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      The history of slavery and antislavery in the Spanish Empire fits uneasily into the
      narrative of Atlantic history. Spain was the first Atlantic empire to establish sugar plantations in its American
      colonies, but it was also the last to engage directly in the transatlantic slave trade. Just as antislavery
      ideals seemed to gain the upper hand in the British and French Empires, pro-slave trade and pro-slavery policies
      were on the ascent in Spain and its colonies. As most of Spanish America achieved independence in the 1820s and
      the new republics abolished the slave trade to their shores and took gradual steps against slavery, too, Spain
      retained Cuba, the single largest plantation society in Spanish colonial history. This apparent discord with the
      Atlantic currents of slave trading, plantation slavery, and abolitionism has often made the Spanish Empire seem a
      case apart in the study of slavery and abolition. Our view, however, is that this apparently singular case is in
      reality part of the very historical trends it would seem to defy.
    


    
      This historiographical isolation has a clear explanation. For the Portuguese, Dutch, French, English, and Danish,
      the enslavement of people of African descent was a central institution in their colonial systems. Such was not
      the case until a quite late date in the Spanish domains when the overseas empire was already entering a period of
      crisis. This difference, which is often ignored in the historiography of Atlantic-world slavery, suggests the
      urgency of reconsidering the Spanish Empire in dialogue with the international scholarship on the slave trade,
      slavery, and abolitionism. This reconsideration is the purpose of this collection, the result of a meeting in Barcelona that was the culmination of contacts for more than a decade among a
      small international academic community interested in these issues.
    


    
      African slavery was already a well-established institution in the fifteenth-century Iberian Peninsula because of
      the increasingly frequent contacts of its inhabitants with the African coasts. As in so many other things, the
      Portuguese were far in advance of their Iberian neighbors and competitors, which Luiz Felipe de Alencastro’s
      essay shows us in great detail. Castile was a rising power, but it remained inward-looking until very late. The
      domains of the Crown of Aragon in the Mediterranean did not develop the forms of enslavement that the Portuguese
      were forging on the West African coast and the islands of the Eastern Atlantic. The pioneering works of Charles
      Verlinden still explain these processes very well.1 When the Crown of Castile (and by
      extension the Spanish monarchy) did embark upon expansion in the Eastern Atlantic, it confronted the challenge of
      how to support its endeavors. The slave traffic from Africa and the formation of pockets of slave labor in
      distant possessions were crucial aspects of the dilemma that Castile confronted, i.e., expansion into the
      Atlantic or retreat to Europe and North Africa. The conquest of the Canaries sharpened this dilemma but without
      providing a definitive solution. The Castilian conquerors enslaved and decimated the archipelago’s population so
      that the islands had to be repopulated by migrants from the Spanish dominions and southern Portugal.2
    


    
      The same problem but on a far greater scale, reemerged with the conquest and colonization of the West Indies,
      which, as in the Canary Islands, destroyed the indigenous population. This time, however, because of the
      development of Portuguese networks of slave trading in the Eastern Atlantic, the Spanish monarchy turned to
      African captives, carried by Portuguese slavers, as an alternative to the forced labor of the indigenous
      population. As is well known, even Bartolomé de las Casas briefly advocated this solution, though he came to
      regret it when he learned more about the conduct of the Portuguese slavers in Africa.3 This was the
      beginning of the forced displacement of Africans to the Spanish Empire, a tragic story that lasted for centuries,
      from the conquest until the second half of the nineteenth century.
    


    
      The demographic crisis in the mainland colonies again put the question of African slavery on the table, as well
      as the possibility of enslaving the conquered Indians. The Spanish crown discarded the latter option after
      agonizing debate, though the enslavement of Indians on the edges of Spanish settlement remained a key feature of
      the new empire.4 In the end, however, the societies that took shape in the mid sixteenth
      century relied on complex forms of forced indigenous labor as the foundation of the colonial order, sometimes on a massive scale, as in the mining sector of Upper Peru. At the
      margins of the systems of forced indigenous labor, the colonizers introduced flexible and varied forms of African
      slavery, both in the towns and the countryside, a division of labor that would persist until the collapse of the
      empire in the early nineteenth century.5 What would distinguish these colonial societies from the other
      Atlantic empires was the very late appearance of large-scale plantation slavery, with its great productive
      capacity and social disorder.
    


    
      The long duration of slave trafficking and slavery, and their comparatively small role in the construction of
      Spain’s Atlantic empire, raises questions that are still unresolved. The first concerns the institutional
      mechanisms of forced migration from Africa to the territories of the Spanish monarchy in America. The second
      corresponds to its quantitative aspects, arising from the data gathered by David Eltis and David Richardson and
      their colleagues.6 Josep M. Delgado Ribas’s essay shows some of the peculiarities of the Spanish
      experience. Unlike other European colonial systems in the Atlantic, the Spanish never developed a direct
      connection between their American dominions and the African coast until very late, almost at the end of empire.
      The causes were not technical: Spanish explorers were the first to circumnavigate the globe, and there was
      continuous maritime contact between the two sides of the Atlantic, as well as across the Pacific. The reasons for
      Spain’s absence from Africa lay in the specialization in slave trading developed, debated, and refined by Spain’s
      Portuguese neighbors (see Alencastro’s essay), the main carriers of slaves to the Spanish Indies, a dependency
      enhanced when the two monarchies were combined in 1580 through dynastic maneuvering.
    


    
      For Spain’s rulers, the most important consideration was the security of its Caribbean and continental colonies.
      Security came to the fore almost from the beginning of colonization because French and northern European piracy
      and privateering against Spanish shipping had major effects on shipments of precious metals and tobacco to
      Seville. Protecting the Indies became the central concern of the state in a context of increased hostilities and
      became the fundamental motive for institutional adjustments that would turn the empire into a mercantilist power.
      Because of this desire for security and religious unity, Spain forged its peculiar economic system. Imperial
      policy, which was not in the least arbitrary, integrated military and fiscal issues as a whole into a strong
      protectionist regime. In other words, the religious and political conflicts of the era, more than precise ideas
      about how to organize the imperial economy, dictated Spanish involvement (or rather, lack of involvement) with
      the slave trade. The asiento system, the contracts between the Crown and foreign companies, which
      persisted until the late eighteenth century, guaranteed a strict control of the
      traffic and the Crown’s proprietary interests, the highest priorities for the governing bodies of the empire.
    


    
      Moreover, this arm’s-length relation to the slave trade jived with the concerns of sixteenth-century Spanish
      clerics and jurists such as Tomás de Mercado, Bartolomé de las Casas, and Bartolomé de Albornoz, who, although
      recognizing the legitimacy of slavery, attacked the Portuguese slave traffic as a form of plunder that violated
      Christian norms. Their dismay at Portuguese raiding and duplicity in Africa, criticisms of the mechanics of the
      slave trade that resembled those made more than two hundred years later by British abolitionists such as William
      Wilberforce and Thomas Clarkson, led them to question whether Spaniards could be justified in purchasing African
      slaves from the Portuguese traffic. Thus, in contrast to the Portuguese missionaries in Africa and Brazil, who
      elaborated pragmatic yet sophisticated defenses of the traffic between Angola and Brazil, the topic closely
      examined in Alencastro’s essay, Spanish clerics abhorred the traffic, contributing to the factors shaping Spain’s
      indirect connection to the slave trade until the end of the eighteenth century. When the Spanish Crown did
      sanction direct trading with Africa and other American colonies for slaves in 1789, Spanish criticisms of this
      reform harkened back to the earlier system of slavery without slave trading, as Christopher Schmidt-Nowara shows
      in his study of Spanish antislavery in the early nineteenth century.7
    


    
      The asiento system served its purpose because African slavery had a relatively small role in a social system
      whose foundation was Indian labor. The union of the crowns of Portugal and Castile between 1580 and 1640 produced
      a surge in the Portuguese traffic to Spanish America but without leading to the consolidation of large-scale
      plantation agriculture.8 Slaves worked throughout the colonial economies, on plantations and small
      farms, as skilled artisans, and as soldiers; they gathered in religious brotherhoods and other associations, and
      some found routes to freedom sanctioned by Spanish law and colonial customs (the subject of Alejandro de la
      Fuente’s article). Others sought escape and freedom through flight (a phenomenon, marronage, that did cut across
      the different colonial regimes).9 The plantation was not absent from the Spanish realms—sugar planting in the
      early Hispanic Caribbean and in Central Mexico in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, for example, relied on
      enslaved labor—but it did not occupy the central place that it would in other Atlantic empires beginning in the
      seventeenth century.10
    


    
      The particular development of slavery in the Spanish Indies is made clear when we contrast it to the massive flow
      of African captives to the plantation zones of Northeastern Brazil and, beginning with Barbados in the mid
      seventeenth century, to the Caribbean settlements of imperial rivals. For the Spaniards,
      slavery was complementary to the exploitation of the indigenous workers, whereas for their European competitors
      (including the Portuguese), slavery gradually became the central labor system.11 This contrast,
      which came into sharp relief by the early eighteenth century, is at the core of the major questions for scholars
      studying the era of European colonization because Spain’s divergence was the starting point of the different
      paths taken by the European colonial regimes.
    


    
      European expansion in the New World unfolded in diverse social landscapes: areas for fishing, ranching, hunting
      and trade with native peoples in North America and in frontier areas across the Americas; the sui
      generis reproduction of the European agricultural landscape in New England and several frontier zones in the
      Spanish and Portuguese Empires; genuinely multiethnic societies in the Spanish Empire, organized since the mid
      sixteenth century for the production of precious metals; extensive slave economies in the settlements of the
      Portuguese, Dutch, British, and French in Northeastern Brazil (and Minas Gerais in the eighteenth century), the
      Caribbean, and the southern part of North America. This topography of societies, articulated on diverse
      foundations, should be considered as a whole, integrating the economic, demographic, environmental, and political
      factors. Politics most clearly determined what was viable and what was not. In other words, once the competition
      among empires reached a certain degree of intensity in the Atlantic world, the logic of imperial rule as a whole
      became the determining factor.
    


    
      Viewed from this perspective, two models of production and social organization allowed the maintenance of
      overseas empires by generating sufficient revenues: the mining of precious metals in the Spanish case and
      plantation slavery in the others. The other models of colonial economy that we mentioned above were on the
      margins of the main sources of wealth that ensured the reproduction of empire. Both possibilities, mining in the
      Spanish Empire and the slave plantation in the others, developed from well-known impulses and rationales.
      Moreover, once they reached a certain level of development, they became the driving forces behind these
      societies. In the medium term, the distinctive economies of the colonial settlements took shape in response to
      long-term imperial dynamics and the whole chain of decision making regarding the free and forced labor of
      Indians, the organization of chartered companies for the slave trade, the emergence of the plantation as an
      economic and social unit, and the military imperatives of organizing transatlantic territorial rule.
    


    
      In the eighteenth century, slavery in Spanish America began to change, partly in response to demands by colonial
      planters and miners, partly because of the fiscal needs of Spain’s Bourbon monarchy, which found itself involved
      in almost constant wars in Europe and the Americas.12 As it expanded spatially, slave labor was projected onto an imperial structure that bound together very different
      societies and economies. Nonetheless, even though slavery spread in this period it still differed from the
      massive plantation slavery characteristic of Brazil and the non-Hispanic Caribbean. This gradual change allowed
      for continuity in the legal and institutional frameworks that had governed the forms of slavery and emancipation
      since the sixteenth century, as shown by Alejandro de la Fuente in his essay, a structure that contrasted sharply
      with that of other countries.
    


    
      In describing this difference, we are not seeking to revive Frank Tannenbaum’s theses about slavery, freedom, and
      race in the Americas.13 Rather, we are emphasizing that slavery in the Americas was far from
      uniform because it developed in distinct institutional, political, ideological, and economic situations. The
      development of a large-scale plantation economy came very late to the Spanish colonies and did so precisely when
      abolitionism and the condemnation of slave labor and slave trafficking were gaining ground in the Atlantic world.
      What triggered the demand for more slave labor in the Spanish colonies was the gradual emergence of plantation
      production and easing of restrictions on the slave trade to different corners of the empire. Colonial planters
      began lobbying the empire’s governing bodies, such as the Council of the Indies, for a complete deregulation of
      the slave trade. Economic changes, geopolitical considerations, and the demands from the colonies led to a
      rethinking of the role of slavery by the monarchy’s top officials. The most dramatic outcome of this process was
      the liberalization of trade with Africa and other American colonies and the liquidation of the asiento system in
      1789. These radical changes put Spain in a delicate position because it became more vulnerable to British
      pressure, especially after slave-trade abolition in the British Empire, a situation that would remain unchanged
      until the late nineteenth century, as David Murray has shown.14 At the same time, paradoxically, many
      Spaniards demanded the suppression of the odious commerce because they believed that abolition would be Spain’s
      passport for entry into the modern world.
    


    
      The transformation of slavery in the Spanish world was not only an economic phenomenon nor did it take place in
      isolation from other imperial regimes. On the contrary, it happened during the most severe crisis of the European
      Atlantic empires. The eighteenth-century wars destabilized most of the colonial systems in the Atlantic, despite
      the great differences in their political structures. The high cost of war and its negative impact on the finances
      of European governments led to unusual pressures on the overseas possessions, undermining the stability of the
      metropole-colony connection. During the crisis of the Atlantic empires, slavery was destroyed in some parts of
      the Americas but then emerged more vigorous than ever in others.15 The
      Haitian Revolution was the pivotal event, but it was not the only one: the suppression of the slave trade to the
      British West Indies in 1807; U.S. abolition of the slave trade shortly thereafter; the Luso-British treaty of
      1810 to abolish the traffic from certain African ports (but not from Angola); and, finally, the weakening or
      collapse of slavery in most of the Spanish Empire during the wars of separation in the 1810s and 1820s were also
      transformative.
    


    
      While abolition was gaining ground, so too was a new phase of mass enslavement and the spectacular growth of the
      plantation economy in Cuba, Brazil, and the southern United States, what one scholar has called the “second
      slavery” of the Atlantic world, new in its productive capacity, market conditions, technological sophistication,
      and voracious appetite for enslaved and other unfree workers.16 That slavery could expand so
      dramatically in Spain’s last colonies, Cuba and to a lesser degree Puerto Rico, is a further demonstration of the
      plasticity and flexibility of the institution and the enormous power of entrenched interests. Yet, slavery
      thrived in Spanish America only under Spanish rule; in the rest of the old continental empire it entered into
      decline despite the resistance of slave owners. Such was true even in those areas with the potential for growth
      in plantation slavery in the late eighteenth century, such as Venezuela and parts of New Granada/Colombia. Juan
      Carlos Garavaglia shows conclusively the strange vitality of an institution deeply rooted in colonial life in the
      Río de la Plata and its steady decline in the decades following the collapse of the empire. Two factors shaped
      this process of decline and abolition. First, the wars of national liberation mobilized huge numbers of slaves
      and former slaves, in both the royalist and independence armies, undermining the institution’s stability and
      legitimacy. Independence and abolition, even if gradual, went hand-in-hand in Spanish America. The same would be
      true in the greatest Spanish-American slave society, Cuba, later in the nineteenth century.17
      Second, Britain used its diplomatic, naval, and economic leverage over the new Spanish-American republics to
      force them to suppress the slave traffic to their shores.18
    


    
      The challenge for historians is to comprehend the paradoxes at work during the revolutionary cycle that came to a
      close in the 1820s. Attitudes toward the peculiar institution in the Hispanic world were changing, but slaves
      were flowing into the last Spanish colonies at the greatest rate in Spain’s history of rule in the Americas.
      Thus, these years witness a complex relationship between the increase in the number of slaves and the opposition
      to slavery expressed by people throughout the empire.19 Ada Ferrer and Christopher
      Schmidt-Nowara’s essays, for example, show the variety of sources from which antislavery sentiments could arise.
      In some cases, networks established in the colonies between slaves and former slaves produced attacks on slavery; in others, the belief held by intellectual and political elites
      that slavery was neither a reasonable nor a viable alternative for the imperial economy led to an engagement with
      British and French abolitionism. Nonetheless, at this critical political and ideological juncture, Cuban
      planters, headed by Francisco Arango y Parreño, forged persuasive arguments about the necessity, even the
      inevitability, of slave trafficking and the sugar plantation.20 They decisively shaped metropolitan
      policies that protected the slave trade and slavery in Cuba, despite the growth of antislavery sentiment and
      widespread concern over the Haitian Revolution and its influence in the Spanish colonies.
    


    
      The changes that occurred in the late eighteenth century placed colonial slavery at the center of contemporary
      discussions. For this reason, we cannot explain changes to slavery in terms of the Hispanic world’s inertia,
      traditionalism, or political, cultural, and religious continuities. Readings of this kind are not only
      insufficient but also entirely wrong because they ignore the traumatic revolutionary cycle that shook the Spanish
      Empire between 1780 and 1830. At the beginning of that cycle it was still an empire based upon a foundation of
      indigenous forced labor; by the end, the reduced imperial system had plantation slavery as its core. The
      political transformations of the era were also far-reaching, as Josep M. Fradera shows in his essay. Spanish
      liberals had to overcome their instinctive distaste for the expansion of slavery because of the demands of
      colonial planters, especially in Cuba. During the Cortes of Cadiz in 1811, the extraordinary power of the Cuban
      planter class was manifested when it successfully torpedoed liberal attempts to ban the slave traffic and thus
      satisfy the demands of Spain’s principal ally against Napoleon, Great Britain. In the 1810s and 1820s, during the
      denouement of imperial conflict, Havana’s pro-planter institutions and the rising trade with Cuba, now the
      indispensable foundation of the Spanish presence in America, compelled the Spanish government to ignore its 1817
      treaty for the abolition of trade with Britain (the same happened again in 1845). African captives continued to
      flow to Cuba, reaching historic heights in the 1820s and 1830s.
    


    
      When metropolitan liberals returned to power in 1836, they had practically renounced abolitionism altogether, an
      ideological and political commitment to slavery and other forms of forced labor that Fradera explores in depth.
      From then until 1868, abolitionism was marginal in Spain and did little to affect the great interests on either
      side of the Atlantic. It was most visible in the literary world and among economic reformers in
      mid-nineteenth-century Madrid.21 However, expressions of antislavery continued to surface both in the
      colonies and in the metropole. Albert Garcia Balañà’s essay reconstructs radical abolitionist currents at work in
      reformist (and sometimes Protestant) circles in Barcelona, where industrial
      conflict and the close connection with the colonies made slavery a more immediate issue. Studies of Cuban and
      Puerto Rican slave society show that rebellions and conspiracies to end slavery, as well as everyday use of the
      law and custom to secure individual freedom and autonomy, recurred throughout the century.22
      Nonetheless, the sporadic antislavery agitation from the1830s onward attracted little metropolitan support
      because the defense of the Cuban status quo mattered more to Spaniards.23 Martín Rodrigo y Alharilla’s
      essay explains why this was so: economic linkages with the Caribbean colonies were a major source of wealth in
      the metropole and motivated fierce defense of Cuban slavery in moments of crisis. The well-known story of the
      Amistad and its captain, the Catalan Ramón Ferrer, the subject treated by Michael Zeuske and Orlando
      García Martínez, offers a concrete example of the intense relationship between different regions of Spain and the
      Caribbean slave colonies. Thus, the weakness of abolitionism was not the result of a failure of liberalism but
      because of the broad support for Antillean slavery in Spanish society and the metropolitan state. However,
      explaining why humanitarianism never gained ground in Catholic circles is a question still in need of
      explanation, especially since, as we have seen, prominent clerics and theologians in the sixteenth century had
      attacked the transatlantic slave trade in terms that bore some similarity to eighteenth- and nineteenth-century
      British antislavery.
    


    
      The persistence of various abolitionist currents in Spain and in the colonies must be kept in mind when
      explaining the vigor of the attacks on slavery stimulated by the outbreak of rebellions in Cuba and Puerto Rico
      in 1868 and the overthrow of the Bourbon monarchy in Spain in the same year. Seymour Drescher’s essay and his
      extensive work on these questions shows convincingly that the circumstances that gave British abolitionism its
      mass appeal rarely pertained elsewhere, an observation that frames Fradera’s exploration of Spanish abolitionism
      and its historical weakness. In Spain, without the intervention of outside factors—the U.S. Civil War and its
      impact on Caribbean geopolitics, the suppression of the Cuban slave trade in 1867 in response to British
      pressure, and the emergence of an independence movement in Cuba—it would be difficult to imagine the
      radicalization of abolitionism in 1868 or the state effort’s to abolish slavery in the 1870s and 1880s. The
      mobilization of free people of color and of slaves in support of the Cuban insurgency represented a point of no
      return, as Spanish abolitionists acknowledged at the time.24 After abolition in Puerto Rico (1873)
      and Cuba (1886), Spain for the first time in four centuries of colonialism governed an American empire without
      slaves, a new phase of empire that was the briefest of all.
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      This article was inspired by my reading of Extending the
      Frontiers,1 a collection of essays, edited by David Eltis and David Richardson, that draw
      on new data from the Trans-Atlantic Slave Trade Data Base (TSTD2), first published on CD-ROM2 and for
      which an updated version is now available online at www.slavevoyages.org. The main objective of this monumental collective research work was to provide a
      detailed reconstruction of the slaving expeditions that transported across the Atlantic more than 12.5 million
      human beings who had been forcibly uprooted from their continent to provide labor in the European colonies of the
      New World. To this end, the project’s research team devised a rigorous methodology that aimed to standardize
      information from the archives of all slave-trading countries by removing duplicated documentary records and
      combining complementary sources in an attempt to fill existing gaps. As a result of the efforts to compile these
      data, we are now able to provide aggregate figures, make comparisons, and trace the rhythms and trends of the
      slave trade plied by the European and United States maritime powers and also provide details of the names,
      tonnages, and crews of slave ships, their ports of embarkation and destination, voyage duration, the sex and
      survival rates of slaves, etc. As Eltis and Richardson point out in their introduction to the TSTD2, one of the
      improvements in the extended database is the new information gathered from
      searches in Spanish and Portuguese archives on both sides of the Atlantic, which enables us more accurately to
      estimate the true magnitude of the slave trade carried out by Spain and Portugal.
    


    
      However, the desire to measure and compare should not distract us from the specific characteristics of the slave
      trade in the various European colonial systems, particularly in the modern era, or from making distinctions
      between, on the one hand, slave trading as an essential means of Atlantic expansion and of constructing a
      colonial structure based on plantations and the preference for slave labor and, on the other hand, slave trading
      at the periphery of the system as an alternative that only took shape when its secular foundations began to
      crumble in the last decade of the eighteenth century.3 What follows is the result of reflections
      inspired by Antonio de Almeida Mendes’ thought-provoking essay “The Foundations of the System: A Reassessment of
      the Slave Trade to the Spanish Americas in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries,”4 published in the
      above-mentioned collection of essays.
    


    
      Almeida’s work, which makes a key contribution to our understanding of the history of the Spanish Empire in the
      early modern period, includes aggregated data on the trafficking of slaves to Spanish America during the
      sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, gleaned from the sparse and scattered Spanish literature on the subject and
      from new evidence from Portuguese and Spanish archives; he also found documentary evidence of 1,213 voyages, that
      is, more than double the number given in the first database in 1999. However, Almeida tells us little about how
      the slave trade fit within the Spanish imperial system. With hindsight, and given the pioneering role of the
      Christian kingdoms of Spain and Portugal in the enslavement of Africans, it is somewhat surprising that the slave
      trade did not become integrated in the colonial trading activities of the Spanish merchant class until a very
      late date.
    


    
      In the Castilian expansionary period, seizures of slaves, linked to pillage and conquest in the Canary Islands,
      first occurred in the second half of the fourteenth century5 and continued through much of the following
      century, with occasional forays on the coast of West Africa. The Castilians’ direct access to the slave supply
      areas of West Africa was greatly hindered by the Treaty of Alcáçovas (1479) with Portugal, which ousted Spanish
      vessels from the coasts of Guinea and Cape Verde; it was conclusively terminated at the beginning of the
      sixteenth century on the orders of Charles V, who prohibited any raids and incursions on the African coasts near
      the Canary archipelago and banned the transport of Africans from Islamized regions to America. From the 1480s
      onward, Guinean slaves arriving at ports such as Sanlúcar de Barrameda, Cadiz, or Seville were brought from
      Portugal, where they were acquired by Genoese, Portuguese, Florentine, and
      English traders for sale to aristocrats, agricultural landowners, and manufacturers in Lower Andalusia or land
      concession holders in the Canary archipelago. Gustav Ungerer does not dismiss the possibility that English
      traders like William de la Founte, Thomas Malliard, or Robert Thorne, who had settled in the south of Spain at
      that time and who were active in the slave trade, may also have brought the first black slaves into England
      through the port of Bristol.6 After 1520, the capture and transport of Islamized Africans to America was
      prohibited once and for all, bringing to an end any opportunities for the Spanish to acquire slaves on the
      African coast directly, at a time when the rapid decline of the Amerindian population in Hispaniola and Cuba and
      the incipient conquest of the Aztec Empire intensified demand for forced labor to work in the American mines.
    


    
      From the beginnings of colonization, the introduction of Africans into America was differentiated from ordinary
      trade in goods and, as such, was subject to heavy restrictions. To prevent the circuit of precious metal imports
      from being infiltrated by foreigners, the Crown kept slave trading controlled by Portuguese intermediaries away
      from the route to the Indies. Thus a dichotomy that would be legally upheld until 1789 arose in the Spanish
      monarchy’s Atlantic relations, which distanced Spanish traders from any Atlantic activity involving African ports
      of call. Although responsibility for the inspection and control of all operations fell to the Casa de
      Contratación (House of Trade), the issue of licenses to deliver Africans to America became a royal prerogative,
      or favor, granted at the discretion of the reigning monarch. A royal license authorizing the crossing to the
      Indies was not only required for slaves, but also for servants of Spanish settlers and even the crews of the
      ships for which captains and ship owners were obliged to pay high securities.7
    


    
      During the early decades of Charles V’s reign, licenses were granted to subjects who had provided outstanding
      services to the monarchy—such as Cortés, Pizarro, and María Cortés, the widow of Diego Colón (son of Christopher
      Columbus), royal functionaries, and members of the monarch’s entourage—who received the license in exchange for a
      payment of between two and seven ducats per head and who then renegotiated the licenses with (usually Portuguese)
      slave traders who performed the operation.8 Perhaps the most representative examples of this type of royal
      favor were the monopoly licenses granted to Laurent de Gouvenot, governor of Bresa and a close friend of Charles
      V. The license allowed this Flemish nobleman to transport four thousand slaves directly from the coasts of Africa
      to America without putting in at Seville, an exclusive privilege he enjoyed until 1527. Gouvenot resold the
      license for twenty-five thousand ducats to a consortium of Genovese traders
      established in Seville,9 who, in turn, sold on the license but broken down into smaller units. In 1528,
      in similar conditions and also on payment of twenty-five thousand ducats, a new license to take a further four
      thousand slaves was granted to the agents of the Welser bankers in Seville, Ehinger and Sayller, to remain in
      effect until 1533. From that year on, exclusivity was abandoned and licenses were granted, at the request of
      individuals and corporations, in exchange for a stipulated amount per slave that rose steadily to peak at thirty
      ducats by the end of the 1570s.
    


    
      The shift from the license system to the system of asientos—contracts negotiated by the Crown with
      rendeiros, important Portuguese suppliers from the judeoconverso diaspora10—was officially marked
      by the contract signed with Pedro Gómez Reynel in 1595. The shift, however, was actually the consequence of the
      slow transformation of the role of the slave trade in the Spanish colonial system in response to the growing
      financial needs of the imperial treasury and resistance from the Casa de Contratación in Seville, which for two
      decades had tried to prevent the lucrative slave trade from permanently slipping out of its hands.11 The
      process began during the five-year period of affliction (1552–1556), when Charles V, with all his revenues
      pledged and on the point of bankruptcy, was forced to take extraordinary measures to finance his vigorous
      European policies, including delayed payments for fairs, the disposal of military and ecclesiastical
      jurisdictions, the sale of offices and titles and authorizations to extract money from the Crown’s
      creditors.12 These emergency measures also included maximizing profits from the emperor’s
      royal slave-trade prerogative. In Monzón in August 1552, the future Philip II, following instructions from his
      father, who was in Metz at that time, negotiated an asiento contract with Hernando de Ochoa.13 The
      terms of the contract stipulated that, on payment of 184,000 ducats, Ochoa would be granted an exclusive license,
      valid until the end of 1559, to deliver twenty-three thousand slaves, 75 percent of whom would be male, to “the
      Islands and Tierra Firme” for sale “at a moderate and set price.” In addition to this monopoly of the trade,
      Ochoa would enjoy other exceptional advantages: the asiento ships could leave port without waiting for the fleet,
      they would not be subject to Casa de Contratación ordinances governing arms and fitting out, and, despite
      regulations prohibiting any foreigner from traveling to the Indies, foreign partners from allied countries could
      form part of the asiento administration.14 In May 1553, complaints from merchants registered in Seville,
      who considered the contract to be illegal and highly damaging to their interests, forced Prince Philip to call an
      assembly of theologians to pronounce on the legality of the asiento. Despite minor differences of opinion, all
      the theologians without exception judged the king’s decision to be illegal, considering, moreover, that it might constitute an act of tyranny, and so recommended rescission of
      the asiento granted to Hernando de Ochoa. The lengthiest and most reasoned opinion came from the prestigious
      Franciscan jurist Fray Alonso de Castro,15 who put forward an argument against the royal authority to
      negotiate licenses for the export of slaves, which could potentially jeopardize the financial plans of the
      emperor and his heir:
    


    
      The sending of slaves to the Indies was not of itself an unjust or illicit act, but is only thus by the King’s
      law prohibiting the transport of slaves to the Indies without his express licence. And since this is the case, it
      is necessary to examine the purpose for which this law was made. Because if this law were established for the
      sole advantage of the King, that he might sell those licences and thereby derive money for himself, that law
      would be unjust. … to make the law for the sole advantage of the King and not for the utility of the Kingdom
      would be the work of a tyrant and not of a true king.16
    


    
      The arguments of Fray Alonso de Castro and the resistance of the Sevillian oligopolists foiled Prince Philip’s
      aspirations and, on 26 June 1553, he revoked the agreement with Ochoa and returned the 140,000 ducats paid.
    


    
      Although the license system remained in force until 1595, the monarchy could not ignore the grievances expressed
      by the viceroys, captains general, and American audiencias (high courts) to the effect that the shortage
      of forced labor was threatening the king’s revenues by preventing full exploitation of American mineral
      resources;17 their reports were added to others from Spanish plantation owners and
      settlers who, in addition, insisted that slave prices were being pushed up by inadequate supply, caused by the
      speculative practices of the license beneficiaries. Moreover, the deterioration of the Crown’s financial affairs
      caused the concessions to be increasingly tied up with the negotiation and renegotiation of loans solicited by
      Philip II, with those that failed to generate tangible profits for the royal treasury coffers being
      disregarded.18 One example of the contracts authorized during the transition period was that
      agreed in 1556 with the Portuguese banker Manuel Caldeira. Cavaleiro fidalgo da Casa Real, Caldeira had
      been the most important moneylender to King John III of Portugal, who recommended his services to Philip II.
      Consequently, in 1556 he was already one of the Spanish monarchy’s largest creditors, together with Antonio
      Fugger and Nicolás de Giraldo.19 This position of strength enabled him to obtain a license, in the same year,
      to deliver two thousand slaves to the Spanish colonies in exchange for a servicio tax payment of
      fifty-five thousand ducados;20 the agreement, however, would be systematically hindered by corporate
      interests associated with the Casa de Contratación.21 The case of Caldeira
      demonstrates that the Portuguese judeoconverso diaspora was involved in the lucrative slave trade before the
      unification of the two Iberian Crowns, although it acted in open competition with registered traders from the
      Consulado of Seville who were also trying to gain a foothold in the trade. But the experience of the Sevillian
      merchant Hernán Vázquez illustrates how this Portuguese network’s privileged connections with the slave supply
      areas and their financial solvency proved difficult obstacles for their competitors to overcome. Vázquez, one of
      the most active Sevillian merchants on the route to the Indies, had been granted authorization by Royal Cedula,
      dated 24 September 1561, to deliver one thousand slaves to New Spain.22 From the biographical data known to
      us,23 it does not appear that he had actively participated in the slave trade
      beforehand. Rather, his main activity consisted of exporting wines from Andalusia and the Canary Islands,
      principally to New Spain, where he would settle in 1562 to manage his enterprise personally. Until then his
      business had revolved around Seville and the Canary archipelago; he regularly used the islands as a port of call
      to benefit from the tax advantages they afforded the Atlantic trade. Vázquez entrusted the Portuguese trader
      Duarte Rodríguez, well known to the Casa de la Contratación, to act as contract factor in Cape Verde and take
      charge of slave purchases. As planned, in December 1561 the two vessels chartered by Vázquez set sail from
      Sanlúcar de Barrameda to take the human cargo, previously procured by Duarte, to New Spain. However, it seems
      that Duarte’s supplier was only able to supply 411 of the 1,000 slaves initially envisaged. Two years later, Luís
      de Mercado, Vázquez’s partner in New Spain, was still trying to obtain royal authorization to use the remainder
      of the concession.24 Added to the problems caused by their lack of privileges and only indirect
      access to the Portuguese feitores in Guinea, Cape Verde, and Angola, Spanish traders had to contend with
      another no less important obstacle, of which Hernán Vázquez had firsthand experience. In 1563, in response to
      Philip II’s plan to put the trade in the hands of a (presumably Portuguese) company, Vázquez approached the
      monarch with a proposal to create a joint venture devoted to the slave trade and quicksilver exports, with the
      undertaking to deliver one thousand hundredweight of mercury and one thousand slaves to America each year. The
      proposal was rejected, probably because it had little in it to attract the Crown. By personally contributing
      114,000 ducats, Vázquez hoped to obtain funding amounting to 130,000 ducats from the royal purse—but this was
      inconceivable to a monarch who regarded the slave trade as a source of quick revenue and not as a long-term
      commercial investment.25
    


    
      Perhaps the exception to this relentless advance of Portuguese control over slave transport to the Spanish
      colonies was the license—the first fully fledged asiento, according to the
      widely endorsed opinion of Rafael Antúnez y Acevedo,26—granted by Royal Cedula on 8 November
      1579 to the Seville merchant Gaspar de Peralta, probably a converted Jew in origins. According to terms
      stipulated in a contract that was the immediate precedent for subsequent Portuguese asientos, Peralta received a
      merced, or favor, to deliver 221 slaves to New Spain at a cost of thirty escudos for each license, in
      this way acquiring an amount equivalent to the capital and interests that he held in juros (bonds) in
      the Casa de la Contratación.27 In this case, the Crown used the license to repay a debt, shortly after the
      1576 bankruptcy. The terms agreed were fairly favorable to Peralta. If he agreed to forgo the fee payment of two
      ducats per license, he would be exempt from paying customs tariffs and other duties and would be permitted to
      take slaves on board in Seville, Lisbon, Cape Verde, and “the coasts of Africa.” The contract also specified that
      the slave ships must set sail “under convoy” of the fleet, but entirely separate from it. Finally, the initially
      established destination restrictions would be lifted in 1580 with the authorization to land slaves in Honduras,
      Guatemala, Cartagena de Indias, and the New Kingdom of Granada. However, certain features of this contract
      suggest that what Peralta had obtained was actually a special license for a relatively small number of slaves
      with no concession for a monopoly over supply. Conversely, although Peralta had previously acted as an
      intermediary in transactions for some individual licenses,28 slave trading was not his main business.
      Gaspar de Peralta, his son Alonso, his brother Agustín, and his nephews Agustín and Gaspar achieved much greater
      notoriety as señores de canoas (pearl traders), extracting pearls from the waters around Nuestra Señora
      de los Remedios de Riohacha.29 All the evidence seems to suggest that the slaves delivered under this
      contract were destined to replace the Guajiro divers that had practically monopolized all pearl extraction
      activities until 1570.30
    


    
      The final stage in the transfer of slave trade control to the Portuguese—in which neither the Council of the
      Indies nor the Casa de Contratación played a direct role—took place within the framework of the unified Spanish
      and Portuguese kingdoms. From 1583 onward, the Spanish Philip II, crowned King of Portugal at the Cortes of Tomar
      (1582), took over management of the redemptions and revenues of Portuguese establishments on the west coast of
      Africa; as a further incentive to improve bidding for tenders, he incorporated additional licenses for the direct
      sale of slaves in Spanish America. In the case of Cape Verde, we know that the first contract was signed, in
      1583, between the Crown and the rendeiros Antonio Mendes de Castro and Pedro de Sevilla. One of the conditions
      agreed was the concession of a license to deliver three thousand slaves to the Indies over a period of seven
      years in exchange for a payment of one quarter of the sale price. In September
      1589, now with the direct participation of the Council of Portugal, the exploitation of Cape Verde resources was
      leased, on the same terms, to Simón Ferreira, Ambrosio de Taide, Pedro Freire, and Diego Enríquez.31 When
      this lease expired, the new contractor, Diego Núñez Caldera, was allowed to retain the concession, even though
      the first official asiento had been agreed with Reynel. Similar clauses also appeared in leases for Angola and
      Sao Tomé, at least in the last two decades of the sixteenth century.32 The incorporation of contractors from
      Angola, Cape Verde, and São Tomé in the slave trade was, in the eyes of the Crown, an ideal alternative that
      would replace the licensing system, make the slave trade profitable and find an alternative that would guarantee
      sufficient supplies of slaves to the Spanish colonies, although the continuing complaints from America show that
      this final target was never fully met.
    


    
      The asiento contract signed with Pedro Gómez Reynel in 1595 embodied all the characteristics of the contracts
      that would follow in subsequent decades. With the guarantee of a nine-year monopoly for himself or whoever
      assumed responsibility for the contract, a total of 38,250 slaves would be supplied at a rate of 4,250 per year,
      with at least 3,500 to be delivered alive. They were to be transported in ships unconnected to the fleet, with
      Portuguese or Castilian crews, in exchange for a payment of 100,000 ducats per year and the obligation “not to
      trade in the Indies.” Reynel was obliged to give up the asiento in 1601 after acknowledging that he had committed
      numerous irregularities. The contract was managed until it expired in 1609 by Juan Rodríguez Coutiño, governor of
      Angola, and his nephew Gonzalo Báez Coutiño. Following a final attempt, between 1611 and 1615, by the Consulado
      of Seville to regain control of the slave trade,33 a new asiento contract, valid until 1621,
      was signed in 1615 with Antonio Fernández Delvás. He agreed to transport five thousand Africans a year to
      Cartagena de Indias and Veracruz in exchange for an annual sum of 115,000 ducats.
    


    
      This system functioned on the basis of similar contracts until 1641, when the breakout of the Portuguese
      Restoration War forced suspension of the asientos. In fact, the war interrupted the negotiations initiated in
      1638 by the asiento beneficiaries since 1631, Melchor Gómez and Cristóbal Méndez Sousa, to extend the contract by
      a further eight years, with highly advantageous conditions for the Spanish treasury: in addition to offering an
      annual sum of ninety-five thousand ducats, they were prepared to write off a Crown debt that amounted to a
      further four hundred thousand ducats.34 Reprisals against Portuguese settlers in Lower Andalusia and America,
      mainly carried out by the Inquisition, prompted the Portuguese to flee Cadiz and Seville; the interlocutors
      involved in the asiento transaction were among those who left.35 As Enriqueta Vila notes, the regulation
      of the slave trade through asientos lasted for four decades because of the
      additional resources generated to finance the Crown’s European wars and despite the asentistas’
      systematic flouting of restrictions designed to prevent the importation of slaves becoming what it actually was:
      a front for large-scale contraband activities by Portuguese agents in American ports, an activity that justified
      the sums paid by the asentistas and even the many diverse problems and uncertainties—bankruptcy, lawsuits and
      prison—they had to deal with in their relationships with the Crown, the Council of the Indies, and the Casa de
      Contratación.36
    


    
      During the 1640s, the supply of slave labor to the Spanish colonies was apparently uninterrupted, at a time when
      recourse to supply through fraudulent contraband was impractical, because neither the French nor the English had
      begun colonial expansion in the Caribbean and the Dutch were just beginning to transport slaves to supply their
      sugar companies in the north of Brazil. Almeida Mendes states that the end of the asientos caused
      Atlantic slave traffic to fall sharply to around two thousand slaves a year and adds that the 1641–1663 period
      constituted one of the most obscure stages in the Spanish Empire’s involvement with the trade.37
    


    
      The Portuguese exit from slave trading to the Spanish colonies left the way open for intermediaries from other
      nations to vie for their place. Even before relations between Philip IV and the United Provinces of the
      Netherlands had stabilized, enclaves recently acquired by the Dutch in Angola and Congo provided alternatives
      that would guarantee supply. In 1642, the English traders Burchett and Philips offered to transport two thousand
      slaves a year from West India Company trading posts in Angola in a proposal that, like others from similar
      traders, the Spanish refused.38 From 1648 onward, agents from the West India Company itself would try in vain
      to obtain asiento contracts from the Spanish Crown, despite the fact that their control over the areas of capture
      had been reduced by the Portuguese counteroffensive in Angola. Although in 1649 a formal proposal along these
      lines was also rejected by Spanish authorities,39 thanks to Wim Klooster we know that at least thirty-eight
      hundred slaves were sent to the Spanish Caribbean from the island of Curaçao between 1648 and 1657.40
    


    
      The clandestine nature of these imports and the collaboration of authorities in the Spanish American ports allow
      us to posit that the volume of traffic was greater than estimates to date would indicate. Although officially,
      and according to agreements made in Munster and The Hague (1648–1650), Dutch vessels were prohibited from trading
      with the Spanish colonies, they were given access to ports of distress and permission to load provisions and
      water. These circumstances provided them with the perfect excuse to land human cargo, aided by the permissiveness
      of the governors and viceroys. Hence, in 1652 the ships El Sol and
      El Ángel left the port of Amsterdam fitted out for trade and privateering against the Portuguese and
      English. The ships made a port of call on the Mina coast to board slaves and, in theory, transport them to
      Curaçao, although they were forced to dock in Santo Domingo to carry out repairs. According to accounts by the
      island’s inhabitants, when the nature of the cargo was discovered, they brought pressure on the audiencia to
      negotiate the sale of some of the slaves and undertake to send the money and the fruits of the transaction to
      Spain registered in Spanish ships for the payment of the corresponding duties. The entire cargo from the two
      vessels was finally sold in Santo Domingo, and the audiencia authorized the Dutch merchants then to sail to Cadiz
      on the condition that they first collaborated in the expedition to take Tortuga Island. Once the Dutch had
      fulfilled their side of the bargain, the audiencia refused to grant the permit, believing, perhaps, that the
      decision had been taken too lightly.
    


    
      But protests from the Dutch consul in Cadiz led the Council of the Indies, in a ruling of February 1655, to
      oblige the tribunal to keep its side of the agreement.41 This and other even more interesting
      examples appear to suggest that the connection between Dutch trade and the Spanish colonies was not restricted to
      cabotage around the Caribbean. In November 1658 the Viceroy of New Spain, the Duke of Alburquerque, informed
      Madrid that the governor of Campeche had captured a Dutch ship that had landed goods worth forty thousand pesos
      fuertes “of contraband from Portugal, France and England.” An inspection of the vessel revealed that all the
      cargo belonged to Cadiz merchants and that the two agents traveling on board were also from Cadiz.42 The
      perplexity of the New Spain authorities would indicate that this must have been a relatively novel kind of
      contraband operation, almost certainly linked to the speed with which the Dutch colony in Cadiz had reestablished
      its connections with the merchant class in the city after 1648.43 However this was not an isolated case. In
      the same year, the governor of Campeche, Francisco Bazán, reported to the Council of the Indies that the Keeper
      of Papal Bulls of Obispado had been caught buying the entire cargo of a Dutch merchant ship anchored within sight
      of the city, in exchange for gold, silver, seeds, and dye wood. He managed to flee to Spain with the intention of
      negotiating a pardon from the Council of the Indies. Bazán advised the metropolitan authorities that if they
      acceded to the offender’s petition, in light of the volume of contraband trading involved they should demand a
      payment of no less than fifty thousand pesos fuertes for the pardon.44 The problem not only affected Campeche.
      Again in 1658, Viceroy Alburquerque saw fit to send precise instructions to royal officials in the port of
      Veracruz on how to deal with Dutch vessels visiting the port and also instructed them regarding the need to avoid any conflict that might upset Spanish-Dutch relations because this would only
      benefit the French and British. If possible, Dutch vessels should be prevented from putting into port with the
      excuse that authorization from the viceroy was required. If heavy seas forced a vessel to take refuge, it should
      dock below the castle of San Juan de Ulúa to ensure that “not so much as a cantlet” be landed and to prevent
      residents of Veracruz “in any capacity whatsoever” from making contact with the crew.45
    


    
      The frenzied activity of Dutch merchants around Spanish ports in the Caribbean coincided with the beginning of
      the rise of Curaçao as a major slave distribution hub, of particular interest to the West India Company, which
      could now only sell to Spanish landowners due to increasingly rigorous mercantilist policies in the French and
      British colonies.46 In 1657, the director of the West India Company in Curaçao informed the
      parent company in Amsterdam that a Spanish merchant had journeyed to the island to establish regular links with
      Venezuela; these links were consolidated within two years and showed a promising future.47
    


    
      However, the speed with which the mercantile connections that enabled continuity of the slave trade were rebuilt
      cannot be explained without considering the role played by the Jewish merchant diaspora in Atlantic trade, which
      found, in the New Jerusalem of Amsterdam, a climate of tolerance favorable to their activities. Sephardic Jews
      who had emigrated to the capital of the United Provinces from Spanish Crown territories played an important role
      in reconstructing the international Atlantic traffic network by reestablishing contact with their converso
      counterparts in Seville and Cadiz during the Twelve-Year Truce (1609–1621). Growing persecution of the Sephardic
      Jews remaining in Lower Andalusia subsequently forced many to emigrate to Amsterdam, taking with them all the
      information they had gathered on the workings of Spain’s trade monopoly. There they came into contact with
      distinguished members of the Sephardic community who, from the outset, backed the West India Company project.
      According to Friedman, in 1658 at least 6.5 percent of West India Company capital was in Jewish hands.48 One of
      the most interesting aspects of the period of Dutch predominance in the slave trade, which would continue until
      the end of the seventeenth century, was the inextricable link between slave trading and goods smuggling. The
      illegal nature of the two activities meant that the Jewish merchant network in Curaçao did not need to conceal
      earnings from products sold in Spanish America using the subterfuges that had been customary during the time of
      the Portuguese asientos. For the first time in many years, trade in slaves and goods went hand in hand.
    


    
      A report prepared in 1661 by the audiencia of Santo Domingo alerted the Spanish authorities to the magnitude of
      this clandestine trade, carried out with in collusion with merchants and landowners in the Spanish Caribbean.
      According to the audiencia, three procedures were used to bring goods and
      slaves into Venezuela, Santa Fe, and Santo Domingo from West India Company warehouses in Curaçao and Aruba. The
      first consisted of direct purchases by Spanish cabotage traders, who arrived in ships carrying silver, gold,
      Barinas tobacco, and other goods from the tropics to acquire textiles, arms, munitions, and slaves. Another
      procedure was for a Dutch firm to be concealed under the name of three or four Spanish front men working for a
      commission and promoting the distribution of contraband goods in Spanish territory. The third and most
      sophisticated method consisted of passing off foreign cargoes as seized goods and selling them on as legal by
      paying a token sum to the royal treasury.49 According to P. C. Emmer’s estimates, 100,000 slaves were
      landed in the Spanish colonies from Curaçao by one or other of these three means between 1658 and
      1730.50
    


    
      The system worked to the satisfaction of everyone except the Spanish monarchs, who, more anxious than ever due to
      lack of resources, resorted once again to the asiento system in 1664 and thereafter. Probably the most reasonable
      course of action at that moment would have been to turn directly to the Dutch and English, who were the most
      competitive slave distributors. But moral obstacles to direct negotiation with the Protestant powers led the
      Crown to draw up a new contract with two Genoese traders, Domingo Grillo and Ambrosio Lomelin. These men agreed
      to transport thirty-five hundred slaves per year over a seven-year period, to begin effectively in 1668, in
      exchange for a payment of 100 ducats per license.51 To ensure supply, the Genovese
      contractors first attempted to subcontract the entire asiento to the Company of Royal Adventurers Trading to
      Africa, but lack of resources prevented the company from fulfilling this commitment. The company’s resources were
      further seriously depleted by the negative impact of the second Anglo-Dutch war (1665–1667), which brought the
      firm to the brink of bankruptcy.52 These difficulties of the British suppliers shifted most purchases toward
      Curaçao. Between 1663 and 1667, agents of the Grillo-Lomelin asiento had transported an average of seven hundred
      slaves per year to Cartagena de Indias, Portobelo, and Veracruz; however, from 1667 to 1673 the volume of
      shipments grew considerably. Dutch hegemony over legal trading was consolidated after 1670, when the Genoese
      titleholders transferred the asiento in force to the Portuguese trader Antonio García, who entered into an
      exclusive contract with the West India Company to meet the requirements of the asiento. According to J. Postma’s
      estimates, between 1668 and 1674, when the Dutch company went bankrupt, an average of forty-two hundred slaves
      left Curaçao for the Spanish colonies each year, taking into account both legal and clandestine
      operations.53
    


    
      The last quarter of the seventeenth century was a turbulent time in asiento
      negotiations. Antonio García and Sebastián Silíceo began operating under a five-year contract in 1675 but were
      forced to withdraw the same year, partly due to financial difficulties and partly because of the Crown’s failure
      to meet its commitments. This debacle was followed by a Spanish proposal to the West India Company made through
      the Spanish trade attaché in Amsterdam, Manuel Belmonte, asking the company to take responsibility for direct
      legal provision of slaves to the Spanish colonies. An agreement appeared to have been reached in September of
      that year, but was broken off when the Dutch company refused to accept the condition of transporting slaves
      directly from trading posts on the African coast without putting in at Curaçao, as this obligation would have
      precluded any contraband activity out of the Caribbean island. Two fiascos in the same year opened the doors for
      the Consulado y Comercio in Seville finally to take charge of the monopoly in February 1676 in exchange for
      1,125,000 escudos and a voluntary donation of a further 200,000 escudos. The return of the slave trade to Spanish
      hands, apparently strengthened with the concession to the Cadiz traders Juan Barroso del Pozo and Nicolás Porcio
      in 1682, was no more than an illusion, however. Just as in previous years of trading, Spanish traders acted as
      mere front men, on this occasion for the Royal African Company and the West India Company, which cornered the
      trade from their trading posts in Barbados, Jamaica, and Curaçao. Although the asiento gave this traffic an
      appearance of legality, it was no more than a cover-up for much more far-reaching operations combining legal and
      illegal slave trading and large-scale goods smuggling, with the Dutch banker Baltasar Coymans as the main
      beneficiary. After 1683, efficient management of the asiento was encumbered by a conflict over its control
      following the death of Barroso. His successor, Nicolás Porcio, was arrested in Cartagena de Indias on suspicion
      of conspiracy and was unable to return to Cadiz for three years. Coymans took advantage of the situation and took
      up the asiento, which he held until 1692 despite denouncements of his Protestantism to Charles II by the Spanish
      partners and the papal nuncio in Madrid.54
    


    
      The appearance of Bernardo Marín de Guzmán in the name of the Real Compañía Portuguesa de África and the return
      of the slave supply monopoly to the Portuguese in 1692 had little impact on the Anglo-Dutch domination of
      Atlantic trade; this agreement, together with the one signed with Manuel Ferreira Carvalho immediately before
      breakout of the War of Succession, made the Spanish authorities more tolerant of the parallel commercial
      activities of the Real Compañía de África and its collaborators. While clause 17 of the Marín asiento opened up
      direct routes to ports in Chile and Peru, clause 21 of the Carvalho contract permitted an annual cargo of three hundred tons to be transported from the Canary Islands to America in a ship
      expressly authorized for inter-American trading and with the right to call at ports in Trinidad, Cumaná, Caracas,
      Campeche, and Veracruz.55 This clause may be regarded as a direct precedent of the special permission
      called the navío de permiso granted to the English at Utrecht.
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      A change in asiento title holding was the first sign of growing French influence on the decisions of Philip V and
      the main cause of the War of Succession.56 The concession granted to the Compagnie de Guinée, by virtue
      of a Royal Cedula of 27 August 1701, put an end to a century of Portuguese-Dutch domination of the slave
      trade57 and transferred to the French full control over the supply of slaves to the
      Spanish colonies.58 The Compagnie de Guinée was commissioned to transport an average of
      forty-eight hundred negroes per year under terms that few asentistas had previously enjoyed: expeditions were
      authorized to sail from French ports to the Barlovento Islands, Cumaná, Maracaibo, New Spain, and Tierra Firme
      and to deliver between seven hundred and eight hundred negroes to Buenos Aires. Peru would be supplied from
      Tierra Firme and, to this end, the asentistas were authorized to construct two four-hundred-ton vessels for the
      distribution of slaves on the Pacific coast. The interests of the Compagnie de Guinée, defended in America by
      their own jueces conservadores (charged with protecting the company’s privileges) and factors, also
      enjoyed royal protection. Their ships were entitled to load, gold, silver, and fruit, free of taxes, in ports
      where they had sold slaves and to land goods such as food and rough cloth, destined in principle to cover the
      needs of slaves during the crossing. In addition, article 14 of the contract prevented the viceregal authorities
      from detaining asiento vessels “under any pretext.” In exchange, for every slave transported to America, the
      Spanish treasury would receive 33 1/3 escudos and an advance of 200,000 escudos against the first
      remittances.59
    


    
      Despite all expectations, the profits from the enterprise were at best paltry. The French had pinned their hopes
      on clauses unrelated to the asiento that would allow them legally to cover up contraband practices, but they were
      greatly frustrated by the breakout of war against England. According to Malamud,60 the profitability of
      the Compagnie de Guinée was undermined by insufficient initial capital, a lack of collaboration from the
      Portuguese authorities in Brazil, the war, and unfair competition from compatriots who carried out direct trade without any restrictions and protected by corrupt
      bureaucrats.61
    


    
      The signing of the treaties of Utrecht and Madrid represented major diplomatic victories for Great Britain,
      particularly with regard to trade concessions. The agreement signed in Madrid on 6 March 1713 gave England
      control over the asiento contract for the supply of slaves for the first time in its history, under conditions
      that were even more advantageous than those secured by the French in 1701.62 The basic terms agreed for
      delivering slaves to the Spanish colonies were similar to those established with the Compagnie de Guinée in 1701,
      namely forty-eight hundred slaves per year, for each of which the king of Spain would receive 33 1/3 silver
      escudos and an advance of 200,000 escudos; they were also similar in stipulations regarding the payment of
      duties, navigation in America, factors, and jueces conservadores. However, a clear difference in favor of Great
      Britain was the length of the agreement (thirty years) and the inclusion of an additional clause allowing an
      annual shipment with a cargo of five hundred tons to the asiento titleholders, the South Sea Company, as
      compensation for losses it might incur in the slave trade.
    


    
      The annual navío de permiso constituted, in particular, a breakdown of the principles of exclusivity that had
      traditionally obtained in the route to the Indies, in that legal foreign competition was admitted within the
      monopoly. The concession, however, was made with certain conditions. The arrival of the English vessel to an
      American port was to coincide with the arrival of the Spanish fleet or galleons. If the English vessel docked
      first, its cargo was to be stored in a customs depot until the expedition from the metropolis arrived. Of the
      profits obtained by the English traders, a quarter would be handed over to the Spanish Crown along with a further
      4 percent of the remaining profits. The goods unloaded and taken on board by the English were otherwise free of
      duties.63 The Spanish government’s inability to ensure that its fleet and galleons
      arrived on an annual basis led to complaints from the English and the terms of the contract had to be
      renegotiated in 1716.64 The new agreement stipulated that the navío de permiso would leave for the
      Spanish colonies each year in the month of June and would wait in America for up to four months until the Spanish
      convoy arrived. If the convoy failed to appear, the English were entitled to sell their goods without further
      delay. The new agreement recognized that the conditions of the license had not been met in the first three years;
      this proved advantageous to Great Britain because it laid to rest the contentious issues that had arisen with the
      first two navíos de permiso, the Elizabeth and the Bedford, sent under the 1713 agreement. The
      fifteen hundred tons of cargo that the English should have profited from in
      this period was therefore spread over the following ten years, giving the English traders a concession of 650
      tons per year.
    


    
      Advantages directly linked to colonial trade contained in the treaty of trade and friendship signed in Utrecht on
      9 December 1713 and ratified in Madrid the following January65 provided a strong foundation for the 1713
      and 1716 treaties of Madrid. This bilateral treaty of trade and friendship was in reality an endorsement of that
      signed in 1667 between the two countries, but with express recognition of the convenio de Eminente, the
      gracia del pie de fardo (reduction of duties that varied according to goods) and all the tariff
      reductions that would favor the introduction of imported goods through the customs posts of Lower Andalusia.
    


    
      The South Sea Company took advantage of a new renegotiation of the asiento in the Treaty of Madrid of 1721
      successfully to request authorization to land four hundred slaves per year in Upper Peru and Chile from its
      trading post in Buenos Aires.66 The asiento’s trading posts in Buenos Aires and Portobelo played the dual
      role of supplying slaves and harboring European goods from Jamaica and other Caribbean islands that arrived,
      camouflaged in slave ships, as general cargo assigned to feed and clothe the slaves.67 These goods were left
      in stores at the trading post to await the arrival of a cargo vessel, the galleons or the navío de permiso, which
      would enable the goods to be dispatched discreetly. In 1722, the asiento agents in Buenos Aires used the arrival
      of two cargo vessels from Cadiz to flood the south of Peru and Chile with contraband goods, while stores in
      Panama and Cartagena de Indias provided cover for the open fair held in the Bay of Leonés by twenty-one ships,
      mostly proceeding from Jamaica; meanwhile, the Royal George (that is, the navío de permiso) and galleons
      of General Guevara disputed the legal preferences of the Peruvian purchasers in neighboring Portobelo, with the
      advantage held by the former, which was selling its cargo at two thirds of the price.68
    


    
      In the mid 1720s, in response to English contraband trading, José Patiño gave precise instructions to the royal
      officials in America to keep a close watch on the activities of the South Sea Company’s agents and ships. In
      October 1724, the Spanish government wanted to prohibit entry of asiento ships coming from Jamaica and Barbados,
      with the excuse that the slaves they carried were contaminated and would not accept conversion to Catholicism.
      Protests from the English, who considered that such a measure would violate the agreements of 1713 and 1716,
      obliged Spain to moderate its position and readmit slaves from the West Indies provided they had not been in
      these islands for longer than four months. But this did not prevent the controls over the South Sea Company from
      becoming increasingly onerous from 1726 onward. In December of that year, a Royal Order declared the isthmus of
      Panama to be an imperial holding and the city’s trading post was closed. The
      English ambassador in Madrid, Benjamin Keene, intervened, and reopening was authorized, with the final decision
      on whether it would continue left in the hands of the local authorities. Other measures were devised to stop the
      contraband activities undertaken by South Sea Company slave ships. In 1732, port governors in the Indies were
      ordered not to authorize entry to vessels with fewer than four slaves for every five tons of cargo; the idea was
      to prevent slave ships from arriving in Spanish ports in America with few slaves but heavily laden with other
      goods.69 Undoubtedly, the effectiveness of the measure depended on the honesty of the
      functionaries charged with implementing it; yet significant changes must have taken place because the asiento
      agents added to their long list of complaints the growing disloyalty of the jueces conservadores, who were less
      willing to accept bribes. Around 1733, this stringency was applied to the inspection of provisions transported in
      slave ships, which had to be deposited in stores locked with three keys, one to be kept by the South Sea
      Company’s factor and the other two in the hands of Crown officials. All these controls harmed the South Sea
      Company’s interests; twelve of its vessels were detained for contraband activities between 1730 and
      1734.70
    


    
      These measures, which forced the South Sea Company to limit its activity to strict compliance with the terms of
      the asiento, were designed to strengthen the Spanish position in negotiations over pending claims by the
      government and by the directors of the company. Philip V was demanding payment of duties owed by slave ships and
      navíos de permiso that had entered American ports under the terms agreed in Utrecht, namely 33 1/3 escudos per
      imported slave, 25 percent of the total profits from the sale of goods transported in the navíos de permiso, and
      4 percent of the rest of the profits. The English, meanwhile, alleged that the South Sea Company had suffered
      losses estimated at two hundred thousand pounds and that there were no profits to be distributed—although they
      allowed the accounts from only one expedition to be inspected; they also demanded compensation for confiscations
      during the conflicts of 1718 and 1726.71 The Spanish agent for asiento affairs in London, Tomás Geraldino,
      broached the possibility of winding up the company and settling the demands of both parties. Under his plan, the
      South Sea Company would pay the King of Spain sixty-eight thousand pounds for arrears in duties and, in exchange,
      would receive ninety-five thousand pounds in compensation for the confiscations of 1718 and 1726. Although the
      proposal was approved by the shareholders, in 1737 the directors of the South Sea Company decided to request an
      extension of the navío de permiso concession. According to their interpretation, the agreement had been based on
      a period of “thirty trading years,” but interruptions had reduced the number of
      ships sent to seven; therefore, the authorization, which according to the Spanish would expire in 1744, should be
      prolonged for several more years.72 The death of Patiño in 1736 and the appointment of Sebastián de La
      Cuadra as Secretary of State put an end to any possibility of a friendly agreement, however. Walpole succeeded in
      having Geraldino’s proposal endorsed by both parties through the Convention of El Pardo (14 January 1739) and
      then ratified by the British Parliament; however, the breakout of hostilities was precipitated in October 1739 by
      the opposition of the Duke of Newcastle (defending the interests of the merchant bourgeoisie), the despatch of an
      intimidatory squadron to the Spanish coasts and Villarias’ inopportune declaration to Keene that, in future,
      Spain would supply its colonies without foreign help.73
    


    
      The Anglo-Spanish Treaty of 1750, signed after a decade of war, allowed the legacy of Utrecht finally to be
      settled in exchange for 100,000 pounds to compensate for duties lost by the beneficiaries of the navío de permiso
      and the asiento.74 One problem was thus solved—but at the price of bringing back another that
      had been satisfactorily resolved in the second half of the sixteenth century through the asiento system. The
      Crown found itself unable to come up with an efficient alternative system that would guarantee a regular supply
      of slave labor to the Spanish colonies, which would continue to be a market with great potential demand but
      scarce effective demand. By 1770, Spanish America was home to 66.3 percent of the American population but a mere
      12.4 percent of the slave population; much of the African-American population was concentrated in the Caribbean,
      however, so Spanish settlements were in a minority. The failure of the return to the original licensing system
      led landowners in the Spanish Caribbean to turn increasingly to Jamaica to cover their needs.
    


    
      Table 1.1. Slave Population in the Caribbean (1770)75
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      Source: Robin Blackburn, The Overthrow of Colonial Slavery, 1776–1848 (New York, 1988), 5.
    


    
      The most far-reaching measure of those adopted during the second Bourbon reform period (1788–1792) was the
      inclusion of the slave trade within the free trade system. In an Instrucción reservada, the first
      Secretary of State, Floridablanca, maintained that the surrender under the
      Treaty of San Ildefonso of the islands of Fernando Po and Toniobongia (Annobon) by the Portuguese government
      accorded Spain the right to participate in “the firsthand trade and purchase of negroes” and, therefore, to
      remove foreign intermediaries who, in addition to raising prices, used the slave trade as an excuse for
      contraband activities.76 However, a way of managing the slave trade had to be found before it could be
      nationalized.
    


    
      In the period before the Seven Years’ War, the fact that the Indies had not been efficiently supplied with forced
      labor by private asientos helped to foster contraband trading with non-Spanish colonies. A return to the system
      of private concessions, although profitable from the royal treasury’s perspective, only served to encourage
      smuggling activities on the part of the foreign colonies. After the Peace of Paris (1763), the problem of the
      slave trade took on a new dimension within the framework of the new priorities of enlightened politics because an
      appropriate solution would depend on whether the project could successfully make colonial administration in the
      Caribbean regions profitable. Bibiano Torres has studied in depth the various projects that were considered by
      the Spanish government between 1763 and 1765 to organize a logical way of supplying the Spanish colonies; finally
      endorsed was a proposal by Miguel de Uriarte, a merchant based in Puerto de Santa Maria.77 The asiento contract,
      approved by Charles III in June 1765, gave rise to the first attempt to organize a triangular trade route from
      Spain. Uriarte, acting as agent for a powerful group of Cadiz-based traders that became consolidated as the
      Compañía Gaditana de Negros a few months after the contract was signed, undertook to transport thirty-five
      hundred slaves per year from the coasts of Guinea and Cape Verde to mainland and island possessions in the
      Caribbean in exchange for a levy on each slave called the derecho de marca (depending on the
      destination, this amounted to around 15 percent of the established sale price). The company was a complete
      failure, partly due to the limitations and tax burdens imposed upon it by the contract but, above all, due to the
      high transaction costs facing Spanish traders who, without their own sources of supply, had to acquire slaves on
      the Guinean coast. The first and only expedition to comply with the terms of the contract acquired a mere 250 of
      the 700 slaves it should have delivered. The problem was not so much the refusal of the African trading posts to
      negotiate with the company’s buyers, but rather that the operation was frustrated because the goods brought from
      Cadiz—agricultural products and ironmongery—fell outside African import trading conventions, under which cotton
      textiles were the main component.78 By 1770, accumulated losses—around one million pesos sencillos—forced
      the company to change tack; abandoning any hope of making a profit from the triangular trade, it began operating as a monopoly redistributor of slaves and flour acquired in the foreign
      possessions of the Caribbean.79 During the 1770s and until the demise of the asiento, the beneficiaries
      earned more from collateral businesses—trade in flour, export of fruit from the colonies and contraband
      trading—than from the slave trade itself.80
    


    
      The end of the concession to the Compañía Gaditana de Negros and Portugal’s handover of Fernando Po and Annobon
      to Spain allowed for a new approach that was based on the possibility of establishing Spanish trading posts on
      the coast of Guinea. Floridablanca examined various proposals to nationalize the slave trade, all of which
      coincided in recommending the creation of a major company that would manage the trade exclusively.81
      However, participation in the U.S. War of Independence forced Spain to establish emergency policies aimed at
      preventing a collapse of supplies to the colonies. To this end, a Royal Order dated 25 January 1780 authorized
      American landowners to buy slaves directly from non-Spanish colonies.82 This decision limited the
      possibilities of Spain, now at peace, regaining effective control over the slave trade. Under the protection of
      this authorization, “Anglo-Americans [suppliers from Baltimore and Philadelphia] poured into Havana in
      unprecedented numbers”83 to provide Cuba with all the necessary inputs for its plantations; a
      frustrated Gálvez ordered this trade to be interrupted in August 1782, although this did not come about, in fact,
      until 1785.84 In the ensuing years, protected by legal but informal networks, North
      American trade with Cuba continued uninterrupted despite being prohibited under Spanish law85 and the
      legal slave trade—once again organized on the basis of private, region-based licenses—was incapable of competing
      with the contraband trade because it depended on the same foreign suppliers who were behind the clandestine
      importation of slaves.86 It is ironic that Cuba, potentially the most attractive market, was being
      supplied by an asiento signed by the Spanish Crown with the Liverpool firm Baker and Dawson—“possibly the world’s
      leading slave trader”87—which, between 1786 and 1789, delivered 5,786 Africans to Cuba.88
    


    
      The Compañía de Filipinas led Spain’s final attempt to exploit a private license obtained in mid 1787 to supply
      the River Plate area. The firm had decided to try its hand at the slave trade as part of a diversification
      strategy devised following its difficulties with the Asian trade. According to J.M. Azcona, the company’s
      directors had previously studied the characteristics of the slave market and the difficulties they would have to
      overcome to enter the business. On the premise that it would be practically impossible to operate without foreign
      infrastructures, given the lack of information and support of trading posts on the African coast,89 the
      company negotiated a concession that would allow it to organize its expeditions from England, use English materials and marine infrastructure, and make the return voyage directly to
      its point of departure without putting in at a Spanish port.90 Despite the backing of Baker and
      Dawson,91 the enterprise could not have had a more disastrous outcome. The two frigates
      purchased to transport slaves departed Bristol on 25 February 1788 bound for Bonin on the coast of Guinea, where
      they loaded one thousand slaves to take to Montevideo.92 Of the 848 slaves who finally made the
      crossing, 16 percent died on the high seas and a further 19 percent perished on land as a result of the hardships
      of the voyage. The 548 survivors, therefore, represented less than 55 percent of the slaves the company had
      estimated it would need to sell to make a profit. The results of another four expeditions between 1788 and 1789
      were no less heartening. Of 2,773 slaves taken on board in Benin, 47.4 percent died either during or as a result
      of the voyage. Added to these problems was the fact that the River Plate market was already fairly well supplied
      with illegally traded Brazilian slaves and could not absorb these imports, so most of the slaves had to be sent
      on to Peru and Chile at the firm’s expense.93
    


    
      Floridablanca was approached with private-sector proposals to regroup all the private concessions in a single
      asiento. Perhaps the most representative proposal was that of creating a Real Compañía para el Asiento de Negros,
      made in December 1787 by the Catalan trader Bonaventura Fuster.94 Fuster, like Floridablanca, considered
      that the objective of this company should be to control all slave trading with the Spanish colonies by
      establishing “one or more strongholds” on the African coast. To this end, he proposed setting up a company with a
      fund of 1 million pesos fuertes in shares of two thousand pesos to which foreigners would not be allowed to
      subscribe. The proposal was rejected, mainly because Fuster had requested public backing that the treasury was
      not willing to give. In addition to making no reference to any payment of the derecho de marca, Fuster wanted
      valid private licenses still in force to be suspended and the general asiento to be granted a twenty-five-year
      monopoly over the slave trade. And as if this were not enough, Spain would have to provide three war frigates to
      accompany the expeditions and bear the costs of building one or more trading posts on the African coast.
      Furthermore, calculations regarding the company’s profitability were highly uncertain: Fuster had estimated an
      annual net profit of around 304,000 pesos sencillos, based on an improbably low figure of only 4 percent of the
      slaves dying as a result of the crossing. On the basis of extrapolations from very recent experiences, such as
      those of the Compañía de Filipinas, probable losses were more likely to be around 40 percent of captured slaves;
      the expedition would therefore have found itself with debts of 95,600 pesos, not including “office and other
      expenses that the company will have in Europe.”95
    


    
      The Spanish government may well have opted to retain the traditional system of
      private asientos based on a close relationship with major international suppliers had the abolitionist movement
      in Great Britain not gone on the offensive, sparked by the Zong scandal, provoked when news spread of
      slavers who had thrown captives overboard and then claimed compensation from the insurer.96 One of
      the emblems of the anti-slave-trade movement was the diagram of the slave ship Brookes. The
      Brookes, a slave ship registered in Liverpool, gained notoriety for a voyage in 1783: of the six hundred
      slaves crammed on board, seventy died during the crossing.97 There was a public outcry against the
      inhumanity of the slave trade, led by the influential Quaker pressure group that in the same year had formed the
      first Abolition Committee. This event provided the group with powerful arguments that led to an increase in the
      number of supporters for the abolitionist cause, including William Wilberforce and Thomas Clarkson, who were
      instrumental in bringing the abolitionist debate into mainstream British politics. In 1788, Clarkson printed a
      diagram of stowage in the Brookes that was used by Captain Perry, commissioned by the government to
      investigate the case.98 Clarkson’s engravings and Perry’s report, which described the horrors of the
      slave trade in detail, were widely distributed by the Abolition Committee and reached the Spanish
      government.99 Repercussions soon followed. Baker and Dawson, which in 1788 had applied for
      renewal of the asiento to supply the Cuban market, saw its proposal refused by the nascent Cuban sugarocracy, who
      argued that the island’s development would be jeopardized by putting the supply of slaves into British hands just
      as Britain was moving toward abolition.100
    


    
      Finally, a Royal Cedula of 28 February 1789101 broke with almost three hundred years of slave trading
      practices by including slaves as a new merchandise within the free-trade model. This regulation, which
      theoretically only affected Caribbean ports, authorized all subjects of the king of Spain to organize, on their
      own initiative, expeditions to “buy negroes in any place where there is a market or a supply of them” and to use
      any means of payment for the transactions. Although the delivery of slaves to America was not liable for tax,
      some restrictions did apply, such as the requirement to center the trade in a single port for each authorized
      area—whether Havana, Puerto Cabello, Santo Domingo, or Puerto Rico—and the ban on loading goods for the return
      voyage. Slave ships sailing from Spanish ports could carry “fruit and commodities” to authorized ports and use
      profits to acquire slaves in foreign colonies. Foreign trade was authorized on a provisional basis for a period
      of two years, although foreign ships were not permitted to bring other goods into Spanish ports. With news of the
      massive uprising of Saint-Domingue on 22–26 August 1791, the concession was
      extended to Santa Fe and Buenos Aires102 and the permission granted to foreign traders was prolonged for a
      further six years.
    


