Scottish Crowns had
supplied the financial resources to support colonization, just as investment in
privateering had been personal rather than state-sponsored, most of the early
literature of overseas enterprise was promotional in intent, and hence per-
suasive in form. It was therefore a vernacular branch of classical rhetoric, and

*® Cf.Robert Folz, The Concept of Empire in Western Europe from the Fifth to the Fourteenth Century
[Paris, 1953], Eng. trans. Sheila Ann Ogilvie; see above pp. 1-2 (London, 1969).

* John Robertson, ‘Empire and Union: Two Concepts of the Early Modern Political Order’, in
Robertson, ed., A Union for Empire: Political Thought and the British Union of 1707 (Cambridge, 1995),
pp- 3—36; Anthony Pagden, Lords of All the World: Ideologies of Empire in Spain, Britain and France,
c.1500—c.1800 (New Haven, 1995), pp. 12-17.

** Richard Koebner, Empire (Cambridge, 1961); Richard Koebner and Helmut Dan Schmidt,
Imperialism: The Story and Significance of a Political Word, 1840—1960 (Cambridge, 1964).

* On the centrality of the humanist curriculum in England, see esp. Quentin Skinner, Reason and
Rhetoric in the Philosophy of Hobbes (Cambridge, 1996), Part I, ‘Classical Eloquence in Renaissance
England’
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revealed its origins in its informing tropes, genres, and visions of political
community.**

The major means by which rhetoric could persuade its audience to action was
by making the absent present, the distant near, and the exotic familiar. The aim of
the orator was to provide a lively image in the minds of his hearers by the force of
his eloquence, reinforced by all the battery of tropes and figures at his disposal.
Since the new-found lands, especially in the Americas, were previously unknown
and unfamiliar to British readers, rhetoric was indispensable for conjuring a
striking impression, and hence a persuasive account, of such distant discoveries.*
The key trope for rendering the outlandish in comfortable terms was, of course,
metaphor, its very etymology (meaning ‘to carry across’) suggesting its utility as
the central technique for travel reports from distant lands. As for the earlier
Spanish conquistadores, so for British adventurers, ‘[tlhe challenge...was to
convince their readers that the experiences they described were real, not
invented’?® This also required that the fulfilment of expectations, however
remarkable, made far-flung travels credible, and this may explain why Sir Walter
Ralegh spent so much of his own account of his first voyage to Guiana assuring his
readership that just beyond the mountains lay El Dorado, the Amazons, ‘divers
nations of Canibals, and...those Ewaiponoma without heades.*” To fulfil the
exotic expectations of his readership would have satisfied that requirement for
Ralegh, especially since he validated it (again, in line with the recommendations of
the ars rhetorica) with the guarantee of his own status as an eye-witness: ‘(f]or the
rest, which my selfe have seene, I will promise these things that follow and knowe
to be true’*®

Classical oratory was divided into three major genera, the deliberative (aimed to
exhort or discourage action), the judicial (deployed for accusation or defence,
especially in a legal context), and the demonstrative (offering praise or blame).
Since most early tracts were aimed at encouraging financial investment or indi-
vidualemigration, and hence atinspiring action, they werelargely cast in the genus

* The following account of rhetoric and discovery is indebted to Andrew Fitzmaurice, ‘Classical
Rhetoric and the Literature of Discovery, 1570-1630’, unpublished Ph.D. thesis, Cambridge, 1995. I am
grateful to Dr Fitzmaurice for permission to refer to his work; see also Andrew Fitzmaurice, ‘Classical
Rhetoric and the Promotion of the New World’, Journal of the History of Ideas, LVIII (1997), pp. 121-44.

* Patricia Parker, Literary Fat Ladies: Rhetoric, Gender, Property (London, 1987), pp. 139, 143.

** Rolena Adorno, ‘Introduction), in Irving A. Leonard, Books of the Brave: Being an Account of Books
and of Men in the Spanish Conquest and Settlement o f the Sixteenth Century New World [1949], reprint
and new introduction (Berkeley, 1992), p. xxi.

%7 Sir Walter Ralegh, The Discoverie of the Large, Rich and Bewtiful Empyre of Guiana (London, 1596),
pp- 23,91

** Ibid., p. 93; on the problem of the authority of the ‘I-witness in the New World see Anthony
Pagden, European Encounters with the New World: From Renaissance to Romanticism (New Haven,1993),
pp. 51-87.
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ofdeliberative oratory. Thus, Sir George Peckham claimed that he had written his
‘simple shorte treatise, hoping that it shall perswade such as have beene, and yet
doo continue detractors & hinderers of this journey’, and ‘to proove that this
voyage. .. is an action tending to the lawful enlargement of her Majesties domin-
ions, commodious to the whole Realme in general’.* Likewise, Lawrence Keymis’s
account of Guiana aimed ‘to remoove all fig-leaves from our unbeleefe. . . or, if we
will not be perswaded; that our selfe-wil may rest inexcusable’ > If successful in
their rhetoric, Peckham would have hoped to have shown the ‘action [of Sir
Humphrey Gilbert] to be honest and profitable’ and Keymis would have won
‘the approbation and purses of manie Adventurers), since ‘great reason it is, where
assistance is to be asked due causes be yeelded, to perswade & induce them unto
it’* They would therefore have used the techniques of the ars rhetorica to achieve
the great end of Roman moral philosophy—the good of the commonwealth
through the promotion of action which was at once honesturm and utile. In the
words of the economic theorist Gerard de Malynes, writing of Virginia and
Bermuda in 1622, ‘[t]his inducement should have wrought in their Idea, an
imaginarie common-wealth’—in his case, as in the writings of the late sixteenth
century, a commonwealth imagined along recognizably classical lines.*

The heritage of Roman moral thought, above all derived from the writings of
Cicero, supplemented by Latinized versions of Aristotle, as well as by the Roman
historians Sallust, Livy, and Tacitus, provided the intellectual framework for at
least the first half-century of British colonial theory. The earliest Elizabethan
reports of voyages to the New World, and the first tracts in favour of emigration
and colonization, repeatedly invoked the language of classical republicanism as
they justified their enterprises by appealing to the potential benefits to common-
wealth (res publica). For example, George Best began his account of Martin
Frobisher’s first voyage in terms set by Cicero: ‘Man is borne not only to serve
his owne turne (as Tullie sayeth), but his kinsfolke, friends, and the common
wealth especially, loke for some furtherance at hyshandes, and some frutes of his
laboure’ Navigation and the consequent expansion of both human knowledge and
national trade would both benefit the commonwealth, and therefore fulfil the
duties (officia) of humanity recommended by the leading classical moralist.>* The
greatest of all Elizabethan colonial tracts, Richard Hakluyt’s ‘Particuler Discourse’

9 Sir George Peckham, A True Reporte of the Newfound Landes (London, 1583), sig. C".
3° Lawrence Keymis, A Relation of the Second Voyage to Guiana (London, 1596), sig. [A3]".
Peckham, True Report, sig. Biii'; Keymis, Relation of the Second Voyage to Guiana, sig. [A4]".
Gerard de Malynes, Consuetudo, vel Lex Mercatoria, or The Ancient Law-Merchant (London, 1622),
p. 234; for Malynes’s classical assumptions see esp. ibid., pp. 1-4.

* [George Best], A True Discourse of the Late Voyage of Discoverie for Finding of a Passage to Cathaya
(London, 1578) (referring to Cicero, De Officiis, 1. 53), pp. 1, 2.
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(1584), was presented to Queen Elizabeth I on 5 October 1584 to affirm the merits
of ‘western planting’?* Yet the ‘Discourse of Western Planting’ was accompanied
by a second document, written up by the same scribe on the same paper as the
‘Discourse’, a Latin synopsis of Aristotle’s Politics.*® This supplied the political and
moral context within which he expected Elizabeth and her counsellors (all trained
and many, like Sir William Cecil and Elizabeth herself, very much committed
humanists) to judge his proposals for English colonization.

The classical moral context of early British Atlantic exploration forces a recon-
sideration of an iconic moment in its history, the death of Sir Humphrey Gilbert in
1583. Gilbert’s companion, Edward Hayes, reported the Christian stoicism of the
captain’s death in the stormy waters off Newfoundland:

Munday the ninth of September, in the afternoone, the Frigat [the Squirrel] was neere cast
away, oppressed by waves, yet at that time recovered: and giving foorth signes of joy, the
Generall sitting abaft with a booke in his hand, cried out unto us in the Hind (so oft as we
did approch within hearing) We are as neere to heaven by sea as by land. Reiterating the
same speech, well beseeming a souldier, resolute in Jesus Christ, as I can testifie he was.*®

[t is usually assumed that the book in Gilbert’s hand was More’s Utopia (1516),” in
which the narrator, Raphael Hythlodzus, related that he asked to be left with the
garrison at the farthest point of Vespucci’s last voyage to the New World, and was
happy to be abandoned because ‘he was more concerned about his travels than his
tomb. He would often say, “The man who has no grave is covered by the sky”
[Caelo tegitur qui non habet urnam) and “Wherever you start from, the road to
heaven is the same length” [Undique ad superos tantundem esse viae)’?® Hythlo-
deus alluded to Lucan (Pharsalia, vii. 819) and Cicero (Tusculan Disputations,
L. xliii. 104): Cicero’s tag was proverbial,* though More altered his ‘inferos’ to
the less obviously pagan ‘superos. However, Gilbert’s humanism should put in

3 Richard Hakluyt, A Particuler Discourse. .. Known as Discourse of Western Planting (1584), ed.
David B. Quinn and Alison M. Quinn (London, 1993).

35 Richard Hakluyt, ‘Analysis seu Resolutio Perpetua Octo Libris Politicorum Aristotelis’ (1584),
B(ritish] L[ibrary] Royal MSS, 12 G. XIII (there is another copy, in Hakluyt’sownhand, BL Sloane MSS,
1982). In common with accounts of the ‘Discourse of Western Planting, the only treatment of the
‘Analysis’ fails to make the intellectual connection between Hakluyt’s two works: Lawrence V. Ryan,
‘Richard Hakluyt’s Voyage into Aristotle’, Sixteenth-Century Journal, XII (1981), pp. 73-83.

