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      Note on Spelling, Dates, and Sources

    

    
      Spelling and punctuation in the sources have been modernized, and all abbreviations have been expanded. The dates
      are old style, though the year is taken to begin on 1 January.
    


    
      Whenever possible when citing from contemporary correspondence, I have noted the letter-writer, the recipient,
      and the date. In those cases where the writer or recipient is understood, I have not explicitly identified them.
      For example, citations from The Letters of John Chamberlain are always to letters written by John
      Chamberlain.
    


    
      In the interest of making my citations from the East India Company court books easier rather than harder to find,
      I have cited them by date instead of by page number. Even though most entries are more than one page long, the
      numbering system of the volumes is erratic, and some volumes are not numbered in entirety; the date is therefore
      a more reliable and consistent aid to finding the source than a page number.
    


    
      Lastly, unless otherwise noted, all citations from the court books are citations from meetings of the court of
      committees; I have specified when the meeting was a general court or other meeting.
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        SOMETIME IN EARLY 1617, an unidentified author at court
        compiled “an estimate showing what benefit his Majesty may make by the trade to the East Indies.” The document
        listed several suggestions for how King James might turn the East Indies trade into ready money beyond what it
        already afforded him in customs revenue. Anticipating possible concerns, the author specified that what he
        proposed would “neither touch the king’s honor, decrease his customs, nor tax the [East India] Company with any
        charge or loss worth the speaking of, nor disturb or alter the course they are now in, which are the most
        material things that may be objected.”1
      


      
        The proposals enumerated in the memo were creative and only questionably legal. After downplaying the political
        clout of East India Company members—characterized as “for the most part … rich
        gentlemen, merchants, and usurers that adventure out of the superfluity of their estate,” alongside a “few
        lords and others of the [Privy] Council” who had been granted membership primarily to make the regime more
        sympathetic to the Company—the author emphasized how dependent the entire East Indies venture was on the royal
        prerogative. He noted that the Company’s patent allowed for the monarch to revoke it with three years’ notice,
        and he suggested that the monarch ought to use the threat of dissolution to compel payments of
        loans.2 Each of the schemes
        described in the memo involved the transfer of money from Company members to the monarch. For example, one
        involved requiring investors to “lend his Majesty ten pounds gratis for three years,” for each hundred
        pounds they invested in the Company. Another stated that since the Company collected a fine before allowing someone to become a member and “adventure” their money, “there is no reason why any
        should not give willingly to his Majesty as much as to private men,” and the king should simply require
        thousand-pound investors to also pay him a hundred pounds. These demands might drive away the “obstinate and
        foolish” who would rather lose the investment opportunity than pay their sovereign the hundred pounds, but the
        author asserted that most would pay. Other proposals involved loans at 10 percent interest, with the loaned
        money to be invested in the Company. Such monies, the memo promised, were guaranteed—at least, based on past
        Company performance—to double within three years.3
      


      
        This stray document in the Jacobean state papers is strange, even a little mysterious. The corresponding volume
        of the Company’s court minutes for 1617 has not survived, so it is difficult for the historian to gauge the
        immediate circumstances that led to the document’s creation or to determine whether it led to any action, and
        if so, what. Whether Company leaders had any knowledge of the memo is similarly unknown.4
      


      
        In other ways, though, it is a very typical document, reflecting James’s well-known lack of funds and use of
        innovative financial schemes by outlining an unlikely proposal for how James might quickly and easily secure a
        huge and renewable source of funding from the East India Company. The author mentioned an immediate sum of some
        £120,000, with more within three years. He anticipated that the requisitioned money would at least double as
        long as the Company’s trade continued to be as profitable as it had been thus far, and in 1617 there was no
        reason to doubt that the phenomenal returns would continue.
      


      
        Regardless of its outcome, the memo pointed to the curious relationship between the Company and the crown.
        Note, for example, the author’s easy recourse to threats of dissolution via revocation of the patent, even as
        he noted that his suggestions should not hinder the Company’s trade. He purported to have quantitative
        knowledge of the Company’s recent profitability and demonstrated familiarity with and knowledge of the
        membership and functioning of the Company, while at the same time slighting its composition. It is not
        impossible that the author himself was part of the Company. The author saw the East Indies trade as something
        that already benefited the monarch, but that could be used to further advantage via the same tool that enabled
        the Company’s existence. The document therefore highlighted the function of the royal prerogative in the early
        history of the Company, and ultimately the thorny relationship of the Company to the state.
      


      
        What is also notable about this document is what it did not mention: empire. The author
        wrote of the East Indies trade, the monarch’s honor, and adventuring. The schemes he suggested were predicated
        on the profitability of England’s overseas ventures. Yet neither “empire” nor “imperial” as descriptors applied
        to what he sought to harness for James. Instead he spoke of “trade,” “stock,” “customs,” and “taxes.” When he
        imagined amending the Company to further benefit the state, it had to be through means that would not “disturb
        or alter the course they are now in”—in other words, that would not change its commercial character.
      


      
        At the heart of this book is the very complicated relationship between the East India Company and the state in
        early seventeenth-century England. The leaders of the Company in the early 1600s knew that the trade they
        carried out in Asia was a matter of interest and importance to the English state. One Company member and early
        economic theorist, Thomas Mun, declared that trade was “the very touchstone of a kingdom’s prosperity.”
        Another Company leader observed that the Company was “composed of the greatest part of the Privy Council, of
        the nobility, of the judges of the land, the gentry of the kingdom, and [was] furnished with an assured stock
        of sixteen hundred thousand pounds [that is, £1,600,000].”5 The Company was more than a commercial venture, these men
        contended; it was the key to England’s future, and recognized as such by the nation’s leaders.
      


      
        The confident tone of Company insiders was not mere boasting; the regime echoed their high appraisals of the
        Company’s importance. Privy Councilors characterized the Company and its trade as a “business of state,” and
        their concerns as “matter[s] of state.”6 They negotiated and interested themselves in Company affairs as a matter of course, and a
        number of them were Company members. The early Stuart regimes took a surprisingly active role in the conducting
        of England’s overseas enterprises, working closely with the merchants who directly ran the trade.
      


      
        Despite these contemporary evaluations of the worth and importance of the Company, the early history of the
        East India Company is almost a blank. It has little place in works that focus on the eighteenth- and
        nineteenth-century heyday of the Company’s power, and it barely exists in either the political history of the
        early seventeenth century or the history of seventeenth-century English overseas expansion. It is sometimes
        gestured toward but rarely studied, which is curious, as it might be expected to have a natural home in any of
        these larger fields.7 The
        relative paucity of work is especially striking given how the East India Company has long been a representative institution of British imperial activity in the popular imagination. Its
        eighteenth- and nineteenth-century iterations have become shorthand for both the successes and excesses of
        mercantilism and empire. The early history of the Company, however, remains opaque, from its activities in the
        East Indies to those in London.8
      


      
        Yet documents like the 1617 memo mentioned above should prompt historians to rethink institutions like the East
        India Company, their role in the development of the English state, and the meaning and use of overseas
        expansion. Such documents point out the importance of focusing on the Company’s actions and meanings in London,
        at the center of the political nation. Not only did bodies like the Company mediate England’s overseas
        experiences, but it was through these bodies that people understood and revealed their understanding of the
        functioning of power and the state. Using the rich archives left by the Company, A Business of State
        reveals the continuous and involved negotiations—within the Company, involving the Company, and outside of the
        Company—that characterized its daily functioning in the early seventeenth century.
      


      
        For while the Company certainly operated far from England—indeed, its raison d’être
        was to develop and run a trade in the East Indies—it was based in London and rooted in that time and place.
        A Business of State traces the extensive involvement that the state—be it king, Privy Council, or
        occasionally Parliament—had in the life and functioning of the Company, and the extensive involvement that the
        Company had in the life and functioning of the state. The wider political context of the early seventeenth
        century shaped the Company as an institution in meaningful ways. It is impossible to understand the Company
        divorced from the City and Whitehall, or from the growing print market and networks of news transmission.
        Understanding how the Company functioned in its early years therefore requires delving into its political life.
      


      
        The East India Company


        
          What made the East India Company so distinctive? Early modern Londoners were familiar with all manner of
          companies. From the livery companies that organized many professions to the corporation of London that
          governed and ran the city, companies and corporations were an ever-present part of daily life in the city.
          They organized public demonstrations and civic pageantry to show their importance and promote corporate
          identity.9 They sometimes loaned money to the crown. They chose their own leaders and governed
          themselves.10 The
          chartering of the East India Company in 1600 added one more corporate body to a city that already had its
          fair share, and indeed, many of the founders of the East India Company belonged to one or more other
          corporate institutions in London.
        


        
          Yet while the East India Company had some functional similarities to the Grocers’ Company or the Vintners’
          Company, or to Bristol or London (as incorporated towns), it also differed in key ways from those corporate
          bodies, and even from other overseas trading companies. The amount of money the Company could command, for
          example, far outstripped that of most other corporate bodies. Initially, Company members had invested in
          specific voyages, but by the 1610s the Company had instituted joint stocks, which ran over multiple years and
          funded multiple voyages. Before 1640, besides the early separate voyages, there were three joint stocks (from
          1613 to 1623, from 1617 to 1632, and from 1631 to 1642). The first joint stock had a capitalization of
          £418,691, the second £1,629,040, and the third £420,700. In comparison, the entire yearly expenditure of the
          city of Leicester in the early seventeenth century was £400–600.11 In short, the Company was capitalized on a scale with the
          government of the kingdom, rather than the government of a city.
        


        
          The constitution of the Company’s membership also set it apart from many other corporate bodies. Most of the
          Company’s initial members were London merchants, but by 1620 a significant number of courtiers, nobles, and
          gentry had sworn their oaths and invested their money. These men sought out and were sought out by the
          leaders of the Company, and they brought with them not just their money but also their diverse expertise and
          connections. The Company’s membership thus drew together merchants (a number of whom had their own personal
          or familial connections to members of the regime) as well as many courtiers and nobles. These men brought
          their influence and interests to bear on (and for) the Company.12 Ultimately, the Company’s membership spanned the social
          spectrum in a way that the members of few other corporate bodies did. The ties of membership were not the
          cause of the close relationship between Company leaders and the monarch and privy councilors, but they did
          amplify the connection between the regime and the “business of state.”
        


        
          Lastly, the particular logistical requirements of the East Indies trade made the Company distinct. The East
          Indies trade was arguably the most expensive and riskiest of the overseas trades. Few merchants had the
          individual wherewithal to fund a long-distance overseas venture, especially to the
          East Indies. Even a successful voyage might tie up an investor’s money for months or years. A voyage to
          Virginia was one of the shortest overseas ventures, but it still took approximately nine weeks out and six
          weeks back.13 From England
          to the coast of India took six months, and the voyage could be made only at certain times of the year. A
          round trip to the East Indies took at least a year and a half, but often three or four years if the ship had
          to make the rounds of the Company’s trading posts in the East Indies. Weather and wind patterns in the
          Atlantic meant that year-round voyages could take place there. However, monsoon patterns in the Indian Ocean
          meant that a ship could depart from England only in the early part of the year. Missing the spring window
          meant missing the chance of a voyage for an entire year. Additionally, many ships that were sent out never
          returned. Between 1601 and 1640, the Company sent a total of 168 ships to the East Indies. In that same
          period, only 104 ships arrived from the East Indies.14
        


        
          To manage the various risks and logistical difficulties of the East Indies trade, the Company’s operation was
          completely centralized. There was one fleet each year, and no one owned individual parts of any ship. The
          joint stock not only minimized risk and expense, but it also ensured that all ventures were joint
          ventures.15 East India
          Company investors subscribed money to a common fund that paid for the voyage, and when the ships returned
          profits were divided according to how much each person had subscribed. Company members profited or lost
          together. Not all overseas trading companies pooled money in this way or sent out shared ventures. The Levant
          Company did not, for example. Instead, merchants had to be members of the Levant Company to take part in the
          trade, but they sent out their own ships.16
        


        
          The centralized structure of the East India Company meant that its elected leaders—the governor, deputy
          governor, treasurer, and twenty-four committees—had executive power over the East Indies trade and had the
          significant resources of the Company at their disposal.17 They had more power over the running of the East Indies trade
          than their counterparts in the Levant Company did over that trade, and certainly more than the more numerous
          members of the Company’s generality who elected them and invested money but had little say over the operation
          of the trade. East India Company leaders met frequently, and because so much of their planning was detailed
          and long-term—securing victuals for months-long voyages, employing people they would
          not be able to easily oversee or recall, and negotiating with members of the regime for specific privileges
          or policies—the records they kept of their meetings were especially detailed. The richness of the Company’s
          archives lay bare the inner workings of the Company as the records of no other early modern institution
          do.18
        


        
          These distinctive features of the Company made for an active and vibrant political life within the
          institution. The concerns and debates that shaped the Company were the same ones that played out in the early
          Stuart polity. The mixed membership of the Company, the organization of the trade into a joint stock, the
          sums of money at stake, even the disparate frequency of Company meetings (meetings of the full Company took
          place only several times a year, compared to the sometimes daily meetings of the elected leaders)—these
          features made meetings of the Company fertile grounds for debates and disagreements, often about proper
          governance of the Company and the trade. How authority did and should function, how representative government
          worked, how disputes should be managed, and when Company matters should be made public were some of the
          questions that members took up in the Company’s early years.19 The contested working out of these questions reveals how
          deeply invested Company members were in them and how much they saw as being at stake. The working out also
          reveals how often internal Company matters became the sites of external comment and involvement, sometimes by
          the regime and sometimes by the public.
        

      

      
        The Company and the State


        
          The political life of the Company encompassed not only actions and debates within the institution, but also
          involved the wider place of the East India Company in the early Stuart polity. Far from being simply a
          mercantile endeavor, members of the East India Company saw themselves, and were seen, as powerful state
          actors.20 Company leaders
          understood themselves as actively pursuing state ends—the language of the “state” appears throughout Company
          archives, testifying to that perception—even as they learned to maneuver around the demands of England’s
          European conflicts and alliances to secure what they saw as the requirements of England’s presence in the
          East Indies.
        


        
          What was the “state” that showed up so frequently in Company records? In recent years, historians have
          shifted their focus from state building to state formation. This shift reflects a change in emphasis from the
          purposeful actions and initiatives of individuals to the institutional changes that
          drew people in and tied them to the state. Part of that shift has been a reevaluation of the role and meaning
          of the state: indeed, one historian has argued that we should not be discussing the growth of the state at
          all, but rather speaking of forms of state power active in the period.21 Michael Braddick and Steve Hindle, in their respective works
          on state formation in the early modern period, have examined the range of local office holding and political
          participation that connected people across England to a developing conception of the centralized state, and
          who, through that same office holding and political participation, drew the “state” into the arenas of their
          daily lives.22 Office,
          Braddick argued, was what gave “form and purpose to the state” as individuals acted in its name.23 Similarly, Mark Goldie has argued
          for the existence of an “unacknowledged republic,” citing the numbers of people who held office of some
          type—mainly at the parish or county level.24 As local government expanded and tackled a wider variety of social issues, it brought the
          state with it. These local officeholders employed the language of the state to legitimize their actions, and
          in so doing, they increased the ability of the state to legitimize those activities. The state was
          effectively “a network of offices exercising political power.” That network of officeholders was at the
          forefront of the development of the “state” as an abstract conception that was not quite the
          regime.25 Certainly by the
          late sixteenth century, this type of usage of the term “state,” as concerning the interests of the realm that
          superseded the desires of a particular monarch, was readily understood. The “state” was what maintained the
          commonwealth, both an instrument of power and a claim to authority.26 This was the “state” of the East India Company: an amorphous,
          malleable entity, often but not entirely coterminous with the regime, that one could draw on to challenge or
          resist the regime—which, effectively, it helped create.
        


        
          The East India Company and the men who made it up were not far from the centers of power: they were in
          London, and in almost daily contact with the lords of the Privy Council and other courtiers. Many of them
          were important and wealthy men. Yet Company leaders were distant (or have seemed to be) from the centers of
          power in other ways. For one thing, though wealthy and important, many of them were wealthy and important
          merchants, and historians have rarely focused on men like them.27 For another, despite the belief of revisionist and
          postrevisionist historians that most politics took place outside of Parliament, most scholarly work has
          centered on that institution, to the detriment of institutions like the Company and
          the opportunities their study offers.28 Company leaders were agents of the state, both self-consciously and conceptually. They
          drew legitimacy from their claimed role as state agents, and used “the state” and its needs and interests as
          justification and defense for their actions.
        


        
          As this book will show, what it meant to be a commercial body pursuing state interests was complex. The East
          India Company in the early seventeenth century demonstrates the interplay of public and private initiative in
          commercial bodies in the early modern period. This blending of public and private initiative highlights a
          wider conundrum about state formation: matters of state were often implemented, by necessity, via programs or
          schemes that united the public and the private.29 The mingling of the public and private, and the difficulty of disentangling the
          two, was the “problem” of the state in this period, as one historian has put it.30 The state delegated authority to private groups
          or individuals who carried out its aims, often in return for some sort of privilege or recompense.31
        


        
          The Company’s own identity as a public or private institution was ambiguous, and questions about private
          interest and public benefit were raised explicitly in debates within and about the Company. Depending on the
          lens through which one viewed it, the Company could be seen as an institution made up of private merchants
          and investors whose primary aim was profit and who ran the trade at the expense of the commonwealth, or as an
          institution that managed to harness private aims to secure public benefits—in this case, revenue for the king
          and cheaper commodities for the commonwealth.32 One Company formulation posited that an overseas trade could be run “either by
          private adventurers or some public companies,” thus making a direct claim that companies had a public
          character and distinguishing between what the East India Company did and what other individuals might
          do.33 In a variety of
          contexts and for various audiences, Company men found themselves defending actions that their critics
          suggested benefited only themselves at the expense of the full Company or the commonwealth. The leaders of
          the Company, whose personal fortunes often benefited most and who had such extensive control over Company
          resources, received the most sustained criticism for allegedly pursuing their private interest.
        


        
          The Company’s balance between being a public and a private institution was on display in other ways, too. The
          Company was a subject of interest to many people outside the body, and their interest and the ways they
          talked about the Company testified both to its place on the national stage and to the
          ways it resisted easy categorization. Newsletters reported Company news alongside the latest news and rumors
          from the court and London, carrying it far afield to Cambridge, Amsterdam, and Venice; and to clergymen,
          ambassadors, and foreign officials. The writers did not just report the news but commented on it, sometimes
          asserting a stake in the Company even when they were not members. Writing from London, John Chamberlain wrote
          of “our East Indian ships” and “our merchants,” and the Cambridge scholar Joseph Mead similarly wrote of
          “our” ships. The news was not always favorable, and writers could be quite critical of the Company. When Sir
          Thomas Smith’s tenure as governor of the Company finally ended in 1621, for example, Chamberlain noted that
          he was “at last removed from his warm seat.”34 Venetian ambassadors in London and The Hague regularly reported East Indies
          matters, and they were especially aware of the way East Indies affairs shaped national politics. These
          writers were active consumers of Company news and invested in the Company’s situation, which they saw as
          relevant beyond the Company itself. Some of the information they exchanged was highly speculative. They noted
          less concrete information, for example, like popular opinion of Company affairs and actions the regime might
          or might not take on the Company’s behalf, as well as the outcome of elections and the return of ships. In
          sum, their attention to the activities of the Company demonstrated that Company affairs were never solely
          Company affairs, whether they involved the corporation’s internal political life or its interactions with the
          state. The Company existed at the intersection of private and public.
        


        
          The concepts of public and private were both implicitly and explicitly complicated within the Company’s
          political discourse. The words “public,” “private,” “publicly,” and “privately” made frequent appearances in
          the court minutes, but the minutes did not always use these terms consistently. There was no simple
          distinction between “public” and “private”; instead, each term could function as a positive or negative
          quality depending on the context.35 Hence public benefit and public utility were good, but public knowledge could be bad,
          while private information was good, but private interest was bad. Thus, while Company leaders often employed
          terms that implied a clear distinction and antonymic relationship, they did so with terms whose definitions
          were unfixed and whose connotative values were entirely case-dependent.
        


        
          Several contemporary governance models explained, or at least used, paradoxical meanings of “public” and
          “private.” The view that private actions could benefit the public, for example,
          undergirded contemporary models of the royal prerogative, where the use of the monarch’s will secured the
          good of the commonwealth. In other words, there was a recognizable example for how a private will could
          guarantee the public benefit. It was through the delegation of the power of the prerogative that private
          interests—the pursuit of private profit—were recruited to the business of government and claimed to be part
          of the pursuit of the public good. Yet the monarch’s use of prerogative power—the granting of letters patent
          and the creation of monopolies, for example—was also sometimes subject to criticism as an abuse of power or
          for not properly balancing private benefit and public utility.36
        


        
          Significantly, it was not the legislative king-in-parliament, but the executive king-in-council that was at
          the center of the Company’s conception of the state. The particular reason for the close relationship between
          the king and Privy Council on one hand and the Company on the other hand was twofold: first, most of the
          trading companies existed because of letters patent from the king, whose authority granted and enforced their
          privileges; and second, the conduct of foreign relations definitively was under the purview of the royal
          prerogative. Since trading companies engaged in a number of state functions abroad, which involved them in
          diplomacy and martial activities, they necessarily worked in close contact with the king and Privy Council.
          The East India Company, therefore, was a body for which the state often meant the monarch, Privy Council, and
          prerogative. Parliament was a more distant, though not unthreatening, concern.37
        


        
          The example of the East India Company underscores the fact that the early Stuart state was found in places
          unexpected by historians, though contemporaries had fewer difficulties with the complicated places where
          power resided and ways it functioned. The Company’s story reveals to us how the realm was governed in
          practice, and the ways that a corporate body in London could be a key part of the early Stuart state—because
          the state was merchants meeting with privy councilors and negotiating policy. It was being the object
          of public scrutiny and comment, and reflecting on self-government. It was both more mundane and more
          remarkable than historians have realized.
        

      

      
        The Company, Commerce, and Empire


        
          Seeing the East India Company as an institution deeply embedded in the politics and political culture of the
          early seventeenth century has consequences for how we understand the meaning and
          place of English overseas ventures and empire. It complicates the narrative of the origins of imperialism in
          the seventeenth century. What the example of the Company highlights is how the categories we use to
          understand empire and expansion obscure the extent to which the experience of empire and expansion in the
          early modern period existed between those categories. For example, “empire” has emerged as the defining
          political, intellectual, and even legal category of English expansion. Both David Armitage and Anthony Pagden
          have examined the ideologies of empire, particularly based on the classical concepts of imperium
          (absolute sovereignty) and dominium (the right to possess territory) and their widespread application
          to the New World in the early modern period. Ken MacMillan has built on these ideas, arguing that the early
          Stuart state consistently and coherently constructed its overseas ventures in the Atlantic world as imperial
          in nature.38 These
          authors, among others, have deepened our understanding of the genealogy of the constructions of imperial land
          control and their use in the early modern period, and even of the blurring of legal and geographical
          boundaries between imperial powers, almost exclusively in the Americas.39 If we take the presence of land claims by the state as
          the basis for empire, then the origins of the English empire lie firmly in Ireland and the Atlantic
          world—that is, the places where the English claimed land. The non-Western overseas commercial ventures in
          this case were something else, categorically different from early experiments with empire.
        


        
          There are two problems with leaving the origins of empire as a story of growing territorial sovereignty. The
          first is that the categories of commercial venture and imperial venture were not nearly so clear-cut in
          practice.40 The commercial
          aims of the East India Company sat alongside the territorial aims of other bodies in the minds of the early
          modern English, and the separation between the two was often negligible or nonexistent. The same merchants
          who advocated imperial ambition and permanent settlement in one hemisphere spoke equally persuasively of
          commercial ties and treaties in the other. Alison Games has demonstrated the way that the personnel involved
          in expansion—the men who served in a variety of overseas settings and became the de facto agents of English
          empire—moved easily between trading companies and colonies. She highlights how they themselves did not
          recognize the Atlantic world boundaries that have often shaped historians’ investigations.41 Empire and commercial expansion
          existed alongside each other, overlapped, and fed on each other.
        


        
          The second is that there were other ways to exert power than through land claims. The
          East India Company almost never deployed the language of “empire” (specifically, claims of imperium
          and dominium) in the early seventeenth century, but it used the language of the “state” almost
          constantly. The “business of state” represented the intermingling of Company and state objectives. Company
          members assumed that the state would play an active role in promoting economic endeavors. Debates in the
          Privy Council and the Company, in person and in print, were early examples of political economy, and the
          growth of early modern state power was inseparable from the successes of overseas commercial
          ventures.42 The origins of
          empire has roots in this story, too.
        


        
          A merchant-led company acting abroad with powers delegated to it by the state and with the active
          participation of members of the regime in their official capacity was a manifestation of English power
          abroad, regardless of whether the company controlled land overseas. The Company’s activities in the East
          Indies, after all, were the first sustained contact between the English state and the non-Western
          world.43 If the Company’s
          actions were not “imperial” as traditionally understood, they were not far from it. Indeed, in the 1630s, the
          monarch explored schemes to convert the commercial venture into an explicitly imperial one involving
          territorial acquisition. Although this proved unsuccessful, it highlighted how a body like the East India
          Company might move between the categories of commercial and imperial.44 Additionally, as Philip Stern has shown, “empire” was not
          exactly out of the question for a trading company, even without crown influence. His work on the late
          seventeenth-century East India Company is further testament to how tenuous the distinction between
          “commercial ventures” and “empire” was. The Company-state, in his formulation, was a sovereign body in the
          late 1600s—it was effectively an imperial power, exercising sovereignty over the territories and peoples it
          controlled in the East Indies.45 The variety and types of English actions abroad, in other words, defy simple
          categorization.
        


        
          Cases like the East India Company, therefore, prompt a deeper understanding of English activities abroad in
          the early modern period, and of the relationship between the Stuart state and overseas activities—some of
          which focused on settlement and conquest, and some of which did not. In the early seventeenth century, the
          Company was a determinedly nonimperial international actor, yet one that grappled on a daily basis with the
          question of what role the state could and should play in its overseas activities. The example of the East
          India Company reveals how Company and crown struggled with conceptual questions of the relationship between
          the state, empire, and overseas activities in the early seventeenth century and underscores the connection
          between overseas activities and state formation.
        

      
    


    
      
         
      


      
        



      


    





Part One


        GOVERNING THE COMPANY

      

      
        This part of the book investigates the internal life of the East India Company by examining topics that reveal
        the institution’s political culture. Ranging from issues that took place wholly within the Company to ones that
        involved people unconnected to the body, the Company’s political life involved not only its full membership but
        also the regime and members of the public.
      


      
        Every opportunity, complication, and power in the East India Company’s experience had roots in the Company’s
        patent. Both the Company’s internal government and its place in the wider Stuart state drew upon and tested the
        powers and privileges granted in the Company’s patent. Chapter 1
        explores the Company’s patent, the privileges conferred in it, and the negotiations involved in securing that
        patent.
      


      
        The Company’s patent granted the right of self-government but gave limited direction for how it should work.
        Chapter 2 examines how the elected leaders of the Company
        constituted and exercised their authority over the Company’s general membership. Establishing and maintaining
        authority required constant effort, and members excluded from leadership positions sometimes resented that
        authority. Chapter 3 traces how the membership of the Company
        changed during the early seventeenth century, as Company leaders sought to recruit influential figures as
        members. The result was that the Company’s membership came to overlap extensively with those of the royal court
        and other prominent state institutions. Courtiers and aristocrats brought special skills and connections to the
        Company, and Company leaders purposefully cultivated these men for membership.
      