    
      Although the importance of these measures for the development of slave-based agriculture in the Spanish colonies
      has been sufficiently documented in the historiography, not so well documented are the repercussions on the trade
      between Spain and America.103 Between 1790 and 1796, an average of seventy-seven ships delivered 5,677
      Africans to Havana each year, with a third of the vessels and a quarter of the cargo belonging to Spanish
      traders. In this period, the slave trade became part of mainstream commercial activities associated with colonial
      trade; unfortunately, it is not easy to document how this interdependence actually developed. The traders’
      scrupulous care to cover up the nature of their operations is a major obstacle to identifying asientos related to
      the slave trade in merchants’ accounts.104 In addition, the fact that Spanish traders in the 1790s
      preferred to confine their coastal trading operations to the British West Indies, particularly Jamaica and the
      Hispanic Atlantic ports,105 makes it difficult to trace their movements from Spanish sources. From the
      information available we can distinguish two distinct phases in what Fradera describes as the “legal period.”
      Until 1796, the demand for slave labor was met by intercolonial trade out of British entrepôts in the
      Caribbean, especially Jamaica. The war with Great Britain and the fear of receiving slaves contaminated by the
      rebellions that had swept non-Spanish colonies led the Spanish authorities to adopt measures that would affect
      the slave trade circuit. Las Casas, governor of Cuba—the largest imperial market—prohibited the importation of
      slaves acquired in non-Spanish colonies and ordered the expulsion of slaves who had been brought to the island
      from places where uprisings had been reported. Thus only bozal (African-born) negroes arriving directly
      from the coasts of Africa would be admitted in future.106 This decision was preceded by a series
      of measures that, although not prohibiting imports from non-Spanish colonies, aimed to stimulate Spanish
      participation in the triangular trade. Two Royal Orders dated 30 January 1793 and 20th January 1794 attempted to
      reduce relative costs for Spanish slave trading companies by removing the tariff barriers that raised the cost of
      acquiring foreign goods destined for the purchase of slaves.107 A further two provisions in 1793
      authorized the purchase and registration of foreign vessels for slave trading and exempted their owners from the
      alcabala sales tax.108
    


    
      The impact of these measures would not be felt until a decade later. Until 1809, successive wars against Great
      Britain made ocean crossings practically unviable for Spanish ships, except during the short intervals of peace
      that followed the Treaty of Amiens (1801);109 neutral North Americans, meanwhile,
      guaranteed the continuity of the slave trade and redistribution in the European market of colonial goods obtained
      from the sale of slaves.110 Thereafter, the entry of French troops in Spain and the consequent change
      in alliances diminished the risks to Spanish slave trading, which also indirectly benefited from the prohibition
      of slave trading in Great Britain (1807) and the decline in Dutch activity.
    


    
      For four centuries, the trafficking of slaves had been regarded as a royal prerogative that was used to reward
      loyalty, pay off loans, and make tacit alliances with European maritime powers. By the second decade of the
      nineteenth century, this “odious commerce” occupied a central role in Spanish transatlantic trade and was a
      regular activity and major source of income for a Spanish merchant class attempting to adapt to the reality of a
      shrunken empire eclipsed by Britain, which enlightened thinkers, like the Count of Campomanes, considered to set
      an example for all.
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      Among the European Atlantic empires, Portugal established a unique and complex
      relationship with Africa. Well before the ships and merchants of other European maritime regions, traders from
      Lisbon, the Algarves, Madeira, and the Cape Verde Islands started exchanges with the sub-Saharan ports. Soon,
      Portuguese institutions were transplanted in the African continent. The early dioceses of Cape Verde (1533), São
      Tomé (1534), Congo and Angola (1596), whose seat was in São Salvador do Congo (Mbanza Congo) and was the first to
      be established in continental Africa, as well as the municipal councils of Luanda (1589), Massangano (1589), and
      Benguela (1619) strengthened the Portuguese colonial enclaves. Built in 1671, two hundred miles Southeast of
      Luanda, the fort of Pungo Andongo became the most central European outpost in Africa until the mid nineteenth
      century. At the same time, the transatlantic slave trade to the Portuguese colonies, mostly through bilateral
      exchanges between Brazil and Angola, increased steadily, transforming Luanda into the most important slaving port
      on the west coast of Africa. This context led Portuguese authorities and missionaries, mainly the Jesuits, who
      traded enslaved Africans and possessed slave properties in Angola and Brazil, to elaborate an articulate
      justification of the slave trade, connecting colonial exploitation on both sides of the South Atlantic.
    


    
      As is well known, the Jesuits played a fundamental role in building the
      framework of Portuguese expansion. São Paulo de Piratininga, São Paulo de Luanda, São Paulo de Goa, São Paulo de
      Malacca, and São Paulo de Macao: all over the world, the Society of Jesus was erecting churches and colleges in
      honor of the saint consecrated as the apostle of the gentiles. Moreover, an interpretation of verses 18 to 23 of
      Saint Paul’s first epistle to the Romans led some theologians to maintain that overseas gentiles would have had a
      previous knowledge of the Christian God even before the arrival of the missionaries.1 However, gentiles’
      reactions would change from one longitude to the other. Early on, the missionaries realized—and vindicated—the
      specificity of missionary work overseas.
    


    
      From India, the Lisboan Father Luís Fróis warned with refined objectivity, showing his perfect awareness of the
      cultural limits of sacred rhetoric: “As to the course of studies [at the college of São Paulo in Goa] and the
      order of them, I truly believe that they should not expect the renown of the ceremonies at Coimbra [University]
      nor the large number of classes and scholars there, for that is the proper place to acquire the sciences, and
      here to practice them, there to dispute and raise questions, here to give solutions to those who live in the
      valley of the shadow of death.”2
    


    
      Certainly, the duty to catechize imposed on missionaries a social reflection to understand overseas cultures.
      Still, it was not only regarding natives that the process of evangelical transculturation took place. Just as
      significant was the pro-slavery doctrinal adjustment that the Jesuits in Angola and Brazil carried out.
    


    
      As David Brion Davis points out, the process of transforming human beings into slaves has generated, since
      antiquity, a dualism in religious and philosophical thought. The peak of this dualism, continues Davis, occurred
      in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, as the distance between the rising cult of freedom in Europe and the
      expansion of colonial slavery in America was greater.3 In the Iberian Peninsula, this
      contradiction took shape within the framework of the Counter Reformation. In fact, the sixteenth-century Catholic
      Reformation revived the practice of the seven sacraments, against the Protestant doctrine, which recognized just
      two of them (Eucharist and baptism) and questioned if they were mandatory.4 Yet, missionary practice had to
      overcome the impasses that arose with regard to the effects of the sacraments of marriage, baptism, and
      confession on the status of slaves and the rights of masters.
    


    
      Soon, the Jesuits met with a serious reverse in Central Africa. At King John III’s request, a Jesuit mission
      departed to Mbanza Congo in 1548.5 Setting out even before the first Jesuits came to Brazil, the Congo mission
      brought fervent hopes to the Society of Jesus’ colleges.6 Written by Father Cornélio Gomes, a
      Portuguese Jesuit born in Mbanza Congo, the Doutrina christã na
      língoa do Congo (1556) appeared as the first book printed in a Bantu language.7 The book was published
      some years later than the Arte da língoa malabar em português (1549), by the Jesuit Henrique Henriques,
      and the Cartilha em tamul e português (1554), authored by three Hindus converted by the Jesuits, but
      forty years before the Arte da grammatica da língua mais usada na costa do Brasil (1595) by Father
      Anchieta S.J., about the Tupi language, and fifty years earlier than the Arte da língoa de Japam
      (1604–1608) by the Jesuit João Rodrigues.
    


    
      The decline of Latin as the universal language of Europe and contact with the new cultures revealed by the Age of
      Discovery had transformed the world into a new Babel. As Carvalhão Buescu has noted, scholars of the Society of
      Jesus would methodically translate overseas languages, preliterate in most cases, into sixteenth- and
      seventeenth-century Portuguese. Guided by the linguistic model provided by Latin grammar, the missionaries tried
      to decode all languages.8
    


    
      The fact that the Jesuits took a pioneering role in the study of native languages derived from their privileged
      position in Iberian overseas expansion. As will be seen, it also had to do with the importance Jesuit doctrine
      attached to the sacraments of Eucharist and confession. In the post-Tridentine doctrine followed by the Society
      of Jesus, confession presupposed a direct and private contact between confessor and penitent, so required a
      substantial knowledge of native tongues.9
    


    
      In any case, the early effort to create a grammar of the Bakongo language demonstrates the strong interest in
      that Central Africa kingdom. Upon setting foot in the territory of Bahia, after having crossed the Atlantic,
      Father Manuel da Nóbrega asked anxiously in one of his first letters to the metropolitan superior: “[I]s there
      news from the Congo mission?”10 There was news, but not pleasant news. One of the Jesuits sent to the Bakongo
      kingdom had returned to the metropolis. The other two missionaries, converted to the slave trade, ended up
      expelled from the Company of Jesus.11 Except for some visits, they resettled in the region only in 1618 and
      only for a short time because the Jesuits closed permanently the college of São Salvador do Congo in
      1669.12
    


    
      In 1559, the first group of Jesuit missionaries traveled to Angola.13 Wary after the fiasco in Congo, the
      superior of the mission opted for military conquest. “Without subjugation, neither this nor any other barbarian
      people, no matter how well inclined, will be able to remain steadfast in faith, as it can be clearly seen in
      Congo, where Christianity has been so ill attained.”14 Angola—the Ndongo kingdom—suffered the
      consequences of the affronts the Jesuits received in Congo. Together with the villages, the sobas (local
      Mbundu rulers with authority over a territory and its inhabitants [a sobado]) were removed from the
      sovereignty of the King of Ndongo and handed over to the Jesuits and Portuguese
      captains. Governor Paulo Dias Novais made official this subjection to vassalage through the system of Portuguese
      amos (masters), a sort of Angolan encomienda.15
    


    
      Unlike their European contemporaries, Portuguese sailors, merchants, and missionaries had some knowledge of
      communities on the African littoral in the mid sixteenth century. In addition to experience acquired in the
      Atlantic Islands and Upper Guinea, many priests had already had daily contact with black and Moorish captives
      sold by three generations of slave traders in some parts of the Iberian Peninsula.16
    


    
      Consequently, the clergy in Brazil professed the doctrine propagated by the papal bull Romanus pontifex
      (1455).17 The enslavement of black Africans was tolerated because it made catechesis
      easier. Taken from the Dark Continent, the Africans’ souls would be saved in the Christian environment of the
      Iberian kingdoms and its Americans enclaves. Still, it was also necessary to adapt the pontifical doctrine to the
      American colonial scene, where slavery, unlike that which prevailed in Iberian cities like Seville and Lisbon,
      progressively assumed a systemic character. It is noteworthy that the involvement of the Portuguese in the slave
      trade during the sixteenth century was severely criticized by the Dominican friar Fernando Oliveira (1507–1581)
      in his pioneering treaty on sea power, Arte da guerra do mar (1555).18
    


    
      On landing in Bahia, Nóbrega was shocked at what he saw and heard. “All, or almost all” settlers had a guilty
      conscience for owning slaves illicitly. Without delay, he asked the Portuguese court to send inquisitors of the
      Holy Office to free the natives who had been “illicitly enslaved” and kept in paganism by unjust
      masters,19 a clear antislavery attitude without concessions that would be abandoned
      subsequently. In fact, a year later the Jesuit superior was dealing with a new dilemma: the masters prevented
      slaves from marrying, afraid of being compelled to manumit both spouses.
    


    
      In fact, the sacrament of marriage was changing. Feudal customs of Roman origin, which characterized marriage as
      a connubium legitimum—union of free individuals decided between persons of the same social status—had
      fallen into disuse.20 As a source of divine grace and remedy for concupiscence, marriage had to be
      facilitated by the church. For this reason, the mutual consent of spouses was enough to sanction their union
      before a parish priest.21 This practice, favorable to morganatic, socially unequal marriages,
      threatened lineages and social hierarchies. Hence, French participants in the Council of Trent (1545–1563),
      formalizing the nobility’s complaints, requested a stricter canon law on marriage. In the end, the bishops
      decided on the presence of witnesses and of the parish priest during the
      ceremony but maintained the prevalence of mutual consent. For the prelates, parental, family consent was not a
      necessary condition to validate the sacrament. The French monarchy rejected the Council’s decrees, considering
      them offensive to the rights of the secular power. A royal ordinance of Henry III established a norm to guarantee
      patrimonial interests that would last until the French Revolution: marriage without parental consent was linked
      to abduction and punished with death.22
    


    
      A totally different conflict concerning marriage arose in slaveholding colonies. What was the social autonomy
      granted to an enslaved family started under the sacrament of marriage? Did the captive married by the church
      assume the status of pater familias, being given freedom and control over his wife and children?
    


    
      Following the pre-Tridentine Thomist doctrine, Nóbrega and the Society of Jesus in Brazil did not believe so.
      Wishing to reconcile the duty of catechizing and the will of slave masters, the Jesuit superior suggested a new
      charter to King John III: it should be clear that marriage between slaves would not exempt spouses from bondage
      nor force their masters to manumit them. Attentive to the overseas context, Nóbrega recommended the enforcement
      of this law in Brazil, São Tomé, and other slaveholding regions.23 This would be the court’s purpose. At the
      turn of the seventeenth century, the Jesuit Jorge Benci wrote in his breviary on Luso-Brazilian slavery that
      masters used to prohibit slaves from marrying and, if they were already married, the masters would care little
      about separating couples when selling them.24
    


    
      Subsequently, the constitutions of the Archbishopric of Bahia ruled in 1707 to codify the canonical norms that
      endured until the abolition of slavery in Brazil (1888): slaves who get married “remain slaves, as they were
      before.”25 In the middle of the nineteenth century, the jurist Perdigão Malheiro
      summarized the legal doctrine prevailing in Brazil with regard to slave marriages: “The Civil Law … as a rule has
      almost no effect on them.” Some years later, in 1869—three hundred years after the beginning of the slave
      trade—Brazilian law granted legal rights to enslaved parents: in the auction of slave families, it was not
      allowed to separate spouses or children of less than twelve years of age from the father or the
      mother.26
    


    
      Apparently contradictory, Nóbrega’s judgments illustrated the tortuous process of adjusting a religious doctrine
      to the colonial order. On the one hand, Nóbrega firmly stated the justification for evangelization: bondage would
      be legitimate only if followed by catechesis. On the other hand, he established the primacy of the right of
      property—of the full right to enslave—over the contractual norms implicit in sixteenth-century religious
      practice. Here, it is worth recalling Orlando Patterson’s analysis: the slave
      was a slave not because he was property, but because he could not possess; not because the slave was an object of
      property, but because he was prevented from becoming the subject of property, since he did not hold the essential
      rights in the acts in which he appeared as a contracting party.27 On restricting the social and legal
      effects of the religious marriage between slaves, Nóbrega stimulated an institutional movement of adjustment of
      Christian doctrine to slavery. From the same perspective, the royal letter of 1557 to the governor of India
      determined that converted Moorish slaves and gentiles could only be resold to Christian masters, to prevent them
      from returning to heresy and paganism. Yet baptism did not change slaves’ status. They would not become “free
      Christians for that reason.”28
    


    
      To the contrary, baptism opened a path of no return to slavery, a problem the Jesuits had resolved in Luanda. The
      Jesuits believed that slaves donated to them by settlers would teach harmful habits to the priests’ other slaves.
      Therefore, it was better to sell them right away.29 The option of manumitting the captives
      donated to the Society of Jesus did not cross the clergymen’s minds. Even being of little value, slaves could be
      exported and taxed by the Crown. A captain in Angola reported that native merchants sold so-called “pieces”
      (slaves) in lots, good ones mixed with bad ones. However, slave traders would reject the “bad pieces”—the sick,
      the old, and children—compelling merchants to resell them to free Mbundu, who used these slaves in their lands.
      For the captain, “bad pieces” should be exported to Rio de Janeiro and subject to the royal tribute, thus
      preventing these individuals from returning to paganism in the Angolan hinterlands.30 Captive, the native
      was baptized and became a Christian, which rendered him unable to return to natural freedom, a den of idolatry.
    


    
      Friar Vitoriano, bishop of Cape Verde in the beginning of the eighteenth century, would be sleepless merely
      thinking of fornication among the colonists of his island. Moved by his ardor to break up sexual liaisons, he
      used to get up and “leave during the night to remove, personally, the concubines out not only from priests’
      houses, but also from those of laymen, even in distant places and out of town.” The free concubines would be
      exiled to other islands of the African archipelago, whereas the slaves would be banished and sold in Rio de
      Janeiro.31
    


    
      Concerning the Portuguese attachment to the commodity slave, some authors stressed the discrepancy of the Iberian
      legislation on the status of slaves belonging to defendants before the Holy Office. In Spain, the tribunals would
      manumit them eventually. In Portugal, in contrast, they were confiscated and later sold by royal foremen to the
      benefit of inquisitors.32 Freeing rebel slaves and the so-called refuse composed of old slaves,
      children, concubines, and heretics’ captives was unthinkable.
    


    The Antislavery of the Holy Sacraments


    
      Far from the theologians of Coimbra and Salamanca, more worried with securing the material bases of overseas
      residences, the second generation of Jesuit missionaries managed slaves directly. In Europe and Asia, the Society
      of Jesus succeeded in obtaining privileges that provided missionaries with revenues, as was the case with the
      contrato de Japão (sale of Chinese silk from Macao to Japan) and land revenues in Portugal and India,
      such as the revenues from namoxin lands confiscated from Hindu temples in Goa.33 The maintenance of
      missions justified the order sidestepping Tridentine guidelines and even the restrictions of the Superior General
      Francisco de Borja, who prohibited Jesuits from commercial activity.
    


    
      In Southern Africa and, to a lesser scale, in Portuguese America, the Jesuits’ resources came from the compulsory
      labor of natives and also, in Luanda, from the Atlantic slave trade.34
    


    
      Property donated to the missionaries or acquired by them included a growing number of slaves. In the higher
      spheres of the society, the missionaries’ involvement in Atlantic slave transactions was embarrassing to the
      point of making Francisco de Borja (1565–1572) protest against the owning of slaves by the Society of Jesus. In
      this context, antislavery reactions arose at the college of Bahia, especially the incidents triggered by Fathers
      Miguel García and Gonçalo Leite. Deciding to impose a strict obedience to the sacrament of confession, these two
      Jesuits understood that absolution suited only those masters able to prove they owned slaves legally.35 It was
      not only the general status of slavery in Renaissance Europe that was under discussion; more precisely, they
      debated the problems caused by the daily witnessing of slaveholders’ violence.
    


    
      Outraged by the missionaries who herded black and Indian slaves, Father Miguel García warned Rome in 1583: “The
      mass of slaves the Society owns in this Province, particularly in this college [of Bahia] is something I cannot
      swallow by any means.” In his opinion, all natives and Africans employed in Bahia had been illicitly enslaved.
      From the beginning, he refused to hear the confession of any slave master, including his own fellow
      Jesuits.36 He was not the only Jesuit to take such actions. From Lisbon, the procurator
      of the missions, Father Jerônimo Cardoso, wrote to the superior general to criticize the fact that the Society of
      Jesus owned slaves in Brazil. “We ask the king to order that all [Indians] be freed, yet, we have many captives
      and make more use of those from the villages, than all other whites do.” In Angola, all say “we trade and
      practice commerce sub praetextu conversionis [under the pretext of conversion]: and I would say that if
      we cannot maintain many [missionaries] without them having [slaves] then we
      should maintain fewer [missionaries] without [slaves], for so did the ancients.”37
    


    
      Sent from Lisbon to Bahia to settle the conflict, the Visitador (Itinerant Inspector) Father Cristovão
      de Gouveia, carrying opinions written by the Society’s treatise writers, met the most prominent
      missionaries.38 Again, the Jesuits decided that slavery was a “safe contract,” as the Board
      of Conscience (Mesa de Consciência) had determined.39 Thus, Father García’s opinions seemed
      “quite contrary to common sense, dangerous and scandalous in these parts.” Consequently, the superiors of the
      order decided to send García back to Spain.40
    


    
      Gonçalo Leite’s antislavery discourse created a more serious incident. Master of the novices, first professor of
      arts in the college of Bahia, superior of the residences of Porto Seguro and Ilhéus, he had a significant
      influence on his fellows. Other priests, close to Miguel García and Gonçalo Leite, also decided to deny the
      sacrament of confession to slaveholders who could not justify the enslavement of their captives. The Visitador
      tried to disqualify those missionaries, determining that they would hear confessions only at the college entrance
      hall, prohibiting them from exercising their ministry inside the church.
    


    
      At that point, the sacrament of confession, as in the case of marriage, was going through transformations.
      Tridentine reforms established the individual confession in closed cubicles inside the church—confessionals date
      back from that time—abandoning the collective or domestic acts in the residences.41 The penitents
      submitted to contrition, to confession proper, and to compunction for the sins committed. Influenced by Baius
      (1513–1589)—a theologian at the University of Louvain and precursor of Jansenism—clerical thought understood
      that, in the absence of the penitent’s repentance, without real contrition, confessors should refuse or postpone
      the sacrament. Contrito caritate perfecta, the rule of the Council distinguished the perfect contrition,
      characterized by sincere and disinterested hostility to sin, from attrition, regret motivated only by
      fear of divine punishment.42 Tolerated in the baptism of natives, mere attrition seemed to some priests
      insufficient to make confession effective.43
    


    
      The Jesuits stood out for their action in favor of assiduous communion and confession.44 Influenced by the
      Society of Jesus, Cardinal Infante Dom Henrique, regent of the Kingdom and inquisitor-general, issued in 1556 a
      royal provision in which he summoned Catholics to confess and partake of the Holy Communion regularly, “finding
      very odd the contrary abuse.”45 Yet, there were missionaries in Bahia who insisted on refusing the sacrament
      to the many faithful settlers who owned slaves. It was urgent to resolve the impasse: Gonçalo Leite ended up
      being banished to Lisbon by decision of the Visitador.
    


    
      Father Fernão Cardim, who traveled from Lisbon with Father Cristovão de
      Gouveia, was laconic about this serious antislavery dissent: “the Visitador has sometimes, together with some
      prelates and scholars, dealt with cases of great importance about enslavement, baptism, and marriage of Indians
      and Guinea slaves, from their resolutions followed veritable fruit and improved Christianity after we arrived in
      Brazil.”46 In fact, the “resolutions” of the Visitador did not convince Father Gonçalo
      Leite at all. From Lisbon, he continued to protest to the head of the Society of Jesus in Rome, demanding
      confessions based on contrition: “I see our priests confessing homicides and robbers of someone else’s freedom,
      property and sweat, with neither restitution of the past nor remedy for future evils of the same sort that are
      committed every day.”47 As he observed in Bahia, slaveholders refused to demonstrate the necessary
      regret and did not restitute past sins, maintaining their property in illicitly enslaved individuals. Therefore,
      they were prevented from confessing.
    


    
      At first, the antislavery missionaries’ protest produced the desired result in Rome. Against the opinion of
      Visitador Gouveia and of the most influential Jesuits in Brazil and Angola, the superior of the order in Rome,
      Claudio Acquaviva, determined that the Jesuits would neither own nor trade persons enslaved under doubtful
      conditions nor absolve their masters. Besides, Jesuits should not follow those who said that it was better to
      maintain these individuals in bondage than to let them live free as pagans. However, Acquaviva eventually went
      back on his word and authorized missionaries to own slaves.48
    


    
      The refusal to confess slaveholders, an extreme measure, does not seem to have been applied collectively again,
      as had happened in Bahia. Miguel García, Gonçalo Leite, and their Jesuit fellows in Bahia saw in slavery an
      obstacle to the teaching of the gospel overseas. Amador Arrais and Pedro Brandão, Carmelite bishops, expressed
      their criticism based on a different ideological foundation, grounded in conservative, seigniorial,
      antimercantilist thought. For them, what mattered were the evils engendered by slavery in the heart of
      traditional Portuguese society. Moreover, on attributing a redeeming legal effect to the baptism of slaves, the
      two bishops also expressed the antagonistic character that existed between catechesis and slavery.
    


    
      Friar Pedro Brandão had direct knowledge of the slave trade in the diocese of Cape Verde, where he performed
      Episcopal functions (1589–1594). Based on his familiarity with the ports of Upper Guinea, he concluded that it
      was “humanly impossible” to deter the unlawfulness of the enslavement and the trade in Africans. Brandão’s
      reflections were influenced by his professor, Friar Amador Arrais, bishop of Portalegre, in Alentejo, affiliated
      with the antihumanist thought of the sixteenth century. In his
      Diálogos (1589), Friar Amador Arrais condemned slavery because it endangered the seigniorial order and
      the traditional communities. To him, the introduction of Africans in Portugal took away jobs and occupations from
      poor white men: “In earlier times, before that canaille [the slaves] came to the kingdom, there were as many
      Portuguese people as now, nobody begged … the poor lived with the rich, and the rich maintained them and all had
      the necessities for living.” Moreover, evangelical reasons proper intervened: the traffic had brought illicitly
      enslaved people, offending Christian morals from the beginning: “[B]ringing them [the Africans] to become
      Christians is not an excuse, since Christianity cannot be exchanged for bondage.”49
    


    
      In the same vein, Bishop Brandão coupled his reactionary convictions with antislavery arguments. Slavery seemed
      reprehensible to him because it increased the disorder of seigniorial society, intensifying the evils caused in
      Portugal by the prevalence of the merchants’ interests and new forms of enrichment generated by the discoveries.
      Thus, Brandão listed the troubles the African slave trade caused Portugal: economic disequilibrium, shortages of
      food, monopoly of the wheat business by foreigners, unemployment for poor whites, because the rich would only
      make use of slaves: “hence so many lost [poor] without means of living,” degradation of manual crafts performed
      by slaves, “mixing of blood,” the miscegenation that “uglified” Portugal, concubinage, public immorality, and
      discredit of the Kingdom before Europe, because “[W]e do not know of a nation other than the Portuguese that
      trades slaves as commodities.”
    


    
      In practice, the memorial by the bishop of Cape Verde was a petition for the court to determine the manumission
      of converted slaves. As said previously with regard to marriage and confession, baptism was declared mandatory in
      the Council of Trent.50 Nevertheless, what were the direct and indirect consequences of divine
      remission infused in colonial peoples by the sacrament of baptism? Understanding that baptism had an intrinsic
      redeeming effect—as taught by the theologian Jesuit Fernão Rebelo at the University of Évora—Brandão formulated a
      forceful antislavery argument: “Among Turks and Moors freedom is given to captive Christians if they adopt their
      damned sect, and there is more reason to give it to the gentiles of the colony, which the popes granted to this
      kingdom, to make them Christians.”51
    


    
      Evoking Divine Providence, Bishop Brandão asserted that Portuguese faults in the spreading of slavery had caused
      the misfortunes (such as the death of the Portuguese King Sebastian in North Africa and threats of war) that had
      befallen the kingdom as divine punishment.52 Later, facing the hostility of Cape Verdean colonists and the
      Catholic hierarchy, Friar Brandão resigned the bishopric.53 His criticisms of the slave trade were
      contemporary with the first Portuguese asiento contract with Spain
      (1595), which gave to the transatlantic slave trade an unprecedented volume and extension.54
    


    
      Nonetheless, the Crown’s policies, especially during the union with Spain (1580–1640), and merchants’ activities
      were not the only source of interest and legitimacy driving the early transatlantic slave trade. Despite the
      objections from priests such as Brandão and García from various points in the overseas empire, many of the
      missionaries, particularly the Jesuits in Africa and Portuguese America, played a crucial role in this process.
    


    The Jesuits’ Pro-Slave Trade Theory


    
      I am the mantle of the world
    


    
      whose sins I covered
    


    
      “Auto de la Visitación de santa Isabel” (1597) José de Anchieta
    


    
      In 1592, Father Pero Rodrigues embarked from Lisbon on a long sea journey that would take him to two continents
      to carry out two challenging tasks. Appointed Visitador of the Jesuits’ in Angola, he would prepare a report on
      missions among the Mbundu people to the order’s superior general in Rome. Then he would cross the Atlantic again
      to take over his position as provincial of the Society of Jesus in Brazil (1594–1603). On leaving the Tagus, he
      already knew of the trouble emerging on the South Atlantic horizon: the governor of Angola, Francisco de Almeida,
      in whose fleet Pero Rodrigues was traveling, carried categorical royal orders: the system of amos should be
      extinguished. The Jesuits and captains who had robbed the Angolan sobados should hand over villages, revenues,
      and natives to the Crown’s representative.
    


    
      However, instead of sailing to Luanda together with the fleet, Father Pero’s ship landed in Bahia first. Thus,
      the Visitador heard from the missionaries of Brazil about the dispute of the amos in Angola.55 At that
      point, the Society of Jesus was striving to consolidate its missions in Portuguese America by means of
      relocations (descimento), a system that subjugated Indian communities from the hinterlands to the
      missionaries and colonial authorities.
    


    
      Although the context of Portuguese America—exporter of inert goods—was different from that of Angola—from which
      living “goods” were exported—settlements in Brazil resembled the system of Angolan sobados managed by Jesuit
      amos. Consequently, José de Anchieta, Luís da Grã, Fernão Cardim, the provincial Marçal Beliarte, and other
      Jesuits in Portuguese America would support their fellows in Angola. Contrary to the royal order of 1592, they decided that the Jesuits should carry on controlling the
      sobados.56
    


    
      Armed with these opinions, Father Pero resumed his journey to Luanda, where events had come to a head. Thus, the
      Itinerant Inspector’s ship crossed on the high seas two vessels from Luanda, which would call in Pernambuco
      before proceeding to Lisbon. Each vessel was carrying a central character of the conflict that took place in
      Angola: the first carried the governor Francisco de Almeida, expelled by the Jesuits and captains involved in the
      amos’ uprising, and the second, the superior Baltazar Barreira, banished by Philip II from the colony for having
      headed the said rebellion.57
    


    
      Father Baltazar Barreira had first landed in Angola 1579, together with the Captain-General Paulo Dias Novais, as
      superior of the Jesuits’ mission.58 Soon, the Jesuits erected the church of São Paulo de Luanda, which lent
      its name to the town, and fought beside the conquerors, exhorting them in the battles.59 In spite of having
      baptized the first converted Ndongo nobleman as Constantino, Barreira remained skeptical regarding the
      possibility of Constantinism (as Charles Boxer wrote), already attempted in parts of Asia, thriving in Angola. In
      fact, he did not think that Christianity could be inculcated from above, cascading through the traditional native
      hierarchy, after the conversion of the Mbundu aristocracy.60 On the contrary, the failure of the
      policy of indirect government tried in Congo made the Jesuits fight to defeat the Ndongo kingdom through a total
      war of economic, territorial, and ideological conquest. On providing captains with moral and material help,
      attentive to Mbundu war tactics, and raising soldiers and gunpowder to form armies, Barreira must be considered a
      real military chief who shared with Paulo Dias Novais the leadership of the offensive launched in Central Africa
      from 1580 on.61
    


    
      Summoned by King Philip II to appear before the court after the amos’ rebellion, Barreira went to Madrid and
      proceeded to Évora, where he took over the position of novice master. He was about sixty-six years old when he
      resumed his African apostolate in Guinea, Cape Verde, and Sierra Leone. Affectionately called the Old Saint by
      father Antonio Vieira and other missionaries, he died in Cape Verde in 1612, after having served the Crown and
      the Society of Jesus for more than half a century.62
    


    
      An old hand in West African affairs, a tireless traveler, influential with allied chiefs, Barreira might be, in
      the Jesuit saga, as distinguished as Francis Xavier and José de Anchieta for their apostolates in Asia and
      America. This was the feeling that the Lisbon Jesuit Baltazar Telles expressed in his Chronica (1645),
      the first history of the Portuguese Jesuits written from a nationalist, anti-Spanish perspective. Years later,
      passing through Cape Verde, Father Antônio Vieira paid homage to the memory of Barreira, the Old Saint, “so much to be imitated.”63 The beatification process of Baltazar
      Barreira would have to come to terms with the Old Saint’s voluntary, considered, and decisive activity in favor
      of the Atlantic slave trade.64
    


    
      To Loyola, Laínez, Borja, Mercurian, and Acquaviva—superiors general of the Society of Jesus in the sixteenth
      century—the fact that the Jesuits owned slaves was repugnant. “There are days in which I am resolved that it does
      not suit the Society to make use of slaves. To Your Most Rev. I recommend trying to gently get rid of those you
      have in Portugal,” insisted the Superior General Francisco Borja to the provincial of Portugal in
      1569.65 Other superiors general of the society also expressed scruples on the matter,
      considering that the missionaries’ slaveholding practices did not augur well for the work of the society in
      Africa.
    


    
      The insertion of the human commodity in the gears of the Commercial Revolution reintroduced the concept of
      absolute property coined by Roman law: the slave was an integral part of the individual, private universe of
      property owned, exchanged, sold, pawned, and inherited, of the universitas rerum.66 That
      situation induced Catholic theologians and regalist philosophers to consider the absolute property of a slave by
      a master as an obstruction to catechesis overseas and a producer of crippling effects on the plenitude of
      monarchical authority.
    


    
      Within these legal and philosophical uncertainties, Barreira sent a memorial from Luanda to the scholars of
      Salamanca, Évora, and Coimbra, who were debating the lawfulness of the slave trade. For Barreira, there were no
      doubts about the foundation for African enslavement. Counted as money everywhere, a slave, argued Barreira, was
      the currency of the colony. Prisoners of war, delinquents, and descendants of other captives composed the
      contingents of the African hinterland traffic. Forced, sold, and resold from market to market, all these people
      were mixed, making it impossible to clear up the legitimacy of their bondage. Furthermore, Barreira alleged, the
      Mbundu asked for missionaries to convert them and, later, abjured the Christian faith, falling into paganism
      again, therefore incurring apostasy. Thus, the war that was made on them should be understood as a just
      war: “[T]he conclusion will be that the more involved we become with the land and trade in blacks, the more
      we will come to realize that slaves can be more safely bought in Angola than from anywhere else in Guinea [i.e.,
      black Africa].” In a related text, Barreira explained that, among the peoples of Angola, there was no “legitimate
      marriage in the law of nature.”67 For him, the slave trade did not destroy any authentic Angolan family.
    


    
      The argument according to which the Angolan traffic—given the role of native intermediaries in the markets—seemed
      more licit than in any other part of Africa is summed up by the provincial of Portugal, Francisco de Gouveia, influential with the Curia, and conveyed to the leadership of the
      Society.68
    


    
      Thus, the need for legally recognizing the just war (bellum justum) that would legitimate the enslavement of
      prisoners captured in battle was overcome. Supposedly already enslaved by natives, the captives were acquired
      through purchase and barter in hinterland markets and not through direct capture by the Portuguese, as was usual
      in indigenous bondage in Brazil. At the same time, at the University of Coimbra, it was taught that the slave
      trade regularly submitted to the royal contracts and taxes of Portugal would enjoy full legal sanction ipso
      facto.69
    


    
      For reasons deriving from security in maritime traffic and the Lusitanian monopoly in Central Africa, the
      asientistas invested heavily in Angola. Thus, Barreira’s ideology for justifying the Angolan traffic
      spread as slave ships flowed in greater numbers to Southern Africa.
    


    
      An assiduous letter writer, a fine thinker, a gifted author, and knowledgeable of the sugar mills in Pernambuco,
      São Tomé and Cape Verde, considered as the greatest Jesuit expert and, certainly, the most experienced missionary
      of his time in Africa, Barreira efficiently rebutted the moral and religious restrictions raised against the
      Atlantic slave trade. According to the Society of Jesus’ procedures, his letters, as those by Jesuits in the East
      and America, were often reputed to be edifying. As such, they were to be read in college and seminary refectories
      to motivate preachers, novices, and the faithful and make them reflect.70 Copied and deposited in libraries,
      a good part of this correspondence would serve as a reference on the arts of the devil among overseas pagans. For
      this reason, Barreira’s justification of the slave trade reached opinion makers living far beyond the nominal
      addressees of his letters.
    


    
      On commenting upon the correspondence between Loyola and Jesuits across the four corners of the world, Pierre
      Chaunu points out the beginnings of the modern bureaucratic system of information that the Society of Jesus
      established, a system centralized on the choice of ends and wisely decentralized in the choice of
      means.71 In this context, the pro-Atlantic slavery realpolitik of the province of
      Portugal—inspired by Barreira, among others—had its share of responsibility for the decided reversal made by the
      Jesuit hierarchy in 1599, when an instruction of long-term consequences arrived at overseas missions from Rome:
      “[W]e can make use of captives.”72
    


    
      Barreira was convinced that it was necessary to destroy the Ndongo kingdom to save it for Christ. His accounts of
      the battles omit the presence of thousands of allied native archers to highlight the valor of the Portuguese.
      Divine signs in favor of the conquerors were promptly recorded: crosses in the sky, visions of the Virgin in
      battles, swords of fire, and similar miracles. Equally unrestricted is his
      praise of pillage and the conqueror’s bravery—or truculence.
    


    
      In a letter addressed to Father José de Anchieta, then provincial of Brazil, he narrated the battle of Ilamba
      (1585), in which almost all the warriors of three Ndongo armies had been killed or captured. The Mbundu
      aristocracy was slaughtered. Together with hundreds of severed noses of their soldiers, the chiefs’ heads were
      placed in bags and sent to Luanda on the backs of twenty bearers. Sixty years later, the chronicler Baltazar
      Telles was quite startled by these mutilations, and considered them a “cruel curiosity.”73
    


    
      Patterson observes that all stratified societies are born from violent appropriation of individuals by other
      individuals. In most cases, this act of “original accumulation” is restricted to the prehistory of societies and
      is lost track of. However, in the slaveholding system, the act of reifying the dominated is continuously
      renewed,74 especially in Brazil, I would add, where the slave system—closely connected
      to the Atlantic slave trade circuit from 1550 to 1850—remained based on the pillaging of African villages. Hence
      the importance of following the successive theological and legal arguments that, over those three centuries,
      legitimated the initial, African stage of the slave trade, a decisive moment for the legal foundation of slavery.
    


    
      Within the framework of continuous violence that involved the enslavement of Africans, epistolary documents
      sometimes reveal the ambiguous feelings raised by raids. In bright colors, Father Baltazar Afonso, Barreira’s
      fellow, describes one of Paulo Dias Novais’s raids:
    


    
      At that time [1580] the governor already had with him 300 Portuguese and some 200 slaves of the Portuguese, and
      as there was a shortage of food they started to look for it at gunpoint, conducting some 4 or 5 assaults in which
      they caused great destruction … and bringing plenty of food that satiated all. Here it happened that a [Mbundu]
      father with his son, running away from our people, and seeing that he would not be able to save his son, turned
      to our people and sent as many arrows as he had, until he was killed for not having moved from a place so that
      his son could hide. And the father died and went to hell.75
    


    
      Straightforward language, realistic narrative, explicit rapine, and an extreme gesture of paternal heroism: the
      emotion that flows almost until the end of the text in the desperate fight of the Mbundu father is nevertheless
      stanched by a judgment without forgiveness: “And the father died and went to hell.”
    


    
      Adhering to Barreiras’s thesis, the annual letter of 1588 from the province of Portugal emphasized the
      preeminence of colonial war over catechesis in Angola: “The whole kingdom
      should submit in order to mold (enformar) these gentiles more safely and pull idolatry by the
      root.”76 By the same token, Visitador Pero Rodrigues’s report, whose draft Barreira
      examined closely, ordered missionaries not to baptize any nobleman of the Ndongo kingdom until the whole land was
      subjected to vassalage.77
    


    
      Nonetheless, the replacement of Angolan sobas for captains and Jesuits in the tutelage of the sobados had been
      interrupted by the royal ordinance of 1592, which extinguished the system of amos. King Philip II himself, and
      not only nonconformist priests or envious settlers, refused the property and trade in slaves by the Jesuits. The
      Jesuit response came in a double register. On the one hand, the missionaries challenged the royal authority and
      fomented the amos’ mutiny. On the other hand, the Jesuits’ pro-slavery arguments adjusted to the coeval
      mercantile thought, as shown in an emblematic text written by the Jesuits of Angola after a discussion with their
      coreligionists in Brazil:
    


    
      There is no scandal in [Jesuit] priests of Angola paying their debts with slaves. Because, just as in Europe
      currency is coined gold and silver, and in Brazil it is sugar, in Angola and neighboring kingdoms it is slaves.
      So, when [Jesuit] priests of Brazil send us what we have asked, like [manioc] flour and lumber for doors and
      windows, and when merchants who come to this land sell us biscuits, wine and other things, they do not want to
      receive from us payment in currency other than that which is valid in the land, which is slaves. Which they carry
      each year to Brazil and the Indies.
    


    
      Further on, the document reiterates the mercantile character of captive and deported Africans: “[I]n the custom
      houses of Brazil, where we have sent our slaves until now, we do not pay taxes because of the privilege bestowed
      by His Majesty. As, by the same privilege, [Jesuit] priests do not pay taxes for the sugar they sell in Brazil or
      for other things in Portugal.” Finally, the text underlines the missionaries’ dependence on the specific mode of
      exploitation in each colony: in the Indies of Castile there were the encomiendas; in India the Society of Jesus
      had land rents of the Salsette Island (in Maharashtra); in Portugal the Jesuits had revenues from land and some
      country estates in Alentejo, “and the sobas are [like] the country estates of Alentejo,” i.e., property
      meant to generate income for the Society in Angola.78
    


    
      Already appointed provincial of Brazil, Father Pero Rodrigues appears as the main signatory of this synthesis
      about the meaning of colonization written for the Crown. However, it is clear that the Jesuits of Brazil,
      gathered in Bahia, had already endorsed the document. Barreira had not signed the memorial. Besides being
      disliked at the court, he was not in Luanda anymore. Still, he should be considered its intellectual author
      because the text summarized almost literally the arguments he had formulated
      ten years before.79
    


    
      A concise history of the Jesuits in Angola, written in 1594 for the Superior General Acquaviva, emphasized
      Barreira’s ideas. Only a military offensive could guarantee catechesis. Individuals made captive in war were few;
      most of them would come from the “extremely old and always used” trade practiced by natives in hinterland
      markets. Submitting sobas directly to the Crown would cost much and produce little. The artifices and apostasies
      of the king of Angola—of the Ndongo—had provided the obvious cause of just war to enslave all those people. At
      the conclusion of the document, there is a blow against the unsuccessful governor Francisco de Almeida, the
      Crown’s counselors, and, eventually, King Philip II himself, who had vetoed the system of amos. The (Jesuit)
      priests were watching over Angola very well, “until those who had the obligation to protect this work obstructed
      it.” Guerreiro endorsed the same arguments in his Relação Anual (1603–1611), in which he publicized the
      missionary epic of the Society of Jesus.80
    


    
      Back in Africa in 1606, Barreira sent to the superiors a report on Africans deported via Cape Verde. Quite
      probably, this document was a reply to the antislavery work by Bishop Pedro Brandão. Barreira admitted the stark
      reality: “What one can say in general about Blacks bought and sold in this Guinea called Cape Verde is that no
      examination is made of the title of their enslavement, and nobody asks for it.” After narrating the ways by which
      natives were enslaved, the memorial concludes: “And as to slaves taken from these parts thus far, since the
      fairness of the reason for enslaving them is doubtful, and that in dubio melior est conditio possidentis
      [in doubt, the right of the owner prevails], it seems that nothing has to be changed.”81
    


    
      The Jesuit treatise authors and thinkers admitted that the owners’ right to possession could prevail over the
      captives’ right to freedom, but only in an extreme and hypothetical situation: when the buyer was totally unaware
      of the controversy over the Atlantic slave trade and there was no doubt in favor of the enslaved.82 Based
      on these same principles, Father Antônio Vieira developed, in favor of the Indian enslaved by the settlers of
      Maranhão, an interpretation diametrically opposed to Barreira’s. For Vieira, the postulate in dubio melior
      est conditio possidentis guaranteed the possession of freedom by the captive: “[I]n this case one does not
      question whether the Indians belong to Peter or Paul, but one doubts whether the Indians are free or captive, and
      in this doubt is the possession of freedom.”83
    


    
      Barreira swept such scruples aside and preached the legitimacy of the Atlantic slave traffic, although he
      recognized that the matter was “beset with doubts.” Such is the meaning of a letter he sent to the Roman seat of
      the Society of Jesus: “[C]oncerning the bondage of these Blacks, a matter so
      beset with doubts pro utraque parte [on both sides], it is not possible to do other than either letting
      it continue or to forbid this trade completely. I say this because it is usual to sell Blacks for the misdeeds
      that they themselves or their relatives and children commit, this is like law among them. Sometimes it happens
      that they are sold in spite of being guiltless or for a misdeed that does not deserve bondage. But it is
      impossible to verify.”84
    


    
      By the same ship leaving Sierra Leone to Europe, he sent an account to the order’s director in Portugal
      (provincial), stating a similar thesis.85 In his opinion, the Jesuits could either accept the trade and
      the enslaving practices in Africa or face the Crown, the European merchants, and the colonists. Under the
      overwhelming weight of the interests galvanized by the commercial and production complex of the Atlantic slave
      trade—from the lobbyists for the Madrid asientos to the merchants and masters in Luanda, Rio de Janeiro, and the
      Río de la Plata—only one answer was possible: the Jesuits should let the slave trade continue.
    


    
      Four years later, on answering the inquiry about African slavery requested from Cartagena de Indias by the Jesuit
      jurist Alonso de Sandoval, the superior of the Society of Jesus in Luanda, Father Luís Brandão, reiterated with
      conviction Barreiras’ theory on the lawfulness of the Angolan traffic:
    


    
      Your Reverence would like to know whether the Blacks sent [overseas] are licitly enslaved. To which I answer that
      it seems to me that Y.R. should not have scruples about it. For this is something the Board of Conscience in
      Lisbon has never condemned, and [the Board members] are learned men of good consciences. Furthermore, the bishops
      who have been in São Tomé, Cape Verde and Luanda, being learned and virtuous men, have never condemned it. And we
      have been here for 40 years and very learned [Jesuit] priests have been here, and in the province of Brazil,
      where there always were priests of our order eminent in letters, who never considered this trade illicit: and
      thus we, and the missionaries of Brazil, bought these slaves for our service, with no scruples at all. And I say
      more, that if someone could dispense with having scruples, these are the settlers of these parts, because as the
      merchants who take these Blacks take them in good faith, they can well buy from such merchants with no scruples
      at all, and they can sell [the enslaved]: for it is common opinion that the owner of the thing in good faith can
      sell it, and it can be bought … And losing so many souls that leave from here, of which many are saved, just
      because some are illicitly enslaved, without knowing who they are, does not seems to be so much the service of
      God, for they are few [the illicitly enslaved], and those saved are many.86
    


    
      Sandoval included this pro-slave trade manifesto in his celebrated book. He condemned the tortures inflicted on
      the deported, but he also thought that the slave traffic was a lesser evil,
      because it allowed taking Africans from the heart of paganism.87
    


    
      The most definitive argument in favor of the enslavement and trade of Africans emerged from “the valley of the
      shadow of death,” as Luis Fróis called the overseas missions: the Atlantic slave trade was a fundamental link in
      the insertion of Africa in the world market. Suppressing it would endanger Portuguese overseas control and break
      the chain of exchanges set up in the Atlantic. Moreover, the souls of blacks who could be redeemed by slavery in
      America would be lost to paganism if they remained in African hinterlands.
    


    
      Enunciated in the papal bull Romanus pontifex, the fifteenth-century justification for evangelization in
      favor of the slave trade had a univocal character. It convinced the followers of Christian proselytism, those who
      worried about rescuing the souls of the gentiles.88 In turn, the sixteenth-century
      pro-slavery argument based on the existence of cannibalism—denaturalized to the point of presenting anthropophagy
      as the so-called ordinary food of warlike ethnicities and the reason for Africa’s depopulation—covered a broader
      scope.89 It justified the deportation of the Africans for believers and unbelievers
      also interested in the salvation of bodies because it rescued prisoners from African indigenous wars. Even so,
      this argument—like the enunciation in the papal bull—had an ideologically circumscribed character. It presupposed
      the opinion that it was necessary to save natives from themselves and their supposed barbarism. Based on this
      postulate, João Baptista Fragoso, a theologian at the University of Évora, conceived slavery as a process that
      “blossomed from a sentiment as delicate as mercy, introduced in the Law of Nations (Jus gentium) to
      mitigate the fury and rigors of war.”90
    


    
      In a much more efficient and universal way, Barreira started with a secular supposition that was important in the
      age of merchant capitalism: the circulation of the commodity legitimated the functioning of the business. It is
      noteworthy that, like most of the treatise writers and thinkers of the Company of Jesus such as the theologian
      Fernão Rebelo, Luis de Molina, assistant at the University of Évora, stated that in case of suspicious
      enslavements it was necessary to decide pro favore libertatis (in favor of freedom).91 Living
      in slave trade ports in Angola and Sierra Leone, crucial places for qualifying Africans for the colonial slavery,
      Barreira championed the opposing thesis: in dubious cases, the right was on the side of the owner, the slave
      master, the slave trader. In dubio melior est conditio possidentis. This thesis became dominant,
      underlying a general justification for slave traders and slaveholders. In fact, Barreira seemed realistic and
      disillusioned at the same time. He had lived long enough to evaluate how little the missions had progressed in
      one century of catechesis in Guinea and Central Africa. He was a realist about
      the course of the commercial revolution he observed around him. Barreira knew that colonial dynamics would tie
      the future of Africa to that of the New World.
    


    The “Relocation” of the Indians and the Traffic of the Africans


    
      Coupled with the slave trade, the conquest of Luanda’s hinterland brought about a colonial dominion based on
      plunder that jeopardized missionary activities. In the last quarter of the seventeenth century, the Portuguese
      impasse in Southern Africa was already evident. Asked the governor of Angola in 1678 in a controversy with the
      Jesuits, “In Angola there is not one soba of whom one can say that he is truly rooted in Faith;
      therefore, if missions are so many, why is there so little fruit and this so ruined?” Completing his criticism,
      the governor considered a “manifest mistake” the Jesuits’ abandonment of missions in the hinterlands to settle in
      Luanda to assist the colonists. In their own defense, the Jesuits attributed their retreat into the college of
      Luanda to the “malignity of the climate” that reigned in the Angolan lands, acknowledging the failure of their
      missionary policy in native villages.92 In this context, Portuguese Jesuits designed a complementary missionary
      system in the South Atlantic that justified the commerce in African slaves and a pro-Indian policy in Brazil.
    


    
      It is well known that in Portuguese America the Jesuits joined the authorities in carrying out the relocations
      (descimentos) of Indian villages. This system had a threefold objective: first, establishment of settlements for
      tame (mansos) Indians to protect the colonists from the wild (bravos) Indians. Second, the
      settlements surrounded the colonized areas, preventing enslaved blacks from escaping from plantations and sugar
      mills into the tropical forest.93 Finally, the descimentos played an important role in preventing the Indians’
      nomadism, the “greatest difficulty” for missions in Portuguese America, as Luís da Grã wrote to Ignatius of
      Loyola.94 Hence, the descimentos increased the Indians’ deculturation, rendering them
      permeable to catechesis.
    


    
      Paratiý, Rerytýba, and Tupinambá, three short theatre plays by Father José de Anchieta, written
      around 1580 in the Tupi language to be staged by the natives from Espírito Santo, depicted the Indians’ removal
      from the original village and their transfer to the colonial settlement. In Tupinambá, an Indian sings:
    


    
      My people, in old times,
    


    
      Followed primitive customs.
    


    
      The missionaries, later, looked for them,
    


    
      To reveal God
    


    
      […]
    


    
      Crossing the great river
    


    
      I came; I wished to see you [Saint Mary]
    


    
      Come, our protector!
    


    
      Provided that he can meet you
    


    
      My father Tupinambá!95
    


    
      “Crossing the great river” was the reason the Jesuits helped the authorities transport Indians downstream from
      the hinterlands to the colonial enclaves. That was also the reason why the slave trade became acceptable in the
      eyes of the church. In fact, what is the deportation of the Africans if not another great crossing, a lengthy
      maritime, transatlantic descimento? Removed from the Black Continent, where the resistance of native communities,
      the epidemiological conditions, and the slave pillaging hindered missionary activity, the African, totally
      uprooted in America, became permeable to the teachings of the Church.
    


    
      In this sense, it is necessary to observe the specificity of the slave trade and the characteristic status of the
      Jesuits in Angola and Brazil. As we observed above the missions reinforced the ideological foundation of the
      discoveries: evangelization justified the royal monopoly over the conquests and profits obtained from overseas
      commerce. This opinion is clearly stated in a book written by the Portuguese Mercedarian Serafim de Freitas,
      professor at the University of Valladolid, De justo Imperio lusitanorum asiatico (1625), a Portuguese
      reply to the thesis of Mare Liberum (1608) by Grotius. The imperative of evangelization, writes Friar
      Serafim de Freitas sententiously, “right and duty of the kings of Portugal,” justified the royal monopoly over
      the Asian commerce, in particular, and the overseas commerce, in general, “since this mission can be neither
      performed nor advanced, amid so many most powerful nations, unconquered and far distant from each other, except
      under the appearance of commerce.”96
    


    
      This statement emphasizes the idea formulated almost two centuries before by the papal bull Romanus
      pontifex (1455), whose text postulated that dominium and overseas monopoly were granted to the Portuguese
      Crown “to compensate for the great perils, efforts and expenses, with the loss of so many nationals of the said
      kingdoms (Portugal and Algarve) … for the protection and growth … of the Catholic Faith.” It was this same papal
      bull that advanced the first evangelical justification for the slave traffic. Two centuries later, this doctrine
      would be retaken and updated in the “Sermon XIV,” one of the sermons of the rosary
      that Father Antônio Vieira preached in Bahia. Latent in the religious and social practice, the justifications for
      the African slave trade was framed by the paraenetic and the baroque rhetoric to legitimate seventeenth-century
      daily colonial life.
    


    
      Vieira set a cultural limit for the remission of the Africans’ souls: only Christian blacks
      would enjoy eternal redemption in heaven. The others, who lived in paganism in Africa, were condemned to hell.
      After the discovery of Upper Guinea by the Portuguese in the sixteenth century, Vieira would teach, the
      prophecies for the salvation of the Africans’ souls, inscribed in psalms 71 and 77 of the Old Testament, started
      to be fulfilled: “[A]nd they are being fulfilled today, more and better than in any other part of the world, in
      this America,” where Africans were being brought in “innumerable number.” Next, addressing the blacks from Bahia,
      Vieira enunciated one of the boldest ideological justifications for the Atlantic traffic in Africans: “Thus the
      Mother of God, foreseeing your faith, your piety, your devotion, has chosen you among so many others from so many
      and so different nations, and has brought you to the brotherhood of the Church, so that you did not lose
      yourselves there [in Africa], like your parents, and you save yourselves here [in Brazil], as Her children. This
      is the greatest and most universal miracle of all those Our Lady of the Rosary works every day, and has worked
      for her devotees.” Further on, he reiterates: “Oh, if the Black people taken from the dense woods of their
      Ethiopia, and brought to Brazil, knew how much they owe to God and to His Most Holy Mother for this which can
      seem like exile, captivity and disgrace, but is nothing but a miracle, and a great miracle!”97
    


    
      In the spheres of the Atlantic market, God’s invisible hand guided the African to eternal redemption in Brazil. A
      miracle, “and a great miracle,” resulted from the massive deportation of men on slave ships across the ocean.
      Thanks to Our Lady of the Rosary, the Africans were being saved from Africa and brought to redeeming labor in
      Brazilian lands. This epiphany of the slave trade has been little noticed by Vieira’s present-day commentators.
      But it did not escape the lay humanism of the Maranhense historian and author João Francisco Lisboa, who
      wrote in his biography of father Vieira in the 1840s: “Thus, this eternal exile from their native land and all
      those horrors of the crossing to which from then until now the wretched Africans have been condemned were an
      attenuation of the evil, and a true advantage, in the conception of the Jesuit missionary!”98
    


    
      Frequently quoted by Vieira specialists, “Sermon XIV” is studied mostly for its
      second part, where the slaves’ sufferings in the sugar mill are compared to the martyrdom of Christ on the cross.
      However, the decisive moment of Vieira’s doctrine is expressed in the first part of the text, in the assertion
      assimilating the enslavement and deportation process in Africa to evangelization in Brazil. Bought in African
      markets (and drawn away from paganism), branded with the royal seal upon embarkation (and baptized on the slave
      ship), sold in Brazil (and placed out of harm’s way in a Christian land), the African was already half way toward
      heaven upon landing in Portuguese America. Therefore, the problem of the
      legitimacy of blacks’ slavery becomes a subsidiary if not invisible element in Brazilian society. Enslaved by the
      Africans themselves and carried to the Land of the Holy Cross through mercantile operations endorsed and taxed by
      the Crown, the African and his offspring became slaves in fact and in law. The work and grace of Our Lady of the
      Rosary solved the main issue—debated by theologians and jurists—about the conditions in which the African had
      been tried, captured, enslaved, and sold in African factories.
    


    
      In “Sermon XXVII,” preached in Salvador da Bahia, Vieira calls his contemporaries’
      attention to the historically unprecedented events happening in their city: “One of the extraordinary things
      observed in the world today, and about which, due to everyday habit, we do not wonder, is the immense
      transmigration of Ethiopian peoples and nations who are continuously passing from Africa to this America. … A
      ship from Angola enters and unloads on a single day 500, 600 or perhaps 1,000 slaves.” Next, he explains the
      transcendental meaning of the phenomenon: “[T]he captivity of the first transmigration is ordained by Her [Our
      Lady of the Rosary] mercy for freedom in the second.”99 Thus, the “first transmigration,” that
      is, selling and deporting the African to the lands of Portuguese America, appeared as a necessary stage of the
      second journey, the transmigration to heaven.
    


    
      In the seminary, Vieira had as his master and protector Father Fernão Cardim, one of the repressors of the
      antislavery dissidence that emerged at the end of the sixteenth century among the Jesuits of Bahia. Later, the
      slave trade’s legitimacy ceased being questioned and partook of the colonial order in its own right. Vieira’s
      “Sermon XIV,” formed with Latin citations, would have been preached in a sugar
      mill in Bahia to the Brotherhood of the Blacks of the Rosary on the day of the feast of the patron saint in 1633.
      “Sermon XXVII” referred to a sermon also held in Bahia on the same feast in 1680.
      Revised, and maybe written especially for publication in the years 1670–1690, the sermons must be interpreted as
      doctrinal metatexts. Years and decades after the facts, Vieira asserted that he preached for those believers, in
      those places, on those dates.100 Determinedly normative, his texts assume the doctrine’s propagandistic
      character that the author bequeathed to Christians of the kingdom and overseas.
    


    
      Illustrating the scope of the propagation of Father Vieira’s pro-African slave trade arguments, the Peregrino
      da América (1728), a manual of Christian principles with five editions in the eighteenth century, as such
      considered a bestseller in Portuguese America, quoted almost literally the arguments of “Sermon XIV” in a parable intended for masters and slaves in Brazil.101
    


    
      Baltazar Barreira would legitimate the slave trade with arguments drawn from
      commercial practice: guaranteed by the act of purchase, the master was not bound to inquire into the origin of
      the slave owned. Antônio Vieira thought that the slave traffic made sense because it allowed the salvation of
      Africans condemned to paganism in their native land. Both agreed, however, with the imperative of the enslavement
      and trade of Africans in the Atlantic world. Vieira emerged as a brilliant novice with the Jesuits of Bahia, at
      eighteen years of age, when he wrote the Carta ânua (1626) of the Society of Jesus, in which he made
      clear, among other reflections, the need for the Angolan slave trade. Seventy-two years later, on the eve of his
      death (1697), paralyzed, blind, almost deaf, but always possessed of the brightest strategic mind in the
      Lusitanian Empire, he still dictated letters reiterating the same imperative. In his last text—five days before
      dying at the Jesuit college of Salvador—Vieira took upon himself for the very last time the defense of the Bahia
      planters and slave owners. Writing to the secretary of the duke of Cadaval, he considered “a manifest injustice”
      the attitude of Bahia merchants, who forced a reduction in the price of sugar in conjunction with an increase in
      price “of things from Angola,” that is, Angolan slaves.102 Indeed, throughout his long life in
      Bahia, Olinda, Lisbon, Paris, The Hague, London, Rome, Maranhão, Pará, Porto, and Coimbra, Father Antônio Vieira
      always saw the Atlantic slave trade as the unsurpassable horizon of his time.
    


    
      Once the doctrinal foundation of the African’s enslavement was defined, it was necessary to make clear the
      evangelical duties of the slave master, who was responsible for the social reinsertion of the African in colonial
      Christian territory.103 So, in the same sermons of the rosary (XIV,
      XX, and XXVII), Vieira strongly condemned the
      mistreatment and contempt that the slaves suffered. For his part, in 1707, the Jesuit Jorge Benci insisted on the
      “Christian Doctrine masters are obliged to teach their servants”: the right to own slaves “ignorant of the
      Commandments of the Law of God” had as a corollary the duty to supply food for the captives’ body and soul,
      according to the broad sense taught by Augustine: panis, ne succumbat.104
    


    
      A graduate in law from Coimbra established in Bahia, Father Ribeiro Rocha dedicated part of his
      “theological-legal” treatise Ethiope resgatado (1758), which sold out in Brazil, to doctrinal edicts on
      the evangelizing role reserved for slave owners, especially when their slaves came directly from African
      hinterlands: “[E]verything theologians say about Christian doctrine, that parents should teach their children,
      they declare that is also true for masters regarding their slaves and, specifically speaking, those who came from
      infidelity [in Africa].” Refuting the belief that the slaves seemed wanting in understanding and, for this
      reason, unable to assimilate Christianity, Father Ribeiro Rocha returned to pre-Tridentine doctrine to affirm the magical character of prayer. He related that in the Brazilian countryside a parrot
      taught to pray “miraculously saved its own life by repeating the Hail Mary when a hawk carried it in its
      claws.”105 If even American birds “miraculously” received the protection of the divine
      mantle when parroting prayers, Africans, too, could develop this ability. All it would take was their masters’
      diligence and perseverance. Hence, the Jesuit’s slave trade theory helped to give shape to Luso-Brazilian
      seigniorial patriarchalism.
    


    
      Confronted with the obstacles that the resurgence of native cults, the climate, and the slave trade created to
      catechesis in Africa, the Jesuits choose Portuguese America as the main target of their activity in the Atlantic.
      Later, after the forced retreat from Japan and China, and the isolation of missionaries in India, Brazil became
      the center of the Portuguese Jesuits’ enterprise. Evangelization in this one colony, Brazil, explains the
      apparently contradictory but in fact complementary character of Jesuit policy regarding the bondage of natives on
      either side of the South Atlantic. This framework defined a second complementary system, which brought together
      slave productions zones in Brazil with slave reproduction zones in Africa.
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    Introduction


    
      What is the role of slavery in a colonial and postcolonial American society in
      which it did not constitute the central nucleus of the relations of production, as it did in Cuba? We will
      consider as an example the rural area of the River Plate from the middle of the eighteenth century until 1860,
      when the institution of slavery was officially abolished. Until recently, Argentine historiography treated slaves
      as if they were just another luxury item that formed part of the colony’s patriarchal society. Their presence was
      justified—when it was not completely silenced—above all by their role as domestic servants. The situation was in
      fact quite different. We will focus primarily on two regions that present very diverse profiles of production in
      this immense space that made up the River Plate. On the one hand, the region of the Pampa represented an area of
      prime importance that was settled by different types of units of production (large, medium, and small) dedicated
      to wheat and livestock. The presence of slavery was widely diffused there, and slaves had a central role in the
      stability of agrarian productive relations. On the other, we will consider the region of Cuyo, a very rich oasis
      in the piedmont of the Andes that produced wine, cereals, and fruit as its principal vocation. There, slaves were
      the fundamental source of labor. This fact is striking, as activities such as those related
      to viniculture generally do not employ this type of forced labor. Map
      3.1 shows the location of these two regions.
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      Map 3.1. Two slaveholding regions in the Río de la Plata
    


    Slavery in the Countryside of Buenos Aires


    
      The presence of slaves in this region and in its productive activities has been documented since the first
      occupation of the territory at the end of the sixteenth century. The proximity of Brazil made the traffic of
      slaves from Africa itself and from the Portuguese colony a very lucrative activity that even managed to excite a
      famous bishop of Tucumán. It is clear therefore that African slaves were indeed present in the life of the River
      Plate colony from its origins. Slave labor represented an indispensable tool for the farms and
      estancias1 in a region where the sparse indigenous population could not be easily
      exploited as a workforce.2 Slavery thus constituted one of the principal sources of manpower well into the
      eighteenth century in the very humble colony that surrounded the city of Buenos Aires, which at that time did not
      have more than two thousand inhabitants.
    


    
      Little by little, the mestizos (persons of mixed race), along with migrants from Tucumán and other
      regions of the interior, were becoming integrated into this area also as day laborers on the farms and estancias.
      The descendents of these day laborers and many other migrants, as well as more than a few black freedmen, were
      forming a peasant population made up of small producers. In this context, it is essential to keep in mind the
      fundamental role that the existence of an open frontier played, as it created an offer of fertile lands that were
      relatively accessible to production and, though more rarely, to ownership. Possessing a certain degree of
      liberty, this growing peasant population thus limited in turn the supply of free labor, given that it controlled
      means of production such as land and a few animals. Peasants, therefore, did not have the slightest interest in
      selling their labor to the large farmers and estancieros, and they made sure that they were very well
      paid at the time of the wheat harvest when their presence was indispensable. This situation in turn explains the
      continual necessity for a stable workforce, and this group was primarily composed of African slaves.
    


    
      In the middle of the eighteenth century, in a rural population of about six thousand inhabitants (the city had at
      that time almost twelve thousand inhabitants) there were a few more than seven hundred individuals of color, half
      of whom were slaves of both sexes. The population pyramid that corresponds to 1744 shows two phenomena that would
      be characteristic in the future: the indubitable existence of some families—including among the slaves—and a very
      high masculinity rate (MR) in the cohorts of workers. It indicates that even if there were domestic groups of
      slaves and free mulattos, the greater presence of male slaves and freedmen of working age is clear. Almost
      seventy years later, when the first postrevolutionary governments carried out a series of excellent censuses
      between 1812 and 1815, we can see that the total population of the countryside had
      multiplied by ten, more than forty-two thousand inhabitants (such growth can only be explained by the continuous
      migrations from the interior and the existence of a relatively open frontier of fertile lands).3 And the
      relative proportions of the total rural population, the population of color, and the slaves continued being
      almost exactly the same as at the middle of the eighteenth century.
    


    
      Let us now examine a series of tables and graphs that depict the slave population based on the 1813–1815
      censuses, when a total of 3,364 slaves were registered as forming part of the rural population of the countryside
      of Buenos Aires.4 Graph 3.1 shows us the
      population pyramid of slaves that inhabited the countryside in 1813–1815.
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      Graph 3.1. Population Pyramid of Slaves in rural Buenos Aires 1813–1815. Source: “La sociedad
      rural bonaerense a principios del siglo XIX.”
    


    
      This pyramid indicates very high masculinity rates for those of working age5 and the presence of domestic groups
      with children who are slaves in the first cohort (because of the libertad de vientres [law of free
      wombs] of 1813 we already find in this census about sixty-one freed slaves who are less than two years of age,
      not included in this first graph). As we stated above, this pyramid almost replicates the one that represents the
      results from 1744,6 thus demonstrating the continuity of the place that slaves occupied in this
      rural society and the regularity of their demographic profile. If we compare the preceding pyramid to the one
      that corresponds to the general population of the countryside, we will see the differences much more clearly.
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      Graph 3.2. Population Pyramid in rural Buenos Aires 1813–1815. Source: “La sociedad rural
      bonaerense a principios del siglo XIX.”
    


    
      We are definitely dealing here with a rural population with very pronounced masculinity rates in the labor
      cohorts (due in part precisely to the presence of male slaves), but it is much more balanced than the preceding
      pyramid. As we have already indicated, this society is predominately composed of peasants, and the censuses
      demonstrate that about half of the workforce is made up exclusively of members of the domestic group. What place
      do the slaves therefore occupy? There are two forms of dependent labor included in the censuses in those years,
      day laborers (often called peons) and slaves. It is remarkable to discover that there were almost as many slaves
      as day laborers and peons (in reality, 52.8 percent were slaves and 47.2 percent peons and day laborers). This
      result already gives us an idea of the central place that slaves occupied in the dependent workforce. Obviously,
      the total number of slaves includes children and women, but it does not mean that both categories did not form
      part of the workforce. In the case of the children their participation obviously depended on their age, but we
      should not forget that in a rural society such as this, children started to help with chores between the ages of
      eight and ten. As for women, we know quite well that the simple expression domestic service disguised
      quite a number of tasks (washing and ironing clothes, fetching water, cooking, etc.) that must be paid for when
      there were no slaves.
    


    
      Let us see now how the peons/day laborers and slaves were distributed in the distinct farming and ranching zones
      that constitute the countryside surrounding Buenos Aires:
    


    
      Table 3.1. Buenos Aires, 1813–1815, Dependent Workforce by Zones
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      Before discussing this table, let us point out the principal characteristics of these zones. There is a clear
      division between two areas where the production of livestock (cows, horses, and sheep) predominated (the north,
      the area of early colonization near Santa Fe and the south, which was expanding vigorously but was also limited
      by the border with the Indian territory). The western zone was characterized by a mix of livestock ranching and
      production of cereals, whereas the countryside close to the city (Cercana) stands out as the wheat-producing
      region par excellence. Such a configuration can be seen as an expression of the theory of productive circles,
      which was elaborated by Johann Heinrich von Thünen in the first decades of the nineteenth century, in which
      livestock—which have “feet”—arrives from the more distant areas and the heavy carts loaded with wheat come from
      the areas that are closest to the city. Even if the peasants, workers, and shepherds could be disseminated in all
      of the zones, their maximum concentration, for obvious reasons, was in the areas that produced wheat or both
      wheat and livestock. Map 3.2 shows the locations of these
      different zones.
    


    
      Let us consider table 3.1 now. First of all, it should be
      pointed out again that it only includes those who were older than ten, whether they were peons or slaves. Slaves
      constituted the majority in all of the zones apart from the clear exception of the south, where ranching
      predominated as the principal activity. They even dominated in the zone closest to the market, which the city of
      Buenos Aires represented. What would happen if we only discussed the male workforce?
    