3¢ Edward Hayes’s narrative of Gilbert’s last expedition, in David B. Quinn, ed., The Voyages and
Colonising Enterprises of Sir Humphrey Gilbert, 2 vols. (London, 1940), I, p. 420.

% 1bid., I, p. 89, n. 1; Samuel Eliot Morison and others, The Growth of the American Republic, 2 vols.
[1932], 6th edn. (New York, 1969), I, p. 36; Johnemery Konecsni, ‘Sir Humfrey Gilbert, Utopia, and
America, Moreana, L1 (1976), pp. 124—25.

% Thomas More, Utopia: Latin Text and English Translation, ed. George M. Logan and others
(Cambridge, 1995), pp. 44 (Latin), 45 (English).

39 Morris Palmer Tilley, A Dictionary of the Proverbs in England in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth
Centuries (Ann Arbor, 1950), W171, ‘The way to heaven is as ready by water as by land (alike in every
place)’.
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question the easy assumption that his dying words were mediated through More
rather than directly from Cicero. He was committed to the humanistic ideal of the
study of the classics as a training for civil and political action, and in the early 1570s
he designed an ‘academy’ for the Queen’s wards to provide a humanistic alternat-
ive to the scholastic curricula of the universities, an institute in which the scholars
‘shall study matters of accion meet for present practize both of peace and warre’.*°
Ataround the same time, in 1570/71, he is recorded as a member of a reading-group
which met to study the lessons of Livy’s Histories in order to apply them to the
problems of the English in contemporary Ireland.*' Moreover, in 1566 he had
defended his plans to search for the North-west Passage to his brother: ‘you might
justlyhavecharged mee with an unsetled head ifI had at any time taken in hand, to
discover Utopia, or any countrey fained by imagination: But Cathaia [Cathay] is
none such...” Though Utopia was a classic product of European humanism,
Gilbert knew on which side of the line separating fact and fiction More’s ideal
commonwealth lay. It was thus more likely that he was drawing comfort from
Cicero’s stoicism than that he was rereading More’s fiction in his last hours off the
Newfoundland coast.

More in the Utopia had been the first author in Britain to recover the term
colonia in its Roman sense of a scion transplanted from one community into an
alien soil, when he described the passage of citizens from the over-populated isle of
Utopia on to vacant land on the adjacent mainland (coloniam suis ipsorum legibus
propagant).® Utopia’s coloniaewere justified solely on the natural jurisprudential
grounds that those who supported a population by productive use of land could
rightfully dispossess any who left that land idle and uncultivated. This ‘agricultur-
alist’ argument in favour of colonization and dispossession was used well into the
eighteenth century, though largely in the form in which John Locke restated it
in the 1680s.** However, More’s own arguments would have had little relevance
to his son-in-law John Rastell’s abortive voyage to the New World in 1517. Rastell’s
retrospective justifications in his interlude, the Four Elements (c.1518-20), for
what had been essentially a commercial venture were the extension of the
King’s dominions, curiosity about the natives, and their conversion to

4 [Sir Humphrey Gilbert], ‘The Erection of an Achademy in London for Educacion of Her
Majesties Wardes’ (ca570), BL Lansdowne MSS, 98, f. 6", printed in E J. Furnivall, ed., Queene
Elizabethes Achademy, A Booke of Precedence, &c. (London, 1869), p. 10.

4 Anthony Grafton and Lisa Jardine, ‘“Studied for Action”: How Gabriel Harvey Read His Livy,,
Past and Present (hereafter P&P), CXXIX (1990), pp. 40—42.

** Sir Humphrey Gilbert to Sir John Gilbert, 30 June 1566, in Quinn, ed., Voyages and Colonising
Enterprises, 1, p. 134.

4 More, Utopia, ed. Logan and others, p. 134.

44 James Tully, ‘Rediscovering America: The Two Treatises and Aboriginal Rights, in Tully, An
Approach to Political Philosophy: Locke in Contexts (Cambridge, 1993), pp. 155—71; see above, pp. 45-46.
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Christianity.*> More’s work set the limits to the possibility of planting overseas
colonies, and appeals to the Roman model of colonia itself were rare before the
16205.*® When used at all, the vernacular term ‘colony’ meant only the plantation
of nucleated settlements within a foreign landscape, and carried none of the
negative associations with exploitation and cultural domination that are implied
by the much later term ‘colonialism’#

At least since More’s friend Erasmus had refused to edit Dante’s Monarchia in
support of Charles V’s claims to the Holy Roman Empire, there had been an anti-
imperial strain within European humanism.** The legacy of Rome on which
humanism was built was divided between a legitimation of universalist ambitions,
as shown by the history of the Imperium Romanum and enshrined in the Digest’s
identification of the Emperor as dominus mundi, and a body of reflection upon the
responsibilities and dangers of imperial rule.* For instance, Cicero called attention
to Rome’s duty to extend its patronage (patrocinium) across the world, not its
authoritarian empire (imperium) (De Officiis, ii. 26). Tacitus, in his account of the
invasion of Britain, put into the mouth of the chieftain Calgacus a call to arms to
defend British libertas against the robbery, butchery, and rape which the Romans
called imperium (Agricola, xxx).>° St Augustine, protesting in similar terms against
states without God which were therefore no better than robber bands, acknow-
ledged that it had been God’s design to allow Rome’s expansion but warned that ‘to
rejoice in the extent of empire is not the characteristic of good men’ (De Civitate Dei,
iv. 15). Echoing such strictures a thousand years later in his edition of Suetonius,
Erasmus saw all empires as born in blood and robbery, and the Roman Empire as
vitiated by its expansion, its use of mercenaries, and its internal weakness.”'

4 John Rastell, Four Elements (c1518—20), Il. 76280, in Richard Axton, ed., Three Rastell Plays: Four
Elements, Callisto and Melebea, Gentleness and Nobility (Cambridge, 1979), pp. 49—50; Arthur W. Reed,
‘John Rastell’s Voyage in the Year 1517°, Mariner’s Mirror, IX (1923), pp. 137-47.

46 David B. Quinn, ‘Renaissance Influences in English Colonization’, Transactions of the Royal
Historical Society (hereafter TRHS), Fifth Series, XXVI (1976), pp. 73—93.

4 See, for example, Matthew Sutcliffe, The Practice, Proceedings, and Lawes of Armes (London, 1593),
pp. 204—05; ‘Certeyn Notes and Observations Touching the Deducing and Planting of Colonies’
(c1607-09), BL Cotton MSS, Titus B. X, ff. 402'—09"; Moses Finley, ‘Colonies—An Attempt at a
Typology, TRHS, Fifth Series, XXV1I (1976), pp. 167—88; Nicholas Canny, Kingdom and Colony: Ireland
in the Atlantic World, 1560-1800 (Baltimore, 1988), pp. 13—17; see above, pp. 7-8.

* John W. Headley, ‘Gattinara, Erasmus and the Imperial Configurations of Humanism’, Archiv fiir
Reformationsgeschichte, LXXI (1980), pp. 64—98; Robert P. Adams, The Better Part of Valor: More,
Erasmus, Colet and Vives on Humanism, War, and Peace, 1496-1535 (Seattle, 1965), pp. 102—03, 163.

* P. A. Brunt, ‘Laus Imperif, in Roman Imperial Themes (Oxford, 1990), pp. 288—323.

*° Robert Sidney, 1st Earl of Leicester, brother of Sir Philip Sidney, drew attention to this passage on
‘The servitu[de] under the Ro[mans]’ in his copy of Justus Lipsius, ed., C. Cornelii Taciti Opera
(Antwerp, 1585), pp. 234—35, BL shelfmark C. 142. e. 13.

°' Erasmus to Dukes Frederick and George of Saxony, 5 June 1517, in P.S. and H. M. Allen, eds., Opus
Epistolarum Desiderii Erasmi, 12 vols. (Oxford, 1906—58), II, pp. 579—86.
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Though there was no necessary connection between humanism and humanitar-
ianism, humanists were among the greatest critics of European overseas activity in
the sixteenth century.>® Perhaps the most prominent British humanist of the
generation after Thomas More was the Scot George Buchanan, who experienced
the ambivalent effects of early-modern expansion when he taught at the University
of Coimbra, before suffering at the hands of the Portuguese Inquisition. Though in
his early years he had obediently celebrated the Portuguese empire, in his later
poetry he became a fierce critic, not only of the Portuguese but more generally of
commercial expansion, territorial conquest, and the exploitation of native peoples
by European powers.>* The Portuguese were spreading disease and pollution across
the globe in the wake of their maritime enterprises by means of their sodomitical
clergy and avaricious merchants. At home, the commercial wealth of the Indies
weakened rather than strengthened the Portuguese monarchy by making it depen-
dent on fragile international relations and the whims of wind and weather: ‘if the
fury of war or the raging sea shuts down the pepper stall [occludat piperariam
tabernam], thatgreatking of so many names will . . .borrow money or go hungry’>*

Buchanan’s two most famous pupils were Michel de Montaigne and James VI of
Scotland, and each developed these strains of anti-imperialism in his own peculiar
way.Montaigneshowed himself moreclearly histeacher’sstudentwithhiscriticisms
ofthedestruction oftheIndies, as ‘therichest, the fayrestand best parte of the worlde
[was] topsieturvied, ruined and defaced, for the trafficke of Pearles and Pepper: Oh
mecanicall victoryes, oh base conquest’® James VI became Scotland’s premier
colonial theorist when he espoused the internal colonization of the Highlands and
Islands in the name of civilization, yet (as James I) even he condemned those of his
new Englishsubjectswhohad debased themselves‘so farre, as toimitate these beastly
Indians, slavesto the Spaniards, refuse to the world, and as yet aliens from the holy
Covenantof God’ by becoming ‘smoke-buyers, consumers of tobacco.>®

>> AnthonyPagden, ‘The Humanism of Vasco de Quiroga’s “Informacion en Derecho”’, in Wolfgang
Reinhard, ed., Humanismus und N eue Welt (Bonn, 1987), pp. 13435, 142; cf. G. . R. Parry, ‘Some Early
Reactions to the Three Voyages of Martin Frobisher: The Conflict Between Humanists and Protestants’,
Parergon, New Series, VI (1988), pp. 149—61, which nevertheless overstates the contrast between English
Protestants’ ‘profound caution about the limits set by God upon human exploitation of resources’ and
humanists’ ‘more sustained optimism about human inventiveness’ (p. 155).