      
        Chapters 4 and 5 look at
        the form and meaning of challenges to the Company’s leadership and style of government. Company members debated
        at length their own government as a representative body, and how power should be organized within it. Chapter 4 follows the types of opposition by members to the elected leaders
        of the Company, focusing on election-day disputes and proposals for procedural changes. Some Company leaders
        traced opposition in the Company, which they often labeled faction, to the increased presence of courtiers and
        gentlemen in the membership and the outsize demands they made, though the challengers frequently cited the lack
        of transparency and infrequent turnover of leadership as the cause of their concerns. Chapter 5 investigates the debates about the Company and its government that took place in
        print. The Company became the target of public suspicion as printed pamphlets appeared that alleged the Company
        had mismanaged the trade and harmed the commonwealth. Critics charged that the East Indies trade benefited the
        private interests of Company members rather than serving the public good. To defend against these accusations,
        Company writers reconceptualized private interest, developing new arguments about how the pursuit of private
        interest actually served the commonwealth. Answering the external critics led Company leaders to grapple with
        questions of public appeal and to begin experimenting with new tools as they entered the public arena to defend
        themselves and their trade.
      


      
        This part of the book shows how central these questions of power and authority were to the East India Company,
        and how the Company became the site of contests about the proper use of power not only within the corporation
        but also in the wider commonwealth. These chapters demonstrate how the business of state prompted debate and
        new answers to questions about the nature and purpose of self-government, private interest and public benefit,
        and the aim of overseas ventures.
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        The Patent and the Formation of the
        Company
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        IN THE EARLY seventeenth century, trading with the East
        Indies was a significant challenge—and not solely because of distance. That a body such as the East India
        Company should exist and develop a trade such as the East India trade, in a place such as the East Indies, was
        the fruit of concerted work by a varied group of people. The prospective adventurers had to answer a number of
        possible objections to show that the trade was viable, would not infringe on Spanish or Portuguese claims in
        the East Indies, and would provide a real benefit to the commonwealth—all with the object of securing a letter
        patent from Elizabeth I for the trade. Only through a letter patent could a group of merchants be transformed
        into an incorporated body with powerful privileges. The trade they sought to develop would have enforceable
        legal protections, and they would have authority to govern themselves in both London and the East Indies.
      


      
        Without a patent, merchants could still have organized a trade, but they would have had no guarantees or
        special legal powers. They could still have banded together to send a ship, but they would have had no way of
        preventing anyone else from also sending ships. Competition might mean infighting, which would have prevented a
        strong English presence in the East Indies. The death or disinterest of a particular merchant active in the
        trade might mean the end of the trade altogether. They would have no authority to govern themselves or,
        arguably, even to assemble. At the other extreme and most important, without the imprimatur of the state, a
        group of merchants in the East Indies might be at the mercy of the power of rival European powers in the East
        Indies, unable to rely on official support for their venture.
      


      
        An early modern patent, therefore, was a powerful thing. It was powerful symbolically and politically. A patent
        represented the moment when the private interest of individuals and the interest of the commonwealth were bound
        together. It signified how the monarch, through an act of the royal prerogative, could harness the endeavors of
        a group of individuals for the benefit for the whole nation. It transformed what could be a problem—the
        exercise of self-interest—into a method of growing the power and reach of the state. In the case of the East
        India Company, the patent gave a group of merchants the means of developing a new trade through the delegation
        of powers and privileges that they saw as necessary for that trade to succeed.
      


      
        Yet a patent represented not only the moment of creation, but also the ongoing relationship between the parties
        named in it. The connection between the monarch and the individuals named in the patent did not end with the
        granting of powers. As with any relationship, the meaning of the patent changed over time—both in formal terms,
        as new powers or privileges were delegated, and in informal terms, with changes in the named parties’
        interpretation of the powers and privileges granted. For the East India Company, that meant that the patent was
        and continued to be a guide for both the regime and Company members for how the Company should function within
        the state, even as the grantor and grantee of a patent could and often did have very different understandings
        of what the patent promised.
      


      
        The early years of the Company’s existence (and the years before its existence) witnessed frequent and
        sometimes tense negotiations between crown and Company (or its future members) over the meaning of the patent
        and the privileges it granted. The patent was the cornerstone of the Company’s relationship with the crown. How
        faithfully the monarch respected the patent provided a gauge of the state of the relationship between the
        Company and crown. Without the patent (or charter, as it was sometimes called), the East India Company would
        not exist, and Company leaders generally sought to protect and enlarge its existing privileges. Meanwhile the
        crown sought to compel Company leaders to use those privileges granted by the monarch in ways that were most
        useful or convenient to the regime. Despite the appearance of permanence and transparent meaning that a written
        patent gave, the patent and exactly what its grant encompassed were always fluid, with different parties’
        understandings shaped by changing circumstances.
      


      
        Patents and Trading Companies


        
          When the East India Company was founded in 1600, as an incorporated company engaging in a long-distance
          trade, it was an institution at the cutting edge of both the English state and private enterprise. The world
          of English trade in the early seventeenth century was much more regional than global. In 1600, England’s
          biggest export crop was wool, which was exported primarily to the Low Countries. That commodity accounted for
          the vast majority of English trade and had been traded since at least the fourteenth century.1 However, English overseas horizons were
          expanding. Since the mid-1500s, English merchants had engaged in trades in the Baltic and to Muscovy. Since
          1581, England had had a formal trade in the Mediterranean, through the Turkey or Levant Company. By 1600,
          there had been a few unsustained ventures to North America, and the Virginia Company was founded a few years
          later, in 1606. Other companies, such as the Somers Island Company and the Royal Africa Company (founded in
          1615 and 1618, respectively), were formed in the following years. In addition to these formal trades—meaning
          organized trades run by merchants—English privateers operated in the Atlantic and Indian Oceans and the
          Mediterranean Sea. The East India Company was part of this flowering of English overseas endeavors and was
          responsible for English activities east of the Cape of Good Hope.
        


        
          The legal mechanism that undergirded English overseas expansion—that helped make the risks and expense
          bearable—was the letter patent. Increasingly in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, groups of investors,
          often merchants, turned to patents to establish new overseas trades. Crown-chartered trading companies were a
          relatively new feature of the economic landscape, compared to the much older trading guilds of the Merchant
          Adventurers (founded in 1407) and the Merchant Staplers (founded sometime in the fourteenth century), which
          together ran much of England’s cloth trade. In comparison, the first joint-stock trading company, the Russia
          or Muscovy Company, was created by letter patent in 1555. The overseas trading companies of the late
          sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries were almost all constituted by letters patent.2
        


        
          Prospective adventurers were open about the value and use of a letter patent and the privileges it conferred.
          A proposal for a trade to “lands beyond the equinoctial” presented to Lord Burghley in 1573 directly
          requested a letter patent. It asked that the queen give a patent “to the authors and fellowship of this
          voyage in nature of a corporation.” The patent should “add such franchise and privilege as in this case is
          requisite.” The proposal explicitly noted the need for the patent to grant the company the ability to form a
          government for itself: “to stablish some form of governance and authority in some persons of the company of
          this adventure, so as by some regiment obedience, quiet unity, and order may be preserved.”3 A separate proposal in 1580 for a company
          (also to trade “beyond the equinoctial line”) directly asked Elizabeth to “grant like privileges as have been
          granted by her and her progenitors unto her subjects trading into the dominions of the emperor of
          Russia.”4 Neither of these patents
          was granted, but they testify to the perceived value of a patent and what prospective adventurers wanted from
          one.
        


        
          The letters patent that groups of adventurers sought and were granted shared several key features: they
          granted exclusive rights to something (an activity, a trade, or presence in a particular geographic area);
          they incorporated the prospective adventurers; and they granted that incorporated body the right of
          self-government.5 The specifics of
          each of those grants could vary considerably, but the essence of the grants was the same. There were other
          types of early modern letters patent, granting other types of powers and privileges. Patents could grant land
          and powers related to land, office, and commissions and had a variety of other functions. They could even
          grant the power to claim and possess new lands, as did the patents given to individuals (and companies) in
          the Americas.6 However, the
          letters patent that created trading companies formed an unofficial subset, defined by their shared and
          distinctive powers that granted exclusivity, incorporation, and self-government.
        


        
          The grant of exclusivity made patents essentially grants of monopoly. The scope of the exclusivity thus
          granted could range from the importation or manufacture of a specific commodity (like soap, playing cards, or
          particular types of woven goods) to the development and conduct of a trade to a particular place. The
          exclusivity ceded to the trading companies usually reflected geographical locations. This could mean a
          specific place, like Spain, or more general regions, like Muscovy, the Eastlands, the Levant, and the East
          Indies. Sometimes the grant of a particular place effectively meant a grant of exclusive access to particular
          commodities. The Levant Company brought in the nation’s supply of currants, for example, just as the East
          India Company was the source of indigo.7 The fundamental characteristic of the patent was that it gave the sole right to something,
          though that “something” varied considerably.
        


        
          The grants of incorporation and self-government were no more standard in their meaning than the exclusivity
          grant. What exactly incorporation meant was not always clear. Though corporate institutions had existed for
          centuries, the idea that merchant trading bodies should be incorporated was not standard before Elizabeth’s
          reign. Grants of privileges to the Merchant Adventurers residing in Calais in 1505 by Henry VII and to the
          merchants trading to Andalusia in 1530 by Henry VIII did not explicitly grant incorporation, though they
          granted the right of self-government.8 The Muscovy Company was directly incorporated in its letter patent in 1555, however, and
          subsequent patents for other companies generally followed suit. The 1606 patent for the Virginia Company did
          not explicitly mention incorporation, but that omission was remedied in the 1609 patent. By the late
          sixteenth century, groups of adventurers regularly sought and were granted incorporation.
        


        
          Yet the legal rights and privileges associated with incorporation were very much in flux. Where the meaning
          of incorporation was mentioned or alluded to in patents, it generally referred to the legal perpetuity of the
          body and its ability to buy land, resort to law, and conduct other business as a unit.9 However, the first book on corporate law,
          for example, was not published until 1659, and Sir Edward Coke’s famous assertion that corporations had no
          souls, could own land, and had rights that extended beyond the lifetime of their founders was given as a
          commentary on a case that took place in 1612 (the Case of Sutton’s Hospital). In sum, the legal certainties
          that the patents suggested were not actually certainties. Thus, though corporate bodies were common, and the
          corporate structure something adventurers desired, the rights attendant on them were not standard.10 Indeed, a number of companies—not solely
          the East India Company—struggled to demarcate the powers that incorporation granted them in the early
          seventeenth century.
        


        
          The mechanisms for self-government laid out in letters patent varied significantly from body to body. The
          crucial shared feature was that a body’s leadership was elected and supposed to be either changed or
          reelected at regular intervals. In other ways, the form and function of one corporation’s leadership could
          differ dramatically from another’s. The 1555 Muscovy Company patent set up an initial governor for life
          (Sebastian Cabot), who would be succeeded at his death by a governor elected yearly. The company’s governor
          was aided by a slate of other elected officials: four consuls and twenty-four assistants. In contrast, the
          1600 Levant Company patent set up an elected governor with twelve assistants, and the 1610 patent of the
          Newfoundland Company had an elected council of twelve members plus an elected treasurer.11 The 1606 patent for the Virginia Company
          specified an elected treasurer and a council of thirteen, while the 1609 patent named a council of some fifty
          people, to be changed and replaced as necessary.12 Other companies had other structures.
        


        
          If letters patent rarely explained why incorporation was granted, they did often note the reason for
          self-government. The 1573 proposal for a corporation mentioned above summed things up nicely: the point of
          government was so that “obedience, quiet unity, and order may be preserved.”13 The 1609 Virginia patent noted that the “provident and
          good direction of the whole enterprise” required a “careful and understanding council.”14 The Muscovy Company patent explained that
          the governing body had the authority “to rule and govern all and singular [sic] the merchants of the
          said fellowship and communality, and to execute and do full and speedy justice to them, and every of them, in
          all their causes, differences, variances, controversies, quarrels, and complaints.”15 Government within the trading companies,
          in other words, should essentially do what government of the commonwealth did: preserve order and enable
          prosperity.
        


        
          Thus, the corporations and patents that enabled the expansion of English overseas activities were both
          homogenous and heterogenous. They shared essential aims and powers but differed in the particulars of how
          those aims and powers were expressed. There was one other characteristic that united the group, however, and
          with far less variation from patent to patent: the exercise of royal prerogative power that created them.
        

      


      
        Patents and the Prerogative


        
          It was no coincidence that trading companies relying on patents multiplied in the late sixteenth and early
          seventeenth centuries and not earlier. The use of patents as a mode of economic licensing and delegation of
          power by the state to spur economic growth was a sixteenth-century development. The first patents of
          invention—patents granting exclusive privileges in return for introducing a new commodity or trade into the
          commonwealth—were granted in the mid-sixteenth century. The Muscovy Company’s patent was given in 1555, and
          the first patents for new processes (for making white soap and saltpeter) were granted in 1561.16 By the end of Elizabeth’s reign, dozens
          of patents of monopoly existed, including twenty-three issued in 1601 alone—which made this use of
          prerogative powers both novel and increasingly common.17 The licensing of monopolies and granting of patents that arose in and characterized
          the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries were part of an overarching state policy to extend the
          crown’s influence in economic development. Monopolies in the early modern period, as one historian has put
          it, were “emblem[s] of the state,” in that they created new enterprises that could not have existed without
          them. In the process, they created state clients of the monopoly holders—they drew people into a version of
          the state that was predicated on the exercise of royal power and the prerogative.18
        


        
          Such was the tie between prerogative and patent that the monarch could (and did) easily interpret criticism
          of monopolies, which commonly identified them as a negative outcome of licenses and patents, as an attack on
          the prerogative. At the close of the 1597 parliament, for example, after listening to considerable criticism
          of monopolies, Elizabeth I commented that she hoped members of Parliament would temper their anger at
          monopolies and “not take away her prerogative … but that they will rather leave
          that to her disposition.”19
          Francis Bacon, defending the monarch’s power to grant patents, argued in 1601 that it was encompassed in the
          “enlarging and restraining liberty of her prerogative.”20 When Parliament took up the case of monopolies again in 1624 (ultimately passing
          the Statute of Monopolies, which repealed earlier monopolies and limited future ones to patents of
          invention), James I reiterated that patents were not a matter for Parliament’s consideration, stating
          explicitly that “patents are not to be judged unlawful by you.”21 The Statute of Monopolies was not the first time that
          James and Parliaments had wrangled over either the issue of monopolies or the limits of the prerogative,
          which had arisen in several sessions of his first Parliament (which sat from 1604 to 1610) and were major
          concerns in the 1621 parliament.22
        


        
          Even some of the harshest critics of monopolies, however, acknowledged that the monarch’s exclusive grants
          were sometimes appropriate. The reports on the Case of Monopolies (Darcy v. Allen), a common law case
          decided in 1603 in which the court had found most restrictions on trade by the monarch to be unlawful, made
          one exception. “Where any man by his own charge and industry,” jurist William Noy’s commentary on the case
          explained, “or by his own wit or invention doth bring any new trade into the realm or any engine tending to
          the furtherance of a trade that never was used before; and that for the good of the realm; that in such cases
          the king may grant to him a monopoly-patent for some reasonable time.”23 The justification for the imposed limitation was that new
          trades benefited the commonwealth more than the temporary restriction of the trades harmed it. Noy’s
          reference to the furtherance of trade was a recognition of the special needs of the development of a new
          trade and the role of the monarch in granting restrictions to promote economic endeavors.
        


        
          The letters patent that the East India Company received made the relationship between royal prerogative power
          and patents explicitly clear. The 1600 patent, for example, specified that it was “granted by her Majesty,”
          and that its power extended to all people “within this our realm of England as elsewhere under our obedience
          and jurisdiction.” The patent’s wording continually referred to the specific and personal power of the
          monarch who had created it, repeating the formulation of the monarch’s “special grace, certain knowledge and
          mere motion” that instituted each provision of the patent. Repetitions of the phrases “we will, ordain and
          grant,” “we will and grant” and “our will and pleasure is” appeared throughout the 1600 patent, and all of
          these formulations directly referred to the role of the prerogative power (“we will” as an active verb) in
          constituting the Company’s privileges. The patent that James granted the East India Company in 1609 used the
          same phrases, as did the patent that Charles I gave to the rival Courten Association in 1637.24 These patents were essentially speech
          acts, granting the powers they described to the bodies they created through their utterance and recording.
          They were actions of the royal will that brought companies into being, and these formulations made the link
          between the companies and the monarch via the patent and prerogative power readily evident to contemporaries.
        


        
          Prerogative power was the constitutive power underlying all letters patent. Though not all patents used the
          exact same formulation—the 1606 patent of the Virginia Company, for example, did not use the “special grace
          and mere motion” formulation, instead employing the terms “grant and agree,” “grant and give,” and “our will
          and pleasure” to refer to the actions of the monarch—all referred to the prerogative power of the monarch and
          the act of will that created the body described in the patent.25 Indeed, most used the same formula of “special grace,
          certain knowledge and mere motion,” in addition to the commands “will” and “grant.”26 The 1555 Muscovy Company patent referred
          to the “especial grace, certain knowledge and mere motion” of the monarch and directly spoke of the
          prerogative.27 The 1568 patent
          for the Mines Royal Company used this language, as did the 1600 patent given to the Levant Company, the 1612
          patent for the Newfoundland Company, and many others.28
        


        
          Thus, the foundation of trading companies by letters patent could not be separated from the power of the
          state and the exercise of the royal prerogative. From the legal formulas used in patents to the critiques of
          the granting of patents, patents were tied to the prerogative.
        

      


      
        The Formation of the East India Company


        
          Elizabeth I was the first monarch to authorize and then deal with a formal and official East Indies trade in
          the form of the East India Company. The few English ventures to the East Indies over the last decades of the
          sixteenth century had enjoyed only limited success and pointed to the need for a unified and organized trade
          to reap maximum benefits. For example, John Newbery and Ralph Fitch had arrived in India in 1583 to explore
          the possibilities of a sea trade to the East. They represented two well-known and wealthy London merchants
          already active in the Levant trade but had almost no official support from the regime.29 Voyages by James Lancaster and Benjamin
          Wood in 1591 and 1596, respectively, demonstrated to English merchants the physical dangers and financial
          risk involved in the East Indies trade. Both commanders lost multiple ships and many men in the course of
          their ventures, though they brought back tantalizing tales of Eastern riches.
        


        
          Making the poor outcomes of these English voyages even worse was the fact that Dutch merchants were faring
          better: in 1599, a Dutch fleet returned richly laden from the East Indies, demonstrating both the feasibility
          of the trip and the possible profits to these other newcomers to the trade. The Dutch success also showed
          that rivals were already profiting, and English merchants could not wait if they wanted part of the trade.
          Developing a sea trade while lowering the financial risk led interested English merchants to band together
          and approach the monarch and Privy Council for a patent to form a company, as the Indies were “so far remote
          from hence [that they] cannot be traded but in a joint and united stock.”30
        


        
          Few documents about the English East Indies trade survive from before the official formation of the East
          India Company, though those that do testify to the negotiation between merchants and regime and the balancing
          of different interests in the process. By late September 1599, at least 140 people were ready to join
          together as adventurers for an East Indies voyage. They met formally, electing a government and keeping a
          record of the meeting. They seem to have already had some promise of royal support at that point.31 However, they did not have a formal grant
          of privilege or incorporation, and they still needed to secure one. The merchants agreed to send a petition
          to Elizabeth and the Privy Council providing reasons—which emphasized competition and the national
          interest—for the East Indies trade. This type of petition had become part of the normal process of securing a
          patent.32 The London merchants
          were “induced by the success of the voyage performed by the Dutch nation” and “were stirred up with no less
          affection to advance the trade of their native country than the Dutch merchants were to benefit their
          commonwealth.”33 In light of
          these goals, they asked for incorporation and other privileges. The preliminary response was positive and
          confirmed the promise they had already received: the Privy Council agreed to support the merchants in their
          request.34
        


        
          For Elizabeth, the East Indies trade was good in that it would enrich the nation and emulate (and challenge)
          the Dutch. However, it was not so valuable that it was worth championing at the expense of a possible peace
          treaty with Spain. In other words, she and the Privy Council weighed the benefits of this extra-European
          trade against the possible consequences for England’s more immediate international concerns. Only a few weeks
          after the Privy Council gave the merchants its approval, it changed its mind. A peace treaty with Spain would
          do more good for the English commonwealth than the East Indies trade, no matter how profitable. The merchants
          attending the Council meeting reported that the Council members thought it “more beneficial for the general
          state of merchandise to entertain a peace than that the same should be hindered by the standing with the
          Spanish commissioners for the maintaining of this trade to forgo the opportunity of the concluding of the
          peace.” Afraid that they might commit money and time to a voyage that would not take place, the merchants
          decided to table the prospect of an East Indies voyage.35
        


        
          The merchants did not meet officially for over a year, but they did not abandon the idea of the East Indies
          trade and continued to cultivate the Privy Council. They recruited Richard Hakluyt to prepare a memo
          defending their entry into the East Indies, and in early 1600, approximately when the proposed voyage would
          have departed, they presented to the queen and Privy Council a list of reasons why the English might trade in
          those regions that were not subject to Spain or Portugal. The list included the sources consulted to learn
          about the East Indies, including Portuguese, Spanish, and Dutch authors and Englishmen “yet living” who had
          been to the East Indies.36 It
          established the merchants as authorities well able to launch the trade, and it laid the conceptual foundation
          for refusing to allow Spain and Portugal to restrict English access to the region.
        


        
          The hopeful adventurers tried to address the concerns of the regime about antagonizing Spain or Portugal. The
          memo suggested that the Privy Council “urge” the commissioners sent from Spain to set down in writing “all
          such islands, towns, places, castles, and fortresses as they are actually at this present possessed of” past
          the Cape of Good Hope. If the adventurers had no information disputing those claims, they would neither
          “disturb nor molest” the Spanish or Portuguese in the places where they enjoyed authority. Beyond that list,
          however, the memo argued that English adventurers would be completely within their rights to venture to
          points east: “all the rest rich kingdoms and islands of the East, which are in number very many, are out of
          their power and jurisdiction, and free for any other princes and people of the world to repair unto.” Indeed,
          the memo concluded, the Spanish had no “just or lawful reasons” to stop English ventures into the East
          Indies. Using arguments later made famous in Hugo Grotius’s 1609 Mare Liberum, the memo claimed that
          the Spanish could not stop “her Majesty and all other Christian princes and states of the use of the vast,
          wide, and infinitely open Ocean Sea, and of access to the territories and dominions of so many free princes,
          kings, and potentates in the East, in whose dominions they have no more sovereign command or authority, than
          we, or any Christians whosoever.”37
        


        
          The memo prompted additional inquiry. Elizabeth, via Sir Francis Walsingham, charged Fulke Greville—a man
          whose posts included treasurer of the Navy and who had interests in English expansion—with investigating
          further. He did so, writing a memo on 10 March that confirmed the merchants’ claims about the East Indies,
          though he focused on the specifics of places and commodities rather than the ideological arguments for or
          against the trade.38 Another
          petition from 1600 from the merchants to the Privy Council showed them laying the groundwork for the
          practical considerations needed to run the trade, asking that they be given permission to export bullion and
          that their ships, when sent, would not be stopped in case they lost that year’s voyage through the
          delay.39
        


        
          These petitions succeeded, and by September 1600 the merchants had received permission to proceed with a
          voyage. Elizabeth had agreed to allow the East Indies venture to go forward and would give them privileges.
          Indeed, in September the merchants began meeting formally, with elected officials and records of their
          minutes—slightly anticipating their patent and the powers granted in it. No one mentioned Spain this time,
          and on the last day of December 1600, the merchants received a patent creating the East India Company,
          officially known as the “Company of Merchants of London Trading into the East Indies.” Weeks later, they also
          had in hand Elizabeth’s commission to their chosen commander, James Lancaster, granting him the powers
          necessary to govern the fleet soon to be sent.40
        


        
          The merchants’ patent incorporated them and detailed procedures for the new body’s self-government. The
          central event of the Company’s corporate life was the annual election, which took place in the first week of
          July each year as specified in the patent. At the election, the generality—the whole body of the Company’s
          members—elected a governor, deputy governor, treasurer, and twenty-four committees (so named because
          responsibility was committed to them).41 These were positions of great power within the Company, as these people would govern the
          Company and oversee the extensive resources at its disposal.
        


        
          The Company’s patent specified these offices and their responsibilities. According to the patent, these men
          collectively had the authority to run the trade, including directing the voyages, ordering the merchandise
          that went on the ships, and selling the merchandise that they imported.42 They would be bound by their oaths and could govern the
          corporation as long as their rules did not contradict the laws of England.43 The patent outlined the many powers they had in
          conducting activities in London as well as in the East Indies, but it gave few directives—beyond detailed
          rules concerning the Company’s elections and the procedures for both removing a governor from power and
          transferring power mid-year due to a death—about the day-to-day governance of the Company. Notably, the
          government that the merchants had created upon the promise of the patent did not actually match the
          provisions for government laid down in the patent. This suggests that the adventurers did not have perfect
          knowledge of the patent they would be granted and that negotiations involved in the drafting of the patent
          could change key provisions, as the adventurers would have little reason to implement a government they would
          immediately have to change. Though the merchants had begun meeting, had elected leaders, and taken minutes,
          they had to bring their newly incorporated body’s government into conformity with the patent.
        


        
          The Company’s letter patent granted these and other privileges to the merchants for a period of fifteen
          years. For that period they had the exclusive rights to “directly or indirectly visit, haunt, frequent, or
          trade, traffic or adventure” into the East Indies, to any lands held by non-Christian rulers not already in
          league or amity with her Majesty. This meant that the East India Company merchants were, according to the
          patent, the only English who could legally go to or trade in the East.44
        


        
          Less than a year later, however, the matter of the exclusivity grant and how the good of the traders and the
          good of the commonwealth could be kept in harmony was at issue again. Elizabeth grew annoyed with the East
          India Company for not preparing for a second voyage, and the question arose of what exactly the patent
          privileges required of the Company. On her behalf, in late 1601 Robert Cecil, Earl of Salisbury and secretary
          of state, and Charles Howard, Earl of Nottingham and lord admiral, inquired why the Company was “so slack in
          seconding their former voyage.” The Dutch, they noted, had successfully managed it, and it seemed to them
          that “this Company were not so respective of her Majesty’s honor and the honor of their own country as were
          fit they should be.”45 The Privy
          Council followed up this gentle hint with a letter to the effect that the queen, having graciously given the
          Company a patent allowing it to send six ships and six pinnaces a year, expected it to send six ships and six
          pinnaces a year. To rumors that the Company, like the Dutch, was preparing for a second expedition before the
          return of the first, she had a “very good liking.”46
        


        
          The privileges granted in the patent were always negotiable. Elizabeth’s praise for the possible second
          voyage was followed with a lightly veiled threat: she had also heard that the Company’s leaders were
          hesitating, hoping to wait for the return of the first fleet, and she did not like this rumor nearly so much.
          Instead she essentially commanded the leaders to prepare and send the second fleet because their actions
          reflected on the honor of the nation, telling them that:
        


        
          
            We have thought fit to move you, to be better advised in the carriage of such an action as this, where the
            world hath had so great expectation, because you shall thereby lay an imputation upon the State as if there
            were either such inconstancy in these purposes or such necessity amongst you that where other States (after
            such beginning) go on contently and orderly you are either so changeable or so unable as you do not ensure
            those courses which yourselves have propounded and concluded.47
          

        


        
          She warned Company leaders that if they did not feel able to send the second fleet, there were “divers ready
          (in your default) to enter [the trade].” Privileges unused would not be regarded as sacrosanct: “you cannot
          justly hinder under where [on account] of the privileges, when you do not use the benefit of one.”48 Not only was the granting of privileges
          tied to the honor of the monarch and state, therefore, but so was the use of those privileges.
        


        
          Company leaders were well aware of the malleability of the meaning of what the patent granted. They used this
          flexibility to their benefit when possible and took steps to circumvent it at other times. For example, at
          the same time that they were delaying using their own patent privileges in 1601 and being warned by Elizabeth
          as a result, they were exploring the logistics of infringing on other companies’ privileges. They saw the
          potential of doing so, as long as they could make an argument for why their infringement would benefit the
          commonwealth and therefore was more important than the sanctity of someone else’s privilege. This logic that
          the needs of the commonwealth trumped all other concerns mirrored the crown’s warning to them about their
          nonuse of privileges for the East Indies.
        