    
      Table 3.2. Distribution of the Masculine Nondomestic Workforce in the Countryside
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      Regiones: censos de 1813 y 1815
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Map 3.2. Environs of Buenos Aires
    


    
      Some changes can be observed, but in the case of the zone close to the city, it is obvious
      that there were more slaves working than freedmen, whether they were called day laborers or peons (in any case,
      it has to be pointed out that female slaves carried out a series of tasks that were not exclusively domestic).
      This chart shows us the importance of slavery in the productive agrarian relations of the countryside of Buenos
      Aires at the end of the colonial period. Let us continue with this line of argumentation; the third table shows
      us the number of male and female slaves of working age—always, as in the two preceding tables, we are speaking of
      those who were over the age of ten—in each zone and their respective masculinity rates (MR).
    


    
      Table 3.3. Distribution of Slaves (Male and Female) by the Zones of the Countryside
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      As the table clearly demonstrates, the difference in the MR among the different zones was visible and there was a
      greater presence of male slaves in the two quite diverse zones for different reasons: on the one hand, the
      Cercana zone closet to the city where the production of wheat reigned on the large farms that produced cereals
      and, on the other, the frontier area of the south, where the largest livestock estancias were concentrated.
      Producing wheat and livestock, the western zone continued to be the area where there was a greater equilibrium
      between the sexes for all of the people of color, slave and free. The same is true in the so-called old north
      where ranching predominated.
    


    
      The next two graphs clearly show the differences in the population pyramids of the slaves between San Isidro, a
      rural area that belonged to the wheat-growing zone par excellence—that we call here Cercana—with an MR of 1.9 and
      Upper Areco, an area of the still open frontier in the western region where both farming and ranching were
      present, where we can see the relative equilibrium between the sexes as well as the presence of slaves of both
      sexes younger than ten; the MR in this case is 1.3. Another notable difference is that in San Isidro, more than
      61 percent of the slaves were Africans, whereas in Upper Areco this proportion drops to 33 percent, thus
      representing a majority of Creole slaves that have already been integrated into the region for some time and
      demonstrate a certain degree of domestic stability.
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      Graph 3.3. Slaves in San Isidro, 1815. Source: Archivo General de la Nación, Buenos Aires
      (Henceforth AGN), X-8-10-4
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Graph 3.4. Slaves in Areco Arriba, 1815. Source: AGN, X-8-10-4
    


    
      To understand better the relation between the domestic workforce and the two forms of
      dependent labor, that is, slaves and peons, we can add a few more facts about San Isidro, the region that we have
      already seen represented in one of the preceding pyramids. It is one of the two principal nuclei of wheat
      production close to the city (the other is Matanza). Table 3.4
      shows these data.
    


    
      Table 3.4. Workforce: Domestic Workforce, Slaves and Peons, San Isidro, 1815
    


    [image: Image]


    
      We can see that the 171 units of production of peasants (labradores) that the census of 1815 enumerates
      can be classified in the following manner. First of all in the 102 units where the domestic group represented the
      only workforce (59 percent of the total), there was an average of 4.66 members per unit. These were obviously the
      poorest peasants. Then come the 22 units in which there was at least one peon. In this group we generally find
      the peasant families that are in two completely opposite moments of their life cycles: very young families that
      still had very small children or, at the other extreme, families whose children had already left, leaving the
      parents alone. In both cases, the help of a peon was indispensable. Next, we have the units of production of the
      middling and the so-called rich peasants—relatively speaking, of course. For this group, the presence of slaves
      or slaves and peons allowed them to reach 9 to 11 members respectively per unit, representing thereby 28 percent
      of the total number of labradores. There were also in San Isidro two millers and five hacendados that
      possessed many more slaves and peons; Table 8 (below) shows such
      a case, the miller and baker Guadalupe Baquero who had fourteen slaves, nine peons, and a foreman.
    


    
      The examination of postmortem inventories for estancias and farms supplies even firmer evidence for assessing the
      importance of slavery in this society. Table 5 shows the data
      for a series of four hundred inventories from 1754 to 18157 that we studied. It reveals the percentages
      of the total of the capital goods in each inventory (we have subtracted the value of clothes, luxury goods, and
      urban real estate).
    


    
      Table 3.5. Capital Goods, 1754–1815 (Percentages)
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      Source: Garavaglia, unpublished database.
    


    
      It is easy to perceive that after livestock—the principal capital good of the estancias and, to a lesser degree,
      on the farms—slaves were the most important means of production—their value even surpassed that of the land (the
      offer of fertile lands was still open, which explains the low value of land). In the case of both the livestock
      estancias and farms, we can state that one of every two establishments possessed slaves, the average being four
      slaves per unit of production.
    


    
      The following table shows us the importance of the slaves in the diverse types of units of production (UP in the
      graph) and the different levels of capitalization in relation to the presence, number, and value of the slaves.
    


    
      Table 3.6. Slaves and Levels of Capitalization in the Diverse UP, 1754–1815
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      Two clarifications: the so-called mixed estancias were those in which the presence of plows and other
      agricultural tools were a sure sign of dual activity—livestock and producing wheat—of the unit of production; the
      hacendados8 were the owners of the establishments worth more than ten thousand pesos. The
      more a unit of production was capitalized, the greater the frequency of slaves (see the second row of the table);
      at the same time, at a higher level of capitalization, there were more slaves and of better
      quality—this we can measure by their prices. And the last line shows something that is obvious; the more an
      establishment was capitalized, the less the slaves weighed in the total of the capital goods. This table only has
      one explanation, and it is noteworthy: the farms were the establishments that, relatively, possessed the
      highest-priced slaves—only the hacendados surpassed this average—moreover, they were where the investment in
      slaves weighed more in relation to the total investment, reaching 41 percent. Once again, the importance of slave
      labor in relation to the production of wheat is made evident by these figures. And they also show that the grade
      of intensity of work can be measured by these indicators. Slaves were more important wherever the regular and
      constant need for labor was greater and where the salaries paid to the day workers and peons were the highest.
      Let us not forget that in the areas of the zone closest to the city where the production of wheat was centered,
      that is, San Isidro and Matanza, one out of every three males over the age of twelve was a slave, freedman, or
      free black.
    


    
      Table 3.7. Capital Goods and the Slaves on the Estancia Laguna de Barragán
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      The analysis of a specific productive establishment allows us to understand better how a few aspects of this
      question can be visualized. Table 7 provides us with data taken
      from three postmortem inventories carried out at different times for the estancia Laguna de Barragán in the
      southern ranching region.9 As the estancia becomes more capitalized (we can follow it through the increase
      of its value and of that of its livestock) the number of slaves grows—in parenthesis in the graph—their value
      increases also but their respective importance as part of the total diminishes.
    


    
      Table 3.8. Slaves and Peons in the UP with Greatest Number of
      Individuals, 1813–1815
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      How was the workforce distributed between the slaves and peons in the units of production that have the greatest
      number of individuals, according to the censuses of 1813–1815? Table
      8 shows these data. In these units of production there are significant numbers of slaves; not coincidentally
      they represent the large farms—those that the census identifies as labradores—some of them located in the zone
      closest to the city (San Isidro and Matanza, that we have already mentioned a few pages earlier) as hacendados
      and breeders, that is, livestock farmers. Such numbers of slaves very clearly indicate how these large units of
      production resembled those that we can find in slave societies, as in the gaucho south of Brazil, but it is obvious that in the River Plate they were the exception, whereas in Brazil
      they were the norm.10
    


    An Analysis of the Role of Slaves on a Large Estancia Dedicated to Livestock


    
      We will close this part of the article by studying the estancias that belonged at one point in time to
      don Antonio Rivero de los Santos, a Portuguese merchant established in the River Plate. It
      unquestionably represents one of the largest farming and livestock establishments of the late colonial period,
      and in fact it ranks among the five largest in the sample of 281 estancias that we studied for the period
      1750–1815. His lands extended over a total of 15.5 square leagues, which means around 41,850 hectares; fourteen
      milestones marked its extension, like the great haciendas of New Spain or the Andes. Here we clearly are faced
      with a true colonial latifundio. According to the inventory of 1805, we know that it was comprised of
      three different units: the Grande (Large) estancia, or San Antonio Fort in Samborombón, the Laguna
      estancia, and the winter pastures, which were located three leagues inland from the first one. All were situated
      very close to the frontier with the Indian lands in the south; the residence of the Grande estancia possesses a
      fort that surrounded it, convincing evidence of its proximity to the frontier. The inventory of 1805 (see
      Table 9) gives us an idea of the productive structure of these
      estancias. Possessing almost eighteen thousand large domesticated animals (cows, oxen, horses, and mules), these
      establishments demanded a great number of workers. In addition, as we already know, wheat was also grown on
      Rivero’s estancias—there are various plows and many other agricultural tools—all of which presupposes a very
      considerable presence of slaves, peons, and foremen. The principal activities of the estancia were breeding and
      selling young bulls for the slaughterhouse of the city and the production of wheat for the same destination.
    


    
      Table 3.9. Rivero’s Estancias in 1805
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      Rivero’s estancias had thirteen slaves in 1790; the majority of them had jobs
      related to farming and ranching—foremen, farmers, breakers, on horseback—and there is only one woman (the wife of
      Juan Antonio, the foreman of the Grande estancia). By 1805, several of the slaves had moved to be in service in
      the city at the home of his heirs, but the total number of those who lived on estancias had increased to fourteen
      individuals, due to the three children born to the foreman and his wife. Four of the slaves were designated as
      foremen.11 The peculiarity of their situation is obvious, if we bear in mind that they
      supervised both slaves and free peons and that they even possessed their own brands for livestock, which in turn
      supposes their own animals. We have abundant, precise information12 about the hiring of peons on the
      estancias for the period that begins in September 1807 and ends in the same month in 1812. About 109 peons worked
      during this period on the three estancias. But, obviously, the peons did not work all year long; analyzing the
      figures in depth, we reach the conclusion that their work on the average would equal ideally the labor of sixteen
      peons for all of the 365 days of the year. It means that the tasks that the estancias generated would require
      fourteen slaves and sixteen peons every year. But it is much more realistic to say that four free foremen, in
      addition to twelve slaves, worked throughout the entire year and about twenty-two peons during nine months of the
      year. Or, in other words, of a total of about twelve thousand annual workdays—taking into account also eight
      foremen—four of them slaves and four free—63 percent correspond to day laborers and free foremen and 37 percent
      correspond to foremen and workers who were subjected to slavery.
    


    
      Once again, we see the importance of slavery as an element of regulation of the relations of production in the
      countryside of the River Plate. As opposed to the peons, who during the epoch of harvesting wheat demanded a
      higher salary (they charged 30 percent more than during the rest of the year),13 the slaves, even if
      they received gifts and bonuses—yerba maté, liquor, tobacco—did not have any other choice than to be
      always at the orders of the foremen.
    


    Slavery in Mendoza


    
      The region of Cuyo, nestled to the east of the Andes, during the colonial period was home to two very important
      agricultural areas, Mendoza and San Juan (San Luís, more removed from the mountains, was much less important as
      an agricultural region). Mendoza is situated in a very dry climatic region, and therefore it is arid;
      nevertheless, since pre-Hispanic times human populations have known how to take advantage of the water from the rivers that run from the Andes for irrigation. Upon arriving in Mendoza from
      Chile, the Spaniards rapidly used these hydraulic channels and little by little constructed a verdant irrigated
      oasis where the vineyards, fields of cereals, and orchards, implanted at the end of the sixteenth century, made
      this region into the producer of wine, liquor, wheat, and dried fruits par excellence for a very extensive area
      (its products even reached Potosí) even though Buenos Aires represented its fundamental market. As the port city
      and its surrounding countryside grew, the market for these products from Cuyo likewise expanded. From the middle
      of the eighteenth century, the acceleration of the demographic growth of the entire coast and the Banda Oriental
      (present-day Uruguay) did nothing more than stimulate the economy of Cuyo, which entered into a splendid period
      of prosperity. Slave labor was always very important for Mendoza’s wine- and fruit-based economy.
    


    
      In the first place, let us see what we know about the population of Mendoza during the period that interests us.
      Table 10 presents the most important data.14
    


    
      Table 3.10. Population of Mendoza, 1777–1812
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      In 1777, the total of the mestizos plus Indians gives us a subtotal of 24.5 percent; however, in 1802, as the
      table demonstrates, 29.7 percent belong to these categories (now converted into mestizos),15 and
      finally in 1812 only 21.6 percent corresponds to Indians, whereas the mestizos have magically disappeared,
      probably hiding in part among the white population, which seems to have had a dynamism in the period 1802–1812
      that it did not have between 1777 and 1802. It is obvious that here there are no demographic changes, rather
      alterations in the categories used to name this sector of the population that is considered neither black nor
      white. This situation represents hence a nominal question, as it occurs in general in the rest of Latin America,
      but even with these different denominations we can perceive the relatively limited increase in the mixed groups.
      In any case, the growth of the total population is also slow (compared, for example, with
      the annual rates of 3.2 percent in the countryside of Buenos Aires during the same period). It demonstrates thus
      a 1.8 percent annual increase between 1777 and 1802, becoming clearly negative between 1802 and 1812. If we
      calculate the annual growth rate for the period between 1777 and 1802, it would be 1.2 percent for the entire
      population.
    


    
      But what do we find if we concentrate on the black population? Between 1772 and 1802, the individuals of African
      origin grew at an annual rate of 3 percent before undergoing the same phenomenon as the rest of the population
      even when there was a very slight progression between 1802 and 1812 (those considered white, meanwhile, increased
      at the very low rate of 0.5 percent between 1777 and 1802, for it is probable that the increase between this date
      and 1812, as we have just seen above, is partially hiding the passing between categories from mestizo to white).
      Unfortunately we do not have accurate figures for the total number of slaves in 1812—in 1802, as seen in the
      graph, they accounted for 16 percent of the total population—but we can suppose that this percentage had varied
      little by 1812. A few signs allow us to surmise that a slight increase could have occurred.
    


    
      The census of 1814—of which unfortunately there only remain very incomplete data, as there is only information
      for several of the districts (cuarteles)16—shows a very significant presence of
      slaves and free people of color. In the sixth cuartel, for example, in which there are various medium-sized and
      large vineyards, businesses, as well as many mulatto artisans, out of a population of 551 inhabitants, almost
      half were of African origin (exactly 49 percent of the total), and of these 164 were slaves, which is 30 percent
      of the total of the inhabitants of that cuartel. To have a basis for comparison, let us recall that in the Buenos
      Aires countryside, in the partido of San Isidro, where the African presence was very strong for the
      local parameters, 20.4 percent of the population had this origin and one of every three males older than twelve
      was African. In this sixth cuartel of Mendoza, there were only two dependent workers—one peon and one day
      laborer—who were considered white by the census taker. And to assess the evolution of slavery in Mendoza, it is
      important to point out that in this same district in 1823, out of a total of 556 persons (almost the same total
      figure as in 1814) there were only 12 slaves and not even one free black.17
    


    
      What is clear from this rapid description of the population of Mendoza during these years is that the presence of
      African Americans and of the population subjected to slavery was very great in the local economy and the daily
      life of the dominant sectors; moreover, the population considered white showed limited dynamism during this same
      period, showing a negative tendency between 1803 and 1812. It is highly probable that this demographic trend is related to the ecological factors that limited the growth of production of
      the vintners, with the changes of the economic cycles of that agricultural activity and with the complex
      relations with the markets of the coast, especially in 1778 and the first postrevolutionary decade—but here is
      not the place to analyze this problem.18
    


    
      After being commissioned by the president of the Audiencia of Santiago de Chile—which exercised jurisdiction over
      Cuyo in those years—to carry out the inventories of the property of the expelled Jesuits of Mendoza, Juan
      Martínez de Rozas began the task in September 1757.19 The very long list of their possessions
      demonstrates the extent to which the activity of the Company of Jesus occupied (as in all of Latin America) an
      absolutely central place in the local economy. The figures do indeed make one dizzy: a dozen vineyards with more
      than 49,000 vines, hundreds of fruit trees, various wine vaults, a flour mill, three estancias with more than
      6,300 cattle, 2,000 horses and mares, 880 mules, and 1,760 sheep. These establishments required the work of 397
      slaves of both sexes, of which 274 took care of the cultivation of the vineyards. To have an idea of what these
      numbers represented in those years, let us point out that in a sample of postmortem inventories from a research
      project underway, out of thirty inventories from the period 1750–1777, the average number of vines per vineyard
      was 4.256, the average number of slaves nine, and the quantity of livestock did not reach forty animals on the
      average, with rare exceptions (a few owners of vineyards also had estancias in the valley of Uco, a few leagues
      from the city, where there were about a dozen estancias during this period).20 We should also add
      that for that very reason, such animals were much more expensive than in the countryside around Buenos
      Aires,21 given the shortage of good land for raising cattle and horses, in the context
      of an ecosystem that is almost desert if there is no irrigation. Let us imagine the authentic revolution in the
      local economy brought about by the sale of these enormous Jesuit properties. As occurred elsewhere in Latin
      America, these sales brought about the process of shuffle and deal again that allowed those who were close to
      power to find themselves suddenly with juicy profits by appropriating these properties for little money, thanks
      to the complacency (or the complicity) of the colonial officials.22
    


    
      To have a more realistic idea (and now distancing ourselves from the very peculiar enterprise that the Jesuits
      represented), let us see what a sample of the ninety-one postmortem inventories that we are now analyzing shows
      us about the productive structure of Mendoza.23 They cover the period 1750–1821.
    


    
      Before discussing them, it is indispensable to offer a few explanations. As for the rubric vineyards and land, it
      has to be noted that whenever the vineyards were evaluated, their value included the land in which the vines
      were planted; therefore, it is not possible to separate them. It consequently means that the
      rubric land that appears here refers to other lands, those that do not have vines, such as pastures, stony
      grounds, and in particular, lucerne fields (these were increasingly used from the end of the eighteenth century
      to fatten up cattle that would later be sent to Chile on the other side of the Andes).
    


    
      We are dealing here with an agricultural economy that was radically different from the one that characterized the
      countryside of Buenos Aires during the same period. Here the vines—in addition to the lands in which they were
      planted—as well as the rest of the land that was not dedicated to vineyards represented the lion’s share, and if
      we add the trees we reach almost 57 percent of the total value of the capital goods. Such a distribution is
      logical in an agricultural economy based on a complex system of irrigation and that therefore had very concrete
      limits to its expansion in the technological conditions of the period and in which there was a shortage of
      manpower. The value of the land was much higher than in Buenos Aires, where there was plentiful fertile land, an
      open frontier and relatively few people. This difference can also be demonstrated by the very humble place that
      livestock occupies in this table.
    


    
      Table 3.11. Mendoza, Means of Production, 1750–1821 (Percentages)
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      Source: Garavaglia, unpublished database.
    


    
      As for the slaves, they occupy the third place, after the dwellings and adjoining buildings, but we should not
      forget that here we have information that goes up to 1821, a few years after the crisis of slavery, brought on by
      the Wars of Independence, had already started. If we consider the data until 1814, we see that slaves were equal
      to the economic weight of the rubric dwellings and buildings. In any case, the frequency of slaveholding was
      higher than in the Buenos Aires countryside, for 63 percent of the rural landowners owned slaves in Mendoza, as
      opposed to 52 percent in Buenos Aires. The average number per owner is a bit higher than three slaves (if we
      examined them in 1814, it would be about five per owner). All of the sources—including later ones24—testify
      to the importance of owning slaves for the multiple daily tasks of the vineyards. Peons were only hired in the
      most critical moments of the agricultural cycle, as in the countryside of Buenos Aires during the wheat harvest,
      during the hot spells of the summer, or in Mendoza during the grape harvest at the beginning of autumn when it was indispensable to have several additional workers in a short period of time.
    


    The Evolution and End of Slavery in the River Plate: The Countryside of Buenos Aires


    
      A series of decrees made during the revolutionary events of 1810—the moment when the process of independence
      began in the River Plate—initiated the abolition of slavery in Buenos Aires and its surrounding countryside; but
      this process lasted for several decades and would not reach its final stage until about 1860. First, the
      interdiction of the slave trade decreed on May 15,1812 (this provision, nevertheless, would be overlooked, and,
      in fact, the trade would not be effectively abolished until a treaty was signed with Great Britain in 1839, which
      was also signed by Uruguay and Chile). Second, in February 1813, the government decreed the libertad de vientres
      (law of free wombs). From this moment on, we find in the parochial registries the note Freed by the
      Homeland written in the margin of the entries added for the recently born children of slave mothers. The
      subsequent Reglamento del Liberto in March of the same year (a decree that gave a concrete form to the
      conditions and terms of the effective liberation of these freedmen). Thus began the slow process of slavery’s
      erosion, which would drag on for almost half a century.
    


    
      On different occasions, the most important of which was the war with the Empire of Brazil between 1825 and 1828,
      authorities permitted the entry of slaves from captured ships destined for Brazil. Slaves seized in such a
      fashion would be transformed into freedmen, whose contracts possessed varying lengths of duration; these entries
      of slaves caused in reality the semicovert continuation of the trade until the treaty with Great Britain was
      signed in 1839. For example, during the war with the Brazilian Empire, more than seventeen hundred individuals
      reached Buenos Aires.25
    


    
      In this manner, that is, thanks to the semicovert persistence of the trade, the tensions that the beginning of
      the abolition of slavery had brought to the rural economy of the River Plate were somewhat diluted. The other way
      to limit the effect of this process in the framework of the productive relations in the countryside was by
      increasing the pressure on the workers, a phenomenon that was not by chance contemporary with the preceding one
      and that had in the famous papeleta de conchavo (hiring billet) of 1815 one of its fundamental pillars.
      This document obligated free men of working age to present a paper signed by their bosses each and every time
      that they were asked, in which it was stated that the worker was working as a
      peon;26 later on, the obligation to carry proof of enlistment in a regiment of the
      militia was added, which brings us to the other principal theme related to the end of slavery: the military
      question.
    


    
      The military question had already started to surface a few years before the revolution of 1810, when in
      1806–1807, the English intervened in the River Plate; the call to military action made to the free blacks and
      mulattos to defend the homeland, as well as the enlistment of many slaves turned over by their owners meant that,
      for the first time, the descendents of Africans participated personally in the defense of the colony. As a result
      of the valiant performance of the majority of them,27 about thirty slaves were rewarded with
      their liberty (out of a total of 688 slaves who had participated in an official manner in combat). Even if this
      event had a minor importance quantitatively, it had an enormous symbolic impact on the slave population, as
      liberty was granted in a public ceremony that opened new horizons of freedom for those who were still enslaved.
    


    
      The leaders of the revolution that began in 1810 were bearers of ideas of freedom. Moreover, the growing and
      immediate need for vast numbers of enlisted men to control the cities that had not joined the cause resulted in
      the fact that from 1813—at the same moment that the libertad de vientres order was decreed—slave owners were
      ordered to hand over a certain number of their slaves to support the revolutionary cause. If we note how these
      percentages were established, we have even more evidence of the importance of slavery in the rural area. The
      owners had to give up one out of every three domestic slaves, one out of every five slaves who worked in a bakery
      or mill, and one out of every eight of those who worked in the fields or with livestock. The cost of these slaves
      would be paid off within three years. At the end of 1813 and beginning of 1814, the demands of the war against
      the Loyalists in the north forced a new wave of purchases, and more than a thousand slaves were thus incorporated
      into the army as freedmen.28 A new wave of forced liberation occurred from 1815 to 1818 in response to
      military necessity. We should not forget that the war had come to the River Plate beginning in 1806–1807 during
      the British invasion. The region would remain war torn and its inhabitants mobilized to fight for decades. Army
      officials knew from that date that the freedmen and free blacks were ideal for the infantry (the cavalry was
      reserved for the mestizo and white peasants who virtually lived mounted on a horse.)
    


    
      A total of 2,074 slaves were officially incorporated into the army (we say officially, as more than a few runaway
      slaves also enlisted to escape from their condition). Although the former slaves were converted into freedmen
      once they joined the army, few could really enjoy their liberty or expect to survive their military service
      (though a handful of them even fought in Ayacucho in 1824—General Espejo met a former slave from Cuyo in Lima in 1848). The masculinity rate (MR) of the negro and mulatto population of the
      city of Buenos Aires went from 110 to 75 between 1810 and 1822 to 58 in 1827,29 demonstrating clearly
      what the true consequence of the revolutionary wars was on that segment of the population, both enslaved and
      free. But it should not be forgotten that these events also had an unexpected consequence: those who returned
      from the military campaigns—as well as those who were enlisted in the battalions of freedmen that remained in
      Buenos Aires—rapidly acquired a clear conscience of their new role in society.
    


    
      As we have already stated, during the conflict with the Empire of Brazil from 1825 to 1828, more than seventeen
      hundred slaves captured at sea were converted into freedmen and sold as such in Buenos Aires and in the
      surrounding countryside.30 It is possible to verify the effect of these sales on a few rural districts,
      where, far from diminishing, the number of people of African origin grew in the 1830s (for example, in San
      Antonio de Areco, we find there 18 percent of the population were blacks and mulattos when they were 16 percent
      of the population in 1813).
    


    
      The fifteenth article of the constitution of 1853 granted complete liberty to the slaves and freedmen who still
      existed in the Confederation of Argentina (as we will see next, in a few provinces slavery was still completely
      legal, and it was indispensable to establish the conditions for the liberation of those slaves). As for Buenos
      Aires, given that the confederation and the state of Buenos Aires were separated after 1853, slavery ended
      legally in the city and its countryside in September 1860 when the representatives of Buenos Aires, after peace
      with the confederation, accepted the constitution of 185331 (even in 1856, a priest in the city,
      inscribed in the registry of a notary public the act of freeing his slave Rosa, freedom that would only become
      effective after his death).32 It is important to note that the legal suppression of slavery in the rest of
      the republics of the River Plate was also late in coming, as Uruguay abolished slavery in 1842 and Paraguay in
      1869.33
    


    The Situation in Mendoza


    
      We have already seen the role and importance of slave labor in the principal economic activities of Mendoza
      during the colonial period. When the struggle for independence made itself felt, the impact on the population of
      slaves would be astounding, having even greater repercussions than in Buenos Aires. For reasons of military
      strategy, Cuyo was the region selected by General San Martín as the point from which he would cross the Andes to
      attack the Loyalists in Chile and from there invade Peru by sea. The successive
      defeats in Upper Peru had convinced the general that the surest route to defeat Lima, the center of the Loyalist
      reaction in the south of the continent, was that which went through Chile. It is for this reason that San Martín
      arrived in Mendoza in 1815 and started preparing the army that he would lead to Lima during his long campaign
      against the troops that remained loyal to the crown of Spain.
    


    
      Even before the arrival of the future liberator, on two occasions (in 1813 and 1815) about one hundred slaves
      were seized and sent to Buenos Aires to join the seventh and eighth battalions, the line troop of blacks and
      mulattos. San Martín’s arrival stimulated this process, but now freed slaves were sent to the army that was
      preparing for the adventure of crossing the Andes. After considerable comings and goings, a session of the
      cabildo of Mendoza in 1816, which was joined by two deputies from San Juan, decided that they would take
      possession of two thirds of the slaves older than twelve from every owner (it is clearly specified that the rest
      were indispensable for the “cultivation of the haciendas”). About 482 slaves originally from Mendoza would thus
      be integrated into the army at that moment. We should also add to that number the Cívicos Pardos battalion that
      had about 185 men of color in its ranks and was also incorporated into the army of the Andes. This last total,
      however, represents the minimum because of the total of fifteen hundred freedmen who were enlisted, half arrived
      from Cuyo, most from Mendoza.34
    


    
      The demographic result of war and military service is clear: in 1812, with a total of 13,318 inhabitants, the
      population of African origin represented 33 percent of that total; in 1823, once again in an incomplete census
      (but much more representative than that of 1814), 17,734 inhabitants were counted, of which only 11.7 percent
      were of African origin. We have already referred to the example of cuartel 6, and we repeat it here: in 1812,
      there were 251 blacks in this zone—46 percent of its 545 inhabitants—in 1814, of a total of 551 inhabitants, the
      slaves and the free mulattos represented 49 percent of the population of the cuartel (but the impact of the
      demands of war were already visible, as the MR of the slave population was 80 men for every 100 women); finally
      in 1823 we find only 12 slaves and not one free mulatto among 556 settlers. It is obvious that the decline of
      slavery spurred a crisis of production in the vineyards that had already started some time before, even when work
      contingents made up of Loyalist prisoners of war tempered the problem caused by the scarcity of laborers for
      agricultural tasks during the first postrevolutionary decade.
    


    
      Masini’s study shows that the trading of slaves continued to be a common reality in the economy of Mendoza until
      at least 1851, the closing date of the registry that this author presents in his study; also, of course, there
      continued to exist contracts for transferring years of service for freedmen.35 On
      August 11, 1853, a commission “created by the Supreme Decree of July 26 to make arrangements for the slaves and
      freedmen, who by the Constitution sworn on the ninth of the same year, were liberated, at the same time
      appraising them for the indemnification that the state owes to their masters” met in the city of Mendoza. In this
      act thirty-nine slaves and forty-eight freedmen definitively gained their complete freedom, and the state took
      responsibility for the 2,482 pesos that represented their estimated value.36
    


    Conclusions


    
      First of all, we should underline the importance of the economic role that slaves had in the two productive
      regions that we have examined, in the countryside surrounding Buenos Aires as well as in the area of vineyards,
      orchards, and wheat fields of Mendoza. Slaves occupied a position of primary importance in the stability of the
      relations of production in the case of the countryside of Buenos Aires—given the relative freedom of the peasant
      family—and also a central element for the continuity of the productive activity in the vineyards and wheat fields
      of Mendoza. And we should also remember that the female slaves carried out essential economic functions in the
      bundle of tasks that tend to be classed as domestic service. This participation can be detected in the role of
      free mulattas during the nineteenth century in activities such as washing and ironing clothes, hawking goods, or
      making bread. When sheep herding was developed in the countryside of Buenos Aires, the participation of black
      women in their shearing became something of a platitude reported by visitors and the scarce iconography of that
      epoch. All of these activities were nothing more than the perpetuation of a tradition that they had inherited
      from slavery (their own or that of their mothers).
    


    
      The consequences of the rapid erosion of master-slave relations during the struggle for independence that began
      in 1810 also demonstrate the weight slavery had held up until that moment. In the case of the countryside
      surrounding Buenos Aires, it was necessary to create a series of compulsory mechanisms to increase control over
      free workers, who until then had been reluctant to yield to the working conditions of a real labor market (thanks
      to the possibilities that the peasant economy offered them of surviving without selling their labor or making
      sure that it came dearly). Given the situation of Mendoza, the end of slavery in that zone was a factor in the
      crisis of the vineyards that ended with the conversion of local production toward pasturage and the export of
      livestock to Chile,37 an activity that required much less manpower than the vineyards and orchards.
    


    
      Finally, it is clear that the end of slavery was not only a result of the ideas of liberty
      that spread through the provinces of the River Plate during the revolution of 1810, but rather above all, of the
      terrible military consequences of those same events on the society of the River Plate. It was the army and the
      revolutionary wars that undermined slavery. After independence, the remnants of the institution of slavery
      continued for decades, when the ideas of liberty were no longer what they had once been. In any case, Argentine
      society, in spite of negating and hiding systematically until very recently the role of slavery in its past,
      remained influenced by the presence and culture of the descendents of Africans.38 To take but one small
      example, the word tango, which for Argentines (and Uruguayans) represents the soul of the nation to the
      most sublime degree, is of African origin.
    


    Notes


    
      1. Estancias are units of
      production of cattle, horses and oxen, and wheat, which can be of any size.
    


    
      2. For more about the
      region and slavery during this early period, see R. Gonzáles Lebrero, La pequeña aldea. Sociedad y economía
      en Buenos Aires, (1580–1640) (Buenos Aires, 2002).
    


    
      3. The growth of the
      population of the countryside of Buenos Aires was spectacular during this period, as can be seen in the annual
      growth rates in the following table.
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      4. We are following the
      most complete study of these censuses: “La sociedad rural bonarense a principios del siglo XIX. Un análisis a
      partir de las categorías ocupacionales,” Grupo de Investigación en la Historia Rural Rioplatense, directed by
      Mariana Canedo and José Mateo, UNMP, published in R.O. Fradkin and J.C. Garavaglia, eds., En busca del tiempo
      perdido. La economía de Buenos Aires en el país de la abundancia, 1750-1865 (Buenos Aires, 2004), 21–63.
    


    
      5. Almost 61 percent of
      the total of the slaves were men.
    


    
      6. See J.L. Moreno,
      “Población y sociedad en el Buenos Aires rural a fines del siglo XVIII,” in J.C. Garavaglia and J.L. Moreno,
      eds., Población, sociedad y familia en el espacio rioplatense. Siglos XVIII y XIX (Buenos Aires, 1993),
      22–48.
    


    
      7. J.C. Garavaglia,
      Les hommes de la pampa. Une histoire agraire de la campagne de Buenos Aires, 1700–1830 (Paris, 2000).
    


    
      8. We use this title for
      the owners, and it was common that the largest be called in this manner, though the productive unit was rarely
      called a hacienda as it was in other parts of the Americas.
    


    
      9. J.C. Garavaglia, “Tres
      estancias del sur bonarense en un periodo de ‘transición’ (1790–1834),” in M. Bjer and A. Reguera, eds.,
      Problemas de la historia agraria. Nuevos debates y perspectivas de investigación (Tandil, 1995), 79–123.
    


    
      10. See the excellent study of Helen Osório, O imperio portugues no sul da
      america. Estancieiros, lavradores e comerciantes (Porto Alegre, 2007). In Río Grande do Sul, of a sample of
      265 postmortem inventories, slaves represented 23 percent of the total of productive goods (18 percent in Buenos
      Aires), but if in the countryside of Buenos Aires 52 percent of the producers had slaves, in Rio Grande do Sul,
      they were 94 percent—which means that there were almost no estancieiros that did not own slaves—and the average
      was nine individuals per exploitation, whereas it was four in Buenos Aires; see Table 8 and Table 14 about the units with the greatest number of slaves.
    


    
      11. This was absolutely
      not an exception, as twenty-one of the sixty-six foremen who the censuses of 1813–1815 registered were black
      slaves; if we add the seven slaves who held the ambiguous title of estancieros, which supposes that they were in
      charge of an establishment, the total sum of slaves that were in charge of a unit of their masters would reach
      more than a third of the total of the seventy-three individuals who occupied these functions of control over the
      rest of the slaves and free workers.
    


    
      12. AGN-Sucesiones 7776
      and AGN-Sucesiones 7777.
    


    
      13. We should not forget
      that they received their salary in cash, as the sources that we have consulted for this study indicate.
    


    
      14. We have taken this
      information from J. Torre Revello, “La población de Cuyo a comienzos del Virreinato y a principios de la
      iniciación del periodo independiente, 1777 y 1812,” Boletín del Instituto de Investigaciones Históricas
      XXIII, 77–78 (1938/1939):, 77–86, and from J. Masini, La esclavitud negra en Mendoza. Época
      independiente (Mendoza, 1962).
    


    
      15. The term that the
      censuses of the epoch used in Mendoza was free mestizo to distinguish them clearly from the black slaves.
    


    
      16. Archivo Histórico de
      Mendoza (henceforth AHM), Independiente, Legajo 14. There were seven cuarteles in the city out of eleven—and as
      for the countryside, there were only eleven out of thirty-three.
    


    
      17. Masini, La
      esclavitud negra en Mendoza.
    


    
      18. See S. Amaral,
      “Comercio libre y economías regionales; San Juan y Mendoza, 1780–1820,” Jahrbuch für Geschichte von Staat,
      Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft Lateinamerikas, 19 (1982): 1–67; J.C. Garavaglia and M. del C. Prieto, “Diezmos,
      producción agraria y mercados: Mendoza y Cuyo, 1710–1830,” Boletín del Instituto de Historia Argentina y
      Americana “Dr. Emilio Ravignani” 3a. serie, 30 (2008): 7–33.
    


    
      19. AGN-IX-22-3-1.
    


    
      20. A map from the
      middle of the eighteenth century lists only nine estancias, and the census of 1810 of the Valley of Uco does not
      count more than thirty productive units that can be considered estancias”; whether they belong to large
      estancieros or small and medium-sized breeders, see AHM-Colonial 10.
    


    
      21. Indeed, in the
      Buenos Aires hintrland cows cost ten to twelve reales in 1767 and in Mendoza a bit more than twenty-one reales
      per head in this same year.
    


    
      22. In the case of
      Mendoza, the ridiculous values that were given as an estimate of the probable incomes of these properties (the
      evaluation was done by some of the same men who would later participate in their purchase), allow us to see to
      what extent the dominant groups, even if they were very Catholic and attended mass daily, did not hesitate to
      enrich themselves at the expense of the Jesuits; but, it is well-known that pecunia non olet.
    


    
      23. Taken from
      AHN-Colima and AHM-Independiente; we prefer not to cite the long list that would not make very much sense in this
      study, being also a sample of ninety-one inventories that is still incomplete and is presently being elaborated.
    


    
      24. See, for example, J.
      Miers, Travels in Chile and La Plata (London, 1826).
    


    
      25. L.M. Crespi, “Negros
      apresados en operaciones de corso durante la guerra con el Brasil (1825–1828),” Temas de África y Asia 2
      (1994): 109–124.
    


    
      26.
      “1. Any individual from the countryside that does not possesses legitimate means to insure his subsistence…shall
      be considered as belonging to the class of servants”; “2. Every servant of any class should have a billet from
      his employer, endorsed by the district judge”; “3. The billets of these peons should be renewed every three
      months. …”; “4. Any individual of the peon class that does not keep this document shall be considered a vagrant”;
      “5. Any individual, even if he has a billet, that travels in the countryside without a permit from the district
      judge, or endorsed by him but being from elsewhere shall be considered a vagrant”; “6. Vagrants shall be sent to
      the army for five years. …” Decree of Manuel Luis de Oliden, Governor-Intendente, Buenos Aires, 30/08/1815,
      AGN-X-2-10-6.
    


    
      27. Given that the
      combat was carried out house to house in the defense of 1807, not only the enlisted slaves in the militia fought,
      but also those that had not been drafted because of their age and sex.
    


    
      28. M. Klachko Rotman,
      “Le rôle de l’armée dans le processus de libération des esclaves au Rio de la Plata: le cas des ‘libertos’ de
      Buenos Aires (1806–1821),” in C. Bernand and A. Stella, eds., D’esclaves à soldats. Miliciens et soldats
      d’origine servile, XIII-XXI siècles (Paris, 2006), 279–300. See also M. Goldberg and S. Mallo, “La población
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      Asia 2 (1994).
    


    
      29. See the classic book
      of George Reid Andrews, The Afro-Argentines of Buenos Aires, 1800–1900 (Madison, 1980), 74.
    


    
      30. The patronage of
      freedman could be the object of a paid transfer during the years that this peculiar juridical condition existed;
      see examples of these contracts that transferred patronage for the period 1810–1860 in Buenos Aires in the book
      that Miguel Angel Rosal is preparing about slavery in the River Plate; I thank the author for having generously
      given me a copy of his manuscript.
    


    
      31. The constitution of
      the State of Buenos Aires, approved in 1854, does not once mention the word slavery or slave but affirms the
      validity of the libertad de vientres and the prohibition of the slave trade (article 169), and it is noteworthy
      that article 146 establishes that “[a]ll the inhabitants of the State are equal before the law,” without making
      the slightest allusion to the existence of those peculiar inhabitants that the slaves were and that, it seems
      even superfluous to recall, were not equal before the law. Cf. “Constitución del Estado de Buenos Aires,” in
      Registro Oficial del Estado de Buenos Aires (Buenos Aires, 1854), 28–47.
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    SLAVES AND THE CREATION OF LEGAL RIGHTS IN CUBA


    
      Coartación and Papel1
    


    
      Alejandro de la Fuente
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      “[T]hrough the play of custom, an abuse might always by mutation become a precedent, a precedent a right.”
    


    
      Marc Bloch, “The Rise of Dependent Cultivation and Seigniorial Institutions” (1966)
    


    
      On August 16, 1855, doña Carlota Dascar, a resident in Santiago de Cuba, initiated
      a legal suit against Miguel Rodriguez, síndico procurador of the city, to prevent the forcible sale of
      her slave María. Dascar had tried to sell her slave, whom she described as a healthy criolla without vices, for
      seven hundred pesos, but the slave had “presented” herself before the síndico to “request her coartación
      because she had cincuenta pesos.” As the municipal official charged with the representation of slave interests,
      the síndico then initiated the customary process of assessing the value of the slave to fix the price at which
      María would become coartada, that is, the price that she would have to pay to purchase her freedom. He
      invited Dascar to appoint an appraiser, whose assessment would be compared with that produced by the síndico’s
      own assessor.2
    


    
      As was frequently the case, the valuations were widely apart and had to be settled in court. The representative
      of the owner appraised María at 600 pesos; the síndico valued her at 450. The local judge then proceeded to appoint a legal assessor, who ratified 450 pesos as the right value of the slave,
      making this the price at which María would be coartada. Having accepted this defeat, Dascar went to the síndico’s
      house and asked him “to return her slave,” for María had not voiced “any complaints” against her. Instead of
      receiving her slave back, however, Dascar was presented with a new challenge, as the síndico “demanded” that she
      issue a sale license—“su papel de venta”—for María to seek a new owner, while daring her to take the case to
      court again.
    


    
      Now incensed, Dascar claimed that coartación “did not limit in any sense the dominium that masters have over
      their slaves and if the slave who is not coartado cannot be sold against the will of his master without just
      cause, the same must be the case with the coartado slaves, who are subject to the same servitude as the others;
      this is categorical and is not open to doubt or interpretation.” Yet the dominium of the master in this area was
      anything but categorical, as Dascar would learn to her dismay. In court, the síndico invoked article 35 of the
      Cuban slave ordinance, the Reglamento de Esclavos of 1842, which in his view “clearly gives the coartado slave
      the power to sell himself whenever he wants against the will of his master … from which it follows that being the
      black María Irene coartada, she is in the situation of soliciting a new master any time she wishes.”
    


    
      The judge who heard the case sided with the síndico and ordered Dascar “to give the corresponding paper to her
      slave so that she could seek a master at her leisure” (“papel a la dicha esclava para que buscase amo a su
      gusto”). Although the owner persisted in her refusal to sell the slave, the judge ordered the sale to proceed.
      María had found someone ready to pay her price, including the taxes on the sale, which were the responsibility of
      any coartado who wanted to be sold against the wishes of his or her master. Frustrated, Dascar appealed to the
      captain general, noting that she “had complained and protested in vain against this process, mainly against the
      sale of the black María. I have refused to sign or authorize anything, but in vain; everything has moved forward
      with a rigorous inflexibility.” She also used family connections to bring the case before Santiago’s town
      council, where the husband of her stepdaughter, Regidor don Ruperto Ulecia Ledesma, presented for discussion a
      lengthy memorandum depicting the actions of the síndicos and the slaves’ attempts to change owners as a
      “veritable forceful expropriation.” According to the town councilor, two issues merited the attention of the
      municipal body. The first concerned the process of legally appraising the prices of the slaves for the purposes
      of coartación, a process that limited unlawfully the owner’s freedom to ask whichever price he deemed proper for
      his property. The second referred to “the outrage of the coartado slave changing owners as many times as he wishes without having just cause,” which was tantamount to an
      expropriation. In both instances, he noted, the “sacred … property rights” of the masters were being
      “curtailed.”3
    


    
      Dascar’s judicial and extrajudicial efforts were not exceptional. Her complaints were part of a large chorus of
      grumbling slave owners who by the 1850s were trying to resist, through litigation and through appeals to
      authorities, what they perceived as a growing challenge to their dominium over their slaves. They resented both
      their inability to prevent the municipal officials’ interference in the management of their slaves and the
      slaves’ successful invocation of legal rights that could be exercised against their wishes. Not without reason,
      the owners asserted that these prerogatives represented a dangerous concession to the slaves. The enforcement of
      what lawyers, justices, and authorities described as derechos (“rights”) had “relaxed slavery
      completely” and “impaired the subordination” on which slavery was based.
    


    
      The most important of these rights were coartación (gradual self-purchase) and pedir papel (request for paper) to
      seek a new owner, two institutions with deep roots in the island. Through coartación masters and slaves agreed on
      a manumission price that could not be subsequently altered.4 The slave could then make partial payments
      toward his or her freedom. As the case of María illustrates, by the mid-nineteenth century these two legal
      practices had become linked, for some lawyers, justices, and slaves believed that coartados had the right to
      change masters at will. However, neither coartación nor the possibility of changing masters figured in the legal
      codes of Castile as slave rights. Rather, it seems that these prerogatives emerged out of constant litigation by
      the slaves themselves and as a pragmatic response to the slaves’ initiatives, which in this way were channeled
      into the legal sphere. In this sense Cuba was hardly unique. As the processes of emancipation clearly show,
      slaves’ initiatives and actions shaped legislation and produced legal consequences across Latin
      America.5
    


    
      Until the promulgation of the Reglamento de Esclavos in 1842 the practices of coartación and papel were based on
      little other than custom.6 They could be claimed as customary rights at best and were quite vulnerable to
      the whim of individual masters. But in 1842 these customary rights were written into law, codified, and
      henceforth treated by most justices and many jurists as true legal rights to be observed even against the will of
      the owners. Furthermore, some jurists and justices claimed that these rights had wide-ranging legal effects that
      gave slaves considerable control over their lives and labor. But how did these legal rights come to exist and how
      did they relate to the traditional codes of Castile or to colonial laws? And
      why were these customary rights codified, and codified precisely as slave rights, in Cuban nineteenth-century
      slave society, despite the opposition of the slave owners?
    


    
      This paper attempts to answers these questions. It does so by focusing, first, on the evolution of the law to
      establish the possible bases for the practices of coartación and papel. I find that until the Reglamento de
      Esclavos of 1842, these laws provided only a very tenuous foundation to what María and other slaves attempted to
      claim as personal rights. The slave owners’ systematic rejection of these claims resulted in litigation, forcing
      justices to define which practices conformed to the law and what entitlements, if any, the slaves had under
      Spanish law and legal customs. These conflicts are best studied through the legal processes themselves, which
      show that justices did not share a uniform view about these issues. The conflicts surrounding these legal
      practices peaked in the 1840s and 1850s, after the Reglamento of 1842 codified them unequivocally as slave
      rights, in terms that many masters deemed openly confiscatory. The very codification of these potentially
      favorable legal practices in a slave society such as Cuba is something of a puzzle. Instead of treating
      coartación and the practice of pedir papel as static, abstract rights, this paper studies these practices as
      contested legal institutions in which different interests—those of slave owners, colonial authorities, legal
      experts, and slaves—clashed.7
    


    
      It is difficult to offer chronological precisions about the evolution of these institutions. The first debates
      about their legal contours took place in the 1780s, when the Spanish crown reviewed the slaves’ legal status as
      part of its codifying efforts. By then, however, the practices of coartación and papel had evolved into customary
      rights—again, highly contested and with little foundation in written law.
    


    
      The transformation of these practices into customary rights took place during Cuba’s long early colonial period,
      between the sixteenth century and the late eighteenth century. Conditions in early colonial Cuba were relatively
      favorable for the creation of these customary rights. Prior to the development of plantation slavery in the
      western section of the island after the late 1700s, Cuba was a society with slaves, not a slave society, to use a
      problematic but nonetheless graphic distinction.8 Slavery was mainly urban in character, and a large proportion of
      slaves were used in the service economy of Havana and other cities. Limited Spanish migration to the island
      required slaves to perform economic activities that might otherwise have been closed to them and that implied
      some degree of autonomy and their active participation in the mercantile life of the cities. In the sixteenth and
      seventeenth centuries, slaves and free blacks monopolized important sectors of Havana’s booming service economy.
      They were also conspicuous in the trades, not just as day laborers, but as
      master artisans with their own shops. An indeterminate but significant number of slaves hired themselves out,
      lived in their own houses, and operated inns, taverns, and other commercial establishments.9
    


    
      Through their participation in market transactions and other social relations, slaves gained critical knowledge
      about the market economy and the dominant culture. Included in this cultural background was the knowledge that
      under Spanish law masters had obligations and slaves had the right to appeal to authorities—to an authority
      higher than their masters—to denounce mistreatment or abuse. This may have been the slaves’ “only right,” as a
      Cuban justice stated, but it was a critical one.10 The practice of papel seems to have
      evolved as a consequence of this right of petition, as slaves repeatedly requested authorities to be sold to a
      different master due to abuse.
    


    
      Slaves contributed to the definition of coartación as well. One can easily understand that slaves would want
      their manumission price to be fixed once they had reached an agreement with their masters. It is also
      understandable that they would seek to inscribe such agreements in the public sphere by noting them in the sale
      contracts. As early as the 1590s some contracts noted that slaves were entitled to buy their freedom once they
      had paid a given amount. Slaves who had begun to make payments toward their freedom, in turn, began to claim that
      they had purchased a portion of their time and labor and were entitled to some autonomy. By the late seventeenth
      century some contracts acknowledged this reality and made reference to the fact that coartados had in fact
      purchased a portion of themselves. We also know that a century later some coartado slaves were claiming that any
      limitation on their ability to complete payments constituted abuse, which allegedly entitled them to request
      papel and change owners. Each claim created a precedent that made subsequent claims more likely, creating in the
      process what Sherwin Bryant calls “a corpus of case law.”11 Thus by the eighteenth century these two
      practices were frequently linked.
    


    
      These practices did not vanish with the transformations experienced by Cuban society during the early nineteenth
      century, when the island became a leading producer of sugar. They were part of a “heritage” that, as Rebecca
      Scott states, “would influence society in the nineteenth century.” To be sure, recently imported Africans in the
      deep plantation zones would have limited access to authorities and the law, but as I have claimed elsewhere, the
      new economic and social order had to be imposed on and reconciled with previous customs and social
      mores.12
    


    
      Paradoxically, slaves’ opportunities to press claims probably increased after the 1760s with the creation of the
      office of síndico procurador. A municipal institution transplanted to the colonies in 1766,
      the síndico was to provide legal representation for the slaves and mediate in their conflicts with masters. The
      Real Cédula of 1789 “on the education, treatment, and occupation of the slaves” referred to the síndicos as
      “protector[s] of the slaves” and established that no slave could be criminally prosecuted without the
      intervention of the síndico, who was also responsible for charging slave owners and overseers in cases of
      excessive punishment. Since the síndicos were elected by the town council, their position considered an honorable
      public duty, one must assume that many were themselves slave owners and not particularly concerned with the
      well-being of the slaves.13 At the same time, the very existence of the institution created clearly
      delimited institutional channels for enterprising slaves to claim rights and the possibility of expanded state
      intromission into the master-slave relationship. As will be shown below, with time the síndicos seem to have
      developed procedures and values that many owners deemed intolerable. In the midst of Cuba’s slave society, the
      síndicos’ actions contributed to reproduce customary legal practices such as coartación and papel while
      surrounding them with a mantle of legality.14
    


    
      In trying to understand how slaves positioned themselves as legal subjects and tried to take advantage of the
      limited legal recourse available in colonial societies, this article joins a fast-growing body of scholarship
      concerning slavery and the law in Latin America. In contrast to a previous generation of scholars who, in
      reaction to celebratory accounts of Iberian legal culture, were skeptical if not cynical about the importance of
      the law to the study of slavery, the most recent scholarship concentrates on the slaves themselves and on their
      attempts to find cracks within the Spanish normative system.15 These scholars emphasize that under
      Spanish absolutism slaves were constituted as subjects who were “socially not so dead,” that civil and religious
      authorities encroached on the masters’ control over slaves, and that slaves learned how to navigate the
      contradictory Spanish legal maze and to use it to their advantage.16
    


    
      Many of the slaves seeking to take advantage of these normative cracks were women, who were disproportionately
      represented in the urban labor force.17 This facilitated the development of valuable networks within and without
      their social group, increased their chances to purchase freedom, and, above all, gave them easier access to
      authorities and legal intermediaries such as the síndico procuradores.18
    


    
      Furthermore, legal decisions and opportunities were informed by gender ideologies and family considerations. The
      Spanish legal culture concerning slave families contained significant ambiguities that slaves sought to use to
      their advantage. Some slaves and free blacks invoked the sanctity of marriage to press claims on behalf of their
      enslaved spouses. Others invoked paternal or maternal bonds to demand the
      manumission of a child. After all, as Bianca Premo states, “Spanish law preserved a measure of patriarchal
      authority within the slave family itself,” so slaves could petition the courts to uphold their authority over
      their own children.19 Under some circumstances, masters actually agreed. In those cases, they
      argued, the enslaved mothers—not them—should be financially responsible for raising the child. State authorities
      had their own views on this as well, however, for these children were also subjects of the king and were entitled
      to his benevolence and protection. As a result, these cases witnessed the clash of different notions of
      patriarchy, property rights, and family rights, a conflict that slaves and their legal representatives sought to
      use for their own purposes. As historian Herman Bennett puts it, “[T]he enslaved gained an acute awareness of
      competing obligations and rights, a form of ambiguity they willingly exploited by deploying regulatory devices in
      a manner that the Spanish monarchs never intended.”20
    


    
      This is precisely what happened with the poorly studied practices of pedir papel and coartación. Historians of
      slavery in Cuba have known of coartación for a long time, but debates have centered on its frequency and on the
      institution’s role in facilitating the integration of Africans into colonial society.21 Determining the
      proportion of coartado slaves is nearly impossible, for it is likely that only a fraction of the slaves under
      coartación ever completed their payments and obtained their freedom. According to the census of 1871 only 2,137
      slaves were coartados in a slave population of over 280,000. In their study of the Cuban slave market, however,
      Laird Bergad and his collaborators found that in a random sample of notarized sales between 1790 and 1880,
      coartados represented 13 percent of the total. “Significant numbers of slaves became coartados, and this was no
      doubt critical for the hopes and aspirations of slave communities.” Some contemporaries shared the view that many
      slaves were becoming coartados, although their perceptions were tinged by the fear of losing control over slaves
      in general. “It happens with frequency,” asserted a lawyer in 1830. “Slaves are becoming coartados in large
      numbers,” a town councilor from Santiago concurred in 1855.22
    


    
      Whatever the proportion of slaves who became coartados, it is difficult to sustain the claim that this
      represented, in quantitative terms, a major avenue toward freedom in nineteenth-century Cuba. According to
      various sources, the number of slaves manumitted in the island each year during the 1850s and early 1860s was
      around two thousand, which would suggest annual manumission rates below 1 percent.23 These figures of
      course included all sorts of manumission, not just gradual self-purchases, so the annual number of slaves
      obtaining freedom through coartación was probably small.
    


    
      But the significance of coartación went beyond ratios and the number of slaves
      who obtained freedom through it. As with marronage or revolts—which always involved a small proportion of total
      slaves—the impact of coartación cannot be reduced to a question of percentages.24 Slave owners resented
      coartación and its concomitant practice of papel so much not because large numbers of slaves used it to obtain
      freedom, but because they could do it without the acquiescence of the masters. With coartación manumission ceased
      to be an expression of the generosity of the owner, no longer a pious act to serve God, as the letters of freedom
      frequently stated. With coartación manumission was imposed on masters by entrepreneurial slaves, not given to
      slaves by God-fearing and humane masters. To make matters worse, coartación produced—or in the eyes of some
      slaves and justices was understood to produce—a number of poorly defined and much contested rights that gave
      slaves significant control over their labor and personal lives, including the alleged right to change masters at
      will, the source of much litigation in nineteenth-century Cuba. For the slave owners, at least, the significance
      of coartación resided in its serious attack on the property rights of masters.
    


    Slave Owners’ Obligations


    
      The masters’ outrage was not without foundation, for as they repeatedly claimed, the rights that slaves and some
      justices attempted to impose were not explicitly regulated in Spanish law. Although the possibility of
      manumission was long recognized in the Castilian codes and in tradition, it was always dependent on the goodwill
      and benevolence of the master. It was a master’s prerogative, not a slave right. The traditional codes of Castile
      granted slaves a few rights that were not conditional on their masters’ wishes—such as the right to marry and to
      petition authorities in cases of abuse—but these were the exception rather than the rule.
    


    
      What the codes did regulate in a fairly systematic manner were the obligations of the masters. In addition to
      religious instruction, the master’s most important duty concerned the physical well-being of the slave. According
      to Law 6, title 21, of the Fourth Partida, a master had “complete authority” over his slave “to dispose of him as
      he pleases.” But there were limits to the master’s power: he was not supposed to wound, kill, or mutilate his
      slaves, at least not without proper judicial order, and he could not starve them to death. In cases of severe
      abuse, which the law defined as starvation and intolerable physical punishments, slaves could complain to a
      judge. The judge in turn was to inquire about the complaint and, if it was corroborated, order the forcible sale
      of the slave to another master.25
    


    
      These three principles—that masters should not abuse their slaves, that slaves
      could complain to a judge, and that justices should hear these claims and proceed accordingly—were ratified by
      numerous subsequent regulations. The obligation to feed, house, and care for infirm slaves was confirmed in the
      ordinances issued by the Audiencia of Santo Domingo in 1528 and 1535, by the town council of the same city in
      1768, and in the Código Negro of 1784. The ordinances issued by the audiencia also charged municipal officials
      with visiting the farms and gathering information about excessive punishments, “ill treatments,” and failure to
      provide enough food to the slaves, in which case they should notify local authorities and justices to proceed
      “according to justice.” The 1784 Code referred to the usefulness of these visits and spoke of them as something
      that was “frequently” done.26 Whether justices actually ordered the sale of abused slaves is not known. The
      old principle contained in the Siete Partidas was also reproduced in regulations issued by the crown for the
      colonial territories, the so-called Leyes de Indias.27
    


    
      When the first comprehensive ordinances for Cuban villages were issued in 1574, they basically replicated the
      language that the Audiencia of Santo Domingo had used in its own regulations. This is not surprising, for the
      Cuban rules were drafted by a visiting judge from that court, the Oidor Alonso de Cáceres y Ovando. His
      “ordenanzas” made reference to two forms of “ill treatment.” The first concerned the lack of proper nourishment
      and clothing for the slaves; the second to cruel punishments, particularly to excessive flogging and to “burning
      with different types of resins.” To prevent these abuses Cáceres ordered municipal officials to visit the farms
      in their jurisdiction twice every year. As in La Española, the purpose of these visits was to gather information
      concerning “the treatment” of the slaves and whether the ordinances concerning food and clothing were being
      observed. In cases of cruelty and “excessive punishments,” the justices should forcibly sell the slave and
      proceed legally against the owner.28
    


    
      It is difficult to establish whether these visits were performed in Cuba as regularly as mandated and whether the
      municipal officials inquired about the treatment of slaves, as they were supposed to do. But two things should be
      noted. The ordenanzas continued to be invoked as the law of the land well into the late eighteenth century.
      Second, by then the visits continued to be seen as one of the responsibilities of town councilors. A colonial
      official noted in 1762, for instance, that these visits allowed authorities to “watch over the good treatment of
      slaves, whether they are assisted in terms of food and clothing, matters that require the presence and authority
      of the judge himself.” Ten years later the custom was still observed. In January of 1772 the governor
      commissioned one of the councilors to visit the farms to “inspect the slaves … and see if they were well dressed
      and treated as stated in ordinance sixty” of the 1574 Cáceres ordinances. A
      case of egregious abuse was detected in one of these inspections in 1754, when the visiting justice initiated a
      case ex-officio against landowner Fernando Ramos for mistreating one of his slaves, a child five or six years old
      who he had “punished with fire and other cruelties.”29
    


    
      Regardless of the frequency and concrete impact of these visits, it appears that the justices continued to uphold
      the centuries-old notion that masters were to treat their slaves properly. Local regulations reproduced the
      traditional parameters for acceptable treatment, which required adequate nourishment and clothing and forbid
      unusually cruel punishments. The 1789 Real Cédula on the treatment of slaves ratified the same principles. As
      usual, the physical well-being of the slaves was identified, among other things, with a given quantity and
      quality of food and clothing, as well as with their physical integrity. Following the letter of the Partidas, the
      excessive punishment of a slave would result not only in the forcible sale of the slave, but also the criminal
      prosecution of the master “as if the injured party was free.”30
    


    
      Thus by the late eighteenth century, a well-established legal doctrine regarding what constituted acceptable
      treatment for slaves existed in colonial law. Equally well established was the principle that the justices not
      only had the power to interfere in cases of excessive punishment or mistreatment, but that they indeed had an
      obligation to interfere and, if circumstances warranted, to impose on abusive masters the forcible sale of the
      slave. A subtle but telling distinction had taken place since the Partidas, however. While maintaining the
      preoccupation with the physical well-being of the slave, the colonial ordinances and the Real Cédula of 1789 had
      shifted the initiative in mistreatment cases from the slaves themselves to justices and local officials. What the
      Partidas had envisioned as a limited slave prerogative later regulations treated as a duty of municipal
      officials.
    


    Slaves’ Customary Rights


    
      In Cuba and elsewhere in the Iberian colonial world, however, slaves did not wait for local officials to detect
      and prosecute instances of abuse and mistreatment. They seized the initiative and approached justices to complain
      about abusive masters and to seek redress from authorities. In some cases this redress consisted simply in the
      mediation of an outsider to improve conditions in the workplace or replace an abusive overseer, but in other
      cases slaves’ demands went further. What all these cases had in common, however, was the slaves’ attempt to
      transform what the law had envisioned as obligations of the masters into personal rights.
    


    
      Particularly for rural slaves, presenting a complaint before local authorities
      was not an easy task. They had to abandon the farm where they worked, walk for hours or days, find a justice in a
      nearby town, and elicit his sympathy. Extant cases in Cuban nineteenth-century judicial records suggest, however,
      that at least occasionally rural slaves turned to authorities to complain of mistreatment and that these
      complaints were worded in terms that echoed the dominant legal culture. The case of eight slaves who walked out
      of the San Miguel sugar mill and presented themselves before the local justice in the town of Corral Falso,
      Matanzas, in 1846 exemplifies this. The slaves had come “to complain against the administration” of the mill,
      arguing that they did not receive enough food, that they were forced to perform “excessive work,” and that they
      did not get proper clothing or medical attention. Something similar happened in the sugar mill Buenavista, in the
      municipality of Trinidad in central Cuba. In 1879 nineteen slaves escaped from the mill and told authorities that
      the overseer abused them and gave them “bad food.” In yet another case, Pablo, a slave in the Caridad sugar mill,
      municipality of Colón, presented himself before a local official in 1865 to complain against his overseer, who he
      claimed had punished him excessively by giving him over one hundred lashes and abused the slaves in a variety of
      ways. Asked to elaborate on the conditions at the mill, Pablo declared that the overseer and the driver had
      mutilated two slaves in the past “without anybody notifying the authorities” and that slaves only got plantains
      and rotten jerked meat twice a day.31
    


    
      In his deposition Pablo charged that the overseer also punished those slaves who sought the sponsorship and
      protection of local authorities (the verb he used was apadrinarse). He mentioned the case of Secundino
      Criollo, who had asked a local authority to intercede on his behalf to avoid a punishment. Even though the
      authority had called the overseer and reprimanded him, Pablo continued, Secundino had been shackled and punished
      “a lot” as a result.
    


    
      Pablo’s testimony suggests that even though sympathetic authorities could not guarantee the protection of the
      slaves, the latter were very much aware of the existence of these authorities and of the possibility of seeking
      their sponsorship and mediation. It is possible that slaves reserved this recourse for extreme situations,
      perhaps for those conflicts that could result in life-threatening punishments or severe physical abuses. In any
      case, local justices seem to have treated these as routine cases. They opened dossiers, took the slaves’
      depositions in the presence of witnesses, and called on medical experts to examine those slaves who claimed to
      have been abused. These were time-honored procedures: it is what local justices in Spain and the colonies had
      done for centuries. Nowhere in the proceedings do we get the sense that these
      cases were exceptional or that the local justices were outraged by the insolence of the slaves. As the
      instructing judge in one of these cases reported, appealing to authorities in cases of abuse was the slaves’
      “only right”—their único derecho.32
    


    
      Slaves not only tried to transform the masters’ responsibilities into bases for legal claims, but took matters a
      step further. By the late-eighteenth-century slaves who complained about abuses of various kinds frequently
      requested authorities’ assistance to change owners. This practice was sometimes referred to as buscar papel or
      pedir papel, the paper in question being a written document issued by the master or a judge authorizing the slave
      to find a party interested in purchasing him or her for a price previously agreed with the owner. As mentioned
      above, the Siete Partidas and subsequent regulations allowed judges to forcibly sell slaves who had been
      subjected to severe abuses, but nowhere did they suggest that slaves themselves were entitled to pursue a change
      of owners even in cases of flagrant abuse. The initiative belonged to the judges. In the practice of seeking
      papel, however, it was the slaves who took action, as if the masters’ negligence of their legal duties entitled
      slaves to select a new owner.
    


    
      The available evidence suggests that this practice was much more common in the cities than in rural areas, where
      opportunities for mobility and for the creation of the social networks needed to elicit the interest of a new
      (and potentially more favorable) buyer were more restricted. But rural workers also attempted to change owners
      when abused or neglected by their masters. One such case concerns the slave Manuel de la Trinidad, who in 1795
      escaped the sugar mill where he worked. He wanted his master to “give him paper to find another whom he would
      serve, for they do not attend to him as is required and they give him too much work.”33 Trinidad’s reference
      to the attention that owners were required to give to their slaves follows closely the letter of the law. In
      addition to excessive work, he denounced the lack of “necessary food” plus “the cruelest treatment that can be
      imagined.” In 1850 the slave Andrés Criollo, who worked on a tobacco farm in western Cuba, presented himself
      before the síndico procurador of Havana “to complain against the treatment he receives from his master” and to
      “solicit paper” to seek a new owner. Ignacio, a slave employed on a cattle ranch in the jurisdiction of Havana,
      also presented himself before the síndico to seek paper, in his case for excessive punishment. Cristobal del
      Castillo, a slave in another cattle farm, offered a much laxer definition of abuse in 1836. He complained of
      mistreatment because his owner did not allow him to “earn a few reales with which to buy his freedom nor would he
      give him paper to search for a new master.”34
    


    
      It was in the cities where slaves attempted more frequently to turn what the law had conceived as a limited
      judicial power in cases of extreme abuse into a potential right to be claimed
      before authorities. Foreigners who visited the island in the early nineteenth century reported to be surprised
      when slaves approached them with the question, “Would you like to buy me?”35 A síndico in Havana reported in
      1861 that out of 307 complaints presented by slaves before him during the previous year, 66 had resulted in
      slaves “receiving paper” and another 28 in owners pledging to sell the slave to another person. In all these
      cases, the transfer of ownership was a direct consequence of the slaves’ initiatives.36 An extreme case is
      that of Ciprián Castillo, who bluntly stated in 1852 that he was requesting papel because he was not pleased with
      his new master: “no siendo de su gusto el nuevo amo.” Equally extreme was the case of Luisa Vázquez del Castillo,
      who in 1858 solicited paper and a judicial assessment of her price because it “was not convenient for her to
      remain in the house” of her current owner. In some of these cases there was not even an attempt to demonstrate
      mistreatment or the notion of abuse had been stretched by the slaves well beyond the tight limits regulated in
      the codes.37
    


    
      To many masters these demands for papel must have seemed a display of the worst kind of insubordination and
      insolence, an assault on their property rights. Juan Francisco Manzano, the author of a famous slave
      autobiography published in 1840, recalled the negative reaction of his master when he raised the possibility of
      obtaining paper “in order to advertise for a new master.” His mistress was reportedly “quite astonished” by his
      “boldness” and denied the request. For some masters, however, giving papel may have represented the possibility
      of selling a slave under favorable conditions. It is possible that this custom developed in part as an extension
      of the widely practiced hiring out system, by which a slave sought work, and therefore a temporary master, with
      the authorization of his or her owner. The testimony of novelist Cirilo Villaverde suggests that the two
      practices could be easily mixed. “The first thing that doña Rosa did in the city was to give license or paper to
      María de Regla to seek employment (acomodo) or master (amo). The paper … stated, more or less,
      what follows: I give paper to my slave María de Regla so that in the next ten days she can look for employment or
      master in the city. She is criolla, rational, intelligent and agile, healthy, strong, has never suffered any
      contagious disease, does not have known defects (tachas), knows how to sew, understands about washing,
      ironing, and taking care of children and infirm. She is being given paper because she has requested it. She has
      not known any master other than the one under whom she was born and who is now selling her.” Thus María de Regla
      could either try to find a convenient job, a new master, or both.38
    


    
      Finally, there were also masters who, faced with the possibility of legal proceedings and outside interference,
      resigned themselves to selling an otherwise unmanageable slave. Joaquina
      Pimienta admitted as much when she finally agreed to her slave Micaela O’Farrill’s demand for papel: “I would
      rather miss her services than suffer her impertinence.” As a síndico reasoned in a one of these cases, allowing a
      slave to change masters was frequently in the best interest of the owners, whose “tranquility” and “security”
      might otherwise be at risk.39
    


    
      As a customary right claimed by slaves who declared to be the victims of various forms of abuse, the practice of
      papel had some foundation in law, however flimsy. The slaves attempted to invoke rights born out of the masters’
      unfulfilled duties, which were clearly established in legal doctrine. The legal bases of coartación were even
      flimsier. No written law referred to this institution, although a law in the Siete Partidas mentioned the sale of
      slaves “under the condition that they be emancipated within a certain time” and established that such conditions
      could not be altered—one of the main elements of the institution as it evolved later. The contours of coartación
      seem to have become defined over time as masters and slaves negotiated the implications of the slave’s gradual
      purchase of his freedom. Indeed, the institution was known in Havana and in southern Spain since the late
      sixteenth century.40 Changes in terminology reveal some of the changes undergone by coartación. A
      1581 Málaga population count and seventeenth-century royal decrees refer to slaves who were cortados. The 1729
      edition of the Dictionary dictionary of the Spanish Royal Academy defined cortarse as the action by
      which a slave “adjusted” with his master the terms of his freedom. Cortarse referred to the action by which
      slaves cut or divided their price into pieces. By the late eighteenth century, however, the practice was known as
      coartación, which literally means hindrance or restriction. Whereas cortar evokes the action of the slave,
      coartar refers to limitations on the master’s power. Over time, the slaves’ actions had become a
      constraint on the master’s dominium.41
    


    
      Because of its lack of precise definition, coartación should be seen as a legal institution in the making with
      poorly defined and contested legal effects. The one element of the institution that seems to have been accepted
      by all involved was the invariability of the price. In 1640, for instance, an owner acknowledged in his will that
      his slave Miguel Angola had “arranged his freedom” with him in 1636 for 400 ducados, of which he had already paid
      228. He ordered the slave to be given his freedom letter as soon as he paid the difference. Another slave, Juana,
      a twenty-year-old resident of Guanabacoa, agreed with her master in 1690 on a freedom price of three hundred
      pesos, of which she paid half. The owner issued a notarized receipt, declaring that he would grant her freedom
      whenever she paid the other half. It was understood that a slave who had paid a fraction of his redemption price
      could not be mortgaged or sold for a higher value. That is why when the slave
      Juan, a seventeen-year-old criollo, was sold four times in 1690, it was always on condition that he was to be
      freed as soon as he was able to pay the two hundred pesos remaining for his total value. The typical sale
      contract established that the buyer of the coartado bought the slave “under the said condition” and that he could
      “possess and mortgage” the slave but not in an amount higher than the remaining price. Royal regulations ratified
      the invariability of the price and reinforced the principle that coartado slaves could only be sold under this
      condition.42
    


    
      Much less clear was the status of a slave while coartado and the legal implications of this status. One subject
      of litigation concerned the coartados’ possible control over the portion of time and labor for which they had
      already paid. Some slave owners believed that because the coartado had purchased a portion of himself or herself,
      they owned only part of the slave. The sale of Juana, a coartado mulatto slave who had paid half of her price in
      1690, exemplifies this custom: “[C]oncerning this sale it is only on half of the said mulatto woman. The buyer
      must use her in the same form and if he uses her whole service or rent, collecting it entirely, he must grant her
      half of the time that belongs to her and discount it from her price.” In a 1590 sale of another coartado woman,
      the buyer agreed to discount four ducados monthly from her manumission price to enjoy her services full
      time.43
    


    
      The special status that many individuals identified with coartación is perhaps best illustrated by the fact that
      since the late eighteenth century non-coartado slaves were referred to as enteros (complete, entire).
      This designation suggested that coartados were only partially enslaved or, as a local official reported in 1826,
      that coartados “not being free can barely be called slaves.” As a síndico argued in 1861, having paid a portion
      of his price, the slave “became associated to the dominium of himself.”44
    


    
      Some owners, however, rejected the notion that coartados were entitled to a portion of their labor. In 1826
      master don Francisco Prado went to court over the earnings generated by his slave José Genaro. The síndico
      representing the slave demanded a portion of the profit he had produced for the last two and a half years—the
      time during which he had been coartado—to be credited toward his coartación. The owner refused. Some lawyers
      supported their position and decried the custom of linking the slaves’ obligations with the price differential
      for their freedom. As one of them stated in 1830, “[S]ome síndicos have attempted to alleviate slavery, so as to
      pretend to concede a half of their time to slaves who are bound in service of their masters (when they have paid
      half of their value to their owners); but this opinion is not in conformity with the law. … The coartación … was
      not established to reduce slavery into halves, but only to prevent any alteration in the price of the
      slaves.”45
    


    
      In practice, however, at least some of the coartados managed, if not to reduce
      slavery by half, to credit a portion of their time and labor toward the manumission price. Although this issue
      continued to be litigated well into the nineteenth century, the custom that slaves should retain a fraction of
      their earnings proportional to the payments they had already made persisted. By the nineteenth century in Cuba,
      as in Puerto Rico, the coartado slaves who were hired out paid a reduced rent to their masters. This rent was
      fixed at one real daily per 100 pesos of the remaining price for their manumission.46
    


    
      Another contentious point concerned the situation of pregnant coartada women and whether this condition was
      transferred to their unborn children. Some jurists in Havana understood that the value of the child should be
      reduced in a proportion similar to the payments already made by the mother. Governor José de Ezpeleta issued a
      decree in 1786 supporting this view and based it on the legal principle that children always followed the
      condition of the mother. But the Consejo de Indias, sensitive to allegations concerning the need for workers for
      colonial agriculture, reversed this ruling as “contrary to law, for coartación in mothers is something only for
      them, so personal that it cannot be transmitted to their children,” a principle that was ratified by a royal
      cédula of 1789. Although a few slaves attempted to claim freedom based on the condition of their mothers as
      coartadas, these cases did not prosper.47 Later litigation and conflicts concentrated rather on a
      different question: the mothers’ ability to coartar their recently born children.
    