>* John R. C. Martyn, ‘New Poems by Buchanan, from Portugal’, in I. D. McFarlane, ed., Acta
Conventus Neo-Latini Sanctandreani (Binghamton, NY, 1986), pp. 79-83; Arthur H. Williamson,
‘George Buchanan, Civic Virtue and Commerce: European Imperialism and its Sixteenth-Century
Critics, Scottish Historical Review (hereafter SHR), LXXV (1996), pp. 20-37.

4 Arthur H. Williamson, ‘Scots, Indians, and Empire: The Scottish Politics of Civilization, 1519~
1609, P&P, CL (1996), pp. 76—82; Buchanan, ‘In Polyonymum;, cited in ibid., p. 8o.

>> Michel de Montaigne, ‘Of Coaches), in The Essayes, trans. John Florio (London, 1603), p. 546.

5¢ See below, p. 135; James VI and 1, A Counterblaste to Tobacco (1604), in James Craigie, ed., Minor
Prose Works of King James V1and I (Edinburgh, 1981), pp. 88, 97.
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The first allusion to the New World in English vernacular verse had served as a
humanistic reproach to scholastic folly.”” In 1509 the Devon clergyman Alexander
Barclay englished Sebastian Brant’s The Ship of Fools (1494), which included the
first mention of America in European poetry. According to Brant, the recent
discovery of a new world in the west was no cause for self-congratulation; rather,
it revealed the pitiful limitations of human intellect and scholastic learning, even
though it had supplied the late King Ferdinand with new territory and subjects:
‘Thus isit foly to tende unto the lore | And unsure science of vayne geometry | Syns
none can knowe all the worlde perfytely.*® Barclay did not urge his new monarch,
Henry VIII, to pursue the conquest of the new lands, yet in a paean added to
Brant’s text, Barclay praised Henry as ‘moste worthy by honour to ascende | Unto a
noble Diademe Imperyall. However, this would be won by taking up partnership
with James IV of Scotland to renew the crusade against the Turk rather than by
competing with the Spanish monarchy in the Americas.”® John Rastell later
lamented that the Spanish had been the first to conquer the New World: ‘O
what a thynge had be than | Yf that they that be englyshe men | Myght have
bene the furst of all | That there shuld have take possessyon’ in America, rather
than the Spaniard.®® Seventy years later, Lawrence Keymis wondered who in
Henry VII’s reign would have believed in ‘the persuasion and hope of a new
found Utopia’?® The New World remained largely in the realm of fiction and
fancy for Britons until at least the early seventeenth century, when Francis Bacon
compared the solid success of the Ulster plantation with the risks of the new
venture in Virginia, ‘an enterprise in my opinion differing as much from [Ulster],
as Amadis de Gaul differs from Caesar’s Commentaries.**

Britons frequently recalled that Virgil, the greatest of all imperial poets, had seen
them as completely cut off from the rest of the known world (Eclogues, i. 36: ‘et
penitus toto divisos orbe Britannos’).®* Like America, ‘Britannia’ had been a new
world waiting to be discovered; its Columbus was Julius Caesar, and ‘he who first of

7 C. S. Lewis, Poetry and Prose in the Sixteenth Century (Oxford, 1954), p. 130.

%8 <Of the folysshe descripcion and inquisicion of dyvers contrees and regyons, in Sebastian Brant,
The Ship of Fools, trans. Alexander Barclay, ed. T. H. Jamieson, 2 vols. (Edinburgh, 1874), II, p. 26.

> Ibid., pp. 205, 209.

©° Rastell, Four Elements, ll. 762—6s, in Axton, ed., Three Rastell Plays, p. 49.

® Keymis, Relation of the Second Voyage to Guiana, sig. [A4]".

2 Francis Bacon, ‘Certain Considerations Touching the Plantation in Ireland, Presented to His
Majesty, 1606, in James Spedding, ed., The Letters and the Life of Francis Bacon, 7 vols. (London, 1861~
74), IV, p. 123; cf. Queen Henrietta Maria’s verdict on Prince Rupert’s plan to colonize Madagascar in
1636: ‘it sounds like one of Don Quixote’s romances), cited in Martin Butler, Theatre and Crisis, 1632—
1642 (Cambridge, 1984), p. 34.

 Josephine Waters Bennett, ‘Britain Among the Fortunate Isles) Studies in Philology, LIII (1956), pp.
114-17; Graham Parry, The Golden Age Restor'd: The Culture of the Stuart Court, 1603—42 (Manchester,
1981), pp. 4, 260, n. 7; Knapp, An Empire Nowhere, pp. 4, 64—65, 87.
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all the Romans discovered it, wrote, How he had found out another world’%* This
observation of Britain’s otherness was clearly a commonplace by the end of the
fifteenth century, when Erasmus alluded to ‘Britain...| Which antiquity called
another world’® The changing meaning attributed to this analogybetween Britain
and the New World is an index of a shift from resigned indifference to civilizing
confidence in England between the mid-sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries.
From the time of Sir Thomas More, the trope of Britain’s isolation was used to
explain thelack of overseas possessions and to congratulate the English in particular
on their insular self-sufficiency, their indifference to expansion (especially after the
last toehold of the Angevin empire had been lost with the cession of Calais), and
their ennobling distance from the scramble for territory and trade being fought
between the great Catholic powers of the Continent.*® The identification of the
‘British Isles’ with the Fortunate Isles of mythology added anidealisticdimension to
Britain’s isolation thatwasstillbeing celebrated in court masqueslatein thereign of
James VIand 1. However, by the 1610s the analogyhad been turned around for the
purpose of promoting the Virginia Company’s embryonic ventures:

Who knowes not England once was like
a Wildernesse and savage place,

Till government and use of men,

that wildnesse did deface:

And so Virginia may in time,

be made like England now. ..

asked a ballad of 1612.°® No longer cut off from all the world, the Britons would be
the new Romans, carrying civility to the barbarians of a New World in the West.
However, until the late 1620s neither the English nor the Scots had lastingly settled
anywhere except Ireland, and much fictional and poetic reflection idealized the
fact that (in Ben Jonson’s words) ‘this empire is a world divided from the world”.%®

%4 William Camden, Britannia (1594), trans. Philemon Holland (London, 1610), p- 2, alluding to
‘Incerti Panegyricus Constantio Caesari Dictus), XI. 2, in R. A. B. Mynors, ed., XII Panegyrici Latini
(Oxford, 1964), p. 222.

% ‘Britannia ... | Orbemvetustas quod vocavitalterum’: Erasmus, ‘Prosopopeia Britanniae Maioris’
(1499), 11, 25-26, in C. Reedijk, ed., The Poems of Desiderius Erasmus (Leiden, 1956), p. 249.

6 Knapp, An Empire Nowhere, p. 12.

¢ Bennett, ‘Britain Among the Fortunate Isles) pp. 118-28; Ben Jonson, The Fortunate Isles, and Their
Union (1624), in C. H. Herford and Percy and Evelyn Simpson, eds., Ben Jonson, 11 vols. (Oxford, 1925—
52), VII, pp. 707—29. As Bennett points out (‘Britain Among the Fortunate Isles’, p. 114), the trope was
still being staged in a celebration for Queen Victoria in 1841.

8 “The Second Part of London’s Lotterie’ [1612], in C. H. Firth, ed., An American Garland (Oxford,
1915), p. 24; cf. William Strachey, ‘Ecclesiae et Reipub:” in Louis B. Wright and Virginia Freund, eds., The
Historie of Travell into Virginia Britania (1612) (London, 1953), p. 6.

% Ben Jonson, The King’s Entertainment (1604), in Herfordand Simpson, eds., Ben Jonson, VII, p. 84,
referring to Virgil and to Claudian, ‘Panegyricus Dictus Manlio Theodoro Consuli’, L. s1: ‘et nostro
diducta Britannia mundo’.
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Until at least the 1650s, the British Empire was identified solely as the commu-
nity of territories once supposedly ruled under a single head within the Atlantic
archipelago, and perhaps again to be commanded by a single British emperor.”®
Only after the Restoration—‘being not now as of old, divisi ab orbe Britanni,
separatists from the Universe”’—did the British Empire come to include the
territorial settlements of North America and the Caribbean or the factories of
Africa and Asia; even then it was couched in the form ‘the British Empire in
America’ or ‘the British Empire of America, implying the territory over which the
authority of the monarchy was exercised rather than a unitary political body of
which England, Ireland, Scotland, and the colonies were dependent but integrated
members.”* That sense of the British Empire seems only to have appeared in the
second quarter of the eighteenth century, and is an index of the slow growth of a
comprehensive imperial ideology for Britons, whether in the metropolitan nations
or outre-mer.

The British Empire in the sixteenth century was instead the congeries of king-
doms and colonies within Britain and Ireland that were controlled by an actually
or aspiringly British monarchy, imagined as centred upon London, and domin-
ated by the English. It was therefore a conscious resurrection of the Anglocentric
and anti-Celtic vision of Geoffrey of Monmouth’s Historia Regum Brittaniae
(c.1138). This ‘neo-Galfridian’ conception of the British Empire was most pointedly
revived by Henry VIII and the Protector Somerset in pursuit of their claims to
sovereignty over Scotland in the 1540s.”® During the course of Henry’s invasion of
Scotland, his ideologists grounded England’s claim to feudal superiority over the
Scots not only on the long history of Scottish submission but also on the Galfridian
history of Brutus, from whose name the denomination of ‘Britain’ or the Graecized
‘Brytayn’ (that is, Bputouv) was derived. After Brutus’s death, his three sons
Locrine, Albanact, and Camber ruled England, Scotland, and Wales respectively,
with the two younger brothers paying homage to the eldest, Locrine.”* This mythic

7¢ S. T. Bindoff, ‘The Stuarts and Their Style’, English Historical Review, LX (1945), pp. 192—216; David
Armitage, ‘The Cromwellian Protectorate and the Languages of Empire’, HJ, XXXV (1992), pp. 531-32.

7 The Golden Coast, or A Description of Guinney (London, 1665), pp. 1-2, cited in Knapp, An Empire
Nowhere, p. 248.

72 C. H. Firth, ‘“The British Empire”’, SHR, XV (1918), pp. 185-89; James Truslow Adams, ‘On the
Term “British Empire”’, American Historical Review, XXVII (1922), pp. 485-89; see above pp. 25-26.