        
          The second voyage the East India Company wished most strongly to undertake in 1601 was not an expedition to
          the East Indies, but rather an exploratory voyage for the northwest passage. The problem for Company leaders
          was that such a voyage would pass through seas and lands that fell, geographically, in the purview of the
          Muscovy Company. Should the East India Company adventurers proceed in their intention, they would be
          violating another company’s privileges. The court minutes noted that concern when the court of committees
          considered the issue: “there is some question made or doubt conceived that the Muscovy Company may by virtue
          of their privileges claim the interest of the northwest passage.”49 It was not the infringement of another company’s
          privileges per se that gave the East India Company leaders pause, but rather the concern that the East India
          Company expedition would pay for the voyage and find the passage, only to have exclusive rights to it then
          claimed by the Muscovy Company on the basis of its own patent. In some ways this was a strange distinction to
          make, as a number of East India adventurers were also Muscovy merchants, and vice versa. Yet Company leaders
          consistently acted for the Company without acknowledging the interests of other bodies they might be members
          of, and in ways that benefited the Company but could do so at the expense of those other bodies.
        


        
          With regard to the Muscovy Company’s possible right to the northwest passage, Company leaders consulted legal
          authorities, who assured them that the East India Company had a legal right to the northwest
          passage.50 The Privy Council
          supported their actions in spite of any Muscovy Company concerns, “since the same is intended for the common
          benefit and honor of the realm.”51 Therefore in this case, East India Company leaders were able to employ the same principle
          against the Muscovy Company that had made them vulnerable to Elizabeth when they considered delaying their
          second voyage: a privilege was not to have but to use, and neglecting to use a privilege was tantamount to
          forfeiting it to someone else who would use it for the common good.
        


        
          This early maneuvering between Elizabeth and the Privy Council on one side, and the East India Company on the
          other, thus demonstrated the ways in which patents and privileges existed in particular political contexts.
          The negotiation both before and after the granting of the patent highlighted the fact that the patent was a
          living document, subject to interpretation, as well as alterable in its essence. What it granted changed as
          circumstances did. The founding of the East India Company had depended on England’s wider geopolitical
          situation. While the example of the Dutch showed the possible profits of East Indies voyages managed through
          joint stocks, diplomatic negotiations with Spain revealed the potential cost of an English East Indies
          trade.52 The granting of the East
          India Company patent thus reflected not only mercantile interests but also other geopolitical requirements of
          the state. Perhaps because of those considerations, once the crown had made commitments to the trade and the
          merchants, it expected them to use the privileges they had been granted—with Dutch merchant ventures once
          again providing the example that English merchants should emulate.
        


        
          Implicit in the early maneuvering over the meaning and use of the patent was how it shaped the relationship
          of Company leaders to the rest of the Company’s members. With the patent as a goal, interested merchants had
          begun to meet formally, adopting structures of government that could legitimately exist only once the monarch
          actually granted the patent. They adopted a corporate structure before it was theirs in truth, and then they
          had to change their government to match what the patent prescribed. The adventurers wanted the extra powers a
          patent gave them, even as it reduced the power individual adventurers would have over the new trade. It
          introduced division among the adventurers, creating those who governed and those who were governed.
        


        
          The language of the honor of the monarch and the state that was rooted in the meaning and purpose of the
          patent could be deployed to very different ends. It could be used by the regime to compel Company leaders to
          perform particular actions. However, it could also be used by Company leaders to mobilize the Privy Council
          on their behalf against the rest of the Company’s members—those who were governed. For example, when some of
          the newly pledged adventurers proved slow to pay in their adventures (in other words, their investment) in
          that first year, Company leaders argued that though the East Indies trade was secured in private hands, it
          was also a matter of state. Company leaders had little hesitation in asking the Privy Council to put a little
          muscle behind their requests to compel defaulting adventurers to pay up. They demanded that investors who
          wanted to permanently or temporarily delay their payment explain why to the Privy Council, since they
          understood that some people had withheld their money on the basis of “some rumors or doubts” that a voyage
          would actually take place. The court of committees informed them that “the action undertaken by them [the
          Company] was a public action and not to be dallied withal,” and that therefore the names of the unwilling
          would be sent to the Privy Council and possibly called up for further examination.53 The Privy Council eventually sent an order to compel, or
          at least encourage, payment, as the nonpayment and possible jeopardizing of the voyage “importeth the honor
          of the state, that so public an action should not receive scandal or shameful imputation.”54 Both Council and Company were willing to
          make use of the link between Company actions and state affairs to prosecute the trade, or at least get it
          established. To do so, however, they essentially used the patent against the people bound by it, raising the
          possibility of contestations about the meaning and use of the patent within the Company.
        


        
          The early years of the Company, culminating in the granting and first use of the patent, forged the
          relationship between Company leaders and the regime. Monarch and privy councilors worked closely with Company
          leaders. The queen could and did directly shape the East Indies venture, even beyond the granting of the
          patent. Privy councilors met with Company leaders to negotiate between the monarch and the Company. Company
          leaders could and did mobilize the Privy Council to act on their behalf, even on what were ostensibly matters
          of internal governance. Both sides—Company and regime—shared the understanding that the good of the Company
          was compatible with the good of the commonwealth, even if their aims did not fully overlap in particular
          instances.
        


        
          The Company’s relationship with the crown did not end with the exercise of the royal prerogative that
          constituted it. Even the most basic questions about the relationship between Company and monarch had to be
          asked and answered anew in each reign. For example, James’s death years later prompted Company leaders to ask
          if they needed to renew the patent, before deciding that it was not necessary as their most recent patent had
          been granted on behalf of James and his heirs.55 Company leaders worked closely with monarch and Privy Council even on day-to-day Company
          affairs. In light of the lack of institutional traditions governing the relationship between Company and
          monarch in the early years of the Company’s existence, the particular set of expectations that each monarch
          had of the Company played a major role—alongside the expectations Company leaders had of their venture—in
          shaping what the Company was and did, as well as what the practical relationship between Company and crown
          should be.
        


        
          The most fundamental question for Company leaders was whether or not the monarch considered the granting of
          privileges sacrosanct, and if so, to what extent. Company leaders throughout the early seventeenth century
          argued that in granting trading privileges to a company, the monarch also granted sole rights for bringing
          certain goods into the country—and therefore that the company also had sole access to the regions where those
          goods were to be found (at least for the duration of the patent). They held to the argument that the East
          Indies trade existed only in relation to their actions and thus was inseparable from the East India Company.
          The monarch’s view on these matters was not nearly so clear-cut, and it shifted not only with the tides of
          succession but also with numerous and variable economic, political, and geopolitical factors. The way the
          monarch answered this question depended upon how the crown perceived the relationship between a company and
          the trade it conducted. For example, was the English East Indies trade dependent on the activity of the East
          India Company, or could the trade exist without the Company? If the Company was necessary for the conduct of
          the trade, then the regime needed to maintain the Company to keep the trade. This was the logic of granting a
          patent to develop a new trade, yet at some point a new trade became an established trade and could be argued
          to exist without the company that had established it.
        


        
          The seeds of all of the questions and themes that shaped the Company’s activities throughout the early
          seventeenth century were present in the patent and the early negotiations that concerned it. The patent and
          the prerogative were at the heart of both the Company’s internal government and the relationship between
          Company and the state. The patent determined the relationship between members of the Company and the
          structures of power within the corporate body. The political life of the Company derived from the privileges
          granted in the patent, but exactly what the patent granted was contestable. Because the patent was not
          static, it played an ongoing role in debates about governing the Company. The patent was also central to the
          relationship between Company and state, with crown and Company drawing upon it to press particular
          interpretations of how the Company fit into the wider English polity. In this context, too, the exact meaning
          of the patent and its grants was a recurring feature in negotiations between Company leaders and the regime,
          and in the background of every interaction between the two groups. Patent and prerogative created the Company
          and bound it and the crown together in valuable, imprecise, and negotiable ways.
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        IN 1619, the court of committees found itself debating what
        to do with a copy of the newly agreed-upon articles of a trade accord between the English and Dutch East India
        Companies. The information was sensitive and the agreement hard won—it had taken years for the companies to
        negotiate an acceptable arrangement—and it was important for Company leaders to be familiar with the terms of
        the agreement. Yet they were not sure how familiar Company members besides themselves should be with the
        agreement. After some discussion, they decided “not to have [the copy of the articles] left in the counting
        house, for any of the generality to see at their pleasure, to take notes to publish them abroad.”1
      


      
        This decision reflected many of the overarching concerns of Company leaders that shaped how they managed the
        relationship between the government of the Company and its wider membership. The debate about who should have
        access to sensitive information, the decision to restrict access to the trade articles, and the consequences
        the court of committees stated that it hoped to prevent through that measure—the publishing abroad of the
        articles—were in keeping with a number of other decisions Company leaders made to control information related
        to the East Indies trade. They had ambivalent feelings about the interest their own generality might take in
        Company affairs and placed high importance on keeping certain information secret. The leaders of the Company
        saw the public circulation of information about the East Indies trade as a liability and treated information
        shared with the generality as part of that public circulation. Among themselves, they openly discussed methods
        for controlling information as a means of asserting power.
      


      
        Corporate institutions like the East India Company were political spaces in addition to fulfilling whatever
        other purpose the institutions had. Ranging from incorporated cities, to guilds like the London livery
        companies, and to joint stock ventures like the East India Company, corporate institutions peppered the early
        modern political landscape. Indeed, corporate citizenship was one of the primary and even defining political
        experiences in the lives of a wide range of (often, though not exclusively, non-elite) people.2 In these corporate institutions, participants
        governed themselves and wrestled with many of the same political issues that exercised the wider political
        nation. These institutions were the spaces where people practiced political engagement, held offices, learned
        to govern and be governed, and helped construct or critique institutional structures of power. They were, in
        many ways, microcosms of the early Stuart polity.3
      


      
        How people acted in these spaces revealed their wider political concerns and ideas about power. Though
        historians have thus far not treated these corporate bodies as obvious arenas for examining political culture,
        they provide good examples for its study because political activity in these corporate spaces was often so
        self-conscious. East India Company leaders knew they were wrestling with political questions: they saw wider
        political resonances and meanings in questions about their own internal governance and structure. Most
        important for historians, the institutional records they kept revealed the problems of government and power
        they grappled with—the most pressing of which was how to manage the relationship between those who governed and
        those who were governed, or between the elected officials and the generality.
      


      
        The court of committees had a complicated relationship with the wider Company membership. Company leaders saw
        themselves as a separate group within the Company, with different responsibilities than the generality. In many
        ways, the groups were separate, as high incumbency rates helped consolidate executive power in the hands of
        selected men. Certainly stylistic conventions in the Company’s records suggested clear divisions between the
        groups. Despite the ways Company leaders tried to manage the general membership, because the generality was
        ostensibly the deciding body on a number of major issues—funding the joint stock and organizing the trade, for
        example—the court of committees had to reveal much information about the workings of the Company to them. This
        necessity to reveal was at odds with the desire to control and restrict information. Additionally, members of
        the generality often pushed back against decisions to limit their access to information. These circumstances
        led to an ongoing assessment by Company leaders of what to reveal, when, to whom, and under what circumstances.
        It also led Company leaders to monitor their own reputations, as they sought to shape what was known and what
        was alleged about them. Information, public criticism, reputation—these were the tools Company leaders had to
        construct and maintain authority over the generality and the East Indies trade, but they were also tools that
        others could wield against the leaders.
      


      
        Company Leaders and the Generality


        
          Members of the East India Company rarely applied the various widely known contemporary metaphors for the
          political nation to themselves. Yet they were a body politic, with the Company leaders (the governor, deputy,
          treasurer, and twenty-four committees) as the head, and the generality (the rest of the adventurers) as the
          body. Each had assigned roles and tasks in the functioning of the Company, though the proper relationship
          between the parts of the body politic—like that of the political nation as a whole—was at times bitterly
          contested.4
        


        
          To regularize the Company’s government, and for the better governing of the body, the members of the full
          Company put together bylaws that they published as the Laws or Standing Orders of the Company in 1621.
          The bylaws detailed all the officers of the Company and their duties.5 This elaboration of the Company’s government fell under the
          patent provision that the Company could govern itself as it saw fit, provided that the government was not
          contrary to the laws of England.6
        


        
          The biggest division within the Company was between its leaders and the generality. This division was
          reinforced in numerous ways. Most prominently, the responsibilities of Company leaders differed greatly from
          those of the generality. The 1621 Laws or Standing Orders specified the responsibilities of the
          governor, deputy, treasurer, and committees and gave wide-ranging power over the East Indies trade to the
          Company’s elected officials. Company leaders were responsible for almost all aspects of the Company’s
          business. The governor called and presided over meetings, met with the monarch and lords of the Privy
          Council, managed information to and from the East Indies, and the like. The treasurer controlled the
          Company’s money, accounts, debts, and written documents. The committees oversaw every aspect of the Company’s
          running, from shipbuilding to bills of exchange.7 The elected officials met together frequently, with each meeting called a “court of
          committees.” That term could refer to individual meetings—a minute might refer to something that happened at
          a previous court of committees—and also served as a shorthand for the body of elected officials that met—for
          example, the court of committees could decide something. Most of the surviving Company records are minutes of
          these closed meetings, and indeed, this was where most of the day-to-day business of the Company was
          conducted, for the “speedy dispatch, and ordering of the Company’s affairs.”8
        


        
          There were some checks on the court of committees to ensure proper government. A quorum of thirteen
          committees besides the governor or deputy was required for a meeting. A meeting could not be held without the
          governor or deputy. Orders made in a court of committees were binding on Company leaders unless an equal or
          greater number of committees decided to change them in another court (an order decided upon in a court with
          sixteen committees present could be changed only by a subsequent court where at least sixteen committees were
          present, for example). No one but committees and the governor and deputy could speak in a court of
          committees, and questions in a meeting were decided by majority vote. Additionally, once a committee was
          charged with performing a particular task, another committee was not allowed to meddle in his
          performance.9 Detailed rules, in
          short, guided the actions of Company leaders as they handled the majority of the Company’s affairs.
        


        
          In contrast, the primary exercise of power that the Laws or Standing Orders specified for the
          generality was the annual election of the governor, deputy, treasurer, and committees. Beyond this duty, the
          main responsibility of the generality was to pay their adventures promptly. There were also general courts,
          which the whole body of the Company’s members—both elected leaders and the generality—were supposed to attend
          and at which new members were sworn in, announcements made, and some of the Company’s major decisions
          debated. The sale of goods also took place in these meetings. Company officers checked attendance against a
          book with the names of all the members, and everyone listed was expected to attend or be fined for being
          absent.10 Minutes of the previous
          general court (though not minutes of any of the recent courts of committees) were often read at the start of
          these meetings.11 The Laws or
          Standing Orders did acknowledge that “matters which concern the Company” were subject to consideration in
          a general court, so members of the generality might have a greater role at those meetings than they did in
          the day-to-day running of the Company. Indeed, the Laws or Standing Orders directed how a member of
          the generality might properly take part in a general court. Correct conduct for such a person included
          standing up and speaking bareheaded, speaking no more than three times on any particular topic, and
          addressing all speech during a general court to the governor (not to other “particular persons”).12 Only a few general courts were held each
          year; though there was no limit on how many there could be, only two were mandated.13 In short, Company rules limited the
          responsibilities of most members and the avenues for their active participation.
        


        
          There were fundamental differences between courts of committees and general courts. The court of committees
          met far more frequently than the general court. In October 1609, for example, there were eleven courts of
          committees, one mixed meeting including some committees and selected members of the generality, and two
          general courts. In November, there were twelve courts of committees, and in December there were fifteen.
          There were no general courts in either month.14 Usually there were a few general courts each year, and a court of committees every few
          days or weeks.
        


        
          Neither of these types of meetings was open to the general public, but the meetings of the court of
          committees were closed even to the Company’s generality. Most of the debate and decisions that structured the
          Company’s business took place in the closed court of committees, and this fact could lead to occasional and
          recurrent tension between the court of committees and members of the generality. In fact, the court of
          committees often discussed and strategized about how to manage general courts, sometimes planning events and
          debates in advance.
        


        
          The Company minutes give the impression that the Company leaders were a coherent unit. Decisions and actions
          came from the whole court of committees. Discussion within the court of committees took place between one
          committee and another, with individual names rarely appearing. The actions and opinions of particular
          committees are almost impossible to trace across a given year, though the committees assigned to specific
          tasks might be named sometimes. Even in the case of the governor, deputy, and treasurer, where only one
          person held each office, names rarely appeared to modify the elected title. “Mr. Governor” was more likely to
          speak than “Mr. Governor Abbot” or “Mr. Governor Smith.” Contentious debates within the court of committees
          almost always took place between unnamed committees—the minutes certainly recorded debates and differences of
          opinion but made them anonymous. To a member of the generality (or a historian) who might have access to the
          Company records, the court of committees was remarkably unrevealing of individuals’ contributions or views.
        


        
          The lack of identifiers and names also meant that the Company leadership appeared to be a coherent unit over
          time. There was little sense in the records of how the makeup of the committees changed from year to year, or
          what effect the change of the leadership’s makeup might have. By the early 1620s, Company members as a whole
          had decided that a certain proportion of the court of committees should change each year—the number settled
          on by 1623 was six out of the twenty-four—but that change was almost invisible in the Company minutes, beyond
          the changes in the names listed as present at the beginning of each meeting’s record.15 An unnamed committee in 1613 was
          indistinguishable on paper from an unnamed committee in 1635.
        


        
          Based on election results, the Company’s leadership was indeed a relatively closed group. The positions of
          governor, deputy governor, and treasurer did not change hands often. In the period from 1601 to 1635, six men
          served as governor, six as deputy governor, and five as treasurer. The leadership changed hands less
          frequently than those numbers suggest, as a few people held office for the majority of those years. For
          example, together Governors Sir Thomas Smith and Sir Morris Abbot led the Company for at least twenty-three
          years, and Abbot had been deputy governor for almost ten years before becoming governor. Christopher
          Clitherow was deputy governor from 1624 to 1635 and became governor in 1638, succeeding Abbot. Robert Bateman
          was treasurer for all of the years from 1621 to 1635 for which records survive.16
        


        
          These men were part of the merchant elite of London, with connections to many companies and City
          institutions, as well as official roles in government. For example, Smith was also a governor of the Muscovy
          Company, Levant Company, and Virginia Company, and an alderman and sheriff of London. He went as ambassador
          to Muscovy in 1604, sat in several parliaments, and served as a commissioner in Anglo-Dutch negotiations on
          several occasions. He had been implicated in the Essex rebellion, but emerged largely unscathed by the
          association. His house served as the East India Company’s meeting place for years, and one could see there
          objects (and sometimes people) sent from all over the world. Abbot was a leading member of the Levant
          Company, serving in some capacity in that company’s leadership for a number of years. He also participated in
          the Muscovy Company, Virginia Company, and several other overseas ventures. Like Smith, he served as a
          commissioner in Anglo-Dutch negotiations and was a member of several parliaments and an alderman of London.
          He was also the brother of George Abbot, archbishop of Canterbury. Other elected Company leaders were
          similarly well-connected, powerful, and deeply involved with England’s overseas expansion.17
        


        
          The yearly elections for these positions followed an unofficial script. Several men would be nominated for
          the position (often the same men year after year). These were usually prominent men in the City, and the
          nomination itself seems to have been a mark of respect. The incumbent would assert his intention to quit the
          position, asking the generality not to reelect him and giving some reasons before leaving the room. For
          example, in 1615 Smith asked the generality not to reelect him as governor, claiming that he had already
          served them long, needed to recoup his strength, and would be happy to assist the Company as a regular
          member. Despite the pleas to be released from service, the generality frequently reelected the sitting
          officer, with the voting almost always conducted by a show of hands. There were a few occasions where the
          sitting officer was not reelected. For instance, Deputy Governor William Greenwell was not reelected in 1615
          after asking not to be and stating that he had become so old and decrepit that “his members and sense fail
          him, both sight, hearing, and his teeth (whereby his speech is hindered).” Possibly because his complaints
          were so specific (or so evident), the generality instead elected Morris Abbot for his first term as deputy
          governor.18 Once elected or
          reelected, the officer would take an oath of office. This was the overall pattern for the election of the
          governor, deputy governor, and treasurer in the early seventeenth century.
        


        
          In contrast to the election of the officers, the elections of the twenty-four committees were handled as a
          group. No individuals gave speeches or asked to be excused from reelection. The names of all men nominated
          for the open seats were listed, then the names of those chosen. The elections of committees as well as
          officers seem to have taken place via some sort of single transferable vote—though since no description of
          the actual voting system survives, that is a guess based on how members could vote by raising hands to narrow
          a large pool. Newly elected or reelected committees took their oath of office at the election meeting, though
          occasionally committees not present took their oaths at a later date.
        


        
          Like the Company’s officers, the elected committees were a group with limited turnover. Incumbency was
          common. For the elections for which a comparison with the previous year is possible, the rate of incumbency
          was never lower than 62.5 percent (fifteen of the twenty-four elected committees were reelected) and at times
          as high as 79.1 percent (nineteen of the twenty-four) were reelected.19 After the passage of rules requiring at least six of the
          twenty-four committees to change each year, no more than 75 percent were incumbent, and in the majority of
          years, seventeen or eighteen committees were reelected.20 The incomplete nature of the records means that all calculations are necessarily
          limited, but based on the surviving records (which cover twenty-one elections), of the 139 men who were
          elected as committees in the period from 1601 to 1635, almost 60 percent served more than once as committees,
          and almost 47 percent served more than twice. Many men served for much longer. At least 39 men (almost 30
          percent) served as committees five or more times, and at least 14 (10 percent) served for over ten years in
          the period.21 Only a little over
          36 percent served just once, and if the missing records could be examined that number might be lower.
        


        
          Therefore, there was a core group whose members held power in the Company year after year. The elected
          leadership was an exclusive club, and positions in it did not turn over frequently. Over a quarter (26.8
          percent) of the men nominated to serve as committees were never elected, while a majority of men served as
          committees more than once. It is possible that nomination as a committee was an honor in the way that
          nomination for governor or deputy governor was. Yet some of the men nominated for governor, deputy governor,
          or treasurer were then elected as committees later in the same meeting. Someone nominated as a committee and
          not elected had no other position open to him. At least a few men were nominated as committees year after
          year and never chosen. They remained part of the generality, without access to the power and information that
          Company leaders had. It is possible that some of those men resented being kept out of the hallowed circle.
        


        
          Just as the Company leaders were not treated as individuals in the court minutes, neither were members of the
          generality. The names of individual members rarely appeared. Instead, in a general court meeting, “some”
          might raise an issue, and “others” might respond. On rare occasions, in especially contentious debates, a few
          participants’ names might be noted, and when that happened, their presence in the minutes is striking. On
          occasion, the presence of different groups within the generality became evident. For example, in debates in
          1629 the wishes of a group of “old adventurers” were set against the wishes of “new adventurers,” meaning
          adventurers in the second and third joint stocks, respectively. In this case, distinctions that actually
          existed in the aggregate whole of “the generality” were evident, but it was only on rare occasions that the
          minutes reflected this.22 It was
          more usual for Company leaders in courts of committees to refer to “the generality” or “some among the
          generality,” again eschewing individual names or distinctions between groups.
        


        
          Indeed, so oblique were references to individual members that in the absence of the roll books and detailed
          records of adventures (which have not survived), it is impossible to determine with any precision how many
          people composed the generality. A comment in a debate in 1635 noted that 300–400 members of the generality
          had voted on a particular question at an earlier date, but how that number related to the total number of
          adventurers is uncertain.23 Even
          the imprecise range mentioned—300 to 400—suggested that this number was not an accurate assessment of total
          numbers of general members. It seems almost certain that there were at least 400 members of the generality
          (and that number could be a drastic underestimate), but given the missing ledgers of adventurers, a precise
          number of total members is impossible to provide—much less how many members attended the average meeting or
          stayed through entire meetings.24
          For example, a vote recorded from another election meeting of the general court listed a total number of
          votes as ninety-six, but with no comment on whether that was an especially poor or average
          turnout.25 These few instances
          were the exceptions, however, and stood in sharp contrast to the imprecise and generic references to the
          general members elsewhere in the minutes, where the generality remained an amorphous group.
        


        
          The effect of these stylistic characteristics—which did not change in the early decades of the seventeenth
          century—was to establish the court of committees and the generality as two coherent and distinct groups.
          Though differences of opinion within the two cohorts did make it into the record, the omission of names meant
          that the groups effectively remained monolithic. The written minutes did not support the notion that someone
          might take part in a debate as a member of the generality in a given week, then stand for election and become
          a committee, and after a year not be reelected and rejoin the generality—in short, that there might be
          fluidity between the groups, and that the gulf between the court of committees and the generality might not
          always be wide. Instead the minutes encouraged the sense of a separation, and specific policies enacted by
          the court of committees reinforced the division. However, the distinction between the court of committees and
          the generality was not as sharply drawn as the records made it appear.
        


        
          In addition, a few people stood outside the sharp division between the two groups. The Company’s secretary,
          for example, and any assistants he employed, were members neither of the generality nor of the court of
          committees. Their exclusion from either body was not solely a function of the positions: these men were not
          required to be adventurers in the Company and were Company employees rather than members. Yet they attended
          court of committee meetings and took an active role in the Company’s business, keeping the minutes,
          controlling communication into and out of the Company, and keeping track of a host of unspecified “particular
          affairs.”26 The secretary was,
          essentially, the living and breathing archive of the Company, responsible for reminding the court of
          committees of its obligations and keeping comprehensive membership lists, as well as books of the letters and
          memos of the Company. The secretary even kept the keys to the Company’s house at night after the porter
          locked up.27 Effectively, the
          secretary acted at times in a capacity similar to that of a committee—as when, in July 1625, Company
          secretary Edward Sherburne was charged with attending the lord keeper (the bishop of London) on a matter
          involving customs.28 The
          secretary held an elected position and was bound by an oath to the Company—bound “by oath not to discover any
          of the secrets of this Company” and not to “draw up any part of the said courts, by the persuasions or
          directions of any particular men whosoever”—but the position was not one of honor in the way that those of
          governor, treasurer, and committee were.29 Additionally, there was no official mechanism for picking a secretary’s assistant, and as
          a committee pointed out in 1632, given that the secretary’s assistant was neither elected nor oathbound, yet
          had access to many Company secrets, the position represented a possible liability.30
        


        
          It was not unusual for the Company’s secretary to have extensive powers. Livery companies, similar in some
          organizational ways to the Company, also gave power and responsibility to their clerks, who in many ways seem
          to have held positions analogous to that of the Company’s secretary. In recognition of the power clerks held,
          the Vintners’ Company, for example, required their clerk to take a special oath that included promising to
          keep matters secret. Clerks regularly wielded power through their control of company resources and their
          connections to clerks of other companies, and therefore the resources other clerks controlled.31 Nor was this power limited to London
          companies. Secretaries and clerks of the Privy Council knew a great deal about the business they recorded,
          and they were treated as very knowledgeable—being asked for their advice at times by privy councilors. These
          men had to swear special oaths (almost identical to those sworn by the privy councilors they worked for) and
          there were policies in place to pass on necessary information to incoming clerks. Given that they collected
          all petitions to the Privy Council, their fingerprints were literally and figuratively on all aspects of the
          Council’s business.32 Whether in
          companies or the Privy Council, therefore, secretaries and clerks were power brokers.
        