    
      Two additional elements of coartación, also poorly defined, were litigated in the courts of Havana in the early
      nineteenth century. The first concerned the masters’ obligation to accept their slaves’ payment toward
      coartación. Although some owners clearly resented any attempt to treat manumission as a slave right, instead of a
      prerogative of the master, the síndicos were invariably successful on this point. They invoked the traditional
      principle of favor libertatis, contained in the Siete Partidas, and forced reluctant masters to issue
      freedom letters and coartación papers to those slaves who could pay for them.48 As a síndico put it
      in a demand against a master who claimed outstanding debts to refuse a payment from a coartado slave, “[N]either
      this motive nor any other of greater importance can have the effect of delaying or creating obstacles” for
      freedom. On this point legislation had been consistent: freedom was to be favored. The Consejo de Indias ratified
      the principle in a 1778 pronouncement concerning coartación: masters were “obligated, according to custom, to
      give [slaves] their freedom whenever they showed the corresponding price.”49
    


    
      By far the most contentious issue was the coartado’s alleged right to seek papel and change masters at will. It
      is difficult to ascertain how these two legal practices became intertwined,
      but it is likely that as part of their drive for increased self-control, the coartados felt entitled to claim
      abuse or mistreatment whenever the owners attempted to reassert control over them. The claim of abuse would then
      be used to request papel. Already in 1766 Governor Antonio María Bucareli made reference to the disputes
      generated by the “voluntary and involuntary sales” of the coartados. Although the Council of Indies stated
      unequivocally that coartación did not entitle slaves to change masters without the latter’s consent, the slaves
      and the síndicos who represented them continued to invoke this customary right. In some cases they did so by
      claiming abuse, which was construed broadly as any limitation on the coartado’s ability to work toward his
      freedom. In other cases they simply alleged that the right to change masters was inherent to the status of
      coartación.50
    


    
      Of the first kind was the case of Micaela O’Farril, an urban slave who in 1835 presented herself in the palace of
      the Captain captain General general to request assistance to obtain her paper to change owners. She claimed to
      have suffered unbearable but unspecified ill treatments at the hands of her owner and that “the laws allow the
      slave to change owners, particularly when … she is coartada.” Claiming distaste for judicial proceedings, the
      master agreed. The case of the coartado Pedro López the same year exemplifies the second kind, in which demands
      to change owners were not based on claims of mistreatment. Here the síndico argued that the slave should receive
      his paper because this was “in his unfortunate situation, the only relief that the law gives him.” Other síndicos
      put it in more forceful terms, as in this 1837 case: “[H]is master must give her paper to search for a new master
      because this is a prerogative of the coartado slaves.” No abuse whatsoever was alleged.51
    


    
      Masters resented this assault on their dominium and litigated against their slaves and the síndicos who,
      representing them, invoked rights without foundation in the codes. They found a sympathetic ear in those lawyers,
      justices, and even síndicos who shared their view that coartados were not entitled to change owners against the
      master’s consent without just cause. As lawyer and magistrate José Serapio Mojarrieta stated, “The question may
      also be asked if slaves (coartados) have the right to go out of the power of their masters whenever they desire,
      and the answer is not difficult, if we consider that the slaves (enteros) entirely so are obliged to allege some
      great reason to compel their masters to sell them. And what difference can there be between one and the other,
      when we see that the yoke of slavery on all is the same? If the slaves (coartados) do not enjoy the rights of
      freemen, on what principle can they claim the right of changing masters at their pleasure?” A síndico concurred
      with this assessment in 1836, arguing that coartación’s only legal effect was to limit the sale price. In his view the institution did not “give a slave the right to change owners, just
      for his pleasure” nor did it force masters to give slaves a portion of their earnings.52
    


    
      According to Mojarrieta, who in the 1820s worked as a lawyer at the Audiencia of Puerto Príncipe, this appellate
      court always rejected the coartados’ demands to change masters. Indeed there is evidence that in the early
      decades of the nineteenth century masters managed to litigate successfully against this practice. In 1820, for
      instance, don Leandro Garcia agreed to the petition of his slave Bernardo Lucumí to become coartado, but rejected
      his request of paper to change owners. Because the síndico failed to reach an agreement, the case went to a
      judge, who found the slave’s petition without merit: “[N]ot being sufficient the causes alleged by Bernardo
      Lucumí to compel his master Leandro García y Sanabria to this alienation … it does not proceed, informing don
      Leandro that he has to accept the amounts that his slave may give him for his freedom.” Equally successful in
      rejecting his slave’s petition for papel was the Marquis of Campo Florido in 1833. He alleged that “he could not
      be forced by the síndico” to the sale and that his petition did not conform to reason, the law, or the “delicate
      political order” in a country in which slaves outnumbered masters by the hundreds. The judge concurred, stating
      further that the síndico did not have jurisdiction in this case to begin with.53
    


    
      As long as these practices remained anchored just in custom or in fragmentary royal regulations, masters could
      successfully curb their slaves’ insolence through litigation, as the Marquis of Campo Florido and other owners
      did in the early decades of the nineteenth century. The Reglamento de Esclavos of 1842 modified the legal
      landscape, however, creating new bases for the slaves and the síndicos to claim rights. The masters responded
      with vigorous litigation and demanded the suspension and repeal of a law that they perceived as an assault on
      property rights.
    


    Codification: The Reglamento de Esclavos of 1842


    
      Approved by Governor Gerónimo Valdés in 1842, this slave ordinance was Spain’s response to “a series of
      concurrent pressures” from within and without.54 Internally, the colonial state sought to control more
      effectively a fast-growing slave population that, particularly in the sugar districts, was exploited brutally.
      Several revolts, frequent rumors of conspiracy, and the specter of another Haiti underlined the precarious
      balance of colonial society.55 To make matters worse, the international context was not favorable. Great
      Britain was determined to halt the slave trade and abolished slavery in its
      own colonies in the 1830s. The arrival in Havana of British Consul David Turnbull in 1841 was greeted with alarm
      by planters and authorities, and the central government instructed the Captain captain General general to
      counteract his efforts in favor of emancipation. As historian Jean-Pierre Tardieu states, to prevent “the worst,”
      the colonial administration “had no choice but to propose a reform of the slave system that was favorable to both
      the slave and the master.”56 A few months later Valdés promulgated the Reglamento de Esclavos.
    


    
      The reglamento was approved over the objections of the planters, who realized that the new regulations would
      control not just the slaves but the slave owners as well—“an attempt to rein them in,” as Robert Paquette puts
      it. The owners resented almost any form of state interference in their properties, including any attempt to
      regulate slavery legally, claiming that slaves would always understand such regulations as a “bill of rights and
      a tacit accusation against masters.”57 On this point there was consensus among slave owners: discipline was a
      private matter to be decided exclusively by the master as the supreme authority. As a slave owner explained in
      1842, “It is well known that public authorities cannot interfere between masters and slaves without grave risks.”
      The mere act of regulating slavery was tantamount to the creation of “rights that slaves could claim” and
      therefore a direct attack on their authority. “Any direct intervention by the government, which in any way allows
      a slave to suspect that he has rights against the master” would automatically result in an increase of those
      demands, a slave owner warned. As soon as slaves knew that there existed an authority that protected them and
      watched over the masters, “all the links of subordination” would be lost and the very survival of the institution
      of slavery would be endangered.58
    


    
      The very approval of the reglamento illustrated the diminished political power of Cuban planters and the
      expansion and consolidation of the absolutist power of the Captain General in the island, particularly after the
      1830s.59 Valdés himself referred in the introduction of his Bando to the
      governor as “the center of power and action” and as the interpreter of “the true interests of this rich
      and important part of the monarchy.”60
    


    
      Many slave owners and planters in the island did not see those interests as their own. Once it was approved, they
      fought against the reglamento and sought to have it repealed or suspended. In 1844, a commission of planters
      issued a report to the colonial governor in which they blamed the reglamento for several slave insurrections and
      for the conspiracy of La Escalera, which resulted in the repression of hundreds of free blacks and
      mulattos.61 The members of this commission claimed that, following the royal cédula of
      1789, the reglamento had transformed “the protective mission” and “the rights” of masters into obligations that
      could be claimed by the slaves. Indeed the reglamento had followed the
      traditional principles of Castilian law, asserting that masters should feed, clothe, and provide medical care for
      their slaves. As the Siete Partidas and colonial regulations had repeatedly stated, in cases of excessive
      punishment or cruelty the justices were authorized to order the forcible sale of the slave. All this, the
      commission elaborated, eroded the authority of the owners to the point that slaves did not see masters as “the
      absolute and legitimate power” any longer. Their recommendation, however, was not to repeal the reglamento. This
      would alarm the slaves and create international problems, a clear reference to British pressures. Better to put
      it on hold so that it would quietly fall into disuse.62
    


    
      This did not happen, however. The reglamento continued to be invoked as the law of the land by slaves, by the
      síndicos, by the justices, by authorities, and by masters well into the 1860s.63 The articles that
      masters attacked the most were those dealing with coartación. Article 34 defined coartación as a true slave
      right, for it was stated that owners “may not refuse” the coartación of any slave who offered at least fifty
      pesos toward his or her price. A practice that was initially known as “cortarse”—the action through which slaves
      cut or divided their price into pieces—had become coartar, which literally means hindrance or restriction, a
      limitation on the master’s dominium. The coartación price, the following article asserted, could not be altered,
      although “if the slave wished to be sold against the will of his master and without just cause,” the master could
      add the sales tax to the price. Following the principle established by the Consejo de Indias and the king in
      1789, coartación was to be understood as a personal benefit that was not to be inherited by the children of
      coartado mothers.64
    


    
      The slave owners’ opposition to the reglamento resulted in litigation and in efforts to have it modified or
      repealed. One of the principles over which some slave owners continued to litigate concerned their obligation to
      accept their slaves’ payments for coartación and freedom under all circumstances. Plantation owners, for
      instance, complained that by becoming coartados slaves acquired the right to seek new masters, leaving the units
      and disrupting production. Others used coartación to evade the mills altogether. Máximo Arozarena, owner of the
      sugar mill Mercedes, faced this situation. When in 1859 he tried to transfer nineteen slaves from a cattle farm
      to the mill, they abandoned the unit, presented themselves to the síndico Antonio Bachiller y Morales in Havana,
      and requested their coartación. The owner worried that, once coartados, they could invoke the right to seek a new
      master, a possibility that he characterized as “the most terrible and destructive weapon against territorial
      property.”65
    


    
      Slave owners also resisted slaves’ attempts to coartar young children. They reasoned that children were assessed
      at very low prices that then could not be changed. As a result, once grown up
      these slaves could easily complete payments for their freedom. In the meantime, however, the owner was
      responsible for the sustenance and all the expenses associated with raising the slave. In 1861 Angela Vázquez
      Prieto, a resident of Bayamo, complained to the governor that the síndico was forcing her “to the coartación of a
      two-months old” unnamed girl. Vázquez protested against the “mistaken” application of articles 34 and 35 of the
      reglamento and explained how detrimental they were when applied to children. Furthermore, she claimed to be
      willing to grant manumission to the child for “her [market] value, because in this case she will leave my power
      in the day,” but not to coartación, a status that made her financially responsible for raising the
      girl.66
    


    
      Vázquez Prieto’s concerns reflected not just the fact that slave prices increased with age, but also the
      suspicion that average slave prices would continue to rise. Coartación could work to the advantage of masters, as
      the price did not change despite the slave’s depreciation due to age, but only if the slave waited long enough to
      complete his payments after his prime age (when depreciation began) and in an environment of price stability.
      Slave prices remained stable between 1800 and 1850, but they increased significantly afterward. Between 1850 and
      1858 the average price of prime-age slave doubled.67 In the early 1840s, when the reglamento
      was approved, the average price of prime-age slaves was about 350 pesos. Thus the minimal amount a slave needed
      to offer to become coartado (fifty pesos) represented about one seventh of his or her price. In the late 1850s,
      however, when prices grew to over eight hundred pesos, the amount needed to become coartado had declined to just
      six 6 or seven 7 percent of the price. Alarmed, in the 1850s several owners and local officials proposed to the
      central government to raise the coartación amount to at least ten 10 percent of the market price or to a minimum
      of 200 pesos. Following the same logic, masters also argued that the customary amount that slaves had paid for
      the freedom of an unborn child, set at 25 twenty-five pesos, should be raised. As a slave owner explained in
      1857, “[W]hen the price of a slave used to be only 400 pesos what was carried in the belly was assessed in 25,
      but having tripled the value of the mother to 1,200 it is obvious that the daughter’s triples as
      well.”68
    


    
      By far the most common point of litigation continued to be the coartados’ alleged right to change owners at will,
      a prerogative they used to gain some control over their labor, avoid unfavorable occupations, and escape abusive
      masters. In 1862 Paulino Criollo presented himself before a síndico in Havana to complain that his master had
      taken him to a sugar mill to use “his services as if he was a complete slave” even though he had been coartado in
      250 pesos. In a similar case, the mother of a coartada slave who had been
      taken to the interior demanded in 1869 that she be returned to Havana, where she could effectively earn her
      freedom. The slave Filomeno Lula, a cigar maker, requested papel in 1852 because, being coartado, his master was
      sending him to el campo—the countryside. To secure that his children and their mother, slave Clara
      Diago, were brought back to Havana from el campo, free black Felipe Herrera deposited 150 pesos with the síndico
      to proceed to their coartación and to demand that they be sold thereafter in the city.69
    


    
      Slave owners resented these prerogatives and mobilized their considerable influence to try to modify articles 34
      and 35 of the reglamento. In the 1850s several individual owners, frustrated by unfavorable judicial outcomes,
      appealed to the Captain General to promote the modification of the law. Some of them took their cases to the
      highest courts of the land, only to be rebuked.70 The town councils of Puerto Príncipe and Santiago supported
      their views, which were shared by some councilors and other authorities in Havana as well. The prosecutor of the
      Real Audiencia (the court of appeals) of Havana asserted in 1853, for instance, that these articles had been
      detrimental to the interests of “all social classes” and recommended their repeal. Slaves should still access
      coartación, but only if they paid one fourth of their market value. Moreover, masters could only be forced to
      sell the slaves if they hurt, mistreated, or inflicted on them punishments “contrary to humanity.” A legal
      advisor to the governor of the eastern department referred to coartación in 1855 as an evil suffered “by all
      owners of slaves” that the courts were unable to remedy due to the existing law. A councilor from Havana
      concurred: “[O]ur charitable laws, which have modified slavery allowing emancipation and coartación, are being
      used to demoralize the country and to sow confusion, intrigue, conflicts and revenge in the households.” This
      official suggested that to “conserve with all strength the links of respect and subordination to the masters,
      principle and foundation of the social order,” the síndicos should inquire whether the funds collected by the
      slaves had been honestly earned, that the minimum amount for coartación should be raised, and that the coartados
      should not enjoy any particular rights due to their status.71
    


    
      The controversy over coartación spilled over to the press in the mid 1850s, when several jurists debated the
      nature of the institution and its legal effects. From the pages of the influential Diario de la Marina,
      Juan Olavarría from Santiago de Cuba and Antonio Bachiller y Morales from Havana criticized the way in which the
      síndicos and justices understood the institution. The crux of their argument remained the same used by lawyers
      like Mojarrieta since the early nineteenth century: slavery was a total status. People were either free or slave,
      there was no so-called half-way slavery, and consequently the coartación’s
      only legal effect was to fix the manumission price of a slave. The coartado, Olavarría stated, was as enslaved as
      the entero. Recognizing that the reglamento clearly rejected these principles, Bachiller claimed that this
      ordinance was not technically a law and that it did not supersede previous regulations on the matter.72
    


    
      A group of legal experts disputed these arguments and, taking sides “with the Courts of the Island and with the
      Síndicos,” asserted that the reglamento was in fact “the only current law on the matter.”73 To the
      notion that slavery was a totalizing status, they responded that coartación represented one exception to this
      general principle.74 Through coartación the slave acquired partial dominium over his body, labor,
      and time, constituting a form of concurrent ownership. “The coartado slave is not as slave as the entero,”
      explained lawyer José I. Rodríguez.75 This condition had several legal effects, the most important of which
      was the possibility to change masters at will, a possibility that the various authors repeatedly described as a
      derecho.76 Rodríguez referred to it as “a right of the coartado slave, established by
      the law and sanctioned by an old custom.” Nicolás Azcárate concurred: “Custom, more than the law, because the
      Reglamento has only confirmed customs, is the origin of the right that the coartado slave undoubtedly has among
      us to change masters.” In turn, Ramón de Armas, who had been síndico when Governor Valdés published the
      reglamento in 1842, spoke of the “faculty” that coartado slaves had to change owners. Armas further mentioned
      that Valdés was familiar with the tract of Mojarrieta, disagreed with it, and that he understood coartación and
      the possibility of changing masters as entitlements that were not contingent on the consent of the
      masters.77
    


    
      Another jurist, José M. Céspedes, criticized the reasoning of these lawyers by recycling some of the arguments
      that Mojarrieta, Barchiller, and Olavarría had made before.78 The efforts of those opposing the
      reglamento were not without effect. The court of appeals of Havana—the Real Audiencia—issued a statement in 1853
      endorsing the need to modify articles 34 and 35 of the reglamento. In 1855 a commission appointed by the governor
      to revise the Bando, which included the reglamento, accepted the notion that both articles should be
      repealed. Coartación, the commission argued, had not been created by royal regulations “to reduce slavery to
      half” nor did those regulations “concede slaves prerogatives as free … the right to change owners without just
      cause relaxes the subordination to which [slaves] should be subject.” Thus the commission proposed the following
      changes to the law. Article 34 would read: “[N]o master may refuse to coartar his slaves whenever they pay him
      one fourth of their value, acquired by legal means.” As for the controversial article 35, the reversal was
      complete: “[T]he masters of the coartado slaves cannot be forced to sell them
      unless there is just cause, as is regulated for those who are not coartados.”79
    


    
      The need to modify the reglamento was felt, of course, because these articles were being invoked by the slaves
      and by the síndicos who represented them. The latter insisted that it was their duty to enforce the law, even if
      that meant, as one of them put it, becoming “an accomplice” of the slave. A typical argument was offered,
      successfully, by a síndico on behalf of the slave José Casanova in 1846: “[A]ccording to article 35 … the
      coartados can change masters at will.” When the síndicos of Havana were asked to issue a pronouncement about
      whether slaves could demand coartación “in any case,” their answer, which they qualified as “very easy,” was
      unequivocal: “[T]he síndicos of this city have always made to be declared coartado any slave who gives his master
      the amount of fifty pesos according to the reglamento.” When, years later, they were asked again to issue a
      statement concerning the application of this right to small children, their reply was again definite: the
      articles did not make an exception of small children, who could not be excluded from this benefit. Invoking the
      principle of favor libertatis, they also noted that it was a principle of law that all doubts should be resolved
      in favor of freedom.80
    


    
      When attacked for contributing to the erosion of property rights and the social order in the island, the síndicos
      countered that they were simply performing their duties and enforcing the laws. As one of these officials put it
      in 1858, “[B]ecause I see in the delicate question of coartación a principle of freedom for the slave and I find
      article 34 to be explicit I feel the imperious need to press a demand … for the coartación of Evaristo.” Or as
      another síndico stated in 1850, “[T]he duty of my ministry, which I cannot ignore, compels me to initiate a claim
      on behalf of the said slaves.” When the síndico of Santiago de Cuba Miguel Rodriguez, who represented the slave
      María in her quest to change owners against Carlota Dascar, was accused of protecting the slaves who asked for
      papel, he claimed to be “astonished.” He had simply “enforced what is regulated in the reglamento and Royal
      Cédulas of slaves.”81
    


    
      The síndicos’ argument that laws had to be upheld reinforced the perception that it was necessary to repeal or
      modify articles 34 and 35 of the reglamento, as the Real Audiencia and the Comisión Revisora—the commission for
      the revision of the Bando—recommended in 1853. The governor acknowledged receipt of the recommendations
      by the commission, but “reserve[d] approval” for a future moment, when revisions of the entire Bando
      were finished.
    


    
      Yet this approval was never issued. In 1862, when the recently created Consejo de Administración issued a final
      report about coartación, it deemed it inadvisable to modify the reglamento.82 Addressed to the governor, the report offered a careful assessment of the conflicts of interests that
      surrounded coartación. On one side there were “private interests” that, invoking property rights, discipline, and
      order, aspired to “curtail concessions given to the slaves.” On the other side there was “a well-understood
      public interest” supported by the laws, which the members of the council depicted as monuments to humanity and
      Spanish civilization. Beyond these abstractions, however, the councilmen acknowledged the weight of practical
      reasons. They noted that the island was living through “difficult circumstances” and “an evidently transitional
      period” in which it was not prudent to attack “rights or concessions sanctioned by law,” particularly when they
      affected a numerous sector of society. Although they acknowledged that some owners may be irritated by the
      possibilities linked to coartación, particularly when it involved children, they deemed those interests “too
      secondary to influence a matter of such social importance.” The council thus recommended that neither the
      articles concerning coartación, nor the custom of allowing the manumission of unborn children “in the terms
      established by custom”—that is, for a price of twenty-five pesos—should be altered. They further stated that even
      if the child of one of their slaves was born free, it was the master’s responsibility to keep them until they
      turned seven, at which point they could be transferred to a master artisan to learn a trade or to a public
      institution.83
    


    
      The council’s statement did not represent an end point, but a new stage in the longstanding conflict surrounding
      the implementation of coartación in nineteenth-century Cuba and the legal effects of the institution. An
      ordinance issued in 1863 to regulate the activities of the síndicos codified the pronouncements of the Consejo
      and wrote into law some of the most restrictive interpretations concerning the effects of coartación on masters.
      For instance, unborn children could be liberated for the customary amount of twenty-five pesos. The owner
      remained responsible for the upbringing of the child and could not prevent enslaved mothers from breast-feeding
      them. Those who employed coartado slaves had to pay them a salary proportional to the portion for which the
      slaves had already paid. This arrangement had been long observed in the island, but it had not been written into
      law before. Furthermore, appraisers were instructed that in cases of coartación or self-purchase the price of
      slaves should be based only on their age and physical condition, regardless of qualifications and abilities.
      Masters could be compensated for the expenses associated with training their slaves, but skilled slaves should
      not be penalized by assessing them with a higher manumission price. Finally, article 13 stipulated that if a
      slave—any slave, not just a coartado—was being sold without fault on his part, then he had “the right to be
      authorized to look for a new master for three days,” after which the owner could sell the slave to whomever he
      pleased.84 It is unknown to what extent these regulations were enforced.
      What seems clear, however, is that this ordinance restricted further the dominium of slave owners and represented
      another expression of a thread of legal thinking that subordinated the rights of the property owners to the
      stability and “true interests” of the colony.
    


    
      The slave owners, of course, did not resign themselves to what they perceived as repeated assaults on their
      sacred rights and continued to challenge the slaves’ right to change masters. At least in the case of rural
      slaves, they seem to have had some success. As late as 1867 a justice from the sugar zone of Colón, in Matanzas,
      inquired whether rural slaves who were coartados “could ask for papel to seek a new master and to abandon the
      farm as a result,” warning that this created a disastrous example for the farmhands. The very existence of this
      consultation suggests that justices continued to be ambivalent about this right, its codification in law
      notwithstanding. Although the Consejo de Administración ratified, again, that articles 34 and 35 continued to be
      valid and that they applied to all slaves, including those in the countryside, the planters’ pressures eventually
      bore fruit. A circular issued by the governor in 1871 declared that rural slaves “did not have the right to
      change owners,” even if they were coartados.85 By then, however, the slave owners faced a threat that was far
      more serious than coartación. The anticolonial revolt that erupted in eastern Cuba in 1868 threatened in fact the
      slave system as a whole.
    


    
      Colonial authorities rationalized the practices of coartación, buscar papel, and others, as concessions grounded
      on the humanitarian spirit of the Spanish laws, a characterization that was at best partially correct. Although
      some of these practices, such as seeking paper and a new owner, were tenuously linked to Spanish legal codes and
      mores, they had developed in ways that were frequently quite different from those intended by the law. These
      customary rights, in turn, were widespread enough that by the mid nineteenth century, when colonial authorities
      felt the need to regulate slavery—that is, its survival—they codified some of those customs into law. Once
      included in the reglamento there was no turning back. As the Consejo de Administración acknowledged later, it was
      not prudent to revoke rights already legitimized by custom and law. A concession this was, but a concession to
      fear.
    


    
      For the slaves, however, the codification of these rights represented a stronger ground on which to base claims.
      This is what slave owners resented the most. Slaves could now claim rights that could be exercised even against
      the will of the master, and rights that produced other rights in turn. Slavery was supposed to be a neatly
      defined social and legal status; coartación complicated this considerably. That is probably what síndico Antonio
      Bachiller y Morales had in mind when he asserted that slavery “was not compatible with the
      rights of the coartado slaves.”86 Masters realized that any right that slaves could claim came at the expense
      of their dominium and therefore at the expense of their own rights.
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      The nineteenth century, as is well known, was the century of antislavery. For
      centuries, the institution of slavery had been the companion of empire and colonialism in the New World and had
      served as a motor of capitalist development in Europe. But starting at the turn of the nineteenth century, the
      structures that had undergirded the global economy were profoundly transformed, and in the process slavery came
      under assault. In the short and medium term, the attack on slavery had two distinct but interrelated sources:
      British abolitionism and the Haitian Revolution. These were the twin pillars of Atlantic antislavery in the
      nineteenth century.
    


    
      Both movements had roots in Enlightenment thought, in which slavery figured as a powerful political metaphor for
      the most extreme denial of human rights and for the persistence of old-regime absolutism. But in contexts where
      slavery as metaphor encountered slavery in fact, powerful political and social movements emerged. In the British
      world, a growing movement of abolitionists mobilized in effective and unprecedented ways to challenge a central
      institution of British power. By the 1790s, widely publicized parliamentary debates took up the question
      routinely and began to make clear that the end of the system would come in relatively little time. By 1807, the
      British had abolished the slave trade and over the next decade secured the legal (if not always practical) end of
      the trade of rival states. By 1834, it abolished slavery itself in all its New-World colonies.2
    


    
      In the French world, the revolution that began in 1789 issued an equal
      challenge, as revolutionaries obliterated the monarchy, struck at the church and nobility, and created the
      institutional space for the discussion and potential exercise of the rights of man and citizen. Nowhere was this
      particular challenge appropriated and transformed more radically than in the French colony of Saint-Domingue. At
      the time of the French Revolution, it was the New World’s most profitable colony and the globe’s largest producer
      of sugar, the most important staple commodity of its time. In this colonial society, with about half a million
      slaves, slaves and free people of color eagerly seized the revolution’s promise and, combining it with other
      emancipatory practices both creole and African, produced the era’s most radical instantiation of the emerging
      notion of human rights. It was here that the modern world’s first wide-scale slave emancipation took place in
      1793, not so much decreed from above as forced from below. It was here that a former slave named Toussaint
      Louverture took the reins of government and attempted against great odds to implement not only slave emancipation
      but an ambitious project of colonial autonomy that, in the end, proved too ambitious for the metropole. When
      France tried to reassert absolute control and reimpose slavery, former slaves and other non-white colonists
      exposed what they cast as the false universalism of the metropole and in 1804, after a bloody war of
      independence, founded the world’s first black republic. Its foundational and justifying principle was
      antislavery.3
    


    
      Together these two developments—the Haitian Revolution and the growing hegemony of British
      abolitionism—constituted a powerful challenge to the institution of slavery. With one, the most powerful country
      in the globe committed itself to the gradual erosion and eventual elimination of the institution. With the other,
      the world’s newest and least powerful republic stood as an example of the power of slaves’ themselves to achieve
      liberation. The Haitian example also further fueled abolitionist debates, as advocates of the end of slavery
      argued that it was wiser to end the institution gradually than to risk the emergence of other Haitis. With the
      destruction of the world’s most significant slave economy in 1791, with the declaration of Haitian independence
      in 1804, with the 1807 and 1808 abolition of the British and North American slave trades, respectively, and the
      naval campaigns for the suppression of the trade that followed, with the illegalization of the Spanish trade in
      1817 and the French and Dutch in 1818, and finally with the end of slavery in the British West Indies in 1834, it
      would seem that the nineteenth century came in spelling the death knell of slavery. Clearly, the nineteenth
      century was the antislavery century.
    


    
      Yet it was precisely in this context, with slavery under political, intellectual, and economic assault, that
      slavery in Cuba underwent its most dramatic expansion. Starting modestly with the British occupation of Havana in 1763, but then inexorably with the collapse of Saint-Domingue sugar in 1791,
      the Havana planter elite and the Spanish colonial state allied to usher in a massive expansion of sugar
      production based on the forced labor of African men and women. By any measure—the importation of Africans, the
      number of sugar mills, the amount of sugar produced, and so on—the intensification was manifest and
      transformative. As the British assault on slavery became the age’s hegemony, more and more men and women labored
      under slavery on larger and more mechanized plantations producing more and more sugar. Havana became a principle
      receiving point for Africans arriving in the New World; and its hinterland became home to the world’s largest and
      most modern plantations. By the 1820s, Cuba had become the world’s principal producer of sugar.4
    


    
      This dramatic transformation in Cuba, occurring in a context that seemed to point to its antithesis, cannot,
      however, be seen as a paradox or contradiction. Slavery’s expansion here must be viewed as part and parcel with
      its decline elsewhere. As Dale Tomich has persuasively argued, the destruction of slavery in the British Empire
      and its virtual elimination in the French did not represent the end point in a single coherent narrative of the
      rise and decline of slavery. In fact, the end of the slave trade and then slavery in the British and parts of the
      French world actually encouraged and fueled the expansion and intensification of slavery in emerging zones of
      commodity production, most notably in the U.S. South (cotton), southern Brazil (coffee), and Cuba (sugar). This
      new wave of slave systems that emerged in the context of an increasingly hegemonic antislavery Tomich aptly calls
      the “second slavery.”5 The significance of this conception is not only its insistence on considering
      the simultaneity or coexistence of both the destruction and expansion of slavery in the nineteenth century, but
      also its attention to the ways in which both processes were linked. The decline of sugar and slavery in
      Saint-Domingue and the British West Indies actually fed the demand for slave-based commodity production
      elsewhere. That decline and, more generally, the erosion of colonial trade monopolies (even in Cuba, one of the
      last colonies of the region, free trade became the default policy in 1817) meant that those societies doing the
      most to suppress the slave trade were also the biggest consumers of cheap commodities, “without regard to the
      form of labor that produced them.”6 The assault on slavery and its simultaneous expansion in places like Cuba
      were thus not contradictory processes, but rather different manifestations of an emerging global division of
      labor.
    


    
      This essay examines the expansion of Cuban slavery in the context of the rise of nineteenth-century antislavery,
      taking as its point of departure the simultaneity of Cuban slavery’s ascent and the rise of the twin pillars of
      antislavery: the Haitian Revolution and British abolitionism. That simultaneity is key for several reasons. The most obvious is causal and structural: it was the
      disappearance of Saint-Domingue sugar followed by British slave trade and slavery abolition that directly fed the
      demand for slave-based sugar production in Cuba. Another was infrastructural: as Saint-Domingue sugar and British
      slave ships disappeared significant parts of the infrastructure of those two industries were transferred to Cuba.
      Thus in a physical and material sense, the artifacts of antislavery in the British and French contexts literally
      helped sustain slavery’s expansion elsewhere. Finally, the fact that Cuban slavery became entrenched precisely at
      the moment that those two major antislavery forces took root shaped the very character and experience of
      enslavement in Cuba.
    


    Cuban Slavery and the Haitian Revolution


    
      The Haitian Revolution (1791–1804) did not create or directly cause the sugar boom that transformed Cuban
      society. Seeds for that change had already been planted decades earlier. For example, the British occupation of
      Havana in 1762 opened up the slave trade and eliminated the longstanding trade restrictions of the Spanish. In
      the ten months of British occupation, approximately ten thousand Africans arrived in Havana harbor for sale,
      about as many in ten months as would have normally arrived in ten years. With more enslaved laborers to produce
      the sugar and with obstacles to trade removed, the amount of sugar exported also witnessed gains that would later
      come to seem modest but at the time were unprecedented.7
    


    
      Although the boom was short-lived, the sudden gains reaped by planters made this group the most vociferous
      proponents of reform. Of these none was more prominent or effective than Francisco Arango y Parreño. From a
      prominent Havana family, Arango traveled to Madrid in 1787 and soon became the official agent of Havana’s town
      council. In that capacity, he immediately began lobbying the metropolitan government for a free trade in slaves
      and in agricultural machinery. With sectors of the government open to the development of colonial agriculture,
      Arango’s labors were successful. In 1789, the slave trade monopoly was provisionally ended, and the trade was
      opened to Spaniards and foreigners for a trial period of two years. In a very real sense, the path of sugar and
      slavery had already been chosen for Cuba by both the colonial and metropolitan governments.8
    


    
      In 1791, the provisional opening of the trade came up for review. In May, Arango wrote an appeal for its
      expansion and its renewal for a period of six to eight years. The appeal had already been judged favorably at
      various levels of government, and it was slated for final discussion in the Council of State when unexpected news
      of the outbreak of revolution in Saint-Domingue arrived. With dramatic and
      lurid accounts circulating in Madrid as elsewhere, Arango and the planter class for whom he spoke worried that
      ministers in Madrid would close the trade and thus thwart Cuba’s new economic boom. The news arrived in Madrid
      from Havana on November 19, and Arango went to work immediately. In about a day, he drafted a treatise on the
      causes of the revolution and its implications for Havana and Madrid. Forgoing the customary channels of the
      Consejo de Indias, Arango placed a copy of his essay in the hands of every individual member of the Council of
      State.9 Thus, the very first discussion of the Haitian Revolution at the highest levels
      of the Spanish government was mediated by the intervention of the Cuban planter class. Arango actions suggested
      that before the metropolitan government decided on a response to the revolution, it must first consider the
      interpretation of Havana planter class. He succeeded: at that first meeting on the revolution on November 21,
      1791, the ministers read the reports of the revolution from Havana’s governor together with Arango’s brief and
      utilitarian treatise on the Haitian Revolution.10
    


    
      Arango’s essay flatly denied that Saint-Domingue’s troubles were cause for fear in Havana. Spanish subjects were
      content with their king and their system of government; Cuban planters were not engaged in political folly before
      the eyes and ears of their slaves; and the enslaved in Cuba were better treated by wiser planters and a
      magnanimous king. Because there was no danger of repetition or contagion, the revolution in Saint-Domingue was
      simply an opportunity to be seized. It was this pragmatic argument, more than any historical or sociological
      comparison between the French and Spanish colonies, that most interested Arango. His immediate purpose was to
      prevent the ministers from either postponing or rejecting the renewal and expansion of the open slave trade.
      Three days later he had his response in the new Real Cédula extending the open slave trade for six more years and
      granting many concessions that Arango had long requested.
    


    
      Beyond the immediate question of the 1791 extension, Arango also sought to persuade the king to realize more
      permanent reforms that would allow Cuban planters to take long-term advantage of Saint-Domingue’s collapse. At
      the time, observers could not yet imagine that Saint-Domingue would never recover, much less that it would soon
      become an independent and antislavery black republic. Thus Arango’s purpose was to take intense advantage of what
      he saw as a significant but temporary opening, so that when France recovered, Cuba could retain its newfound
      advantage. To this end, Arango’s essay expressed his willingness to write a more detained and careful exposition
      of the means by which the state could give Cuban agriculture a definitive advantage over the French, for the good and in the interest not only of the planters but of the Spanish state.
      Arango’s offer was discussed and approved at that same meeting of November 21, 1791. Thus the first Spanish state
      discussion of the Haitian Revolution explicitly linked that revolution with the expansion of slavery and
      plantation culture in the now ascendant Cuban colony. Several months later Arango submitted his famous paper on
      Cuban agriculture, Discurso sobre la agricultura de la Habana y los medios de fomentarla. The long essay
      is generally and rightly seen as a foundational document of Cuban history.11 Its critical genealogy—that is, its
      direct origin in the very first metropolitan-colonial conversation about the Haitian Revolution—is less often
      noted. Thus the dominant intellectual approach to Cuban society and economy at this critical juncture and for
      more than half a century to come required a particular reading of the Haitian Revolution and its relation to
      Cuba. In this view Saint-Domingue was a model to emulate, Haiti did not pose a danger, and Cuba could indeed
      follow in the footsteps of the former without becoming the latter.
    


    
      Arango’s vision would be eagerly embraced in Havana and Madrid. The collapse of Saint-Domingue became synonymous
      with the entrenchment of the plantation economy in Cuba. A key in the transformation was, as Arango and his
      companions knew, a regular and relatively inexpensive supply of labor. Approximately 325,000 Africans were
      legally brought to Cuba as slaves between 1790 and 1820 (more than four times the number brought in the previous
      thirty years. The bulk of these men and women were fated for work in sugar. In the late eighteenth and early
      nineteenth centuries the nucleus of the boom was Havana. Overtaken by what one witnessed called a furor to
      establish ingenios, or sugar mills, the number of mills in its outskirts jumped from 237 in 1792 to 406
      in 1806. Their average productive capacity more than doubled from 58 metric tons per mill in 1792 to 136 in 1804.
      The largest mills, owned precisely by men such as Arango, had production capacities of two and almost three times
      that average. The island’s export figures are equally dramatic. From about fifteen thousand metric tons exported
      in 1790 to almost forty thousand by 1804, the island’s share of the world’s sugar market grew and grew; and by
      1830, producing almost 105,000 metric tons, it was undisputedly the world’s largest producer of sugar.12 The
      antislavery import of the Haitian Revolution notwithstanding, in Cuba the revolution contributed directly and
      decisively to the entrenchment of slavery. With one system destroyed, the architects of another rushed in and
      eagerly filled the void left in an expanding and profitable market.
    


    
      Although the ruin of Saint-Domingue sugar industry was almost total, material artifacts of that system survived:
      planters, technicians, machinery, technologies of production and slave control, and even men, women, and children who for one reason or another would be denied the possibility of liberation
      and remain enslaved, if not generally, in Saint-Domingue. The infrastructure of sugar and slavery that survived
      the conflict was fanned out from that territory. Cuba—close by and embarking on a boom that required this
      material—was well placed to benefit. Thus as Saint-Domingue’s system of sugar and slavery collapsed, significant
      parts of its infrastructure were transferred to a rival system just emerging.
    


    
      From the outset of the revolution and at subsequent critical junctures, Cuban authorities, especially in Havana
      and Santiago, received requests from Saint-Domingue planters and technicians, who had heard rumors of the land
      and hospitality offered by the Spanish government in Cuba. In them, the refugees stressed their familiarity with
      sugar and coffee cultivation, their experience in curing the diseases of slaves, or their affinity for managing
      black workers. The response was fairly receptive. The Cuban governors listened with interest and made it
      relatively easy—and certainly easier than it should have been by law—for French planters from Saint-Domingue to
      migrate to Cuba. The motivation was less humanitarian than it was to expand the production of sugar and coffee
      with people who knew that production and those industries intimately. The Cuban governor said so explicitly,
      encouraging the minister of war and the king to favor the migration of the French, arguing that the island was in
      a position to accept some of these families, “whose best recommendation is that they are voluntarily abandoning
      their country and the disunity of those inhabitants, in addition to the fact that they bring with them, their
      industriousness and their knowledge of cultivation.”13
    


    
      With the blessing of the colonial state, these French citizens established themselves in Cuba and, as has been
      amply shown, provided a great impetus to Cuban agriculture. The technicians brought with them extensive knowledge
      of sugar manufacture and their willingness to collaborate with Cuban planters. It is not surprising then that the
      Real Consulado routinely appealed to the governor to grant or extend permission for these French citizens to live
      and work in Cuba.14 For example, Nicolás Calvo, perhaps the second-most-important sugar planter
      after Arango, supported the residency of Julian Lardiere before the Consulado. Lardiere served as engineer on the
      ingenios La Ninfa and Nueva Holanda, two of the most technologically advanced mills on the island. A now famous
      anecdote captures the euphoria that marked the collaboration between Cuban planters and Saint-Domingue
      technicians. Calvo and Lardiere were riding in a carriage through the valley of Güines, central node of the boom
      and home to the most formidable plantations on the island and soon the globe, when Lardiere was overcome with the
      certainty of their success. He practically leapt from the carriage, announcing, “[T]his is the land, this is
      the site where nature has provided everything for the cultivation of cane and
      the manufacture of sugar.” By the late 1790s he was collaborating with planters and the colonial state on the
      construction of a canal in Güines meant to simplify the transport of sugar, coffee, and tobacco in the days
      before the railroad. By 1815 Lardiere was established enough in this world to own his own plantation.15
    


    
      Esteban LaFayé was another French sugar genius who allied with men like Arango. The three most important men on
      the island collaborated closely with him: Arango, Calvo, and the governor himself, Luis de Las Casas, who on his
      arrival in 1790 had been given a plantation (with slaves) as a gesture of welcome from Havana planters and who in
      the years that followed was able to purchase a second one. Both had false owners to evade the law. His interest
      in promoting the boom was thus as much personal as it was political. LaFayé worked on the invention and
      construction of a new kind of trapiche on one of Las Casas’s estates. Contemporary sources describe
      LaFayé’s workshops as one of the regular meeting places of the Havana elite. At demonstrations of LaFayé’s
      prototypes, Las Casas himself was said to hold the stopwatch and even help adjust levers. LaFayé worked as well
      on projects to construct roads (the better to transport sugar) as well as on innovative and more efficient means
      for calculating the yield of sugar cane.16
    


    
      As Moreno Fraginals calculates, of the ten most productive sugar mills on the island at the turn of the century,
      eight had been designed by French technicians such as LaFayé and Lardiere.17 The importance of the French input
      notwithstanding, it bears emphasizing that the role of the French technicians was to facilitate and accelerate
      the realization of a vision of Cuban society that was already well developed among the creole planter class. But
      the French also played a key role in the cultivation of coffee, and there, their role was more generative. In
      eastern Cuba, individual refugees as well as societies (or protocooperatives) of French subjects purchased unused
      virgin land and began the cultivation of coffee. In western Cuba, even in the sugar mecca of Güines, refugees
      also contributed to the expansion of coffee culture, though it remained always secondary to sugar. French
      refugees published and translated treatises on scientific methods for cultivating the new crop.18
    


    
      So, it was that the collapse of Saint-Domingue provided both a new and expansive space in the world market and at
      the same time transferred to an emerging zone of production the technicians and technologies that would allow the
      Cuban planter elite to take full advantage of the new opening. At times this goal of extending the momentary
      advantage seemed to take priority over more clearly imperial ones. One would think, for example, that the
      openness to receiving these French migrants would have been curtailed by the
      declaration of war between France and Spain in 1793. Yet though Madrid ordered the expulsion of these temporary
      French residents, the Real Consulado continued to consider their petitions to remain and work in Cuba. Las Casas
      thus wrote to Madrid announcing that despite the expulsion order, he had granted permission to Estaban Lafayé to
      remain on the island, given that he had been contracted to complete a project that would be of enormous utility
      to local planters. He did not add that he was one of the investors in the project and that the final product was
      to be used on his own sugar plantation.19 Havana planters sometimes found their technicians not just
      from the community of refugees but even among French prisoners of war. When French prisoners from Saint-Domingue
      were taken by Spanish forces in Santo Domingo, they were transported to Havana to be held in the numerous forts
      of the colonial city. Many were French citizens taken in border towns recently reverted to Spanish control: Fort
      Dauphin, for instance. But to the Cuban men who were members of institutions such as the Havana town council or
      the Real Consulado, these men were more than French prisoners; they were also potential assets in the quest to
      expand Cuban agriculture. One such prisoner was Jean Lage, who at the urging of Nicolás Calvo was liberated to
      work on a major road construction project in Güines.20 If the geopolitics of war and empire
      required their confinement or expulsion, the exigencies of the emerging economic boom required their integration.
    


    
      The war helped transfer Saint-Domingue’s sugar infrastructure to Cuba in another way as well. During the war, the
      Spanish and creole men from Cuba, as officers and members of the Havana and Santiago regiments, traveled to the
      island of Hispaniola to fight the war on the frontier between French Saint-Domingue and Spanish Santo Domingo.
      Though they were military men by career, the most prominent ones had links to the Havana sugar elite. The world
      from which they came shaped their encounter with a crumbling slave economy and an ascendant slave revolution.
    


    
      One such man was the Marqués de Casa Calvo. He was from a prominent Havana sugar family; he owned a plantation in
      the Havana countryside and was the brother of Nicolás Calvo. As brigadier of the Havana Infantry Regiment, he was
      named governor of Bayajá, the Spanish name for Fort Dauphin just seized from the French. Suddenly physically
      present for the collapse of Saint-Domingue sugar, Calvo seemed to take Arango’s insistence that the revolution
      was an opportunity to be seized as a literal call to action. He quickly entered into business deals with the
      slave insurgents, buying from them the latest sugar equipment looted from plantations they had just destroyed
      even, said one particularly hostile source, as the bodies of their white French victims still steamed. The
      business had become so regular that the hallways and patios of his residence were lined with drums, cylinders, and other sugar-making equipment. He then shipped them to Havana,
      perhaps for use in his own mill, or his brother’s, or to be sold to fellow Havana planters.21
    


    
      Calvo also seized the opportunity to acquire men and women he could send to Cuba as slaves. Other high-ranking
      Cuban officers positioned on the French border of Saint-Domingue, among them Juan Lleonart and José María de la
      Torre, appear to have done the same. Some of the black men and women they purchased were sold by French prisoners
      being sent to Havana who sought to recoup funds by selling them to eager Cuban officers. Others were women and
      children stolen from insurgent armies by rival groups and sold illegally in the same manner. Sending these slaves
      to Cuba violated any number of restrictions against the entry of French slaves in Spanish territory. Yet
      high-ranking Cuban officers regularly flouted such laws, eager as they were to increase their stake in the
      nascent boom back home. It is difficult to know the scale of the practice. Some shipments of slaves purchased in
      this manner were turned away in Havana, but still such slaves seemed to have entered. Colonial records are full
      of references to French slaves in this period, so much so that the colonial state had to keep reissuing the
      restrictions against their entry, an implicit but powerful admission that the policy was in effect failing. In
      Saint-Domingue Toussaint himself, as well as his officers, regularly referred to the practice of Spanish officers
      and soldiers purchasing people as slaves from the insurgent armies and then shipping them off to Cuba or other
      Spanish territory.
    


    
      The practice appears not to have been confined to these Cuban officers. In fact at several critical junctures of
      the Haitian Revolution, men, women, and children were taken out of Saint-Domingue and sold in Cuba as slaves. At
      the start of the revolution, slave traders appear to have taken advantage of the uncertainty to purchase slaves
      cheaply and resell them in Cuba. The official Havana gazette, as well as the records of the captain of the port,
      recorded the entry of slave ships from Saint-Domingue in Havana during the early phases of the revolution. In
      addition, French planters who fled to Cuba often managed to bring with them or send for some slaves. Although the
      entry of the latter was prohibited by law, the state often turned a blind eye to the infractions. Finally, in the
      final phases of the revolution, with the conflict transformed into a war of independence, French officers
      illegally took black men and women from Saint-Domingue to sell them in Havana. Thus some of what one might call
      the human infrastructure of sugar and slavery in Saint-Domingue was also captured and transferred to the emerging
      sugar zones in Cuba.
    


    
      As this brief analysis should make clear, to study the transformation of Cuban slavery in the late eighteenth and
      early nineteenth centuries is of necessity to come to face to face with the
      Atlantic’s impact. In terms of structural questions about the market, Saint-Domingue’s loss was critical. But the
      transfer of tropical commodity production from declining zones to emerging ones also involved the literal
      transfer of some of the infrastructure of that production, as slaves, technicians, machinery, and techniques from
      a collapsing Saint-Domingue were shipped to or recreated in a Cuba whose power holders were eager to remake in
      Saint-Domingue’s image, even as they sought to avoid becoming another Haiti.
    


    
      But on another level as well, the simultaneity of slavery’s collapse and slavery’s entrenchment in Saint-Domingue
      and Cuba, respectively, reminds us that these processes were more cross-cutting and mutually constitutive than
      they were discrete. The collapse of slavery in Saint-Domingue and the intensification of it in Cuba unfolded each
      within view of the other, in a context in which encounters between the protagonists, ideas, images, and rumors
      filtered back and forth. The presence of French slaves, technicians, and planters, each with a particular
      experience and vision of slavery and revolution, now lived out and remade the institution of slavery in Cuba.
      French planters brought the French foete. French slaves bragged to their new companions of their
      participation in the revolution that had set them free in Saint-Domingue.22 These kinds of encounters and flows
      would shape the very experience of slavery in Cuba.
    


    
      At many critical junctures of the revolution the enslaved in Cuba seemed to know of those events and think about
      their own enslavement and liberation with them in mind. In multiple examples of slave conspiracies and
      rebellions, the enslaved made regular reference to the Haitian Revolution. In 1795 slaves in Puerto Príncipe
      confronted masters and governors announcing that the French had made them all free. And there in 1798 rebel
      slaves combined stories of the heroism of Charlemagne, the faith of Jesus Christ and Carabalí Viví, and the
      daring of French slaves in Saint-Domingue to plot their own liberation in Cuba. In Bayamo in 1805 rebel leaders
      recruited fellow slaves by offering them positions of command similar to those held in Saint-Domingue by
      Toussaint or Jean-François. They dared each other to prove their worth and show their courage by doing as
      Toussaint had done—taken the land away from the whites. In 1806 in Güines three enslaved men—one a Saint-Domingue
      native, another a literate Cuban creole, the third Congolese born—led an effort, they said, to win their freedom
      like their compañeros in Haiti. And in 1812 in perhaps the most significant conspiracy of the period,
      free men of color traveled to the plantations of the Havana countryside, wearing alleged Haitian uniforms, taking
      on the name of Haitian heroes, telling stories and sharing images of Haitian leaders both past and present, and
      organizing a network of rebellion designed to rival any the island had yet seen.23
    


    
      Even absent a conspiracy or rebellion, in casual encounters on country roads
      and city squares, brief mentions of the Haitian Revolution were used to convey meaning among the enslaved and
      between masters and slaves. When in Havana in 1795 an elderly enslaved man entered a school and with his machete
      murdered or injured thirteen children, the city went into a panic, and masters began turning to authorities with
      stories about once loyal slaves who were now invoking the school attack and the example of the rebels in Haiti,
      both as things that might be imminently repeated in Havana. On street corners, black strangers murmured threats:
      here whites can behead blacks too; don’t think we won’t do what they did in Guarico (Cap Français). Authorities
      lamented that slaves and free people of color knew the events of the Haitian Revolution as if by heart; the names
      of its leaders resounded in Havana like the names of invincible heroes. And all seemed to know that the French
      (and, increasingly, the British) had aligned themselves with the freedom of slaves.24 The revolution that
      had destroyed sugar and slavery in Saint-Domingue was thus regularly named in Cuba. Haiti had become part of the
      cognitive landscape in Cuba precisely in the period in which both sugar and slavery were taking off. Wide-scale
      black rebellion thus became thinkable precisely as more and more black men and women were arriving in chains to
      work in a labor regime rapidly intensifying in response to booming market conditions.
    


    
      For masters to think about the Haitian Revolution was thus far from an abstract exercise. Certainly for Arango in
      1791 that revolution was synonymous with economic opportunity; the stakes were palpable, not hypothetical. But
      from the start, he and his fellow planters understood that that opportunity was not necessarily permanent or
      risk-free. They opted to live dangerously and dove headfirst into the boom. But they kept part of their vision
      trained on the risks. Thus they met regularly to discuss the progress of Saint-Domingue’s revolution. They
      commissioned reports on how best to reconcile the new growth with the continued tranquility of the ever-higher
      number of slaves upon which they now depended. They advocated things like the creation of rural schools, to
      soften the habits of overseers (so as to not instigate rebellions about slaves), or projects for rural police, or
      for a more efficient system for the capture of runaways. Increasingly, especially after 1795, they did this in a
      climate that encompassed not only the hefty example of Saint-Domingue but also homegrown instances of rebellion
      and conspiracy on Cuban soil. It was out of these efforts to reconcile prosperity with survival that the most
      interesting intellectual projects of the planter elite emerged.
    


    
      For slaves, as well, Haiti was not just an abstract hope or model. For them the invocation of Haiti came to be as
      much about the gripping example set by men like Toussaint, Jean-François, Dessalines, Christophe, and their followers, as it was a means by which to think about their own experience of enslavement in
      Cuba. In the conversations of slaves that are condensed and recalled in slave testimony, we see repeated
      references to the Haitian Revolution: to the daring and bravery (and manliness) of its protagonists who had
      defeated the whites and become “absolute lords” of the land. Most often, however, such conversations were
      prompted by immediate local concerns—by a lack of proper food, the imposition of a violent or stingy overseer,
      the loss of free time for worship or independent agriculture, or the increasing brutality of corporal
      punishment.25 It was in discussions about these kinds of conditions, amidst expressions of
      complete exhaustion and frustration, that Haiti was invoked. Those invocations then were as much about quotidian
      and local experiences as about Atlantic revolution. If Haiti could be used by statesmen and planters to advance
      particular arguments—the need for a growth in the African trade, the imperative of white immigration programs,
      the necessity for coastal security, and so on—it could also certainly be used by slaves: to assert their
      worthiness vis-à-vis other slaves, to manipulate the fears of white overlords, to express immediate and urgent
      grievances, or, maybe, to help imagine a place without whites or a place without slavery.
    


    
      It is, of course, likely that slaves had long imagined such a place. But the power and proximity of Haiti meant,
      among other things, that masters and statesmen now imagined that slaves were imagining that place all the time.
      That Haiti had happened shaped the way slaves discussed punishment, the way they voiced their contempt, the way
      they understood their own sense of power and powerlessness. It shaped the way slaves and masters viewed one
      another and the world in which they lived. A global force, Haiti was used as a way to give voice and social
      meaning to local conditions.26
    


    
      The collapse of slavery in Saint-Domingue and its entrenchment in Cuba occurred on distinct geographical
      terrains, but they were not isolated, discrete processes. They were rather cross-cutting, mutually constituting,
      and both undeniably enmeshed in the transformation of a capitalist world economy. One space’s collapse created
      the definitive space in the market to feed the frenzied boom of the other. That collapse moreover had physical
      and tangible effects, as the very human and material artifacts of one system were transferred (to the extent
      possible) to the emerging zone of production nearby. At the level of the quotidian experience of slavery, the
      simultaneity of the two processes has further meaning, as the example of black revolution and the content of a
      radical antislavery circulated in a context in which black enslavement intensified and expanded. No consideration
      of the transformation of Cuban slavery at the turn of the nineteenth century then is complete without an
      examination of the ways in which that transformation occurred under the shadow
      of an ever-present Haitian Revolution.
    


    British Slave Trade Abolition


    
      Slavery’s expansion in Cuba unfolded also in the growing ambit of British abolitionism. At the very juncture in
      which Cuban slavery had become firmly implanted and was sustaining the island’s first economic boom, planters and
      the state collided with the power of the British to extend the reach of their new convictions. Following decades
      of effective abolitionist campaigns and with the declining influence of British West Indian interests, Parliament
      abolished the slave trade in 1807. (The Americans followed suit in 1808). The British then turned their attention
      to enforcing the ban on their own traders, to persuading other nations to abolish theirs, and to suppressing the
      trade by force on the coast and high seas of the South Atlantic. If the Haitian Revolution represented radical
      and insurgent antislavery, British slave trade abolition was antislavery of a different sort: imposed by the most
      powerful naval and economic power in the world after a long period of dominating the slave trade.
    


    
      Like the Haitian Revolution, it was a profoundly transformative event with which emerging slave societies like
      Cuba had to contend of necessity. The 1807 abolition came in the context of the rapid expansion of slavery and
      only eighteen years after the appearance of an open slave trade to Havana in 1789. It was in that year that after
      much lobbying by the planter class, the Spanish monarchy abolished the slave trade monopoly and granted
      permission to both Spaniards and foreigners to transport and sell slaves in designated Cuban ports free of duty.
      As we saw, in 1791, the king expanded and renewed the provision for another six years, thanks in part to Arango’s
      deft handling of the news of the slave uprising in Saint Domingue. In the fifteen-year period of the French and
      Haitian revolutions from 1789 to 1804, a total of eleven royal decrees reformed and further expanded the slave
      trade to Cuba.27
    


    
      The clamor for more and more Africans and the policies that brought them to Cuban shores were, of course, part
      and parcel of the expansion of Cuban agriculture in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. As the
      sugar industry of Saint Domingue was devastated by revolution and, more gradually, as production declined in the
      older British colonies, Cuban agriculture boomed and the number of Africans imported skyrocketed. The expansion
      of the slave trade to Cuba was both cause and effect of the boom in which it unfolded. Between 1790 and 1806, the
      year before the abolition of the British trade, just under 100,000 Africans arrived as slaves in Cuba, about as many as had arrived in the two and a half centuries of the trade before
      that.28 These Africans arrived principally in Havana, the center of the boom in sugar
      and the seat of a colonial government intimately and personally involved in the business of sugar. Local papers
      carried regular announcements about the arrival of slave ships and about the sale of their cargo at determined
      places and times. Though the trade was legal at this point, the ships often arrived under cover of night—the only
      ships in Havana given the privilege of doing so. The captured Africans were then disembarked and taken to
      warehouses newly built for just this purpose. It was said that the island’s captain-general in the 1790s often
      went himself or had his agents go to the warehouses to take first pick from the new arrivals.29
    


    
      It was as this trade solidified and expanded that British and American slave trade abolition came and suddenly
      eliminated Cuba’s main suppliers of Africans. One would expect that the sudden disappearance of the British and
      then the Americans would produce an immediate and precipitous decline in the number of captives arriving from
      Africa and the Caribbean. Initially it did; in the two years following abolition the number of ships arriving in
      Havana from Africa became sights almost as infrequent as they had been in the days of the monopoly trade. But
      this initial decline notwithstanding, British (and later American) slave trade abolition did not in fact produce
      the abolition of the slave trade to Cuba. Rather than signal the trade’s demise, the 1807 abolition appears only
      as a minor blip in an otherwise steady and often escalating supply of enslaved Africans through much of the
      nineteenth century. Of all the captured Africans that ever arrived in Cuba over the whole period of the slave
      trade starting in the sixteenth century, 86 percent arrived after the British abolition of the trade in
      1807.30 Clearly, the slave trade to Cuba, and to Havana as the major Cuban port of
      entry, not only did not abate with abolition and suppression, it grew and acquired its most profitable and
      dynamic form specifically in the context and the aftermath of British slave trade abolition. And it was with a
      flourishing—if increasingly threatened—slave trade as a foundation that Cuba became by the 1820s the world’s
      largest producer of sugar.
    


    
      Though the abolition of the trade did not have its intended effect in Cuba, the event did mark the way in which
      that trade was carried out. The trade rather than principally British or American became principally Spanish and
      Creole. Creole planters had long advocated the establishment of a Spanish and Cuban slave trade; now, they
      reasoned, doing so was a matter of urgent necessity.
    


    
      Although official registers seem to demonstrate the withdrawal of British participation in the Cuban slave trade,
      in fact that participation continued, if in diminished and covert form. First,
      British subjects invested heavily in the emerging Spanish-Cuban trade, selling their expertise and their
      equipment to the eager latecomers. As had already been the case since the start of the legal trade in 1789, the
      new Spanish and Cuban slavers hired British crews, sending along Spaniards and Cubans as apprentices, a process
      that accelerated after 1807. In fact, slave ships with Spanish flags were often owned in part by British and
      American companies and manned by British or American crews. As David Eltis and others have shown, a significant
      proportion of British and American traders hid behind fraudulent Spanish flags and papers, only to be discovered
      when they were captured by the British navy.31 The prevalence of this practice made all slave ships flying
      the Spanish flag suspect and therefore susceptible to capture by the British. Havana merchants and planters
      protested this policy vigorously, not only because British practice threatened their labor supply, but also
      because, despite covert British and American involvement, there was by about 1815 a predominant Cuban and Spanish
      protagonism in the slave trade. Thus whereas roughly half the slavers coming into Havana in the 1807–1815 period
      were Spanish/Cuban, after that date, they were almost entirely so.
    


    
      British slave trade abolition had helped make the planters’ vision of a Cuban slave trade to provision Cuban
      agriculture a reality.32 However, as in the case of the Haitian Revolution, that shift was enabled at
      least in part by the transfer of the trade’s infrastructure to new regions and new actors. In the same manner
      that sugar-making technology and infrastructure was transferred from older to newer zones, the technology,
      experience, and infrastructure of the slave trade were similarly transferred from old to new players to the
      financial benefit of both.33
    


    
      Increasingly the British brought pressure to bear on Spain to abolish the trade, and in 1817, the two countries
      negotiated a treaty to end the slave trade to Spanish territories by 1820. Faced with an imminent abolition, the
      slave trade to Cuba accelerated even further, producing the highest import figures yet seen in Cuba, of between
      fifteen thousand and almost twenty-six thousand a year in that brief interlude. The frenzy to capture and import
      Africans before the treaty took effect ushered in what Moreno has called the “most tragic era” of the Cuban slave
      trade. Reports from the doctors assigned to vaccinate and examine incoming Africans give a sense of the
      conditions on board Cuban slavers of this period. Moreno cites the case of the Amistad (a different
      Amistad from the one treated by Michael Zeuske and Orlando García Martínez in this volume), which held
      733 Africans and arrived in Havana fifty-two days later with only 188.34
    


    
      But in fact the fear that the Spanish would work in tandem with the British to suppress the trade proved
      ill-conceived. And, as in the first decade of the century, the trade continued
      to flourish. But now it did so illegally, with the violation of the law a foundational feature of its day-to-day
      operation. As before, slavers continued to arrive at night, but now they employed new layers of deceit. Sometimes
      they stopped first in Puerto Rico, where there was less vigilance and where they obtained a kind of passport,
      making it seem on their arrival in Havana that the slaves on board had been purchased in another Spanish
      territory rather than on the now prohibited African coast. Another common ruse was to arrive and disembark slaves
      outside Havana on some stretch of deserted coast and then march the Africans into Havana in broad daylight as if
      they were the slave force of a sugar mill that was being liquidated.35 Such subterfuges would not have worked if
      authorities had pressed even minimally, but the fact is that they rarely did. Take for example, the case of the
      slave ship Minerva, examined by Cuban scholar Fernando Ortiz. This ship left Havana for Africa in April
      1826 and was denounced to Havana authorities by British commissioners. In August, the ship was captured by the
      British and escorted to Havana, where a British officer demanded to board and inspect it. But the Spanish captain
      of the ship required that he get authorization from the captain of the port. When the British official requested
      that authorization, however, he was sent to the jefe del apostadero, who then said he had to consult
      with the governor about the case. The governor was conveniently absent, so a file was started and several Spanish
      officials were consulted. When the governor finally appeared he refused to rule without first consulting the
      captain of the port and the jefe del apostadero. By the time authorization was given for the British captain to
      board and inspect the ship the following morning, there were no Africans on board.36 The protection of the
      illegal slave trade became a key function of the colonial state, shaping the local practices of rule.
    


    
      The prevalence of the illegal trade even left physical traces in the Cuban landscape. Take for example the case
      of the only surviving barracón in Cuba today, located in the small town of Juraguá, just south of
      Cienfuegos. Barracónes were the large, usually rectangular structures that served as the slave quarters in the
      period of sugar’s expansion in the nineteenth century. This particular barracón, which belonged to the plantation
      called Caridad de Juraguá, is essentially intact—and in fact, inhabited—today. It is, however, less a testament
      to the history of nineteenth-century Cuban slavery than to the history of the illegal slave trade. Its
      proportions were much too large for the size of the estate on which it sat. Local historians and archeologists
      believe that this barracón was an illegal holding area for Africans brought illegally to Cuba. There they were
      housed until they recuperated from their transatlantic journeys, and then they were sold to Cuban plantations. It
      was the money from this illegal venture that built some of the principal
      landmarks and institutions of nineteenth-century city of Cienfuegos.37
    


    
      From the perspective of the colonial state, the attitude of noncompliance was a natural extension of its
      decades-old practice of fomenting the new plantation economy. With a relatively new boom and a relatively new
      slave trade, continued growth was seen as reliant on an ample and steady supply of fresh laborers arriving from
      Africa. When British policy began to threaten the core of that vision, planters, traders, and colonial
      bureaucrats opted to circumvent the law. Thus no consideration of economic policy in this period of continued
      expansion can ignore the pressure of the British and the concerted work of the Cubans and the Spanish in
      resisting it.
    


    
      Because of that Cuban boom and despite the growing British pressure, the Cuban slave trade continued to flourish
      and expand after both British slave trade abolition and the legal (if not actual) Spanish abolition of the trade
      in 1820. It received another major impetus in the late 1830s, with the construction of the first railroad in
      Cuba, built, as is well known, expressly to meet the needs of the sugar industry and enable rapid transport of
      sugar cane to mills and of processed sugar to ports. With the capacity to open more and more land to new sugar
      production, the slave trade to Cuba underwent another violent period of growth. It was not until the late 1860s
      that the journeys of enslaved Africans to Cuban coasts ended, more than half a century after British slave trade
      abolition.
    


    
      To view slave trade abolition from Havana reminds us of the insufficiency of examining such events from a purely
      national or imperial focus. The 1807 law may have ended the importation of Africans to British territory, but it
      did not spell the death knell of the trade more generally. In fact, it can be argued that it served as impetus
      for the invigoration of the slave trade, now directed to new centers of tropical production. Like the Haitian
      Revolution, the event represented a major assault on slavery, but part of its effect was the emergence of new
      actors and new zones of slavery and the slave trade. And, as in the case of the Haitian Revolution, that transfer
      was to some extent facilitated by the transfer of infrastructure from declining to expanding zones.
    


    
      If British slave trade abolition did not have an immediate and deterring effect on the rapid expansion of Cuban
      slavery, it did affect the way the slave trade was carried out. It changed how, when, and where ships landed, and
      where and how slaves were received. And it made everyone—from planter to trader to bureaucrat—complicit in the
      violation of international law. The same might be said of British abolitionism more generally. Slave trade
      abolition and suppression unfolded within the much broader and increasingly powerful movement of British
      abolitionists. Although that movement did not result in the end of slavery in places like Cuba, its existence did shape the character and experience of enslavement there. Starting in
      the 1790s, Cuban authorities began identifying abolitionism—in a manner somewhat similar to the Haitian
      Revolution itself—as a force with the potential to stir unrest among the enslaved. Facing a growing number of
      conspiracies and rebellions among Cuban slaves, they posited that the cause of this mounting problem lay less
      with anything inherent in Cuban slavery than with the growing presence of foreign slaves who seduced Cuban ones
      with subversive ideas. In 1795 the governor reissued the ban on the entry of French slaves but expanded it to
      include slaves of the British Caribbean as well. After significant consultation with Havana planters, he further
      ordered the expulsion of French slaves brought after 1790 and British ones brought after 1794, the date, he
      surmised, when resistance and abolitionism became more endemic in the British islands. He believed that in
      colonies like Jamaica, planters were confronting the new crisis by conspiring to sell off the most troublesome
      slaves to places like Cuba.38 In fact in the same manner that records of local slave conspiracies and
      rebellions note the presence and participation of French slaves, so, too, do they refer to British slaves. In the
      1805 Bayamo rebellion, for instance, many of the conspirators were slaves from the British colonies. When they
      were deposed, some did not have enough Spanish to answer the questions, and the search for people with the
      linguistic abilities to translate found only other British slaves.39
    


    
      The world of Cuban slavery was broad and fluid enough to encompass multiple encounters not only with the radical
      antislavery of the Haitian Revolution but with the growing hegemony of British abolitionism. Among the enslaved,
      rumors circulated not just about freedom and revolution in and emanating from Haiti, but also about forces of
      emancipation in the British world. Rumors about emancipation decreed by the British king or parliament shared
      space in the political imagination of the enslaved with emancipation issued by the French government, or won by
      force of arms by slaves, or enacted by new black heads of state in Haiti. For example, in the Aponte conspiracy
      of 1811–1812, by far the most significant of the early nineteenth century, slaves and free people of color often
      alluded to rumors of both British and Haitian emancipation decrees that were to be implemented in
      Cuba.40
    


    
      This particular combination was likelier to surface precisely after British slave trade abolition. With the
      British navy becoming more and more aggressive in seeking out and punishing infracting slave ships, news of the
      encounters between the slave trade and official British antislavery circulated widely in port cities like Havana.
      Even in a context where enforcement was lax, the visible world now included British commissioners who escorted ships into the harbor, inspected them, and cast themselves as authorities
      equal to the planters and the colonial state. The British did this before the eyes and ears of the slaves and
      free people of color who frequented the docks and in a context in which Haiti had already achieved its
      independence. In fact, sometimes the projects of British slave trade abolition and Haitian antislavery became
      linked not only in practice but in the minds of those who saw themselves as potential objects of those policies.
    