73 On this see esp. Roger A. Mason, ‘The Scottish Reformation and the Origins of Anglo-British
Imperialism’, in Mason, ed., Scots and Britons: Scottish Political Thought and the Union o f1603 (Cam-
bridge, 1994), pp. 161-86.

7% A Declaration, Conteyning the Just Causes and Consyderations, of this Present Warre with the Scottis
(1542), in James A. H. Murray, ed., The Complaynt of Scotlande Wyth an Exortatione to the Thre Estaits to
be Vigilante in Deffens of Their Public Veil (London, 1872), p. 199; cf. John Elder, To the Moost Noble,
Victorius, and Redoubted Prynce, Henry the Eight (1542), in Sir Walter Scott and David Laing, eds., The
Bannatyne Miscellany. .. Volume One (Edinburgh, 1827), p. 1.



114 DAVID ARMITAGE

genealogy affirmed the continuity of British union without conceding English
superiority over the junior, and hence dependent, territories of Wales and Scot-
land. When Geoffrey of Monmouth was supplemented by his contemporary,
Gerald of Wales, an aggressive vision of British cultural superiority stiffened this
Brutan vision of English suzerainty.”®

The attempted dynastic marriage between the English King, Edward VI, and the
Scots Queen, Mary, five years later offered a further opportunity for the English
aggressively to revive this vision of a ‘Brutan’ Empire. Somerset’s ideologists once
again returned to Brutus’s invasion, his sons’ succession, and the early British
history ‘to prove that al Britayn, was under one Emperor, and beeyng under one
Emperor, then was Scotlande and Englande but one Empire’ from the reign of
Roman emperor Constantine. In light of these ancient historic claims, the Scots
should submit to their superiors, and ‘laie doune their weapons, thus rashely
received, to fight against the mother of their awne nacion: I mean this realme now
called Englande the onely supreme seat of the empire of greate Briteigne’”® This
Edwardian idea of an empire within Britain antedated by two decades the earliest
usage of the term ‘British Empire, and that (by Humphrey Llwyd, in his Com-
mentarioli Britannicae Descriptionis Fragmentum (1572)) derived from the same
Brutan history.”” In this light, John Dee’s more famous appeals to ‘this Incompar-
able Brytish Empire’ and its inhabitants, ‘the true and naturallborn subjects of this
Brytish Empire), that is, of ‘the Queenes Majesties Dominions, of her Brytish
Empire’, seem positively belated.”® However, his vision of the British Empire was
expansive enough to encompass the seas around Britain even as far as the French
and German coasts, the rediscovered lands on the north-east coast of America, and
a claim to ‘the Lawfull Possession as well as the Proprietie of the Supremacy over
Scotland’, derived in part from Henry VIII’s ‘little Pamphlet’ of 1542.7°

7> John Gillingham, ‘The Beginnings of English Imperialism’ Journal of Historical Sociology, V
(1992), pp. 392—409.

76 James Henrisoun, An Exhortacion to the Scottes to Conforme Themselves to the Honourable,
Expedient, and Godly Union Betweene the Two Realmes of Englande and Scotland (1547), in Murray,
ed., The Complaynt of Scotlande, pp. 218—19; Nicholas Bodrugan [sc. Adams], An Epitomeo fthe Title that
the Kynges Majestie of Englande, Hath to the Sovereigntie of Scotlande [1548], in ibid., p. 250.

7 Humphrey Llwyd, Commentarioli Britannicae Descriptionis Fragmentum (Cologne, 1572), f. 75a,
and The Breviary of Britayne, trans. Thomas Twyne (London, 1573), f. 92a; cf. Bruce Ward Henry, ‘John
Dee, Humphrey Llwyd, and the Name “British Empire”’, HLQ, XXXV (1972), pp. 189—90, which
discounts the Edwardian tracts as precursors on the nominalistic grounds that they do not employ
the precise form ‘British Empire’.

7% John Dee, General and Rare Memorials Pertayning to the Perfect Arte of Navigation (London, 1577),
pp. 8, 14, 28; on Dee see esp. William H. Sherman, John Dee: The Politics of Reading and Writing in the
English Renaissance (Amherst, Mass., 1995), chap. 7,  “This British Discovery and Recovery Enterprise”:
Dee and England’s Maritime Empire’.

7 John Dee, ‘Brytanici Imperii Limites’ (1576), BL Add. MSS, 59681, f. 28"; cf. Dee, ©AAATOKPATIA
BRETTANIKH’ (1597), BL Harl. MSS, 249, ff. 95'-105".
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The neo-Galfridian vision of the empire of Great Britain, when combined with
the Aristotelian foundations of classical moral philosophy, provided the substance
of Edmund Spenser’s uncompleted epic, The Faerie Queene (1590-96). Spenser
claimed for his work the educational purpose of an ‘historical fiction’, and
compared it to Xenophon rather than Plato, ‘for that the one in the exquisite
depth of his judgement formed a Commune welth such as it should be, but the
other in the person of Cyrus and the Persians fashioned a government such as
might best be’*® He envisaged a plan for his poem that would carry his readers
through a course of instruction in the private ethical virtues and the public
political virtues.*® No utopian fiction, The Faerie Queene would provide not
only an example after which ‘to fashion a gentleman’ but, like More’s Utopia itself,
also offer a vision of the best state of the commonwealth (optimum status reipu-
blicae), in Spenser’s case the commonwealth of Britain, encompassing the islands
of both Britain and Ireland. Spenser’s ethical purposes were accordingly at one
with the aims English humanists hoped to achieve through the study of the litterae
humaniores, while his political vision of English domination throughout Britain
and Ireland presented perhaps the most ambitious and hard-line British imperial
vision of its time.**

Spenser, in common with Sir Humphrey Gilbert, Richard Hakluyt, and John
Dee, believed on Geoffrey of Monmouth’s authority that Britons had colonized
Ireland in the reign of King Arthur, before Arthur went on to bring Iceland,
Gotland, Orkney, Norway, Denmark, and Gaul within the ambit of his British
empire. (Dee and Hakluyt went even further, and included parts of the Americas
in this Arthurian empire on the basis of the Welsh prince Madoc’s supposed
discovery of the New World in 1170.) English policy in Ireland could therefore be
justified as a restoration of English dominion rather than a novel imposition.®?
The extent of Arthur’s British empire gave hope that Ireland might be but the first
territory to be recovered by the English, and this aspiration may have lain behind
Spenser’s dedication of the 1596 edition of his work ‘To the Most High, Mightie
and Magnificent Empresse’ (in the sense of a monarch ruling diverse dependent

% Edmund Spenser, ‘A Letter of the Authors Expounding his Whole Intention in the Course of this
Work’, in Edwin Greenlaw and others, eds., The Works of Edmund Spenser: A Variorum Edition, 11 vols.
(Baltimore, 1932-57), 1, p. 168.

8 My reading of Spenser is indebted to Nicholas Canny, Ireland in the English Colonial System
(Oxford, forthcoming), chap. 1, ‘Spenser Sets His Agenda’, though I have adapted his conclusions very
much to my own purposes. My thanks to Professor Canny for making his work on Spenser available in
typescript.

8 Compare the other political visions of Britain before 1603 described in Hiram Morgan, ‘British
Policies Before the British State’, in Brendan Bradshaw and John Morrill, eds., The British Problem,
c1534-1707: State Formation in the Atlantic Archipelago (Basingstoke, 1996), pp. 66—88.

# Andrew Hadfield, ‘Briton and Scythian: Tudor Representations of Irish Origins’, Irish Historical
Studies, XXVIII (1993), pp. 390-92, 405-07.
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territories, according to both classical and contemporary usage) ‘Elizabeth by the
Grace of God Queene of England Fraunce and Ireland and of Virginia’**

Spenser grounded the Tudor claim to the empire of Britain on the traditional
Galfridian genealogy. In Books IT and III of The Faerie Queene he traced the line of
British kings from Brutus himself down to Queen Elizabeth. In the beginning,
‘The land, which warlike Britons now possesse, | And therein have their mightie
empire raysd, | In antique times was salvage wildernesse, | Unpeopled, unma-
nured, unprov’d, unpraysd,, until settled by Brutus and his followers, after which
the three parts of the mainland were ruled by his three sons, Locrine, Albanact, and
Camber (FQ, IL x. 5,13-14). Britain was overrun first by the Romans under Julius
Caesar, who, ‘envying the Britons blazed fame, | (O hideous hunger of dominion)
hither came’, then later by the Saxons, who displaced ‘The royall seed, the antique
Trojan blood, | Whose Empire longer here, then ever any stood’, until the Tudors
‘shall the Briton bloud their crowne againe reclame’ (FQ, IL x. 47; IIL. iii. 42, 48).
According to Merlin’s prophesy, the Arthurian empire of the British Isles would be
restored in the reign of ‘a royall virgin’ ‘Thenceforth eternall union shall be made |
Between the nations different afore’ (FQ, III. iii. 49). There were Britons in
England, Britons in Scotland, and Britons in Ireland. All traced their ancestry
back to Brutus, and all would be reunited into a single British monarchy under
Elizabeth. The hierarchy of the post-Brutan multiple monarchy would thereby be
recovered, with the kingdoms formerly ruled by Albanact and Camber owing their
due allegiance to the senior kingdom of England and the British colonists of
Ireland reunited with their parent monarchy.

A unified British monarchy of England, Scotland, and Ireland remained un-
achieved during Spenser’s lifetime, just as his epic of moral and political education
lay abandoned and truncated long before his death. The failure of both Spenser’s
great designs was not coincidental. The worsening situation in Ireland in the
opening years of Tyrone’s rebellion may have convinced him that he should
offer more pointedly practical advice to achieve the British pacification of Ireland
than an Aristotelian programme of moral re-education could provide. He
may also have lost faith in the effectiveness of such humanist ethical edification
during the darkening years of Elizabeth’s last decade, a desperate period of
Sturm und Drang on both sides of St George’s Channel.* The political alternatives
were becoming starker and more circumscribed, and Spenser attempted to

8 Spenser, The Faerie Queene, ‘Dedication’, in Greenlaw and others, eds., The Works of Edmund
Spenser; 1, p. 2 (all further references within the text are to this edition, with quotations tagged by book,
canto, and stanza). Pace Hadfield, ‘Briton and Scythian), p. 406, Spenser’s inclusion of Virginia in the
royal style was unparalleled during Elizabeth’s lifetime.