        
          Despite holding a powerful position, the Company’s secretary was almost entirely invisible in the Company
          minutes—records that the secretaries themselves kept—in the early seventeenth century. The secretary was not
          named in the list of committees attending each meeting. When he did appear in the written record, it was
          generally in notes recording matters he was charged to deal with or notes of funds disbursed to him in
          acknowledgment of some completed task. The minutes referred to him no differently than any other person to
          whom Company funds were disbursed, or committees charged with particular tasks. Indeed, when they appeared,
          secretaries often identified themselves as “Mr.” rather than “Secretary,” eliding on paper their separation
          from the court of committees.33
        


        
          Thus only the seemingly disparate court of committees and generality made up the recorded East India Company.
          They were parts of the same whole, yet record-keeping conventions separated them on paper, and the rules of
          when and how each took part in Company business separated them institutionally. Incumbency and reelection
          kept the ranks of Company leaders relatively closed as well, though some men did move into and out of the
          court of committees.
        


        
          Perhaps it was because Company leaders and the generality were not as sharply separate as the records
          suggested (and as Company leaders may have wished) that Company leaders carefully cultivated the separateness
          of the generality through policies and practices. They referred to the generality as other, treating it as
          appropriate to shield members of the generality from the inner workings of the East Indies trade—despite what
          the members themselves might wish. When it came to the mysteries of the trade, the generality was part of the
          rude multitude, of the public, and Company leaders saw their role as guarding the secrets of the trade from
          this group.
        


        
          The meaning of “public” as an adjective in the Company archives was ambiguous, and could indicate something
          positive or negative depending on the circumstance. The public benefit of the East Indies trade was something
          Company leaders were proud of, for instance, but when “public” appeared in conjunction with information, it
          was almost always dangerous and negative. Public knowledge in these latter instances represented what Company
          leaders could not control. Exactly who was alluded to when Company leaders mentioned “public” knowledge or
          the like is hard to say. “Public” was a useful and elastic adjective that Company leaders could use to refer
          to various groups, both inside and outside the Company. These multiple senses of “public” included the nation
          as a whole, other merchants and the City of London, and even the generality of the Company itself, which in
          essence redefined a part of the Company as “public.”34
        


        
          Defining part of the East India Company as “public” had consequences for the political life of the Company.
          It meant that Company leaders envisioned an ongoing distinction between themselves and the wider corporation,
          or between the court of committees and the generality. It meant that Company leaders took active steps to
          manage their relationship with their internal public (the generality), and it meant that Company leaders and
          their public could sometimes be at odds with each other. The best tool available to the leaders to manage the
          generality was the restriction and regulation of information. In courts of committees, Company leaders
          debated what information might be shared publicly—that is, in general courts—and what was to be kept secret.
          Secrecy was their best means of asserting their control and constituting their authority over the generality.
        

      


      
        Secrecy and Access


        
          Secrecy was an essential characteristic of any early modern political body. Government and authority in the
          early modern period relied on maintaining secrecy and controlling access to information. From the mysteries
          of state that Elizabeth I and James I warned people away from to parish accounts kept in locked chests, early
          modern authorities constituted authority through the restriction of access. Secrecy was a measure of early
          modern authority, delineating the boundaries between those who governed and those who were governed, between
          who was authority and who was part of the public. As one historian put it, “secrecy protected existing
          structures of authority,” casting a veil over the inner proceedings of government and restricting access to
          those inner sanctums.35 The
          concerns of Company members with secrecy, access, and the openness of government were at their heart
          political concerns and were shared by members of many other institutions, from other London corporate bodies
          to the Privy Council.36
        


        
          The Company’s court of committees was constantly exercised about questions of secrecy. Mentions of how
          various pieces of information were intended to remain secret and questions of how information that the court
          thought was secret had become public peppered the Company minutes. Newly elected committee members were
          reminded of the required secrecy as soon as they took their oaths and before business discussions were begun,
          and they were informed that “when a business of secrecy is recommended to their cares, and so recorded,” they
          were to show “greater care and conscience” to keep it from being “discovered and spoken of
          abroad.”37 A marginal note on one
          record, for example, summed up the entire account as “secrets not to be divulged.”38 These repetitions of the need for secrecy highlighted not
          only the care the court of committees took to maintain it, but also the fact that secrecy required vigilance
          because it was both powerful and fragile.39
        


        
          As a company with proprietary rights to the Eastern trade, information about and from the East Indies was a
          valuable and dangerous commodity. Company regulations gave extensive directions for how factors in the East
          Indies should keep records, and how and when to send their accounts to England. The two principal factors
          were supposed to keep letter books containing copies of all correspondence sent and received between
          factories. They were supposed to keep journals, to set down the “notable occurrences” of everything they did
          day to day. Additionally, the principal factors were expected to collect accounts from other factors of the
          doings in their factories and forward the accounts to the court of committees.40 In the letters and accounts themselves, factors were
          instructed to “use care and exquisiteness in keeping and making up their accounts.” Those accounts should be
          sent to England “perfectly finished” and legible. These various letters, letter books, accounts, journals,
          and bills of lading and invoices were supposed to be sent “verbatim” with the yearly fleet and any other
          “such ships as shall return.”41
        


        
          Once these various records made it back to England, Company leaders tried to keep them close. All news from
          the East Indies was supposed to be read first in closed committee sessions. The court of committees monitored
          access to the letters and journals that the captains and factors had been so carefully instructed to
          keep.42 They also decreed that
          the “sundry journals and letters of intelligence,” with their precious information on the “places and
          commodities fit for trade,” were to be entered into the Company books, “and none of them lent abroad to any
          man before such time [as] an entry be first made.”43 The court of committees, therefore, took numerous steps to keep information from the East
          Indies both as complete as possible and in their control. When the court of committees’ directives were
          followed, therefore, they would know at all times where their letters and ledgers were and who had seen them.
        


        
          This concern with correct record keeping, access to records, and the control of information was not limited
          to the East India Company leaders. In London, other corporations, as well as guilds and vestries, made
          similar rules to sequester documents and restrict access to them. These rules and regulations were not even
          solely English concerns; similar practices and concerns shaped procedures in Swiss city governments as well,
          where civic authorities commissioned special cabinets and chests to properly house municipal
          archives.44 Additionally,
          historians have long recognized that attention to the collection, control, and use of information was a
          hallmark of almost all European overseas activities—especially in, but not limited to, European
          colonialism.45
        


        
          However, enforcing their regulations proved difficult for Company leaders on numerous occasions. When, for
          example, it appeared that some journals had been lost because they had been loaned out before they were
          entered in the log, the court of committees could only reiterate that the journals were to be entered in the
          log first, so that their access could be monitored and their location tracked. The rules notwithstanding,
          “the journals themselves have been lost, to the great prejudice of the Company, and some things known which
          are not fit to be published.” The court of committees resolved that in future, “the journals shall be kept
          and not lent forth at all, until they shall be first entered in the books.” Once entered, the “principal”
          members of the Company might take the books, but all others would be able to see them only in the Company’s
          offices.46 Similarly, decrees
          about the proper place for reading letters newly arrived from the East Indies were at odds with how the
          letters were sometimes treated in actuality. After the arrival of several ships from the East Indies in 1622,
          for example, the court of committees noted that the newly arrived letters should be opened in the appointed
          location and not in public places like the Royal Exchange: Company leaders “misliked … that any letters out of the Indies should be opened upon the Exchange, but always in the
          place proper, that is to say, either in this court or by order or direction of the same.”47
        


        
          Members of the generality certainly seemed to want and expect greater access to information from the East
          Indies than the decrees of Company leaders would allow. In 1621, for example, a committee reported that many
          members of the generality were coming to the counting house, expecting to see the letters, “and do take it
          ill to be refused them.”48 He
          observed that he had sworn to prevent anyone except other committees from reading the letters and requested
          the court to “settle it that they might either read them or not read them so he might be free from blame.”
          The court of committees’ discussion highlighted the distinction Company leaders made between themselves and
          the generality and why restricting access was so important to them. The leaders argued that they were bound
          to secrecy but the generality were not, and thus if the letters were readily accessible, “the principal
          secrets of the trade” would be open to members who might speak of them too freely. They decreed that the
          letters could not be read unless by order of the court, and even in such cases, any copies that were made
          must first be “purge[d]” of “such things as shall not be held fit for every common eye.”49 The decision reflected not only the
          concern of the court of committees with controlling access to information, but also its belief that the
          expectations of at least some members of the generality were coming into conflict with the desires of the
          court of committees. The “principal secrets of the trade,” the court of committees thought, should be kept
          even from the general members of the Company.
        


        
          Sometimes the court of committees restricted information to particular members of the generality. In 1631,
          when one member asked that a recent letter from Persia be read in a general court, he was refused. The
          “public reading” would reveal some materials that were “better to be concealed than divulged” to the entire
          general court.50 Adventurers in
          the first Persia voyage, however, could repair to the counting house and see the letter there. Thus the
          Company leaders drew distinctions within the generality of who had access to what information at what times.
        


        
          Company ledgers and account books were subject to similar problems and regulations. The court of committees
          periodically restated restrictions on access to the court minutes. In late 1632, for example, after receiving
          a complaint about access to Company letters and court minutes, the court of committees “observed how
          dangerous it is, that the counting house and secretary’s office should be open to any of the Company to ravel
          [or delve] into the accounts.” They decided to limit access, so that “no freeman of the Company but those
          that have the government thereof be permitted to see and peruse them.” The person who had brought the
          complaint had not wanted the leaders to take that particular course of action and argued that every member of
          the Company took an oath “to conceal and not bewray [or reveal] the secrets of the Company,” though the rest
          of the court of committees was unpersuaded.51 Months later, the issue resurfaced. This time Company leaders noted that too many
          “secrets are divulged and an ill use made thereof.” They decided that “from henceforth no person whatsoever
          (the committees only excepted) should be permitted or have the liberty to read or take copies of their
          letters, consultations or acts of court or to ravel or dive into their accounts without the consent of
          allowance of the court of committees.” Someone then informed the leaders that some members of the generality
          came daily to access these documents, sometimes making copies of them. Company leaders ultimately ordered
          that adventurers could see the documents directly relating to their adventure, though that still required the
          consent of the court of committees.52 The fact that Company leaders were dealing with this issue again in 1632 and 1633,
          despite earlier decisions limiting access to these records, demonstrated how hard it was to police the
          boundaries of access. The ideal for Company leaders may have been to keep access restricted, but over time
          the restrictions inevitably loosened, only to be tightened again.
        


        
          A category of letters from the East Indies that Company leaders worked especially hard to control were
          private letters from factors in the East Indies to their friends and family members in England. The general
          of the returning fleet in 1614 brought all such letters “to private friends” to Company committees, who
          conferred on what to do with the letters. They read the superscriptions and decided to have most of the
          letters delivered, though they sent for the addressee of one, and the minutes noted that the letter would be
          “opened and read before him.”53 A
          few weeks later the issue of private letters came up again, and the committees decided that no private
          letters would be delivered without being read first. They had found, they claimed, that “the Company are much
          wronged by the bringing home of letters by private men to their great prejudice,” and they decided to insert
          a clause in their commissions prohibiting “captain, master, nor other officers” from bringing and delivering
          letters “to any private persons” without first presenting them to be read by the governor.54 Private letters were not forbidden, but
          they were monitored and probably somewhat discouraged. Certainly almost no private letters from the period
          have survived, and no estimate can be made of the numbers that were written and sent, or the number that were
          not allowed to be passed on.
        


        
          The trouble with private letters was not only that they might spread valuable and sensitive information, but
          that they might be used to facilitate private trade. In the early seventeenth century, private trade meant
          illicitly imported goods that the returning mariners and factors brought with them, thus diluting the
          Company’s monopoly on importation and provision of East Indies goods.55 The letters the Company confiscated might just as easily
          have contained details on how and when to unload smuggled goods in England, as sensitive information from the
          East.56 The court of committees
          desired neither sort of information disseminated. Thus, for example, when Captain John Saris returned in
          1614, the Company confiscated two of his letters, one to his brother and one to a cousin who conveniently
          worked in the custom house. Saris had sent his brother instructions to come to Gravesend with a closed litter
          and two trusty watermen and mentioned sending letters with someone else who had left one of the ships before
          the Company’s men arrived. The letters raised the suspicions of the court of committees, and they resolved to
          send two men to stay aboard the ships and make sure neither Saris’s goods nor “those of others’ letters” were
          landed before a full inventory of the returned goods was made. To help ensure compliance, they also requested
          the customs agents not to release any goods before the full ships’ inventory was turned in. The entire
          situation was “to be kept secret.”57 This case was one of the most obvious examples in which the ability of Company leaders to
          control information reflected their ability to control the trade.
        


        
          Controlling access to information, both about proceedings in London and further east, was one of the main
          concerns of the court of committees. Not infrequently, committee members were taxed with finding out how
          “some things [were] delivered abroad” that “were given in charge by Mr. Governor to have been kept
          secret.”58 In one case,
          considering the gratuities to two Company members who had served as commissioners to the Netherlands, the
          court of committees decided to keep the matter private “because no exceptions should be taken by the
          generality who have no means to consider of the causes.”59 The generality could not know the full matter and therefore might not understand
          that the gratuity was well deserved; overall, it was better to keep the whole matter secret.
        


        
          Company matters still under discussion were not supposed to be disclosed outside the court of committees.
          Information that had been “delivered abroad” yet had been “given in charge by Mr. Governor to have been kept
          secret” led to a reiteration that only the elected and appointed committees were to be present for sensitive
          discussions: “none but committees to be permitted to be present in court when any business of import were
          handled.”60 Likewise, when the
          governor shared the news that he was working with Secretary of State Sir Ralph Winwood to have a clause
          inserted into the captain’s commission granting him the power to take possession of any English ships in the
          East Indies on the Company’s behalf, he prefaced the announcement with a desire to keep the news secret.
          Furthermore, he wanted to discuss whether the commission, with its new inclusion, should be made
          public—“whether it were fit to have it published or kept private”—if it were granted. Committees spoke on
          both sides; some claimed that making the commission known would discourage would-be interlopers from sailing,
          while others thought that it would only keep them from the common ports and thus make them harder to surprise
          and catch. Ultimately, all agreed to keep the measure quiet until it had to be made public, as “it were best
          to conceal it, that no suspicion may be had of them until some act shall give cause to have it
          known.”61
        


        
          The injunctions for secrecy and restriction of access to information were constantly repeated throughout the
          early years of the Company. Restricting access was both a practical and a theoretical issue. In the abstract,
          restricting access—without regard to the value of controlling any particular piece of information—showed the
          power and authority of those who ordered the restriction. The constant reiterations of the need for secrecy
          were part of how Company leaders constituted their authority over the generality. On a practical level,
          information from the East Indies was one of the most valuable commodities the Company possessed. Known too
          widely, the value of the Company’s information might diminish. On occasion Company leaders worried that
          incomplete knowledge of their activities might lead members of the generality to misunderstand and wrongly
          suspect them of mishandling the Company’s business. Thus, the restriction of access to information also
          served concrete ends, giving Company leaders greater control over the East Indies trade and protecting them
          from criticism.
        

      


      
        Authority, Reputation, and the City


        
          The court minutes testified to the clear sense that the actions of the Company were known and judged on a
          public stage, with consequences for the Company’s reputation and its ability to fund the joint stock (that
          is, to get adventurers to pay). This sense of public performance was part of the impetus behind the attempts
          by Company leaders to keep information about the trade and their actions secret. It also led the leaders to
          monitor their public reputations and defend themselves when they learned of public criticism.
        


        
          Company leaders acted on their perceptions of public judgment. For example, when the East India Company had a
          disagreement with the Levant Company in 1614, the East India Company court of committees agreed to
          negotiate—in part to end public disagreement between the two. The court of committees “wished that a friendly
          end might rather be made than to have two such companies to contest in public.” They wanted the matter
          resolved “privately and peaceably betwixt them.”62 And when a “scandalous imputation” was made about the Company for selling adulterated
          indigo dust in 1622, the Company appointed a committee to oversee the indigo, “for the satisfaction of the
          world.”63 In another case, a note
          in 1602 for the Company to force adventurers to pay their promised contributions specified that the Company
          did not want to be discredited by a “discovery being made so public, as well as to our own country as to
          strangers in foreign parts.”64 It
          was not just Londoners who they feared would be unfavorably impressed with the Company, but also rivals much
          farther afield.
        


        
          Talk “abroad,” whether in London or Europe, was a concern to Company leaders. Once information was abroad in
          London it was as good as abroad in Europe for the court of committees; once information was public, they
          could no longer control its spread. Indeed, the Company employed men in the Netherlands to collect and report
          the same type of talk abroad—in this case, news about the Dutch East India Company—that they sought to
          prevent circulating in London about themselves.65
        


        
          Company leaders knew that people outside the Company were paying attention to its doings and took some
          actions with the expectation that they would be known widely. In 1614, Company leaders debated applying to
          the Privy Council for aid in acquiring some seized Portuguese goods they felt were due to them. They thought
          that knowledge of their actions would be a deterrent to others in future, stating that even “if nothing be
          recovered yet it will daunt others finding their power to prosecute matters at home as well as
          abroad.”66 Company leaders
          thought action by the regime on their behalf would gain them a great deal, though not necessarily in material
          terms. If the matter were decided in their favor, “although it were but to have a key of the door where the
          goods be,” it would “gain a great reputation unto the Company, and terrify others to do the like, when they
          shall see that they can neither find peace abroad nor at home.”67 In other words, access to the goods was the small return,
          while the symbolic message was the major one.
        


        
          When Company leaders thought the reputation of the Company was at stake, they took aggressive action to
          protect it. The seized Portuguese goods had come to the court of committees’ attention because “a knight
          abroad”—most likely meaning abroad in London or in England, rather than outside the country—had “cast many
          imputations upon this Company, for monopolizing as he pretended the sole trade into the East
          Indies.”68 Redress was necessary,
          therefore, to prove a point not only outside England, but also in London. A few months later, a writing was
          “set up abroad.” Here, “abroad” signified London. The writing, which seems to have appeared anonymously,
          questioned the East India Company’s right to some goods, and therefore, to Company leaders, its patent
          privileges. The Company’s solicitor was “appointed to go and get a copy of the said writing” and to hire a
          proctor to lay claim to the goods “by virtue of his majesty’s grant in their patent.” Furthermore, the court
          of committees ordered two of its members to get an order from the Privy Council about the affair, “which will
          bring a reputation and honor to the Company, that shall make it appear to the world that they do not favor
          their cause, nor his courses.”69
          The public rebuttal was necessary to protect the Company’s reputation.
        


        
          Of all public places, one was given special weight in the Company minutes: the Royal Exchange. The Exchange
          was the heart of commercial London. It was modeled on the Bourse in Antwerp and had been built in the late
          1560s. As St. Paul’s was the center of news exchange in London, and Paul’s Cross was the pulpit of the
          nation, so the Exchange was not only a place where actual trade was conducted, but also a public forum for
          commercial and mercantile matters. Rules governed how and when trading took place in the public forum, and
          merchants of different nations had their own spaces in the Exchange, “so that those who have business with
          them can find them more easily.” Information spread as merchants mingled. Letters could be delivered to
          merchants at the Exchange, and one contemporary account noted that “one regularly hears the news of other
          countries and regions, which is a great convenience for those who traffick in merchandise across the seas.”
          It was here that “merchants stroll in fine weather and talk business.”70 Contemporary images depict the Exchange as a bustling
          place full of activity, with hundreds of conversations taking place among people from many nations, and by
          the early seventeenth century it was a popularly recognizable London place—referred to, for example, in a
          number of contemporary plays.71
        


        
          The Company had an extensive presence at the Exchange. Some of the Company warehouses—particularly the pepper
          warehouses—were nearby.72 The
          keys for the East India Company warehouses were brought daily to the Exchange, leading one committee to
          complain about the great distance between the Exchange and the deputy governor’s house, where the key was
          kept when it was not at the Exchange. He requested that the key be kept at the house of a committee who lived
          closer to the Exchange.73 As the
          daily bringing and returning of the key might suggest, the Exchange was the physical space where the private
          business of the Company intersected with the public presence of the city, not only practically but also
          symbolically. The Exchange was the physical locale of the City public that the East India Company dealt with.
        


        
          Aspersions cast upon the Company in the Exchange had greater weight than those made in other places.
          Certainly the Exchange was one of few sites regularly mentioned by name in the court minutes. A committee in
          1609 who “despitefully and viciously abused” another committee “publicly in the Exchange and at the full time
          thereof” was removed from his committee position as a result. Company leaders could not tolerate public
          dissent, especially among themselves. When Robert Bateman, then treasurer, reported that he had learned of a
          rumor alleging that he was false and had not correctly kept the Company’s accounts that was circulating upon
          the Exchange, the rest of the court of committees assured him of their support. They also sent for the man
          who had told Bateman of the rumors to try to find out with whom they had originated, so the court could
          pursue further action as necessary.74
        


        
          Challenges to the Company that appeared in the Exchange elicited special responses as well. When a group
          purported to set itself up as a “new East India Company” by means of a “bill set upon the Exchange,” the
          governor informed Lord Zouch, a member of the Privy Council—who, according to the court minutes, promptly
          sent for the bill and took it to a meeting of the Council. To the court of committees’ gratification, Zouch
          made a fuss about the matter, wondering that the lord mayor of London allowed it “to be set up so publicly
          about the city to the discountenance of this Company.”75 The Council agreed to take the issue to the king. The Company referred to in the
          bill was almost assuredly the short-lived Scottish East India Company, which is discussed in detail in
          Chapter 6.
        


        
          When Sir Randall Cranfield—newly made master of the mint and the brother of Lionel Cranfield, the Earl of
          Middlesex—made “uncivil speeches” about the governor, deputy, and committees, notably in the Exchange, the
          court of committees debated how to respond. Part of the difficulty was that Sir Randall Cranfield criticized
          not just the governor, deputy, and committees as people, but also the government they represented: he
          “reached higher than to them as particular men, and trenched deep into the government.”76 Because he aimed so high in his
          criticism, it was “fit to be taken notice of,” as the criticism surpassed what might be ignored. He gave
          “indignities not to be borne of private men, much less by the governor, deputy and committees.” How best to
          pursue the matter was the question. Some Company leaders wanted to address the matter at a general court,
          while others wanted to take the matter outside of the Company, to the lord treasurer, because the criticism
          of the government of the Company was being “taken notice of by the gentry of the Company.”77 In other words, the complaints, due to
          their manner and content, questioned the authority of the members of the court of committees as men and as
          leaders of the Company, and the speech was made by a well-connected man to other well-connected men.
          Therefore, it could not be ignored. One committee promised that he could testify to the content of
          Cranfield’s accusations, and although members of the court were still not sure how to pursue the matter, they
          decided that if they made a case of it, it should be “pursued effectually for precedent’s sake to affright
          others from the like.”78 The
          location of Cranfield’s criticism, as well as its substance, demanded action by Company leaders.
        


        
          The Company’s reputation in the Exchange could be endangered not only by critical speeches, but also by what
          Company leaders considered unseemly behavior or objects that they thought reflected on them. In 1615, the
          Exchange was the site of “great speeches” about “certain books” one captain brought back. The books, possibly
          pornographic by English standards of the time, “caused the Company and Mr. Governor’s house to be censured.”
          Company leaders confiscated and burned them, with the provision that “such as have heard derogatory speeches
          used upon the Exchange, and elsewhere, should now likewise be eyewitnesses of the consuming of them in the
          fire”—a course of action they hoped would “give satisfaction to any honestly affected, that such wicked
          spectacles are not fostered and maintained by any of this Company.”79 Those who had heard of the scandal were required to see
          the end of it.
        


        
          The Exchange may have been the most symbolically important London location, but Company leaders also had no
          doubt that word on the street could have a significant effect on the Company’s affairs. Word of the return of
          a fleet could spur investments, and quickly. John Chamberlain, writing to Sir Dudley Carleton, informed him
          of the enthusiastic investment after the return of a fleet: “the good return of our East Indian ships hath
          put such life into that trade, that our merchants mean to go roundly to work”—within two weeks, he reported,
          they had been promised £400,000.80 Given that neither Chamberlain nor Carleton were members of the Company, the former’s
          comments testified to the spread of the news (Chamberlain collected much of his news at St. Paul’s); the
          accepted effect it had; and even, by Chamberlain’s use of “our,” the fact that the trade itself belonged not
          only to the merchants who carried it out, but also to men not directly part of the Company.
        


        
          Negative public perception could work to the Company’s detriment as easily as positive news could work to its
          benefit. In early 1622, when the Company petitioned the lord keeper about a case of private trading, he was
          sympathetic to the leaders’ case but gave them some words of caution. The minutes reported, quite frankly,
          that the lord keeper, “told them that the East India Company is not generally well thought of.” He advised
          them not to make too much fuss about private trade, lest by “carrying too strict a hand,” they failed to
          attract worthy men to their service.81 However, when a member of the generality reported that rumors were circulating that
          private trading had enriched men abroad who had gone out “scarce worth £20,” the governor explained that the
          court of committees had taken action to investigate and invited members of the generality to take part in the
          investigation. He wanted them to know that their adventures were being properly cared for, and that the
          Company employees abroad had sufficient oversight, lest a perceived slackness discourage
          investments.82 The court of
          committees reiterated the importance of dealing with the matter, as “this business is of much consequence,
          and … many eyes are upon the court of committees to observe their charge
          herein.”83
        


        
          Attacks on the Company could come from without or from within, and in the latter case, the response made by
          the court of committees had to be especially visible. Criticism from within belied the image of a unified
          company and provided public evidence that the Company was at odds with itself. In addition, depending on the
          topic, Company leaders viewed criticism that arose from Company members as more damaging than rumors on the
          Exchange or the like.
        


        
          The particular danger of public criticism arising from a Company man was evident in an example from 1615,
          when word reached the court of committees about public criticism of the Company, and specifically of the
          court of committees, delivered by one of its own members. Two elements were especially noteworthy about the
          case: first, the criticism highlighted the real or perceived division between the court of committees and the
          generality, and second, the criticism had special weight because it came from within and was aired in a
          public forum.
        


        
          In a meeting of the court of committees on 8 September 1615, Company leaders were “informed of a gross
          imputation and great scandal cast upon the committees by Mr. Burke.” He had made his charges “at a public
          dinner, amongst many merchants and others of good account, and sundry women then present.” Burke’s accusation
          focused on an action of the committees regarding the seventh voyage, when they had, without consulting the
          generality, provided additional, necessary money—which Burke claimed was to the “great wrong and prejudice”
          of the generality. According to the minutes, he was then and there contradicted, but he refused to recant.
          The minutes noted that the charge could be easily answered by “certain orders of court made by the generality
          themselves,” meaning that the court’s actions were legal and allowed and should be known by all. But Burke’s
          actions had “too much scandalized” their “credits and reputations,” and the court of committees required the
          governor to bring up the matter in a general court, so that Burke “may be censured according to his deserts
          to the example of all others that shall offend in the like nature.”84 Interestingly, the very secrecy with which they had
          cloaked their actions had opened them up to Burke’s criticism. According to the minutes, in other words,
          though the committees were sure of the acceptability of their actions, the public nature of the charges of
          scandal required an internally public refutation—that is, a refutation before the generality.
        


        
          The governor, Sir Thomas Smith, handled the presentation of Burke’s perfidy to the generality, emphasizing
          that Company leaders had acted correctly. He treated Burke’s accusations as serious. According to the
          governor’s presentation of the matter, “a brother of this Company, a grave man, hath offered a great disgrace
          unto their governor, deputy, and committees.” Even presenting the matter before the whole Company, the
          governor emphasized that the scandal was against the court of committees and leaders, not specifically
          against the Company as a whole. He elaborated that the brother, who did not appear in the general court
          minutes by name, had made “uncivil speeches publicly at a table in town where were present many gentlemen,
          merchants and divers women.” The charge itself was the same as that discussed in the court of committees
          earlier, but the governor went into more detail about the effects of Burke’s speech on the Company as a
          whole. The minutes noted that Burke had been contradicted but continued in his calumny, adding: “seeing it is
          not unknown how many enemies this Company have, who are too ready to heap disgraces and scandalous aspersions
          upon them, they ought therefore amongst themselves to be the more circumspect to give such an advantage to
          their adversaries especially by any of the Company themselves.”85 The governor read the order, including the date it was
          made, that authorized the court of committees’ actions, adding that the leaders had indeed canvassed the
          generality for additional funds, and that the majority of these new adventurers—in terms of number and
          amount—were from the generality.
        