    
      Early in 1811, news began arriving in Havana about new and daring acts by Henri Christophe, the head of state in
      northern Haiti, who was intercepting slave ships bound for Cuba, liberating the Africans on board, bringing them
      to Haitian soil as free men and women, and sending the crews and empty ships on their way. In 1810–1812 such was
      the fate of at least three ships: the Nueva Gerona; an unnamed Portuguese ship en route with 440
      Africans from Rio to Havana; and the Santa Ana, whose shipment of 205 slaves was liberated and taken by
      Christophe’s forces to the port of Gonaïves. In addition, Havana’s Real Consulado decried the capture of “various
      slave ships” prior to the interception of these three. With several similar cases in a relatively short space of
      time, members of the Real Consulado also commented that news of the captures was circulating widely in
      Havana.41 If the news circulated, we can be sure that one of its key points of
      transmission would have been the docks, where the arrival of empty slave ships, whose original human cargo had
      been taken to Haiti, would have found a most attentive audience. One should not perhaps automatically cast these
      Haitian interceptions of slave ships as an alternative or counterhegemonic antislavery. The reality is probably
      much murkier. The Spanish sometimes protested to Haiti directly, but more often to the British, whose protection,
      they believed, enabled the captures. At least one of the Haitian ships engaged in capturing the slave ships was
      named Wilberforce, rather than, say, Toussaint. Interestingly, references to the Haitian
      seizures appear in the testimony of conspirators in the Aponte rebellion, in which many of the participants
      frequented those same docks. Francisco Xavier Pacheco, allegedly one the principal conspirators, confessed
      shortly before his execution that when Aponte showed him a portrait of King Christophe, he had explained “that
      England was intercepting the ships that came loaded with blacks because it no longer wanted slavery, sending them
      to [Haiti] to be governed by the black king.”42 Slave trade abolition and the campaigns of suppression it
      established were thus on the minds not just of planters, traders, or officials, but also clearly in the
      consciousness of slaves, who likely welcomed them as another force, after the Haitian Revolution, that might
      signal the possibility of liberation in their own lifetimes.
    


    Conclusion


    
      British slave trade abolition, like the Haitian Revolution, was less a signal of slavery’s decline than part of
      the mutually constituting processes of the decline and expansion of slavery. While slavery and the trade
      were abolished everywhere in the hemisphere, the nineteenth century was nonetheless the apogee of its
      development, as slavery expanded on a massive scale in emerging zones to meet the growing world demand for
      coffee, sugar, and cotton. This second slavery, as Tomich has aptly labeled it, however, is not just a
      counterpoint in an otherwise coherent and unified narrative of antislavery. Rather, the two processes were
      directly linked.43
    


    
      The Cuban boom is particularly instructive in this regard. The island became the world’s largest producer of
      sugar and one of the nineteenth century’s principle consumers of African slaves specifically in the context of
      the rise and growing hegemony of antislavery. Rather than coincidence or contradiction, that economic boom can be
      linked directly to the progress of antislavery elsewhere. The dramatic destruction of slavery in Saint-Domingue
      created the market space and strengthened the incentive to expand the institution in Cuba. The British and
      American abolition of the slave trade rather than end the importation of Africans to Cuba merely changed the
      players, as Spanish traders first filled in and then exceeded the gap left by their former suppliers.
      Inextricably linked to that abolition, the general decline of British West Indian sugar, in a context in which
      old colonial trade monopolies were disappearing, also greatly expanded the global market for Cuban sugar. Thus
      the very same forces of Atlantic antislavery fed the entrenchment of slavery in Cuba, as in other formerly more
      marginal zones of the Atlantic economy. But the simultaneity of the rise of both antislavery and the second
      slavery was also local, material, and quotidian. The protagonists, the technology, and the knowledge central to a
      waning system became physically present for the expansion of an emerging one. And the enslaved often found
      themselves positioned at a kind of meeting ground, living the intensification of their enslavement even as they
      witnessed and participated in the growing power of antislavery, occupying as it were plural time and space in the
      history of global slavery and capitalism.
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      In 1810, the abolitionist and parliamentarian William Wilberforce wrote to the
      British Foreign Minister, Lord Wellesley, to ask for his help in promoting antislavery in Spain. British
      abolitionists and governments would focus on Spain for the next several decades. In 1789 the Spanish crown for
      the first time deregulated the slave traffic to its American colonies. The result was a huge surge in African
      captives to Cuba, the largest slave society in Spanish-American history. From the later eighteenth until the mid
      nineteenth century, slave traders would disembark almost eight hundred thousand African captives in the island.
      Despite years of foreign invasion, imperial collapse, civil war, and treaties with Britain, Spanish governments
      managed to keep the slave trade flowing to Cuba, finally taking effective steps to suppress it only in 1867. Yet
      when Wilberforce wrote to Wellesley, he and many other British abolitionists and officials were hopeful that they
      could persuade Spain to close the traffic because of the tremendous leverage they might exercise over the Spanish
      government during the joint resistance to the French occupation of the Iberian Peninsula that had commenced in
      1808. The Peninsular War (what Spaniards would later dub the War of Independence) was an opportunity to thwart
      Napoleonic France and also bring great pressure to bear on the two most recalcitrant European slave trading
      powers: Portugal and Spain. To that end, Wilberforce planned the translation
      of an antislavery tract that could be circulated in Spain with Wellesley’s assistance: “I will endeavour to have
      a little leisure to draw up something for the purpose, which perhaps you will have the Goodness to use your
      influence to get Spanished.”
    


    
      To Spanish, or translate, his work, Wilberforce had in mind an exile recently arrived in London who worked
      closely with the Foreign Office on matters pertaining to Spain and the revolutions in Spanish America. Joseph
      Blanco White (1775–1841) was a former Catholic priest known in Spain as José María Blanco y Crespo, who
      Anglicized his name upon his arrival in England in 1810 in flight from the French occupation of his hometown,
      Seville. In 1812 he would convert to Anglicanism because he was also escaping from the Catholic Church, as his
      priesthood had led to a profound religious crisis brought on by preaching a creed that he found artificial and
      impious. He would remain in the British Isles for the rest of his life, never returning to his native land. To
      support himself in the early years of his exile he published the lively political journal El Español
      with Foreign Office assistance. He also benefited from the patronage of the Whig grandee Lord Holland and his
      secretary John Allen, both of whom exercised considerable influence over Blanco’s ideas about Spanish and
      Spanish-American politics. Like his British patrons, Blanco believed that during the war against the French,
      Spain must concede home rule and free trade to its American colonies. Though the bonds of Spanish control would
      be loosened, common loyalty to the deposed monarch Ferdinand VII and the struggle against France would continue
      to hold Spain and Spanish America together. Such views earned Blanco considerable enmity from the Spanish
      government in Cadiz, committed to the monopolistic privileges of the Cadiz merchants and to reasserting Spanish
      authority over the colonies through a centralizing constitution drafted during Ferdinand’s captivity.1
    


    
      There was much to recommend Blanco to Wilberforce. Blanco commanded Spanish and English and moved with some
      facility between the languages and the history and politics of the two empires. His paternal grandfather, William
      White, was an Irishman who migrated to Seville in the early eighteenth century in flight from the Penal Laws that
      punished Catholics under British rule. William White—Joseph’s father Guillermo changed his name to Blanco in the
      following generation—set up a trading house with Irish relatives. Many years later, Joseph briefly worked there
      as a youth before dedicating himself to an ecclesiastical career. The English language and familiarity with the
      British world were thus an important aspect of his early life. Blanco also had an acute knowledge of Spanish
      politics and politicians, many of whom he knew from clerical and literary circles in Seville or from the years he
      spent in Madrid’s court before the French invasion in 1808. During the first
      two years of the Spanish resistance, he served as editor of the Seminario Patriótico in Madrid and
      Seville, the official publication of the provisional governments. Wilberforce also mentioned to Wellesley that
      Blanco’s previous religious vocation would serve him well in tailoring evangelical British antislavery ideas and
      rhetoric to a Catholic Spanish public. Surely there was some precursor to be found in the Spanish church: “It has
      occurred to me as worthy of Consideration whether as Bartholomew (the Early Conveyor if not the first Spanish
      originator of the Sla. [sic] Trade) de la [sic] Casas, pleaded however the Cause of the Blacks,
      there might not be found in his Writings or those of some other of the Spanish divines, passages likely to have
      weight with the Ecclesiastics of the Country. Yr. Lordship knows, whether Mr. White is likely to be at all versed
      in Spanish Literature, especially in Ecclesiastical.”2
    


    
      Blanco White did indeed undertake the translation of Wilberforce’s work, his 1807 Letter on the Abolition of
      the Slave Trade.3 He printed excerpts in El Español and then in 1814 published a lengthy
      pamphlet called the Bosquexo del comercio en esclavos y reflexiónes sobre este tráfico considerado moral,
      política y cristianamente, which the Foreign Office and the abolitionist African Institution proposed to
      circulate among Spanish political leaders. But “spanishing” a British abolitionist was the same as writing the
      work anew. The African Institution, which provided financial assistance for Blanco’s undertaking, acknowledged as
      much in its 1814 report:
    


    
      Believing his countrymen to be wholly unacquainted with the real nature of this nefarious traffic, he offered to
      endeavour to enlighten them by translating into the Spanish language such parts of Mr. Wilberforce’s Letter upon
      the Slave Trade as might seem applicable to the circumstances of Spain and her colonies. This handsome offer the
      Director most willingly accepted, but Mr. White soon found the circumstances of Great Britain and Spain so
      different that in order to render the work serviceable to the great cause of the Abolition in the latter country,
      it became necessary to alter it very considerably—indeed, almost to compose a new work.4
    


    
      What adds interest to this translation/rewriting of Wilberforce into Spanish is that Blanco had come to share
      aspects of the evangelical religion that animated the leading British abolitionists.5 In letters to his
      brother Fernando and to Wilberforce himself, Blanco expressed a strong desire to carry out a mission to the
      Americas and work among the enslaved and the recently liberated. At the top of his list was Trinidad, a Spanish
      colony taken over by Britain in 1797. There he could bring Christianity to pagans while also leading misguided
      Catholics to the true religion: “I imagine that an opening presents itself for the spreading of the seeds of a
      Religious Reformation in South America, which may on the one hand enlighten
      the ignorant and the superstitious in that Country, and on the other reclaim many of those whom the absurdity of
      Catholicism has driven into absolute infidelity.”6 To his brother Fernando he related an
      appealing offer from the representative of the Emperor of Haiti with whom he dined in London:
    


    
      Yesterday, Sunday, I dined with Mr. Moore. I met Mrs. Smith and Mr. Sanders, the king of Hayti’s envoy. He was
      trying hard to persuade me to accept a professorship in the University, which his Most Black Majesty is
      establishing. The state of that Colony is very prosperous. The King is certainly a man of strong natural sense
      and abilities, and spares neither money nor pains to civilize the country. Were it not for you and your name-sake
      perhaps I might be tempted by the prospect of doing good in a tropic climate which would certainly increase my
      powers in that way.7
    


    
      What these letters show is that at least for a time, Blanco fully shared the evangelical enthusiasm of
      Wilberforce and other leading British abolitionists. Like them, he hoped to spread the gospel among the enslaved
      population of the West Indies. Yet he was fully aware that such an outlook would have little appeal in Catholic
      Spain. How did Blanco transform Wilberforce in such a way that antislavery might appeal to other Spaniards, and
      what does his translation of British ideas tell us about the sources of Spanish antislavery in the revolutionary
      era? Wilberforce’s Letter to his Yorkshire constituents recounted the cruelty of the slave trade and
      also warned Britons that such indifference to human suffering was a sure sign of imperial decadence. Abolition
      would benefit the African victims of the traffic, while also regenerating Britain by restoring it on the path of
      moral progress.8 Blanco, too, dwelled at length upon the violence done to Africa and Africans by
      slave trafficking, but he did so within a more specifically Spanish political and historical framework. I will
      describe two facets of the Bosquexo and explore what they reveal about the origins of antislavery in
      Spain: first, the equation of African slaves with Spaniards imprisoned, exiled, and dominated by the French and
      second, the polemic Blanco unleashed against Cuban defenders of the slave trade that echoed with other Spanish
      criticisms of the traffic.
    


    War and Slavery


    
      Where the Bosquexo more closely resembles Wilberforce’s original Letter is in the thorough
      descriptions of the machinations of the slave trade in and from Africa. Wilberforce relied
      heavily on the testimony of the Scottish explorer Mungo Park, who traveled in West Africa at the end of the
      eighteenth century and provided detailed accounts of enslavement and
      embarkation upon the slave ships. Blanco reproduced and translated these sections of Wilberforce closely, yet
      inflected their meaning for Spanish readers. His strategy was to equate the plight of African captives with the
      experience of Spaniards under French rule. This shift in emphasis was apparent already when he printed excerpts
      from Wilberforce’s Letter in El Español in 1811, inspired partly by the short-lived debate in
      the Spanish Cortes about abolishing the slave trade. In introducing an excerpt in which Wilberforce recounted
      Park’s observations, Blanco used the language of slavery to suggest that Spaniards under the French occupation
      must necessarily sympathize with the Africans victimized by the slave traders: “Spain, though oppressed beneath a
      heavy slavery, and fighting to escape from it, yet hears the cries of humanity on behalf of the
      blacks.”9
    


    
      When he published the Bosquexo three years later, he noted in the opening pages that “[a] great part of
      the slaves purchased by Europeans are prisoners of war.”10 Warfare and prisoners of war figured
      constantly in his depiction of the slave trade not only because they did in Wilberforce’s but also because he
      hoped that the Spanish war against the French might turn Spaniards against the slave trade, a connection that he
      made explicit in his final plea to Spanish readers:
    


    
      Do not forget that you too have seen foreigners set foot in your homeland. Leave in peace that of others. Leave
      those unhappy Africans the scarce portion of goods that Heaven has bestowed on their land. Leave them in peace so
      that they can advance little by little along the road of civilization. Just because they are poor and ignorant,
      can you treat them worse than you would the beasts in the wilderness? They are poor and ignorant. But the same
      blood runs in their veins that runs in yours. The tears that their eyes shed are just like yours. Like you, they
      are parents, children, and siblings. Martyrs of Spanish patriotism! … From this day forward stop the
      Spaniards from going to the coast of Africa where they surpass in cruelty and injustice those invaders
      that destroyed your soul. You, who know what it is to have [your families] ripped from your homes by foreign
      soldiers, leave to the father his children, and to the husband his wife.11
    


    
      Though drawing a broad parallel between the condition of Spaniards and Africans, Joseph was also speaking from
      quite intimate knowledge: his own family’s experience of warfare, exile, and captivity. When France invaded the
      Iberian Peninsula in 1808, it shattered the family’s life. The most stunning development for the Blancos was the
      capture of Joseph’s younger brother Fernando in Madrid in 1808. Fernando joined a unit of Seville volunteers and
      marched to Madrid, which the French had evacuated after unexpected setbacks during the early months of the
      invasion. However, in the autumn of that year, the French, led personally by Napoleon Bonaparte, routed Spanish forces in the capital’s environs and retook the city. Fernando was one of
      the many Spanish soldiers and officers taken prisoner.12
    


    
      He would spend the next five years of his life as a prisoner of war in eastern France, among the some sixty
      thousand Spanish prisoners held there during the war.13 Not until the arrival of Russian and
      Austrian forces in the neighborhood in early 1814 would he find an opportunity to escape. Then, under Austrian
      protection, he and several other Spanish officers crossed eastern France, Switzerland, Germany, and the
      Netherlands before finally reaching England, where Fernando was reunited with his brother Joseph.
    


    
      During his long captivity, Fernando wrote regularly to his parents and to his brother. Though the correspondence
      is copious and regular, it is marked by constant uncertainty: Did my letters arrive? I received letters from you,
      but are there others? What about the money I requested? What news? These letters, and later his journal of his
      escape that he composed in London in 1815 and 1816 (held in the Blanco White Family Collection at Princeton),
      convey the account of his capture, the forced march from Madrid to Burgundy, his hunger, disorientation, and
      sense of abandonment, all elements that would reverberate through Joseph’s depiction and attack on the slave
      traffic.14
    


    
      In one of his letters home Fernando tells his family that in the first months of his captivity that he was “dying
      of hunger” until they were able to supply him with funds. He also described the hard march to eastern France
      after being captured in Madrid:15
    


    
      They would give us bread and meat when there was some, and we would cook it with water and sometimes with salt.
      Every day we walked seven leagues on foot … and on the days when the march was long they would not allow us any
      rest on the road so that it was necessary to eat a piece of black bread, like pan de munición, while
      walking. The cold was insufferable, as strong as here, and the ice so hard that we stumbled with every step. To
      sleep on the ground was now customary.
    


    
      Only the family’s support saved him from the most abject suffering: “My brother wrested me from misery though not
      from slavery, by sending me aid from his own pocket … Every hour of the day that I look from my window and see
      myself surrounded by snow and ice and then turn my eyes to my stove, finding myself free from the cold, I feel
      myself moved upon thinking that this and so much more I owe to you who have given me the means and to my brother
      who has sent them to me.”16
    


    
      Fernando’s captivity was clearly not the same as capture in Africa, the Middle Passage, or enslavement in Cuba:
      far from it. He was not sold as property. His captivity, though protracted,
      was temporary and not hereditary. He seems not to have been physically mistreated—at least according to his
      letters and to his diary of his escape. He did express fear that he might suffer the same fate as that of Spanish
      officers who tried to escape: imprisonment in the Fortress of Joux in the Jura Mountains (the place where
      Napoleon imprisoned Toussaint Louverture and where he perished in 1803).17 Because he had given his parole
      d’honneur that he would not seek to escape, he was at liberty to billet with local families and was free to
      move within a certain radius from the town. He could receive letters from his family and, most importantly,
      financial support so that he could purchase food, clothing, and pay his rent; though as the uncertain and at
      times desperate tone of the letters indicate, such contact was tenuous under the circumstances of war.
    


    
      Rather than draw a literal comparison between Fernando’s captivity and African slavery, I would suggest that
      Joseph and Fernando’s experiences of exile and captivity made Joseph more receptive to abolitionism and provided
      him with a means by which to translate imaginatively Wilberforce’s evangelical outlook into an idiom more
      immediately comprehensible to Spanish readers struggling against the French. Wilberforce’s emphasis on warfare,
      the long overland marches witnessed by Mungo Park, the separation of captives from their families and homes, the
      deprivation and uncertainty that they endured was slightly transmuted by Blanco to establish connections between
      the plight of Spaniards and Africans. That is to say, the language and images that he used to denounce the slave
      trade merged easily with his attacks on the French occupation of Spain: both were forms of invasion, warfare,
      usurpation, and enslavement. The difference from the British experience was significant. Though captivity was an
      important theme in British imperial writings, during the French Revolution and the wars against Napoleon, Britons
      were far less likely to be prisoners of war than were Spaniards and the enemy never occupied their
      country.18 The many Spaniards with personal knowledge of invasion, war, exile, and
      captivity could perhaps share his outrage that because of other Spaniards, Africans were “torn from their
      homeland, deprived of their parents, children, and siblings, and transported to a remote region, without hope of
      returning to the country where they were born …!”19
    


    Blanco versus Arango


    
      Blanco inflected the Letter by drawing upon personal experience in an effort to illicit Spanish
      sympathies for African captives. He more thoroughly rewrote it by focusing on the specific historical dimension
      of the Cuban slave trade, at the core of which was the fierce polemic with the
      most vocal defender of Cuban interests, Francisco de Arango y Parreño (1765–1837).20 Arango was a Cuban
      planter who also held key administrative posts on the island and in the metropole in the late eighteenth and
      early nineteenth centuries. He was the highest-profile Cuban advocate of a deregulated slave trade to the island.
      Spanish officials had contemplated such a reform of the colonial economy since the Seven Years’ War as a way of
      bolstering revenues that would pay for more robust imperial defenses against the rapacious British foe. After
      several years of gradual measures, the Crown finally threw open the trade in 1789 and recommitted to the policy
      soon thereafter.21 Arango lobbied Madrid and wrote eloquently on how a robust plantation economy
      would benefit not only his class but also the imperial regime by promoting trade and enhancing revenues. Cuban
      planters thus held considerable influence in Spain during this period but during the resistance to the French
      occupation of the peninsula they encountered an unexpected rival: Spanish and Spanish-American advocates of
      abolishing the slave trade and of gradual measures against slavery itself, openly debated in the Cortes of Cadiz
      in 1811. These debates drew a swift response from Arango, who penned a ringing defense of the slave traffic on
      behalf of the Havana planter class. His Representación was effective, as it quelled further debate in
      Cadiz. Indeed, the Constitution of Cadiz ratified the following year was completely mute on the question of
      abolition.22
    


    
      As editor of El Español in his London exile, Joseph Blanco White frequently received communications and
      documents from Spain and from the Spanish colonies. Among these was a manuscript copy of Arango’s 1811
      Representación. His rebuttal to it was at the core of the Bosquexo.
    


    
      In responding to the challenge from Cadiz, Arango emphasized the centrality of Cuba’s booming plantation economy
      to the imperial regime’s well-being. Tampering with it would be disastrous not only for the planters but also for
      Spanish coffers at an especially delicate moment. With rebellion raging in Venezuela and Mexico and metropolitan
      control weakened throughout the Americas, Spain was now more dependent upon Cuban productivity and the largesse
      of the planters. This was leverage that Arango knew how to use well. He also argued at length that Cuban planters
      should not be punished for taking advantage of policies put in place by the Spanish crown. Slaves were property,
      and property was sacred, its “inviolability one of the great objects of any political association.”23
    


    
      Arango went beyond the question of political and economic interest and spelled out why the slave traffic was a
      means of rescuing and civilizing Africans, the section of his argument that would draw Blanco’s sharpest retort.
      The Cuban author expressed outrage that when the Spanish delegate Agustín de Argüelles attacked the slave trade
      in the Cortes of Cadiz, he coupled it with debates over banning the use of
      torture: “What connection can there be between such different matters?”24 Arango argued that Cuban slavery
      could not be equated with torture because Spanish laws and local customs dictated the humane treatment of the
      enslaved. Moreover, captivity and transportation across the Atlantic to Cuba was beneficial to the enslaved
      Africans because of the worse fate that awaited them in their homeland: “In all of the centuries past and
      probably in all of the centuries to come, the benefits that the blacks receive by being left on their native soil
      are imaginary.” Abolishing the slave trade would leave them to their “unhappy destiny,” demonstrated by the
      failed British colony in Sierra Leone.25 In contrast, by being brought to Cuba, Africans were converted to
      Christianity and over time acquired the trappings of civilization and the protection of Spanish laws that might
      one day lead to their emancipation and integration.26 Spanish detractors might claim that
      slavery was contrary to natural law, but in truth, slavery had existed throughout human history, including among
      “the peoples who have given us the most enlightenment.”27
    


    
      Blanco responded to this defense of Cuban interests and of the immutability of slavery by affirming that liberty,
      not slavery, was the natural condition of all people: “[I]n the so called state of nature every individual is
      free; that is to say, the absolute owner of his person, and therefore of the fruit of his personal
      labor.”28 Arango believed that left to their own devices, Africans would live in a
      state of barbarism that only enslavement and transportation to European colonies could overcome. Blanco, in
      contrast, believed that all peoples were essentially the same and possessed the same innate capacities: “[N]o
      matter how great the difference in the nose or the skin color of Blacks and Europeans, the affections and
      sensations characteristic of nature are absolutely equal in both.”29 In addition to these affirmations of
      natural liberty and equality, Blanco sought to counter Arango by showing that European slavers, not Africans, had
      plunged Africa into a state of war and barbarism. The manipulations of unscrupulous merchants, ships captains,
      and adventurers provoked constant warfare among Africans as a means to provide captives for the transatlantic
      trade. What Arango would present as the state of nature in Africa was in reality a situation created by European
      manipulations: “[T]he Europeans brutalize the blacks through the traffic … and then they defend the traffic by
      alleging that the blacks are semi-brutos. The impartial reader … will soon be convinced that the blacks
      are possessed no less than other men of rationality and humanity.”30 This state of warfare
      and brutalization impeded the very justification for the slave traffic that Arango adduced: conversion to
      Christianity. Indeed, Blanco, echoing Bartolomé de las Casas’s attack on the conquistadors and their violence
      against the American Indians, wrote that Africans were driven away from
      Christianity by the Christians who enslaved them.31
    


    
      More was at work in the Bosquexo than the point-by-point rebuttal of Arango’s assault on Africa and
      Africans. The deep history of slavery in the Iberian world shaped Blanco’s, and other Spaniards’, criticisms of
      the changes to the Cuban slave trade implemented by Bourbon officials at the end of the eighteenth century. In
      the Iberian overseas empires, there always existed major institutional checks on the power of slaveholders: right
      of self-purchase by the enslaved, a rich religious and associational life, military service, and the church’s
      insistence that the enslaved receive the sacraments. Geopolitical factors were also influential. The Treaty of
      Alcáçovas (1479) between Portugal and Castile had sanctioned Portuguese preeminence in the eastern Atlantic
      islands and the West Coast of Africa, an agreement that would shape the development of the Iberian empires in the
      Americas.32 Portugal and Brazil carried out the most unbridled slave traffic over the
      centuries, but Spain was always more cautious and controlling. Relying more on the exploitation of the indigenous
      population in its core Andean and Mesoamerican colonies, the Spanish Crown placed quotas on the numbers of
      enslaved Africans that could be legally imported into its American domains. It also farmed out slaving to foreign
      merchants: Genoese, Portuguese, Dutch, British, and French. In the sixteenth century jurists and theologians such
      as the Dominican friar Tomás de Mercado defended this situation because they had profound doubts about Portuguese
      machinations in Africa and the treatment meted out to the captives in the Middle Passage.33 The
      apparently contradictory formula of slavery without slave trading thus had deep institutional and intellectual
      foundations in Spain’s Atlantic empire. The link to Africa, slaving, and enslaved labor was thus relatively weak
      compared not only with Portugal’s but also with Britain and France’s. All of this changed dramatically because of
      the reforms carried out in Cuba beginning in 1763 and culminating with the complete liberalization of the slave
      traffic in 1789. The slave trade escalated, and Spanish slavers and the Spanish flag were at the heart of the new
      business.34
    


    
      Blanco’s Bosquexo was very much a response to the changes taking place in Cuba and did indeed bear a
      family resemblance to ecclesiastical writings about the problem of slavery during the early period of Spanish
      overseas colonization, though nowhere does he cite the work of Bartolomé de las Casas, as Wilberforce speculated
      that he might.35 The resemblance shows up more in the sense of historical rupture from the era
      of Habsburg rule that frames the criticisms made by Blanco and other Spanish writers in the early nineteenth
      century. When Blanco wrote that “this is a Memorial directed to every Spaniard in the name of the victims torn
      every day from the coast of Africa by the greed of some of their country
      men,”36 the implication was that Spaniards were engaging in the slave traffic in an
      unprecedented manner, violating the patterns established in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. “One must keep
      in mind that no other European nation has had fewer slaves, considering the extension of its colonies, nor has
      any other based less of its prosperity on the labor of those unhappy beings than the Spanish nation.” Cuba,
      particularly Havana, was thus an anomaly within the broad history and structure of Spanish rule in the Americas:
      “[I]n the political balance of Spain there is no interest that weighs against the reasons of humanity and against
      the morality opposed to the commerce in blacks other than the benefit and interests of the city of
      Havana.”37 Blanco was voicing objections shared by other Spaniards. If we look at other
      Spanish protests against the Cuban slave trade from this period, we find similar criticisms, casting the
      deregulated traffic as a historical deviation that should be reversed.
    


    
      Isidoro de Antillón was a geographer active in Madrid’s learned societies before the French invasion; he and
      Blanco were coeditors of the Semanario Patriótico before Blanco’s exile. Among his writings was a
      brilliant anti-slave-trade tract that sought to demonstrate that the deregulated slave traffic was not only
      anomalous but also unnecessary when understood within the broader history and structure of the Spanish colonial
      empire. Where Blanco appealed to Spanish sympathies, Antillón focused on the politics, economics, and demography
      of colonial labor. Antillón insisted in his work, originally written and publicly delivered in 1803 but printed
      for the first time in 1811, that Spain must ban the traffic and instead rely on the indigenous population of the
      colonies, which had grown considerably in the eighteenth century, as the backbone of the labor force, in a sense
      reverting to the forms of labor and exploitation characteristic of the Spanish Empire before the deregulation of
      the slave trade: “Thus,” he argues, “the Indians will be what they should be: the great treasure, the true gold
      mine of the Americas.”38 Such a policy would of course have had little appeal in Havana because the
      indigenous population had virtually perished in the first century of colonization. But to such objections
      Antillón had a ready answer, one inspired not only by the Abbé Raynal but more recently, and dramatically, by
      Toussaint Louverture during the Haitian Revolution: “There can be no doubt. The blacks will one day find a
      valiant leader who will avenge them and assure their independence through force. And we must fear that finding
      the Crassus to this new Spartacus will not be easy.”39 Antillón believed that Spain enjoyed
      considerable advantages over its French and British rivals. They relied too heavily on dangerous and unreliable
      enslaved African labor. The Saint-Domingue rebellion and the frequency of
      uprisings and marronage in the British and French islands showed that the only way to stabilize tropical
      production in the rival empires would be by moving the plantations from the Antilles to Africa itself, where free
      laborers could be recruited. In contrast, Spain’s American empire still had a large indigenous workforce. If
      Spain would effectively and faithfully apply its own venerable colonial legislation, the Laws of the Indies, then
      Indian workers would not only be more productive but also receive more just treatment from their employers and
      royal officials. The Bourbon reformers were mistaken in emulating Britain and France’s Atlantic empires by
      turning toward the slave traffic; instead, Spain should take advantage of its superior human and institutional
      resources, implanted not by the Bourbons but by the Habsburgs, in its effort to catch up to its
      rivals.40
    


    
      Such reservations about the wisdom of unleashing the slave traffic appeared in official discussions as well.
      After the defeat of France and the restoration of Ferdinand VII in 1814, Britain negotiated hard with Spain to
      sign a treaty outlawing the traffic.41 Ferdinand finally relented in 1817 in return for substantial British
      payments, though his government would never take any action to uphold its end of the treaty. Indeed, the volume
      of the slave traffic to Cuba would remain large in the 1820s and then reach its highest point in the 1830s.
      Nonetheless, Spanish deliberations did reveal that some officials shared Blanco and Antillón’s perspective. In
      1816, the Council of the Indies issued a strong majority opinion stating that Spain should agree to ban the slave
      trade immediately. Interestingly, the author of the minority opinion that urged holding out against British
      demands was Arango, who reiterated many of the arguments in his 1811 Representación. In justifying its
      recommendation, the majority provided a brief history of Spanish and European slave trading, like Blanco and
      Antillón calling attention to the peculiarity of the traffic to Cuba. At the beginning of colonization, “the
      Spanish Court viewed with horror a commerce so contrary in its nature, to every feeling of humanity;—so much so,
      indeed, that, notwithstanding the repeated Applications from our American Colonies, the encouragement of such a
      Trade was constantly refused.” The Emperor Charles V relented in 1516, but he and his successors put heavy
      restrictions on the extent of the trade, so much so that although other European powers followed the Portuguese
      in slave trafficking “for upwards of 3 centuries, in spite of the law of nature, and of every sentiment of
      humanity,” Spain kept its distance: “[W]e have limited ourselves to receiving Slaves from their hands, for a
      price regulated by the circumstances of the moment.”42 Immediately abolishing the slave trade
      would bring to a close a relatively brief experiment that was more characteristic of Spain’s imperial rivals.
    


    Spanish Antislavery between Past and
    Present


    
      The impact of Blanco White’s Bosquexo in Spain was probably slight. In spite of the 1817 treaty with
      Britain, Spain maintained a strong commitment to the Cuban slave trade. The British minister in Madrid complained
      to the Foreign Office that even as he negotiated with the Spanish minister of state to suppress the trade, the
      government published in its official gazette articles meant to discredit any such agreement.43 He also
      fretted about the influence of the Havana planters and the counteroffers their agents were making to the
      government. Organized opposition to the slave trade and to slavery would not crystallize until the 1860s, so one
      could hardly conclude that Blanco catalyzed his countrymen to take action. What his work shows is conviction but
      not mobilization.44 It is not clear when or how many Spaniards read it. The African Institution
      printed copies for distribution among Spanish political and religious leaders (a Portuguese edition was also
      printed in the 1820s for circulation in Portugal and Brazil) but its reports indicated that the mood in Spain was
      not initially receptive to British abolitionist agitation, though in 1817 it sent a large number of copies to
      Spain because “a farther supply of copies has been called for, and has been readily furnished to those persons
      whose weight and influence in the Spanish Councils may, and, as the Directors hope, will speedily lead to the
      total Abolition of the Spanish Slave Trade.”45 The year 1817 did indeed see the completion of a treaty but in
      fact it did nothing to impede the flow of slaves into Cuba, a reality quickly registered by British
      abolitionists.46
    


    
      What, then, is the significance of the Bosquexo? Rather than influential, Blanco’s Bosquexo was
      reflective of broader Spanish opposition to the Cuban slave trade. Analyzing it allows us to uncover the roots of
      metropolitan criticisms, keeping in mind that defenders of the traffic in Madrid and Havana were able to overcome
      such opposition, not only in the metropole but also in the colony, until well into the nineteenth century.
    


    
      Scholars of abolitionism have shown that antislavery language and symbolism could merge with other forms of
      protest and critique and take on new meanings in distinct social and political situations.47 Blanco
      White’s translation of Wilberforce throws into relief the forces that shaped early Spanish expressions of
      antislavery and how different they were in motivation from the British ideas he was supposedly rendering for
      Spanish readers: Blanco and others wrote in a time when Spaniards were entering wholeheartedly into the Atlantic
      slave trade, breaking with centuries of quotas and regulations, while they were also confronting a powerful enemy
      on their home soil. Blanco responded to the overtures of Wilberforce and other British abolitionists by
      translating the 1807 Letter into a Spanish idiom of warfare, captivity, and exile; such a rendering was
      intensely personal but also potentially forceful for other Spaniards who
      confronted the French.
    


    
      Beyond the immediate family drama of the Blanco Whites, the Bosquexo was congruent with other
      contemporary Spanish attacks on the Cuban slave trade and like them was enmeshed in longstanding debates. When
      Blanco White “spanished” Wilberforce, he kept much of his depiction of the cruelties of the trade, the mechanisms
      by which it functioned, and its brutal impact on the peoples, lands, and economies of Africa. However, he
      profoundly altered the British abolitionist’s evangelical outlook. For Spanish readers he drew upon Spain’s
      historic distance from the African slave trade to present the late Bourbon reforms as an historical anomaly.
      Though Wilberforce was a goad, Blanco could tap into Spanish doubts about the slave trade that had roots in the
      fifteenth- and sixteenth-century era of conquest and colonization in the eastern Atlantic and the Americas.
    


    
      The leading scholar of Blanco White’s political thought has argued that Blanco transposed Bartolomé de las
      Casas’s defense of America and the Indians onto Africa and the Africans.48 While compelling, what this view
      neglects is that debate over the treatment of Indians and the development of the slave trade from Africa were not
      separate issues in the Spanish colonial empire but always profoundly linked by the constant demand for servile
      labor in the colonies. Indeed, the critics of Las Casas denigrated him because early in his career he advocated
      African slavery as a substitute for encomienda and Indian slavery, a recommendation that he later
      bitterly regretted when he learned more about Portuguese slaving in Africa.49 The Spanish had a long history of
      engagement with African slavery in Spain and in the colonies—though not in Africa like the other European
      empires—and significant legal and moral commentary on the slave traffic dating from the sixteenth century. Though
      accepting slavery, these commentators, including Las Casas, were generally hostile toward the slave trade because
      of the way in which the Portuguese were thought to violate the principles of just war and because of the
      possibility that some of the captives were Christians. The Habsburg rulers negotiated this dilemma—acceptance of
      slavery and rejection of the slave trade—by regulating the traffic and farming it out to foreign slavers active
      on the West Coast of Africa, a position that the Castilian monarchy had already ceded to the Portuguese in the
      later fifteenth century. This situation allowed Spaniards to have their cake and eat it too: they benefited from
      the slave trade without actually engaging in it. They could thus pretend to occupy a moral high ground in
      relation to the Portuguese and other Atlantic empires. Among the social and economic consequences of this
      position was that until the later eighteenth century, the Spanish Indies, as Blanco and Antillón noted, were far
      less reliant on enslaved African labor than were rival colonies.
    


    
      The explosion of the Cuban slave trade at the end of the eighteenth century
      upset this legal, moral, and social equilibrium. A few years later, the crisis of the Spanish monarchy opened by
      the French invasion in 1808 provided critics like Blanco with the opportunity to publicize their opposition to
      the Cuban traffic, in their view a historical aberration of monstrous proportions. They demanded that Spain bring
      this experiment in colonial emulation to an end. Blanco’s experience of exile and captivity and his engagement
      with Wilberforce and other British abolitionists were the immediate, and emotional, motives for authoring,
      spanishing, the Bosquexo, but to understand fully this cogent attack on Spanish and Cuban slave trading
      it is necessary to situate it in the debates over the mission and wealth of empire originating in the fifteenth
      century.
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      Throughout the nineteenth century, Cuba was only second to Brazil as a major
      American destination for African slaves. Moreover, legal prohibition of the slave trade (agreed by Spain and
      Great Britain in 1817 and a reality from May 1820) failed to short-circuit the transatlantic trade in slaves
      destined for Cuba.2 According to Cuban census data, there were fewer than fifty thousand slaves in
      Cuba in 1774; this number doubled by 1792, again by 1817 and yet again by 1841, resulting in a population of some
      four hundred thousand slaves in Cuba in the middle of the century.3
    


    
      A number of studies have tried to establish accurate numbers for African slaves arriving in Cuba, the largest of
      the Antilles islands. For the legal slave trading period, data published in 1826 by Alexander von Humboldt and
      modified some years later by José Antonio Saco have been used as a departure point for calculations made by
      authors such as H.S. Aimes, Juan Pérez de la Riva, and Philip Curtin.4
    


    
      Humboldt’s figure was based only on slaves disembarked in Havana, but this was not the only port used by slave
      traders. In 1978, Herbert S. Klein produced a new figure for the number of slaves landed in Cuba between 1790 and
      1820 that was based on documents held in the Archivo General de Indias.5 In 1984, Josep Maria Fradera used the
      same documentation to propose an alternative figure of 203,432 slaves disembarked in Cuba between 1790 and
      1820;6 this number was higher than Klein’s but very
      much lower than the 272,541 slaves calculated by Juan Pérez de la Riva.
    


    
      Locating sources documenting the slave trade becomes problematic from the point when trading was prohibited.
      Researchers largely rely on two sources to quantify the number of slaves landed in Cuba in the period after 1820:
      Cuban population censuses, on the one hand, and on the other hand, British records based on regular reports
      submitted by British consuls in Cuba and reports by British commissioners dispatched to Havana to ensure Spain’s
      compliance with the antislave-trading treaty. In 1907, H.S. Aimes reported that 199,954 slaves were landed in
      Cuba between 1821 and 1864;7 however, seventy-two years later (1969), Philip Curtin more than doubled this
      figure, reporting that 470,100 slaves had arrived in Cuba between 1821 and 1870.8
    


    
      The latest and most accurate data on the number of slaves traded across the Atlantic come from research by David
      Eltis, whose first figures were published in 1999.9 His original data are now contained in an
      exhaustive online database (www.slavevoyages.org), which
      has been updated with further information over the last decade. According to this database, 547,288 African
      slaves disembarked in Cuba between June 1820 and 1866, to which can be added the 14,178 slaves who arrived in
      Puerto Rico between 1823 and 1842, giving a total of 561,466 individuals. These figures represent a significant
      increase over the figures calculated by previous authors. The data also underline the fact that Cuba was the only
      Atlantic slave trade destination remaining after 1852, yet the Spanish-Cuban slave trade has been and continues
      to be largely absent from research into the nineteenth-century slave traffic.10
    


    
      Despite prohibition, clandestine trade in slaves to Cuba continued as an important economic—and
      profitable—activity from the 1820s to the 1850s and even into the 1860s. However, what were the profits obtained
      by those who benefited from illegal slave trading? Using data and calculations proposed by David Eltis, Luis
      Alonso quantified direct profits arising from the sale of slaves in Cuba between 1821 and 1867.11
      Nevertheless, Alonso’s quantification of earnings is underestimated, as it is based on a smaller number of slaves
      than given in the above-mentioned database. Using manuscripts from the Kew Public Record Office and Parliamentary
      Papers, Alonso took 287,773 to be the number of slaves landed in Cuba between 1821 and 1852; in comparison, the
      most recent figure proposed by Eltis is 392,787 slaves, representing an increase of 36.5 percent over Alonso’s
      figure. Using Eltis’ figures and applying Alonso’s methodology, I arrive at a figure of some 61 million 1821
      constant dollars in direct profits obtained from illegal slave trading to Cuba between 1820 and 1867.
    


    
      Table 7.1. Estimate of Direct Profits Obtained from African Slave Sales in
      Cuba, 1820–1867
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      Despite prohibition, therefore, in the middle years of the nineteenth century the African slave trade to Cuba
      continued to be a highly lucrative source of earnings for traders. Noteworthy also is the fact that illegal slave
      trading with Cuba was most profitable between 1856 and 1864, that is, when—with the exception of Cuba—African
      slaves were no longer landed in the American continent. In the nine-year period 1856–1864, direct profits from
      the sale of African slaves in Cuba amounted to around 34 million (1821
      constant) dollars. And a substantial proportion of these profits flowed to Spain.
    


    Slave Trading and Capital Accumulation in Catalonia


    
      A significant proportion of slave trade profits—in both the legal phase up to 1820 and in the illegal phase
      thereafter—flowed into Spain. As the Spanish historian and republican leader, Fernando Garrido, wrote in 1867:
      “There was a time when negroes cost less in Africa … in which, of twelve voyages, if one gave good results, the
      loss of the eleven was covered and one even made a considerable fortune. … Only thus can we explain the immense
      fortunes with which nobodies—who went there, as the saying goes, with only the shirt on their backs, to enrich
      themselves through the perpetration of an inhuman crime—returned to Spain, transformed into bigwigs.”13
    


    
      One of the regions of Spain most closely associated with nineteenth-century slave trading was Catalonia. Below I
      examine the impact of slave-trading profits in Spain by analyzing Catalan links with slave trading. To do so,
      however, requires much more than a mere case study. Catalonia became established as the only industrialized
      region in Spain in the middle decades of the nineteenth century. Its capital, Barcelona, was not only the main
      industrial city of Spain but also the most important such city in southern Europe. Catalonia in general, and
      Barcelona in particular, had a complex class structure and both were characterized by a great diversity of
      economic activities. Catalonia was not just Spain’s factory and economic engine; it also had a strong trading
      tradition, especially across the Atlantic.
    


    
      An eminent industrialist in the dynamic city of Barcelona in the second half of the nineteenth century was the
      former slave trafficker Antonio López y López (1817–1883). Having accumulated capital in Cuba, he came to
      Barcelona in 1855, where he was involved in various business activities. With his brother Claudio and two other
      former partners whose wealth had likewise been acquired in Cuba, López created a steamship enterprise that soon
      became the leading Spanish company in the sector. He also participated in the founding of two banks (of which he
      eventually became president), namely, Crédito Mercantil and Banco Hispano Colonial, which furnished him with
      sufficient funds to create a large holding company; this company was known by contemporaries in the rest of Spain
      as the grupo catalán,14 indicating the extent to which López’ name and companies were identified with
      Catalonia.
    


    
      Thanks to his presidency of the Banco Hispano Colonial, founded in 1876 and
      directly linked to the Cuban slave trade, Antonio López was able to create a holding company with interests in
      finance (Crédito Mercantil and Banco de Castilla), shipping (Compañía Trasatlántica), shipbuilding (Arsenal Civil
      de Barcelona and Factoría Naval de Matagorda), railways (Caminos de Hierro del Norte de España, Crédito General
      de Ferrocarriles, and Ferrocarriles de Asturias a Galicia y León), insurance (La Previsión and Banco Vitalicio de
      España), mining (Sociedad Hullera Española), and tobacco growing and trade (Compañía General de Tabacos de
      Filipinas). The Compañía General de Tabacos de Filipinas was, incidentally, Spain’s first transnational company
      as well as the most important company in the Philippine archipelago.15
    


    
      The capital used by Antonio López to develop his vast industrial empire from Barcelona had been amassed in Cuba,
      to a large extent in slave trafficking. An interesting firsthand testimony has been left to us by his
      brother-in-law, Francisco Bru Lassús. In response to the publication, shortly after Antonio López’ death in 1883,
      of a commemorative book titled Homenaje que la ciudad de Barcelona tributó a la memoria del Excmo. Sr. D.
      Antonio López y López, Marqués de Comillas, Francisco Bru counteracted by publishing his own book. Ominously
      titled La Verdadera Vida de Antonio López,16 it denounced what was common knowledge in
      Barcelona at the time: the obscure origins of the fortune of the deceased Marquis de Comillas. “Would you like to
      know what the illustrious D. Antonio López traded in? [Bru asked]. He traded in human flesh; yes, readers, he was
      a slave trader. López had agreements with the captains of slavers and, when their ships docked, he would purchase
      the entire cargo, or most of it. … In Santiago de Cuba he would purchase negroes cheaply and send them to Havana
      and other parts of the island for sale—at a greater or lesser profit, but always at a profit.” In another part of
      the book, Bru adamantly claimed that “Santiago de Cuba has never witnessed a crueller, more hardened, savage and
      brutish slave trader than López,” concluding that “the square could well be called the ‘Plaza de los Negreros’,
      as it represents no less than a monumental rehabilitation and radiant apotheosis of all those who trade in human
      flesh.”17
    


    
      Cuban notarial and judicial documentation confirm Francisco Bru’s condemnation. On 27 April 1850, for example,
      María Josefa Villada unsuccessfully petitioned the court of Santiago de Cuba to prevent the company Antonio López
      y Hermano from embarking the slave Balbina, whom Villada claimed to own, on the steamship Guadalquivir
      to Cienfuegos, the vessel’s next port of call. The brothers Antonio and Claudio López, partners in the
      above-mentioned firm, had been trading regularly in slaves for the previous three years. In August 1847, for
      example, Antonio López had revoked a power of attorney awarded some months
      previously to the lawyer Joaquín Galain regarding “a suit against Doña Petrona López referring to the auction of
      some slaves.” And in January 1848, Antonio López, as a partner in the firm Valdés y López (predecessor of Antonio
      López y Hermano) of Santiago de Cuba, had granted a power of attorney to Ramón Valdés from Asturias and to
      Captain Francisco Villar “so that the former could sell, in the town of Matanzas where he is resident, 12 negroes
      belonging to the said company [Valdés y López] at prices and conditions which would previously be notified to
      him, in the event that the latter failed to dispose of said slaves in any other part of the island where he is
      obliged to dock as captain of the steamship Guadalquivir.”18
    


    
      The number of slaves sold by Valdés y López and subsequently by Antonio López y Hermano continued to grow,
      escalating particularly after 1851: the files of just a single notary (Rafael Ramírez, referred to above) contain
      documentation recording the participation of the partners in Antonio López y Hermano in all 348 auctions of both
      adult and child slaves recorded for 1851.19 In June 1851, for example, Antonio López requested the
      Escribanía Real de Manuel Caminero to draw up a power of attorney authorizing Antonio Giró, public and government
      notary, to sell, in López’ name, “a negro called Clara, from Africa, 30 to 35 years old, with her sons Miguel, 3
      to 4 [years old] and Patricio, 1 to 2 [years old].” And in September 1852 María Josefa Luzando granted a power of
      attorney to the partners in Antonio López y Hermano “to sell a negro of her property called Nicolasa, a
      criolla aged 13 years.” Such transactions were often conducted, as can be read in bills of sale,
      “con la condición de alma en boca, huesos en costal y a uso de feria,” a phrase meaning that the seller
      was not responsible for diseases, blemishes, or other defects in slaves newly arrived from Africa.20
    


    
      The increase in the number of slaves sold coincided with Antonio López y Hermano commissioning a steamship called
      the General Armero from Philadelphia (it was, apparently, the first steamship fitted with a screw
      propeller in the Spanish merchant navy).21 It is quite possible that the two developments were related
      and that the General Armero was used to transport slaves to Cuba illegally. Be that as it may, the López
      brothers were documented in powers of attorney as having authorization to sell large numbers of slaves. On 15 May
      1850, for example, Juan de Mena Garibaldo authorized the brothers to sell forty-seven slaves as a single lot;
      shortly thereafter, in March 1851, Luisa Cassard de Giraudy granted a power of attorney to Claudio López to sell
      forty-two slaves; and in May of the same year, Ramon Couroneau authorized the López brothers to sell twenty-one
      slaves. On 22 January 1851, Antonio López himself, acting under a power of attorney granted to him by a previous
      partner, Domingo Valdés, authorized Antonio Zuznárregui, based in Matanzas, to
      sell eighty-three slaves on his behalf. The power of attorney was the instrument used to legalize cargoes of
      slaves landed in the eastern part of Cuba and dispatched, as denounced by Francisco Bru, to other parts of the
      island.22
    


    
      Among the beneficiaries of this “odious commerce” were Spanish employees and functionaries posted to the Cuban
      administration, who obtained generous extra pay in the form of bribes. John T. Crawford, a British judge in the
      Mixed Tribunal of Justice of Havana set up specifically to prosecute trade in African slaves, wrote as follows in
      1861: “Your Majesty’s government has been apprised that typically encountered among Spanish employees are some
      who would stoop so low as to sell their honor for a price. Many who have been thus corrupted have been dismissed
      from their posts, yet we have witnessed no example of such employees … being punished or otherwise demeaned. And
      thus it is that, having held their post for sufficiently long to enrich themselves through bribes, once dismissed
      from their post they retain the moneys so acquired and are permitted to retire having made their
      fortune.”23 Going beyond the testimony of Crawford, corruption on a general scale was a
      defining feature of the Spanish colonial administration in nineteenth century Cuba and was, essentially, an
      indirect way of benefiting from the illegal slave trade.24 It was the traders themselves, however,
      who obviously extracted the greatest profits from the illegal slave trade.
    


    
      What percentage of slaves landed in Cuba were transported in vessels flying the Spanish flag? Josep Maria Fradera
      has documented the fact that in the thirty years immediately prior to the prohibition of the slave trade, ships
      owned by Spaniards were gradually displacing slavers from other countries. Thus, whereas Spanish ships
      represented a mere 12.8 percent of the total number of slave ships operating in the Spanish colonies in the
      period 1790–1809, in the period 1810–1820 the total of 393 Spanish slave ships accounted for 92.2 percent of all
      vessels plying the trade.25 In other words, Spanish ships had come to practically monopolize the Atlantic
      slave trade to Cuba by May 1820, when the Anglo-Spanish Anti-Slave Trade Treaty entered into force.
    


    
      It is undeniable that slave trading attracted the interest and participation of a large number of Spanish
      traders, most particularly in the illegal phase after 1820. Also beyond question is the fact, exemplified by
      Antonio López, that Spanish slave traders based in Spain, Cuba and even Africa obtained profits that were
      subsequently invested in Spain. Havana was not the only port to serve as an important operational center for
      slave trading; prominent slavers also plied their trade through the ports of Cadiz, La Coruña, Santander, and
      Barcelona, to name just the most important Spanish ports. To document these practices, I will focus on the
      trajectories of a number of native-born or adoptive Catalan merchants who
      participated in the slave trade.26
    


    
      With the definitive liberalization of the slave trade by the Spanish Crown in 1789, slave traders of different
      origins began to operate in Havana and in Cadiz, the Spanish city with the closest trading ties to the Spanish
      colonies in the Americas. Some of the best-known traders in nineteenth-century Havana had, in fact, been born in
      Cadiz, for example, Joaquín Gómez and Manuel Pastor. Catalans who wanted to carve out a niche for themselves in
      slave trading had to work either with Cadiz-based traders or with the Basque traders who had commenced trading in
      the closing decades of the eighteenth century. In order to fit out slave-trading expeditions to Cuba, for
      example, Jaime Tintó from Barcelona entered into partnership with José de la Vega, José de Hano Sierra, and
      Francisco A. de la Concha, all three resident in Cadiz, and with Spanish traders resident in Havana, namely,
      Joaquín Gómez from Cadiz and José Irineo de Yrigoyen from the Basque region. These were not the only partners to
      finance initiatives by Tintó. Catalans to do so were Pelegrín Marqués, resident in Cuba and manager of Marqués
      Ferrer y Cía of Havana, and partners of the firm Vilardaga, Julià y Reynals, originally from Barcelona. Basques
      such as José María Urzaingui and Andalusians, like Antonio J. Guerrero, also furnished capital for a number of
      slave-trading expeditions undertaken by Tintó. Captains of slave ships, mostly from Catalonia or the Balearic
      Islands (among them, Jaime Ricomá and Francisco Granell) also participated in risky undertakings organized from
      Barcelona.27 It is no coincidence, for example, that the celebrated Ramón Ferrer, captain
      of the slaving brig Amistad (the subject of Michael Zeuske and Orlando García Martínez’ article in the
      collection) was born on the island of Ibiza in the Balearic archipelago, which has linguistic and historical ties
      with Catalonia.28 Between 1827 and 1832, Jaime Tintó fitted out a total of thirteen
      slave-trading expeditions using ships registered in Barcelona or Mahón (Minorca).
    


    
      It is not known, however, what profits were made by agents and investors, irrespective of whether they lived in
      Cadiz, Barcelona, or Cuba. Because the activity was illegal, participants were careful not to leave too much of a
      paper trail. Letters exchanged between Barcelona, Cadiz, and Havana attest to this; in one letter dated March
      1831, Jaime Tintó wrote that “in this business, it’s all word of honor and good faith.”29 It was probably for
      this reason that this triangular partnership came undone in the 1830s in a sea of conflicts between the different
      partners. Catalans who, like Jaime Tintó, participated in slave trading through the Havana firm Marqués Ferrer y
      Cía, typically returned to Catalonia. Gregorio Ferrer Soler, after twenty-four years in Havana, returned to
      Barcelona in 1833 to live off his earnings; he died in 1853 in Vilanova i la
      Geltrú, leaving a fortune of over 320,000 pesetas.30 His partner, Pelegrín Marqués, also
      Catalan, died nine years later in January 1862, leaving a fortune amassed in Cuba that was valued at almost
      750,000 pesetas.31
    


    
      Catalans other than Jaime Tintó and his partners participated in the slave trade during the same period, for
      example, Manuel Ramón de Llano Chávarri and Juan Roig Jacques. Juan Roig Jacques fitted out the brig-schooner
      Semirámide, which commenced slave trading in March 1829. The instructions issued to its captain, Juan
      Ferrer Roig, also a Catalan, exemplify the clandestinity in which slave traders operated after 1820. Capitan
      Ferrer was to ensure that the slaves were landed “where ordered to do so by the Pilot, who shall await him at
      Cabo Francés on the Island of Pines. Said pilot will be at the designated point and, once he sights the vessel
      and is assured by its signals and the password, will come alongside in a jollyboat flying a white pennant from
      its bow [and] will have in his possession a signed letter for the Captain from the agent in Havana [the firm Roig
      Sobrino y Cía] with the initials F.S.S. and a known seal, which letter will contain all the requisite orders and,
      in particular, those regarding the point where the vessel shall land its cargo … you will also be told, after
      having landed the cargo, whether you should proceed to Havana or Matanzas, according to whatever pretext is to be
      used for mooring.” Added was the following: “[A]t the landing point, every effort will be made to have one or two
      boats waiting to assist the jollyboat in landing the cargo as fast as possible.”32
    


    
      Captain Ferrer was, as it happens, the uncle of the reputable industrialist and politician, José Ferrer Vidal,
      who had a very active public life; he was the first president (1880–1882) of the powerful Catalan business
      federation, Fomento del Trabajo Nacional, and was also a deputy in the Cortes Generales in a number of
      legislatures (1857, 1863, 1865, and 1871) and subsequently a senator (in 1876–1877, 1881–1882, 1884–1885, and
      1886).33 Some years before the Semirámide expedition captained by Ferrer set
      sail in 1821, the family firm Mariano Flaquer e Hijo had organized at least one expedition to the coasts of
      Africa from Barcelona. It succeeded in consigning a total of 315 slaves to the Havana-based firm Domingo
      Martorell y Cía in an operation that yielded more than a 100 percent return on the invested capital.34 The
      fact that slave trading was clandestine from May 1820 makes it difficult for researchers to document reliably the
      participation of specific individuals as slavers. Frequently we only have indications or indirect testimonies. We
      can deduce, for example, that the indiano Esteban Gatell, a Torredembarra-born Catalan who made his
      fortune in Havana, and the six Riera Robert brothers, who amassed their fortune in Santiago de Cuba, also
      participated in the slave trade. Rafael, José, Juan, Salvador, Sebastián, and
      Miguel Riera Robert, who were born between 1780 and 1798 in Sitges, a small coastal town near Barcelona, crossed
      the Atlantic between 1810 and 1820 to try their fortune in Santiago de Cuba. There they set up corner shops and
      other retail establishments. Their success in the Americas was such that they could all eventually return to
      their hometown.
    


    
      In the 1840s and 1850s, the Riera Robert brothers, now established in Sitges, ran a cotton import business.
      Nonetheless, a brief sentence featuring in a deed of agreement dating from 1853 suggests that, some years
      previously (either from Cuba or from Catalonia), the brothers had tried their hand as slave traffickers. We know,
      for example, that they had capital of over seventy-five thousand pesetas in February 1840, of which at least
      fifteen thousand pesetas corresponded to credit, still to be repaid, extended to finance slave-trading
      expeditions. Recorded by a notary in Sitges years later was the fact that “the five brothers, D. Rafael, D. Juan,
      D. Salvador, S. Sebastián and D. Miguel [Riera Robert] recovered a mere 201.75 [duros] of the 600 [duros]
      invested in expeditions to the African coast, and hence their capital is reduced in an amount
      corresponding to the resulting loss” (my italics). The accounting practices of the brothers, moreover, indicate
      opaque and probably inadmissible trading practices. As noted by the same notary, from “the loose sheets and his
      [Rafael Riera Robert’s] informal bookkeeping, it can be deduced … that D. Rafael held the capital and was
      responsible for the accounts corresponding to the business activities common to all the brothers, done jointly
      and without any clearly marked separation in the name of another brother, D. Miguel, and under the exclusive
      rights of some of the same brothers.” Maybe this was why, on the death of Rafael Riera in 1852, his brothers and
      partners were obliged to appoint a compositor to resolve this complicated tangle—similar to the conflict that had
      affected Jaime Tintó and his partners.35
    


    
      There is also little doubt concerning Esteban Gatell Padrinas’ implication in slave-trading expeditions. The son
      and grandson of merchants, Gatell left Torredembarra, a small coastal town south of Barcelona, to make his
      fortune in Havana. After fate smiled on him in Cuba, in 1837 at the age of forty he returned to Catalonia.
      Settling in Barcelona, he continued to be active in business. In 1855, for example, he became a member of the
      governing board of the Banco de Barcelona, the leading private commercial bank in Spain. In the same year, he
      jointly financed a slaving expedition to the coasts of Guinea with three other industrialists (José Vidal Ribas,
      Carlos Torrents Miralda, and Domingo Mustich). The venture was unsuccessful—on this occasion at least—as the
      English captured the barque Fernando Po and brought her to Sierra Leone, where a court declared its
      dedication to the slave trade as proven; Esteban Gatell never recovered the
      12,500 pesetas he had invested in this expedition.36 One of his nephews, Jaime Badia Padrines,
      also spent some of his youth in Cuba; he was documented by the plantation owner, Domingo del Monte, as being
      involved in the illegal importation of slaves to Matanzas.37 In time, Jaime Badia would also return to
      Catalonia, where he made a name for himself in politics (he was a member of the Spanish Congress of Deputies for
      several legislatures) and, above all, as a merchant. In 1844, in fact, Badia became one of the administrators of
      the recently created Banco de Barcelona, Spain’s first commercial bank, and was also one of the first investors
      in the gas company, Sociedad Catalana para el Alumbrado por Gas.38
    


    
      Esteban Gatell’s partners in the failed Fernando Po expedition were all respectable Catalan merchants in
      Barcelona. José Vidal Ribas, for example, belonged to an extended family with interests in different economic
      sectors in Catalonia. He was one of the founders, in 1856, of the Sociedad Catalana General de Crédito and also
      actively participated in Fomento del Ensanche de Barcelona, a company involved in the planning and construction
      of the Eixample area of Barcelona. He combined these activities with the remote management of a slave factory
      located near Ouidah on the African coast. Esteban Gatell’s partner, Carlos Torrents Miralda, who belonged to a
      manufacturing dynasty based in Manresa (an industrial city in the Catalan hinterland), was founder of the firm
      Pau Miralda y Cía. By 1839 he was one of the three highest payers of tax on trading and manufacturing interests
      in Barcelona. These are just some examples of wealthy merchants from respectable Catalan families who
      participated in the slave trade.
    


    
      Significant also was the number of Catalan slave traders resident in and operating from Havana, among them Pancho
      Martí Torrents, Jaime Villardebó Ferrer, Manuel Roig Milà, Isidro Anglada, Pablo Forcadell, Josep Maria Borrell,
      Miguel Pous, and José Baró Blanchart.39 The most prominent, however, was Salvador Samá Martí, an outstanding
      member of a Catalan business dynasty with interests in Cuba and in Spain. A renowned slave trader, his life and
      business activities have attracted the attention of several historians, resulting in the publication of three
      books about him.40 José Xifré Casas (1777–1856), the possessor of one of Spain’s greatest
      fortunes in the first half of the nineteenth century, merits particular mention, as he too had traded in slaves
      during his time in Cuba.41 Indeed, his wealth was such that a popular saying of the day referred to a
      wealthy person as being “richer than Xifré.” Son of a trader who had gone bankrupt in Cuba, José Xifré emulated
      his father by departing for Cuba as a young man in 1798. He established himself in Havana and, five years later,
      was active as a trader on his own behalf. He remained in Cuba until 1823 and then moved to New York, where he
      invested part of the capital amassed in Havana in property, trade, and
      finance. He eventually returned to Europe, where he transferred a large proportion of his capital acquired in the
      Cuban slave-based economy—associated, at least in part, with slave trading.42
    


    
      A trio of wealthy sisters—Mercedes, Carmen, and Maria Dolores Llopart Xiqués—could attribute the origins of their
      great fortune to the activities of their Havana-based slave-trading father, Roque J. Llopart. In Cuba, Llopart
      built up enough capital to allow him to invest in other activities, such as providing loans to Cuban plantation
      owners and exporting sugar to the United States. As related by Henry Coit to the New York importer, Moses Taylor,
      following Coit’s visit to Llopart in 1843, “[H]e [Llopart] has retired completely from the African trade and now
      employs his capital to fund business ventures. He says that this year he will receive a large amount of sugar,
      including … a plantation for which he provided capital. He will loan him [the plantation owner] 17,000 pesos, but
      the harvest will yield some 1,800 hogsheads. He lives in a beautiful house of his own property, and also has
      others in this city [Havana]. [José María] Morales [Sotolongo] reports that even though the plantation owners owe
      him a great deal of money he possesses abundant capital and is in a good position.”43
    


    
      Roque Jacinto Llopart died in Havana shortly thereafter in July 1846. His widow, Manuela Xiqués Romagosa, and her
      three daughters eventually left the island for Barcelona. Maintaining her interests in Cuba, Manuela Xiqués began
      to invest her revenues from Havana in sites and properties in Barcelona in anticipation of the marriages of her
      daughters and the division of their inheritance. In just sixteen years, between 1855 and 1871, Llopart’s widow
      invested over 1.2 million pesetas—a veritable fortune—in property in Barcelona. Particularly noteworthy among the
      properties she purchased or commissioned were three houses constructed on the Paseo de Gracia as residences for
      her three daughters and the palace constructed on the fashionable main boulevard of Barcelona, the
      Ramblas.44 In 1859 one of these daughters, Carmen Llopart Xiqués, married Leopoldo Gil
      Serra; brother to the owners of the Paris-based Casa de Banca, Gil was also the son of the powerful Catalan
      industrialist, Pedro Gil Babot (1783–1853), several of whose ships had plied the slave trade.
    


    
      Pedro Gil’s brig Estrella-Diana, for example, was captured by English cruisers hunting down slave
      traders off the African coast and was never recovered by the family. However, his brig Tellus, in a
      partnership with the Barcelona banker Antonio Milá de la Roca, the merchant Cristóbal Roig Vidal and the ship’s
      captain Juan Botet, among others, met with better success. A contract signed in Barcelona on 28 March 1820
      records that the Tellus was fitted out in the spring of 1820 to “undertake a voyage to Mozambique to
      purchase negro slaves and transport them to the Port of Havana on the Island
      of Cuba.” The partners invested more than sixty-five thousand pesos (over 337,000 pesetas of the day) in
      financing this expedition.45 Years later, Pedro Gil Babot was elected a deputy to the Cortes cortes
      Generales generales for the province of Tarragona in several legislatures and even became vice president of the
      Congress of Deputies for one legislature. Gil combined his activities in slave trading and politics with an
      active business life in several different sectors. He is particularly noteworthy for having promoted and financed
      the first Catalan company to supply gas for lighting streets and homes (Sociedad Catalana para el Alumbrado por
      Gas) and was associated with the private Casa de Banca in Paris, founded with his capital in 1846.46
    


    
      One of Gil’s partners in the Tellus expedition was Cristóbal Roig Vidal, who had put up over fifty
      thousand pesetas for the venture; he, too, had made his fortune in Havana before returning to Catalonia in 1804.
      He was active in legal slave trading from Barcelona between 1815 and 1821. His main initiative, nevertheless, was
      launched after slave trading was abolished. In 1822, through the Ricomá brothers, captains of his slaving ships,
      Cristóbal Roig Vidal founded a factory in Madagascar. Between then and 1826, he commissioned five slave-trading
      expeditions to the Malagasy coast. Thereafter, however, until 1836 he preferred to contribute to the financing of
      slave-trading expeditions fitted out by partners and collaborators in Havana. Naturally, these activities were
      very carefully camouflaged in his accounts.47
    


    
      Barcelona, for different reasons, came to be the destination of a number of slave traders who, although not
      native-born Catalans, opted to settle in the Catalan capital after having made their fortune in the Americas.
      Some examples are Antonio López, referred to above, and Joaquín Gómez, a native of Cadiz who died in Barcelona in
      August 1853 after a long residence in Havana. Another example is Pedro Blanco Fernández de Trava from Malaga, who
      lived between Africa and Cuba before settling in Barcelona in 1842; his intense life was related in a novel,
      significantly titled El Negrero, which went through several print runs.48
    


    Spanish Traders Beyond the Catalan Case


    
      Just as Antonio López sold bozales (i.e., slaves newly arrived from Africa) in Santiago de Cuba, other
      traders were doing the same in other ports of the island. Antonio López, in fact, often dispatched slaves to
      towns such as Matanzas, Cienfuegos, and even Havana. His right-hand man in Matanzas was Ramón Valdés, who
      returned to Spain in the mid 1850s. He first settled in his native Asturias in northern Spain, where he built up
      an important lending business, using, undoubtedly, capital that he had amassed
      in Cuba, some acquired from his activities as a slave trader. José Ramón García López documented the fact that
      between 1856 and 1860, Valdés issued loans in Asturias amounting to over 260,000 pesetas, making him one of the
      “most prominent lenders” in Asturias at the time.49 Another example was Antonio López’
      attorney in Cienfuegos; he merits special mention as he returned to his native town, Santander, in 1853 to found
      a shipping company whose ships, 150 years later, still plough the high seas. The company is Pérez y Cía and its
      founder was Ángel Bernardo Pérez.
    


    
      Indeed, the offices of Pérez y Cía SA are still located today on the beautiful Paseo de Pereda in Santander. An
      interested researcher can even consult a brief account of the history of the company—Historial de la sociedad
      Pérez y Cía. SC—dating from 1944; it was written by the son of the founder, Ángel Federico Pérez Eizaguirre,
      in his old age and was based essentially on his own memories. Significantly, the information provided in the
      history dates back only to 1853; the opening lines refer to the fact that the company, “of the name Pérez y
      García,” was “founded by D. Ángel B. Pérez and D. José García Álvaro to import wood and cod from Norway.” One
      wonders why there are no references to the years previous to 1853. Who was Ángel B. Pérez before he founded Pérez
      y García? And where did he obtain the capital that would enable him to set up as an import merchant in Santander?
      Cuban documentation, once again, provides the answers.
    


    
      The books of the Santiago de Cuba notary Soler y Regüeiferos refer to a general power of attorney of 1848, signed
      by Claudio López y López, the brother of Antonio López, authorizing “D. Ángel Bernardo Pérez, a trader resident
      in Cienfuegos, to sell there or elsewhere on the Island [of Cuba] any slaves dispatched to him for such purpose,
      at prices and according to terms that will be notified to him privately.”50 The same notarial documents record
      numerous transactions regarding sales “a uso de feria,” by means of which Ángel B. Pérez disposed of a large
      number of slaves on behalf of the López brothers and others.51 We also learn, incidentally, that Ángel
      B. Pérez sat on a committee created in Cienfuegos in October 1850 to deal with an outbreak of cholera.52
    


    
      It was during his time in Cuba, therefore, that Ángel B. Pérez established the contacts, amassed the capital, and
      acquired the prestige that would enable him to return to his native Santander and embark on a long and active
      public life until his death in May 1897. In the second half of the nineteenth century he held a number of
      different posts and responsibilities. He was an alderman in the Santander town council, deputy for the province
      and, from 1875, a member of the board of directors of the Santander branch of the Banco de España. When the
      Compañía Arrendataria de Tabacos was founded to manage the state tobacco
      monopoly, Ángel B. Pérez’ company, appointed as its agent in Santander, safeguarded and sold official forms and
      stamps to the entire province of Santander. He was also appointed president of the recently created Santander
      Chamber of Commerce. His eldest son, Ángel Federico Pérez Eizaguirre, as well as participating in the family
      business, was the founder and first secretary of the Compañía Santanderina de Navegación and was also a member of
      the first board of directors of the Caja Cantabria provincial savings bank, created in 1898 and still in
      existence today.
    


    
      Another Cantabrian who plied the slave trade, just as the López brothers and Ángel B. Pérez had, was Juan Manuel
      de Manzanedo (1803–1882). Born in Santoña, a village on the shores of the Cantabrian Sea, Manzanedo emigrated to
      Cuba in 1823, spending twenty years there until he returned to settle in Madrid in 1845. While in Cuba, Manzanedo
      was involved in four related activities: the exportation of sugarcane and sugarcane by-products,
      mortgage-guaranteed lending, the hiring of tools and implements to plantation owners, and the financing of
      slave-trading expeditions. According to his biographers, it was his involvement in slave trading that “ultimately
      explained Manzanedo’s meteoric economic success.”53
    


    
      Back in his home country, Manzanedo began to invest a large proportion of the fortune he had amassed in Cuba—part
      of it earned from slave trading. For example, he purchased property in Madrid, including a number of properties
      located in the Puerta del Sol area in the heart of the city. He also had interests in railways; in 1864 he was
      awarded the license to build the León-Gijón railway and subsequently played a key role in the Alar del
      Rey-Santander railway company, of which he eventually became president. One of the founders of the Banco de
      Fomento y Ultramar in Madrid in 1846, Manzanedo was a supplier of American tobacco to Hacienda and also found
      time to invest in the Paris stock exchange and manage his own trading company in Madrid. Manzanedo also held a
      number of posts in Madrid. He was consul of the Trade Tribunal and a member of the Board of Primary Instruction,
      and he was elected a deputy and subsequently became a senator in the cortes generales.54 It is hardly
      surprising that by 1870, Juan Manuel de Manzanedo’s fortune was “the largest in the Madrid of the day and
      possibly in Spain, larger than that of the Duke of Alba and only equaled by that of the House of
      Medinaceli.”55 Indeed, on his death in 1882, his capital amounted to over 20 million
      pesetas, which, by the standards of the time, was a remarkable fortune.
    