8 John Guy, ed., The Reign of Elizabeth I: Court and Culture in the Last Decade (Cambridge, 1995);
Hiram Morgan, Tyrone’s Rebellion: The Outbreak of the Nine Years’ War in Ireland (Woodbridge, 1993).
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negotiate them as directly as he could in the dialogic form of The View of the
Present State of Ireland.® Yet with hindsight the generic abortion of Spenser’s epic
appears prophetic of the repeated failure of any British author ever to produce a
complete and unequivocal epic poem in the classical tradition, and hence
to provide either England or Scotland with its expected literary monument to
empire.

The incompleteness of The Faerie Queene was symptomatic of wider European
cultural changes in the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries that linked the
three great modern transformations—in literature, in warfare, and in naviga-
tion—hailed by Francis Bacon. The ‘Military Revolution’ of the sixteenth century,
with its shifts from arrows to gunpowder, from pitched battles to sieges, and from
cavalry to infantry, changed the conditions under which epic and romance had
traditionally been written.®” The gunpowder revolution in particular changed the
very character of heroism,* and rendered the traditional modes of representing
the heroes of epic and romance redundant, as warfare became long-range, imper-
sonal, and dependent less upon personal strength and valour than on superiority
of technology and manpower. Only in colonial warfare did the old co-ordinates of
literary chivalry still seem to be in place, as small bands of heroic warriors (so they
were celebrated by their poets) fought complex, face-to-face battles against alien
peoples far from home. The Portuguese and the Spanish produced the sole
successful martial epics in the late sixteenth century, Camoens’s Lusiads (1572)
and Ercilla y Zuiiiga’s Araucana (1590), respectively set in the East Indies and in
Chile: ‘the other European nations, which lacked colonies, did not provide poets
with the circumstances necessary for them to celebrate heroism, and produced
either great epic fragments, like The Faerie Queene, or epics either without or
against war, such as Milton’s Paradise Lost (1667).%°

There would never be a British Aeneid, nor even a British Lusiads. The closest
the English came to acquiring an imperial epic was in the works of two humanist
poets of the 1580s and 1590s. The English Camoens would in fact not have been
English at all; he was to have been the young Hungarian humanist Stephen
Parmenius, who had accompanied Sir Humphrey Gilbert on his last voyage to
Newfoundland in 1583.°° Parmenius went in search of the North-west Passage,

8 For these suggestions see Canny, Ireland in the English Colonial System, chap. 1.

¥ On the military developments see Geoffrey Parker, The Military Revolution: Military Innovation
and the Rise of the West, 1500—1800, 2nd edn. (Cambridge, 1996); Michael Murrin, History and Warfare in
the Renaissance Epic (Chicago, 1994), brilliantly draws out their implications for the epic.

# See, for example, the complaints against ‘thairy Fanfaras of Monsieur Gurn, in W.C., Archerie
Revivid (Edinburgh, 1677), p. 9.

# Murrin, History and Warfare, p. 242.

2 On whom see David B. Quinn and Neil M. Cheshire, The New Found Land of Stephen Parmenius
(Toronto, 1972).
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‘minding to record in the Latine tongue, the gests and things worthy of remem-
brance, happening in this discoverie, to the honour of our nation, the same being
adorned with the eloquent stile of this Orator, and rare Poet of our time’.*" The
poet’s death off Newfoundland just ten days before that of Sir Humphrey Gilbert
cut short his impeccably humanist design of an epic to celebrate Britain’s imper-
ium, though he had heralded the voyage with the poem De Navigatione . .. Carmen
emPatikmwv (1582) before his departure.®* In this he signalled his desire to
compose epic praise (Ordiri heroas laudes, 1. 10) of Britain’s voyagers as they
went in search of the lands unknown to the ancients, and called upon Elizabeth,
the mistress of the wide seas (dominatricemque. .. | Oceani immensi, ll. 171-72), to
bestow peace upon her people so that they might extend the boundaries of their
empire (ut iam. .. possint | Augere imperii fines, 11. 183-84). However, he ended the
poem with the closest passage in British verse of the period to Adamastor’s famous
curse in the Lusiads, as America offered herself to the British, but concluded her
plea with the warning that even the best-founded empires would, like Rome itself,
descend into tyranny (Et quod Romuleis crevit sub patribus olim | Imperium, diri
semper minuere Nerones, 11. 329-30). In the end, the only sixteenth-century British
poem that marked an overseasventure and that proclaimed its genre as epic would
be George Chapman’s ‘De Guiana, Carmen Epicum’ (1596).°> Chapman’s hopes of
‘Riches with honour, Conquest without bloud’ that would ‘let [Elizabeth’s] sover-
aigne Empire be encreast’ (Il. 15, 63) were as vain as Ralegh’s ‘Large, Rich and
Bewtiful Empyre of Guiana’ was chimerical. An Elizabethan Empire of conquest in
South America to match the Spanish viceroyalties remained as implausible as the
possibility of a British equivalent to the Lusiads.

There was, however, an English version of the Araucana. Ercilla’s epic of the
apparently interminable conflict between the Araucanian Indians of Chile and
their Spanish overlords was perhaps the most original of all sixteenth-century
epics, since the poet wrote as a participant in the events represented in his poem,
and also because he managed to combine a celebration of Spanish heroism along
with sympathy for the Indians’ cause.’* In one of the most remarkable English
colonial documents of the sixteenth century, the Elizabethan commander in Ire-
land, Sir George Carew, produced a prose translation of the first sixteen cantos of
the Araucana, probably during the period 1599—-1603 when he was President of

% Edward Hayes’s narrative of Gilbert’s last expedition, in Quinn, ed., Voyages and Colonising
Enterprises, 11, p. 413.

92 Stephen Parmenius, De Navigatione...Carmen emPonikwv (1582), reprinted, with English
translation, in Quinn and Cheshire, New Found Land of Stephen Parmenius, pp. 82—105.

9 George Chapman, ‘De Guiana, Carmen Epicum’ (1596), in Phyllis Brooks Bartlett, ed., The Poems
of George Chapman (New York, 1941), pp. 353-57.

94 Murrin, History and Warfare, p. 100; David Quint, Epic and Empire: Politics and Generic Form from
Virgil to Milton (Princeton, 1993), pp. 157-85.
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Munster and charged with quelling rebellion in the province.®® The Araucana was
presumably of less interest to Carew for its poetry (since he reduced to prose the
stanzas he translated, and shortened them by almost half their length in the
process) than for its portrayal of guerrilla warfare against an occupying European
power fought in inhospitable terrain. Carew understood the Araucana not as a
poetic fiction but as a historical record and ‘purposelie omitt[ed]” anything ‘nott
pertinent to the Araucananwarr, w" is the subject of this Historie’ The relevance
of the war to the Irish situation was clear: as Carew had the Araucanian leader,
Caupolican, tell his native troops, ‘[the Spanish] fight best in fortified places and
playne groundes, we in woodes mountaynes and bogges’.*® Perhaps Carew hoped
to learn as much about his enemy through Ercilla’s sympathetic account of the
Araucanians and their struggle; perhaps he wanted to learn about the Spanish,
whose invasion of Kinsale he repelled in 1602, just as later that year he ordered a
‘Spanish Chronicle’ from a merchant in Lisbon;®” perhaps he simply sought solace
in the knowledge that he was not the only European military commander in a
bellicose environment, facing an intractable conflict with a hostile native popula-
tion. Like The Faerie Queene, Carew’s truncated translation of an epic narrating a
war with ‘no natural closure’® was as apt an emblem of the increasing irrelevance
of epic after the Military Revolution as it was of the limits that classical poetic
forms imposed on the literary representation of British overseas activity.

The last great epic by an English humanist was Milton’s Paradise Lost®® Like
Camoens’s Lusiads, it was originally planned as a ten-book epic and, again like the
Lusiads, it was structured around a narrative of exploration and colonization.'*®
Yet on these grounds, Samuel Johnson argued that Paradise Lost was, at the very
least, an unconventional epic, if indeed it could be called an epic at all: “The subject
of an epick poem is naturally an event of great importance’ such as ‘the destruction
of a city, the conduct of a colony, or the foundation of an empire’, all of which

% ‘The Historie of Araucana Written in Verse by Don Alonso de Ercilla Translated out of the
Spanish into Englishe Prose Allmost to the Ende of the 16: Canto’, trans. Sir George Carew, L{ambeth]
P[alace] L[ibrary], MSS, 688, ff. 186"—229", printed in Frank Pierce, ed., The Historie of Araucana. ..
Allmost to the Ende of the 16: Canto (Manchester, 1964).

9 LPL MSS, 688, ff. 221", 198" (Pierce, ed., The Historie of Araucana, pp. 43, 14). For Carew’s
recommendations for a defensive war against both the Irish and the Spanish (11 Aug. 1602) see [Thomas
Stafford, ed.,] Pacata Hibernia: Ireland Appeased and Reduced (London, 1633), pp. 348—50.

97 Sir George Carew to Lord Brockhurst, 15 Oct. 1602, LPL MSS, 620, f. 116, printed in J. S. Brewer
and William Bullen, eds., Calendar of the Carew Manuscripts, Preserved in the Archiepiscopal Library at
Lambeth, 6 vols. (London, 1867-73), IV, p. 306.

9 Murrin, History and Warfare, p. 105.

%9 On Milton’s humanism see Donald Lemen Clark, John Milton at St Paul’s School (New York,
1948), and Martin Dzelzainis, ‘Milton’s Classical Republicanism), in David Armitage and others, eds.,
Milton and Republicanism (Cambridge, 1995), pp. 3—24.

1°¢ On Paradise Lost and the Lusiads see esp. Louis Martz, Poeto fExile (New Haven, 1980), pp. 155—68,
and Quint, E pic and Empire, pp. 253—57, 265.