        
          The governor’s careful presentation bore the desired fruit: according to the minutes, the generality cried
          out for the instigator to be publicly censured. Assured of the generality’s support of the court of
          committees, the governor put the least culpatory spin on Burke’s actions—which was also one that emphasized
          the Company’s strength. He attributed the impetus behind the criticism to the devil’s meddling in the face of
          the Company’s good fortune.86
          Though Burke remained nameless throughout this account, the court minutes asserted his grief before the
          generality over the incident, with the incident allowing for the reiteration of the Company’s profitable
          ventures and God-blessed endeavors and the assertion of the “great pains for the good of the Company” taken
          by the governor, deputy, and committees. The Company leaders viewed incidents like this one as dangerous.
          However, a well-orchestrated refutation could not only refute a charge but also bolster the structures under
          attack. In other words, the charge allowed for an assertion of good conduct that might have seemed out of
          place otherwise. The court of committees organized a proof of good and responsible government—the reading of
          the order by the generality—to counter the charge of bad government.
        


        
          Company leaders protected the Company’s reputation outside of England no less assiduously, even against the
          actions of Company members. When the court of committees discovered that a Company adventurer was buying
          pepper and then adulterating it before selling it abroad in Naples, they “held it to be a great deceit,
          wrong, and scandal to the Company, disgrace, discredit, and disparagement to this nation.” Despite the
          merchant’s claims that “he had done the like before, and it was well accepted and went current without any
          exceptions in those parts where it was sold,” the court of committees, “to maintain the honor of the kingdom
          and Company,” impounded his pepper and admonished him to be “so mindful of his own reputation as not to force
          those things to public notice.”87
          In other words, lack of consideration of his private reputation would have public consequences for the
          Company. The leaders decided to prosecute that merchant, Edward Lutterford, because in addition to the
          scandal of selling adulterated East Indies goods, he had chosen to make very public criticism of the Company.
          Lutterford was not an insignificant member of the Company. He was one of the original adventurers and he had
          served as a committee in 1610–11, though he was not a committee at the time of his public criticism. Company
          leaders wanted to make him an example to prevent others from insulting and scorning them, “as they are
          informed he did at a dinner at Drapers’ Hall by a large relation.” The court of committees took their
          complaint about Lutterford to the lord treasurer, the Earl of Suffolk, who found that “his Majesty is much
          wronged to have impost repaid for the said dust put in by Mr. Lutterford which will touch him
          nearly.”88 From being an issue of
          Company concern and reputation, the leaders reframed the issue into one that touched the king. Essentially,
          the court of committees brought down official ire on Lutterford for cheating the king, to punish him for
          insulting the Company.
        


        
          Company leaders knew the stakes were high when it came to information that circulated about the Company’s
          trade and their management of it. They attempted to restrict access to sensitive information about the East
          Indies to themselves, and to guard their and the Company’s public reputation, at times staging rebuttals to
          criticisms of their leadership. They wanted their actions to be secret, hidden from the view even of their
          own generality. Yet the repeated examples of information that did not remain secret demonstrated how
          difficult it was to keep information from an interested public, and how fragile the control of information
          could be. Secrecy and the control of information helped consolidate the authority of the court of committees
          over the generality, but the veil of secrecy was rarely impenetrable, and members of the generality could—and
          at times did—push back against the control of the court of committees.
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        THOUGH THE EAST INDIA COMPANY was
        founded as a company of London merchants, by 1618 its membership was much broader. In August of that year, a
        Company member, Robert Bell, wrote to the English ambassador at The Hague, Sir Dudley Carleton, that the East
        India Company was “composed of the greatest part of the Privy Council, of the nobility, of the judges of the
        land, the gentry of the kingdom, and [was] furnished with an assured stock of sixteen hundred thousand pounds
        [£1,600,000].” Bell was not boasting; instead, the overall tone of his letter was a mix of concern and
        aggression. He noted the Company’s impressive membership to argue that, with such a number of important
        members, Carleton “may well imagine” that the Company would not “endure such affronts and disgraces” as the
        Dutch seemed to be offering them at that time.1 For Bell, a London merchant, the Company’s mixed composition was a strength, giving it a
        force it would not have without the stake in the Company’s success that he assumed its privy councilor, gentry,
        and noble members felt.
      


      
        Aristocratic membership in the Company also had its downside. What role gentry and noble members should play in
        the Company’s government was not clear to members at the time. Just a few weeks before Bell wrote the letter
        quoted above, some members responded to the extensive gentry membership in the Company by floating schemes to
        formalize gentry representation in the governing body of the Company. They wanted to ensure that aristocratic
        members had at least a certain percentage of seats in the court of committees, but they were
        unsuccessful.2 A year later, members
        of the court of committees complained that “such gentlemen as have been taken into the Company by courtesy do
        aim to get all the government into their hands.”3 From the merchants’ perspective, gentry involvement in the Company could also be a weakness.
      


      
        Despite any possible complications resulting from elite involvement in the East India Company, a significant
        number of aristocrats and gentry became members (and hence investors) in it during the early decades of the
        seventeenth century. As Bell’s letter testifies, Company membership became overlapped with court circles. Some
        historians have suggested that gentry presence in the Company might have explained the continuing, if at times
        begrudging, benevolence of Parliament toward the Company and the Company’s favorable reception at the royal
        court at the time.4 Others, however,
        have seen the Company as distinctly separate from court, despite any shared personnel, and often the target of
        attempted royal manipulation.5 But
        historians have rarely considered what gentry involvement meant for the Company, or why an overseas company
        might want gentry members.
      


      
        Gentry investment in the East India Company did not occur unprompted; the court of committees actively
        recruited influential members of the gentry and aristocracy to participate in the Company. Company leaders
        courted, and sometimes were courted by, gentry investors who offered a variety of services and skills that the
        Company could use. Gentry membership in the Company came in waves, with the first great phase of elite
        membership in the Company taking place against a background of phenomenal profits and slowing down in the 1620s
        when profits did.6 By the time
        profits declined and the appeal of Company membership might have lost some of its glow, a significant number of
        courtiers and gentry were already members. This chapter examines how the Company acquired gentry and
        aristocratic members, how Company leaders hoped to use them, and how they cultivated nonmember courtiers. It
        reveals that the large numbers of gentry and aristocratic members were the product of the actions by Company
        leaders to benefit from the interest, abilities, and connections of influential men by offering them membership
        and the chance to invest in the Company.
      


      
        Aristocratic and Gentry Membership in the Company


        
          Aristocratic and gentry involvement in the overseas trading companies grew in the late sixteenth and early
          seventeenth centuries. Scholars have put forth a variety of answers to the question of what drew these elite
          groups—whose income and high status traditionally derived from land and royal office rather than commerce—to
          companies like the East India Company and the Virginia Company. Ranging from the lure of rich profits without
          actually having to engage in trade to a commitment to a particular religious and / or imperial vision for
          England, the spurs for gentry involvement in the overseas trading companies were multiple and varied, and
          aristocratic members turned up in a number of companies.7 The founding members of the Muscovy Company, for example, were an illustrious group,
          more so than the founders of the East India Company. Of the 201 people named in the 1555 Muscovy Company
          patent, seven were peers, eight were knights or esquires who held high positions at court, and there were
          also more than ten aldermen and a number of merchant knights.8 Both the Spanish Company (founded in 1577) and the Barbary
          Company (1585) had two of Queen Elizabeth’s most prominent advisors—Robert Dudley, the Earl of Leicester, and
          Sir Francis Walsingham—on their charters.9 Additionally, the 1606 patent of the Virginia Company, which unusually named only eight
          people, included none who were primarily merchants (although had a list of the first subscribers survived, it
          would likely have named far more people, including many merchants).10 These were not the only companies that had gentry and
          aristocratic investment; others included the Africa, Providence Island, and Bermuda Companies.11
        


        
          Yet extensive gentry involvement in the East India Company in particular was not a given. Most gentry
          involvement in overseas companies was concentrated in the various Atlantic companies, where colonization was
          a priority. It was only in those joint-stock companies that gentry membership topped 25 percent of the whole.
          The Levant Company had few gentry members, and even in trading companies where there was initial gentry
          investment, nonmerchants seem to have played little role in the ongoing functioning of the institution.
          Several companies allowed nonmerchants as honorary members only, with no formal role in the trade.12 In 1600 the East India Company’s original
          patent named almost 220 adventurers. Only one of them, George Clifford, the Earl of Cumberland, was a titled
          peer—though at least one other man was ennobled later.13 Another three were knights, all part of the City elite (all three were aldermen);
          four were esquires; and several others were knighted after 1600. The overwhelming majority of the original
          adventurers were merchants of London, with many from the civic elite of the City, and a few who had ties to
          the regime or positions at court.
        


        
          When the Company was founded, there was no formal mechanism for enabling gentry investment. In the early
          seventeenth century, no one could invest in the East India Company trade without being admitted to the
          Company—becoming a “brother” of the Company or gaining the “freedom of the Company,” in the parlance of the
          time. Buying and selling East India Company shares in the stock market was a development of the later
          seventeenth century.14 In the
          early seventeenth century, only someone who was “free of the Company” could adventure in the joint stock—that
          is, invest money. Some adventured as little as the minimum required amount of £100. Others adventured
          thousands of pounds. In 1621, for example, Company governor Sir Thomas Smith noted that he had adventured
          almost £20,000.15 All transfers
          of whole adventures or parts of adventures came before the court of committees for approval and were supposed
          to take place only between Company members, though they could also be transferred via inheritance. This was
          not merely a matter of form—Company leaders reserved the right to decline a transfer out of concern that,
          without oversight, fraudulent transfers of adventures might take place.16
        


        
          The Company’s patent had acknowledged that the original Company members might need or want to admit new
          people to the Company and specified only that new members approved by Company leaders had to make a corporate
          oath.17 In the early years of the
          Company, several ways of becoming free of the Company became standard and were eventually codified in the
          1621 Laws or Standing Orders. One method was through patrimony, meaning the right of founding and
          admitted members to pass the freedom of the Company to their sons when they reached the age of twenty-one.
          Another was through serving an apprenticeship of seven years. A third was by purchase, with set “fines” for
          people of different stations. A merchant could purchase admission to the Company for a fine of £50; the fine
          for anyone else was 100 marks (approximately £66). New members were supposed to be admitted on the same terms
          as the founders, “as if they were expressly mentioned in the said charter.”18 Like the founding memberships, freedom via fine, service,
          or patrimony therefore was heritable.
        


        
          A final means of gaining freedom existed: becoming free gratis, by grace or kindness of Company leaders. This
          type of freedom usually cost the holder nothing more than a payment to the Company’s poor box. It was not
          officially heritable, though that proscription does not seem to have always been upheld.19 This was the means of gaining freedom of
          the Company used for almost all gentry and aristocrats (though a few merchants also received it, and a few
          gentry members did not). It did not exist in the early years of the Company’s existence. However, it had
          become regularized by 1621, when it appeared formally in the Laws or Standing Orders—though court
          minutes mentioned gratis membership in conjunction with aristocratic members before that date.
        


        
          Beyond the original members, the first (surviving) record of admission of gentry or aristocratic members did
          not take place until the Company was almost ten years old. A grant of incorporation secured on 11 May
          1609—when James I renewed the East India Company’s charter even though the fifteen years granted by Elizabeth
          I’s original letter patent had not yet expired—led to the decision on 30 May to admit the Earl of Salisbury,
          then the lord treasurer; the Earl of Nottingham, then the lord admiral; the Earl of Worcester; the Earl of
          Southampton; and various other “lords, knights, and gentlemen” whom the records specified as being “favorers
          of the Company and no mere merchants.” The note, timing, and fact that the admission was being granted to
          these men without their having sought it (the court minutes did not record any petitions by them to be made
          members, and the minutes did generally record such petitions) had the feel of thanks for services rendered.
          In addition, the court of committees gave the governor permission “from time to time to admit such and so
          many other lords, knights and gentlemen favorers of the Company and no mere merchants, as he in his
          discretion shall think meet.”20
          When George Calvert (later Lord Baltimore and one of James’s secretaries of state) was admitted several
          months later, the minutes referred to the “order formerly made the 30th of May last for the admission of
          lords, knights and gentlemen.” The order continued to be cited in later years—for example, in 1610 when
          Thomas Marbury, a gentleman usher to the lord chancellor, was admitted “by virtue of the former order given
          to Mr. Governor for admission of lords, knights and gentleman.”21
        


        
          This 1609 admission of aristocratic “favorers of the Company” was the beginning of a period of growing
          aristocratic membership in the Company. Though missing volumes of court minutes make it impossible to compile
          anything close to a full list of all people granted freedom of the Company, the surviving evidence suggests
          that membership (aristocratic and otherwise) grew unevenly from 1600 to 1634, with periods of high activity
          during which Company leaders admitted many new members and other years in which they admitted only a few. The
          first years of each new joint stock, for example—in particular 1614, 1617–19, and 1628–29—seem generally to
          be correlated to the greatest increase in members. This makes sense given the nature of adventuring in the
          Company and when opportunities for large investment would be most readily available. Gratis memberships,
          which accounted for the vast majority of gentry and aristocratic admittances in the period, were
          significantly higher in the years 1609, 1614, and 1617–19, though they did not rise in the late 1620s. Any
          other given year before and after these years saw no more than two gratis freedoms, and sometimes none, while
          there were at least eight in 1609, six in 1614, twenty-four in 1617, thirty-two in 1618, and sixteen in
          1619.22 The lack of a big
          increase in gentry membership in the late 1620s may have reflected the cooling relationship between Charles
          and the Company, explored in detail in Chapters 8 and 9, and the slackening of profits in the 1620s.
        


        
          Altogether, these numbers show that the 1610s were the period of greatest growth of gentry and aristocratic
          membership in the Company. Besides the opportunities that the first years of a new joint stock always
          presented, this decade was also one in which the Company did spectacularly well financially (the 1620s were
          less rosy for it for many reasons). In the ten years after that first 1609 admission of lords, knights, and
          gentlemen, dozens of aristocrats and gentry became free of the Company. As these men approached Company
          leaders for admission, Company leaders scrutinized their suits, trying to determine how these men might be
          particularly useful to the Company.
        


        
          Company leaders did not accidentally or passively secure the majority of their aristocratic and gentry
          members. Their acquisition was part of a thought-out and acted-upon policy, as Company leaders purposely
          cultivated new members, carefully considering what strengths each of them would bring to the Company. People
          may have been drawn to the Company by the promised returns, but the Company was drawn to specific men for
          very different reasons, as leaders noted meticulously with each application. They did not offer gratis
          membership to all gentry applicants: some gentlemen paid the standard fine for their freedoms. The court
          minutes never mentioned any special qualities or connections of these men.23 In other words, any gentleman might be welcome to
          adventure, but it was the useful ones who were worth cultivating by Company leaders. The culmination of their
          policy of aristocratic and gentry recruitment was that within a few years, the membership of the Company read
          like a who’s who of early Stuart England. Even the chamber of London (essentially the city of London)
          invested in the East India Company.24 It was in the context of this boom of aristocratic and gentry membership that Bell wrote
          the letter to Carleton discussed at the beginning of this chapter.
        


        
          Both noble suitors to the Company and Company leaders were figuring out what roles nobles should play in the
          East Indies trade, and the understanding of their roles changed over the decade. When the Earl of Southampton
          was admitted in 1609, as a thank-you he sent the Company “a brace of bucks to make merry withal.” A few
          months later, William Parker, Lord Monteagle, asked to join the Company on the same terms as Southampton,
          promising a brace of bucks every year at election time.25 These were symbolic gifts, meant to be used by the Company for corporate feasts.
          These types of commensal events formed a key part of the institutional life of many livery companies in the
          early modern period.26 By giving
          gifts for such an event, Monteagle and Southampton were showing support to the Company, but doing so in a way
          that emphasized the Company’s ties to the livery companies. It highlighted the ways in which lords, knights,
          and gentlemen were outsiders to the normal life of the Company. As time passed, however, gentry members and
          suitors emphasized those differences less when approaching Company leaders, and Company leaders explicitly
          considered the political ways they might benefit from such august suitors.
        


        
          The committees of the Company were active in recruiting useful men to become members of the Company. One Mr.
          Bayley, clerk in the court of Exchequer, was allowed his freedom because “such kind of men may be beneficial
          and helpful unto the Company in their suits and otherwise.”27 A few years later, one Dr. Poe wanted to turn his freedom
          over to a friend who had bought out his share of the adventure, but the Company—“knowing how near he is about
          the noblemen at court”—were unwilling to have him turn over his freedom, and to keep him as a member gave his
          friend freedom of the Company gratis.28 Though the court of committees later tried to limit the practice, on occasion the leaders
          let friends of influential members in as a favor. For example, they admitted one Mr. Haines, appointed by the
          Earl of Southampton to manage his adventure, noting that “they would be pleased for [Southampton’s] sake to
          admit [Haines] of the Company.”29
          In 1614, in preparation for the upcoming Parliament, the Company admitted Sir James Stonehouse, “a courtier,
          one of the King’s Privy Chamber,” noting that he was “a civil gentleman who is daily attending about his
          majesty.” Members of the court of committees were very open about their motivation: they “were willing to
          have some such [of] their friends about the king, that should be tied unto them by some kindness especially,
          against this time of the parliament.” They gave Stonehouse his admittance gratis.30 At the end of the month they let in two more useful men,
          William Fanshawe, a politician and frequent member of Parliament—“they conceiving that the Company shall have
          need of such persons’ assistance against the parliament”—and Sir Henry Neville, “a very worthy gentleman” who
          “may do many good offices for the good of this Company.”31 Neville was a politician, member of Parliament, and former ambassador to France.
          Sir Anthony Agar was admitted gratis “for the good offices which he hath done for the Company, and
          expectation of the kindness in parliament house.” Agar had served in the 1614 Parliament and was an investor
          in several overseas trading ventures.32 In 1614, Sir Anthony Palmer, a knight, was admitted gratis for being “a gentleman that
          the Company expect to receive some kindness from.”33 Sir John Digby was admitted before leaving for Spain, where he was to take up the
          position of ambassador, on account of past services: while he was posted in Lisbon, he had helped secure the
          release of English captives taken at sea by the Portuguese who had been employed originally by the Company.
          Digby’s letters promised that he would provide whatever future aid he could, members of the court remembered
          his past help, and they thought it might be useful to have someone well placed to give “advertisements from
          the court of Spain or Lisbon.”34
          They could expect him to continue his attentions and keep them informed of news useful for matters of trade,
          such as when the Portuguese and Spanish fleets returned.
        


        
          Sometimes Company leaders admitted men in high places without specific note made of their “good offices,”
          just suggestive mentions of their positions and connections. Thus, for example, “Sir Thomas Merry of London,
          knight, clerk comptroller of his Majesty’s house, as also Sir Thomas Lake, knight, secretary to his Majesty”
          were admitted gratis.35 The
          minutes gave no specific explanation of what the court of committees might hope to gain from them, but both
          men enjoyed close proximity to the king and held positions that might aid the Company in securing royal
          access. Lake was a privy councilor and one of James’s secretaries of state, and thus a man of considerable
          power and influence. Company leaders admitted Thomas Trevor, “the prince’s solicitor,” in early
          1618.36 Richard Dorrington of
          Stowe, the “register in the Chancery,” was also admitted gratis.37 When Company leaders admitted the ambassador to France,
          Sir Thomas Edmondes, they did not note specific reasons, but they doubtless had an expectation of future
          usefulness; an incident earlier that year involving a French East Indies voyage backed by English investors
          must have made the influence of the English ambassador in France attractive indeed.38 William Trumbull, ambassador to the
          archduke’s court at Brussels, was admitted gratis.39 Sir John Villiers—the brother of George Villiers, then Earl of Buckingham—was admitted in
          1617 with no specific reason given, just the mention of his relationship to Buckingham.40 When an unnamed privy councilor was late
          with a payment, the court of committees waived the fines, noting that the favor was requested by “a great
          person, a privy councilor.”41
          Their flexibility was due to his position.
        


        
          Soon the Company was being courted by increasingly powerful and well-connected men. Sir Edwin Sandys, the
          well-known advocate of English expansion and colonization and a member of Parliament, requested the court of
          committees to admit the doctor who had saved his life, promising in return “that he himself would study to
          deserve their loves.” They acceded, “esteeming Sir Edwin a very good gentleman who hath deserved well of the
          commonwealth and worthy to be respected.”42 Sandys himself had been admitted some time before.43 When Sir Julius Caesar—privy councilor, master of the
          rolls, and sometime member of Parliament—approached the Company and assured its leaders that he was “as
          willing and ready to do as great kindness for the Company as others are or can be,” they happily let him in.
          They hesitated to allow him to adventure quite as much as he wished to but “were unwilling to deny his
          request being a person of that eminency and place.”44 And when Sir Francis Bacon approached the governor, “having heard of the justice of
          this Company and their upright carriage in managing their affairs,” about joining, he supposed “it will not
          be offensive to have him admitted” and hoped it might be on the same terms, “with the like favor and
          privilege for adventure that they have granted unto some others his peers.”45 After he helped smooth over some legal difficulties the
          Company was having with the Scottish patent and helped the Company sway James in their favor, the court of
          committees admitted Bacon.46
        


        
          These examples in the court minutes revealed that knowledge of what other courtiers were offered and allowed
          circulated at the royal court. The admission of useful men was not a private but an (at least partially) open
          pursuit. Men of high rank approached the Company not only wishing to be admitted, but to have the same terms
          and opportunities offered to them that had been offered to their fellows. William Lord Paget, for example,
          had heard that the Company had allowed in gratis a servant of Lord Cavendish, who could then inform Cavendish
          of what occurred when he was unable to attend, and Paget wanted the same privilege for himself. He “desired
          the like favor … pretending the like occasions, and promising to deserve their
          loves in what he may.” Since he had “knowledge of such a precedent,” Company leaders decided to accommodate
          his request.47 Another noble
          requested the same privileges “afforded to some other noblemen”—in this case, the chance to have one of his
          men admitted to keep him informed of the proceedings of general courts. The court of committees agreed,
          “considering that it is no more than hath been granted to some other noblemen.”48 Men wanted the same terms they saw their peers granted.
          Quite quickly, therefore, Company membership had become a measure of status and favor among the aristocracy.
        


        
          Company leaders gave freedom to a number of members of the royal households. They admitted, for example, Sir
          Thomas Howard, “knight master of the prince’s horse”; Robert Rigdon, esquire, “gentleman sewer in ordinary to
          his Majesty”; and Sir Marmaduke Darrell, “cofferer to his Majesty.”49 The already mentioned Sir Thomas Merry, “clerk
          comptroller of his Majesty’s house,” was another person made free of the Company, as was David Bennet,
          “keeper of St. James, the prince’s house.”50 When Theophilus Field, “doctor of divinity, and his Majesty’s chaplain in ordinary,”
          requested membership, even though the court of committees had decreed a hiatus on new membership, it allowed
          him anyway, no doubt because of his privileged position with regard to the king.51 The king’s bedchamber, the king’s household, and the
          prince’s household provided numerous members, but the queen’s household had a much smaller, though not
          invisible, presence. One of the queen’s gentlemen of the privy chamber, Edward Fitton, was admitted
          gratis.52 Members of the royal
          household could be instrumental in securing physical access to the monarch.
        


        
          Those “useful” men could use their expertise on the Company’s behalf, both symbolically and in practice. Two
          other Company recruits, Sir Henry Hobart and Sir Henry Montague, were both lord chief justices. Hobart had
          approached the governor for membership, “hearing so well of the Company and their just and upright carriage
          of business.” Sir Thomas Smith took this individual meeting as an opportunity to put some of the Company’s
          legal concerns to Hobart in his capacity as a common-law expert. Hobart gave his opinion, even promising to
          consult with the new solicitor general, Sir Thomas Coventry, upon one matter, “to clear it according to law.”
          The governor secured free legal advice for the Company, and Hobart got membership and the chance to adventure
          £2,000 (less than he had wanted, but still a considerable sum that he could expect would bring him
          considerable profit in 1617).53
          After Hobart was sworn in as a member before the court of committees, he was again consulted on legal
          matters—this time before the whole court of committees—and he promised “his best advice and furtherance” in
          settling the matter.54 In other
          words, after a private consultation between Hobart and the governor, with legal advice given in return for a
          promise of membership, the governor and Hobart performed the giving of legal advice before the court of
          committees. The minutes recorded that “Mr. Governor then desired his Lordship’s opinion (being now a member
          of the Company) in some particulars.”55 The court of committees even bumped up Hobart’s adventure, to the originally requested
          £3,000.
        


        
          This type of performative advice giving and the giving of informal free legal or other advice were not
          atypical. For example, Bacon, former attorney general and then lord chancellor, in thanks for the free
          membership given to one of his servants, reiterated his willingness to help the Company: “his Lordship
          [Bacon] would be ready to deserve and confirm by some real testimony unto all the Company in general, or to
          any of them in particular.”56 The
          advice could be private, but Bacon was willing to speak to the whole, to “deserve” their kindness.57 Bacon was one of the regime’s most
          prominent representatives as well as one of the great legal minds of the age, and his advice and influence
          could be expected to be worth something.
        


        
          Montague did not return to be sworn in until a few weeks later, but when he came, he brought Sir Henry
          Yelverton, the attorney general, with him. They were both admitted, “being such persons as the Company would
          not deny both in regard of their place and council if occasion should be permitted.” Montague even requested
          that a few servants of his be admitted too, including another attorney.58 Around the same time, Hobart requested that freedom be
          granted to Henneage Finch, “a councilor at law,” which the court of committees did.59 Thus in a few weeks in 1617, the Company
          acquired the services of several of the great legal minds of the day.
        


        
          The only person at court the Company was resolute about not admitting was the king. The Company leaders were
          willing to admit many well-connected courtiers, but what role the monarch should have in the Company was
          unclear. In some ways, the possibility of having the monarch as a member was a natural extension of the
          policy of allowing other gentry and aristocratic members. If earls could want and gain freedom of the
          Company, why not kings? Yet on several occasions the monarch offered to become a member of the East India
          Company, and on each occasion Company leaders demurred. Neither the patents nor the Laws or Standing
          Orders directly addressed the question of whether or not the monarch or other members of the royal family
          could adventure money in the Company. In 1618, Prince Charles approached the governor requesting freedom of
          the Company and the chance to adventure money with them. The court of committees granted his request. Some of
          the court’s members, however, wondered if followers of the prince had spurred him to apply in hopes of
          increasing their own chances of membership in the Company.60 When Charles desired to invest several thousand pounds
          with the Company the following year, his request “ was very willingly yielded unto.”61 Yet the decision to allow the prince to
          adventure did not resolve the bigger question of whether the monarch could.
        


        
          The question was a fraught one for Company leaders. Certainly contemporary opinion was not much in favor of
          the monarch’s directly engaging in commerce. For example, in a 1608 essay Bacon commented on the
          long-standing sense that it was inappropriate for the king to engage in commerce, and that commerce was well
          below the majesty of the king: “For merchandizing it is true it was ever by the kings of this realm despised,
          as a thing ignoble and indign for a king.”62 Traditionally kings did not directly engage in commerce. However, when increasing numbers
          of courtiers were gaining admission to the Company, it was not inconceivable that a king, especially one as
          cash-strapped as James, might wish to do so, and on several occasions in the 1620s, both James I and Charles
          I broached the possibility of a royal membership.
        