    
      Reputable Basque merchants, similar to Cantabrians like Pérez and Manzanedo, also had links to the slave trade.
      Some, like José Antonio de Ybarra, operated directly from the Basque Country.56 Ybarra was the
      driving force behind what became one of Spain’s most important business dynasties. His sons founded a number of companies in the iron mining, steel, food-processing, and
      financial sectors, amongst others. Some of these businesses continue today—for example, the powerful Banco Bilbao
      Vizcaya Argentaria (BBVA), successor to the Banco de Vizcaya founded by the Ybarra family. José Antonio de Ybarra
      participated in his first slave-trading expedition in the summer of 1833; he was even responsible for appointing
      the ship’s captain, one Ángel Elorriaga from Santurce, whose sailing vessel, the Cazador, was
      custom-built in a Bayonne shipyard. Also involved in the expedition were José Félix de Latasa from San Sebastián,
      Martín Belarra (nephew of de Latasa) and Carlos Urruela from Cadiz. The shipping agent in Havana was Pedro
      Martínez, a merchant and owner of over thirty sailing ships, who also kept a house in the port of Cadiz.
    


    
      As Bilbao suffered the consequences of the First Carlist War in early 1835, the Cazador put in on the
      African coast to load slaves for Cuba from a factory in Ouidah. Weeks later, nearly seven hundred slaves were
      landed in Bahía Honda near Pinar del Río in Cuba. The financiers of the expedition, including Ybarra, obtained
      profits amounting to twice their investment. José Antonio Ybarra was thus encouraged to participate in a second
      expedition; in July 1835 he informed Enrique Mier that “in the African expedition, capital was more than doubled.
      … The vessel has been fitted out for a second voyage and on this occasion we are considering the coast [of
      western Africa]. If it is as propitious as the first, Elorriaga [captain of the Cazador] says that he
      will retire with 20,000 duros. I hope it will be so, we too would do well by it, and even were it necessary to
      appoint a new captain, we will continue until it [the ship] falls into the hands of the infidels” (referring to
      the English).57 However, luck failed Ybarra and his partners on this second expedition, as
      the so-called infidels did indeed capture the vessel and confiscate both it and its cargo.
    


    
      A number of Galicians also plied the slave trade as traders and investors, operating in many cases, like Ybarra,
      directly from Spanish ports. One such individual operating from La Coruña was Juan Menéndez Fuertes, a Galician
      of Asturian origins, who traded in African slaves for Cuba. His earnings from slave trading and other business
      activities enabled him to invest in land and properties; when the Spanish government confiscated the properties
      of the Catholic Church, for example, Juan Menéndez became the largest purchaser of church properties in the
      province of La Coruña in the 1830s and 1840s. Juan Menéndez was also a director in the maritime insurance
      company, La Integridad, and from 1847, he held a seat in the Spanish senate. In 1850, he was described in French
      consular documents as “the owner of several ships and [owner of] the first banking house in Coruña,” with a
      fortune estimated at “several million pesos” and with business interests in France, England, and the Americas. On
      his death in 1852, his fortune was valued at over 3 million pesetas, much if
      it derived from his transatlantic business activities.58
    


    
      In sum, the prosopographical description provided here reveals the significance of slave trading in Spanish
      business circles in the nineteenth century. A substantial number of Spanish industrialists, based either in Spain
      or Cuba, participated in the transatlantic trafficking of African slaves into Cuba. In many cases, slave trading
      enabled Spaniards to amass sufficient capital to be able to undertake and develop business activities in their
      home country; in other cases, Cuban slave traders chose to leave their island and retire to Spain, where they too
      put their capital to profitable use in investments. Both contributed with their capital to the economic
      modernization of Spain and particularly Catalonia, whose capital city became the destination for slavers in
      particular and Cuban capital in general.59
    


    From Economic Prominence to Social Prestige


    
      In the middle decades of the nineteenth century, the slave trade augmented not only the fortunes of participants
      and beneficiaries, but also their social standing. As denounced in 1861 by John T. Crawford, a British judge in
      the Mixed Tribunal of Justice of Havana, “the most notorious of those who acquired their wealth from trafficking
      in African slaves are showered with honors and medals in Spain. Some have been made nobles on the recommendation
      of certain captain generals.”60 A number of slavers were, indeed, ennobled by successive Spanish monarchs.
      For example, in the final days of her reign, Isabel II granted seven notorious slave traders, Salvador Samá
      Martí, Miguel Aldama Alfonso, José Luis Alfonso García, Juan Manuel Manzanedo, Manuel Pastor Fuentes, Rafael Toca
      Aguilar, and José Baró Blanchart, the titles of Marquis of Marianao (1860), Marquis of Santa Rosa (1864), Marquis
      of Montelo (1864), Marquis of Manzanedo (1864), Count of Bagaes (1853), Count of San Ignacio (1865), and Viscount
      of Canet de Mar (1861), respectively. In his short two-year reign, Amadeo I granted José Antonio Suárez Argudín
      and Antonio Samá Urgellés the titles of Marquis of Casa Argudín and Marquis of Samá, respectively. And even after
      the abolition of the slave trade, in the early years of the Spanish Restoration (1875-1923), the young King
      Alfonso XII emulated his mother by granting Castilian titles to slave traders; thus, Julián Zulueta became
      Marquis of Álava in 1875 and Antonio López became Marquis of Comillas in 1878—and a Grandee of Spain three years
      later; José Baró, a viscount since 1861, was awarded the title of Marquis of Santa Rita in 1875 and, in the same
      year, Juan Manuel Manzanedo, a marquis since 1864, was made Duke of
      Santoña.61 Involvement in the slave trade was clearly no impediment to ennoblement and
      former slavers were welcomed into the Spanish elite with open arms. King Alfonso XII himself spent two successive
      summers in the village of Comillas as the guest of a former slave trader. Fernando Muñoz, Duke of Riánsares, the
      second husband of Alfonso XII’s grandmother María Cristina, when she was acting as queen regent, had participated
      in the slave trade through proxies such as Juan Antonio Parejo.62
    


    
      The relatively large number of former slavers among the Spanish elite reflected a broader phenomenon, namely,
      opposition to any kind of abolition—not so much of the slave trade (which, in any case, had been formally and
      legally abolished in 1820) as of the institution of slavery itself. Anti-abolitionists found support in powerful
      economic protectionist factions in Spain. Christopher Schmidt-Nowara has argued, in fact, that Spain’s tardy and
      incomplete transition to industrial capitalism can be explained by seemingly anachronistic attitudes to
      protectionism and colonial slavery and, moreover, that there was a doctrinal and strategic overlap in the Spanish
      state between, on the one hand, protectionists and anti-abolitionists, and on the other hand, free traders and
      abolitionists.63 The late abolition of slavery in the Spanish colonies of the Antilles (Puerto
      Rico in 1873 and Cuba in 1886) was no accident64 and can be explained, to some degree at least, by the power
      and influence of the Spanish anti-abolition movement. We know much more about the affairs of the abolitionists
      than we do about the efforts of the pro-slavery faction; for this very reason, therefore, it is important to
      examine the development and dynamics of the Spanish anti-abolitionist movement.65
    


    
      The organizational capacity of the anti-abolitionist forces, particularly in Catalonia, can be appreciated in the
      period 1868–1875, which was marked by the Ten Years’ War in Cuba, mirrored by a political crisis (el sexenio
      democrático) in Spain. Within weeks of learning of the outbreak of war in Cuba, the Provincial Council of
      Barcelona raised an army of young Catalans to fight against the Cuban separatists. Over three thousand men
      enlisted (the only requirement being to have no dependents), and in return they received a payment that was
      financed out of the pockets of the Catalan bourgeoisie. In this large-scale operation, the enlisted men were
      formed into Battalions of Catalan Volunteers that were dispatched to Cuba to defend the sugar plantations from
      attacks.66 The initiative was supported by a number of prominent Catalan merchants who
      had become wealthy years before in Cuba (some of them as slavers), among them, José Canela Raventós, José Antonio
      Salom, José Amell Bou, and Antonio López y López. These indianos also participated in the creation, two years
      later, of a Círculo Hispano Ultramarino in Barcelona.67
    


    
      A first failed attempt to create an organization “to defend the integrity of
      the national territory with respect to Cuba” in Barcelona in August 1871 was the initiative of José Canela
      Raventós, who, years earlier, had founded the Empresa de Navegación y Fomento por la Costa del Sur, based in
      Havana. However, just a few months later in Madrid, a national movement initiated by a former slaver, the first
      Marquis of Manzanedo, led to the formation of the Círculos Hispano Ultramarinos. The idea was to create an
      organization that would put pressure on the authorities to maintain the colonial status quo and, hence, the
      institution of slavery. Individuals who had become wealthy in Cuba played a central role in this new
      organization—so central, in fact, that in Madrid, only Spaniards who were former residents in Cuba were admitted
      to the governing organs.
    


    
      Likewise, the Círculo Hispano Ultramarino de Barcelona was composed of individuals who had laid the foundations
      of their fortune in Cuba, including its president, the industrialist and senator Joan Güell y Ferrer, and its
      vice president, the former slaver Antonio López. Other members included individuals who were (or had been) sugar
      plantation owners in Cuba or Puerto Rico, such as José Amell, Francisco Gumá, Tomás Ribalta, José Telarroja (a
      partner of Julián Zulueta), and Sebastián Plaja. In 1871, Joan Güell, the president of the Círculo Hispano
      Ultramarino de Barcelona, had written Rebelión Cubana, a pamphlet that exemplifies the thinking of these
      indianos regarding Cuban politics. Güell perceived members of the Cuban reform movement to be equivalent to the
      armed insurgents and, comparable, in turn, in form and in aims, to the protagonists of the Paris Commune—a
      historical episode that was experienced as very close to home. For Güell, war resulted from proposals for
      reforming Cuban-Spanish relations drawn up by the Board of Information supported by two former captains general
      of the island, Francisco Serrano and Domingo Dulce. There was, in fact, a broad consensus between the position of
      Güell (that is, of the Círculo Hispano Ultramarino of Barcelona) in Catalonia and that of the intransigent
      supporters of the partido español in Cuba: they both rejected any proposal for reform and fervently
      defended maintenance of the colonial status quo, including the institution of slavery, at all costs. Hence,
      whereas Cuban captains general (and Spanish Ministers ministers of the Overseas Territories [Ministros de
      Ultramar] such as Segismundo Moret y Prendergast) temporized, the Cuban volunteer militias (the armed wing
      defending the island’s integration with Spain) acted as a powerful bulwark of Cuba’s Spanishness, that is, of
      opposition to reforms.68
    


    
      On his sudden death in 1872, Joan Güell was succeeded by the industrialist José Antonio Salom—enriched years
      before in Havana—as president of the Círculo Hispano Ultramarino de Barcelona. Salom launched an initiative to create the Liga Nacional, a political platform that aimed to destabilize the
      First Republic. A broad anti-government front, the Liga Nacional recruited the full spectrum of defenders of the
      status quo who rejected the First Republic’s approval of the abolition of slavery in Puerto Rico in 1873. The
      first president of the Liga Nacional was José Antonio Salom himself—who, as mentioned above, was also president
      of the Círculo Hispano Ultramarino de Barcelona. Indeed, all the members of the governing board of the
      anti-abolitionist Círculo Hispano Ultramarino de Barcelona, without exception, immediately joined the management
      committee of the recently created Liga Nacional—a movement that soon saw its goals achieved.
    


    
      Coups d’état, first by Manuel Pavía and then by Arsenio Martínez Campos, not only ended the short-lived First
      Republic but also restored a Bourbon—the young Alfonso XII—as head of the Spanish state. The support of most of
      the members of the Círculo Hispano Ultramarino de Barcelona for Alfonso XII’s cause was patent;69 their
      commitment to the restoration of the established order, furthermore, was richly rewarded by the new powers. One
      outcome was the strengthening of military operations in Cuba against the insurgency through a credit operation in
      which a number of industrialists lent the Spanish state 25 million pesos fuertes. This credit transaction
      resulted in the founding of a new bank in Barcelona, significantly called the Banco Hispano Colonial, which soon
      came to be the second-most-important bank in Spain, responsible, as it was, for handling Cuban customs revenues
      between 1876 and 1898. Its first president was no other than the former slaver, Antonio López, whose life story
      was related above.
    


    
      The story of Antonio López, first Marquis of Comillas and Grandee of Spain, was remarkable but by no means
      exceptional. Many Spanish merchants had, like him, laid the foundations for their fortunes in the illegal slave
      trade to Cuba. And, like him, many of these merchants used their capital subsequently to build up profitable
      business empires in Spain. Indeed, even though slave trading was abolished in 1820, the transatlantic trade
      continued to be a source of profits for all those implicated, whether crews, functionaries, factors or
      agents—but, above all, for slave-ship owners. According to my calculations, illegal slave trading into Cuba
      generated profits amounting to some 61 million U.S. dollars; particularly profitable was the period 1853–1864,
      that is, when, following the end of slave trading to Brazil, Cuba was the only possible destination for
      transatlantic traffic in slaves.70
    


    
      The interests—not only economic—that grew up around the Spanish-Cuban nexus, linked as much to slave trading into
      Cuba as to the institution of slavery on the island, were central in shaping Spanish colonial policy in the nineteenth century, as exemplified by the fact that powerful anti-reformist and
      anti-abolitionist forces ensured the tardy abolition of slavery in Puerto Rico (1873) and Cuba (1886).
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    Introduction: Bringing Back the Caribbean, Cuba, and the Hidden Atlantic into American History


    
      “The terrible history of our African trade.”2
    


    
      On the night of June 30, 1839, fifty-seven captives aboard a Cuban coastal
      schooner, the Amistad, rose up. Under the leadership of a man from Mendeland (today southern Sierra
      Leone and northern Liberia) named Cinqué, the captives killed the captain, a Catalan named Ramón Ferrer, and the
      enslaved cook, Celestino. After taking control, they tried to sail back to Africa, but an American ship
      intercepted the Amistad near Long Island. Three dramatic court cases later, the last one before the
      Supreme Court of the United States (United States vs. The Amistad), the surviving thirty-five men and
      four children sailed, with the help of very active Christian abolitionists and missionaries, back to Freetown,
      Sierra Leone, arriving in early 1842.3
    


    
      The Amistad case has typically been discussed in U.S. historiography and other university systems as
      teaching material (best represented by Steven Spielberg’s film Amistad),4 showing a signal victory
      of abolitionism in a slaveholding society.5 Because of the dramatic courtroom history and the attention paid mainly to the victims of human trafficking in the United States
      (but not outside) and to the construction of an abolitionist discourse, the Amistad’s history
      has come to form an elementary part of American national history.
    


    
      When in 2005 we found the crucial Spanish and Cuban documents in the Archivo Nacional de Cuba,6 new lines
      of analysis and also a new presentation of the themes became possible, including the Cuban, Caribbean,
      transcultural, and transnational dimensions of the Amistad case as part of huge system of human
      trafficking, a system that we call the hidden Atlantic of the nineteenth century. Of the some 12.5
      million African victims of the transatlantic slave trade between 1440 and 1878,7 the nineteenth-century
      traffic, mostly to Cuba and Brazil, accounted for more than one quarter of all of the captives in the modern age
      (i.e., over 3 million), according to the estimates from the Transatlantic Slave Trade Database (www.slavevoyages.org).8 Almost one million were smuggled to
      Cuba and more than two million to Brazil.
    


    
      Our subsequent Atlantic research (in Havana, London, Lisbon, Madrid, Seville, Arenys del Mar near Barcelona,
      Camagüey and La Guanaja in Cuba, Praia in the Cape Verde Islands, and São Tomé) took us first into the analysis
      of the principal actors, the captain, his businesses and ships, and the crew as well. So the captain, practically
      ignored by historians until now, became for us a symptomatic social type of the important group of bearers and
      founders of a culture of the hidden Atlantic, persons who were in face-to-face contact with captives and
      illegally enslaved people, and a process that we call atlantization of the Americas. Indeed, Ferrer and
      others like him, even more so than their victims, embodied this process because the slave traders and smugglers
      of human bodies, along with their crews and personnel, were practically living on the hidden Atlantic between
      Africa, the Caribbean, and the Americas.9
    


    Traces of Amistad and Ferrer


    
      We do not know as much as we would like about Ramón Ferrer himself. He was the captain of the schooner
      Amistad when the rebellion of the captives occurred in 1839. A search of the “Licences for embarkation
      for Cuba”10 held in the archives in Seville has not turned up a record of his departure
      from Spain nor a date of his arrival in Cuba. But from his marriage record, a copy of which is in Havana, we know
      his parents’ names and that he was born in the Balearic Islands, specifically Ibiza, though we had no birthdate
      until 2011.11
    


    
      Alongside the analysis of the contraband slave trade, scholars have documented
      a large-scale migration of Catalans of humble origins to Cuba between 1790 and 1830.12 Among them were a
      significant number from Ibiza. To try to imagine the moment of emigration of the man who would become Captain
      Ferrer, we might use the record of another Ramón Ferrer, this one named Ramón Ferrer y Xifra, a cubero
      [cooper], from the village of Blanes, near Gerona. This Ramón was from mainland Catalonia rather than the
      islands, but the profile was familiar: Unable to read or write, he sought permission to travel to Havana, where
      his brother operated a pulpería, that is to say, a small grocery stand.13 The authorities from
      his village—including the mayor and council of the town of Blanes, of the district of Gerona, along with the
      parish priest—confirmed that this Ferrer was “a person of good reputation and habits.” He was not a member of the
      volunteer militia, did not participate in the Prado uprising, did not attend any meetings of the secret juntas,
      denounced by the law, “nor has he given any cause whatsoever for complaint to the judicial
      authorities.”14 Similarly Julíán de Zulueta, who was Basque rather than Catalan, arrived,
      like Ferrer, “pobre y animado” [poor but lively] in Cuba and accumulated wealth through marriage and the
      contraband trade.15
    


    
      The Ramón Ferrer we are looking for, the one of the Amistad, had by October 1830 arrived in Havana,
      where he married one Juana González García. The marriage took place in the town of Regla, located outside the
      walls of the city. The bride and groom both appear in the record as the legitimate children of married parents.
      The bride is said to be from Regla itself, daughter of “Don José and Doña María de Regla García.” There is no
      indication of a color category for the bride, though the use of the honorific titles don and doña suggests that
      they were categorized as white. The same bundle in the archives contains the baptismal records of two daughters
      subsequently born to Ramón Ferrer and Juana González García.16
    


    
      Like many migrants of the epoch, our Ramón Ferrer had a brother with whom he went into business. Damián and Ramón
      Ferrer traded between Havana and the ports of Guanaja and Nuevitas, providing goods to Puerto
      Príncipe.17 They presented themselves as modest captains and owners of a coastal
      schooner. In the sources about Ramón Ferrer, he appears sometimes with a kind of nickname, or nom de
      guerre—that of Roselló (sometimes as, but not always as Ramón Roselló), also a Catalan. His coastal schooner
      was called the Amistad, meaning friendship.
    


    
      This was the period of the first Cuban railroads and steam-powered vessels, but the infrastructure of the coastal
      trade was still quite traditional. The most common vessels for this trade were schooners and launches and only a
      few steam-powered boats. From Havana the brothers made the journey to different ports and landing-points along
      the north coast. Around 1834 Ramón Ferrer was captain of a boat making the
      regular passage between Havana and La Guanaja, one of the seaports providing access to the whole region of Puerto
      Príncipe, now known as Camagüey, a rich cattle-raising zone in the center-east of the island, where investors
      were just beginning to establish sugar plantations. In late September 1834, the year in which his first daughter
      was born, Ferrer visited the city of Puerto Príncipe. Before the notary Manuel Martínez Valdés he registered the
      purchase of two slaves. On September 26 he bought from a merchant named Carlos Vilaseca “a young mulatto … named
      Celestino, born in Puerto Rico and about 25 years of age … for the sum of 250 pesos … in current silver
      money.”18 A few days later, on September 29, he acquired from the heirs of one Massouer
      “a mulatta named María del Carmen … born in Puerto Cabello [Venezuela] age 14 … for 300 pesos.”19
      Celestino would become the shipboard cook for Captain Ferrer and is the first of the Amistad captives
      whose path to that boat we can thus trace.
    


    
      In 1836 we pick up Ferrer’s track in Cuba, through the bills of lading for goods carried on two journeys between
      Havana and Guanaja, one in February and one in December. The goods listed include “bales of white paper … jugs of
      sugar cane brandy … sacks of peppers … salt cod … salt pork … lentils.”20 On the arrival in Guanaja in
      December 1836 a record appears in the port’s entry log: “Around noon on this day there anchored in this port
      coming from Havana, the coastal schooner Amistad, captain D. Ramon Ferrer, after seven days’ sailing.”
      It held “six passengers with four servants” and cargo enumerated in twenty-four accompanying lists.21 In this
      last year of its operation under the command of Ferrer, the schooner Amistad anchored nine times in the
      port of Havana and once in Matanzas, carrying passengers and products between Guanaja, Camagüey, Matanzas, and
      Havana, according to official Spanish records.22 In these official papers, the Ferrer brothers are presented as
      modest captains and owners of a small coastal schooner.
    


    
      We can get a better idea of what the schooner was actually carrying by taking a close look at a set of documents
      prepared by chief customs authorities in Guanaja. Their report of 8 December 1836 enumerated the cargo: Fabric,
      boxes of cigarettes, hats, sacks of coffee, barrels of butter, bottles of olive oil, beans, chickpeas, beer,
      paper, china, crystal, and Bordeaux wine all appeared on the lists of officially declared cargo intended for
      merchants in Puerto Príncipe, Nuevitas, and La Guanaja.23 The documents issued by the customs
      office in Havana on June 26, 1839, and found on board after the uprising, make reference to fabric and food,
      though they also refer to iron bars, copper, coronas, guirros, “iron drums” for a sugarmill, and other
      material for the sugar industry. Ferrer himself had permission to transport “15 quintals of jerked beef, 15
      cabezas de suela, 6 barrels of olives, 2 quintals of ham … 50 bottles
      of olive oil, and 20 boxes of noodles.”24 Another document reveals the names of some of his passengers
      and of the firms that dealt with him: Saturnino Carrías, Sebastián de la Vega, P. Marrugat, “Roig Hernández y
      Cia,” Salvador Pera, based in Puerto Príncipe; Cristóbal Artur, from Nuevitas; “José Cuesta y Compañía,” Evaristo
      Díaz, and Alejandro Vázquez, from the Surgidero de la Guanaja.25 Two of these men, Carrías and Cuesta,
      were also known as slave traders. But the Ferrers, at first glance and at least in the cited written official
      records, had nothing to do with the slave trade. After Ferrer’s death one of his partners, for whom Ferrer had
      transported a lump of bee’s wax to La Guanaja—perhaps in his last voyage—started a legal proceeding for payments
      due.26
    


    
      Where are, then, the African captives and the Atlantic dimension of the Ferrer story? And where was Ramón Ferrer
      when he was not appearing in the official sources as a petty coastal captain? We found a trace in the news daily
      Diario de la Habana in 1836: “I inform you that yesterday my father-in-law went to Boca de Camarioca
      where he found thirteen persons, among them my nephew R.; they had shipwrecked coming back from Puerto Príncipe
      to Havana in the schooner N u e v a A n t o n i a, her captain D[o]n RAMON FERRER, (a[lias]) R o s e l
      ló, whose misfortune happened at twelve o’clock on the night of Friday, May 27 [the day on which they embarked
      from the port of La Guanaja].”27
    


    
      So in this written evidence another vessel with Antonia as a part of the ship’s name is linked to Ferrer
      under his nickname Roselló. But the most important information of this short article in the press is that Ferrer
      was using the name Roselló frequently as an alias and that he had still another ship, named Nueva
      Antonia.
    


    
      Ferrer’s most important business was the illegal transportation of captive Africans. Celestino, the slave bought
      in Puerto Príncipe, was apparently aboard during this shady part of the business. In the official papers of the
      Amistad case, Celestino appears as “Selestino Ferrers, a mulatto, owned by Captain Ramon Ferrers, and
      employed as a cook.”28 Ferrer used Celestino both as a cook on his schooners and as a crew member.
      He appears on the permission to sail granted in May 1837 by the commandant in Havana, his presence not changing
      the regular crew requirements for such a voyage.29 The documents from the Comandancia de
      Matriculas specify that “the mulatto Celestino Ferrer” and the two sailors Manuel Antonio Padilla and
      Jacinto Verdague arrived in the port of Havana eight times between July 1838 and June 1839.30
    


    
      Celestino does not appear in the case of another ship, in which Ferrer had at least a 20 percent interest: the
      steamer Principeño.31 In the investigation that followed an illegal landing (alijo) of
      about three hundred African captives near the coast of Havana in May 1838, Ramón Ferrer was imprudent enough to appear as a witness and to lie to the investigator, saying that he was not
      the captain of the Principeño at the moment of this illegal landing (April 1838) and that the steamer
      Principeño had not unloaded smuggled slaves, but simply loaded charcoal.32 The investigator
      concluded “as a result, no charges against the owner of the Principeño.”33
    


    
      So for 1838 we know that Ferrer owned the Amistad, built in Cuba,34 and held a 20 percent interest in
      the steamer Principeño, of which he was also captain. Perhaps Ferrer made two slaving voyages with the
      Principeño to Africa. If the term schooner evokes an earlier age of sail, the term
      steamer brings us into the world of modern transport. As it turns out, the wealth Captain Ferrer
      accumulated in the slave trade nourished his other businesses. The slave trade also offered more money in
      profits, but also more money in losses, as was normal in a risky business.
    


    
      We also know that a witness from Guanaja in 1840 would say (to the state’s attorney who was investigating the
      Amistad case from the Spanish side), “because he [Ramón Ferrer] loaded and unloaded his great
      ships”35 in the port of Guanaja. That means that Ferrer owned more than one ship. And
      his widow stated in 1840 that Ferrer had even a third ship, which had sailed “about three years ago” (around
      1837) to the coasts of Africa—the Bella Antonia. This ship, also with Antonia, the first name
      of Ferrer’s elder daughter, in its name, is enigmatic. At least it also may be that there were two ships with
      Antonia in their names: the Nueva Antonia, shipwrecked in 1836, and the Bella Antonia,
      captured by English warships in 1837 or 1838. This reference and the information about the
      Yumurí/Principeño voyages suggests very strongly that Ferrer was directly involved with the
      contraband Atlantic trade in captives, for the widow mentions that the boat had been captured by the British off
      the coast of Africa.36
    


    
      The continual shifting of the names of vessels under the control of contraband traders makes our task of tracking
      the Antonia across the Atlantic particularly difficult. British records of the capture of such ships
      would seem to provide the most promising evidence, but the British had no good way of knowing how many name
      changes lay in the history of the ships that they identified. Perhaps Ferrer and his collaborators changed the
      name of one of these ships into Elisa (or perhaps to Irene), which then sailed “under the
      Portuguese flag” and the other into Aguila Vengadora (Avenging Eagle) or Esplorador
      and sent both vessels, together with others, to a combined slaving-pirate expedition to Mozambique and
      Madagascar.37 About the activities of these ships William Hervey from the British Legation
      in Spain provided “an account of the entry at the Havana of three slave vessels, the Portuguese Schooner
      Eliza, the Spanish Brig Esplorador, and the Spanish Brig Irene, after having, it
      appears, discharged their cargoes elsewhere.”
    


    
      The “Irene” is reported to be a sort of partner with the
      “Esplorador”, having been fitted out by the same owners, ironmongers of Havana, named Fernandez for
      Mozambique, where they were blockaded by a British Vessel of War about three Months.- She sailed from the Havana
      for that coast on the 7th of July 1837. … The circumstances attending the case of the
      “Esplorador” are of a revolting nature, and I am instructed to make it the subject of special representation to
      the Spanish Government.- That Vessel appears to have sailed from the Havana on the 13th
      of June 1837, under the name of the “Aguilar” or “Aguila Vengadora”, supplied with the firearms and ammunition to
      the great amount. She sailed, it is said, to Madagascar and Mozambique, and not finding any Negroes on the Coast
      to be bought, forcibly and piratically took from other Vessels there, on the same errand, the Negroes they had
      collected, and gave the robbed Vessels a quantity of Gunpowder with the recommendation to them to adopt the same
      course. Having thus got together about 560. Negroes, the report further states that, before they got out of the
      Range of Monsoons, they encountered very violent whether, which lasted two days, and compelled them to shut down
      the hatches without being able to give the Negroes, during that time, air or food.- The consequence was, that
      when the storm abated, and they went to examine their condition, they found about 300 Negroes had perished of
      suffocation and hunger, and, with the ordinary mortality afterwards attending such voyages, the “Esplorador”
      arrived at the Habana with only about 200 surviving.38
    


    
      In any event, it seems that Ferrer in 1838 had to replace the loss of a ship or two ships with Antonia
      in their names. Nevertheless he still had enough money to buy 20 percent of a very modern ship—the steamer
      Principeño.
    


    
      The stretch navigated by the schooner Amistad and the (new?) steamer Principeño between Havana
      and Guanaja or Nuevitas in the years until Ferrer’s death in 1839 was a portion of Cuba’s north coast between
      Bahia Honda and the keys known as the Jardines del Rey, or King’s Garden. For both its location and its seascape
      it was a coastline well suited for contraband. Indeed, between 1820 and 1860 this stretch of coast and islands
      was a prime location for the clandestine introduction of captive Africans (called bozales) from
      expeditions organized out of Havana and Matanzas.
    


    
      Historians have tended to agree that after 1820 Catalans—along with some merchants from Cadiz, France, and the
      United States—controlled the Cuban slave trade. A small list from the years 1844 to 1857 of purchases and sales
      of Africans held as slaves reflects the predominance of Catalan names: Don Salvador Camps, from Sitges in
      Catalonia, Don Juan Barceló, Don Pablo Simon, from Catalonia, Don Juan Milá, from Catalonia, Don Majin Masó y
      Girar, from Catalonia, Don Pedro Vivó, from Catalonia, Don Ramon Mascaró y Don Manuel Pascual, from Catalonia,
      Don Juan Sarda, from Catalonia.39 The saltwater slaves, to use the term from Stephanie Smallwood’s book,40 were often brought from Africa by Portuguese slavers, or the “Portuguese”
      served as captains, officials, and crews on “Spanish” slave vessels or ships owned by Catalans. In Cuba even
      today the term Catalan has overtones in popular memory, evoking the image of a man who is hard, greedy,
      and a skinflint. In the case of Ramón Ferrer, however, what we can document is not a stereotyped personality, but
      a clear predilection for both the illegal and the legal dimensions of Cuba’s growing market sectors.
    


    The Deaths of Ramón Ferrer and Celestino Ferrer


    
      In mid June 1839 African captives from Lomboko had arrived on the Cuban coast aboard the notionally Portuguese
      slave ship Teçora. Fortunately for the smugglers, the ship’s arrival seems to have escaped the attention
      of the British members of the Mixed Commission for the Suppression of the slave trade.41
    


    
      Our best description of the events that followed comes, indirectly, from the captives themselves: “[T]he Africans
      all testify that they left Africa about six months since; were landed under cover of the night at a small village
      or hamlet near Havana, and after ten or twelve days were taken through Havana by night, by the man who had bought
      them, named Pipi [Pepe], who has since been satisfactorily proved to be Ruiz.”42 In their testimony we
      also learn the African names of the girls among the captives: “Teme, alias Juanna, Kague, alias
      Josepha, Margui, alias Francisca.”43 In addition to highlighting the role of
      translators, this testimony suggests Cinqué’s solidarity with his shipmates—indeed, the term shipmate
      had an equivalent among captives in Cuba of carabela, as it did in Brazil with malungo and in
      Dutch Creole with sibbi.44 One of the translators was John Ferry, from New York, whom Lewis Tappan
      had engaged to speak with the captives.
    


    
      On June 27, 1839, in Havana, one Martínez (perhaps Pedro Martínez, the famous slave trader?), on behalf of
      Captain General Ezpeleta, had obtained a licencia, which the subsequent court papers refer to as a
      passport, authorizing the passage by sea to Puerto Príncipe of forty-nine negros ladinos owned by Don
      José Ruiz. A similar document was drawn up listing the ladino names (and omitting the African names) of the three
      African girls owned by Pedro Montes.45
    


    
      At the beginnings of the history of what would later be known as “The Amistad Case,” the slaving captain
      Ramón (“Mongo”) Ferrer, along with José Ruiz and Pedro Montes, had evidently obtained the papers through bribery
      and corruption (the technical term at the time was cohecho). In these papers those captured in Africa
      were inscribed as negros ladinos—that is to say, born in Cuba (or another colony of Spain, like Puerto Rico), or
      what today would be denominated criollo. The false papers described them as slaves brought from the
      interior of the island. The captives themselves knew otherwise, describing the cruel transatlantic passage
      lasting “three moons,” and ten more days in the outskirts of Havana.46
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      Karte 5: Die Fahrtrouten der Teçora/amistad
    


    
      Map 8.1. Atlantic itinerary of the schooner Amistad.
      Source: Davis, Inhuman Bondage, 25; Jones, Mutiny on the Amistad, ii.
    


    
      The processes of corruption and the creation of false papers were later
      reconstructed in the research of the anthropologist Fernando Ortiz. Ortiz emphasizes the key concession that made
      possible the manipulation of the system by smugglers: “The ships carrying Africans acquired the privilege, denied
      to other boats, of entering the port at night.”47 Meanwhile, by the mid 1830s the system of bribery known as
      cohecho was well developed, provoking a serious conflict between the British judges of the Mixed
      Commission and the Captain General, Miguel Tacón. Ortiz detailed the evasive logical maneuvers in which the
      bureaucratic networks of the captains general were complicit.
    


    
      In the case of the Teçora, however, there was no intervening capture by the British, and the captives
      could be landed near Havana without incident. The captives’ journey across the Atlantic from Lomboko aboard the
      Teçora—a Portuguese flagship that may actually have been Brazilian (perhaps from Salvador, Bahia), or a
      Portuguese from Praia (Cape Verde Islands or from Luanda, Angola) or Cuban/Spanish—was thus followed by a coastal
      passage aboard the Amistad, under the control of those who had paid for them in Havana. And it was
      during this coastal voyage that the famous rebellion occurred.
    


    
      By early October, with the Amistad now in custody in the United States, news of the details of the
      rebellion reached Cuba via New York, published in an article of the Noticioso de Ambos
      Mundos.48 The schooner carried two crew members—Jacinto Verdague, from Catalonia, and
      Manuel Padilla, from Santo Domingo. Celestino was the cook. Also on board was a sixteen-year-old slave of Ferrer,
      described as a “negrito.” The schooner carried two passengers, Don José Ruiz, known as Pepe, from Rodenzo in Old
      Castille, twenty-four years old, and Don Pedro Montes, born in Tortosa in Catalonia, fifty-eight years old, both
      residents of Puerto Príncipe, Cuba. The cargo: fifty-three Black men, women, and children, of whom forty-nine
      (including Cinqué, whose original name was Sengbe Pie)49 had been bought by Ruiz, and four,
      including three girls and one boy, had been bought by Montes.50 On the third day of the journey, after a
      storm, the only ones awake were the helmsman and the captives, of whom some were in the hold and some in the
      underdeck. There was a noise, and everyone awakened. Pedro Montes saw that the captives were in the process of
      killing the cook.51 We do not know quite what had transpired between the cook and the captives,
      but an exchange between them seems to have been the trigger for the uprising.
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      Figure 8.1. Death of Capt. Ferrer
    


    
      Neither the testimony nor the film gives us much sense of the solidarities—and tensions—that existed between
      captives and shipboard crewmembers, some of whom were slaves. The testimony does make clear, however, that
      questions of food and of eating—both real and imagined—were at the heart of the episode. Ferrer had ordered that
      the captives be put on half rations of both food and water. Cinqué’s testimony links the real atrocities of the
      captain to a malicious taunt uttered by the cook.52
    


    Follow the Money: The Cuban Amistad and its Atlantic Networks


    
      From the point of view of the Spanish authorities, the death of the cook Celestino was of little consequence, and
      the archives thus show few traces of his passage. The death of Captain Ferrer, by contrast, unleashed accusations
      by his fellow smugglers, and a more or less forced investigation by the fiscal (district attorney) of
      the Comandancia de la Marina (Naval Command) in Havana, followed by a trial concerning the “declaration of
      inheritance” made by his widow.
    


    
      The context was contradictory. The normal trading economy in Cuba was built on written texts and legal processes,
      framed by a system of international treaties concerning the slave trade that had been signed by Spain, more or
      less to keep up appearances and extract concessions from Britain.53 As a result, the participants in Ramón
      Ferrer’s contraband network needed to create legal texts and processes of their own to secure their rights, but
      without calling attention to the conflict between their activities and Spain’s treaty commitments. They and their
      fellow smugglers thus helped draw a veil over the archive of connections
      between the contraband slave trade and what is generally seen as the technological modernity of the Atlantic
      world. They could not, of course, keep all of their secrets. But they created a record that contains, in effect,
      two stories—one avowed, one disavowed.
    


    
      The most important documentary traces of the investigation carried out by the attorney of the Naval High Command
      in Havana are two bundles of papers, now held by the Cuban National Archives, one titled “El C.S. Comandante
      Gral. de Marina sobre la sublevacion ejecutada por los negros que conducia la Goleta costera nombrada la Amistad”
      and the second a bundle on intestate successions held in the fondo Escribanía de Marina under the title
      “Ferrer, Ramón. Intestado de D. Ramon Ferrer.”54
    


    
      The district attorney began his investigations in Guanaja. An assistant port official noted that there was no
      official notary in Guanaja, so the document was improvised in front of two witnesses. On September 30, 1839, they
      recorded some basic information. The news of the death of Ferrer had arrived with the passengers of the steamer
      Principeño. Because Ferrer had strong interests in Guanaja, the authorities had called for the opening
      of an inquiry to determine what those interests might be. They took testimony from Pedro and Agustín Comas and
      others, as well as from the owners of warehouses in whose care Ferrer might have left merchandise or
      money.55
    


    
      On that same day, D. Pedro Comas, caulker, from Barcelona, and a resident of Guanaja, declared that Ferrer had
      left two launches and a new skiff in his care. Agustín Comas confirmed this, and Juan Batista Gutiérrez explained
      that Ferrer used the launches to unload his larger boats. After Ferrer’s death, the two launches—Criolla
      and Catalana—were auctioned off, yielding three hundred and thirty pesos, respectively. Such craft, of
      course, were ideal for unloading captives. The document included a list of services for which Ferrer still owed
      payment and a declaration by one of Ferrer’s associates that he, too, held unpaid debts from Ferrer that the
      captain had promised to pay upon his return.56
    


    
      Taken together, the evidence in the deposition suggested two key features of Ferrer’s business. First, the port
      of Guanaja was a base of operations, and it was through Ferrer and others like him that the principal merchants
      of the region established links with traders operating through the port. After Ferrer’s death, the cast of
      characters became clear: the warehouse owners José Antonio de Hecheverría and Juan Ricas, who transported goods
      to Puerto Príncipe and other zones in the interior; the Catalan brothers Pedro and Agustín Comas, the first a
      caulker and the second an administrator; the chief registrar Isidro Romero, himself involved in the merchandising
      of wood and tortoiseshell; the shopkeepers Leandro Barrueta and Juan Bautista Gutiérrez; and the workman Manuel
      Braulio and the sailor Jacinto Verdague, who along with Manuel Padilla had survived the uprising aboard the
      Amistad.57
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      Map 8.2. Map of Cuba showing Guanaja (“Cuba in 1850”). Source: Justo G. Cantero, Los ingenios:
      colección de vistas de los principales ingenios de la Isla de Cuba. Eds. Luis Miguel García Mora and Antonio
      Santamaría García. Madrid: Editorial Doce Calles/Fundación MAPFRE, 2005.
    


    
      Second, we see the veil being brought down over the illegal activities of this
      network. If we think in terms of legal storytelling, to use the phrase suggested by Carol Rose, we find two
      stories within these multi-faceted narratives. The first story is perfectly empirical and speaks of boats,
      accounts received, of launches and labors, often expressed in sums of money. The second story is unspoken. We
      cannot read it in the documents, but everyone involved in the investigation knew it well. This was the story of
      contraband slaving, of Atlantic Creoles, and of the hidden worlds of Atlantic slavery.58
    


    
      Many of these men were very likely complicit in the activities that had already been denounced in a report issued
      eighteen years earlier on the occasion of the construction of a fort in Guanaja. That report noted that every day
      privateers came in and out of the port, bringing goods to the residents of the city and exporting the produce of
      the region. Guanaja was the point of intersection between the cattle-raising region of Puerto Príncipe
      (Camagüey)—a huge plain in the center of Cuba, filled with horses and cattle—and the Northern sea, as they called
      the Gulf of Mexico and the Atlantic. Camagüey in 1827 held 1,124 cattle-raising farms, 120 hatos (large
      grazing lands), 119 potreros (intensive stock-raising farms), 720 sitios de labor and
      estancias (smaller farms), 195 tobacco farms, and just 85 sugar plantations and 8 coffee plantations.
      With 61,990 residents, the population represented just 9 percent of the island’s total. Slaves numbered 15,704,
      or 25 percent of the region’s population. These slaves, however, were only a small fraction (5.5 percent) of the
      island’s total slave population.
    


    
      In their inquiry, the authorities sought out the widow of Ramón Ferrer and found her in Havana. First she
      declined to speak with them on the grounds of an unspecified illness. But she seemed to have been worried about
      the competing claims of Ferrer’s associates, and by 1840 she was willing to collaborate—up to a point—with the
      colonial officials of the port of Havana. Things were complicated because Ramón Ferrer had died without leaving a
      will, and no one wanted to speak openly about where the trail of his money might lead. His widow, if she was to
      avoid losing out to his business associates, needed the support of the district attorney. Her difficult task was
      to present herself as the poor and humble widow of a humble captain of a boat in the coasting trade, while
      occluding the magnitude of her husband’s contraband activities, even though the only explanation for the size of
      his estate was precisely the magnitude of those contraband activities. It was those revenues that had enabled him
      to invest heavily in steamship lines and in the development of the infrastructure of Guanaja. In a closed
      interrogation of the widow, the district attorney of the Apostadero de la Habana presented a list of questions to
      Juana González. The questions began with: “State whether it is true that your deceased spouse worked for many
      years in trade between this Port and those of Nuevitas and Guanaja”; and continued: “State whether he did so in
      ships of his own property, including most recently the Amistad”; and “State what other boats in addition
      to the one named were Ferrer’s, and whether he had left them in the care of some companion or friend.”
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      Map 8.3. Map of the Sugar Regions of Cuba. Source: Deckert, E., Cuba, Bitterfeld und Leipzig:
      Verlag von Velhagen & Klasing, 1899 (Land und Leute. Monographien zur Erdkunde; II), S. 11.
    


    
      Assisted by a lawyer, González answered the first two questions in the
      affirmative and then replied to the third:
    


    
      [I]n addition to the schooner Amistad her spouse owned the Bella Antonia, which was captured by
      the English about three years ago, during a voyage to the coast of Africa, and that it was captained by a young
      man of the Portuguese nation, who as she recalls was named Alberto or Roberto, and that a man named Bascó [or
      Bassó] who is now in the hospital of San Juan de Dios was a sailor on that ship.59
    


    
      We have already mentioned the Bella Antonia and the Nueva Antonia, but let us rethink this
      stunning detail. It is now becoming clear that Ferrer was not just a bit player in the coastal trade in slaves in
      which many Catalans were involved. He had also, according to his widow, tried his hand in 1836 or 1837 at the
      so-called big trade—the transatlantic trade—in a ship named after his daughter. This was the trade thought of as
      a specialty of the “Portuguese.” The widow’s formula for describing the voyage of the Bella Antonia—“la
      mandaba un joven de nación portuguesa” (it was captained by a young man of the Portuguese nation)—could refer to
      someone from Portugual, or from Bahia or Recife in Brazil, and even from the Cape Verde Islands or Luanda in
      Angola. Beside the scenarios already mentioned, other possibilities are that Ferrer organized the trip in Cuba
      and sent it out under the command of a “Portuguese” captain with experience in the African and transatlantic
      trade. It is also possible that Ruiz, the purchaser of the captives from the Teçora, had known this
      “Portuguese” captain as well.
    


    
      The great difficulty here is that as we approach the veiled history, even what seems to be true testimony may be
      a mixture of truth and intentional falsehood. The empirical portions of Juana González’s testimony may be real—as
      she presents herself as a poor widow and mentions the failure of the transatlantic enterprise. But what the
      captain’s widow does not mention (and what she would have no interest in mentioning) are any possible other
      (successful and lucrative) transatlantic voyages of the Bella Antonia or even, as mentioned above, the
      Nueva Antonia before her shipwreck, or the steamer Principeño. As smugglers, of course, they
      could have changed flag and name with some frequency—a common occurrence after the signing of the 1835 treaty
      between Great Britain and Spain.
    


    
      A short article in the New York Journal of Commerce from July 1839,
      immediately after the rebellion, opens even another possibility: “A Spanish schr. [schooner] that sailed hence a
      few days since for Neuvitas [Nuevitas, near La Guanaja] near Principe, had on board a valuable cargo, some
      passengers, and forty negro slaves. These latter rose upon passengers and crew,—two of the latter escaping in the
      boat to tell of the disaster. A schr. of war sailed immediately, but I am of opinion she will be too late, as it
      is probable the negroes have run the schr. ashore and fled to the woods. It is said that the Captain, owner of
      the schr., was warned, previous to sailing, to keep a look out for the negroes, as they had attempted to rise and
      take the vessel in which they were brought from Africa. He of course was careless, and has thereby lost life and
      property. The same captain lost his vessel in a squall some three years since, and narrowly escaped with his life
      at that time.”60 The author of this piece seems to have known quite a lot about Ferrer,
      including the shipwreck to which the Diario de la Marina had made reference. So we know that Ferrer had
      eventually lost the two ships with Antonia in their names—one in a squall (La Nueva Antonia)
      and the second (La Bella Antonia) on the shores of West Africa in 1837 or early 1837. This is another
      sensation. It is even remotely possible—though very difficult to determine—that the elusive Teçora was
      the Bella Antonia under another name. The Teçora had brought the Amistad captives from
      Lomboko near Río Gallinas, the region of operations in Africa of one of the very big negreros (slave
      dealers) from Havana named Pedro Blanco.
    


    
      With this voyage (or possibly voyages) of the Bella Antonia, we touch on one of the most important—and
      intentionally hidden—aspects of interaction (or, to use Fernando Ortiz’s word, transculturation) between
      Cuban culture and Brazilian-African culture. For the hidden Atlantic, including West Africa and parts of East
      Africa, as the base of emerging Western capitalism was the space of the complex culture of the Atlantic-African
      trade, of ships, captains, and traders from the Portuguese-Iberian world. Whereas the networks in Cuba were
      largely under the control of “Catalans,” the transatlantic voyages were under the control of “Portuguese”—each
      term, of course, interpreted quite broadly to include Cubans of Spanish and Catalan descent, and
      Portuguese-speaking Brazilians. They, in turn, were surrounded by the even less visible Atlantic Creoles who
      worked as interpreters, guards, sailors, cooks, and even as musicians.61
    


    
      What needs special emphasis here is that the flow of people and information did not just go in the east-west
      direction that is so familiar to us from the charts showing the slave trade to the Americas. It also went in the
      other direction, in voyages that carried captains and sailors, again and again, from the Americas to the
      Atlantic coast of Africa. Thus much of the transculturation brought the Atlantic Creoles—white and black—who
      were more or less intentional participants in the trade into contact on the
      coast of Africa with the black victims of the trade. For Ramón Ferrer, however, this all came to an abrupt end,
      first with the failure of the voyage of the Bella Antonia and then with his own death at the hands of
      the captives aboard the Amistad.
    


    
      The magnitude of the “Portuguese” presence in the Cuba trade is striking. During the year 1837 there were
      forty-four ships that entered into the port of Havana flying the Portuguese flag: four frigates, sixteen
      schooners with a square-rigged foremast (bergantines), and twenty-four other schooners.62 The
      role of the Portuguese ships becomes clearer in the press, particularly the Diario de la Habana. Phrases
      in the shipping news give clues of engagement in the contraband trade. For example, describing the activity in
      the port of Matanzas, the Diario described the arrival of the Portuguese ship Ulises, after a
      voyage of fifty days from Ayuda (Whydah), under captain Fernández, “en lastre” for D. Francisco Morell.” The
      phrase en lastre—in ballast—was a kind of code, revealing to readers that this was a slaving voyage,
      because there would be little reason for a ship to sail with nothing but ballast in its hold from the coast of
      Africa to the port of Havana. The phrase appears again a few weeks later for a ship entering Havana: “From
      Matanzas … the Portuguese schooner Constitución, captain Rodríguez, 80 tons, in ballast, for Martínez
      and Company.” Then, the same month, on March 23: “From Matanzas, in a day, the Portuguese schooner
      Victoria, Captain Acuña, 97 tons, in ballast, for the captain.”63 The boldest use of the technical
      term en lastre appears in a rejection of a claim made by the British judges of the Mixed Court in
      Havana. The Captain General Miguel Tacón himself, after the obligatory inquiry in the case of such a
      denunciation, wrote to the British judges that he had no doubt of the goodwill of the Spanish captain and his
      officers, who assured everyone that after taking a cargo of rum to Cabinda they continued to Luanda to outfit the
      ship for a return voyage to Havana … in ballast.64
    


    
      The unwitting reader would imagine these Portuguese ships busily hauling loads of rock or bricks across the
      Atlantic; the reader in the know was well aware that cargos of captive Africans were aboard. The case is sealed
      when we note that Martínez and Co. of Havana and Francisco Morell of Matanzas, mentioned as consignees in the
      newspapers, were along with Pedro Blanco and Pedro José de Zulueta (and later his nephew Julián de Zulueta)
      perhaps the most important slave traders in the Northern Atlantic.65
    


    
      Indeed, Pedro Martínez was the person to whom the captives later taken on board the Amistad had been
      consigned. And it was in this same period of the arrival of the Portuguese ship Constitución that we
      find the Teçora transporting captives to the barracones of Martínez and Company, where they would be purchased by José Ruiz Carrías. The document presented to the
      authorities in Havana by the Camagüeyan merchant Ruiz to board the schooner Amistad listed Martínez and
      Company as the legal seller of the captives. And the document was signed and certified by the captain general of
      the island, Joaquín de Ezpleta. In the document, of course, the African captives were presented as ladino
      slaves.66 The slavers and smugglers were also using another term for hiding their
      cargos—bulto (bundle, sheaf). We do not know if by then Ramón Ferrer was in command of the
      Principeño. What we do know for certain is that by the end of 1838 and the beginning of 1839 Ramón
      Ferrer was again in command of the Amistad, making the Havana–La Guanaja run. And in this year of 1838
      the contraband slave trade to Cuba reached such heights that Domingo del Monte wrote to his friend José Antonio
      Saco, the first great American historian of slavery, as follows: “From Havana there leave every year on average
      36 ships, and from Matanzas various Catalans send another 15 or 20.”67
    


    
      At the beginning of 1838 the poet Felix Tanco Bosmenil wrote to Del Monte about the trade, “In these last days
      two ships from Africa landed happily, carrying about 800 [captives].” Then, on April 13, “Three expeditions are
      about to land on the coast with at least 1200 blacks: the schooners La Gata, La Esperimenta, and the
      Feliz.”68 The merchants Francisco Morell, Jayme Padrines, Juan de la Cavana Fuentes,
      and Jaime Badia were among those who were implicated in the illegal trade in Matanzas, and through the so-called
      ruta del tasajo (cured meat route), to Catalonia, Spain, Cuba, South America (Angostura/Ciudad Bolívar,
      Buenos Aires, Montevideo), and Africa.69
    


    
      The funds for trips like Ferrer’s came from traffickers like José Ruiz Carrías of the Amistad, himself
      the nephew of the merchant Saturnino Carrías. Captives would then be sold with fully legal documents to
      propertied buyers in the rural and urban districts of Camagüey.
    


    Conclusion: Cuba, Slaving, Technological Modernity, and the Hidden Atlantic


    
      The commercial web revealed in the notarial and other documents involving Ramón Ferrer does more than change our
      image of the captain of Amistad, who is usually figured simply as the victim of a homicide. First of
      all, it brings back the Atlantic, the Atlantization, and especially the hidden Atlantic of the nineteenth century
      into American history. It also casts a bright and harsh light on the sources of capital for Cuba’s
      infrastructural development—particularly railroads and steamship lines. It casts an equally bright light on the mobility that was necessary to produce that capital. At the same time,
      Ferrer’s network of global mobility linked Cuba to Africa and to the industrial revolution in the West, providing
      another vantage point from which to look at the much-discussed thesis of Eric Williams on the role of slavery and
      slave trading in the European and American industrial revolution. In this case, it is the interwoven economies of
      Cuba, the United States, and Brazil and their African partners that are in the forefront of the hidden Atlantic,
      rather than England.70 The Cuban, the Catalan, the Portuguese, and the Atlantic dimensions of the
      Amistad story, moreover, draw attention to two of the most important hidden dimensions of the
      transatlantic trade in this period: the networks of “Spanish” (Cuban, Catalan, etc.) and “Portuguese” (Brazilian,
      Angolan, Cape Verdian, etc.) slavers, negreros, mongos, negreiros, and smugglers, as well as the
      systematic financial structure of deceit required for the contraband trade and the multiple forms of resistance
      by captives themselves.71
    


    
      What were the consequences for Cuba? Cuban slave society, fueled by the investments and hidden profits of the
      negreros, reached its peak between 1841 and 1861. After the crisis of 1857 and the Ten Years War (1868–1878),
      when the transatlantic slave trade was suppressed, many negreros took over the most modern sugar mills and
      converted them into ever more modern giant sugar factories. Some of the men behind Ferrer belonged to this group
      of the new extremely conservative Cuban-Spanish-Catalan elite.
    


    
      None of the Amistad captives ever returned to Cuba. José “Pipi” Ruiz, the nephew of the big trader
      Saturnino Carrías, continued his nasty business. His networks let us discern that, despite the rebellion, the
      business of slaving was a going concern and brought good profits. His uncle and Pipi were investors in the
      Ferrocarril de Nuevitas (the railway from Puerto Príncipe to Nuevitas). Around its principal promoter, the famous
      “Lugareño” Gaspar Betancourt Cisneros, gathered the merchants Saturnino Carrías, Francisco de Iraola, Feliciano
      Carnesolta, Juan Auger, and others.72 By this time, Pedro Montes (witness of the rebellion), Saturnino
      Carrías, José Ruiz Carrías, “Anglada, Rivas y Ca.,” Ramón Bermejo, Tiburcio Sandoval, and Alejandro Bastian, all
      with branches at Puerto Príncipe, were signatories of the Amistad. It was a heterogeneous group of
      traders, in terms of economic strength, but able to pressure the city council. Some focused their activities on
      the renovation of the sugar plantations by lending money to planters. Others, such as Saturnino Carrias,
      diversified their business portfolios by supplying the planters of Nuevitas in exchange for their sugar and
      molasses.73 Between 1836 and 1839 Carrías lent money for the building of estates;
      supplied flour; collected debts paid in tabaco torcido or tabaco elaborado at Yara; sold to
      grocery stores, warehouses, and other shops; lent money with interest; bought
      shares of Camagüey railways (Ferrocarril de Nuevitas); and expanded business, especially in Nuevitas and Santa
      Cruz del Sur.74
    


    
      Very interesting are the connections established by the firm “Saturnino Carrías and Company” from 1837, both in
      the town of Trinidad and in its magnificent valley of sugar mills in the booming sugar-region of
      Cienfuegos.75 All this seems to suggest the extension of the illegal slave trade to the
      southern coast of Cuba. He also conducted business with “Sres. Zulueta & Company” in 1839 to carry goods from
      Liverpool to the port of Santa Cruz del Sur.76 Later in 1842, through traders Trinidad, “Apezteguía, Zaldo
      and Cia,” he purchased the harvest of the sugar plantation Santa Marta in the vicinity of Cienfuegos, in
      those days owned by the Jiménez family from Matanzas.77 In this transaction Julián Zulueta stands
      out as the main creditor, one of the most active negreros in the world by then. In 1840 Zulueta provided $18,884
      to the brothers Acea at Cienfuegos for the conversion of a coffee mill into a sugar mill (ingenio).78
      Cienfuegos became the stage for three active players in the slave trade: Pedro Blanco, Julián Zulueta, and
      Saturnino Carrías, whose ties and networks were exposed by the rebellion of the schooner Amistad.
    


    
      We do not have more information about the fate of Ferrer’s widow, Juana González. One of the partners of Ferrer,
      Juan Martorell y Peña, occupied by the end of his career the lucrative position as investor and entrepreneur of a
      steamer fleet in Spain, like many other slavers and negreros who transferred their capitals to the Madre
      Patria after 1857 or 1868.79
    


    
      We have found some direct traces of Pedro Montes. By the end of the judicial proceedings in the United States,
      the value of the so-called assets aboard the Amistad had been declared null and void, as the natural
      rights of the African captives superseded the imagined property rights of a smuggler. Montes nonetheless conveyed
      a power of attorney to one C. Cayetano Corvizón to defend his interests against both the naval district attorney
      (Fiscalía de la Marina) and against his creditors.80
    


    
      These references are among the rare acknowledgments of the rebellion led by Cinqué that appear in the commercial
      documents in Cuba. Along with the deaths of Ramón Ferrer and the cook named Celestino (who mocked the captives
      rather than joining forces with them), the last will and testament of Pedro Montes suggests the ways in which the
      tumultuous risks, costs, and brutality of the slave trade came to be hidden.
    


    
      Viewed from this angle, the Amistad case reminds us of some things that we already knew and suggests
      others that we may often overlook. The so-called modernity of the West directly involved not only the familiar
      North American, British, and European actors, but also the Creole cultures of the hidden Atlantic, West Africa,
      Brazil, and the island of Cuba, the hundreds of thousands of captives from
      Africa who reached its shores, and their captors in Africa—in sum, the whole Atlantic network of slaving. And
      Cuba, like other plantation societies, functioned simultaneously as a place of investment, secret accumulation,
      profit, and production, and as a space of intense transculturation between Africa and the Americas, operating
      through the vast machine of slaving.81 At this stage of globalization in the nineteenth century, Cuba was not a
      secluded territory but, like many other plantation and slave societies, an enclave of Atlantization created
      through colonial slaving, creolization, diaspora, and migration.82
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      In January 1842, John Scoble of the British and Foreign Anti-Slavery Society (BFAS)
      wrote to François Isambert of the Société pour l’Abolition de l’Esclavage, accepting a formal invitation to
      attend an international antislavery convention in Paris, motivated by the BFAS convention held in London in 1840.
      The British society also recommended a short list of individuals from the continent for the French association to
      invite. Scoble proposed three names with Spanish connections: the Cuban “Antonio José Saco” (José Antonio Saco),
      “Santiago Sos y Río” (Santiago Usoz y Río) in Madrid, and “Antonio Bergne de Barcelone.”1 “Antonio Bergne” was
      Antonio Bergnes de las Casas (1801–1879), the same Barcelona publisher who appeared as “Antonio Bergues” in the
      proceedings of the General Anti-Slavery Convention held in London in June 1843.2 Bergnes was by then
      known to members of the BFAS, as in the summer of 1841 he had published the Spanish version of Address on
      Slavery in Cuba, Presented to the General Anti-Slavery Convention (1840) by Richard Robert Madden
      (1798–1886), with a short introduction by BFAS treasurer George William Alexander (1802–1890), a version in which
      Bergnes had left no doubt as to his antislavery stance.3
    


    
      Should we interpret Scoble’s only reference to Barcelona and European Spain, the figure of Bergnes, in his letter
      to Isambert (Saco was Cuban, and Usoz was born in Spanish Peru) or Bergnes’
      widely cited translation of Madden and Alexander as indicating a lack of an antislavery tradition in Spain at the
      beginning of the 1840s? Was the publisher Bergnes simply a front man for British abolitionism in Spain during the
      critical moments of 1841, when David Turnbull had just arrived in Havana as British consul following BFAS
      pressure on Palmerston?4 The short history of the Spanish edition of Madden’s work seems to support this
      historiographical view of a British mission in terra incognita. The key figure in this series of connections was
      the Quaker Benjamin B. Wiffen (1794–1867), who had accompanied George W. Alexander on his trip to Spain in 1840
      (and attended the first General Anti-Slavery Convention).5 Wiffen made contact with Bergnes through
      the Usoz y Río brothers, Luis and Santiago, born in Spanish Peru and with connections and experience in London.
      After making inquiries with various Madrid publishers, Santiago Usoz eventually approached Bergnes in Barcelona,
      and even after 1841, Wiffen’s interest in Bergnes would continue.6 In Barcelona, Bergnes published a handbill
      dated 6 January 1841, signed by Wiffen and Alexander and titled Observaciones que sobre el comercio de
      esclavos y la esclavitud hacen los infrascritos a los Españoles amigos de la Humanidad.7 During the
      same period, Madden sent Wiffen new writings on Spain, including copies of the Spanish originals of poems and
      texts attributed to the freed slave Juan Francisco Manzano, whom Madden had brought from Cuba in 1839 (some of
      these writings were translated and published in London—and in Paris by Schoelcher—in 1840).8
    


    
      The image of Santiago Usoz earnestly searching for a publisher in Spain for Wiffen (that is, for Alexander and
      Madden) fits well with historiographical narratives that date the advent of Spanish abolitionism to the end of
      the 1850s and the beginning of the 1860s. Prior to then, and particularly during the two long decades in which
      the Anglo-Spanish antislave trade treaties of 1817–1820 and 1835 came into effect, a veiled British influence
      appeared to lie behind all public criticism of slavery in Spain, compliant with networks and motives that had
      their roots in London.9 The present article does not set out to modify the essence of this narrative,
      but simply to examine some of its nuances. It essentially attempts to uncover some of the local driving forces
      prior to 1843 that Josep M. Fradera has described as “weak Catalan abolitionism”10 and re-examine that
      political and organizational weakness by considering the correlations between local and Spanish forces (and not
      only the diplomatic trial of strength between London and Madrid via Havana). The article therefore attempts to
      shed some light on one aspect of early Spanish abolitionism, on the genesis of the transatlantic as well as the
      continental mobilization meticulously explained by Christopher Schmidt-Nowara.11 My contribution
      appears to confirm this dual model, even in its noninstitutional antecedents, although the article refers to a setting (Barcelona) and a time (the critical years of the Liberal
      Revolution in Spain) that have received scant attention in the historiography on the subject.
    


    
      That the article turns on the figure of Antonio Bergnes de las Casas can be explained by two circumstances.
      First, because his singular public antislavery stance in Barcelona in the early 1840s is doubly symptomatic: of
      the existence of a local antislavery tradition and of the weakness of this tradition. By 1840 Bergnes had already
      published translations of antislavery and pro-abolitionist articles in his monthly magazine for the middle
      classes, El Museo de Familias, and at the same time had started his translation into Spanish of The
      Slave, or Memoirs of Archy Moore (1836/1852) by Richard Hildreth, which he would publish some years
      later.12 A letter received by George W. Alexander in Madrid from Barcelona and dated
      April 1842 testifies to the publisher Bergnes’ active antislavery commitment: “He [Bergnes] will have explained
      to you all his views and indeed, I think, no two subjects could be well better blended … than the pure doctrine
      of the Holy Scriptures and the question of freedom to the unhappy slave.”13 Moreover, as I will show, in
      Barcelona Bergnes had published on and against slavery years before 1841 and his connections with the BFAS.
      Second, through his documentable publishing activity, Bergnes appears simultaneously in various intellectual and
      political networks that, from the 1820s onward, placed Barcelona on the map of debates about the liberal
      revolution, the imperial crisis (and colonial reconstitution) and slavery in the Spanish monarchy.14 These
      networks—as I shall try to demonstrate—link Bergnes with London and Havana, Paris, and New York years before 1841
      through intermediaries that were less visible than the liberal Barcelona publisher, but more representative of
      local sources of antislavery sentiment.
    


    
      Why do I use antislavery before, and instead of, abolitionism? This is due to the plurality of
      criticisms of the slave trade and slavery that converge in Bergnes’ public activities, not all of which were
      abolitionist. This separation of ideology and strategy in part explains the inability of this incipient tradition
      to become institutionalized and political, because of its extremely limited critical mass during those years (in
      contrast to the French experience over the long decade prior to 1848).15 Why networks? Precisely
      because of the informal and polycentric dynamic, barely institutionalized or coordinated, with which this local
      tradition evolved in the 1820s and 1830s. Here I present this dynamic as the sum of individual experiences with a
      certain public influence that converged in Bergnes and in Barcelona during Spain’s liberal revolution, as a
      result of the renewed economic and political centrality of the city and its region in post-1820 transatlantic
      Spain. The considerable instability created by the liberal revolution in
      Barcelona, unequaled in the other regions of the peninsula, also goes some way to explaining the obstacles to
      early politicization of the slavery problem and to the crystallization of abolitionist movements and goals (in
      the British way as documented by Seymour Drescher).16
    


    
      And finally, why Barcelona? The main aim of the article is to answer this question. It should, however, be noted
      here that the formation of this modest local antislavery tradition constituted the discrete reversal of the very
      different scenario discussed in this collection by Martin Rodrigo y Alharilla, Michael Zeuske, and Orlando García
      Martínez: the involvement of Catalan capital in the then illegal slave trade and in the plantation and forced
      labor economy. We now know a great deal more about this thanks to research by Fradera, Arnalte Barrera, and
      Rodrigo.17 But Madden, Wiffen, and the BFAS were already aware of this involvement in
      the early 1840s. During his time in Havana as superintendent of Liberated Africans (1836–1839) in the service of
      the Colonial Office, Richard R. Madden had firsthand knowledge of the Catalans’ central role in illegal trading.
      One example of this involvement was their management of the clandestine slave market in La Misericordia, which he
      attested to during his declaration in the Amistad case trial, in Hartford, Connecticut (winter
      1839–1840).18 At its 1843 general meeting, the BFAS also presented evidence that ships
      based in the port of Barcelona were being fitted out for slave trafficking. Likewise, in his memoirs Wiffen
      refers to buildings in Barcelona erected with capital accrued through the slave trade.19 Consequently, by
      publishing Spanish editions of Madden and Alexander in Barcelona, Bergnes was issuing a challenge to this other
      sector of local society (a challenge that was also noted in London). Did this lead to anything resembling a
      public debate in the city? Who spoke in favor and who against, and what arguments did they use?
    


    William Allen in Barcelona, or Who Was D.M. Vila?


    
      In March 1833, eight years before the turbulent summer of 1841, Antonio Bergnes de las Casas received two
      recently arrived visitors at his house in Barcelona, both on a mission to Spain sponsored by the Society of
      Friends. The two travellers were William Allen, from London, and Stephen Grellet, from Philadelphia. Important
      Quakers in their own communities, Allen and Grellet left written testimonies of their travels in Spain during the
      final days of Ferdinand VII and noted the renewed expectations that London might fuel among the liberal
      supporters of Queen Maria Cristina and the reformist cabinet of Francisco Zea Bermúdez.20 The objectives they
      set for their time in Barcelona faithfully reflected the purposes of their visit to Spain during the first months of 1833. They visited the Real Casa de Caridad (Royal House of
      Mercy), the hospital, and the women’s prison. They struck up a friendship with Fèlix Torres i Amat, a late figure
      of Spanish Jansenism and translator of the Scriptures into Spanish. In the words of Allen, they spoke to Bergnes
      about his recent translations “of our Useful Knowledges works on chemistry and natural philosophy” and of the
      Catalan publisher’s interest in “my Abridgment of Rural Colonies and the other little piece on the means of
      preventing mendacity.”21 They dined with Bergnes and other guests in the house of Judge Joaquim Compte
      in the village of Sarrià outside the city: there, according to Allen, “we had a good deal of conversation on
      different topics, with much openness, and there was quite a debate about the emancipation of slaves.”22
    


    
      Indeed, the emancipation of slaves was high on Allen and Grellet’s agenda. Their report to Ferdinand VII, dated 7
      March 1833 included a final point on “Negro Slavery,” a diplomatic balance between their lament for the
      continuing traffic to the Spanish Caribbean and the very forced celebration of free labor on the island of Puerto
      Rico, while at the same time stating clearly that “the British nation will now very soon abolish Slavery in all
      its Colonies.”23 It should be noted here that since the decade following 1807, William Allen
      had been—in the words of David Brion Davis—“a key figure in the British antislavery movement” and that his trip
      to Spain in 1833 should not be considered in isolation from the simultaneous Slave Emancipation Bill debate in
      Westminster, nor from the renewed British pressure on Madrid that would crystallize in the bilateral treaty
      signed in 1835.24 Allen had played an equally important role in the abolitionist experiment in
      Sierra Leone following its reconversion to Crown Colony in 1808. As a Quaker activist, his endeavors to secure
      international prohibition of slave trading in the Atlantic had not gone unnoticed by the Concert of Europe,
      particularly at the Congress of Verona in 1822.25 It is important to my argument to stress that the good
      relationship William Allen and Antonio Bergnes de las Casas enjoyed was also based on Allen’s generically
      utilitarian virtues: on Allen the Quaker, chemist, and promoter of the Society for the Diffusion of Useful
      Knowledge. This is suggested by the fact the first works Bergnes published in Barcelona were Spanish translations
      of articles from the Society for the Diffusion of Useful Knowledge, many taken from the controversial English
      publication, the Penny Cyclopaedia.26 It is also confirmed by their second encounter in London in
      March 1835 and a visit to Borough Road with Lord Henry P. Brougham, as noted by two entries in Allen’s
      diary.27
    


    
      The collaboration between William Allen and Antonio Bergnes lends itself to a somewhat more complex reading than
      the strictly instrumental, or Allen’s simply resorting to Bergnes to further his own aims. This is partly due to a detail that both Allen and Grellet noted in their respective
      diaries: the identity of a man who, on their arrival in Madrid, made arrangements for their stay in Barcelona.
      Both of them refer to him as D.M. Vila. In the words of Allen, “[H]e is just returned from England, and is
      acquainted with Friends; he resides at Barcelona, is kindly disposed to assist us, and will give us letters for
      that place.” Vila was as good as his word, according to Allen, whereas Grellet reports that Vila “suffered deeply
      under the late disturbances in this kingdom; he was imprisoned for several months at Barcelona.”28 It can
      be assumed with all certainty that D.M. Vila was Domingo Maria Vila, a Barcelona lawyer and jurist, one of the
      liberal leaders of the city who in November 1823 had surrendered Barcelona to the French troops, after which he
      was imprisoned and exiled by Ferdinand VII’s government. More importantly, however, Domingo Maria Vila had gained
      significant American experience during the final Spanish imperial crisis of 1820–1823, an experience for which
      the problematic relationship between liberal constitutionalism and slavery would prove to be a central issue,
      both before and after 1833.29
    


    
      Briefly and simply, Domingo Maria Vila was one of the few voices—and without doubt the strongest—that, during the
      preparation of the 1837 constitution in the Spanish Cortes, opposed the exclusion of Cuba and Puerto Rico from
      the new constitutional and representative order, and the use of slavery to justify this exceptionality in the
      Spanish Caribbean. Elected as deputy on the Progressive Party list for Barcelona in 1836, Vila was one of the
      five representatives (of a total 155) who in the historical session of the Cortes on 16 April 1837 refused to
      support the device of special laws for the “overseas provinces of America and Asia.” Furthermore, Vila acted as
      parliamentary spokesman for the minority who opposed the expulsion of the deputies recently elected in Cuba and
      Puerto Rico, who were waiting in Madrid and who would never take possession of their seats.30 What is
      significant here is the conviction and tenacity with which Vila rejected the arguments of Agustín Argüelles (the
      architect of the idea of the “special laws”) on the grounds of the absolute incompatibility between the liberal
      institutions of representation and government and the existence of slavery and its racial characteristics. Vila
      considered that recent revolutionary events in Spanish and Portuguese continental America provided proof of the
      possible civil and political virtues of the free black populations in societies with a tradition of slavery (and
      now post-slavery) and even spoke of them as potential voters and parliamentary candidates. “In vain are my
      efforts to arouse any repugnance in myself at the thought that a man of color might sit at my side on these
      benches”—thus Vila addressed Argüelles on 10 March 1837—; “their primitive African origins do nothing to make me
      value any less the civic virtues and knowledge that some of them possess;
      where I have seen their virtues, I can do no other than respect them. … Intelligence is also found under skin
      less pale than ours.” Rarely were statements such as these heard in the Spanish parliamentary debates of
      1836–1837, when Captain General Miguel Tacón governed manu militari in Havana following the swift defeat
      of the constitutionalist General Manuel Lorenzo in Santiago de Cuba.31 Needless to say, Vila’s parliamentary
      arguments sought to legitimize the representation of certain white and Creole interests in the restored liberal
      Cortes and in the new constitution. But Vila knew perfectly, given his American experience of 1820–1823, that
      recognition of the free blacks’ political rights would announce the beginning of the end of slavery. Hence, in
      1837 Vila’s implicit antislavery speech went beyond the anti–slave trade and representational—but clearly
      racialized—program of the Cuban representatives waiting at the doors of the Cortes; a program that the deputy for
      Cuba, José Antonio Saco (whom Scoble would recommend to Isambert in 1842), would deliver to the press, given the
      impossibility of defending it from his parliamentary seat.32
    


    
      What sources fueled the modest parliamentary antislavery position of Domingo Maria Vila in the 1830s? One seems
      to be related to his American experience prior to 1823: in 1821 and 1822 Vila had traveled to Río de la Plata and
      Brazil as representative of the short-lived Spanish constitutional government formed in 1820. He had dealt
      personally with José Tomás Guido, one of San Martín’s men in Buenos Aires and in the Chilean campaign, and in all
      likelihood was aware of the one thousand freed slaves who had fought in the Army of the Andes that crossed from
      the Río de la Plata region to the Pacific in 1817.33 In the Cortes of 1836, Vila also recalled
      seeing free blacks in the independent Brazilian monarchy, an idealized image of their participation in the break
      from Lisbon without a black revolution (idealized in opposition to the enslaved African Muslims in the Bahía
      region who revolted in 1835).34 These experiences gave Vila considerable insight into the potential uses—in
      the context of an imperial crisis—of rupture and continuity of the legal, racial, and cultural divisions
      engendered by the slavery of Africans in Spanish America. He gained a clear and critical understanding of the
      consequences that could arise from excluding the castas pardas from the citizenship rights established
      in the Spanish Constitution of 1812, namely the exacerbation of Creole separatism, and at times, inappropriate
      supervision during the ending of slavery.35 In 1836 Vila was perfectly aware of the racial and social
      distance that separated the Cuba of those times from Río de la Plata three decades earlier. Precisely for that
      reason, to prevent “the setting in motion, by unforeseen agents, of masses [in Cuba] against whose magnitude
      their own forces would be rendered incapable,” he adduced that the Cortes should attend to the new Creole generations’ expectations of political representation; at the same time he
      paid a well-informed tribute to the pardos, or freed mulatto Cubans, whom Vila saw as the custodians of much
      political intelligence on the island.36 If Agustín Argüelles considered that slavery and its racial
      characteristics excluded Cuba from all selective policies of liberal representation, for Domingo Maria Vila these
      policies were the only guarantee that the ecosystem of slavery would be ended prudently, that its weight and
      power in the Cuban landscape would be wound down gradually.
    