120 DAVID ARMITAGE

Johnson found wanting in Milton’s poem.**

Milton had followed predecessors
such as Michael Drayton and Samuel Daniel in developing the ‘peaceful epic’ that
spurned ‘Wars, hitherto the only argument | Heroic deemed, chief mastery to
dissect | With long and tedious havoc fabled knights | In battles feigned’'** More
precisely, he had abandoned an early intention to write an epic on King Arthur,'*?
perhaps because the matter of Britain had during the previous century been so
closely identified with an aggressively Anglocentric territorial empire in the
Atlantic archipelago. However, Milton did produce an epic whose secondary
narrative was of Satan’s exploration and colonization of a ‘new world’, though
his continuing commitment to the political programme of English humanism
ensured that his would be a consciously anti-imperial epic.’**

Milton had expressed his disquiet with the expansion of England under the
Rump Parliament and with the increasingly monarchical cast of the Cromwellian
Protectorate in classical republican language drawn from Sallust, Machiavelli, and
his fellow republican Marchamont Nedham. He also conspicuously failed to
herald the foreign policy achievements of either Rump or Protectorate in verse,
unlike Andrew Marvell, Edmund Waller, and other contemporaries.’® Through-
out his epic, Milton expressed his distaste for the expansion of Pandemonium in
classical republican terms, as Satan’s minions rejected the option of ‘preferring |
Hard liberty before the easy yoke | Of servile pomp’ (PL, ii. 255—57) in favour of a
venture ‘[i]n search of this new world’ (PL, ii. 403). The denizens of Pandaemo-
nium became creeping serpents, while the first people of Eden (found at first like
the ‘American so girt | With feathered cincture, naked else and wild”: PL, ix. 1116—
17, were condemned to loss of innocence, expulsion from their native territory:
‘The world . . . all before them, where to choose | Their place of rest, and provid-
ence their guide’ (PL, xii. 646—47). The angel Michael recommended ‘The paths of
righteousness... | And full of peace’ (PL, xi. 814-15) rather than the bloody
enterprise of ‘subduing nations’ (PL, xi. 792), and this was consonant with the
criticisms of Interregnum foreign policy and the republican warnings against the

'°! Samuel Johnson, The Lives of the English Poets, ed. George Birkbeck Hill, 3 vols. (Oxford, 1905), I,
p-171.

2 Murrin, History and Warfare, pp. 17, 240—45; John Milton, Paradise Lost (1667), ed. Alastair
Fowler (London, 1968), Book IX, 11. 28—31 (all further references are to this edition, tagged by book and
line number).

15 Milton, ‘Mansus’ (1639?), 1. 80-84, and ‘Epitaphium Damonis’ (1639), 1l. 162—71, in Milton,
Complete Shorter Poems, ed. John Carey (London, 1968), pp. 264—65, 275—76.

'°4 The following account of Paradise Lost summarizes the argument of David Armitage, ‘John
Milton: Poet Against Empire’, in Armitage and others, eds., Milton and Republicanism, pp. 206~25.

' On which see esp. Margarita Stocker and Timothy Raylor, ‘A New Marvell Manuscript: Crom-
wellian Patronage and Politics, English Literary Renaissance, XX (1990), pp. 106—62, and the important
correctionin Elsie Duncan-Jones, ‘Marvell, R. . and the Authorship of “Blake’s Victory™’, in Peter Beal
and Jeremy Griffiths, eds., English Manuscript Studies, V (London, 1995), pp. 107-26.
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dangers of territorial expansion that Milton had expressed both overtly and
covertly for some fifteen years. Paradise Lost marked the end of the humanist
epic in Britain, and subverted the classical relationship between epic and empire,
as Dr Johnson recognized. However, that Paradise Lost contained such an imperial
narrative has only been recognized at two significant post-Imperial moments—in
the Early American Republic in the late eighteenth century, and after the end of the
European empires in the late twentieth.*® Perhaps only after the end of Empire is
it possible to see that literature’s relationship to Empire has not always been
complicit or supportive, when there has existed any connection at all.

Milton in due course became part of the accepted canon of ‘English Literature’,
as Alexander Barclay, John Rastell, George Buchanan, and Stephen Parmenius did
not, either because they were not English or were deemed insufficiently ‘literary’. It
has been influentially argued that the creation of that canon was an imperialist
project, and ‘in part that the discipline of English came into its own in an age of
colonialism” when the study of English Literature was prescribed in India under
the terms of the Charter Act of 1813.'°” On this reading, English Literature
was forged as a tool of the civilizing process, as art was made the implement of
Empire. Yet it is striking that almost all of the major colonial administrators,
educationalists, and missionaries involved in deploying English Literature in early
nineteenth-century India were not English at all but Scots.°® This is only what one
might expect, since it was in fact the Scots who had invented the canon of English
Literature in the middle of the eighteenth century, some sixty yearsbeforeliterary
study was ever prescribed in India.'*®

The interest of Enlightenment Scots in their own cultural improvement com-
pelled the creation of the new university subject of Rhetoric and Belles-Lettres to
help in rendering them acceptable linguistic partners for the English within a
united Britain after the Anglo-Scottish union of 1707. The first course to make use
of a canon of English Literature in this curricular context was taught by a young

196 Keith W. E. Stavely, ‘The World All Before Them: Milton and the Rising Glory of America), Studies
in Eighteenth-Century Culture, XX (1990), pp. 47—64; ]. Martin Evans, Miltor’s Imperial Epic: Paradise
Lost and the Discourse of Colonialism (Ithaca, NY, 1996).

' Gauri Viswanathan, Masks of Conquest: Literary Study and British Rule in India (London, 1990),
pp. 2,23; cf. Said, Culture and Imperialism, pp. 48—49.

%8 For example, Charles Cameron; Alexander Duff (St Andrews); Gilbert Elliot, Earl of Minto
(Edinburgh); Mountstuart Elphinstone; Charles Grant; Holt Mackenzie; John Malcolm (who attended
lectures at Edinburgh University, 1794—95); James Mill (Edinburgh); and Thomas Munro (Glasgow)—
in fact, almost every major figure treated in Viswanathan, Masks of Conquest, save for William
McNaughten, an Irishman, and Thomas Babington Macaulay and Charles Trevelyan, the anomalous
Englishmen in this company; John M. MacKenzie, ‘Essay and Reflection: On Scotland and the Empire’,
International History Review, XV (1993), p. 733.

19 Robert Crawford, Devolving English Literature (Oxford, 1992), chap. 1, ‘The Scottish Invention of
English Literature’; P. J. Marshall, ‘Imperial Britain’, JICH, XXIII (1995), p. 393.
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lecturer at Edinburgh University i n 1748-51, before he moved to take up the Chair
of Logic at Glasgow University. That lecturer was Adam Smith,"® and his initiative
was soon followed in the ensuing decades at all of the major Scottish universities,
and thereafter in the colleges of British America and finally, in the late nineteenth
century, in England itself. In light of the continuity of the humanist curriculum
and of the strain of scepticism about Empire it transmitted, it should be no
surprise to learn that Rhetoric gave birth to the discipline of English Literature,
nor that its progenitor would become the most sophisticated metropolitan critic
of the first British Empire. English Literature only belatedly became an instrument
of Empire. The anti-imperialism at the heart of the classical curriculum may have
encouraged absent-mindedness about Empire, while the failure of vernacular
writers to imagine an expanding overseas empire for Britain may have hampered
its pursuit. At least in regard to the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, the
greatest of all British anti-imperial poets was right: Empire followed Art and not
vice versa, as some students of English Literature have supposed.

® Adam Smith, Lectures on Rhetoric and Belles Lettres, ed. ]. C. Bryce (Oxford, 1983).
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‘Civilizinge of those Rude Partes’: Colonization
within Britain and Ireland, 15805—16405

JANE H. OHLMEYER

Howard Lamar and Leonard Thompson, editors of a seminal collection of essays
on the role the frontier played in shaping the histories of North America and South
Africa, recognized the significance of many types of frontier—global, national,
local, economic, cultural, religious, geographical, climatic, and linguistic; but they
concerned themselves largely with political frontiers that they defined ‘not as a
boundary or line, but as a territory or zone of interpenetration between two
previously distinct societies’’ According to their model, the frontier ‘opens’ in a
given region when the first representatives of the intrusive society arrive and
‘closes’ when a single political authority emerges in the zone; during the interven-
ing period relations between the natives and newcomers develop and crystallize as
they vie for control over territory and political ascendancy.

The extent to which these theories can be applied to Ireland, the Scottish
Highlands and Islands, and along the Anglo-Scottish Borders where, during the
late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, central government tried to establish
political hegemony, remains problematic for a number of reasons (see Map 6.1).%

I am grateful to the members of the Scottish History Seminar at the University of Aberdeen, especially
Steve Boardman, David Ditchburn, Allan Macinnes, and Grant Simpson, for their comments on this
chapter. I am also indebted to Nicholas Canny, Steven Ellis, Micheal O Siouchru, and Geoffrey Parker
for helpful suggestions for improvement.

' H. Lamar and L. Thompson, eds., The Frontier in History: North America and South Africa
Compared (New Haven, 1981), p. 7.