        
          The problem for Company leaders was that, as they understood the issue, admitting the monarch to the Company
          brought the viability of the entire East Indies venture into question. They were sensitive to the ways they
          might benefit from counting the monarch a member, but they were also aware of the possible complications of
          doing so. It also did not help allay their concerns that offers by the monarch to join tended to come at
          moments when they felt that the Company was particularly vulnerable. Both James and Charles offered to become
          adventurers as monarch, for example, at times of crisis for Company leaders as they tried to resolve problems
          caused by the events at Amboyna in 1623, and the monarchs presented joining as an action they could take to
          show support for the trade.63
          Additionally, James’s original offer in 1624 came only a few months after the dissolution of the Virginia
          Company and its reformation under the crown, which many East India merchants had seen firsthand and which may
          have added to the feeling of vulnerability in the Company after Amboyna.
        


        
          Company leaders decided they could not and did not want to admit the monarch. This was an opinion they
          reiterated every time the proposition was put to them. The main reason they gave was that in consultation
          with their lawyers, they had learned that a subject could not be in partnership with the king; if the king
          were admitted, the whole trade would belong to him.64 One committee warned that if James—and more importantly, James’s money—became
          involved, “that account will never be at an end.” He suggested that accepting the monarch’s offer would be a
          disincentive to people considering investing with the Company.65 In response to James’s offer, Company leaders suggested
          that they were refusing it to protect him, as “they cannot conceive how with his honor it may be done, the
          condition of partnership in trade being a thing too far under the dignity and majesty of a king.”66
        


        
          The reasons used to refuse Charles on the two occasions he offered to become an adventurer were much the
          same. His offer in late 1625 was slightly more pointed than James’s had been. James claimed he had offered to
          become a member to show support to the Company. Charles posited that membership was a condition of his
          support; he offered because, “if they would have him interessed in their cause this was the way.”67 The governor’s answer was a
          carefully-worded rejection. He spoke of how the Company was made up of people of different qualities,
          including lawyers who had informed the governor that the king’s proposal “could not be allowed,” as it was
          “contrary to the laws for that no partnership can be held with the king, and being admitted an adventurer,
          the whole stock is presently in his Majesty’s power to dispose of,” which was why they had denied James’
          request.68 When Charles offered
          again in 1628, Company leaders stuck to their legal excuse that “the whole right of the Company’s stock would
          devolve to his Majesty for there can be no partnership held with the king.” Though privy councilors assured
          Company leaders that the king’s offer “was done not to deceive, but thereby the better to protect the
          Company,” they held to their refusal.69
        


        
          To discuss the monarch’s offer—and then refuse it—required Company leaders to be sensitive to considerations
          of the monarch’s honor. Neither James nor Charles directly commanded that they be admitted to the Company,
          but they could bring royal pressure to bear. For example, the Privy Council pressed the monarch’s proposal on
          behalf of both James and Charles on Company leaders, sometimes explicitly.70 Additionally, the monarch could try to set the terms for
          how the issue would be discussed in the Company. In 1624, for example, James wanted his offer shared with the
          generality as soon as possible—he did not want the court of committees quietly deciding against it. There was
          some debate about who would present James’s offer to the generality, with the governor countering a
          suggestion of “some persons of honorable quality” with the statement that he himself would make the request
          known.71 The court of committees
          was ultimately able to sidestep presenting James’s proposal in a general court meeting, through careful
          references to the king’s honor. A “great person near the king” had warned them that it would be a dishonor to
          him to have the matter refused in a general court, which is presumably what Company leaders wanted to happen.
          With that option closed, the leaders decided unanimously to answer James that though they understood the
          great honor his offer did to them, they would have to refuse on the basis of his honor, as trade was beneath
          what was rightfully due his honor.72 James’s honor became a means of circumventing his will.
        


        
          The freedom of the Company was a precondition to adventuring in the East Indies trade. In the 1610s, a number
          of lords, knights, and gentleman gained freedom of the Company. Company leaders wanted these men for the
          skills and connections they brought, and these men wanted the freedom of the Company for the opportunities
          that it represented. The freedom of the Company was the deepest way the Company could tie influential men to
          it. Its leaders were still careful that ties to influential men not compromise the Company, which was the
          potential problem they saw in admitting the monarch to the body and why they so resolutely resisted it,
          despite repeated requests by the monarch.
        

      


      
        Asking and Granting Favor


        
          The ties of membership were not the only ones that Company leaders used to yoke influential men to Company
          interests. Both at court and in the City, Company leaders could curry favor through gifts and rewards
          (“gratifications,” in Company parlance). When a new mayor, Sir John Jolles, was elected in 1615, the court of
          committees “gratified” him with some spices.73 Likewise, when the clerks of the custom house requested a “remembrance” for their
          “kindness” toward the Company, the court of committees quickly voted to give them a reward.74 Custom house clerks might not be
          obviously influential, but in terms of getting Company ships—and more important, Company goods—processed and
          released quickly, they were very important and worthy of monetary remembrance and occasional gifts of pepper
          and the like.75 Sir Arthur
          Ingram, an influential financier at this time and still on the rise in 1617, received a £40 gratuity “for
          some kindnesses done.”76 The
          details were unspecified, and he could have performed almost any minor favor, given the relative smallness of
          the gift in Company terms. These monetary remembrances were codified in the Company’s Laws or Standing
          Orders: their frequency and necessity were testified to by the presence of an entire section titled
          “Gratifications,” which specified that the members of the court of committees could decide at their
          discretion to give gratuities of up to £100 without approval from the generality.77
        


        
          Company leaders likewise could and did curry favor with influential members at court, even without the ties
          of membership. In 1613, for example, the East India Company, along with the City of London, the Merchant
          Adventurers, and the customs farmers (the wealthy London merchants who handled the collection of the
          kingdom’s customs revenues and paid a yearly sum to the monarch in return for the lucrative job), sent plate
          as a wedding present upon the marriage of James’s favorite, the Earl of Somerset.78 A year later, in preparation for the upcoming parliament
          and to make themselves less vulnerable, the East India Company leaders ordered a gold cup worth £600 to be
          made for Somerset. The man in charge of the effort cordially wrote Somerset that he had heard the earl
          preferred fruit plates instead: if so, did the earl have a special request for the pattern?79 In 1621, after the governorship left Sir
          Thomas Smith’s hands after almost two decades, the Company thought of the “divers petty things to be given
          officers about the king’s majesty and noblemen whose friendship this Company shall continually stand in need
          of” and requested Smith to “give note of the names of such.”80 The remaining leaders did not want to lose track of any
          of the useful men they had cultivated over time or risk alienating or losing the favor of any of those men
          about the king.
        


        
          Privy councilors in particular merited special treatment by the Company leaders. In December 1621, when the
          court of committees decided to press late payers to produce their delinquent adventures, they decided not to
          press the lords of the Privy Council for payment. The minutes noted tersely that exceptions would be made for
          “the lords … of whose favors the Company may have present use of.”81 Similarly, though Company finances were
          tight that new year, the governor warned that the privy councilors to whom the Company usually gave New
          Year’s gifts “might think themselves neglected” in the absence of such gifts. With a treaty with the Dutch
          under consideration, Company leaders decided that to neglect the gifts would be “an unthrifty sparing” and
          that they must not “leave out any eminent person whose favor might be useful to the Company.”82 In 1630, the court of committees decided
          to give the gifts that at that point had become tradition, “howbeit they wished it might be sparingly
          done.”83 Recounting the giving of
          the Company’s New Year’s gifts in early 1624, the minutes recorded that they had been “well accepted” and had
          elicited a statement from James, who “expressed himself to be well satisfied of the benefit the kingdom
          received by the trade of the East Indies.”84 In this manner, the giving of gifts not only expressed the Company’s thanks and
          obligation but also gave others an opportunity to reaffirm the value they found in the Company and its
          activities.
        


        
          The granting of favors and gratifications could involve complex calculations of who owed exactly what to
          whom. The men who aided the Company sometimes wanted more than Company leaders wished to give. The men could
          be either members or nonmembers drawn into Company affairs. Their requests for gifts or gratuities could be
          quite open and highlighted the complicated nature of public and private office and aid.
        


        
          The negotiations between Company leaders and Sir Dudley Carleton in 1619 over a gratuity demonstrated how
          this blending of public and private office and aid could lead to difficulties: both parties had to figure out
          how great a favor Carleton had done, and therefore how great a gift the Company owed him. Over the course of
          his tenure as James’s ambassador to the Netherlands, for example, Carleton had aided the Company on a number
          of occasions. Both Carleton and his correspondent and close associate and friend, John Chamberlain, on
          occasion reminded the Company leaders of the debt they owed Carleton and how nice it would be if they would
          acknowledge it by means of a gift or gratuity.85 For example, after Carleton’s aid with the 1619 Anglo-Dutch treaty, he wrote Chamberlain
          to complain that the “prime instrument” of the negotiation (meaning himself) was being forgotten. He noted
          that the commissioners had received liberal gifts, but he had received nothing at that point.86 On one occasion, in the midst of
          high-stakes negotiations between the Dutch and English, Chamberlain wrote to Carleton that “yesterday by good
          hap I lighted on Morris Abbot [then deputy governor of the East India Company] and in conference of East
          India matters I told him how little you were beholden to them considering your care and pains in their
          business.” In other words, Chamberlain had issued a friendly but sharp reminder of the many efforts Carleton
          had made on the Company’s behalf, and how little its leaders had given him in return. Chamberlain added that
          Abbot “confessed you were forgotten because you were not in their eye, but he would put some in mind of it
          that might see it amended,” and he promised that “if you hear nothing of them before I return I will cause
          Sir Thomas Smith to understand it one way or another.”87 In short, Chamberlain had reminded the deputy governor, Abbot, about the Company’s
          obligations to Carleton and assured Carleton that if the matter was not rectified, he would approach the
          governor on Carleton’s behalf. What was at issue was not a simple gratuity, but what Chamberlain and Carleton
          both viewed as fair recompense for services rendered—essentially, an unofficial but legitimate payment.
        


        
          A few months later, the Company still had not delivered a reward to Carleton, and Chamberlain addressed the
          matter again, this time noting to Carleton that “I have little acquaintance with any of them, so that I
          cannot promise much in their behalf, but when Sir Dudley Digges comes to town, I will set him on work, who is
          gracious among them, and understands their courses, and I know will be ready to do any good office in
          whatsoever may concern you.”88
          Having approached the governor and deputy governor, Chamberlain would now contact Digges, who was a courtier
          and close Company associate, and whose facility with the Company along with his good will toward Carleton
          would, Chamberlain hoped, secure the desired reward.
        


        
          A month later, Chamberlain sent an update to Carleton, informing him that he had spoken to Digges, who had
          told him that “there was no mention of you during all the treaty.” Similarly, Chamberlain had heard from
          someone else who had “cast out speeches of their [the Company’s] neglect towards you, but found all very
          cold.” He had promised, however, to “deal further with Sir Thomas Smith who is primum mobile in all
          these businesses.”89 Chamberlain
          had not abandoned his quest for Carleton’s reward, though it was slow going at the moment.
        


        
          Chamberlain and Carleton recruited others to help Carleton secure a reward from the Company. The former
          ambassador to France, Sir Thomas Edmondes, wrote days later that he had reminded Smith of the Company’s
          obligation to Carleton. Edmondes explained that he had “not been unmindful to cause Sir Thomas Smith to be
          mannerly remembered of the error, which they had committed, in having forgotten … the extraordinary care and pains which your Lordship had formerly taken” on the Company’s
          behalf in the matter of the treaty negotiations with the Dutch. Edmondes wrote that Company representatives
          had explained that their “omission” arose from thinking that Carleton would shortly return to England, and
          “that then their meaning was to visit your Lordship, acknowledging their obligation to be great unto your
          Lordship,” and arrive at a suitable recompense for Carleton’s “special merit.” Smith had been sick recently,
          however, and the matter had lagged. But after consulting with Abbot and Bell, Edmonds could assure Carleton
          that “it is really intended to give your Lordship very honorable contentment.”90
        


        
          At the end of the month, Carleton asked Chamberlain to remind Digges of how much Carleton had done on the
          Company’s behalf in the late negotiations. Thus far, all he had received was a token from Lady Smith (the
          governor’s wife)—which, incidentally, he had yet to see.91 He wrote Chamberlain that he was writing Digges as well, and that he was offended
          by suggestions that he had done no more than was expected: “though the saying what I did was by the King’s
          commandment should be no more applied to me than it might have been to the commissioners.”92 Digges wrote weeks later that the Company
          finally had decided to present a “small remembrance” to Carleton and that Digges hoped he would accept
          it.93
        


        
          When Carleton wrote Chamberlain to acknowledge that he had accepted the East India Company’s gift, he still
          expressed reservations. He did not know what the gift was, and though Digges had encouraged him to accept it,
          Carleton noted that “we say a man must not take a pig in a poke” and worried that “it may be such a lean pig
          that it were a shame to see it.” Carleton asked Chamberlain to discover more, but Carleton did not want to
          draw too much attention to his attention, lest the gift turn out to be insufficient. Such a gift would only
          demonstrate how little he was valued: “I will not put the matter to other men’s censure, nor myself to the
          hazard of going less in my credit with these men when they may have knowledge how slightly I may be valued at
          home.”94 When Chamberlain told
          Carleton that the gift’s arrival, care of Digges, was imminent, he wrote that the Company “had at last
          remembered you and themselves.”95
          The gift Carleton demanded, therefore, was not only as a return for services rendered, but a public
          affirmation of his worth and credit.
        


        
          The next gratuity the Company gave Carleton required no extensive letter-writing campaign. In light of
          ongoing negotiations with the Dutch in 1623, Company leaders sent an additional £200 with Lady Carleton, who
          was about to leave to join her husband in the Netherlands. When the court of committees had considered the
          £200, the governor had mentioned how important Carleton was to the Company’s cause, and that “they can now
          send over no man that shall be able to give a good account of his employment if he be not countenanced by
          [Carleton].” The motion for the cash gratuity was quickly passed.96
        


        
          These gifts and the negotiations about them demonstrate both the complicated nature of public office and
          private aid and how knotty the issue of “the fruits of office” was.97 No one, not Company leaders nor Carleton and his friends,
          doubted that he should receive something from the Company. The only question was when and how much. The gifts
          were unofficial wages, payment for services rendered—not only sweeteners to curry favor. In Carleton’s view,
          the services he provided for the Company were predicated on his position as a royal ambassador but were
          outside of his normal work as a royal ambassador: he was not a private man acting for the Company, but a
          state office holder, and the gift he required was in recompense for the extra services he had
          provided.98
        


        
          Company members themselves sometimes asked for specific favors from Company leaders. In 1615, when Charles
          Howard, Earl of Nottingham and lord admiral, requested oil, feathers, and some other goods, most of which the
          East India Company itself did not import, the leaders supplied the oil and made a note to check with the
          Muscovy Company about securing the rest for him.99 When Robert Cecil, Earl of Salisbury and lord treasurer, requested the Company to “take a
          shop of his in his New Exchange to be furnished by them with East India commodities,” they did not demur,
          presumably to keep Salisbury’s good favor. Salisbury had gone directly to the governor, who now found himself
          £300 out of pocket for the venture.100 These were some of the Company’s useful men, and the willingness to do these sorts of
          favors for them was a recognition of just how valuable the men were.
        


        
          Sometimes, however, these men asked for more than Company leaders were willing to give. Figuring out which
          favors to agree to and under what circumstances led the leaders to catalogue recent favors done for them, to
          determine out what was reasonable. Thus, when the lord chancellor petitioned to have a man of his bedchamber
          admitted to the Company, the members of the court of committees agreed: “considering that they have many
          matters at present depending before his lordship,” including a writ of Ne exeat regnum that they hoped
          to secure, they decided “that his lordship cannot well be denied at present.”101 They agreed to give the membership and allow the
          adventure, but they also decided to ask the lord chancellor, if possible, “not to move the Company for any
          further request in the like kind.”102 Ultimately, the number of men who “could not be denied” was too great, and the court of
          committees decided to “discourage all of the Company hereafter to mediate for any friends.” They decreed that
          in future, members who wanted to bring in their friends or followers would have to provide the adventures out
          of their own adventures (in other words, to turn over a portion of their adventure to the new suitor), as the
          joint stock was full.103 Widely
          granting memberships to friends of members without a guarantee that those members would be useful to the
          Company was an unfair favor, granted without sufficient return.
        


        
          Cultivating the king ran the greatest risk of all of being asked for more and more and more. Company leaders
          did cultivate the monarch, but there was a constant calculation of what the monarch wanted and needed and
          what the Company could give. The Company was none too keen to allow the monarch to personally adventure money
          in the joint stock or be a member of the Company. But while the members of the court of committees were eager
          to keep the king legally as separate from the Company as possible, they did not hesitate to court his favor
          in other ways. One of the enduring problems of the Stuart court was a lack of funds: its ordinary income
          simply could not keep pace with its expenditures. James frequently requested or demanded money from the
          Company, and on occasion, Company leaders even granted it unsolicited. In 1614, with Parliament having
          produced little revenue for the crown, Governor Smith suggested that the time might be right for a financial
          gratuity to the king. Events had conspired so that Smith had “frequent[ed] the court very often of late,” and
          he had noted “that the king’s occasions are very many to use money.” This need made it “a fit time for this
          Company to show their affections unto his Majesty by presenting him with some remembrance thereof as a
          benevolence; to be delivered into his own hands which he [Smith] doth conceive would be taken very kindly by
          his Majesty being a time now especially seasonable for such an action, wishing all present to keep it private
          to themselves as a secret”—presumably because the suggestion that the Company was trying to buy the king
          would hardly reflect well on it. The stated reason for the benevolence was that “this Company shall daily
          have need of his Majesty’s favor to countenance and protect them against their many adversaries that do
          oppose them.” All present agreed, with the amount still to be determined.104 Another time the Company, along with the Middleburgh
          merchants, agreed “to furnish the Exchequer with £50,000,” an enormous sum at the time. James devoted £12,000
          of that sum to Ireland, and spent £8,000 for artillery arrears, £17,000 for various lords, and £4,000 for a
          masque for Charles. That loan was not private, if it was ever meant to be, and news of it was sent to
          Carleton.105 The accounting of
          where the money went demonstrated the ways loans to the regime helped enable the state to function.
        


        
          Though Company leaders sought to give loans primarily by their choice, they were clearly concerned that money
          might be coerced from the Company. When news circulated in 1620 that the Company had loaned James £10,000,
          much to the disapproval of various members, the governor was quick to point out that though he and some
          others had loaned James £10,000, the money was their own, not the Company’s. Though he would have preferred
          not to reveal the particulars of the loan, disclosure was preferable to the rumors of misuse of Company
          funds, and indeed the governor claimed that he and the other lenders had loaned the sum to keep James from
          demanding it from the Company: “the common report was spread abroad that this Company had lent £10,000 of the
          Company’s money to the king whereat they were much discontent, thereupon Mr. Governor and Mr. Deputy made
          known (which otherwise they would have concealed) that it was true that Mr. Governor did lend the king
          £10,000 but it was none of the Company’s money, nor procured by their seal, but lent by particular men out of
          their own purses, and upon their own credit to free the Company of the demand made unto them for the
          same.”106 Emphasizing in this
          case that the money was given privately underlined the ways in which the Company was vulnerable to unwelcome
          requests from monarch.
        


        
          Loans by the Company or gifts in kind of supplies for use by the state also showed how fine the line could be
          between a gift given to cultivate favor and a coerced donation. Company leaders supplied the state with
          timber, labor, and other specialized goods and services. These were not gifts to any one individual, and both
          the request and the loan of the goods made the public purpose of the gift or loan explicit. For example, in
          February 1615, the lord admiral requested the loan of Company timber for the rebuilding of the naval ship
          Vanguard. Company leaders declared themselves “ready and willing to furnish his Majesty’s service by
          their best means” and sent a committee to assess their stock. They provided more planks to the king at cost
          in November 1618, and in April 1625 they provided a mast for a ship at cost.107 The Company sold five thousand feet of sheeting boards
          to the commissioners of the Navy at cost in May 1625, since “neither his Majesty’s stores nor the wharves
          upon the river can furnish them so speedily as the service requires.”108 These goods underscored the usefulness of the Company
          to the state and the ways it bolstered the abilities of the regime and helped it achieve its objectives.
        


        
          Yet the donation of goods and services was not always entirely by choice; sometimes it was in response to
          state demands, especially when the regime was at war. Company builders, carpenters, and sawyers were
          impressed to work on naval ships, for instance, sometimes to the detriment of the Company’s business. Their
          service was recorded both as a loan of their labor and as a loss to the Company. The five thousand feet of
          sheeting boards mentioned above was actually only half of the amount requested, but since Company sawyers had
          already been impressed to do naval work, Company leaders could provide no more.109 Indeed, demands by the regime on Company laborers in
          the weeks after Charles’s accession, with so many immediate preparations for war, proved difficult to square
          with the Company’s commercial calendar. In April 1625, for example, Company carpenters and shipwrights were
          impressed to work for the state, stalling preparations for a voyage to Persia. Company leaders questioned
          whether all of the men were really needed, but they conceded that “if the service of the State be so urgent
          and of importance that their servants must still be employed therein,” then “they are ready and willing to
          bestow their utmost labors, endeavors, and estates.” However, the cost might include the cancelling of that
          year’s voyage to Persia.110 In
          September 1626, twenty-two Company workmen, including fifteen master workmen, were impressed to work on naval
          ships, with promises from the regime that they would be returned in fourteen days, along with forty other
          workmen.111 The fear that ships
          as well as men might be impressed led in January 1627 to the Company’s dispatching ships (and the men on
          them) as quickly as possible upon receiving knowledge that a “press [would] shortly come forth for the
          king.”112
        


        
          The relationship between the Company and lords, knights, and gentlemen was complex. Men of power and
          influence at the English court and abroad could help the Company in myriad ways. Company leaders recognized
          this and were eager to tie those men to the interests of the East Indies trade. Sometimes that meant granting
          them the freedom of the Company and the chance to adventure, and sometimes it meant currying their favor
          through judicious gifts. When the monarch sought to gain admission to the Company, however, its leaders found
          themselves treading a fine line—needing to deny but not alienate the monarch. In general, Company leaders
          were happy to oblige gentry and aristocratic men who wished to adventure in the Company, and by 1620, a key
          group of privy councilors, courtiers, and influential knights and gentlemen had gained admission. The
          watchful eyes of the members of the court of committees kept track of the ways these men could benefit the
          East India Company, as well as the ways courting them might cost it.
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        Division within the Company


        The Problem
        of Faction and Representation
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        ON 2 JULY 1619, a man named John Holloway brought a ballot
        box to the yearly election meeting of the East India Company. It was a hopeful gesture on his part: there was
        no guarantee that members of the Company would agree to elect its governing body by secret ballot. In fact,
        precedent was against Holloway, since the Company had never voted by secret ballot in its nineteen years of
        existence. Holloway asserted that the ballot box would allow for a freer choice than the current method of
        election, which was by raising hands. Those against the change in voting procedure argued that the box was a
        dangerous innovation, a “novelty” introduced only to “disturb the whole business.”1
      


      
        Holloway’s ballot box was not a makeshift object put together in haste, but something he had planned in advance
        and invested money in. Though it had not been commissioned by Company leaders, it had been designed with the
        Company’s use in mind.2 For example,
        it was decorated on one side of the front with a crown and the initials of James I, and on the other side with
        the arms of the East India Company. Under the lid was inscribed the year 1619. Painted designs including
        dragons, birds, and flowers that imitated Chinese and Japanese styles and pagoda-like structures on the
        lid—presumably a nod to the Company’s East Indies trade—decorated the box. The object as a whole was
        substantial, almost eighteen inches high, seventeen inches across, and twelve and a half inches
        deep.3
      


      
        The functional purpose of the box was to enable secret voting. Three drawers, each four and a half inches
        across, five inches wide, and ten inches deep, would hold ballot balls. The box was set up primarily for voting
        between two choices: a conical projection at the front allowed the voter to insert his hand into the box and
        drop the ball either to the right or the left, so that the ball would be funneled to the right or left drawer.
        In the case of a vote between three choices, a removable panel allowed the voter to deposit the ball further
        back, so it would fall into a middle drawer. In any case, no observer would be able to see what the voter’s
        choice had been.
      


      
        The Company membership rejected the use of the ballot box for the 1619 election, but it was not the last time
        someone brought a ballot box to a Company election. Such boxes appeared with some regularity at the yearly
        election meetings, almost always put forward at times of division—what Company leaders sometimes called
        “faction”—within the membership. Time and again, leaders strongly resisted modifying the yearly election
        procedures to include the ballot box, though they used it with little hesitation or alarm to determine certain
        types of votes within courts of committees.4 It was not the ballot box per se that they rejected. Rather, it was what the ballot box so
        frequently represented at the yearly election meetings that they sought to reject. Proposals to use the ballot
        box were a sign of what Company leaders saw as dangerous division within the membership and of competing claims
        to legitimate political representation. This was the real challenge that Company leaders tried to overcome by
        discouraging the use of the ballot box, both in 1619 and the other years when someone brought or suggested
        using such a box at the yearly election.
      


      
        Open talk of faction had rarely occurred in the East India Company court minutes before 1619. There had been
        earlier mentions of scandalous imputation, aspersions, and charges that someone had jeopardized the Company’s
        reputation, but rarely of “faction” or “division.” The choice of words suggested that the problems of 1619 were
        more widespread than, for example, the public disparagements of the Company by Mr. Burke discussed in Chapter 2. In 1619 and after, Company leaders identified and discussed the
        presence of both “faction” and “sedition” in the Company, making frank assessments of the damage that faction
        could cause to the body—including to its reputation.
      


      
        Tracing division within the Company is difficult, as the surviving records present only one version of the
        contestations between unhappy members of the generality and the court of committees. It is likely that not all
        dissatisfaction among the generality came to the attention of the court of committees. It is also possible that
        court minutes characterized unhappy members in ways they would not have agreed with. Based on examples recorded
        in the court minutes, division within the Company almost always pitted groups within the generality against the
        Company’s leadership, rather than dividing the court of committees. Though there was no one coherent faction
        over time, “factious” or “divisive” members cited a common set of concerns over time. Division also frequently
        reflected social divisions within the Company, with elite members prominent among those desiring change.
      


      
        The policies that Company leaders used to consolidate their authority over the generality were the same ones
        that received the most challenges. The policies of restricting access to Company accounts and letters,
        maintaining the secrecy of the deliberations of the court of committees, and sharing with the generality as
        little information as possible could cause resentment and unhappiness among some members of the generality.
        Episodes of division within the Company exposed differences of opinion among members about the Company’s
        government and how representation within the body should work. The critics of the Company leadership disliked
        the tight control over information that the court of committees exerted, and they challenged the secrecy that
        kept Company affairs concealed from their eyes. They wanted greater transparency in the Company’s affairs and
        the opening up of the Company’s government to include new people among the elected leaders, sometimes
        suggesting precisely who those new people should be. Faction in the Company therefore was almost always linked
        to questions of transparency and authority, with the challengers demanding greater access or a reconstitution
        of the Company so that different groups might have access to its internal government.5 In short, they were contesting the nature of
        the Company’s representative government, debating what form of government would best secure the interests of
        the whole Company, and citing concepts like “freedom” and “liberty” to do so.
      


      
        This chapter examines the problems of self-government within the Company, probing the types of challenges that
        members raised to the elected leadership and the types of solutions they proposed. The Company was a body with
        a diverse group of members, who ranged from small shopkeepers to privy councilors, and from people with
        adventures of £100 to those with adventures of thousands of pounds. Its leaders, therefore, had to deal with a
        variety of interests.6 This proved
        difficult, and the yearly elections could become occasions for disputes about what proper and good government
        looked like. The elections could reveal the anger of some members of the generality and the desire for change
        in the Company’s leadership. However, on multiple occasions election-day disputes proved not to be the most
        effective way for frustrated members of the generality to change the leadership. Rather, they illustrated the
        tools at the disposal of Company leaders for maintaining their control.
      