    
      It is not easy to be more precise about the depth of Domingo Maria Vila’s antislavery conviction, partly because
      of the political and rhetorical limitations that the long shadow of the Caribbean possessions cast over the
      parliamentary debates of 1836–1837. Neither do we know exactly what Allen meant when he said of Vila, “[H]e is
      acquainted with Friends.” Despite this, it is significant that Vila raised the moral legitimacy of resistance to
      slavery in the Cortes, as when he spoke of “the 300,000 African slaves awaiting [in Cuba] the moment to break the
      chains of slavery that oppress them.”37 This leads us to the second motive behind Vila’s rejection of slavery:
      his aversion to the political corruption and despotism harbored by Caribbean slavery, carefully observed by Vila,
      and to its undesirable consequences for politics in European Spain. Vila’s was the first parliamentary voice to
      suggest that praetorianism under Captain General Tacón in 1830s Havana, protected by the exceptionality of
      slavery, might bode ill for the unfolding of the new constitution in peninsular Spain. His defense of “provincial
      deputations” separate from the “Supreme government of the Nation” in Cuba and Puerto Rico as well as in “the
      provinces of the Peninsula,” sought to neutralize the military’s “supreme command” (which was more likely to be
      invoked, in the absence of these deputations, in more complex and socially conflictive regional contexts, such as
      Cuba and Catalonia).38 In December 1836, Vila spoke in the Cortes against the deportation of
      political prisoners from the peninsula to Tacón’s Cuba, an argument against the mechanisms that favored military
      authority and its arbitrary operations in both Barcelona and Havana. Some significant individuals of exalted
      Barcelona liberalism had been exiled to Cuba before the Cortes were formed in the summer of 1836; other
      representatives of the same political tradition endured Tacón’s hospitality from the autumn of 1837 onward due to
      the state of war, supposedly only against the Carlists, declared by the captain general of Catalonia. They would
      leave written testimonials about the transatlantic nature of this early Spanish liberal praetorianism.39 In
      short, slavery in Caribbean Spain spurred militarization in the metropole and colonies alike. Against this
      process, Vila represented civil constitutionalism in the Cortes.
    


    Slavery According to Charles Comte (and According to Tomás
    Gener)


    
      The network that facilitated the relationship between Antonio Bergnes de las Casas and William Allen in 1833,
      through the figure and experience of Domingo Maria Vila, was not the Barcelona publisher’s only antislavery
      connection at that time. In the summer of 1834, only months after his first meeting with Allen, Bergnes was
      contacted from Havana by a certain “Sirven,” “a young man of Catalan origin” who had settled in Cuba. The result
      of this contact would come to light in Barcelona two years later: Bergnes’ publication of the Spanish translation
      of Traité de Législation by Charles Comte, and particularly, “of book V, which deals especially and
      extensively with slavery.” In Barcelona and in Bergnes, Sirven found a publisher disposed to take on the task, an
      achievement that had eluded the man behind the project and the translation, the Cuban Creole Domingo del Monte,
      both in Cuba under the recently appointed Tacón, and in New York and New Orleans.40
    


    
      Book V of Comte’s writings is a social and political indictment of slavery and of the colonial aristocracies it
      engendered, an indictment, moreover, full of references to Spanish America. It is not, however, a confidently
      abolitionist text, nor one that invokes the moment for emancipation as the time for a “mighty experiment” (the
      influence of Jean-Baptiste Say is clear on this point). For Comte, the disappearance of slavery in Spanish
      America and in the British Caribbean (in the 1835 edition), and naturally the memory of Saint-Domingue, made
      “regular abolition” in the French Caribbean a matter of urgency; namely, the individual and therefore staggered
      liberation of slaves with payments to their owners set by law. Comte believed that the impact of abolition must
      be deferred, both in time and in terms of the social fabric, a view that would be shared by the young Victor
      Schoelcher (1804–1893) in 1830 on his return to Paris from his illuminating first journey to Cuba.41 It is
      thus an emancipationist rather than an abolitionist text.42
    


    
      Charles Comte’s extremely prudent antislavery stance was well attuned to the positions of the Cuban Creole
      reformist circle that, at the beginning of the 1830s, was led by young men such as Domingo del Monte (1804–1853)
      and the slightly older José Antonio Saco (1797–1879), mentioned above. Too much has been written about the
      significance of and the reasons behind this group’s criticisms of slavery to be dealt with adequately here. The
      most lucid of these writings are undoubtedly those inspired by the argument of Manuel Moreno Fraginals concerning
      the growing perception among the better informed and most far-sighted Creole elites that, sooner than later,
      “they should free themselves from slavery, not free the slaves, which was a
      different question.”43 However, two pieces of unquestionably documented evidence are relevant.
      First, the summer of 1834 was critical to the group’s future strategies and transatlantic connections, following
      Saco’s expulsion from the island as decreed by Tacón, which led to the Del Monte group’s inevitable withdrawal
      from public life. Significantly, these events would strengthen their commitment to writers such as Juan Francisco
      Manzano, at that point still a slave, and to a body of literature that, in the words of Jerome Branche, “has been
      canonized as early Cuban ‘antislavery’ writing.”44 The second piece of evidence confirms
      both the ambivalence and tactical nature of this Creole antislavery, but also its greater potential, depending on
      whom it was used by and for what purpose. Thus, whereas some recent research has demonstrated that Del Monte’s
      critical view of Cuban slavery harbored a strong racial and anti-African prejudice, other scholars have confirmed
      that for Richard Madden and soon for the British and Foreign Anti-Slavery Society, Del Monte and Saco would be
      their men in Cuba.45
    


    
      Were the political problems facing the reformists Saco and Del Monte in the context of Tacón’s despotism and the
      pro-slavery Spanish Party of Havana sufficient to explain why, in 1834, Domingo del Monte contacted Antonio
      Bergnes in Barcelona to publish a Spanish edition of Charles Comte’s Traité? Yes and no. Without the
      mediation of one of his political advisers whom he consulted about the translation project, Del Monte would never
      have made contact with Bergnes (through the above-mentioned Sirven, “a young man of Catalan origin”). In a letter
      conjointly written at the beginning of September 1834, this adviser counseled against publishing Comte’s work in
      Cuba, or even in the United States where he lived, in the following terms: “It is our opinion that not a single
      word must be spoken [published] of freedom, for it will alarm them [the Cuban authorities] and they will concede
      nothing. Endeavors must only be made to increase the white population and end the trading of blacks. These two
      measures will prepare the ground and bring forward the termination of black slavery.” Barcelona, however, was a
      safer place to publish, and the book would be just as likely to reach the Havana market (and more discretely,
      perhaps too much so). One of the two signatories of this letter was Tomás Gener (1787–1835), who since 1823 had
      been living in exile in New York after fleeing absolutist persecution for his role in the short-lived liberal
      Cortes of 1822–1823, when he was one of the three deputies elected to represent the province of Havana. Gener,
      however, was an unusual Creole: born in Catalonia in 1787, he had studied in the Barcelona Board of Trade Marine
      School at the beginning of the century and had first visited Cuba at the age of almost twenty-two in the winter
      of 1808–1809.46
    


    
      Thus, Tomás Gener was the connection between Domingo del Monte and Antonio
      Bergnes in 1834, just as in the previous year Domingo Maria Vila had been instrumental in bringing together
      William Allen and Bergnes. Paradigmatically and exceptionally, Gener represented a certain Cuban experience from
      Barcelona and Catalonia in the first third of the nineteenth century. Like Domingo Maria Vila, therefore, Gener
      epitomized an extremely clear idea of the double crisis, imperial and constitutional, of the 1820s and 1830s held
      by exalted peninsular liberalism, particularly strong in Barcelona.
    


    
      In what ways was the experience of Tomás Gener, after landing in the port of Matanzas in 1809, a paradigm of the
      Cuban experience in Catalonia around 1834? Firstly, Gener was part of the incipient wave of Catalan emigrants to
      Cuba that, by 1835, would lead peninsular emigration to the Gran Antilla. A wave that would give them a position
      of leadership in the expatriate community and, due to the profusion of young professionally trained Catalans from
      an urban background and with transatlantic and community connections, would also provide an outstanding capacity
      for economic cooperation and social advancement.47 Gener, a sea captain by profession,
      immediately began to manage with great success a general store (pulpería) in Matanzas, a Cuban
      jurisdiction that in 1817 still had more general stores than coffee and sugar plantations and a population of
      almost as many whites (9,411; 2,420 in the city of Matanzas itself) as slaves (10,773; 1,016 slaves in the city
      of Matanzas and 1,010 free blacks). Over the next two decades, however, the social landscape of the Matanzas
      district shifted toward a categorical hegemony of slave labor, as a result of the spectacular growth in the
      number and size of the sugar plantations. In 1841 the white population in the new district was five times that of
      1817, whereas the slave population was nine times higher: ninety-five thousand slaves as compared with just over
      ten thousand in 1817.48 The merchant Gener’s criticisms of the continued and increasing slave traffic
      to Cuba beyond 1817–1820 were also typical of the misgivings held by a certain sector of the Catalan emigrant
      population, a sector that has attracted less research attention than active or tacitly pro-slavery emigration. In
      the decade leading up to 1834, Gener’s was a good precedent of the antislavery position, without abolition, that
      the reformists would adopt: his furious criticisms of the continuing traffic and its political and social
      consequences (“so strongly sustained by the complicity or by the opinion of the majority on the island, perverted
      by suicidal greed and self-assured ignorance”); his insistence on “promoting the immigration and colonialization
      of whites”; and even the greater moral and political demands he imposed on himself, which prevented him from
      accepting some of the expeditious formulas explored—with no chance of
      success—in Matanzas to whiten the population.49 It is of note that in the 1822–1823 Liberal Triennium Cortes,
      Gener chose to align himself with another Cuban deputy, Félix Varela, great critic of the pro-slavery advocate
      Juan Bernardo O’Gavan and under the protection of the then bishop of Havana, the enlightened advocate of
      antislavery Juan José D. de Espada.50 It should also be noted that in his Autobiography, the slave
      poet Juan Francisco Manzano referred to Gener as the “protector” who took him away from an inevitable life on the
      Matanzas sugar plantations long before Manzano was adopted—and freed in 1836—by the Del Monte circle, probably
      around 1816 or 1817.51
    


    
      The important political role Tomás Gener adopted from 1817 to 1823 was undoubtedly exceptional amongst the
      Catalan colonists in Cuba. Equally exceptional was his flight from Cadiz to New York (via Gibraltar) in autumn
      1823 and the dogged royalist persecution that forced him into exile for over ten years in the United
      States.52 From New York, he continued to have an influence on what the Cuban historian
      González García calls “the Matanzas liberal group,” partially formed of men born in Catalonia and protected by
      Gener. These men included the merchant Jaume Badia (1796–1863) and the tailor Magí Pers (1803–1888), both very
      active in Matanzas public life during the 1820s and 1830s and critical of the slave trade, in all certainty due
      to their prompt understanding of the connection between the Africanization of Cuba and the arbitrary rule of the
      island’s authorities.53 But the networks Gener created during his years in New York, between 1823 and
      1834, were more exceptional than was customary among the Catalan emigrant population in the Caribbean. Gener soon
      ventured beyond his comfortable economic position in the Cuban and Mexican expatriate community and successfully
      joined certain northern reformist networks. He participated in the American Lyceum Society—as evidenced by the
      society’s affectionate obituary on his death in Cuba in 1835—and had personal contact with men like Joseph
      Lancaster (1778–1838), an English educational reformer and Quaker, who had received financial support from
      William Allen for his monitorial school model.54 Tomás Gener also appears in the more widely known and detailed
      account of the first northern Whigs: the diary of Philip Hone (1780–1851), mayor of New York in 1826–1827 who may
      have introduced Gener to men such as Daniel Webster or the elderly John Adams.55
    


    The Impossible Popular Antislavery Movement in Barcelona, 1842


    
      On 1 January 1841, a few weeks after the abdication of María Cristina and the return of the Progressive Party to
      power under the regent Espartero, the first “banquet” of the “associated
      working classes” was held in Barcelona. The speech given by Joan Muns, president and representative of the cotton
      weavers’ union, included sentiments such as the following: “We do not propose to reproduce the bloody scenes that
      have stained the pages of the history of Lyon and other cities in foreign parts; we only wish to be heard, to be
      able to live from our own work, to be no longer treated as abject slaves, who with the sweat of their brow, must
      maintain the opulence of a handful of wretches who call themselves lords.”56 In this context of political
      liberalization and revolutionary pressure in peninsular Spain, and particularly in Catalonia, the incipient
      Barcelona trade union movement frequently employed the legitimizing language of “free men rather than slaves,”
      the discourse of “the emancipation of the poor classes, slaves of the rich.”57 These formulas
      likewise contributed to the language of the first political republicanism, addressed to a public of all social
      classes, republicanism that in Barcelona in February 1841 proclaimed that “without civil and religious liberty we
      can only be compared to the Russian serfs or the black Africans who in America bow down to the humiliating
      oppression of their tyrant masters.”58 The summer of 1843 marked the height of prominence and power for the
      most radical Progressivism in Barcelona with a significant working class participation. Calls grew for a struggle
      against “the slave system, the system that turns the virtuous proletariat into slaves, and makes lords of those
      who become rich from the sweat of the workers.”59 The unions’ condemnation of workers’ slavery was in all
      certainty fueled by the rapid transformation of the city’s main industry (cotton), by the political
      liberalization begun in 1840 (with a comprehensive review of the electoral laws), and by the ideological and
      sociological radicalization that remade Barcelona Progressivism from 1840 to 1843 (expressed in what Genís
      Barnosell has defined as “languages of citizenship and personal dignity” in the public speeches of the
      time).60
    


    
      Was there any relation between this language of free men and slaves and the criticisms of Atlantic and Spanish
      slavery published by Bergnes in 1841? Was there at least an instrumental or rhetorical relationship, such as that
      documented by Kirsten McKenzie during the 1806 and 1807 electoral campaigns in Yorkshire?61 An
      initial examination of the main—and without doubt the best—newspaper of Barcelona Progressivism during the
      Espartero Triennium (1840–1843), El Constitucional, reveals that this was not the case in the key moment
      of the summer of 1841. Or more precisely, it uncovers a collection of very forceful criticisms of David Turnbull
      in Havana, frequently invoking the risks of abolitionist activism in the context of the Cuban racial balance (at
      the same time blamed on “the lack of foresight in other times and by other legislators, who rest in their
      graves”). In other words, it invoked the shadow of Haiti.62 Madden and Alexander’s Spanish edition was rebuffed in the pages of El Constitucional (although it was
      advertised) for opportunistically justifying Turnbull’s policy to call into question, on behalf of London, the
      legality of the entire Cuban slave system with the new and challenging figure of the emancipado slave.
      This local anti-abolitionism was heavily based on Catalan economic fear of London (and not only in the
      Caribbean), and on anxiety over the recent transformation of Cuban society, of which much was known in Barcelona,
      “for the simple reason that experiments on these human societies should not be undertaken as though in a physics
      laboratory.”63 It was founded on a very direct knowledge of the Cuban situation in 1841 (and
      on the numerous Spanish warnings about Turnbull and his actions that spread “by word of mouth like wildfire”),
      and, above all, on the interests of Catalan commerce to conserve the island as a dual purpose colonial market;
      namely, as a final destination for exports and imports and as an asset for the accumulation of capital. It was
      thus a patrician anti-abolitionism, and a tacit defense of the status quo, that served interests such as those
      represented by the Junta de Comercio de Cataluña (Catalonian Board of Trade).64
    


    
      However, the discourse on Caribbean slavery and abolition in the Barcelona El Constitucional would
      change over the months, particularly after the summer of 1842 (when Turnbull left Cuba, but remained in Jamaica).
      The timing of this change also coincided with the broadening out of the social base of local Progressivism to
      include the workers and the simultaneous emergence of a class rhetoric in the pages of El
      Constitucional, both of which are documented by Barnosell.65 This shift can be dated to the period
      during which preparations were underway for two key episodes in the radicalization of the Progressive political
      circle of 1840–1843, both occurring in Barcelona: the popular-republican insurrection in the autumn of 1842 and
      the centralist (or Jamancia) revolt in the summer of 1843, finally suppressed by the army’s bombardment of the
      city. The central facet of this shift in discourse was the critical emphasis on the supposed double morality of
      British abolitionism, for opposing the defense of sovereignty and property rights in Cuba (including slaves) in
      the articles it published during 1841. In September 1842, following a report of the arrival in Jamaica of “178
      Africans, in the main sons of Sierra-Leone,” El Constitucional continued, “English barbarity is no
      justification for Spanish cruelty, but is it appropriate for those who infringe it to speak so energetically in
      favor of a treaty?” Condemnations of the new contracted emigration to the West Indies (and of the final years of
      the apprenticeship system) then proliferated in the pages of the newspaper, which also alluded to the debate that
      divided antislavery opinion in Great Britain.66 But if this first rejection of abolitionist self-interested
      double morality may be interpreted as a late introduction of the criticisms already formulated in France and in
      the United States, the second is more particular. In two editions at the end
      of the summer of 1842, following reports on work and mortality in Lancashire and Yorkshire, and comparing them
      unfavorably with allegedly parallel cases among the United States slave population, El Constitucional
      recommended: “Transfer [of the information] to the factories of Manchester and the English abolitionist
      philanthropists.” It returned to this subject in later editions, ironically condemning living conditions in
      working-class England: “[T]hese English people who proclaim themselves such philanthropists, who in these times
      make the greatest efforts to extinguish the slave trade across the globe.” In the same October 1842 edition (and
      in the same column) in which it reported new shipments of what were known as “free African immigrants,”
      transported by “the English government to its possessions in the West Indies,” it informed of new detentions (in
      Ashton, Manchester) of Chartist leaders and lamented the way “the magistrates separate the workers’ causes from
      those of the Chartists, whom they present as culprits of a political assault.”67
    


    
      Did the radicalized editors of El Constitucional, on the eve of the Barcelona insurrection of 1842, know
      that barely a year before, Chartist agitators had interrupted and boycotted the BFAS national
      convention?68 Of that we cannot be sure, but all the evidence suggests that they did. But
      we do know that the radicalization of politics in Barcelona during 1842 opened up new rifts in the local
      Progressive tradition and broke up some of the cross-class alliances that had been forged during the 1830s. A
      good example of this process is described in the public biography of Josep Melcior Prat i Colom (1779–1855),
      friend and protector of Antonio Bergnes de las Casas and his third link with antislavery presented in this
      article.
    


    
      Like Vila and Gener, Josep M. Prat had participated in the Cortes of 1822–1823 and had been exiled during the
      subsequent absolutist restoration, in his case, in London. We know significantly more of Prat’s years in England,
      before his return to Barcelona in 1832, than of Vila’s exile.69 Evidence exists of his contacts with the
      British and Foreign Bible Society, for which he translated the New Testament into Catalan. It was published in
      London and then in Barcelona by Bergnes, in 1836.70 We know of the role he played in
      introducing the Lancasterian schools to Barcelona, projects for popular education with utilitarian origins, which
      undoubtedly contributed to the continued collaboration between Bergnes and William Allen after 1833.71 And
      above all we know that these merits propelled him toward positions of power and representation in the Barcelona
      of the liberal revolution from 1835 onward. From these positions of power he would unleash particular
      confrontations with (and against) the community of small craftsmen and cotton workers in the city, a community in
      rapid and turbulent transformation during the period 1835–1844. One example is
      sufficient to illustrate this: following his term as governor of Barcelona during an exceptional episode of
      Luddite violence and popular revolt, in 1840–1841 Prat used his presidency of the Sociedad Económica de Amigos
      del País (Economic Society of Friends of the Country) to launch a furious campaign against bullfighting in the
      city. He considered that the immorality of the bullfight lay in the fact that “hundreds of people from varied
      trades … abandon their workshops and lose at least half a day’s work,” because many of these “events take place
      on working day afternoons,” frequently during “Sant Dilluns,” the English Saint Monday. In 1850 the elderly Prat
      was still working for the Provincial Council in search of a solution to the “agglomeration of factories in
      Barcelona” and recommended locating the workers (in other words, the factories) “in a village with no Ramblas,
      bulls, cafes nor theaters” because “their demands—including their wage demands—must of necessity
      diminish.”72
    


    
      What was the relationship between Prat the utilitarian and the Atlantic slavery question? What was the link
      between Prat and Bergnes on this issue? According to detailed reports by the historian of science, Agustí Camós,
      Prat may have had an influence on one of Bergnes’ most important publishing enterprises in Barcelona in the
      1830s: the introduction into Spain of Lamarckian evolutionism. On the suggestion of Prat, a pharmacist by
      profession, in 1835 Bergnes translated and published Georges de Cuvier and Julien-Joseph Virey, followers of
      Lamarck and Buffon, and examples of the tension between monogenism and polygenism in France after the Revolution
      and Haiti.73 Camós notes that Prat and Bergnes may have come across this evolutionist
      tradition through the latter’s years in the London of the so-called radical doctors studied by Adrian J. Desmond,
      an environment highly receptive to Lamarckism (as was Robert Owen’s circle, a further connection with William
      Allen).74 This would perhaps explain some details in Bergnes’ translation of the 1824
      edition of Histoire Naturelle du Genre Humain by Julien-Joseph Virey, an unquestionable representative
      of the anthropological tradition that proclaimed African racial distance and intellectual inferiority. It would
      explain the translator’s notes that Bergnes contributed—for further emphasis—to the subchapter “On the Traffic of
      Negroes and its Abolition,” which celebrated Quaker abolitionism in 1835 and the break up of Spanish absolutism
      (in reference to 1824, the year of the French edition). It also explains the attention Bergnes paid to the scarce
      passages on the education and moralization of those who “are not our equals,” his “let us extend a protective
      hand to the down-trodden and help him reach an honorable step on the stairway to perfection” (note the similarity
      in Drescher’s findings on the English translations of Cuvier).75
    


    Conclusion


    
      The renewed tension embedded in the political and social landscape of Barcelona during the years 1842 and 1843
      was a further hurdle to bridging the doctrinal and strategic distance that separated the well-informed
      antislavery position of Bergnes and Prat from the rhetoric against all slavery fanned by the discourse of
      incipient trade unionism and early worker republicanism. If some found it ironic, to say the least, to be
      concerned for Caribbean slaves and former slaves while Chartist leaders were being arrested in Lancashire, it
      seemed no less so in Barcelona, which had been bombed twice at a moment when class barriers had been crossed and
      the city was at its democratic height. That the man behind the bombing of Barcelona in 1843 was General Juan
      Prim, soon to be appointed captain general in Puerto Rico, was far from ironic, however. Neither was there any
      irony in the fact that 1843 was the year in which the supposed Escalera conspiracy, stirred up by David Turnbull,
      was hatched in Cuba and that the fierce repression against slaves and free blacks in 1844 was led by Captain
      General Leopoldo O’Donnell, another liberal general who would suppress working-class Barcelona by
      force.76 Against this transatlantic backdrop it comes as no surprise that men such as
      Bergnes, Prat, or Vila felt as a political and personal defeat the division and collapse of local Progressivism
      in 1842–1843 and the return to power of the conservative Moderate Party in 1844 (and the drafting of a new,
      highly restrictive constitution in 1845).77 Nor is it remarkable that, with the breakup of Progressivism
      and the simultaneous anti-African hysteria in Cuba in 1843 (particularly in Matanzas), antislavery publishing in
      the form that Bergnes had been involved since 1833–1834 would disappear from public life in Barcelona; and it
      would disappear for a long time beginning in 1844, when at least two apologies for the (illegal) trading of
      Africans were published in the city.78
    


    
      What occurred after the summer of 1842 does not justify our ignoring the history of the previous decade discussed
      in this article. We cannot ignore the connection between Bergnes and William Allen through Domingo Maria Vila
      nor, especially, Vila’s lucidity in linking the future of the “small Spanish empire,” in the liberal era, to the
      prudent but gradual dismantling of an intensely pro-slavery Cuba. The arguments Vila put forward during the 1830s
      would reemerge among the metropolitan reformers of the 1860s in what was clearly a very different international
      context for Caribbean slavery (thus confirming Vila as an early Spanish interpreter of the highly contradictory
      relationships between liberal imperialism and slavery noted by Christopher L. Brown and Josep M.
      Fradera).79 Nor can we ignore the connection between
      Bergnes, Domingo del Monte, and Tomás Gener, nor, particularly, the personal and sociopolitical experience Gener
      gained from his dual status as a peninsular in Matanzas and an American in Barcelona. Although noting that he was
      not a typical representative of the expatriate colonists in Cuba prior to 1835 (and in anticipation of
      discovering more on this), Gener demonstrates that autochthonous realities and mechanisms facilitated
      transatlantic criticisms of slavery in the Spanish Caribbean significantly earlier than the founding of the
      Spanish Abolitionist Society in 1865.
    


    
      Finally, acknowledging the connection between Bergnes, Josep M. Prat, and the politics of popular Barcelona
      during the early 1840s allows us to put forward a partial hypothesis as to why no Spanish Abolitionist Society
      was formed until 1865, or why its cross-class repercussion was so limited, as described by Schmidt-Nowara, and
      why an abolitionist movement could not put down roots in Barcelona. Although the answers to this last question
      must essentially be sought in the strengthened connections between the Catalan and Cuban economies during the
      middle decades of the nineteenth century, perhaps we should highlight here a fact that is usually forgotten.
      Namely, that men like Laureà Figuerola (1816–1903), Joaquim M. Sanromà (1828–1895), or Fèlix de Bona (1822–1889),
      all of whom were decisive in founding the Spanish Abolitionist Society, were Catalans, young men born into the
      public and political life of Progressive Barcelona in the 1835–1843 period and who would have to move to Madrid
      in the years after 1844.80
    


    Notes


    
      This paper has benefited greatly from generous observations made by participants attending the conference
      “Slavery, Empire and Abolition: The Case of Spain Understood from a Comparative Perspective” held in Barcelona,
      4–5 June 2009. I am grateful for all the comments received, together with decisive encouragement from Christopher
      Schmidt-Nowara to extend my work on these subjects, and the kind support of Josep M. Fradera, Rebecca J. Scott
      and Seymour Drescher to continue with this research. Last but not least, I wish to thank Mary Savage for her
      careful and professional translation of the original Spanish text, and Stephen Jacobson and Teresa Segura for
      their organizational help at every stage of the process.
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      These pages have no ambition other than attempting to impose some order on an issue
      that has concerned us for years, namely, the social links existing between imperial and colonial Spain and
      slavery as an institution. As we all know, the enlightened attitude of the British set the standard for
      abolition—firstly, of the slave trade, and then, twenty-five years later, of slavery itself. Most historians will
      agree, however, that slavery in the Spanish context needs to be analyzed in some isolation from the British
      experience. British abolition was imposed from above against the background of imperial changes unfolding at the
      close of the eighteenth century.1 It came to be a moral position adopted by an entire nation, as the movement
      could not have prospered without the pressure and involvement of broad swathes of the population—this despite
      erosion of the movement through the increasingly sarcastic depiction of the Exeter Hall philanthropists by the
      British political and intellectual establishment from the middle of the nineteenth century.2 Discussing
      the evident differences between the Spanish case and the pioneering example of the British in regard to what a
      contemporary called the “Mighty Experiment” sometimes requires us to shift our viewpoint away from the European
      stage where pro- and anti-abolitionists were playing out a cultural and political battle. Indeed, the battle was
      also fought on another front, and understanding the struggle requires us to examine the Spanish perspective as
      part of a broader horizon that takes account of relations between European metropolises and their colonial
      dominions, with slavery constituting a key pillar of economic development but
      also representing a patent contradiction in terms of value systems that were at some point theoretically
      hegemonic. Considering both the European and transatlantic stages involves greater complexity but also reveals
      the true dimensions of abolition.
    


    
      In view of these observations, I would like to examine briefly certain aspects of slavery in the twilight years
      of the Spanish Empire and in terms of propositions that aim to deepen our understanding of the subject. I will
      also suggest new approaches that will enable a comparative discussion with regard to other empires.
    


    Slavery and the Atlantic Empires


    
      The first outstanding difference between the British and Spanish Empires in the eighteenth century was the lesser
      importance of slavery in the latter. Adopting Christopher Brown’s perspective, reforming the British Empire
      necessarily implied extirpating slavery from the social body.3 Thus, from 1783 onward, the British
      political establishment very overtly co-opted the message of the abolitionists, who had previously been perceived
      as something akin to a sect. By 1803–1804, abolitionism was yet another card being played in the game of British
      imperial politics—to the great surprise of rival European powers, who could hardly have expected a shift in that
      direction from a country so greatly involved in the slave trade in previous decades. It is worth remembering that
      Napoleonic France was, at this time, struggling to reconcile the idea of political unity inherited from the
      republican perspective with the incorporation of colonies that had not abolished slavery (the Mascarene Islands,
      for instance) and colonies that had reintroduced slavery (the Antilles).4 Against this background, the attempt
      to reimpose control over Saint-Domingue by means of an expedition of nearly twenty thousand soldiers under the
      command of Leclerc ended in spectacular failure.5
    


    
      Nonetheless, the abolition movement’s significance needs to be set against the specific importance of slavery in
      each empire. The British Empire’s economy depended greatly on the institution of slavery, despite the economic
      dynamism of colonies with few or no slaves, such as New England and the Middle Colonies, whose prosperity
      depended to a large degree on exports of food and maritime services to the slave-based economies of the South,
      the West Indies, and the colonies with slavery of other European countries.6 In these conditions, reform of the
      empire and the purity of the new Republic of 1783 depended on the capacity to reform an institution that was the
      absolute antithesis of the notion of freedom that underpinned liberalism in the northwest Atlantic. The failure
      that led to the demarcation of a border between slave and non-slave states in
      the Republic needs to be considered from this perspective. Recent studies—for example, that by Robin
      Einhorn—demonstrate how this division largely conditioned the nature of the institutions forged in the early
      years of the new Republic.7
    


    
      Slavery under the Spanish Empire never acquired the centrality it held in the Atlantic empires of the British,
      the French, the Dutch, and the Danes or of the Portuguese in Brazil. The reasons are so obvious that it is hardly
      necessary to state them; suffice it to say that although slave labor was used in the Spanish Empire, it was
      organized according to a different social principle, namely, regulated forced labor by the Indians. Although such
      a statement—rather like referring to the discovery of the Mediterranean in Barcelona—is never likely to be
      committed to posterity in the history books, it is worth reiterating, as an overall perspective is sometimes lost
      or distorted in local or regional studies of slavery and abolition. My particular focus—in the context of the
      relationship between slavery and imperial structures—is the perception, by Spaniards and other keen observers of
      contemporary events, of the place of slavery in their world. This perception has to be understood through
      particular cases and particular events.
    


    
      I would like to illustrate how contemporaries perceived colonial slavery with two examples, quite different in
      their intentions and scope. The first refers to a text that was highly critical of both the workings of the
      Spanish Empire and of the most oppressive aspects of social life in the Americas in the eighteenth century. This
      was Noticias Secretas de América (1744)—the title chosen by the publisher of the work in England in
      1826—written by the Spanish naval officers Jorge Juan and Antonio de Ulloa. Their criticisms of corruption in the
      viceroyalty of Peru’s administration led to the authors’ prosecution by the church, which prevented the
      manuscript’s publication.8 The two writers felt no qualms about criticizing the repeated oppression and
      extortion of the Indians; few mentions were made, however, of enslaved Africans or their descendants. When they
      referred, in passing, to the libres de color (free people of color), rather than highlight the
      oppression in which they lived, Jorge Juan and Antonio de Ulloa focused on their capacity to climb the social
      ladder. I will return to this topic later, as this line of reformist thought is generally credited with less
      importance than it merits.
    


    
      Going forward fifty years to the time of the Prussian intellectual, Alexander von Humboldt, we can observe how
      matters had acquired a certain complexity by the close of the eighteenth century. His magnificent monograph on
      New Spain is a classic interpretation of what the empire represented; for example, he was highly perceptive of
      the poisoned logic of what has been called the sociedad de castas (society of castes). Yet, when von
      Humboldt traveled around South America and New Spain, he showed little
      interest in slavery.9 It was only during his second stay in Cuba, in 1804, that he would come to
      understand the innovation represented by the slave plantation and what it meant to the late Spanish Empire. When
      he subsequently wrote about the island, although very influenced by the biased information provided by the
      colony’s leading planter, Francisco Arango y Parreño, he was capable of stating clearly the innovation involved
      in the genesis of a plantation-based society that functioned according to a set of rules that were significantly
      different from the Spanish Empire’s traditional rules—and also exceptional in the context of an empire in its
      declining years.10
    


    
      An important issue that has not been handled well by historians is the debate regarding ethnicity in the empire
      during the second half of the eighteenth century—and not so much with regard to slavery’s conditions as to the
      ubiquitous castas pardas (the brown castes, those with some African blood). This is rather paradoxical,
      given that for every slave there were many more descendants of slaves, and the subject therefore needs to be
      discussed in terms of status, distribution, and permanence. From this viewpoint, it is not overly ambitious—nor
      is it an excuse for slavery prior to the nineteenth century—to claim that although the Spanish Empire tolerated
      slavery and slavery was crucial in several parts of it, it was not a slave-based empire. Many issues prevented
      replication of the prosperous plantation colonies in the Caribbean basin, the most important one being the narrow
      avenues through which Africans arrived into the Spanish American markets. The deregulation of slave imports in
      1789 and subsequent legislative amendments led to the introduction of the plantation system that was yielding
      great economic rewards for the French and the British in the Caribbean.11 This shift to a slave-based
      agriculture essentially benefited the imperial periphery of the Antilles, the Greater Caribbean (including the
      whole Viceroyalty of New Granada—roughly present-day Colombia) and the River Plate territories. However, the
      transformation was tardy and brought no appreciable results until the new century dawned, when both the beached
      whale of the West Indian planters and abolitionism once again came into the sights of the British and the
      politics of a new empire in ascendance.12
    


    
      The overall significance of these factors points to a key difference in the Spanish Empire as compared with other
      empires, postulated as follows: it was unlikely that abolition would become a central political and moral issue
      when slavery as such was not the backbone of Spain’s largest American colonies. However, the question remains:
      how can this aspect of the empire’s political and social attitudes be explained, measured, and documented other
      than by indirect routes? The primary and most acute concern of the Spanish
      colonial authorities was the social advancement of the castas pardas, namely, the pardos libres (free,
      light-skinned persons), the morenos libres (free, dark-skinned persons), and the libres de color, to use
      the erratic but fluid classificatory terminology of the empire.13 Their dilemma was, in itself, highly
      contradictory: on the one hand, there was an interest in removing the restrictions that prevented the castas
      pardas from obtaining access to specific positions in the empire’s institutions (including high positions within
      the church or matriculation in universities) or in certain privately owned enterprises (for example, artisan
      guilds); on the other hand, these marginalized social groups kept up constant pressure to obtain access to
      enclaves from which they were legally excluded. As is well known, the castas pardas were socially mobile in a
      very able manner where and when this was feasible. This social drift allowed individuals, in some cases, to avoid
      paying the tribute (or poll tax) that all Indians and free blacks had to pay.14 For example, a
      well-known vehicle for social promotion was the Bourbon militia of the late eighteenth century, without altering
      the rules and censuses that were constantly reshaping the different ethnic and social group
      denominations.15 Thus, although their free status prevented them from being segregated, this
      status was the source of many problems and great distress in practice.
    


    
      I would like, in passing, to cite an illuminating example. In 1795 the cabildo of Caracas asked the city
      to abolish the gracias al sacar system that permitted the descendants of slaves to purchase the right to
      eliminate all traces of their ancestors, thereby enabling them, in conditions of strict equality, to participate
      in the marriage market and take up government positions or posts in corporations.16 As demonstrated by
      Verena Stolcke, the infamous Pragmatic Sanction on Unequal Marriages (applied to the metropole in 1776 and
      extended to the entire empire two years later) responded to a perceived need to preserve or raise
      barriers.17 This preoccupation with classifications and the political dimension of the
      castas’ exclusions arose again with renewed strength at the time of the first liberal experiment in
      Spain.18
    


    
      Yet, the desire for social stability essentially arose from within the social body itself rather than from within
      the Bourbon state, although the latter gave reassurance of its growing capacity for control through that measure.
      Nonetheless, in colonial territories, those barriers applied more to marriages between whites and blacks and
      mulattos than between people of European origin and Indians.19 Meanwhile, there were many reasons why
      the imperial state created possibilities for social advancement in its militias of pardos libres and morenos
      libres—it is likely that undermining the position of the elite social category of españoles americanos
      or criollos (criollos referring to persons of unmixed European ancestry born in the Americas, though they rarely used it to describe themselves) was not the least
      important.20 The social foundations of the empire were classificatory and paternalistic,
      with rules establishing hierarchies according to dimensions such as peninsulares (Spaniards) versus
      americanos; Europeans versus castas (descendants of Indians and slaves); free versus unfree. However,
      those rules needed to be rewritten constantly—and the metropole’s real world knowledge of the Americas left much
      to be desired in this respect.21 The enormous efforts to confront this reality made by the liberal Cortes of
      1810–1812 are telling; they provoked the longest and toughest discussions ever heard in the chamber when drawing
      up and approving the monarchy’s first liberal constitution, revealing the malleability of these distinctions and
      boundaries.22 This inherent ambiguity was probably a decisive factor in the empire’s
      extraordinary stability and lengthy survival.
    


    
      The position of slavery, so ubiquitous yet of secondary importance within the broader social system, reveals all
      its contradictions in very classical developments at the end of the eighteenth century. The regulatory patterns
      of the Spanish Empire—a society with slaves but not a slave-based society—continued as before. Except for some
      regions, in this society with a unique legal tradition, masters and slaves lived and worked in close proximity to
      each other and the rhythms and intensity of the work performed by slaves were not very different from those of
      the work—often institutionally sanctioned—performed by free laborers and Indians. Assessing the importance of
      slavery in quantitative terms is perhaps less revealing but still of importance. In this light, the data compiled
      by Herbert Klein a number of years ago continue to be valid in general terms, even if revised for particular
      contexts. At the end of the eighteenth century, there were a total of 351,000 slaves in the Spanish Empire, with
      80,000 in its Caribbean possessions and 271,000 slaves elsewhere. Peru, with important sugarcane plantations on
      the coast and an impressive community in Lima, had almost 90,000 slaves, nearly a quarter of the total, followed
      by Venezuela and New Granada.23 As for emancipated slaves and slaves’ descendants, these were estimated to
      number around 820,000 (650,000 on the Spanish mainland and 169,000 in the Spanish Caribbean), taking into account
      the tricky categories in the censuses. The weight of the free blacks and mulattos was therefore significant.
      Moreover, what was really crucial was the growth of the so-called castas (between about 2 million and 2.5 million
      people), including the whole range of origins and mixtures. Obviously the importance of slavery was unequal
      throughout the imperial geography, occupying a ladder of descending importance depending mainly on the
      availability of Indian and casta labor.
    


    
      In this respect, the case of New Spain is striking. By the end of the eighteenth century, the number of slaves
      was stable, having decreased to very modest figures (no more than ten thousand
      individuals), although they had been of crucial importance in the workforce of Northern silver mining.24 At the
      same time, impressive population growth had raised the numbers of the native Indian population to 2.3 million;
      meanwhile the mestizo group, which had been about 177,000 in the middle of the seventeenth century rose,
      to 1.1 million and the free colored population counted some 360,000 individuals.25 In Peru, the number
      of slaves also declined, both in absolute numbers and as a percentage of total population.26 All in
      all, the ubiquitous and unequal distribution of castas prevented the idea of slavery from being the central issue
      to tackle in any hypothetical reform of the empire and, on the contrary, forced the authorities to find local and
      sometimes disparate solutions for classificatory variations amongst castas.27 To conclude: Spaniards were
      confronted with a society with more nuanced social relationships than the ones in the French and British
      Caribbean or in Portuguese Brazil. Let us compare, for a moment, the aforementioned figures for Spanish America
      with the ones provided by Dauril Alden for Brazil. There, in the late colonial period, the distribution among
      groups was as follows: whites amounted to 29.4 percent; blacks and mulattos to 65.9 percent (with 31.4 percent
      being free and 34.5 percent slaves—the latter approximately a million people); and Indians 4.6
      percent.28 During the same period, the population of the whole of Spanish America,
      including the continental mainland and the Caribbean islands, was approximately 12,577,000 people. The enslaved
      population amounted to only a modest 2.79 percent of this total, and 6.51 percent of the population was of
      African ancestry (this second figure being a rough estimate).29
    


    
      Moreover, compared with slavery’s fixity and invisibility from outside, castas were both socially fluid and
      highly visible, as they benefited from a legal tradition that made this mobility possible, although free blacks
      and mulattos had to face discriminations in terms of marriages, posts, and occupations that were unknown to
      descendants of mixed couples of whites and Indians. The enormous amount of legal work protecting Indian
      communities, tied closely as it was to land ownership and head taxes (tributo), was considerably less in
      the case of slaves and their descendants. However, even in this case, the many protective laws and statutes
      protected slaves and guaranteed, sometimes, their access to the courts. Also evident was the great degree of
      dispersion in terms of concentrations of slaves, whose regional and local importance needs, nonetheless, to be
      acknowledged. The relative proportions of people of African origin across the empire, whether free persons or
      slaves, essentially explains why there was no genuinely negative perception of African slavery—either in terms of
      deprivation of liberty or shameful subjugation of the kind exemplified by the
      endless violence and lack of human rights on the plantations—until the British example awoke dormant consciences.
      The failure to develop a Spanish version of the French Code Noir (Black Code) is very illuminating in this
      regard.30 While Frank Tannenbaum’s emphasis on the importance of the Spanish legal
      tradition is still efficacious, there is no point in returning to the scholarly perspectives of the 1940s.
      Subsequent decades of research show us that differences among imperial regimes can be explained in terms of forms
      of slavery and their interplay with the social and legal structure. Although forms of slavery have been widely
      studied, how they interact with social and legal structures has attracted much less interest, and studies that
      have been conducted are possibly inaccurate. Alejandro de la Fuente’s chapter in this book indicates just how
      important it is to pursue this topic further. To sum up, the nature of forced labor systems was governed by the
      type of economic activity but also by local circumstances.
    


    
      In the Spanish Empire—a society in which slavery had been an element in the established order almost since its
      inception but which was not a slave-based society—very specific rules imbued the institution with an unusual
      flexibility.31 These rules were not the result of any benevolence on the part of property
      holders or the political establishment; rather, they derived from a legal tradition—with both ancient and more
      recently developed norms—that shaped a social model that was not based on the dichotomous concept of free versus
      enslaved. Take, for example, the coartación system that enabled slaves to negotiate their own
      manumission and even impose it legally, plus voluntary manumission by the owner due to the slave’s age, as a way
      of expressing gratitude or to encourage good behavior among the still enslaved.32 Or take the gracias
      al sacar procedure (previously referred to), which allowed emancipated slaves and the descendants of slaves to
      have the ignominious mark of slavery removed.33 The savings of the libres de color, who were very active
      throughout the empire and formed the backbone of many professions (other than those from which they were
      excluded), were thus pocketed (whatever its limited use) by the state, as the savings of the slave population
      were pocketed by masters through coartación. The gracias al sacar cleansing was necessary to study at
      universities and join some guilds until the Cortes of Cadiz abolished the measure.34 In short, those
      institutions could serve either slaves’ strategies for acquiring greater freedom or masters’ and the state’s need
      for a stable society.
    


    
      An evident aggravation of tensions in the Spanish Caribbean and the surrounding coasts of Venezuela and New
      Granada in the second half of the eighteenth century led to unforeseen consequences for the Spanish empire. The greatest changes occurred as a result of the development of an
      international slave market that palliated the narrowness of the previous system of asiento de negros
      (contracts between the Spanish crown and slave-trading companies).35 The emergence of the mining and
      rudimentary plantation economies in tropical agriculture, as well as of concentrations of newly arrived slaves,
      would lead to a transformation in the manner slavery was perceived.36 Nonetheless, leaving aside the responses
      that were only to be expected in the enclaves where this transformation was most advanced, the extent of cultural
      change and policy implementation remains unclear.37 Local studies suggest that the old
      protective culture and legal system suffered a great strain and often gave way, bringing about a harsher
      condition for the slave. The same can be said of what happened some decades before with the slaves owned by the
      Jesuits, after their expulsion from the King’s dominions in both the Americas and the Iberian
      Peninsula.38 But even amid the rapid transformation of slavery in Cuba, slaves kept going
      to the courts and exerting pressure upon the Spanish legal system as a whole, as Alejandro de la Fuente’s chapter
      in this collection demonstrates. However, isolated experiences need to be assessed in the context of an enormous
      empire beset by other problems that were given priority by the authorities. This probably goes some way toward
      explaining the aforementioned long delay in the creation of Spain’s first slave code and its ultimate failure.
      The origin of the initiative was the Spanish part of Santo Domingo—which says a great deal about its nature and
      the influence of developments in the French part of the island. It was, essentially, an attempt to modernize the
      empire’s repressive apparatus in a scandalous imitation of what had happened in the neighboring Antilles. The
      same happened in nineteenth-century Cuba, when plantation owners and the military apparatus of the new Spanish
      colonialism (which I discuss below) were unable to agree when it came time to decide what kind of slave code they
      needed.39
    


    
      I would like to conclude this section with a statement that may be perceived as controversial, but that links to
      my earlier comments. Abolitionism in Spain was never likely to unfold along similar lines to British
      abolitionism, given the differences in social conditions. Abolitionism made little sense in a context very
      different from the most general defining features of the Anglo-American pattern of social development: a crucial
      dichotomy between free and enslaved, a society in which free people of color were relatively few in number, and
      in which the native population had been largely displaced from the social body. Is there any point in speculating
      on why Spaniards would imitate a philanthropic phenomenon that originated in a very different context?
    


    Early Liberalism and Abolition


    
      Penetration in the Hispanic world of the humanitarian ideas spreading throughout Europe in the eighteenth century
      should not be underestimated and influenced attitudes toward indigenous peoples and slaves in the Americas and
      even in Africa.40 There is not much sense, however, in expecting the kind of condemnations of
      slavery that originated in French society, for example, where the position was close to that of the British until
      around 1814.41 In the neighboring country, the colonial imagination was almost entirely
      focused on the sugar islands, especially after Nouvelle France was handed over to Britain under the terms of the
      Treaty of Paris of 1763. Two issues in particular were of special concern to Spanish reformers, which became
      apparent during the discussions that took place in 1810 in the Cortes of Cadiz. The first was the condition of
      the so-called Indians, especially with regard to forced labor systems such as the mita in mining fields
      and the system of repartos forzosos (labor obligations in return for the forced distribution and sale of
      goods)—both very typical from the outset of conquest and fully regulated by the eighteenth century. A recent book
      by David Weber eloquently explores the humanitarianism that fostered the exercise of authority and imperial
      tutelage over the indigenous peoples in Spain’s colonial dominions in the late eighteenth century.42 This
      attitude, with undoubted advantages and drawbacks representing the two sides of the same coin, reflected an
      ambiguous culture of domination by the first and largest of the European empires of the modern period, built as
      it was upon the American continent’s indigenous populations.
    


    
      The second issue concerning reformers was the challenge represented by the mobility of the castas pardas, for
      fairly obvious reasons. The Spanish Empire was a vast hierarchical and paternalistic system, organized not only
      in terms of officialdom but also according to a meticulous legalistic perspective—a subject that has been studied
      in depth by James Lockhart and Susan Kellogg for the Indians in seventeenth-century New Spain.43 In this
      context, with legislative order and an institutionalized hierarchy holding sway, excessive mobility by the libres
      de color represented an ongoing dilemma for the imperial authorities. The pardos and morenos libres demonstrated
      a great capacity for social advancement against which it was very difficult to raise barriers. Documented time
      and again in texts of the period, this problem greatly preoccupied the Spanish administrators who wished to
      uphold the rights of emancipated slaves and the descendants of slaves while ensuring that they did not move too
      far up the social ladder. This protective yet precautionary attitude, highlighted by Antonio de Ulloa in his
      Noticias Americanas, was central to the earliest Spanish expressions
      of abolition.44 Irrespective of it being right or not, slavery was perceived not as a
      permanent condition but as a transitional stage toward the category of casta parda, and in such circumstances,
      society could not be viewed in terms of a strict division between free and enslaved peoples. Reinforcing those
      assumptions, many Spanish high administrators in America saw, in line with Juan and Ulloa, the condition of
      Indians subjected to the mining mita or to restrictions of movement outside Spanish-owned estates as being closer
      to slavery than the condition of the castas pardas.45 There are many unknowns in both these
      attitudes and in the overall logic of the system that remain to be explored in depth, yet this is the background
      in which turn-of-the-century responses need to be analyzed, for this was the time when early liberalism was
      forced to draw its own conclusions as part of a far-reaching reform of the empire.
    


    
      It was in the closing years of Charles IV’s reign that the abolition of slavery first came to the fore as a
      pressing political issue. By 1803–1804, British support for the French military effort to recover their colonies
      in the Antilles—with the overt purpose of reestablishing slavery—came to an end. At this point, Whitehall
      articulated a strategy for the separate abolition of slave trading and of slavery and then began exerting
      constant pressure on its European neighbors with the intention that they implement similar measures.46 Spain
      and Portugal were particularly in Britain’s sights for very obvious reasons: their political weakness, combined
      with the extent of slavery in their American dominions.47 From this point onward, the question of
      abolition consistently featured on the government’s agenda and positions on slavery began to be openly adopted in
      Spain. The first public speech on the subject was given in 1802 by Isidoro de Antillón at the Real Academia
      Matritense de Derecho Español y Público. The Academia de Santa Bárbara, as it was popularly known, was founded in
      1730 in Madrid and awarded the category of royal academy in 1763 by the Count of Floridablanca.48
      Although the text of Antillón’s speech was not published until 1811, during the Peninsular War—by which time the
      issue was being openly discussed in the Cadiz Cortes—the author’s abolitionist stance is likely to have had a
      wide impact.49
    


    
      The information available to us makes it difficult to ascertain the origins of Antillón’s interest in the fate of
      slaves.50 To my understanding, the only reasonable conjecture is that it arose in the
      milieu of the Real Seminario de Nobles of Madrid, where this geographer from Aragon was appointed as an
      instructor in 1799. The Seminario was one of Spain’s foremost teaching centers in the last third of the
      eighteenth century. The establishment was founded to educate the sons of nobles; the Jesuits ran it until their
      expulsion in 1767. At that point Jorge Juan, a native of Alicante and a high state official, was appointed to
      ensure its transformation. Jorge Juan—who had previously suffered ostracism in
      the Spanish navy because of his joint authorship, with Antonio de Ulloa, of the Noticias
      Secretas—directed the institution for three years until his death in 1770. Although it is not possible to
      establish a clear intellectual genealogy regarding abolitionism, it is hardly wild conjecture to suggest that
      there was a link between Jorge Juan’s critical spirit and the humanitarian stance of Antillón. Antillón’s text,
      in fact, explicitly refers to Antonio de Ulloa at a key point, as we shall see below, in particular to his
      Noticias Americanas, which attracted great interest.
    


    
      Ulloa was a well-known writer even referred to by Thomas Jefferson, who in his Notes on the State of
      Virginia, called him a “judicious” author and used him extensively as a principle source of information on
      the Indians in the Spanish Empire.51 Careful reading of Antillón’s text of 1802 and the amendments of 1811—by
      which time the issue of abolition of the slave trade and of slavery was being considered by the Cortes—reveals
      that his stance should not be considered as merely a distillation of British or French arguments.52 He
      defended an abolition that was not simply abstract or merely humanitarian. Rather, his abolitionism responded to
      the conviction—very much in line with that of his precursors—that the first obligation with regard to the
      multiethnic empire inherited by the generation of 1808 (as the historian Manuel Moreno Alonso has described it)
      was to reform its governing institutions and in particular those that permitted or upheld extortion of the
      Indians.53 This model of reform advised against the introduction of the British model of
      slavery, which, in appearance at least, was what was being pursued by slave trade liberalization measures adopted
      in 1789. Citing Antillón: “It is irrefutable that the Indians could supplant in our Americas the work of the
      Negroes … should they be treated with less harshness and arbitrariness than has been the case until now; if only
      the excellent laws that have been decreed in their favor by our sovereigns, although presently of no worth, were
      enforced … the agents of the authority have supplanted them by unjust and oppressive practices.”54
    


    
      Between 1799 and 1808 the director of the Real Seminario de Nobles was Andrés López de Sagastizábal, army
      brigadier and military governor of Cadiz during the Peninsular War, a committed reformer, and the person who had
      appointed Antillón in 1799. He commissioned Antillón—whose previous dedication to canon law had evolved into an
      interest in geography—with the translation and writing of textbooks for the college. Another teacher at the Real
      Seminario de Nobles would also play a prominent role in the history of Spanish abolition, namely, the future
      bishop Felix Torres Amat, nephew and protégé of Felix Amat, confessor to Charles IV and an eminent Francophile
      and a collaborator of the British Society of Friends.55 A
      number of other events occurred between the period that these two gentlemen spent in Madrid and the year 1811,
      when the issue of abolition was discussed for the first time in the Cortes. Against the background of the war
      against the French, for example, Antillón established contact with a group of liberals who would become core
      contributors to the Semanario Patriótico, an unapologetically liberal periodical that gave free
      expression to the voices most vehemently raised against slavery and the liberal constitution’s refusal to grant
      full citizenship rights to the castas pardas.56 This group, which very vociferously supported abolition during
      the Cadiz Cortes’ reforming period, included Manuel José Quintana—writer of some of the Junta Suprema
      Central’s famous decrees promising political equality to the Americans—and the great radical writer, José
      María Blanco White. Blanco, who left Spain for London in 1810, published a newspaper while in the employ of the
      British Foreign Office; called El Español, it contained explicit propaganda against slavery, the slave
      trade and constitutional discrimination against full citizenship for the castas pardas.57 His proposals and
      those of Americans who supported abolition would, however, collide head-on as a consequence of powerful but
      opposing interests.58
    


    
      It is appropriate to locate these issues in their context. It was not the Spanish political establishment, to
      which all these politicians and writers belonged, that caused a change in attitudes toward slavery. Rather, it
      was the perseverance and insistence of the British with regard to forcing abolition upon other countries, in
      particular, Spain and Portugal, Britain’s allies during the Peninsular War when the French occupied Spanish
      territory.59 Portugal had no choice but to accept the conditions imposed by British
      trading and abolitionist interests—both of which were at the service of British naval hegemony in the Atlantic.
      The treaty of friendship signed between the two countries in 1810 thus included, in its Article 10, the terms for
      gradually dismantling the slave trade. A similar solution was also augured for Spain given its position of
      dependence on the British as far as resisting the French was concerned.60 The man who took on board this
      delicate task was the British Ambassador, Henry Wellesley—brother to both the Foreign Secretary and the Duke of
      Wellington, commander of the British forces in Spain. The Spanish leaders responded to the British pressures
      because many were as sensitive to the abolitionist message as to the need to satisfy their powerful ally’s
      ambitions. It is therefore undeniable that the tentative Spanish abolitionism of this period responded basically
      to the vision of an empire in crisis held by the intellectual and governing elite, in particular its most
      decidedly liberal fringes. It was perhaps these origins from above that, from the outset, condemned Spanish
      abolitionism to humiliating failure—a failure that was also the failure of British diplomacy.
    


    
      The shortcomings of Wellesley’s mission are very relevant to understanding
      what was to happen during a large part of the nineteenth century until abolition became definitive very late in
      the nineteenth century. It was José Miguel Guridi Alcocer, the New Spain deputy for Tlaxcala, who first renewed
      the debate on the convenience of abolition in the 26 March 1811 session of the Cortes. It was not the first time
      the question of abolition had been broached in the Spanish Empire; earlier experiments had occurred on the
      margins of Spanish sovereignty. In 1806, Francisco de Miranda, in his ill-fated attempt to gain independence for
      Spain’s American possessions, had promised abolition in Coro in Venezuela. Coro was a very conflictive context,
      characteristic of the consequences of the rapid expansion of slavery in the twilight years of the empire and also
      of the broad and unstoppable impact of the events in Saint-Domingue/Haiti.61 This initiative perhaps inspired
      Esteban Fernández de León, an official quite familiar with Venezuela. A former provincial governor there (not to
      mention a signatory to the famous proclamation by the mayor of Móstoles calling for an uprising against the
      French army in 1808), he drew up a very critical report on the slave trade and slavery for the Junta Suprema
      Central that called for the suppression of the traffic and a form of slavery based on natural reproduction
      that was also limited in duration, rather than hereditary and perpetual.62 Father Hidalgo promised abolition
      at the onset of the Mexican insurgency against Spain in 1810, a decision that makes Guridi Alcocer’s proposal in
      the Cortes all the more understandable.
    


    
      The abolitionist proposal of Guridi Alcocer in Cadiz was aimed directly at slavery as an institution. Spanish
      deputies, with Argüelles at their head, and including other leading figures such as the jurist and deputy for
      Soria, Manuel García Herreros, readily took up the gauntlet, although they circumscribed the proposal to abolish
      the slave trade. Nonetheless, the immediate reaction of the Cubans completely altered the course of events. What
      seemed to be a debate among humanitarian liberals regarding the scope of the measures to be taken became a
      serious conflict, in which the Antilleans used all the means at their disposal to torpedo the
      initiative.63 The pressure exercised by the pro-slavery faction was such that discussion of
      the abolitionist proposals was relegated to a secret commission, presided over by the deputy for Cordova, the
      radical Muñoz Torrero, who was entrusted with drawing up a report on the subject. The commission was composed of
      six members, two from the Antilles (one of these from Cuba). On 27 May, during a night and almost secret session
      of the Cortes, a letter from the captain general of Cuba, the Marquis of Someruelos, was read aloud; it warned of
      the disaster that could overtake the island if the abolitionist measure were to succeed. In the end the
      commission was dissolved without even producing a report: its work had been fully blocked by the obstacles placed before it by the Cuban deputies and the insistent pressure of the main Cuban
      institutions and the island’s supreme authority. The same would occur when Isidoro de Antillón brought up the
      subject of abolition again, without warning, in the 23 November 1813 session of the Cortes.64
    


    
      A similar scenario would unfold a few years later, during the period known as the liberal triennium (1820–1823),
      with a similar cast (although not all committed to defending slavery) that included Wellesley as the British
      Ambassador; the Count of Toreno, Álvaro Flórez Estrada; and the Cuban deputies who were a constant presence in
      the Cortes. The slavery commission created in 1821 to comply with the aspirations of the British came to naught
      in circumstances similar to those surrounding the 1811 commission. In view of the spectacular and repeated
      successes of the pro-slavery faction, some of the Cuban representatives and institutions that supported them gave
      serious thought to breaking with the abolitionist treaty signed with the British government by Ferdinand VII in
      1817. Hindsight confirms that this treaty was hardly worth the paper it was written on. It merely forced the
      trade in Africans, whether by Spain, Cuba or other countries, to go underground, with all that this implied. The
      only tangible achievement of the liberal triennium with regard to abolitionism was the approval of a Penal Code,
      in 1822, which set out severe penalties for the trade in or purchase of slaves in the section referring to
      derecho de gentes (jus gentium). The gesture was pointless, as this provision was never enforced.
    


    
      The foregoing is a brief summary of the facts known to historians, although further and in-depth research into
      the subject is required. Likewise, the reasons why the Spanish Catholic Church was so reluctant to intervene—with
      some few notable exceptions on the margins, some of them already mentioned—need further examination. It was the
      liberal conscience that led to the issue of abolition being raised in Spain, although within narrow limits and
      with little success.
    


    The Political Economy of Colonial Survival


    
      A number of key events occurred between 1811 and 1821, a decade in which the question of abolition was taken up
      by the Spanish legislature.65 For the liberals, in power again by 1820, many of the issues discussed in the
      Cadiz Cortes no longer made sense. There were no further attempts to reform the empire, the fate of the Indians
      was no longer referred to, discrimination against the castas pardas continued and was aggravated by exclusion
      from citizenship. No major changes to the empire’s economic and social institutions were planned. The explanation
      for such shifting interest is quite simple. On the one hand, the empire was
      coming apart at the seams in the Americas, and, in the parts that remained under Spanish sovereignty it was the
      final struggle between the americanos and peninsulares that brought political and institutional questions to the
      fore. On the other hand, the idea of a general reform of the empire—which had been the broad ambition of the
      Cortes of Cadiz—was abandoned in favor of a less ambitious project adapted to more immediate needs and
      possibilities.
    


    
      Economic circumstances in Spain in the 1820s were such that the liberals set the Spanish economy as the horizon
      for their reforming zeal. Although the main targets were the landholding and church tithe systems, a broader
      project aimed at revitalizing the domestic market by linking up the wheat and flour producers of the interior
      (primarily Castile and Andalusia) with manufacturers located on the periphery (primarily the burgeoning textile
      industry in Catalonia) was also undertaken. This economic pact between the center and the periphery included
      parts of America still under Spanish control.
    


    
      A key element in this new system was the tariff introduced on 5 October 1820, conceived as a means to consolidate
      economic linkages, develop economic interdependence between the different parts of the monarchy and tackle the
      deflation that was negatively affecting Spanish trade with its European neighbors. This implied, in turn, another
      radical change that involved promoting Spanish exports (wines and raisins, flour, paper) to the Americas and
      partly displacing the flow of manufactured goods from other parts of Europe. This eminently reasonable project
      can be interpreted as a last-ditch attempt to rebuild and reshape the economies of Spain and its American
      possessions.66 It can also be interpreted as a desperate effort to unify a territorially
      smaller empire and ensure its survival. In brief, the idea was to give life to an axis connecting Spain, Havana,
      New Orleans (in Spanish hands until 1802, then sold to the Americans by the French in 1803, but with a huge
      Spanish community) and Veracruz, the economic fulcrums of an empire in decline. We should not overlook the fact
      that in the past the Spanish Empire was in fact built as an economic unit on axes linked by the circulation of
      precious metals rather than by the exploitation of territorially demarcated areas. However, by 1820 a new reality
      was configured by goods, maritime services, emigrants, and the slave trade.67 In other words, the colonial system
      of the nineteenth century was beginning to take shape. The active participation of Havana and Cuba in the circuit
      was absolutely crucial. Consequently, the acceptance of slavery (and the illicit slave trade) was an
      indispensable condition for developing this new colonial system’s political economy. As well as forming the basis
      for the Cuban economy, with its capacity for absorbing imports of wine and flour from Spain, it was also the
      basis for a strategic tradeoff with the Havana elite.
    


    
      This was the genesis of the political and economic model that took shape in
      the aftermath of the imperial crisis and that was aimed at colonial survival. The question of abolition arose but
      now the debate was transformed. During the Cadiz Cortes the Spanish had been prepared to accept the terms, along
      Portuguese lines, proposed by Great Britain. During the liberal triennium, Spanish liberals did not raise the
      subject of slavery in Cuba, for the reasons described. This change in position was astonishing, particularly as
      the years 1820 to 1823 were the only time when key figures in Cuban politics advocated the abolition of slavery.
      These included the Catalan-born Tomás Gener, a leading figure of the Matanzas liberal milieu, and above all, the
      group headed by Félix Varela, protégé of Bishop Espada and an avowed abolitionist.68 The two groups’
      different perspectives, on this issue and others, should not be confused, but their relevance is undeniable. For
      Gener, abolition was part of necessary statutory reforms that should not, however, lead to independence (as had
      happened in Venezuela). For Varela, however, abolition was a key factor in internal Cuban reform, political and
      moral, and the most salient element in the confrontation between two views of how the island’s future should
      unfold. Varela’s stance met with silence in Spain; in Cuba, trading interests prevailed above political
      interests, with Varela himself referring to questions of state all being resolved “on the docks and in the
      warehouses.”69 Both of them, Gener and Varela, were eventually forced into exile, never to
      return to Cuba. The silence in Spain was thus matched by the euphoria of major Cuban economic interests. This
      euphoria explains, for example, how the Cuban deputy Juan Bernardo O’Gavan—elected to the Spanish Cortes on two
      occasions—could publish an openly pro-slavery pamphlet in Madrid, aimed at shielding slave-trading interests
      against possible philanthropic inroads by the peninsulares; the only person in Spain to take him to task for his
      aggressive pro-slavery stance was a young English traveler, John Bowring, a tireless student of foreign languages
      and a future diplomat in Asia.70 Isolated groups of abolitionists did exist, including sympathizers in
      Barcelona who translated and published Thomas Clarkson’s tract The Cries of Africa in 1825 and
      disseminated humanitarian ideology. But they failed to make any legislative impact or to raise discernible
      popular support. It was not until the political changes of 1868 that a new departure was heralded.
    


    
      Cuban political influence in Spain increased decisively, and this, in practice, meant the postponement sine die
      of any abolitionist proposals. In fact, the overall situation can help us to understand the dénouement of the
      most crucial point: in short, why those first liberal shoots of Spanish humanitarian attitudes failed to lead to
      a grassroots movement. Noteworthy during the brief liberal rule of 1820 to 1823 was systematic noncompliance
      with the abolition treaty already referred to, a situation that obviously
      continued after the second liberal experiment’s failure and the restoration of the neoabsolutist Ferdinand VII.
      Clear evidence of the Spanish governments’ position between the 1820s and the critical period (1854–1855) when
      Juan de la Pezuela was in charge in Cuba, was noncompliance with the treaty for prosecuting dealing in slaves.
      This abandonment of principles was relieved only by some moments of vacillation, for example, in 1835, when it
      was agreed to make the terms of the treaty harsher (regarding the equipment carried by suspected slave traders on
      the high seas) or when coastal patrols to control the entry of African slaves were intensified during the period
      1841 to 1843 when Gerónimo Valdés was Governor of Cuba.71 In general, however, passiveness and
      complicity were the dominant notes.
    


    
      Although historians are familiar with these facts, it is appropriate to examine their significance in terms of
      how they hampered abolitionism in Spain. In the period 1820 to 1840, no doubt remained as to the viability of the
      Cuban development model and the pressing need to permit the entry of slave labor. This unwritten golden rule of
      Spanish politics in the first half of the nineteenth century condemned the weak and divided Spanish abolition
      movement to the margins of political and intellectual life. This occurred in paradoxical circumstances, as
      slavery was being abolished through successive waves everywhere (with the exception of Brazil, where the slave
      trade was not abolished until 1851 and slavery in 1888) and being replaced by laborers often employed in
      conditions very close to those of the slaves. For this reason, Spain, which, unlike the former Portuguese
      possession, did not have a diplomatic statute of protection and subordination, was several times on the verge of
      being declared and treated as a rogue state.
    


    
      Spain’s motives for adopting this increasingly untenable position need to be examined in greater depth. This
      examination needs to take into account both the circumstances surrounding the abolition movement and the deeper
      meanings underlying arguments in favor of abolition. Circumstances dictated several changes in direction that
      shifted the debate’s focus on numerous occasions. As we have seen, from the 1820s until 1837, the greatest
      arguments in favor of tolerating slavery in Cuba were unquestionably economic. Cuba was a guarantee, from the
      late 1820s, of remittances of surplus money that contributed greatly to Spain’s coffers.72 The great deal of
      1822 to 1825 between the Cuban plantation owners and the authorities defined this do ut des: tolerance of slave
      trading and defense of slavery in exchange for fiscal remittances to Spain. The lucrative trade of private
      individuals, whether as ship-owners, sailors, merchants, manufacturers or investors in different sectors of the
      buoyant Antillean economy, not to mention migration flows, relied upon that
      tradeoff between the metropolitan power and the Cuban planter elites. It is still difficult to measure the
      importance of all of those elements involved in the colonial relationship, with the opacity of slave trade
      earnings and the colonial tax system’s obscure operations being the most but not the only tricky business in this
      story; but it seems difficult to underestimate them.73 The economic potential of the Cuban
      plantation system, which was extended to Puerto Rico from the 1830s, guaranteed a strong connection with the
      Atlantic world and also led to the above-mentioned revival of the liberal project of the twenties. In
      practice—even despite the political folly represented by the imperial restoration of Ferdinand VII, which closed
      the door fully on Spanish trade with the rebellious American continent—the 1820s witnessed the establishment of
      trading relations between the Spanish periphery (Santander, Cadiz, Malaga, Alicante, and Barcelona) and Havana
      and, via the Cuban entrepôt, with the cotton ports of northern Brazil and the southern United States, not to
      mention the development of a number of other complementary routes to the south and the Gulf of Mexico. However,
      all this depended in the end on the Cuban market, which, in turn, depended on the plantation system of
      agriculture that was expanding rapidly during this time. It is no accident that this period witnessed Cuban
      slavery’s significant expansion, despite the illegality of slave trading with the Antilles. In fewer than fifteen
      years—between 1827 and 1841 (problematic though the 1841 census was, given evident manipulation by the
      authorities)—the number of slaves in Cuba rose from 186,942 to 436,495, with slaves arriving from Africa at a
      rate of 17,000 per year in the 1830s. By 1846 the number was 323,759, with 5,000 Africans entering Cuba per year
      in the 1840s—numbers that reflect British actions under Palmerston’s auspices to suppress the slave
      trade.74 Given the very low level of slave reproduction, the growth in numbers
      employed in the ingenios (sugar plantations) and on the coffee plantations can only be accounted for by
      new arrivals—in other words, the illegal trade was taking place in contravention of international treaties. In
      these conditions, a broad-based social alliance between key economic interests in Spain and Cuba effectively
      banished abolitionism to the margins.
    