* Waleshas been excluded from this survey on the grounds that, by the Act of Union (1536) between
England and Wales, the political—though not of course the religious, cultural, or linguistic—frontier
had closed. As Robert Bartlett’s The Making of Europe: Conquest, Colonisation and Cultural Change,
950-1350 (London, 1993) demonstrates, medieval historians have been particularly sensitive to these
‘frontier’ theories. Jim Lydon, Robin Frame, and Katharine Simms have examined the role that the
‘frontier’ played in shaping medieval Irish society, culture, and politics, while Anthony Goodman and
Geoffrey Barrow have done the same for the Anglo-Scottish borders. See their essays in Robert Bartlett
and Angus MacKay, eds., Medieval Frontier Societies (Oxford, 1989). Also see T. Barry, R. Frame, and K.
Simms, eds., Colony and Frontier in Medieval Ireland: Essays presented to ]. F. Lydon (Dublin, 1995), and
Anthony Goodman, ‘The Anglo-Scottish Marches in the Fifteenth Century: A Frontier Society?, in
Roger A. Mason, ed., Scotland and England, 1286-1815 (Edinburgh, 1987), pp. 18—33. For early-modern
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First, the internal frontier constantly fluctuated as domestic and external forces
interacted by pushing, especially in Ireland and Scotland, the political frontier

IrelandseeDavid B. Quinn, ‘Ireland and Sixteenth Century European Expansion’, in T. D. Williams, ed.,
Historical Studies, 1 (London, 1958); W. J. Smyth, ‘The Western Isle of Ireland and the Eastern Seaboard
of America—England’s First Frontiers’, Irish Geography, X1 (1978), pp. 1~23; and Steven G. Ellis, Tudor
Frontiers and Noble Power: The Making o f the British State (Oxford, 1995).
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gradually westward.? Secondly, frontier zones within Ireland and Scotland did not
constitute homogeneous units. For instance, while Scottish Gaeldom embraced a
number of distinct geographic regions—the Western seaboard and the highland
areas of the north-east—religious, linguistic, cultural, and economic influences
criss-crossed with political ones to create complex, overlapping patchworks of
frontier zones within frontier zones. Finally, and closely related to this, frontier
zones within the realms of the British Crown transcended national divisions. Even
though the political boundary separated the Scottish and English border regions,
these communities formed a remarkably uniform social, economic, and cultural
unit. One English official described the local population (known as ‘reivers,
‘borderers,, and ‘steel bonnets’) as ‘Scottishe when they will, and English at their
pleasure’.* Similarly, Gaelic Ireland and Scotland, united by the sea, to all intents
and purposes formed part of the same political ethos. From the thirteenth century
the passage of Scottish mercenaries (‘gallowglass’ or ‘redshanks’, as they became
known) across the North Channel spawned extensive informal settlement in
Ireland, especially in East Ulster where the rise of the MacDonnells of Antrim,
nominally loyal to the Scottish Crown, complicated the political make-up of
Elizabethan Ireland, as did the eagerness of their arch-rivals, Clan Campbell, to
interfere in Irish affairs. Gaeldom also formed a distinct cultural entity, with bards
composing works aimed at audiences on both sides of the North Channel. A
peculiar dialect, known as ‘Highland Irish’, was spoken in County Antrim well
into the eighteenth century; while Lowland Scots referred to Scots Gaelic as the
‘Irish tongue’.

These close human and cultural links, combined with the inaccessibility of these
outlying areas, particularly alarmed contemporary observers. In 1609 one English
official confessed that Ulster was ‘heretof ore as unknown to the English here as the
most inland part of Virginia is yet unknown to our English colony there’’ Sir
Arthur Chichester, Lord Deputy of Ireland, described the Gaelic-speaking inhab-
itants of the Scottish Highlands and Islands as ‘a proud, obstinate, and disobedient
people’, ‘a barbarous, irreligious, and headstrong people, inured to crimes and
spoils’; while Ireland was, in his opinion, ‘that barbarous land where the people
know not God, nor care not for man’® He could easily have said the same of

> The significance of the internal frontier is explored in Michael Hechter, Internal Colonialism: The
Celtic Fringe in British National Development, 1536-1966 (London, 1975).

* Quoted in G. M. Fraser, The Steel Bonnets: The Story of the Anglo-Scottish Border Reivers (London,
1989), p. 65. Also see Thomas I. Rae, The Administration of the Scottish Frontier, 1513—1603 (Edinburgh,
1966), p. 225.

> Historical Manuscripts Commission, Calendar of the Manuscripts of the Most Honourable the
Marquess of Salisbury. .., Vol. XXI, 1609-1612 (London, 1970), p. 121.

¢ Cited in Maurice Lee, Great Britain’s Solomon: James V1and I in his Three Kingdoms (Urbana, IIL.,
1990), pp. 203-04.
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the peoples of the Northern Isles of Shetland and Orkney, the Isle of Man, and the
Anglo-Scottish Borders; for central government—whether in Dublin, Edinburgh,
or London—regarded the economic, political, and cultural distinctiveness of these
regions as ‘uncivilized’ and potentially corrosiveto the English- and Scots-speaking
world. Their inhabitants were classified as barbarians, rebels, and subversives
intent on destabilizing the peripheries of the British monarchies.

Prior to the union of the Crowns in 1603, Elizabeth I of England and James VI of
Scotland tried to manipulate the instability of these outlying regions, especially
Ulster and the Borders, to their own ends. However, with James VI’s accession to the
English throne, the need to drivea wedge within Gaeldom, to pacify, to ‘civilize’, and
to ‘close’ the internal frontiers in Ireland, the Highlands and Islands, and, above all,
along the Borders, became a top priority for the Stuarts. But what was the nature of
these frontier societies during the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries?
What did they have in common and what features distinguished them from the
English-speaking intruders? What relationship did they enjoy with the metropo-
litan administrations in Edinburgh, London, and Dublin? Did the agents of the
Crown share a common expansionist agenda and mentality? What strategies did
they adoptinanattempt to tame these allegedly dark corners of the three kingdoms,
and with what success did they integrate them into a greater Imperial polity?

Fighting and Feasting

Though the physical environment, language, dress, political structures, and
inheritance and tenurial practices varied considerably throughout the Borders
and Gaeldom, these regions shared, however superficially, many features.” Like all
frontier societies throughout pre-modern Europe, they remained sparsely popu-
lated, with widely dispersed settlements, few towns, and difficult internal com-
munications. Pastoralism, especially cattle farming, formed the mainstay of the
local economy, with the herds being moved to high pastures during the summer
months (a practice known as transhumance or, in Ireland, ‘booleying’). While,
from the perspective of Lowland England and Scotland, this consumption-
oriented, redistributive economy remained relatively unsophisticated, with trade
limited to the exchange of raw material, it played a critical role in sustaining the
social and political infrastructure of Gaeldom and the Borders.®

7 For instance, varied patterns of landholding ensured that while partible inheritance was common
in Gaelic Ireland, Orkney, Shetland, and in some Border counties, primogeniture predominated in the
Western Isles. For a helpful discussion of the dangers inherent in such a comparative approach see
Lamar and Thompson, eds, The Frontier in History, p. 5, and A. Hennessy, The Frontier in Latin
American History (London, 1978), pp. 138-39.

® For an interesting discussion of transhumance and the life-styles it could support see Fernand
Braudel, The Mediterranean and the Mediterranean World of PhilipII, 2 vols. (London, 1972), I, pp. 85-94.
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In the Highlands and Islands an overlapping nexus o f greater and lesser clans,
cemented by feudal and tenurial ties and by bonds of kinship, friendship, and
manrent, determined the social order. The Anglo-Scottish Borders enjoyed a
complex social structure which combined Lowland concepts of feudal land tenure
with a system of kinship similar to the clans and known as ‘surnames’ or ‘clans.
Likewise, a fragmentary patchwork of patriarchal septs (clans) ruled Ireland. A
small number of powerful native Irish and Old English overlords not only con-
trolled their own territories but also collected tribute (in the form of military
service, food, lodgings, and agricultural labour) and demanded submission from
neighbouring lordships. They, like their Scottish and Border counterparts, all
shared a common desire to extract ‘black rent’ (or ‘black mail’) from previously
independent territories and thereby extend their political control and enhance
their standing within their own lordship.

Since military might determined effective lordship, maintaining and sustaining
an effective army became the priority for any Irish, Highland, or Border lord. It
also articulated the social order, for a lord’s followers were not only obliged to feed
and house soldiers but to offer military service themselves in return for a lord’s
protection.® This enabled individual lords to field substantial private forces. For
instance, the rebellious Earl of Tyrone and his Ulster allies allegedly mustered
2,000 ‘buannachts’ (or native mercenary soldiers) in 1594, and 4,000 to 6,000
ordinary swordsmen regularly enlisted for service during the later stages of the
Nine Years War (1594-1603)."° Scottish mercenaries supplemented these native
soldiers, and between the 1560s and 1590s some 25,000 mercenaries found employ-
ment in militarized Ulster. This exodus of troops to Ulster dramatically impacted
upon the social structure of the Western Isles, which became more ‘geared to war
than elsewhere in Scottish Gaeldom’, with 6,000 fighting men, or ‘buannachan’,
allegedly ready for war in the 1590s.” When not employed in Ireland, they formed a
‘distinct parasitic class’ which fed upon local clansmen (known as ‘sorning’) in
much the same way that Irish swordsmen did. As in Gaeldom, local Border lords
raised private armies and levied ‘black mail’ from neighbouring clans on both
sides of the national frontier. At their height during the mid-sixteenth century, the
Armstrongs of the West Marches could assemble raiding parties of 3,000 men well-

? In Ireland this elaborate system of extortion, intimidation, and protection, which sustained
these private armies and underpinned society, was known to the Old English as ‘coign and
livery’.

' For further details see Ciaran Brady, ‘The Captains’ Games: Army and Society in Elizabethan
Ireland’, in Thomas Bartlett and Keith Jeffery, eds., A Military History of Ireland (Cambridge, 1996), pp.
144-47.

" Allan I. Macinnes, ‘Crown, Clan and Fine: The “Civilising” of Scottish Gaeldom, 1587-1638’, in
Northern Scotland, X111 (1993), p. 33. Also see Allan 1. Macinnes, Clanship, Commerce and the House of
Stuart, 1603-1788 (Edinburgh, 1996).
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versed in guerrilla warfare; whilein 1592 the Grahams of Cumbria allegedly rallied
a force of 500.2

As the scattered remains of fortified stone farmhouses (‘bastles’) and defensive,
narrow, multi-storey ‘peel’ towers along the Borders, or of tower houses and
castles in Ireland and the Western Isles highlight, these military systems spawned
violence. During the minority of James VI (1578-85) endemic lawlessness, feuds,
and inter-baronial wars periodically disrupted Scottish politics, as did six
aristocratic coups.” Feuding proved ‘the great cancer of the Borders) and one
English official noted with horror how reivers ‘will subject themselves to no
justice but in an inhumane and barbarous manner fight and kill one another’.**
In 1597 on the West March the damage allegedly done by the Scots in England
during the previous ten years was assessed at £12,000 and that by the English
in Scotland at £13,000. In the winter of 1589—90 the reivers from Liddesdall
alone averaged one raid a week and stole over 850 beasts and took sixty
prisoners. During a ten-day rampage in the West March in 1602-03 (known as
‘ill week’), these thugs killed ten men, took fourteen more for ransom, inflicted
£6,750-worth of damage on local villages, and captured 5,000 cattle, sheep,
and horses.