      
        What proved harder for Company leaders to withstand were proposed procedural changes to the Company’s
        government, especially when they were not limited to election day. Advocates for procedural reform could argue
        that they were not targeting specific leaders, but rather the rules that governed the Company without reference
        to individuals. Some of the rule changes they wanted would necessarily change the composition of the Company’s
        leadership, particularly rules that limited incumbency and reelection. However, many of the proposed changes
        spoke to more general concerns, such as the limitations on access to Company records that the court of
        committees wanted but that were often resented by members of the generality. By no means were proposals for
        change always successful, but proposals for procedural reform sometimes succeeded, and debates about proposed
        changes revealed how and when members of the generality and the existing leadership could mobilize wider
        support to either insist upon change or bolster the status quo.
      


      


    





        Contested Elections


        
          The 1619 election was the most contentious one the Company had held to that point. In the run-up to and even
          during the election, members debated a variety of issues to do with Company governance, ranging from the
          constitution of the Company’s leadership, to voting procedures, and to the transparency of the court of
          committees’ actions. These issues and the debate surrounding them revealed much about tensions within the
          Company, and how Company leaders sought to control division and faction within the corporation. Some of these
          issues were specific to the Company, arising out of the particular circumstances of its constitution—for
          example, its mixed membership of merchants and aristocrats. However, others spoke to larger abstract
          political questions not limited to the Company, such as the transparency of government and how representation
          should be apportioned.7
        


        
          A few weeks before the 1619 election, unease among some members of the generality came to the attention of
          Company leaders. In mid-June, the treasurer informed the court of committees that his accounts were being
          “questioned and suspected” by some of the generality. He wanted new auditors appointed to allay any
          suspicions, but the court of committees resisted, responding that they already had auditors who inspected the
          books “from time to time,” and these were “gentlemen of such sufficiency and without exceptions of
          partiality”—which should satisfy the misgivings of any members of the generality.8
        


        
          What the increased interest in the Company accounts prompted in Company leaders was a reassertion of the
          importance of secrecy and of not giving members of the generality access to the accounts. The court of
          committees concluded that it was unfit for those members to read the account books because it would lead to
          “some things not to be seen commonly to be divulged abroad.” Thus, even though the accounts held nothing “to
          be ashamed of,” the court of committees did not want to allow access to them.9 The incident pointed to tension already present between the
          court of committees and some members of the generality. It also showed that Company leaders were essentially
          resolute about not changing their actions in response to any dissatisfaction of the members.
        


        
          A few days later, the court of committees became worried that the particulars of the election itself might be
          contested. Some members of the court of committees had heard that members of the generality were upset with
          the traditional timing, location, and manner of the election. They had composed a petition “to have ten days’
          respite before the election to solicit their friends to be present.” They also wished to meet in “some larger
          hall than [Governor] Sir Thomas Smith’s and that it will be present to have a balloting box.” Elections were
          usually done by show of hands, with the choice of each member clear to others. The minutes never provided
          individual votes, just the consensus. The logic was to reduce the potential of division by keeping voting
          public.10 The use of a ballot box
          was not prohibited by the bylaws or charter of the Company, but it would have been a new introduction to the
          common procedures of the Company at that point.11
        


        
          These challenges to the standard voting procedure elicited some debate, though no committees were very
          sympathetic to the requests. Some responded to the suggestion of using a ballot box by labeling it an
          “innovation and alteration in the government of the Company to the endangering of the subversion thereof” and
          supposed that the suggestion had been made by some “busy spirits” who had come up with the notion at a “privy
          meeting.”12 They equated use of
          the ballot box with private interests and labeled it an innovation—a term of condemnation in the early modern
          period. Others responded that their duty was to “oppose whatsoever may tend to the disturbance or ruin” of
          the Company or trade, and “although the election [is] in the power of the generality yet the manner thereof
          or for them to alter at their pleasure is not.” They decided to hold the election on 2 July in a manner
          consistent with the previous elections. Their only concession to the petition to delay the election was to
          delay it by one day and find a larger place in which to hold it, but only if “the assembly shall be found so
          great, more than Mr. Governor’s hall can hold.”13 In the face of a procedural challenge, the court of committees was willing to admit no
          power of members of the generality to change the means or method traditionally involved in the election.
        


        
          The reasons for the defensive stance of Company leaders became evident at a later meeting. They were
          concerned because the “disturbances and innovations intended at the court of election” were coming at a
          sensitive time in the negotiations between English and Dutch commissioners to settle terms between the
          respective East India companies. Beyond that, however, committees identified what they saw as the real cause
          of the proposed changes: a group within the generality wanted to change the Company’s government, putting
          different people in control of the trade. There was no reason for individual committees to “take these things
          to heart,” as no particular committees were being targeted for replacement. Instead, the sitting Company
          leaders noted a far more chilling prospect: the existence of faction within the Company, which they
          identified as arising from “such gentlemen as have been taken into the Company by courtesy [and who] do aim
          to get all the government into their hands, which [was] a business properly for merchants, and gentlemen
          [were] inexperienced to manage business of that nature.”14 This was the first time the nature of the conflict in the Company was explained in
          the minutes.
        


        
          Though this type of tension—between merchant leader and gentleman investor—had arisen before, rarely had it
          been presented in such starkly oppositional terms. In earlier cases, when the court of committees had refused
          to allow some Company positions (for example, positions of authority in Company fleets) to become part of
          court patronage networks, the court of committees had presented its motive as one of preserving the
          appearance of a merchant-run enterprise—meaning that it was competently led by people with practical
          expertise.15 The tenor of this
          exchange in 1619 was starkly different, with resentment rather than prudence the dominant motif. Thus, here
          were “gentlemen as have been taken into the Company by courtesy” who sought “to get all the government into
          their hands.” The gentlemen remained unnamed, though the court of committees clearly seemed to have specific
          men in mind.16 Indeed, just
          months earlier, an election in the Virginia Company had ousted Sir Thomas Smith from the leadership of that
          body and replaced him with Sir Edwin Sandys, in essence transferring leadership from a merchant to a
          courtier. It is possible that the committees assumed a similar attempt was under way in the East India
          Company. This tension between elite members of the Company and the court of committees was one of the
          unforeseen consequences of the growing numbers of courtiers with freedom of the Company. Elite membership
          here was directly tied to division within the Company.
        


        
          However, the more important division was not between gentlemen and merchants, but between the court of
          committees and the generality. Rumors suggested that some members of the generality wanted to overhaul the
          entire government of the Company. The unhappy members of the generality were ready to contest the claim that
          only the court of committees could, according to the patent, handle the business of the Company. These
          members were upset “by reason of some speeches formerly let fall by Mr. Governor, that by the Company’s
          patent, all business are [sic] to be managed by the committees, and not by the generality (the truth
          whereof they doubt).” If the patent indeed was found to support the governor’s claims, these members
          reportedly wanted to change the patent. The investigations by members of the generality into the accounts
          were part of the same larger challenge to the Company leadership. The court of committees was willing to
          appoint a few new auditors from the generality, which they hoped would “dash and quell all other plots.” The
          court of committees had nothing to hide in their accounts “because nothing is done by the Company but will
          justify itself.”17
        


        
          Company leaders decided that their best hope of defeating the proposed changes was to emphasize the
          importance of continuity to the generality. They planned to underscore the need to present a unified front to
          the Dutch and keep any divisive issues, like recent gratifications to the court of committees, off the
          agenda. While acknowledging that they could not control the election—could not, in their words, “prevent” the
          gentlemen from trying to get the government in their hands—yet they “ought to endeavor to withstand” the
          efforts of those men. They needed, they thought, “some person of countenance to qualify matters with jeweled
          terms” to present their side and emphasize the importance of the continuing leadership of merchants in the
          Company. They needed to convince the generality that “the business hath now as great need (if not more) of
          the help of such men as have been of best experience and observation.”18 They hoped to make the incumbent leadership (that is,
          themselves) seem like the sensible and safe choice.
        


        
          These debates in the court of committees showed that Company leaders had at least some awareness of the
          growing unhappiness of some members of the generality. The leaders knew what those people were suggesting and
          the complaints they had. They tried to gauge how serious the unhappiness was and whether they really needed
          to take action to answer the charges. They discussed the complaints and possible responses to them on
          multiple occasions. As leaders, they were not divorced from the generality—each time they considered rumors
          current in the generality was proof that they were monitoring the feelings of that body—though the specific
          complaints of the discontented suggested that they were too separate. Company leaders worked hard, and
          sometimes unsuccessfully, to avoid precisely the division that was so evident at the election meeting later
          that afternoon.
        


        
          The election meeting was long and contentious, with the division within the generality openly acknowledged
          and discussed. The meeting opened with a reminder from Governor Smith that its purpose was limited to the
          election. He added that he “wished them to be very considerate, and well advised in the elections to make
          choice of such as shall be fit to manage so great a business,” directly reminding them of the business of the
          Company and urging them to choose their leaders according to the needs of the business. Addressing the
          unhappiness directly, he acknowledged that the court of committees was aware that “many of the generality are
          discontented and desirous to have the business for the election to be carried in another form than formerly
          hath been.” He added that he knew the discontent involved himself and other members of the court of
          committees. Since the matter should be addressed properly, he requested that “some of the generality might be
          appointed to deliver those grievances, hear the answer made, and make report of them at [the] next general
          court.” In other words, in acknowledging the problem and discontent as important, he was able to label it
          important enough to warrant a formal list of grievances that could be answered at a separate court meeting.
          This suggestion neatly divided grievances from the business of the current meeting and reduced the danger at
          the election meeting of the spread of resentment or, for that matter, of a serious challenge to the sitting
          leadership. Thus, by acknowledging the grievance in one area, he attempted to limit it in another.19
        


        
          What happened next in the election meeting was a dramatic demonstration of the fact that royal court
          connections were not solely in the hands of the courtiers in the Company’s generality—the regime was also
          invested in the established government and leaders. The court of committees had spoken about the need for a
          “person of countenance to qualify matters with jeweled terms.” After charging the generality with electing a
          fit governor and stating that thus far, the Company had always acted “with the approbation of his Majesty’s
          state,” the governor was interrupted by just such a person. Whether by fortuitous coincidence or by plan, a
          representative from James came forward to deliver a message of support for the current governor, deputy, and
          court of committees from the monarch.
        


        
          James’s representative, Lord John Digby, was a member of the Company though not a member of the Company
          leadership, and he had only recently returned to England from a diplomatic mission to Spain. The message he
          delivered from James was one of strong support for the current leaders of the Company and of opposition to
          sudden changes in the leadership. James’s message directly backed the existing model of government,
          emphasizing the ways in which the king’s favor was key to the success of the Company but was not something
          that members should expect to remain with them if they heedlessly changed the government. The message touched
          on the ways that exposing the internal workings of the Company’s government to prying eyes outside the
          Company could have wide-ranging effects, including on the Anglo-Dutch treaty negotiations and other state
          affairs of relevance to the Company.
        


        
          The message from James flattered, warned, and underscored the ties between the regime and the Company.
          According to Digby, James was concerned about the effect that a change of leadership might have on the
          Anglo-Dutch commissioners. As he presented the matter, James was aware that the Dutch treated the East Indies
          trade as “a matter of state,” and he was concerned that the election difficulties would “expose” the English
          East India Company’s involvement as that of “but private merchants, and too unequal a match (in that respect)
          to contend against them.”20 In
          other words, the power that the generality held over the leadership, via the election, would announce to the
          world that Company activities were merchant rather than state affairs—even though that was not the case. That
          false perception would compromise the reality.
        


        
          James’s message openly supported the government of the Company and pledged the support of the regime. The
          Company was “a great ornament and strength unto his kingdoms, whom he hath and will maintain.” With his aid,
          he “doubted not to procure them in some convenient time their every own desires in the Indies, which if the
          Dutch should deny, that quarrel should be no longer the Company’s but of the state.” In short, with James on
          the Company’s side, its endeavors, even against the Dutch, had the weight of state matters and would be
          accorded James’s direct efforts and oversight—which in this case was presented as a positive thing. If the
          Dutch did not cooperate, James would instruct the Privy Council to take up the matter. He would instruct the
          Council “to cause an act of Council to be entered to make it appear to be his act, approving the government
          of this Company (which he hath taken knowledge of) to have been hitherto very good, and performed with much
          quietness, not doubting but business have [sic] been carried well, with great content unto the general
          Company.” The key part of that comment was the note that he would instruct the Council to act and “make it
          appear to be his act,” thus signifying the monarch’s protection of the Company.21 How better to prove that this business was not one of
          merchants’ affairs but one of matters of state than the open approbation of the king?
        


        
          Most importantly in terms of upholding the existing leadership, James’s message freely admitted the personal
          connections that he had to the governing members, and the importance of those connections in securing his aid
          for the business. His message explained that “many of them having had often and free access unto him, he
          knows the facts of some of them well, Sir Thomas Smith and some others, and will not have any alteration of
          them.” Having delivered James’s message, Digby added that he agreed that no one deserved a place in the court
          of committees by “inheritance,” yet “this is no convenient time now for alterations, but rather to have
          things continued this year as they were, because distraction may much hurt the business, and the Dutch may
          take advantage of innovations, having given out that they have as good friends at court as the
          English.”22 The time was ripe for
          continuity, he asserted, not change.
        


        
          It is impossible to know how much of Digby’s interruption with James’s message was a planned grand gesture.
          The governor’s comment about the man of consequence who could speak in jeweled terms suggested forewarning
          and planning, though there is no further evidence to confirm it. The episode had the feel of a carefully
          stage-managed performance, from the governor’s tentative opening speech to Digby’s timely interruption with
          word from a concerned and caring monarch. Even the notes that James’s message hit hardest—the dangers of
          “alteration” of personnel given the situation with the Dutch and the importance of the Company to the
          state—were the same aspects that the governor had highlighted in his speech to the generality. The evidence
          certainly suggested that the very convenient message of support was planned in advance; the correlation
          seemed too perfect to be a matter of chance.
        


        
          At this point, after the nominations for governor were made, Holloway came forward with his ballot box. It is
          worth noting that the only member of the generality named in all of the minutes dealing with the trouble with
          the 1619 election was Holloway, as the presenter of the ballot box. This innovation was the one that had
          caused the worry about faction in the Company. Holloway claimed that he had been promised the year before
          that a ballot box would be used, and thus he had brought one for the election.
        


        
          Once again, the challenge to normal practice was met not with an objection from the committees but from
          various “lords and others present,” who made the committees’ points for them. Those gentlemen labeled it a
          “novelty not formerly used nor known in these elections, but a means to disturb the whole business standing
          as they did distracted abroad.” Worse still, they
        


        
          
            did judge the author thereof [Holloway] worthy of blame, that did present it to interrupt the course
            intended by so gracious a message from his Majesty and therefore caused it to be taken away, and concluded
            by erection of hands, to have it put by for this year, and election to proceed according to the old manner
            without any alteration, or innovation, which notwithstanding did not tie the Company’s hands, but left the
            Company to as free a choice as they could have by any other means.23
          

        


        
          The gentlemen’s concern, therefore, was that the innovation of the ballot box would “disturb” the business
          with the Dutch and possibly circumvent the intention of James’s message of support. Also evident, however,
          was a direct challenge to the idea of the supposed benefit of the ballot box. Even without the innovation,
          the Company would have “as free a choice as they could have by any other means.” If supporters of the ballot
          box were arguing that its use would allow a freer choice by making the voting anonymous, the defenders of the
          old way were asserting that voting by erection of hands did not constrain freedom of choice.24
        


        
          Rejecting the claims to freer choice, the majority of the generality spurned the ballot box and reaffirmed
          the existing leadership. Smith’s reelection as governor, recorded in the minutes a few lines later, was
          described as “by general and free consent, with erection of hands.” Both the deputy governor (Sir Morris
          Abbot) and the treasurer (William Harrison) were reelected as well.
        


        
          The members of the generality had rejected a wholesale change in the Company’s leadership, but they proved
          more sympathetic to concerns about the composition of the court of committees. Some of the members had begun
          to perceive incumbency, though that term was not used, as a problem. At this election, in this year of so
          many innovations, some men presented a “grievance from the generality, that there is a perpetuity as it were
          amongst the committees.” They complained of the lack of turnover, that the same men were holding the same
          positions year after year, and wanted a mandatory number of committees to change each year. They suggested
          that half should be changed, “or at least six or eight,” so that the generality “may not be kept in
          ignorance, but some new to grow up with the rest in experience.”25 The committees for the upcoming year had yet to be
          elected, so change was still possible at that point.
        


        
          Even more obviously than in the debate on the form and format of elections, the concern motivating this
          proposal was that the court of committees was acting without due consideration of, or due openness toward,
          the generality. Additionally, these unnamed men wanted not just different merchants chosen, but specifically
          “some gentlemen and shopkeepers.” In response, the petitioners were told that shopkeepers were already part
          of the court. Furthermore, some gentlemen (again unnamed though identified as gentlemen) reminded the
          generality that “if gentlemen be chosen whose occasions hold them much in the country, the service is not
          like to be performed with that care as by merchants, whose knowledge is most proper in merchandizing affairs,
          and can best judge of those things which may concern the good of the trade.”26 Here gentlemen were advocating for the merchant leaders,
          pointing out that both by experience and lifestyle, merchants based in London were better suited to the
          governing of the Company and the trade.
        


        
          In the end, the general court adopted a compromise. A special group of gentlemen would be given greater
          access to meetings and records, but few day-to-day responsibilities. They would be “gentlemen at liberty to
          be committees at large, to come to courts when they please, to satisfy themselves of the carriage of business
          and see what is done.”27 Sir
          Edwin Sandys, Sir Dudley Digges, Sir John Wolstenholme, Sir William Russell, Sir William Smith, Sir John
          Suckling, Sir John Merrick, and Levinius Munk were chosen.28 Digges and Wolstenholme were long-standing supporters of
          the Company and closely allied to the governing merchants.29 However, the inclusion of Sandys suggests that this group
          of committees at large was not entirely predisposed toward the governing merchants, as Sandys and Sir Thomas
          Smith were already at odds in the Virginia Company and Sandys had unseated Smith from the leadership of that
          corporation in April. Indeed, one account of Sandys’s election to Parliament from Sandwich a little over a
          year later noted that the East India Company was a “pernicious matter” to them as a port city outside of
          London, and that Sandys was “against that (as he said).”30 Sandys was not known to be a friend of the Company’s leadership, despite his
          investments in and involvement with the Company.31 His presence in the group of committees at large, more than any other, testified to
          divided interests in the generality and suggests that the creation of these positions might have been an
          attempt to manage division.
        


        
          Divisions within the generality with regard to the composition and turnover of the committees and the balance
          of merchants and nonmerchants may have been particularly apparent in the 1619 election, but they were not
          unique to that year. Similar proposed reforms had been suggested in the 1618 election. In that year, members
          of the generality had floated various proposals for standardizing what proportion of the court of committees
          should be new each year, ranging from the simple call for all twenty-four committees to be new to a more
          complicated plan of requiring one-fourth of the committees to be new, while allowing up to three-fourths to
          be old. Other members had argued that since the Company’s membership was made up of three types of
          people—nobles, knights, and gentlemen; merchants; and shopkeepers—all three ought to be represented, so as
          “not to rest so much upon the merchants.”32
        


        
          The specific reasons given for these schemes varied. A common thread running through all of them was the idea
          that change and greater circulation of people through the elected leadership was necessary to effect
          transparency in the Company’s government, as well as to properly balance the roles of merchants and nobles in
          the Company. Some members claimed that as matters now stood, the Company’s leadership “remaineth as a
          perpetuity in most of the old, whereby the rest of the generality continue ignorant.” Others argued that with
          more knights and gentlemen as committees, “the nobility and gentry may the better be satisfied of the upright
          carriage of the business,” while still others contended that “it is a business most proper for merchants, who
          are best skillful to manage merchandizing affairs.” Considering that “upon the shoulders of the committees
          all the burthen of the business depends,” some suggested that the nobility and gentry were not capable
          enough, “yet held it unfit to make any order to refuse them.”33
        


        
          In accommodating some of the concerns expressed in 1618 by compromising with the creation of committees at
          large in 1619, Company leaders had taken steps to limit and neutralize the effects of internal Company
          division. Nevertheless, news of the 1619 election difficulties did not stay within the Company. Within two
          weeks, John Chamberlain was reporting to Sir Dudley Carleton that the Company had “with some difficulty”
          chosen Smith as governor again, reporting also that James had sent a timely message that it “was not fit to
          remove him.”34 Likewise, the news
          of the business with the Dutch, which had been such a key component of the defense of the current leadership,
          was appearing in newsletters.35
          The Company’s difficulties were known, if not in detail, to people who followed London news.
        


        
          In 1620, the Company suffered from election-time problems again, and it found a solution that was comparable
          to the one used in the 1619 election. Unfortunately, the court minutes do not survive for the year from July
          1620 to June 1621, so the events of the election are unknown. However, a letter from Chamberlain to Carleton
          suggests that a similar situation developed—or at least, that Company leaders had prepared for a similar
          situation. Chamberlain reported that Smith had been elected governor again, “by reason of a letter from the
          king wishing them not to alter their officers and committees.” Chamberlain also wrote that Smith had been
          reelected “without any contradiction,” so it is possible that either the tensions at the last election were
          repeated, or Company leaders were simply prepared with a letter to head off difficulties.36 While the exact nature of the
          difficulties at the 1620 election cannot be known, the device of a letter from the king was the same as the
          year before.
        


        
          The East India Company was not the only trading company dealing with faction in the late 1610s. The Virginia
          Company was riven by faction in the same period, its membership divided over the direction and form the
          colony should take. Surviving evidence from this time reveals the Virginia Company to be a body even more
          fractured than the East India Company, and to be in the grip of what the regime considered the dangerous
          exercise of popular politics and popular government.37 In a 1625 proclamation on Virginia, for example, Charles explained that the
          company’s patent was taken away in large part because James had realized that ordering affairs by the
          “greater number of votes and voices” and governing via “popular government” were antithetical to the good and
          quiet government he prized.38 The
          turbulent affairs of the Virginia Company led the monarch to call in the company’s patent and make Virginia a
          royal colony in 1624. Given the overlap of membership between the East India and Virginia Companies (at least
          half of the East India Company’s twenty-four committees elected in 1618 were members of both companies, and
          at least fifteen of the committees in 1619 were, as were Governor Smith and Deputy Governor Abbot), the East
          India Company’s leaders knew firsthand of the bitter factional conflict racking the Virginia Company. Indeed,
          one of the main conflicts in the Virginia Company was between Smith and Sandys, who was also active in the
          East India Company.39 Upheaval in
          the Virginia Company was a subtext of the difficulties in the East India Company.
        


        
          The fundamental difference between the factional conflict in the two companies was that the East India
          Company survived it, while the Virginia Company did not. Many of the elements were similar—tensions about
          what direction the company would take, between the governing merchants and the noble or gentry investors, and
          over the use of the ballot box—yet in the East India Company, the tensions led to a reaffirmation of the ties
          between James and the merchant leaders, the balloting box was not used, and the Company survived. Conversely,
          the Virginia Company had a major change in leadership in 1619 and was dissolved in 1624 after aspersions of
          dangerous popular government and the frequent use of the balloting box exacerbated division in that
          body.40 The difference between
          the two was the nature of the monarch’s involvement, with James taking an active role in propping up the
          existing leadership of the East India Company.
        


        
          Perhaps the East India Company survived also because these troubled elections were not the rule. After three
          years of controversy, the election in 1621 was untroubled, even though the leadership changed from Smith to
          Alderman William Halliday.41 In
          reporting the change in leadership, Chamberlain did comment that Smith was “at last removed from his warm
          seat of being so long governor”.42 This sense that the election saw an incumbent toppled from power was not noted in the
          court minutes. Likewise, the reelection of Halliday in 1623 was uneventful, as were the majority of election
          courts in the early seventeenth century.43
        

      


      
        Proposals for Procedural Reform


        
          Elections were not the most successful time or place for members to express their discontent. Election-day
          contestations—including calls for the use of the ballot box, a change of leadership, and greater access to
          Company records—provided obvious signs of division within the Company. These contestations drew attention to
          the unhappiness of some members of the generality. News of contested elections could and did spread outside
          the Company and were proof of trouble in its body politic. Yet election days were also a stage for enacting
          support of the existing leadership. The provident royal messages of encouragement and the crying down of
          dissent by supporters of the leadership could sway members of the generality as effectively as the actions of
          the challengers did. Additionally, while some of the most vocal proponents of change at the election days
          were nominated for elected positions, few of them were elected. For example, Holloway was nominated as a
          committee in 1619 but was not elected.44 In short, agitating on election day brought attention to grievances but did not effect
          much change in the leadership of the Company.
        


        
          Often more successful in prompting deeper debate about the need and reasons for change, and sometimes (though
          not always) in effecting change, were proposals for procedural changes that took place during the year and
          were not tied to criticism of particular leaders. This was the tack that unhappy members took in the late
          1620s and at other times. These motions for change often arose from a particular person or group of people.
          They took aim not at the current leadership per se, but at the rules and regulations that governed
          representation and access in the Company. Invariably, the proposals these members put forward would change
          the Company’s leadership if passed, but because they did not target the existing leaders as pointedly as the
          election-day contests did, the proposals were harder to reject reflexively. Additionally, because the debates
          about the proposals took place over several meetings, the kind of set-piece defense of the existing
          leadership that was rolled out in July 1619 was out of place in this context. Like contested elections,
          proposals for procedural change were not common and tended to be put forward at times of stress in the
          Company, when the continuing viability of the trade seemed in question due to either political or economic
          considerations. Company leaders still called these proposals evidence of faction, but it was faction that
          usually manifested itself more subtly than the division that was so evident at some elections.
        


        
          The first sustained attempt to modify the procedures that governed representation in the Company came six
          months after the 1619 election. In early 1620, Digges wrote Carleton that “factions and dissensions in the
          Company [have] … have almost torn that body in pieces.”45 The court minutes before that date made
          no mention of trouble, but Digges was one of the committees at large chosen at the 1619 election, and
          consequently he had an insider’s understanding of the problems facing the Company.
        


        
          A general court held just days after Digges wrote to Carleton provided proof of his assertion that division
          still roiled the Company. The court was discussing the fact that a number of investors were behind in their
          payments. In discussing these delinquent adventures, members of the generality again raised concerns about
          the proper prosecution of the business and the lack of transparency alongside questions about how
          representation within the Company should work that had been aired at the election meeting months before. Some
          members commented that the small amounts were paid “to cast an aspersion (of seeming neglect) upon the
          Company, than that it can any way be approved and justified.” Instead of consulting with the committees first
          to resolve the issue, members had gone directly to the general court, so that their complaints might be
          “divulged to the disgrace of the Company, without cause.”46
        


        
          At this point in the debate, Digges claimed that as a committee chosen to oversee the “carriage” of the
          business, he saw no problem with it. He stated firmly that “all is carried fairly, and upon very good terms,
          and that his Majesty is very gracious unto the Company and satisfied with the upright and plain dealing of
          the Company.” As for the disturbance and lack of faith evident in the meeting, he could “ascribe [it] to
          nothing but the jealousy conceived here at home, and sundry faults imputed and bruited, without just ground.”
          In other words, Digges saw the forces of evil and divisive faction at work. He added that he “thought (and
          wished) that, if there were any error conceived, they ought to be righted (with discretion) by the
          committees, without malice, partiality, or faction, that as it is fitting fraud should be avoided in the
          government, so faction in others, to prosecute matters.”47 Digges affirmed that as far as he saw and understood the mercantile aspects of the
          business, it was being conducted correctly, and he recommended that the proper way to resolve grievances was
          not in the more public general court, but in the more select court of committees.
        