    
      The liberal revolution and the political process that brought the liberals to power between 1835 and 1842
      reopened the Cuban and colonial debate. With the entrenchment of the postimperial economic system, the debate
      shifted toward the question of how to ensure Spanish colonial survival in the Antilles and the Philippines. As I
      have explained elsewhere, three approaches were combined to address this problem: a) reinforcement of political
      and military authority in the island enclaves; b) political exclusion of colonials from representation (in
      particular, from the supreme legislative body) and prevention of the
      application of the liberal political framework (freedom of association, press and reunion, whatever restrictions
      they faced on metropolitan soil; loss of representation in the Spanish Cortes) in overseas provinces; and c)
      maintenance of ethnic distinctions in the three colonial enclaves—what the Cuban captain generals referred to
      eloquently as equilibrio de razas (racial balance).75 The first two measures ensured a strong
      executive power, united in a policy based on force in prima ratio—that is, not on a consensus with the colonials,
      as was tried in the previous periods of 1810–1814 and 1820–1823. The third measure ensured that this policy would
      maintain and take advantage of a particular social structure in the enclaves under Spanish influence. Any
      proposal for the abolition of slavery clearly represented a real threat. For this reason, despite British
      abolitionists’ campaigns in Spain and the fact that news of abolition in the British Empire in the period
      1833–1838 and in the French and Danish colonies in 1848 circulated widely in Spain, the real impact on policy and
      on Spanish public opinion was minimal and incidental.
    


    
      The Spanish government’s position was reinforced by two central and overlapping arguments. First, there was no
      possibility of arriving at an understanding with the white elites in the overseas possessions. In this
      postimperial period, the notion of a liberal pact was totally absent from official Spanish thinking on how to
      preserve its remaining possessions.76 This standpoint did not arise exclusively as a consequence of resentment
      toward criollos by the Spanish officials defeated in wars in the Americas (referred to as the ayacuchos,
      in reference to the decisive Battle of Ayacucho in Peru) who governed the overseas possessions. However, it is
      indeed true that a large proportion of the liberal high command who were leading colonial figures beginning in
      the 1830s—among them, Gerónimo Valdés, de la Camba, Anglona, Jacobo and Juan de la Pezuela (brothers), José and
      Manuel Gutiérrez de la Concha (brothers), and Leopoldo O’Donnell—not to mention many of their peers who were
      eminent public figures in Spain, inherited bitter personal memories of defeat from their predecessors. However,
      the fundamental issue was that some of these officials had witnessed firsthand what happened in Spain and its
      colonies each time a constitutional framework was reestablished. In other words, they had firsthand experience of
      the complexity of managing societies split along both political and ethnic lines. During the liberal triennium of
      1820–1823 and when the Cadiz constitution was reestablished in 1836, senior functionaries, both civil and
      military, had witnessed how difficult it had been to maintain political stability in overseas possessions in the
      Americas and the Philippines, where severe confrontations on issues such as fair representation in the central
      and local institutions were taking place.77 These confrontations, which threatened the continuity of
      Spanish sovereignty, occurred between both criollos and peninsulares and
      between criollos and castas pardas (or indios and mestizos, that is, individuals of Chinese descent in
      the Philippines) and other excluded groups. We should place events like the Aponte freedmen conspiracy in Havana
      in 1812 or the popular uprising against the Chinese and foreigners in Manila in 1821 in this broad framework of
      social distress and imperial transformation.78 The dramatic change of the entire colonial policy in 1837
      should therefore be understood as a response to this chronic instability and to the prolongation of a conflict
      that had sharpened in response to the unbridled expansion of plantation slavery and coerced labor.
    


    
      The second argument underpinning the Spanish government’s stance was an unexpected by-product of the interminable
      debate regarding the exclusion of castas pardas from Spanish citizenship, implicit in the arguments given above.
      The expansion of the plantation system in Cuba (which was a product of the nineteenth century) further fueled the
      conflicts of a multiethnic society.79 Sugar plantations began to transform the social landscape of the western
      side of the island from the beginning of the nineteenth century, decisively shifting productive activities toward
      those relying on large contingents of slaves. Clearly manifested for the first time in Spanish imperial history
      were the demographic and social characteristics of a true plantation-based society—comparable to those of the
      southern United States, northern Brazil, and the British and French Antilles until 1833 and 1848. The Cuban
      plantation model was based on a moving frontier and was not valid by any means for the entire island. Nor was it
      valid for Puerto Rico, where, apart from the Ponce sugar plantations on the southern coast of the island, most
      slaves worked on small-scale peasant-style agricultural holdings. A significant change in the nature of Cuban
      slavery occurred between 1820 and 1840, a period in which conditions were extremely harsh for the many thousands
      of Africans and Asians involved in those international market-oriented agricultures. They improved slightly in
      1843–1844, however, in response to the dramatic events surrounding the plot known as the Conspiración de la
      Escalera (literally, “the Ladder Conspiracy”), the most repressive event in the history of Cuban slavery. The
      definitive change in that direction occurred as a result of a steady increase in slave prices in the decades of
      the 1850s and 1860s.80
    


    Abolition and the Transformation of Slavery


    
      Abolition movements were pluralistic by definition, and studies by Roger Anstey, David Brion Davis, Seymour
      Drescher, and David Eltis have focused on many different aspects of British and European abolitionism.81 Christopher Brown’s work throws light on certain questions of interest to us here;
      for example, what led high imperial officials to pay attention to a movement for abolition that originated on the
      fringes of society and—apart from the exceptional case of Wilberforce—alien to their world? To many in England,
      abolition was an instrument for Christian purification, as in the hands of Granville Sharp and James Stephen
      (father of Sir James Stephen, under-secretary of State for the Colonies from 1836 to 1847, who played a key role
      in effectively abolishing slavery).82 Against the background of the turbulence of the industrial revolution
      and social upheaval, abolition was for others a possibility for simultaneous moral and political reform (an
      argument that Alexis de Tocqueville would import into French politics prior to the events of February
      1848).83 We also know that abolition fit well into classical political economics
      paradigms, the Utilitarian School and the lay sermons of the Edinburgh Review, which viewed free labor
      as a formula for progress and which preached the advantages of waged labor and free trade to the
      world.84 These issues lead again to our central question: what exactly was the Spanish
      experience of abolitionism? More precisely, what was the real significance of the Spanish abolitionism of the
      1850s and 1860s after some decades of silence and conformity? I refer to the abolitionism that managed to make
      its gospel heard after the revolution of September 1868, when the issue of abolition was included in the large
      basket of reforms demanded for the country by the Juntas Revolucionarias created in Spain’s most
      important cities.85
    


    
      Attempting to draw parallels between the British and Spanish experiences is, I repeat, an endeavor doomed to
      fail. Nonetheless, links can be identified, such as those forged between intellectual and social groups, which—to
      a greater or lesser degree—shared opinions and a similar worldview or, to be more precise, of certain aspects of
      the world. From this perspective, two distinct currents of thinking with different chronologies can be
      identified. Although both movements had lain dormant for a long time, the political changes of 1868—when the
      dismantling of slavery became identified with a desire for political reform—enabled them to impose their
      perspective. Furthermore, a very favorable opportunity for colonial reform and the dismantling of slavery (the
      illegal slave trade had ended in the mid-1860s) was presented by the Civil War in North America, with the victory
      of the northern states sounding the death knell of slavery. The first current was represented by a local liberal
      reforming tradition in which the flame of abolition had continued to burn throughout all the years of mid-century
      tension; the best-known example was the tenacious Catalan-Barcelona movement. This abolitionism, which acted in
      the context of a city experiencing great turmoil, was characterized by underground Protestantism, open admiration
      for the British example, and sensitivity to events in Cuba, based on
      observation and concern for an island with many links to the city and region in those crucial years. This group
      garnered influence and achieved public visibility in the liberal debates of 1820–1823 and also in the debates
      that took place in 1836–1837 and in 1842–1843, when, given its inherent contradictions and the pressures of the
      British consul in Cuba, David Turnbull, the Cuban slavery system seemed to be on the point of
      imploding.86 Even so, these abolitionist circles failed to impose themselves or win
      sufficient social influence to seriously pose a challenge to official policy. Because this issue has been dealt
      with in depth elsewhere, there is no need for me to discuss it further here.87 Still, the problem
      remains: why were those discreet circles in Barcelona so obviously isolated both in their own city and from the
      rest of the country?
    


    
      The second current is associated with discourses on labor and has been examined in depth by Christopher
      Schmidt-Nowara.88 Mid-nineteenth-century labor discourses developed—in relation to our
      topic—along two parallel lines.89 One of these legitimized slavery and coerced labor on the basis of numerous
      arguments (disease, discipline, work in tropical agriculture), few of them explicitly racial. The other line
      exalted the supremacy of free waged labor, given its economic potential and greater dignity. Both discourses,
      although they point in different directions, were typical of liberal economics. From the time of the Revolution
      of September 1868 and the Moret Law of 4 July 1870—which granted libertad de vientres (free wombs) and
      the manumission of elderly slaves—abolition was gradually and partially introduced in Cuba, conditioned by the
      first separatist war and the emancipation policies taken by the insurgent command.90 Once abolition was
      definitively approved in Puerto Rico in March 1873, the two discourses’ general lines of development became
      clear.91 Gathered on one side were those in favor of maintaining the colonial status
      quo, continuing with slavery in Cuba and maintaining the tariff protection of Spanish trading and ship-owning
      interests. On the other side there were those who, convinced of the impossibility of maintaining a servile labor
      system and conceding the impossibility of forging a protectionist economy under pressure from the international
      economy, supported political reforms in the Antilles and the lowering of tariffs. Joaquín Sanromá—a Catalan who
      fled to Madrid to escape the asphyxiating atmosphere of support for the status quo in the Antilles among the
      upper classes—exemplifies the disjunctions that were so typical of the period. He was so removed from his
      origins, in fact, that he entered the Cortes as a deputy for Puerto Rico, with an agenda that included the
      immediate abolition of slavery. The future of a process that required fifteen years to reach its logical and
      legitimate conclusion in Spain and in Cuba depended, above all, on the relative strengths of the two coalitions
      and their interface with political maneuvering. When a window on reform opened
      in the 1870s, attempts to impose an ambitious project for immediate abolition—with compensation for slave
      owners—failed in Cuba in the face of lobbying by pro–status quo groups, which included the pro-slavery
      faction.92 One of the more ambitious proposals was tabled by some of the most reputable
      figures backing abolitionism in this period, namely, Julio Vizcarrondo (from Puerto Rico and founder of the
      Spanish Abolition Society in 1865), Rafael María de Labra, Francisco Pi y Margall, Nicolás Salmerón, and
      Francisco Giner de los Ríos.
    


    
      The core problem was that both those labor discourses already mentioned unfolded against the background of the
      fundamental changes occurring in colonial Spain in the interim years between the two episodes of greatest public
      visibility for abolitionism: the first decades of the century and the 1860s and 1870s. Abolitionism was a
      reactive discourse that swam against the tides of change that were covering the Spanish colonial world in this
      crucial period. Among the many pieces of that current, the notion that waged labor by Europeans and locals could
      not underpin an agricultural system geared toward tropical agricultural exports was perhaps at the
      center.93 In some sense this assumption was the flip side of free-soil ideologies in
      areas of settler-capitalism in other countries, the United States being the prime example.94 Behind
      the defense of slavery and forced labor as the norm for the entire Spanish colonial world from the 1820s until
      the late nineteenth century (and fully applied still in the twentieth century in the Spanish colonies in the Gulf
      of Guinea) was the idea that agricultural work and certain kinds of craft and factory work could not be performed
      in colonial settings by free labor.95 Thus, forms of independent peasant labor typical of these colonies
      during the eighteenth century were gradually displaced by more intensive forms of labor—with the slave plantation
      representing the most developed of these labor systems. Whereas the peasant family unit did not rule out the aid
      of slave labor on a small scale (compared with what would come later), the plantation directly precluded the use
      of free labor.96 Unfree labor was almost always imposed in sectors associated with the
      international market, a very competitive one. Of all the agricultural enterprises based on unfree forms of labor,
      the slave-based plantation system was best positioned to take advantage of the extraordinary elasticity in demand
      for food products and raw materials from the most developed economies of Europe and North America.97 In this
      regard, events in Cuba between 1810 and 1870 were a clear demonstration of the economic potential of the
      plantation and the slave labor associated with it.98 Nonetheless, the emergence of the
      plantation system in the Greater Antilles should not be viewed in isolation from the expansion of slavery and
      other forms of coerced labor elsewhere—for example, in Puerto Rico, which had small-scale sugar plantations in
      several coastal zones and peasant-based coffee production in the mountains, or
      in the Philippine tobacco monopoly, which was based on the coerced labor of family-based households and the
      expansion of regulated capitation systems based on labor and affecting all the peasants in the
      archipelago.99 What linked the sugar plantations of Cuba and the tobacco plantations of the
      Cagayan valley on the island of Luzon was the authorities’ growing awareness of the unavoidable need for unfree
      labor in the colonies—whether slave, contracted, forced, or passbook-controlled. This was not merely economic
      reasoning; there was also the issue of perpetuation of and accentuating ethnic divisions in labor systems
      inherited from the empire and adapted to the colonies of the nineteenth century. Furthermore, a perverse division
      of labor allowed sharing of free-labor values on metropolitan soil while embracing the blessings of coerced labor
      in its colonial possessions.
    


    
      Nonetheless, the perception of the appropriateness of coerced labor in tropical agricultural economies was
      largely shared by other colonial countries—including those that abolished slavery between 1833 and 1848—and also
      by the many thousands of emigrants from Spain and Europe, who, escaping the jaws of harsh labor systems in their
      own countries, now stood to benefit from their status as colonial whites abroad. There were few antidotes to this
      logic, which imbued Cuban and Puerto Rican slavery with an air of colonial normality until very late. In Spain,
      neither humanitarian abolitionism nor free-labor discourse was capable of producing and imposing an alternative
      to this dark vision of labor in the tropics. The failure, in the 1840s and 1850s, of concerted attempts to whiten
      Cuba by contracting Spanish peasants for agricultural work on the island merely contributed to extending and
      confirming the notion that drawing on a pool of free European labor for the island colonies was not a viable
      option. Instead, the success of incorporating Chinese coolies and enslaved Indians from Yucatan reinforced the
      dreadful appreciation of a world constituted by a correspondence between degrees of servitude and degrees of
      color.100 Again, in the context of the mid-nineteenth-century Caribbean, nothing
      seemed extraordinary about this appreciation for the advantages of a combination of slave and indentured
      work.101
    


    
      We need somehow to establish how full-scale slavery and nineteenth-century regulations modified and threatened
      the social stability and more paternalistic and fluid norms inherited from the old world of slavery and
      servitude. The literature is conclusive in stating that the capacity of slaves acting autonomously in earlier
      phases of the empire was severely limited although never entirely eliminated. Furthermore, although the
      plantation certainly was the “cause of all distress,” to cite James Walvin’s apt phrase, we also have to remember
      that the plantation was the key social institution in only one part of Cuba and some coastal areas in Puerto
      Rico.102 The island as a whole formed part of a
      greater colonial system, and it was in that colonial system as a whole that the age-old social and cultural norms
      held sway, despite their eventual erosion and limitation in both scope and in practice by the plantation system
      and the imbalance in the proportion of slaves and free persons.103 The brutality of the plantation system
      has indeed been depicted, but using broad brushstrokes. What is still lacking, perhaps, is a more in-depth
      analysis of mobility, the formation of slave families and conditions both in and outside the ingenio for this
      period, when the largely disruptive model of large scale plantations—even for societies in which slavery dated
      back to the sixteenth century—was ascendant.
    


    
      Nineteenth-century Cuban history seems to indicate that reduced possibilities for social advancement and
      oppressive practices within the plantation world motivated the open revolts against slavery that occurred in the
      1840s, leading to harsher repressive violence against slaves in both Cuba and Puerto Rico.104 The
      most exceptional case of violence being unleashed was the Conspiración de la Escalera of 1843–1844, referred to
      earlier, which undoubtedly hastened changes in attitudes.105 Under the pretext of a plot by the
      British consul to raise slaves employed in the ingenios, the colonial authorities neutralized the criollo
      followers of the reformer Domingo del Monte, the pardos libres and the morenos libres, and harshly repressed the
      slaves in the ingenios.106 These events led to a mobilization of major pro-slave-trading and
      ship-owning interests in Spain’s main cities in a massive campaign of support for the Spanish authorities in
      Cuba. Nonetheless, such dynamics should not distract us from studying the real conditions of slaves and also
      their lives outside the plantation, in economic and social settings that lent themselves to legal claims, buying
      freedom through coartación, the formation of families and interracial unions, and, indeed, the construction of
      important enclaves of socialization and mobility.107 The linearity and humanitarian
      compassion of abolitionist discourse lent itself poorly to registering the transformations and nuances of a very
      complex system. Abolition, the product of the liberal conscience, had as its aim the liberation of slaves;
      consequently, more practical issues such as improvements to the slaves’ living conditions or access to the courts
      and protection of state officials did not penetrate the logic of the abolitionist project. Given this context, it
      is easy to understand that discussions on crucially important issues concerning living and working
      conditions—referred to as “amelioration” in the British West Indies during the period subsequent to the abolition
      of slave trading in 1833—hardly caused a ripple in the Spanish-speaking Caribbean.108
    


    
      An essential factor in determining the scope of abolitionism was the achievement of a broad consensus regarding
      the need to expand slave and coerced labor so as to ensure the survival of the
      Spanish colony—reflecting the political convenience of permitting servile forms of labor in Spain’s overseas
      possessions. As mentioned previously, in the aftermath of the imperial crisis, two key pillars supported the
      Spanish colonial system: the political exclusion of the criollo elite and the notion of equilibrio de razas.
      Political exclusion was the outcome of the radical tack of 1837 away from the inclusive program of the liberals
      of 1810. If the liberal program had initially intended to include the Americans in a politically unified system—a
      proposal whose contradictions are beyond the scope of this text—from 1837 it very pointedly and deliberately
      excluded representatives from the overseas’ possessions. Following colonial disintegration, Spain did not build a
      separate political system for the colonies along the lines of the many political statutes implemented by the
      British and French, the latter, for example, drawing a clear distinction between old and new colonies after 1848.
      Rather, it simply excluded the colonies from the liberal framework, dangling before them a vague promise of
      future special legislation that would never be enacted.109 The social heterogeneity of the
      colonies was the excuse used to justify this policy of the criollo upper classes’ political exclusion. The other
      side of the coin of exclusion was authoritarian government, as personified in the hypertrophied figure of the
      captain general–governor. His unconditional authority in colonial affairs, both political and military, was
      underpinned by a policy of deliberately maintaining the equilibrio de razas by skillfully manipulating racial
      differences and ethnic distrust and conflict in the Spanish dominions.110 In this context, what remains to
      be studied in depth by historians is how the new reality of the plantation—with its undercurrent of violence and
      radical alteration of the conditions in which slaves lived and worked—modified the traditional paternalism of an
      empire functioning according to a legal tradition (the vaunted Leyes de Indias) that was still
      theoretically valid. What remains clear, for the reasons given above, is that defense of the colonial status quo
      was increasingly identified with a defense of slavery. Doubts remain regarding the extent to which the military,
      civil and judicial administration complied and colluded with the owners of the ingenios in their defense of
      slavery in their everyday circumstances. Furthermore, we have not been able to determine whether the rules were
      different for slaves living within plantations as opposed to slaves living outside their confines, or, being more
      precise, the degree to which they were. It is difficult to address these questions given how research stands at
      present, and, I reiterate, comparisons between contexts need to be appropriate. They need to be made, for
      example, for locations (it should be a relatively easy matter to list them) where plantation slavery was
      juxtaposed with slavery on a smaller scale and with concentrations of ex-slaves and the descendants of slaves.
    


    
      In conclusion, the comments above need to be assessed with a view to posing
      the right questions and advancing our understanding of the complexity of slavery in different contexts. One such
      inquiry is why—in a country dealing with major internal upheaval but with liberal institutions in place since the
      1830s—the abolition movement failed to make headway until reformers on all sides realized, following the civil
      war in North America, that slavery was in its death throes.111 Indeed, the new departure and change in
      perception heralded by the political events of September 1868 led to a confrontation in Spain between those who
      wished to prolong the status quo of colonial subordination and slavery, and those who perceived the system to be
      simply unsustainable as well as unjust and cruel. The abolitionism of the period 1865 to 1874 was essentially
      represented by a coalition that included in its ranks free-trade economists (Laureano Figuerola, Joaquín Sanromá,
      and Luis María Pastor), colonial reformers (Julio Vizcarrondo and Rafael María de Labra), leading figures in the
      republican movement who felt that the liberty they invoked as a principle could not deny a free status to their
      fellow human beings (Francisco Pi y Margall, Nicolás Salmerón, and Estanislao Figueras), and liberal politicians
      with long careers such as Salustiano Olózaga, who had participated in the debates of 1837. Popular backing for
      abolition in Spain—over and above, for example, the massive campaigns of 1868 motivated by the prospect of
      political change—requires further study and assessment. Nonetheless, casting a glance back over the nineteenth
      century, we need to explain the lengthy hiatus in open and effective abolitionist activity between the earliest
      calls for abolition in 1811, inspired by the British example, and abolition with tangible results following the
      implementation of the Moret Law of 1870 and the social pressures caused by war in Cuba, in which enslaved men and
      women took an active part. To contribute to a better answer to all these questions (which is not the purpose of
      these pages) and to improve our knowledge about the past, it is clearly not enough to observe just one of the
      stages on which the drama unfolded. Rather, events in the metropolitan arena as well as in the remotest colonial
      societies need to be assessed, especially in view of the fact that slavery was an institution so ancient that it
      appeared, to the view of too many and for such a long time, to be perfectly coherent with the ruling social
      order.
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      For half a millennium the empires of the Atlantic World were linked to slavery. For
      more than three of those five centuries it was axiomatic for European powers that the transatlantic slave trade
      and the institution it fed were major contributors to the wealth and well-being of their nations. In world
      historical perspective Western slavery was merely another phase in the evolution of a perennial institution. Even
      at the very end of the eighteenth century, when the African slave trade and New-World slavery were both coming
      under sustained assault, a member of the British House of Lords dismissed slavery’s challengers as quixotic
      imperialists. Who, he asked, did these “emperors of the world” think they were, who were suddenly measuring a new
      empire of liberty by “degrees and lines of the globe?”1 For Lord Westmoreland, an inveterate
      opponent of abolitionism, the whole of human history could be offered as evidence of the persistence of the
      institution in its many forms.
    


    
      Just fifteen years later the British government was pressing all of Europe’s great powers to halt the flow of
      captives that formed the lifeblood of their slaveholding empires. Now it was the turn of Continental European
      diplomats to ask, with astonishment, “Do you English mean to bind the world?”2 Within three more
      generations this once global institution had been entirely outlawed in the New World by the descendants of the
      Europeans who had expended so much blood and treasure to maximize their shares of the system of slavery.
    


    
      Studying the different trajectories of Europe’s empires, first toward and then
      away from slavery has become a rapidly growing field of scholarly inquiry. How should we assess the results of
      this expansion of historiographic interest? One can begin with the general findings of economic historians and
      historical demographers. Fifty years ago it was widely accepted that New-World plantations based upon slavery
      were fundamentally inefficient enterprises. At best, they were hothouse systems, yielding short-term profits and
      long-term decline. British slavery across the Atlantic, like British industry in the metropole, was the pioneer
      example. In his classic, The Problem of Slavery in Western Culture, David Brion Davis could casually
      point to Eric Williams demonstration of “the simple fact that no country thought of abolishing the slave trade
      until its economic value had considerably declined.” Two decades later, in a new edition of his work, Davis noted
      that the once self-evident linkage of slavery’s economic decline to abolition had been convincingly challenged
      and undermined.3 It now seems fairly clear that, in comparative Atlantic perspective, historians
      of abolition must begin with a paradox. In every major transatlantic empire the political attack against the
      slave trade and slavery began when the systems institutions were economically viable and expanding. Nowhere was
      there a so-called natural economic ending.4
    


    
      In the 1780s all of the participants in the Atlantic system, both actual and potential, assumed that slavery was
      and would continue be a significant component of imperial wealth and power. The transatlantic slave trade reached
      its all-time peak in the decade after 1783. Expansion of the system was not confined to the century’s big three
      plantation empires—the British, the French, and the Portuguese. Merchants from the Habsburg Netherlands to Italy
      sought to shift capital into the booming slave or sugar trades. The king of Sweden chartered a new merchant
      company to operate out of his new island colony of St. Bartholomew, acquired from France. The Spanish monarchy
      began to abandon its centuries-old policy of contracting monopoly rights to deliver controlled cohorts of
      Africans to American colonies. The British Caribbean colonies rapidly regained the momentum interrupted by the
      war of the American Revolution. The British slave trade reached an all-time peak in 1792. By the end of the 1790s
      more Africans were also arriving in the Ibero-American colonies than ever before. Of all the jostling
      participants in the slave sectors of the Americas in the 1780s the French became the frontrunners. Between 1785
      and 1790 more slaves were brought into the French orbit than into those of any other empire. The fifty-five
      thousand slaves unloaded there in 1790 outpaced the volume ever sailing before under any national
      flag.5
    


    
      Dreams of tropical empire continued to spread during the most violent revolutionary generation of what we call
      the age of revolution (1789–1815). Watching the first great metropolitan
      debate on British abolition in 1792 the Dutch excitedly speculated on the market that might open up to their
      ships by the ending of the British trade. German slavers, who had carried almost no slaves across the Atlantic
      for nearly three generations, returned to Africa in the 1790s.6 Even when German rulers lacked tropical
      settlements, a professor could dream of filling new sugar colonies with deported Jewish laborers. As late as
      1806–1807, the emperor of Russia, hitherto the only major European ruler not directly involved in Atlantic
      colonial imperialism, enquired about the possibility of acquiring a colony in the Caribbean. Slavery was very far
      from being viewed as a declining economic asset by any imperial power before the abolition of the British slave
      trade.7
    


    
      Throughout the century after 1789 slavery remained economically viable in every major colonial economy in which
      it was permitted to continue. After the emergence of political abolitionism, Brazil, Cuba, and the United States,
      the last major New-World slave empires, remained robust slave systems, producing coffee, sugar, and cotton. In
      global perspective they were dynamic centers of innovation. In 1838 Cuba inaugurated the Caribbean’s first
      railroad line. A decade later, its railway network, the most “sophisticated in all of Latin America, was
      constructed almost exclusively to serve the sugar economy.” Railroad construction began later in Brazil, but the
      network was first developed in the most dynamic slave zone. The first railroad in the United States was also
      constructed in a slave state, just a few years after Europe’s pioneer commercial railroad from Liverpool to
      Manchester. On the eve of Southern Secession the region’s ninety-five hundred miles of track, was greater than
      those of France, Germany, or Great Britain, Europe’s industrial leaders. Nor can we ignore the fact that the
      postemancipation British Empire remained a principal source of capital and technology in the development of Cuba
      and Brazil. In the late 1840s the British metropole became a major source of demand for Cuban and Brazilian
      sugar. American cotton, of course, fed Britain’s major export industry.8
    


    
      The demographics of slavery also rightly play a large role in accounts of its demise. Statesmen, slaveholders,
      and abolitionists of the Western world always recognized the reliance of most slave systems on a continuous
      stream of recruitment for the maintenance and growth of their enslaved populations. Only in the United States did
      the institution grow primarily through natural reproduction. Between 1790 and 1860 its slave population rose from
      seven hundred thousand to four million, by far the largest cohort in the New World. Elsewhere, ending the
      transatlantic trade offered abolitionists an opportunity to hasten the precipitous decline of plantation slave
      systems. For decades an ever-eroding supply of slave labor could be
      concentrated in the most productive plantation sectors. Without further political action, slavery would have
      lasted far longer.9
    


    
      An interregional comparison of proportions of slaves within each slaveholding society also casts light on the
      timing and means of emancipation. Once abolition became a political possibility in a given area, the proportion
      of slaves would often be an indicator of how quickly a society could legislate the end of the slave trade or
      slavery. In Spanish America—as in Anglo-America—recruitment into insurgent or imperial military forces often
      provided a path to slaves under arms.10
    


    
      In many parts of the New World the racial composition of the population could also provide an incentive to
      legislate against further slave imports. It is now well established that within the French Caribbean the
      relatively numerous population of wealthy gens de couleur libres played a key role in the Saint-Domingue
      slave revolution. By 1790 they outnumbered the whites in two of the three provinces and formed the backbone of
      the colonial militia. As well-to-do slaveholders, men of color were initially inclined to support the
      institution. They were ultimately driven by intransigent white hostility to support the slave
      revolution.11
    


    
      The same racial fears in societies with large proportions of blacks could act as political hurdles to
      emancipation. The formation of the American Colonization Society, designed to encourage the simultaneous
      emancipation and exportation of black slaves, was merely the most extreme form of the fear of Africanization—and
      the corresponding hope of ultimately whitening a slaveholding society. To a degree this was the same fear
      haunting many anti–slave trade Cuban intellectuals for half a century before slave emancipation. In Cuba, one
      could be simultaneously vehemently in favor of slave trade abolition, of U.S. annexation, and deeply opposed to
      the liberation of African-born emancipados, unless they were immediately repatriated. By contrast, in
      1870 Puerto Rican slaveholders, living on an island with a slave population lower than that of New York’s seventy
      years earlier, could much more easily reconcile themselves to slave emancipation.12
    


    
      With Saint-Domingue as its emblematic event, the past half-century has also produced a cascade of scholarship on
      the role of slave resistance in the process of emancipation. For some historians the Haitian Revolution marks the
      ideological and catalytic turning point in the history of emancipation, sending unending vibrations through much
      of the Atlantic world. For Robin Blackburn the events in Haiti “instilled a sort of permanent panic in the minds
      of slave owners.”13 Nevertheless, David Geggus cautions against exaggerating the impact of the
      Haitian Revolution and of reading into every plot and rebellion in these years the influence of Haiti. Viewed in
      comparative imperial perspective one might make two significant observations.
      In the period between the outbreak of the Saint-Domingue Revolution in 1791 and Haitian independence in 1804 the
      two Caribbean areas that most massively increased their importations of African slaves and their output of sugar
      were Jamaica and Cuba, the two islands closest to the revolution’s epicenter.14 Three out of the four
      major imperial governments (Portugal, Spain, and France) affirmed or reaffirmed their desire to expand the slave
      trade and expand slavery during the generation after the Haitian Revolution. In the fourth, Britain, the
      Franco-Caribbean revolutions initially served to postpone rather than to accelerate the abolition of the slave
      trade. As I will discuss later, it was the slave uprisings in the British colonies that had the greatest impact
      in furthering British slave emancipation in 1833.
    


    
      There is another aspect of the abolition process that has begun to be reexamined more carefully in the past two
      decades. It may well prove to offer a comparative perspective that most clearly explains the timing and sequence
      of Atlantic emancipations. I refer to the political dimension of the destruction process. Comparative analysis
      requires attention to both the intra-and interimperial aspects of the politics of emancipation. Intraimperial
      factors include the balance of forces within each area’s civil society and the condition of the public sphere in
      each empire. The interimperial political sphere includes the complex of diplomatic, economic organizational, and
      ideological relations.
    


    
      In an earlier overview I developed the idea of two variants of European antislavery, the Anglo-American and the
      Continental.15 In the Anglo-American variant antislavery took on the characteristics of a
      broad social movement. It had and seized the opportunity to massively enter the public sphere. It could and did
      bring massive pressure to bear on hostile economic and political vested interests. It could use traditional and
      new tools of mass mobilization: public meetings, petitions, and elections. Its membership was broadly based and
      its leaders aimed at maximizing the role of participants who were otherwise excluded from the political sphere by
      reason of gender, religion, race, or class. From the 1780s Britain became both the pioneer and representative of
      a new mode of mobilization. As with metropolitan industrialization, the British achievement formed a potential
      model for antislavery elsewhere.16
    


    
      Half a century later on the other side of the Atlantic, U.S. antislavery consciously imitated British
      abolitionism between the 1830s and 1860s. This variant of popular mobilization by no means guaranteed an orderly
      political process leading to abolition. Large-scale mobilizations might be met with large-scale political
      countermobilizations. So it unfolded in the northern and southern sections of the United States. Indeed, if one
      counts the bodies left along the way, Anglo-American mass mobilizations may have produced both the least and the most violent transitions from slavery to
      emancipation.17
    


    
      The other variant of metropolitan antislavery I termed continental abolitionism. It was characteristic of most
      mainland organizations for most of century between the 1780s and the 1880s. It was usually confined to a small
      political and cultural elite, unable and often reluctant to seek mass recruitment and mobilization in the public
      sphere. It was embedded in political systems with relatively small electorates that rarely allowed room for mass
      organizations. It rarely succeeded in making abolition of either the slave trade or of slavery a high-priority
      political issue. Consequently, abolitionist initiatives were either the work of a small elite associations or
      revolutionary committees, usually without public accountability (Denmark, the Netherlands, Sweden, and Portugal)
      or were imposed ad hoc during revolutions or coups d’etat (France and Spain). In such societies revolutionary and
      counterrevolutionary coups were endemic. Each lurch might witness the extension, suspension, or reversal of
      abolitionist initiatives. France, of course, offers the classic example, in which hundreds of thousands slaves
      were freed by the French revolutionary republic and then tens of thousands reenslaved. Characteristically,
      France’s second period of slavery (1802–1848) was followed by secondary postrevolutionary abolitions and
      emancipation (in 1815, 1831, and 1848).18
    


    
      British abolitionism, on the contrary, emerged as a national movement in 1787–1788. It lasted, with
      interruptions, for half a century. This dramatic change was, in turn, embedded within a far longer Anglo-American
      transformation. Eighteenth-century Britons and British North American colonists shared one of the most highly
      developed civil societies in the Atlantic world. In the metropole, the thickening network of newspapers
      nationalized an evolving dialogue between people and legislators. Parliamentary debates and governmental
      initiatives were the daily grist of provincial readers. Letters, advertisements for public gatherings, political
      pamphlets, and news items about activities of political debaters in London provided fare for ongoing public
      conversations. Newspapers linked provincial readers not only with the center in London, but with interested
      actors from all parts of the island.
    


    
      Within this broader process abolitionism came to occupy a distinctively innovative position. Between its
      emergence as a national social movement in 1787 and the internationalization of slave trade abolition a
      generation later, abolitionism became a pioneering organization in the mobilization of hitherto untapped groups
      as political actors. The British public sphere rapidly expanded in many directions. From the outset organized
      religious dissenters rallied to the movement. Unitarians, Congregationalists, Baptists, Methodists, and evangelical Anglicans quickly added their support to the crucial Quaker
      cadres.19
    


    
      As British abolitionists moved toward advocating the emancipation of colonial slaves in the early 1820s the
      mobilization process continued and expanded. More than five thousand petitions reached Parliament in 1831 and
      again in 1833. Women increasingly inserted themselves as legitimate organizers and petitioners. By 1830
      dissenters recognized women as a decisive abolitionist presence. At the climax of the campaign for emancipation,
      in 1833, the largest single antislavery petition in British history arrived by carriage at the doors of
      Parliament. “A huge featherbed of a petition,” it bore 187,000 signatures in “one vast and universal expression
      of feeling from all the females in the United Kingdom.” Four years later, in the last great mobilization against
      “Negro apprenticeship” in 1837–1838 the number of women’s signatures to petitions to Parliament and addresses to
      the sovereign may have exceeded that of men.20
    


    
      Even colonial slaves, legally excluded from the public sphere, began a series of extra-legal uprisings. Slaves,
      now attuned to events in the metropole, began to frame their demands in terms used by free laborers. They were
      treated as such by abolitionists in the metropole. The transformation was behavioral as well as ideological. The
      number of white people who died in all of the massive revolts of tens of thousands slaves in the British colonies
      (Barbados, 1816; Demerara, 1823; and Jamaica, 1831–1832) did not equal one third of the sixty men, women, and
      children killed in the brief Virginia slave revolt led by Nat Turner in August 1831. The contrast with
      Saint-Domingue with its widely publicized atrocities and its hundreds of thousands dead could not have been
      starker.21
    


    
      The British campaigns against the transatlantic slave trade also proceeded in careful stages. By the last stage
      of the Napoleonic wars the ending of the trade had become a British imperial priority. Already in 1813 the
      Portuguese ambassador in London observed that the British government refused to regard the slave trade as subject
      to the principles of modern political economy. Britons now viewed that trade “with a blindness and ardour which
      equals other times of Religious Fanaticism whether sincere or affected.”22 In 1815 the British government,
      under abolitionist pressure, induced the Vienna peace conference to adopt an article directed toward the world
      beyond Europe. The great powers condemned the slave trade as contrary to natural and religious law and pledged
      themselves to work for its termination. The British then launched an international campaign to shut down the
      Atlantic to slavers. During the next fifty years all of Europe’s transatlantic imperial rulers and most of the
      emergent American nations restricted or prohibited slave traders from sailing under their flag. Britain secured treaties allowing its navy to search the ships of most nations and to try
      offenders in unprecedented international tribunals.23
    


    
      The result was the creation of a new world system. By the end of the 1830s British popular abolitionism stood at
      the height of its political power. It successfully induced its government to expand the attack against the slave
      trade and slavery to truly global proportions. Abolitionists held two World Antislavery Conventions in London in
      1840 and 1843. British diplomatic initiatives and treaty negotiators reached a peak of activity. The British
      government extended abolitionist initiatives to India, to the Muslim world and to Sub-Saharan Africa. It
      intensified pressure on slaving to the Americas.24
    


    
      By 1840, the British abolitionists who organized the first world’s international antislavery convention were
      hardly emperors of the world. Nevertheless, they had managed to convert the world’s leading industrial,
      commercial, and naval power into a powerful agent against the slave trade and slavery. Every diplomatic request
      or demand issuing from the British Foreign Office was now presented as an initiative of both the British monarch
      and the British people. No previous empire in world history had ever adopted anything remotely like the
      abolitionist perspective that affected slave trading from the Atlantic to the Indian Ocean, and slaveholders’
      behavior from Texas to Brazil to India. Of course, slavers and ruling elites experienced this British bid for a
      reordering of the moral boundaries of legitimate trade and labor as a form of economic, legal and cultural
      imperialism that was rarely interrupted over the course of the century between.25
    


    
      The only periods when abolitionism was suspended was during moments of great internal or external threat: at the
      height of the revolutionary wars in the 1790s, during the post-Napoleonic popular agitation in Britain in the
      late 1810s, and in the constitutional and political crisis preceding the passage of parliamentary reform in
      1831–1832. In British imperial terms the overwhelming supremacy of the metropolitan parliament over its Caribbean
      elites was never in doubt. It is equally important to note that during the entire generation between the
      emergence of British political abolitionism in 1787 and its internationalization by the end of the Napoleonic
      wars slaves did not rise anywhere in the British West Indies demanding an end to the institution. Leading the
      government’s case for ending the slave trade, Lord Howick boasted of the notoriety of the fact that slave revolts
      had been less frequent during twenty years of open debate throughout the metropole.26
    


    
      The fact that both British slave trade abolition and colonial slave emancipation were implemented without any
      major upheaval or loss of life made the deepest impression on foreign abolitionists as an alternative to the
      Haitian example. For abolitionists abroad, like Alexis de Tocqueville in
      France, the great surprise of the British process was the fact that the slave trade and slavery were both
      legislated after a long nonviolent people’s movement. In 1834 nearly eight hundred thousand slaves had been
      called from “death to life” in a single day without the shedding of a drop of blood. For Americans like William
      Lloyd Garrison it was “the moral great miracle of the age,” and for the ex-slave Frederick Douglass, it
      demonstrated that “England’s passage to freedom is not through rivers of blood” but through “the House of
      Commons.”27
    


    
      Internationally, the two decades between 1787 and 1807 were also a watershed in the history of imperial slavery.
      Ideologically the crucial paradigmatic shift to viewing the African slave trade as something more than a question
      of economics was accepted by members of the British government itself as early as 1788. The Anglo-American
      transatlantic slave trades were legally abolished and virtually ended by 1808. During the Napoleonic wars,
      French, Dutch, and Danish participation in the transatlantic trade was suspended, first by British naval action
      and then by conquest of their colonies themselves. For the Iberian empires however, the result of the long
      conflict between the French and British Empires was initially the obverse of those in the Northern European
      orbits. In the wake of the Saint-Domingue uprising and the war-induced interruptions of trade beginning in the
      1790s, Iberian American merchant capitalism set off at fever pitch to increase their colonial slave-grown
      staples. Slaving became virtually a free trade and the Iberian Atlantic’s increasingly valuable means of
      production. After 1808 the combination of British war gains and Anglo-American legal prohibitions gave
      Iberian-American ports overwhelming dominance in the transatlantic slave trade. Between 1809 and the fall of
      Napoleon 97 percent of the African captives who crossed the Atlantic were landed in Spanish and Portuguese ports.
      Rio de Janeiro became the largest receiving port in the New World.28
    


    
      The return of peace increased the demand for slaves. For four decades thereafter the slave trade was repeatedly
      affirmed to be a crucial element of their economic prosperity and the mainstay of their Iberian Atlantic imperial
      revenues. This remained especially true on both sides of the former Portuguese empire after Brazilian
      independence, and on both sides of the remaining Spanish American empire. As late as 1855, in a rare discussion
      of slavery, the Spanish Cortes unanimously approved a resolution supporting its government’s “innermost
      conviction that slavery is a necessity and an indispensable condition for the maintenance of landed property in
      the Island of Cuba.” The Cortes vowed never “to meddle with the system in any manner whatsoever.”29
    


    
      With the reduction of abolitionist popular mobilization after the early 1840’s, British policy began to present
      mixed signals to the remaining slave empires. Official policy remained as firm as ever.
      However, with the triumph of free trade in Britain in 1846, the doors were thrown open to Cuban and Brazilian
      exports. The output and value of those major exports rose dramatically. Despite continuous British pressure on
      the Spanish-Caribbean and Luso-Brazilian transatlantic slaving, the trade in Africans peaked in Rio de Janeiro
      during the last three years before the British naval blockade of Brazil in 1850. The trade to Cuba continued
      unabated until the United States Civil War.30
    


    
      Ideologically, there was a generational gap between Anglo-French and Iberian perspectives. Before 1807 Iberian
      diplomatic observers did not regard British abolitionism as a serious threat. Encouraged by abolitionist failures
      for nearly twenty years they doubted whether humanity could ever triumph over commercial greed. The Portuguese
      ambassador tended to regard failed British abolitionist initiatives as nothing more than “a kind of stage-play,”
      with the same actors, roles, and outcomes. As the Latin-American colonies became ever more dependent upon slave
      labor during the two decades after 1790, abolitionism remained “a non-starter” both in the Spanish and Portuguese
      empires: of one thing both the elites and rulers of the Iberian empires were sure—the South Atlantic system and
      colonial political economies did depend upon the survival of slavery. There was no sustained moral attack on the
      institution that was not balanced by the acknowledgement that slavery was at least a necessary evil. As with
      North American contemporaries in the Chesapeake, slavery was seen as too deeply embedded in the fabric of society
      to be constrained except over a long and indefinite time period—what João Pedro Marques refers to as
      “Tolerationism.” The most significant element of discourse on the slave trade was indeed the “Sounds of
      Silence.”31
    


    
      Whatever the ideological anxieties and musings on the dangers of internal slave revolts from below or of
      revolutionary inspiration from the French Caribbean, we must beware of assigning to the violent struggles over
      slavery a uniquely bloody place in the West during the age of revolution. The mutual infliction of horrible
      atrocities in the slave Caribbean had their European parallels in the guerilla struggles in the Vendée, Calabria,
      and Spain. What most decisively opened up paths to antislavery in Spanish America after 1808 were events in
      Europe. Napoleon, the great restorer of slavery in the French colonies, unintentionally initiated the attack on
      slavery in the Portuguese and Spanish empires.32
    


    
      The empire most heavily invested in the slave trade after 1808, was also the one most dependent upon British
      protection. Thereafter, Portugal’s imperial, economic, and mercantile vulnerability made it the prime target for
      both British abolitionism and British governments both before and after the Portuguese-Brazilian split. In a
      succession of diplomatic and military demarches over nearly half a century the
      Luso-Brazilian-African transatlantic slave trade was brought to an end. At the peak of abolitionist political
      influence in 1839 the British government obtained from Parliament a virtual declaration of war against its oldest
      ally and succeeded in coercing Portugal to assent to withdrawing the protection of the Portuguese flag from the
      slave trade within three years.33 Eight years later, on the other side of the Atlantic, the British navy
      initiated its strongest single naval action against any Western empire to ensure the ending of the transatlantic
      slave trade to Brazil. In this case the escalation was an indirect result of the shift to British free trade
      after 1846. In the next three years the Brazilian slave trade reached its all-time peak. Some free traders urged
      the British government to disband its antislave trade patrol on grounds of its ineffectiveness. With public
      support ebbing, the British government escalated its pursuit of slavers into Brazilian territorial
      waters.34
    


    
      In the Spanish segment of the Iberian Atlantic Napoleon’s dethronement of the Bourbon dynasty resulted in
      fragmentation of the empire. A war for Spanish national liberation from France was matched by wars for
      independence from Spain in South America. On both sides of the Atlantic a devastating mixture of formal military
      and guerilla warfare became the defining characteristic of the conflict. It left in its wake a legacy of
      militarized politics, civil suppression, and further civil war. As the Spanish-American empire fragmented, the
      creole elites who had begun the mobilization for independence found themselves caught in an escalation of social
      insubordination. The hierarchies of law and labor became ever harder to control. For slaves the conflict offered
      unanticipated opportunities to escape both their existential coercion and their legal condition.35
    


    
      As in revolutionary North America, armies on both sides were major recruiters of slaves, with consequent
      possibilities for personal liberation. In Spanish America, however, the conflict was deeper, longer, and more
      disruptive to postrevolutionary authority and civil society. The Spanish Caribbean, which more closely resembled
      Brazil in its large proportions of slaves and dependency upon staple production, weathered the crisis of the
      monarchy far more easily than its less slave-dependent counterparts on the continental mainland. Situational
      opportunity, not demographic destiny, motivated slaves in Spanish America to compel both patriots and loyalists
      to convert de facto gains into de jure liberations. Revolutionary elites may also have been influenced by the
      desire to halt the further Africanization of their regions, a prospect exacerbated by the expansion of the slave
      trade during the previous two decades.
    


    
      The external situation was also important. After 1810, the combatants bidding for British supplies and diplomatic
      support legislated an end to slave imports. Beginning with Argentina in 1812, most independent countries entered easily into the British bilateral network of anti–slave trade treaties.
      Whatever induced the Creole revolutionaries to enact prohibitions against fresh imports, most insurgent regimes
      also definitively acted to place an endpoint on their slave systems well before the British abolitionists
      themselves agitated for a gradual end to slavery in their own colonies. The overwhelming majority of newly
      independent republics enacted “free womb” laws on the Pennsylvania model by 1825.36
    


    
      In the Caribbean and metropolitan sectors of the Spanish empire progress toward abolition was miniscule. Far more
      enslaved Africans were brought into the Spanish empire than were liberated by the combined military mobilizations
      and legal liberations of the mainland areas in between 1790 and 1820. Almost as many additional Africans were
      landed in the Spanish empire in the four following decades. Both during the period of Caribbean revolutionary
      warfare (1791–1804) and of maximum British abolitionist pressure on the slave trade (1817–1845), few in the
      Spanish Atlantic empire seriously demanded preparations for an end to the institution.
    


    
      The British government was also confronted in the Caribbean by growing United States’ power and ambition. Many
      Americans regarded Cuba as their nation’s special sphere of influence and possible annexation. The potential
      impact of British antislavery on Cuba deeply concerned United States. As early as 1824 the special U.S. agent in
      Cuba advised his government against supporting any British pressure on Cuban authorities in favor of abolition.
      The United States, he noted, was too interested in Cuba’s future to “identify itself with a Convention [the
      Anglo-Spanish abolition treaty of 1817] so odious to all Spaniards that they make a merit of violating
      it.”37 Almost immediately thereafter the British government, under abolitionist
      pressure, resolved to prepare its colonial slaves for emancipation. The United States Senate refused to ratify an
      already negotiated right-of-search treaty with Britain.38
    


    
      The impact of the growing Anglo-American divergence over Cuba sharpened in the wake of Britain’s successful
      blockade of the slave trade to Brazil in 1850. Cuba remained the last transatlantic market for enslaved Africans
      in the Americas. As with Brazil, Britain’s adoption of free trade in 1846 served to stimulate economic growth in
      Cuba. The island’s imports of African slaves more than quadrupled in the four years between 1846 and 1849. The
      per capita output of Cuba probably placed it among the top half dozen of the world’s nations.39
    


    
      Moreover, by the early 1850s British abolitionists were no longer capable of mobilizing mass petition campaigns
      in favor of aggressive British action. British governmental pressure on the Spanish empire actually diminished in
      the 1850s. In part this was in response to the peak of American Southern
      agitation for annexation of Cuba to the United States. The British government was faced with the incompatible
      policies of simultaneously threatening Spain over the continuation of the slave trade, opening its metropolitan
      market to slave-grown sugar, and offering Spain diplomatic and even naval assistance against imperializing
      expeditions launched from American soil. Meanwhile, the American flag, exempt from a British naval search for
      slaves, now protected the rapidly expanding Cuban slave trade. The situation reached a crisis point in 1858.
      British warships attempted to search vessels of all nations sailing into Cuban waters. Northern and Southern U.S.
      politicians united in denouncing the searches and called for the seizure of British warships in retaliation. The
      British government backed away from armed confrontation. The following year Cuban slave imports reached their
      highest level in a generation. If the ending of slavery in Spanish mainland America had been accelerated by a
      long military stalemate during the wars of independence, it was deferred by a great power diplomatic stalemate in
      the Caribbean.40
    


    
      The American Civil War broke the stalemate. In April 1862 the United States Senate approved an Anglo-American
      right of search treaty without dissent. As the tide of the Civil War turned against the Confederacy, the Madrid
      government allowed its military governor to implement a thorough prohibition. By 1865 the sugar planters
      themselves were suddenly petitioning for slave trade abolition. There was overwhelming agreement in all parts of
      the empire on the need to abolish the transatlantic trade and to plan for an orderly ending to the institution
      itself.41 As the U.S. Civil War drew to a close, the Madrid government inaugurated a
      planning commission (Junta de Información de Ultramar) to formulate an exit strategy from colonial slavery. In
      Brazil, the emperor saw the handwriting on the wall as early as 1863. In January 1864 he directed his prime
      minister to note that American events now forced them to think about the means of abolition, “so that what
      occurred in respect to the slave trade [in 1850] does not happen to us again.”42
    


    
      The various components of the Iberian Atlantic empires aligned themselves with Northwestern European abolition at
      various moments between the 1850s and the 1880s. Portugal began the process of gradually abolishing the
      institution in its African colonies in the 1850s. The state provided for a transition period of twenty years to
      allow for the emergence of a free labor force. In 1878 all slaves became libertos, a large lingering
      cohort of forced labor. Spain’s free womb gradual abolition act of 1870 (the Moret law) was supplemented by
      legislation for immediate abolition in Puerto Rico in 1873. In 1886 final abolition was legislated for Cuba.
      Brazil enacted its own free womb legislation in 1871 and full abolition in 1888.
    


    Internal Pressures


    
      Most interesting, in comparative perspective, is the internal context within each empire. Domestic pressures were
      crucial in determining the modes of transformation in the Spanish and Brazilian empires. As with other plantation
      empires, the endings of their transatlantic slave trades and of their slave systems shared one important
      characteristic. In every major zone of the plantation Americas American rulers had to cope with slaveholders’
      perceptions that slave labor was more competitive than any other variety of bound or free labor immediately
      available to them. As noted above, the century of abolitionism began with an upward infusion of slaves in both
      the Spanish and Portuguese empires. For both that dependency did not decrease thereafter. For half a century
      after the 1780s, in both segments of the Portuguese Empire and in the Caribbean remnant of the Spanish Empire,
      slave imports reached their all-time peak. More slaves lived within the boundaries of the shrunken Spanish empire
      in 1825 than had resided there before the outbreak of the Spanish American wars of independence.
    


    
      For Spain, of course, Cuba became more significant to its economic growth than ever before. Eric Williams’s
      emphasis on the role of slavery in the development of capitalism is probably more applicable to
      nineteenth-century Spanish economic development than it was to eighteenth-century British industrialization. In
      any event, Spanish industrialists, in the 1860s and 1870s, were to be the last in a long line of Continental
      economic interests who bitterly opposed the ending of Atlantic slavery.43
    


    
      At the level of high politics new revolutionary regimes or constituent assemblies always created potential
      windows of opportunity for discussing the future of slavery. The American convention of 1787, the French National
      Assembly of 1789, the Spanish imperial Cortes of 1811, the conventions of new nations in Spanish America, the
      Brazilian convention of 1823, and the Portuguese imperial Cortes of 1821–1822 all opened public space for
      challenges to slavery.44 Nineteenth-century governments, on the contrary, usually tried to avoid
      discussions of slavery in Ibero-American legislatures. Silence or evasion was characteristic of most civil
      societies between internal upheavals. This encapsulates the relation of abolition to the state of civil society.
      All imperial polities (except the British) suffered from a long deficit in the capacity of antislavery voices to
      mobilize the public sphere in favor of decisive action. Apart from the Haitian example, all supporters of
      antislavery movements on both sides of the Atlantic had before them the British model of an aroused and sustained
      public opinion inciting a series of legal steps from curtailing the slave trade to providing for postemancipation
      transitions.
    


    
      Crucially, nowhere during the first half century after the British
      abolitionist breakthrough in 1788 did any other mass metropolitan national abolitionist movement
      emerge.45 Fifty years after the end of American War of Independence there was still no
      formal national abolitionist society anywhere on the mainland of Europe. Even in the United States, only regional
      abolition societies existed. Antislavery spokesmen kept a rhetorical distance from discussions of the radical
      modes of collective action. The French abolitionist society of 1834, formed within a few months of the
      implementation of British emancipation in 1834, never harked back to the Amis des Noirs let alone to the
      insurgents of Saint-Domingue or the French radical emancipation of 1794.46
    


    
      The Franco-Caribbean revolutions resulted in a polarized split between unqualified emancipation in Haiti and
      unqualified reenslavement in every other French tropical colony. Long after Haiti was given up as irrevocably
      lost the French Antislavery Society remained the preserve of a small elite until the eve of the Revolution of
      1848. In the metropole of other Northern European slaveholding empires slave emancipation was even less salient
      as a public issue. In the Dutch, Danish, and Swedish cases one can hardly speak of an aroused public
      consciousness of slavery as a moral issue, much less as a significant political issue.
    


    
      It would be interesting to know whether European proponents or opponents of the status quo on slavery more
      frequently evoked the Franco-Caribbean upheavals after Haitian independence. Europe’s religious organizations
      rarely initiated or mobilized their followers for antislavery initiatives. This was as true for protestant
      organizations in the Netherlands, Denmark, Sweden, and Switzerland as it was for overwhelmingly Roman Catholic
      societies. Their ecclesiastical establishments gave very little encouragement to antislavery mobilizations until
      late in the nineteenth century. When Britain managed to convince the Vatican to issue a formal condemnation of
      the slave trade in 1839, it had to seem untainted by a prior British initiative.47
    


    
      When a continental civil society did become antislavery, it was almost always secular radicals who took the place
      earlier filled by noncomformists in Anglo-America. For many foreigners the connection of antislavery with
      nonconformity in Britain led to the rhetorical conflations of abolitionism with conspiratorial, alien, or racial
      threats. At the height of British popular mobilization in the 1830s and early 1840s, Spanish and Cuban officials
      informed Madrid that they were dealing with abolitionist Methodists and Baptist agents intent on proselytizing
      revolutionary doctrines among slaves, free blacks, and white dissidents. Evidence of communication between white
      dissidents and free blacks became woven into the most extensive and brutal
      repression of slaves in Cuban history—the Escalera conspiracy.48
    


    
      Another potential source of civil society recruitment for antislavery was also relatively scarce in the Catholic
      empires. In the 1840s Victor Schoelcher, one of France’s most outspoken antislavery campaigners, regretted the
      reluctance of French women to rival their British sisters in petitioning or organizing for antislavery. In the
      Spanish Empire the launching of the nation’s first abolitionist society in 1865 was paralleled by the formation
      of a women’s chapter. At least as significant as its founding, however, was the fact that the women’s
      organization was ephemeral after its founding. In Brazil, too, at least into the 1880s, the rank and file
      formally integrated into the structure of the new abolitionist societies were almost all men.49
    


    
      The recruitment of workers into abolitionist civil societies also apparently differed from the pattern of British
      popular mobilization. During the fifty years between the late 1780s and the late 1830s, one of the remarkable
      features of British antislavery was its ability to attract massive support from the lower echelons of the social
      structure. Before emancipation British radical dissidents who denounced abolitionism as a distraction from
      metropolitan labor problems were unable to dissuade workers from participation in abolitionist activities. Only
      after final emancipation did the British movement lose much of its cross-class and mass appeal. On the continent,
      only in France did a small portion of the working class offer substantial support to emancipation. Workers in
      Paris and Lyon launched the first modest working-class petition for emancipation in 1844. In Spain abolitionists
      seem to have mobilized large groups of workers on some occasions but failed to do so on others.50
    


    
      In assessing the impact of popular mobilizations on antislavery legislation, it is important to bear in mind the
      political context. In some cases countermobilizations in civil society were able to match abolitionist
      mobilizations. In the British case anti-abolitionists were confined to a relatively miniscule portion of the
      society. Even at their greatest strength opponents of emancipation accumulated less than four tenths of 1 percent
      of the total number of signatures on petitions to Parliament. Overseas, of course, slaves outnumbered their
      owners by a margin of ten to one. On the other hand, at the beginning of the French Revolution an
      anti-abolitionist mobilization was able to deter the National Constituent Assembly from taking any action against
      slavery. It was primarily the unprecedented uprising of the slaves of Saint-Domingue that drove the legislature
      to proclaim universal freedom for all France’s slaves.51
    


    
      This violent mobilization and militarization of societies accelerated abolition in Spanish mainland America.
      There, the ebb and flow of military victories created a contest for gradual
      emancipations. From that experience, of course, the Spanish rulers drew the lesson that an autonomous civil
      society was a perennial threat both to the empire and its overseas economy. Cuba’s slaves, the most dynamic
      wealth-producing labor force in the empire, were therefore sustained within a colony with maximum inhibition of
      civil and political institutions, lacking any formal representation in the metropolitan legislature. When the
      disparate regions of the empire finally reassembled in a second united imperial Cortes the stage was set for
      another explosive stalemate and another violent fragmentation over the issues of independence and
      slavery.52
    


    
      While civil war exploded in the Cuban segment of the empire in 1868, civil society mobilized in the metropole and
      Puerto Rico as well. In Cuba a decade-long stalemated revolutionary military conflict provided avenues to
      liberation and an incremental extension of ambivalent expansion of freedom. As in the South American wars of
      liberation, “the disrupted conditions of the countryside and the changes in expectations brought about by
      insurrection” led to a disruption of the plantation order.53 Meanwhile, Spain seemed to echo divisions
      over slavery in the antebellum United States a decade earlier. Abolitionist mobilizations in some areas were
      countered by metropolitan mobilizations that were as deeply wedded to the protectionist political economy as the
      abolitionists were to the political economy of wage labor. The Moret law, enacting gradual emancipation in 1870,
      reflected the balance of power in each sector of the empire.54
    


    
      The accelerated emancipation of all of Puerto Rican slaves in 1873 occurred amidst the interplay of
      countervailing tensions in the metropolitan and Cuban conflicts. At one point Cuban slaveholders aligned with
      industrial protectionists to produce a wave of petitions that outnumbered those favoring abolition. The
      abolitionists countered with a wave of demonstrations. The outcome was again determined only by yet another
      revolutionary coup and another regime change. As a result, empire-wide slave emancipation had to await the
      conclusion of the war in Cuba in 1878. The final act of 1886, terminating the remnant of the patronato,
      was probably the least contested action in the seventy-five-year process of Spanish imperial
      emancipation.55
    


    
      Brazil was the last remnant of the Atlantic slaveholding empires to abandon the institution. Of all the great
      transatlantic empires, the Luso-Brazilian separation between colony and metropole occurred with the least
      military or revolutionary violence. Despite high levels of slave flight, conspiracy, and revolt in the first
      third of the nineteenth century, the Brazilian empire was established with an overwhelming elite consensus on the
      maintenance of slavery as an institution. Neither the passage of slave trade abolition in 1850 nor of gradual
      (free womb) emancipation in 1871 was the outcome of a major political split
      within the dominant planter-merchant class. They were not preceded by major popular mobilizations by either
      freemen or slaves. As yet there was no major sectional split in the Brazilian empire between a free-soil zone and
      defenders of the status quo.56
    


    
      The final stage of Brazilian abolition, however, occurred within the context of one of the most remarkable civil
      mobilizations in the history of imperial slavery. In formal terms, Brazilian slavery was peacefully brought to an
      end by formal legislation in 1888. Two elements of the Brazilian political and civic structure stand out in
      comparative perspective. In its national legislature, political power remained constitutionally concentrated in
      the hands of the empire’s slaveholders and their mercantile allies from beginning to end. Within Brazil’s
      political culture, the fundamental distinction among its free inhabitants remained the one between the small
      cohort of well-off citizens and the far larger so-called class of those less favored by fortune. The empire was
      constitutionally designed to be a regime of notables. The system maximized both elite representation and legal
      and social stability. Fixed elections regularly produced orderly working majorities. Civil liberties for free
      subjects were generally respected. The system appeared sufficiently unthreatened that newspapers, the principal
      avenues for public opinion, had remarkable latitude for criticism of the government and even of the political and
      social system.57
    


    
      Long before the emergence of any popular antislavery movement, urban newspapers occasionally condemned slavery in
      Brazil in a manner that would have elicited swift official reprisal in Cuba or popular violence in the antebellum
      U.S. South. In part, newspapers were tainted by well-deserved reputations for subsidized corruption by domestic
      or foreign pressure groups. As late as the gradual emancipation debates of 1871, journalists seemed to have had
      little impact on national legislators. The most striking manifestation of public mobilization during the passage
      of the free womb law in 1871 actually came from those who fiercely registered their opposition with a record
      number of petitions to the legislature.58
    


    
      Although slaves never ceased attempting to gain individual liberation through manumission or flight, there was no
      measureable surge in collective resistance through conspiracy or insurgency during the generation after slave
      trade abolition in 1850. Nor did the slaveholding class encounter large-scale opposition to the institution from
      the free population before 1880. Whatever the earlier manifestations of popular antislavery sentiment, there is
      broad agreement among historians of Brazil that only the 1880s opened the period of sustained mass
      mobilization.59 Just before this mobilization, however, another involuntary movement of
      slaves occurred. In the wake of shifting economic prospects there was an expanded slave
      trade from the northeastern and extreme southern provinces into the central south coffee region. As in the
      antebellum American South, planters in the booming importing zone began to fear that the rapid redistribution of
      slaves might erode support for the institution from the exporting areas. They moved to stem tide “to preserve the
      uniformity of the country.”60
    


    
      It was too late. In 1880 the national legislature still refused to reopen the issue of slavery. It was an issue
      that the majority regarded as resolved by the free womb law of 1871. Initially the public response was muted.
      Slowly newspapers, some edited by foreigners, began to support the formation of abolitionist societies.
      Strikingly, neither the national nor the provincial governments attempted to suppress the new manifestations of
      popular antislavery. This early phase of popular abolitionism drew on some British recipes: newspaper publicity,
      mass rallies, and creation of provincial and local societies. Opponents of the new movement also mobilized in the
      guise of agricultural clubs to sustain the status quo. Almost immediately, however, Brazilians also gave these
      traditional modes of action new twists that simply bypassed the still solid consensus against abolition in the
      national legislature. Societies were formed to create emancipation funds to accelerate the operation of the 1871
      legislation. They initiated discussions of emancipation in provincial legislatures.61
    


    
      The mobilization process also involved the launching of abolitionist events, designed, like those of their
      Anglo-American predecessors, to create popular abolitionist identities through functions like bazaars and
      theatrical functions. Unlike their Anglo-American predecessors their models were not Anglo-American formal
      meetings, with their parliamentary procedures and petitions, but popular spectacles. They injected abolitionist
      floats into carnival celebrations, taking advantage of the increasing presence of the free Afro-Brazilian
      population in popular spectacles. They staged theatrical performances. They organized fairs (kermeses)
      to accumulate emancipation funds. Rather than stressing the moral linkage of protest created by abstention they
      stressed a consumer link by consumption, wrapping cigars with portraits of abolitionists. They reinscribed
      traditional slave-grown products as freedom symbols.62
    


    
      Successive piecemeal emancipations at the local level became the hallmark of Brazilian emancipation. The most
      dramatic instance was the creation of Brazil’s first free soil province, Cearà. The liberation began as a
      mobilization against the exportation of its slaves to the prosperous provinces to its south. By the spring of
      1884 the city telegraphed the message, “Cearà is free” to the world and dubbed itself the “second Canada.” For
      the first time in Brazilian history, a free soil zone was established in a whole province. The southern Brazilian
      provincial capital of Porto Alegre acted next, declaring itself a free city at a bazaar in September
      1884.63
    


    
      Significantly, the one major Anglo-American abolitionist technique not
      emphasized by the Brazilian movement was a nationwide petition campaign to the national legislature. Did this
      reflect the fact that the Brazilian national legislature and Brazilian civil society appeared to be moving along
      divergent trajectories during the 1880s? As de facto zones of freedom were established province by province, city
      by city, and block by block, the national legislature moved to constrict the national public sphere sharply. In
      1881 an electoral law combined a minimal property qualification with a rigorous requirement of documentary proof
      of income. The great majority of the previously eligible population was reduced to less than 2 percent of the
      adult male population of Brazil.
    


    
      The results were dramatically apparent by the mid 1880s. Reacting to the threatened disintegration of the
      slaveholders’ authority, the rural slaveholding elite gave the conservatives an overwhelming parliamentary
      victory in 1885. In the provincial legislature abolitionism was also silenced. The governments suppressed
      abolitionist election rallies. Although the vast majority of abolitionist societies still adhered to a nonviolent
      approach to slave liberation, “a new, uncompromising abolitionist strategy took hold that trespassed all
      parameters of the law.” A militant branch created an underground railroad that helped free tens of thousands of
      slaves. Fleeing slaves often boarded the Brazilian railway system itself to freedom. In collective flights whole
      plantations were simultaneously abandoned. Thus, the hemorrhage of slaves actually accelerated in the three years
      that followed the conservative electoral victory. By late 1887 the dynamics of Brazilian politics took an
      irrevocable turn. The military refused to track down runaway slaves. The hard-core coffee planters abandoned
      their last-ditch attempts to stem the accelerating erosion of their labor force. Planters decided to cut their
      losses and manumit their slaves. Newspapers began to emphasize the acceleration of planter emancipations. The
      slaveholders decided that an orderly and legislative transition of the remaining half of their slaves was
      preferable to the uncertainties of uncontrolled disintegration.64
    


    
      Outside parliament popular mobilization was no longer contestation but celebration. As the final bill of
      emancipation in the Americas proceeded through its stages during the second week of May 1888, it was paralleled
      by a series of public processions. The abolitionists saw emancipation as a direct result of their
      extra-parliamentary efforts rather than as an action mediated through the national legislature. As Celso Castilho
      concludes, popular mobilization associated with the campaign had changed the dynamics of antislavery
      politics.65
    


    
      We must be wary of reading too much into this climactic nonviolent victory over New-World slavery. The structure
      of legislative power yielded upon one issue, but remained intact. No
      American-style reconstruction alliance emerged from the Brazilian path to abolition. The triumph of the new
      Republican Party in 1889 foreclosed the possibility of further legislative involvement in assisting former
      slaves. The new government’s efforts and revenues were directed toward ensuring a fresh European labor supply for
      the plantations and for their project of whitening Brazilian. Emancipation left no legacy of a more biracial
      citizenry like the one that emerged from the generation of common struggle for independence and abolition in
      Cuba.
    


    
      Brazilian abolition did mark a major moment in the emergence of a new Western consensus linking the empire to
      antislavery. In February 1888, Pope Leo XIII issued an encyclical on Brazil’s forthcoming abolition. He referred,
      in passing, to the “new roads” and new commercial enterprises undertaken in the lands of Africa, where “apostolic
      men” could now endeavor to find out how to “best secure the safety and liberty of slaves.” The message from the
      Vatican coincided with a great shift of European imperial ambitions toward Africa. The Papal encouragement was
      followed within months by Cardinal Lavigerie’s organization of another anti–slave trade crusade in Europe. For
      the first time a mass antislavery movement was launched by, and for, Catholic Europe. Organizations were founded
      in Belgium, France, Germany, Switzerland, Spain, Portugal, Austria, Italy, and in Haiti across the
      Atlantic.66
    


    
      The outcome of Lavigerie’s campaign was the convocation of an international anti–slave trade conference at
      Brussels in 1889. Just seventy-five years after the Congress of Vienna, the governments of the new colonial
      powers entered into the scramble for Africa. These new “emperors of the world” were nation-states—Germany, Italy,
      and Belgium. They joined the older imperial powers in linking abolition to their shares of Africa. The
      signatories to the Brussels Act of 1890 included more than the imperial European powers. The United States of
      America, the Netherlands, Russia, Austria, Sweden, Denmark, Zanzibar, the Ottoman Empire, and Persia all pledged
      to prohibit the further export, import or mutilation of slaves.67
    


    
      Antislavery was clearly an afterthought to empire. The new imperialism actually combined the suppression of the
      Muslim and Sub-Saharan slave trades with fresh sanctions for European-sponsored coerced labor for two more
      generations to come. Nevertheless, at the end of the nineteenth century at least one form of human bondage seemed
      to be destined for destruction at a pace that had been unimaginable to Adam Smith little more than a century
      before. As late as the 1780s, all European rulers had scrambled for whatever share they could get of Africa’s
      enslaved captives and of America’s slave-grown commodities. For the emperors of the world a century later
      antislavery was now an opportunity and slavery an embarrassment. Because the institution was
      a shrinking exception, confined to the still-uncivilized world, it seemed destined for rapid destruction in the
      early twentieth century.
    


    
      For the signatories of the Brussels Act in 1890 it was simply unimaginable that there would soon be more slaves
      toiling in the heart of Europe itself than in all of the Americas in 1850 or that more Europeans would then be
      considered as enslavable by other Europeans than at any moment since before the beginnings of European overseas
      expansion; or that during the second third of the twentieth century, Eurasia, not Africa or America, would
      contain the world’s largest cohorts of coerced labor. If nothing else, a comparative perspective teaches us that
      success is never final.
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      I take this opportunity to express my deep appreciation to Josep Fradera, Christopher Schmidt-Nowara, Stephen
      Jacobson, and all attendees at the conference on Slavery, Empire and Abolition for providing me with the
      opportunity to participate in analyzing the process of Spanish imperial abolition in comparative perspective.
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