Since livestock, especially cows, served as the most important form of wealth in
all of these areas (and in Ireland were used to pay mercenary troops), cattle
raiding, especially in the long winter evenings, formed an integral part of the
local, redistributive economy."” In Ireland, a successful cattle-raid also resulted in
the submission of a territory which enhanced the military and political standing of
a given lord and brought him increased riches in the form of tribute. As a result,
‘the chief inclination of these people’, as one Spanish traveller noted in 1588—89, ‘is
to be robbers, and to plunder each other; so that no day passes without a call to
arms among them’'®

If ‘fighting’ served as one main pillar on which these societies rested, feasting’
was another. Attention has been drawn to the importance of food and drink—

* R. T. Spence, ‘The Pacification of the Cumberland Borders, 1593—1628, Northern History, XIII
(1977), p. 61.

!> However, as Keith Brown has shown, contemporary observations about feuds and criminal
violence have often been overstated. For instance, bonds of manrent served as a double-edged sword:
on the one hand, they fuelled lawlessness and feuds; on the other, they acted asa form of social control by
seeking to harnessviolence and create a milieu of peace. For further details see K. M. Brown, Bloodfeud in
Scotland, 1573-1625: Violence, Justice and Politics in EarlyModern Scotland (Edinburgh, 1986).

% Quoted in Fraser, Steel Bonnets, p. 170.

> Raiding, especially for cattle, characterized non-European frontier societies. For instance, the
population of Southern Africa in the early-modern period were mixed farmers, living in dispersed
settlements, which were organized into warring chiefdoms where young men often indulged in cattle-
raiding.

16 C. Maxwell, ed., Irish History from Contemporary Sources (1509~1610) (London, 1923), p. 319.
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grain, livestock, and whisky—in sustaining the Scottish clan system.” A chief
collected grain into central storehouses to help ensure against crop failures and to
increase mutual interdependence. Easy access to food also enabled him to main-
tain a body of fighting men and a large household of servants and to demonstrate
his benevolence by hosting feasts. In other words, food—and the services which it
could buy—served as ‘part of the means whereby chiefs turned land into status’®
Similarly in Ireland, the importance of guesting (demanding hospitality from
followers in a practice known as ‘coshering’) and feasting as a public display of a
lord’s power over his followers cannot be overstated. The description of a mighty
banquet given by Brian O’Rourke, a County Leitrim chieftain, which was later
translated from Irish and popularized by Jonathan Swift, captured the extravag-
ance of the occasion: after devouring 140 cows and drinking 100 pails of whiskey,
the guests danced, brawled, and then collapsed in a stupor on the floor. Though
‘coshering’ and providing victuals for these lavish feasts posed enormous burdens
on followers, especially during times of dearth, these traditions enhanced a lord’s
standing and status within his domain in much the same way as did the main-
taining of a large household of swordsmen, brehons (native Irish arbiters of
Brehon law), hereditary physicians, harpists, bards, minstrels, ballad singers, and
story-tellers (‘seanchaidhean’ in Scotland, ‘seanchaidhthe’ in Ireland). Though
they hardly featured in the Northern Isles, these professional classes played an
important role in the society and culture of Gaeldom and, to a lesser extent, along
the Borders; and in return for rent-free farms and other privileges, they enter-
tained and glorified local lords and their followers. As symbols of this feasting and
fighting’ culture, the removal of these ‘tympanours, poets, story-tellers, babblers,
rymours, harpers or any other Irish minstrels’ became a priority for central
government as it set out to civilize ‘those rude parts’."”

‘Civilizinge of those rude partes’

The fact that the political and social organization, the culture, and the economic
practices of these frontier societies did not coincide with the norms of Lowland

7 R. A. Dodgshon, ‘ “Pretense of Blude” and “Place of Thair Duelling”: The Nature of Scottish Clans,
15001745, in R. A. Houston and I. D. Whyte, eds., Scottish Society, 1500~1800 (Cambridge, 1989), pp.
169—98. Like theselords, the Indian chieftain Powhatan, who held swayoveri2,000 Indians (fromthirty
distinctive tribes), collected tribute (80% of the crops produced by his people), which acted as an
insurance policy in times of dearth and as a means of demonstrating his power and influence at public
functions. Rather than being evidence of his despotic tendencies, as the English maintained, this served
as an important mechanism in storing and redistributing resources among Powhatan’s people.

% R. A. Dodgshon, ‘Pretense of Blude’, p. 189.

' Edmund Curtis and R. B. McDowell, eds., Irish Historical Documents, 1172—-1922 (London, 1943), p.
55. Also see clause 8 of the Statutes of lona, in Gordon Donaldson, ed., Scottish Historical Documents
(Edinburgh, 1974), p. 175.
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society left them open to scorn and led to comparisons with the Ancient Britons
(whom the Romans had ‘civilized’) or with the Amerindians of the New World.
Giraldus Cambrensis consistently referred to the Irish as ‘a barbarous people’, ‘a
rude people’ with ‘primitive habits’ living themselves like beasts’*® In his descrip-
tion ‘of the character, customs, and habits of this people’ published in The
Topography of Ireland (1188-89), he argued that Ireland’s geographical isolation
from the ‘civilized nations’ ensured that ‘they learn nothing, and practice nothing
but the barbarism in which they are born and bred, and which sticks to them like a
second nature’.*' Later observers appropriated this twelfth-century rhetoric. Fynes
Moryson, secretary to Lord Mountjoy, travelled extensively throughout Europe,
North Africa, the Middle East, and Turkey but saved his greatest scorn for the
‘meere Irish’, whom he regarded as filthy, rude, barbaric wild beasts and their
women as drunken sluts. ‘The Anatomy of Ireland’ (1615) described the Irish as
‘more barbarous and more brutish in ther costomes and demeanures then in any
other parte of the world that is knowne’.** In A Discovery of the True Causes why
Ireland was never entirely subdued (1612), the legal imperialist, Sir John Davies,
portrayed the Irish as barbarians, murderers, and villains who behaved fittle
better than Canniballes, who doe hunt one another, and hee that hath most
strength and swiftnes doth eate and devoures all his fellowes’** Like their Irish
counterparts, the Highlanders and Islanders attracted similar derision. The late
fourteenth-century Lowland chronicler, John of Fordun, depicted them as ‘a
savage and untamed nation, rude and independent...hostile to the English
people and language...and exceedingly cruel’>* While he admitted that if well
governed the inhabitants of the Borders could be loyal subjects, James VI never-
theless dubbed them ‘godles, lawles, and disordered’.

Contemporaries from the King down clearly regarded the Gaelic Irish and, to a
lesser extent, the Highlanders and Borderers, both mentally and culturally as a
lower form of humanity. They were savages and barbarians who had failed to
progress, to farm for their food, or to inhabit an ordered polity regulated by the
law and Christian morality.® Convictions of racial superiority critically shaped
attitudes about how best these remote regions could be ‘civilized—how these
unruly subjects could be reformed, their over-mighty lords tamed, thuggery and
feuding replaced with law and order, and labour channelled into production

*® Andrew Hadfield and John McVeagh, eds., Strangers to that Land: British Perceptions of Ireland
from the Reformation to the Famine (Gerrards Cross, Buckinghamshire, 1994), p. 27.

* Ibid,, p. 28. 2 Ibid,, p. 47. * Ibid,, p. 47.

** William E. Skene, ed., John of Fordur’s Chronicle of the Scottish Nation..., 2 vols. (1872; Edin-
burgh, 1993), I, p. 38.

* Rlegister] [of the] P[rivy] Clouncil of] S[cotland], First Series, VII, p. 706.

*¢ Anthony Pagden, The Fall of Natural Man: The American Indian and the Origins o f Comparative
Ethnology (Cambridge, 1982), p. 26.
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rather than destruction. Crown strategies ranged from annihilation to assimila-
tion.”” The militarized nature of frontier regions often forced the sovereign to
resort to force; for as one Virginian settler quipped in the wake of the 1622 Indian
massacre, which left a quarter of the Virginian settlement dead, ‘Civility is not the
way to win savages. .. Children are pleased with toys and awed with rods.®

During the later decades of the sixteenth century a number of costly English
campaigns not only completed the military conquest of Ireland and resulted in the
exodusofthousandsofferinelrishswordsmento the continental theatre of war, but
also facilitated the colonization of Munster and Ulster. In Scotland James defeated
the Earls of Huntly, Errol, and Angus in a series ofroyal campaigns in the north-east
(1589—95) andlaunched five ‘fire and sword’ expeditions along the western seaboard
between 1596 and 1608, expropriating where possible lands belonging to the insub-
ordinate MacGregors, MacLeods, Maclains, and MacDonnells. While the English
government contemplated colonizing the Borders and sending the ‘notorious ill-
livers and misbehaved persons to Virginia or to some other remote parts’, after 1603
James VI and I adopted Draconian policies.*® In an attempt to instil ‘perfyte
obedience and civilitie’ along the Borders and to transform them into his ‘Middle
Shires’, he executed thirty-two leading malcontents and empowered a Border
Commission to subdue the region.** In addition, he singled out for particular
persecution the troublesome Grahams of Eskdale; fifty were transplanted from
Cumbria to Sir Ralph Sidney’sestates in County Roscommon; whilea further 2,000
unfortunates were despatched to fight in the Netherlands.*

Ultimately, inadequate financial and human resources ensured that central
government generally favoured reforming initiatives which promoted the main-
tenance of law and order by attacking the military systems which underpinned
lordship and clanship. However, the need both to tame over-mighty lords and to
win the tacit co-operation of key members of the local élite was also central to any
reform programme. Thus, along the English Border Marches Elizabeth I pursued
conciliatory policies such as trying to win over local families with grants of land or
pressuring leading lords to accept the authority of the Warden and to take

¥ ForEuropean comparisons see Mark Greengrass, ed., Conquest and Coalescence: The Shaping of the
State in Early Modern Europe (London, 1991).

*® Quoted in Sheehan, Savagism and Civility, p. 170.

* Quoted inS. J. Watts with Susan J. Watts, From Border to Middle Shire: Northumberland, 1586-1625
(Leicester, 1975), p. 198.

3% RPCS, First Series, VII, p. 702.

3 Though the Roscommon colony proved a miserable failure as the luckless Grahams either
returned home 