        
          Not everyone agreed with him. Other members (particularly one Mr. Mellyn) brought up older Company history to
          say that the dispute was rooted in real matters, not an attempt to destabilize the current government—except
          insofar as pointing out mismanagement was destabilizing. Wolstenholme, another of the committees at large
          picked in the 1619 election, characterized Mellyn’s comments as entirely factious: Mellyn had spoken
          “seditiously, and scandalously, both here and in other places, to deprave [or vilify] so worthy and grave a
          government.” Mellyn’s actions were so bad that the Company should consider disenfranchising him, according to
          Wolstenholme, who suggested that Mellyn might be “an instrument to ruin the Company.”48
        


        
          Calling for disenfranchisement was unusual: very few adventurers had been disenfranchised in the first
          decades of the Company’s operation. Yet not only Wolstenholme but also Governor Smith and other members of
          the generality came forward to condemn Mellyn’s actions. Smith suggested that appointing auditors to prove
          Mellyn wrong to the generality was necessary, so that “the main action may not suffer by cruel division which
          must needs bring ruin to the whole Company.” Nevertheless, he agreed that Mellyn’s membership might be in
          question. The danger of faction and division was being taken particularly seriously. Another member of the
          generality, a Mr. Cotton, explained that he had heard aspersions like Mellyn’s elsewhere and thought they
          damaged the Company as a whole, since they made people doubt and distrust it. He cited himself as an example.
          He had heard “the government of the Company much condemned” so intensely that it had made him start to
          question the integrity of the elected leaders. Hearing the matters discussed in the general court, however,
          he realized that the aspersions came only from “some factious persons,” and that their charges were baseless.
          Even baseless, though, the charges had damaged the reputation of the Company.49
        


        
          More telling than the particulars of this debate was its language: unusually, the court minutes recording the
          meeting gave the names of numerous speakers. Anonymity was abandoned not to leave a record of division, but
          to record support for the Company’s leadership. In almost all instances where a speaker was named, the person
          was speaking in support of the Company’s leaders. Numerous supporters of the Company’s leadership were cited,
          and though the concerns of members of the generality were recorded, the minutes obscured the number of
          dissenters. The only critic named was Mellyn. Singling him out in this way and raising the possibility of his
          disenfranchisement acknowledged the danger of his actions but also localized their threat. He alone was the
          poison in the body politic, even if other unnamed members had joined him temporarily.
        


        
          Ultimately, the court of committees did not follow through on the threats to push for Mellyn’s
          disenfranchisement. However, his factious behavior continued, and at a later general court meeting, the
          generality voted to bar him from Company meetings until he proved himself less divisive. Mellyn’s case
          prompted the Company to debate the proper mode of response when confronted by people like him, people “of
          such a turbulent spirit, so indiscreet in [their] carriage, violent and factious in [their]
          behavior.”50 Given the mentions
          of disenfranchisement and the comments in the general court about why exactly Mellyn’s behavior was so bad,
          Company leaders seem not to have known the right response to make. If they were too harsh, other members of
          the generality might condemn them, but if they were too lenient, they might invite further conflict.
        


        
          The essential issue that Company leaders were debating here was the nature of the representative government
          of the Company. Aside from the turbulent spirit, indiscreet speech, and violent and factious behavior already
          mentioned, Mellyn was also charged with instigating others “to disturb the peace of the business, and
          endeavor the ruin and subversion of the Trade, contemning the authority of a court of committees, and
          disturbing the general proceedings of the Company by his bold and uncivil behavior.” Adding to this list of
          charges, the leaders noted that he was “but a very small and mean adventurer,” more uncivil than other much
          greater investors, who had “ten times as many thousands in adventure as he hath hundreds.” For these great
          investors, it was important to “uphold their business, and not suffer it to be disturbed, by every idle
          humor, knowing that peace and love raiseth small action to become great, and discontents, malice and hatred
          are means to overthrow the greatest.” In other words, the Company owed it to the great investors to keep the
          business in order, as the actions of a discontented small investor could eventually lead to the overthrow of
          the trade. Neither Smith nor Abbot much liked Mellyn by this point—the deputy governor adding that Mellyn
          disturbed whatever meeting he attended and that he was “unfit to be admitted into any of their civil
          Company.”51 Whether Abbot meant
          that the Company should remove Mellyn from the Company entirely or simply ban him from general courts was
          unclear, but other members’ discomfort with the action implied by Abbot’s statement was immediately evident.
          After all, Mellyn was not the only “factional” member of the generality, and what was done to him could be
          done to others.
        


        
          At issue was also how the Company esteemed, and should esteem, small versus large investors. Members of the
          generality uneasy with the idea that a small investor deserved less consideration than a large investor
          sought to decouple Mellyn’s behavior from his status as an investor. Some members argued that the size of a
          man’s adventure should have no bearing on his right to express his opinion: “although a man hath but a small
          stock, yet they supposed it should be no bar to withhold him from delivering his opinion upon occasion.”
          However, Governor Smith disagreed, saying that the amount of investment was absolutely relevant, and the
          opinion of a large investor ought to be considered more than the opinion of a small investor because a large
          investor would be more affected: “there ought to be a great difference put, that a small adventurer should
          not oversway a great adventurer, seeing it concerneth the one so much more than the other.” Nonetheless, he
          added that no one would be barred from speaking his mind, so long as it was done “peaceably and
          quietly.”52 Mellyn had been
          neither peaceable nor quiet.
        


        
          It would be too facile to say that Company members were having a debate on the nature of the early Stuart
          political nation. They were not self-consciously discussing the topic by proxy. Yet the ideas on display here
          were some of the central concerns in the political nation at large. Who had the most stake in the well-being
          of the commonwealth? Were some men by training or circumstance better able to ensure the prosperity of the
          body? Could someone’s beliefs or actions disqualify him from political participation, and if so, under what
          conditions? Were the leaders of the commonwealth right to guard secrets of state? Was public critique of
          their leadership appropriate or a sign of dysfunction? Here too there were no easy answers.
        


        
          As Mellyn’s case demonstrated, procedural and constitutional issues could arise from the “factious” behavior
          of an individual. What to do with one vocal person, in this case, inspired discussion about the nature of the
          Company’s representative government and how the different interests of different types of investors could
          best be managed. Mellyn had not proposed specific changes, stating only his desire to have more insight into
          and say in Company affairs. However, the debate about him raised questions about whether or not certain
          investors should automatically be understood to have a greater stake in the Company’s government, just as
          they had a greater stake in the Company’s stock. Though the governor intended to “call him in question in
          another place,” he did not move to have Mellyn disenfranchised, “as some wished.” Instead, Smith advised the
          members that they would be wise to bar Mellyn from their courts: the governor “was of opinion they should do
          themselves right, to forbid him their courts hereafter.”53 Ultimately the generality voted to bar Mellyn from the general court until he
          submitted himself to the court of committees.
        


        
          For a number of years after the Mellyn affair, the level of division and faction in the Company seems not to
          have reached the heights it did in 1619 and 1620. Perhaps the minutes simply did not record low-level
          discontent that never was openly stated. Perhaps the corporate body was indeed more at peace. Perhaps one of
          the two missing volumes of court minutes for the 1620s would have revealed more division. In any case, the
          next substantial evidence of further division in the Company does not appear until the late 1620s.
        


        
          In spring 1628, William Bonham and Henry Polstead presented a petition to the court of committees, requesting
          that a general court be held. Both men presumably were engaged and active members of the generality, though
          neither was currently a committee. The petition had been signed by more than a hundred members of the
          generality, and, though Bonham and Polstead were evasive about the precise purpose of the meeting they
          sought, they promised Company leaders it was for the good of the trade. They wanted to deliver some
          information and opinions about the Company’s affairs.54
        


        
          Company leaders were not pleased with this demand for a meeting by members of the generality. They commented
          that “this example is without precedent” and were unwilling to grant the request without knowing if the
          reason for it was “for or against the Company”—by which they meant for or against themselves. For the court
          of committees, at stake in their decision to grant the petition or not was the wider question of whether
          members of the generality should be able to demand a meeting to discuss the trade. It was, essentially, a
          referendum on how transparent to the generality the court of committees’ activities were required to be, and
          how much input the generality would have on the decisions of the court of committees.55
        


        
          This requested general court meeting did take place within the month, with the stated purpose of answering
          the petition. Governor Abbot first wanted to read the petition and ask each of the undersigned to avow it or
          not. Casting doubt on the legitimacy of the petition, he explained that he had heard rumors that some of the
          signers were not adventurers, were dead, or were not members of the Company. Those who had signed the
          petition affirmed having done so when it was read and claimed that many others supported it but had not
          signed. One man claimed, however, that he had signed only to request a general court—not because he agreed
          with the propositions that now appeared to be appended to the petition, with which he said he was
          unfamiliar.56
        


        
          The propositions turned out to be a wholesale criticism of the leaders of the Company and the decisions they
          had made in running the trade. The debate that ensued was acrimonious, and the criticisms personal. Only a
          few of the petition’s signers seemed to be in full agreement with these propositions—the minutes listed just
          two men as openly supporting them. Other signers seemed uncomfortable with the extent of the personal
          attacks. Some tried to quiet the leading critic, Thomas Smethwick, but another man said that “if men might
          not have free liberty to speak,” then the meeting might as well end. Smethwick was therefore able to give his
          complaints full rein. The governor suggested that if people were so unhappy with his leadership, they were
          welcome to choose another leader at the yearly election, which would take place in a few weeks.57
        


        
          Although at the end of the meeting the participants cleared the committees of “all manner of improvidence,”
          the meeting revealed deep unhappiness among the generality with the Company’s leadership. The debate at the
          meeting had become so rancorous that Sandys, who had himself come into conflict with Company leaders in the
          past, spoke in favor of them now, saying that “he was sorry to see these personal disputes,” since everyone
          agreed on the end they sought to achieve: the success of the trade.58
        


        
          The petition that Bonham and Polstead delivered to Company leaders in 1628 raised overarching questions about
          the Company’s representative government. In this case, the question was how accountable, on an ongoing basis,
          the Company’s elected leaders should be to the wider generality. In calling the general court that the
          petitioners had demanded, Company leaders effectively accepted the view that members of the generality had a
          right to call court meetings and speak about the decisions the court of committees had made. The leaders
          implicitly acknowledged that they were immediately accountable to the generality, not only at the yearly
          election.
        


        
          Members of the generality sought to expand this concession a year later, calling for mandatory regularly
          scheduled general courts to give them an ongoing say in the Company’s actions. In March 1629, the governor
          reported to the court of committees that at a meeting of some adventurers, one group had made three demands
          for procedural change: They wanted four quarterly general court meetings a year, in addition to any such
          meetings that the court of committees might find necessary. They wanted a ballot box to be used at the
          election day. Lastly, they wanted auditors to give an appraisal of the state of the Company’s affairs at each
          quarterly general court.59
        


        
          The adventurers cited by the governor had met about a different matter altogether than procedural reform.
          They had been debating whether and how to combine the second and third joint stocks. One group, including a
          number of “lords and gentlemen,” looked likely to lose the argument. Faced with this prospect, at least one
          of them, Lord Saye and Sele, raised the question of whether the generality had the authority to decide the
          question. As it became increasingly evident that the group of old adventurers would not carry the day, they
          became “discontent … alleging that they come not to this court for justice.”
          Governor Abbot reminded the unhappy adventurers that the Company had a patent to govern it, and that all
          decisions and procedures had to comply with the requirements of the patent. In this case, that meant that the
          court of committees would abide by what the generality voted. The result was not what the old adventurers had
          wanted (to combine the two joint stocks), though it was what Company leaders had desired.60 The vote was the spur for further
          meetings of the unhappy adventurers, which in turn led to the demands for procedural change that they brought
          to the governor.
        


        
          The fact that Saye and Sele asked the question about authority is interesting and not entirely surprising, as
          he was one of the most vocal defenders of the Petition of Right just months before, when he had claimed that
          the petition did no more than recognize the rights of subjects. In 1626 he had supported the rights of the
          peerage against the monarch when Charles I wanted to exclude the earls of Bristol and Arundel from Parliament
          (to keep them from voting on the duke of Buckingham’s impeachment). In other words, Saye and Sele had
          long-standing convictions about the proper location of authority and a willingness to press the issue. And as
          this case and his actions in other cases in the Company throughout the 1630s demonstrated, he was committed
          to applying his convictions to the structure of the Company as much as to national politics.
        


        
          The court of committees debated the adventurers’ proposals for procedural change. They referred to the patent
          once again, deciding that it was not for them as the Company’s leaders to make such a decision. Nor, however,
          was it “the opinion of private men”—presumably men like Saye and Sele—that should determine Company
          procedures. Instead, they decided to put the motions to the general court and be guided by its members’ vote
          on the proposals.61 This
          identification of their challengers as “private men” and as such ill-suited to decide how the Company should
          be governed pointed once again to the ongoing tension between public and private within the Company. By
          identifying their critics as private men, Company leaders implicitly named themselves public men with the
          best interests of their commonwealth at heart, though in other contexts they themselves were suspected of
          private motivations.
        


        
          Members of the generality ultimately decided to implement several of the proposals. They voted to hold a
          general court meeting on the Friday of the last week of each quarter and agreed to the use of the ballot box,
          but they decided that expecting auditors to report on the Company’s accounts four times a year was too much.
          Instead, they agreed on having such a report once a year. They also decided that the new quarterly general
          courts would not have any greater weight than a general court called by the court of committees. Decisions
          made at a quarterly court could be modified at any general court, and changes need not wait until the next
          quarterly meeting.62 From this
          point on, there were four quarterly general court meetings a year.
        


        
          The quarterly meetings remained contentious, particularly when Company leaders tried to undermine them.
          Conflict between some members of the generality and the court of committees came into the open again in 1632.
          A missing volume of court minutes makes it impossible to understand the full contours of the problem, but
          some exchanges recorded in general courts in the months before suggested that division was growing once again
          among the generality over the distribution of power within the Company and how much access to power members
          of the generality had. Debate about the usefulness of the quarterly general courts helped focus discontent.
          In February 1631, at the beginning of one such meeting, Governor Abbot mentioned that the meeting was being
          held “rather to observe order,” as it was the day assigned for the general court, than because there was any
          particular business to share with the generality.63 Abbot seemed to think that the meetings were of limited use, and the minutes of the June
          quarterly meeting that year noted that no one spoke up when asked if they had business to discuss. This
          silence suggested to Abbot that members of the generality felt as he did about the utility of the regular
          general courts. However, after the silence, one member came forward to express support for the quarterly
          general meetings. He stated that he knew that some people disliked them, but he argued that that they were
          important: “for by this means they have the opportunity given them to meet the more often to debate of their
          affairs, and to make known every particular grievances [sic] as there shall be.” Indeed, he chided
          members who did not come forward with their complaints, when he knew that they were “free enough of their
          speech” when “privately together.” After he spoke, some people did come forward with concerns.64
        


        
          Though exchanges such as this one demonstrated uneasiness among the generality, they did not represent a call
          for change. However, a conflict that evolved in 1632 involved fundamental challenges to the Company’s
          government and how the Company’s leaders were chosen. Though the full minutes for the year have not survived,
          a few surviving documents give the outline of a highly contentious debate. One is a copy (possibly a draft)
          of the minutes for the May 1632 quarterly general court, and another is a draft of a letter from the court of
          committees to Secretary of State John Coke that gives details about the challenges and the response of the
          generality.65 The fact that
          Company leaders were writing to Coke suggests that the regime was either keeping tabs on affairs within the
          Company or had been asked to mediate in some way.
        


        
          The conflict challenged the way power and representation worked in the Company by disputing the 1621 Laws
          or Standing Orders. This was yet another conflict that pitted particular members of the generality (in
          this case, the easily identifiable members were Saye and Sele, Lord Brook, and Thomas Smethwick) against the
          sitting court of committees and particularly the governor (in this case, Abbot). Both Saye and Sele and Brook
          were extensively involved in overseas ventures: by 1632 they had worked together on several colonial
          ventures, on Providence Island in the Caribbean and in New England (where the town of Saybrook—now Old
          Saybrook, Connecticut—was named for them). Smethwick’s tie to these two men was less clear, as was the
          identity of any other agitators. What set this challenge apart from others were its terms and how the
          challengers and the committees presented the nature of power and representation within the Company.
        


        
          The 1621 Laws or Standing Orders had governed the Company’s procedures for over a decade when, in
          February 1632, a member of the generality came forward to argue that the orders were essentially illegal. In
          the debate that followed, some members argued that the court of committees had no authority to implement the
          orders listed in the printed document. The perspective of the court of committees was that the rules had
          successfully governed the Company for over a decade, had been implemented in a time of what the court’s
          members described as “disorder,” and had been “so well compiled for the government of the Company’s affairs”
          that “there was no reason to question the said orders.” Over a year of consideration had gone into the making
          of the book of orders, and the court of committees was convinced that it had put together the orders with
          consideration of the monarch’s patent and the powers granted therein.66 It is possible, in fact, that the disorder mentioned was
          the division and factional conflict that characterized the Company in 1619 and 1620. Nevertheless, a select
          committee of twenty-four members of the generality was appointed to review the orders. The letter to Coke did
          not record all of their names, though it did note that Saye and Sele, Sir Edward Wardour, Holloway (of the
          ballot box), and Abraham Chamberlain were among the group.67
        


        
          Over the course of several meetings, some members of the select committee determined that the book of orders
          was invalid as it had never been voted on by the generality and proposed a series of new orders. If
          implemented, these orders would fundamentally change the government of the Company. For example, one of the
          proposed new orders placed a limit of one year on the term of the governor and deputy governor and prohibited
          their reelection for three years. Another required that the eight longest-serving committees be changed each
          year, and that no more than four of the committees could be members of the Levant Company. A third required
          that any member of the generality could have free access to the letters and books of the Company and could
          come into a court of committees and give his opinion, though he could not vote. Others challenged different
          aspects of the Company’s internal practices. Collectively, these proposed orders would force the Company’s
          leadership to turn over far more quickly than it currently did. They would necessarily create greater
          transparency and limit the ability of the court of committees to mandate and enforce secrecy, as the number
          of people who governed the Company would increase dramatically.
        


        
          The select committee eventually boiled down the twenty-one possible new orders, deciding to bring four to the
          full Company. They wanted the governor to serve no longer than one year; to require that any governor have
          already served as a committee; to have six committees (down from the eight originally mentioned) change each
          year, including four of the longest serving; and to require the deputy governor to be one of the twenty-four
          committees (in effect reducing the number of elected officials by one). Saye and Sele presented these four
          proposed orders to the full generality at a meeting on 11 May 1632.68
        


        
          The proposed orders and their implied invalidation of the Laws or Standing Orders elicited immediate
          and heated debate. The challenge came at the opening of the meeting. When the minutes of the last general
          court were read, a member of the select committee (a Mr. Chamberlain) objected, stating that the book of
          orders mentioned in the minutes had never been voted on by the generality.69 Unusually for minutes of a contentious debate in the
          Company, the copy that survives noted names in the margins for who espoused what position. For example, we
          know that Thomas Mun, a committee and a defender of the Company in print, observed that the court of
          committees had expended much care on the making of the printed orders, adding that they were well suited to
          governing the Company’s activities both in England and the East Indies, and that therefore the hostility some
          members were showing to the Laws or Standing Orders was unfair.
        


        
          Those who objected to the printed orders did so on a variety of grounds. Sir John Bankes argued that the
          orders misused the patent and power delegated by the monarch. He maintained that they were “against the laws
          of the kingdom and good of the Company”—though when he was pressed, the only example he could give was the
          oaths the Company required its employees to take. He had consulted a lawyer, who had suggested that the
          Company’s patent gave the Company power to administer oaths only to the governor, deputy governor, and
          committees. Other members responded that the Company had administered oaths since its beginning, “even to the
          very porter of the gate who is no brother of this Company,” while the governor added that the person
          currently inveighing against the Company’s oaths had recently attended a court of committees and insisted
          that all Company employees take an oath as a means of combating private trade.70
        


        
          Saye and Sele made a very different argument about the provenance of the printed orders that echoed some of
          the contemporary critiques of absolutism. He maintained that the “orders for government of the Company ought
          to have their confirmation from the general court.” The printed orders did not, which explained the necessity
          for the select group and the four orders it had proposed. He acknowledged that members of the generality
          might confirm or change the proposed orders in any way they wished. In short, he argued that orders governing
          the Company (that is, its laws) drew their authority from the consent of the people they governed, and that
          without that consent they were invalid.71
        


        
          Members who responded to Saye and Sele’s challenge argued that history and tradition conferred their own
          authority. For example, Digges pointed out that people had known about the printed orders and referred
          specifically to them for years. In all that time, nobody had challenged the authority of the orders. Instead,
          they had been “never yet contradicted by the generality,” even though all members had known that “the method
          for government of all the Company’s affairs” was included in the printed orders.72 Another committee, Alderman Anthony Abdy, noted that
          though some members were saying that the printed orders were not actually binding, yet “the Company hath been
          ruled and governed by them these 10 or 11 years.” Their force in practice proved their legitimacy.73
        


        
          Yet another committee, Alderman Henry Garway, conceded that it might be proper for the generality to have
          some say about the orders that governed the governor, deputy governor, and committees, but given that most of
          the printed orders covered other aspects of the Company’s government, it was appropriate only for the court
          of committees to make them. Abdy added to Garway’s point by noting that the four proposals were the work of a
          day only (according to Saye and Sele), and governed only one day each year—the election day. In contrast, the
          printed Laws or Standing Orders was the work of a year and governed all of the Company’s year.
          Whatever the legitimacy of the rules they had, Saye and Sele’s proposed orders might leave the Company
          without the means of governing itself.74
        


        
          Of the proposed orders, the one stating that the governor must change every year monopolized the debate. The
          argument by the members of the select committee was that the patent required a yearly change. Saye and Sele
          stated that there were two questions for the generality to decide: whether the patent supported the group’s
          reading, and whether the yearly change would help the Company’s business. The second was hardly a neutral
          question to Saye and Sele, and the way he framed the question showed that he feared that the generality would
          put profit (that is, continuity in leadership though the reelection of the governor) above right and freedom.
          As he asked it, the question was “whether they will always put the government of the Company into the hands
          of one particular man and he to be perpetual dictator?” Saye and Sele argued that changing the governor was
          “an exercise of that liberty granted by the patent” and would benefit both the Company and the person chosen
          to be governor. The Company would benefit by the greater transparency that the frequent changes would enable,
          as no one person would be able to secure a widespread power base. The people chosen would benefit by being
          able to share the honor and reputation that accrued to the man holding that position.75
        


        
          Opponents of the proposal argued that the members of the select committee were misreading the patent and
          requiring Company members to restrict their liberty of free choice in a way never required by the patent or
          monarch. Thus, while the proponents of the proposal saw an annual change in leadership as a sign of the free
          choice of the generality, the opponents of the proposal saw the requirement that a change should happen as a
          sign of the lack of free choice of the generality. Anyone who wanted to reelect the governor should be able
          to. The deputy governor noted that most London companies reelected the same person to lead year after year.
          It was not unusual for a group to do so, and this had long been the Company’s practice. Other members
          concurred. Lord Lovelace, trying to accommodate both sides, reminded everyone that as long as the reelected
          governor took the oath anew each year, he was no different from a newly elected governor.76
        


        
          The issue of the reelection of the governor was so contentious that none of the other three proposals got to
          be debated. Governor Abbot remained quiet through the debate. He spoke only at the end to assert that he
          actually had little personal control over the decisions the court of committees made, and he had never abused
          his power in the way that some proponents of the proposal had suggested. When he framed the question for the
          generality to vote on, however, he also tied the idea of freedom and free choice to reelection and not to
          change. The minutes recorded him as saying: “As many of you as think fit to leave the Company as free as
          formerly they have been, and not to restrain their privileges in the election of their governor etc. but to
          maintain them according to the tenor of the Company’s charter, hold up your hands.” The motion passed. Once
          again breaking with usual practice, the minutes included a small editorial comment, noting that the
          generality had voted to “continue their ancient privileges and not to admit of any innovation or other manner
          of election.”77 In the account of
          the meeting that the members of the court of committees sent to Coke, they characterized the proposals as “an
          innovation and of so dangerous consequence for the government of the Company as being put to the question,
          they were by a general consent rejected.”78
        


        
          The members of the select committee did not give up but met again to consider the full printed book of
          orders. The proposals they came up with this time were more numerous but less politically charged. The
          proposals touched on what time of day meetings should start, what constituted a quorum, and how often the
          treasurer should report on the Company’s debt. Despite the less controversial nature of these proposals, they
          never received a hearing in a general court. The original authorization for the select committee required
          that ten of the appointed twenty-four members meet to make a quorum, but only eight could be brought to
          meet.79 As of October 1632, the
          challenge to the existing leadership was over, and sometime before March 1633, the court of committees
          received a message from the king, delivered by a privy councilor, that he did not wish the Company to “suffer
          any innovations in their government, whereby to weaken their power, or alter their ancient
          customs.”80 As a sign of just how
          firmly the proposed changes had been voted down, the election in July 1633 was held without incident, “in a
          very fair and peaceable manner without the least contradiction,” though the commentary on the peaceable
          manner suggested the tumult was still fresh, and the designation of fair was a judgment made by Company
          leaders, who were hardly impartial.81
        


        
          The challenge to the Laws or Standing Orders in 1632 was the most sustained and coherent attempt to
          remake the Company’s government. It was the one most likely to succeed, given that it was an organized
          attempt. The reforms’ proponents had spent time and effort to lay the groundwork and cultivate other members
          of the generality for support. Though a few people had been the prime movers of the effort, their suggestions
          reflected concerns that many members of the generality shared.
        


        
          Both sides had used the language of freedom to argue their position. For the challengers, freedom meant
          freedom from the continuous government of one individual or group of individuals. As Saye and Sele put it,
          freedom meant not allowing one person to rule as “dictator” over the Company. For the governor and court of
          committees, however, freedom meant the freedom for members of the generality to choose exactly as they
          wished, and thus the freedom to elect the same person over and over again. The governor’s formulation of the
          question directly cast a vote for the continuation of the status quo (the ability of the generality to
          choose) as a vote for freedom, and a vote for the proposals as a restriction of freedom.
        


        
          Competing definitions of freedom were not the only ways to understand this conflict. The letter that Company
          leaders sent Coke presented the matter in a very different light. In this context, the challenge to the
          Company’s government became a direct referendum on the monarch. The leaders were not subtle in presenting
          this interpretation. According to them, “some of our Company backed with a few of the nobility took the
          boldness to frame propositions to change the government of our Company, not only to the disordering of our
          affairs, but to the prejudice of his Majesty’s power and authority.”82 This was the most direct reference to the way the
          Company’s government reflected the monarch’s authority; indeed, it could hardly have been more direct. This
          formulation transformed the dispute within the Company into an attempt by the agitators to strike at the
          regime. It also suggested, therefore, that the current Company government reflected and upheld the monarch’s
          power and authority—a suggestion Company leaders may have been keen to make, in light of Charles’s
          dissatisfaction with the Company in the 1630s.83
        


        
          It is probable that the proponents of change meant to return to the rest of their proposed orders and a
          greater reformation of the Company’s government once they had amended the procedures governing the yearly
          election. Their other proposals would have drastically reduced the power of the court of committees, allowing
          far greater involvement of members of the generality in the ongoing business of the Company. The proposals
          would have abolished the court of committee’s ability to keep Company documents secret and might have opened
          the door to more oversight by the generality, as well as what Company leaders would likely have considered
          more meddling and second-guessing of their decisions. Yet the proponents of change had misjudged either the
          amount of support they had or how compelling their case was, and by losing the fight over the first four
          proposals, they lost their chance for greater change.
        


        
          Some unhappiness with the restrictions of access to Company accounts and letters remained, and on numerous
          occasions over the next few months, members expressed frustration with those restrictions. Though the
          generality had reaffirmed the structure of the Company’s government, some members still wanted greater
          access. But Company leaders reacted to the recent challenge and the fact that the challengers had used
          information gleaned from Company accounts to help craft their challenge and stoke unrest (as the leaders
          claimed) to further restrict access to accounts and letters. They had agreed to let some interested people
          make copies of various documents, and this had created problems. Henceforth, only committees would have
          “liberty to read or take copies of their letters, consultations, or acts of court, or to ravel or dive into
          their accounts.” The men who had taken to coming daily to the counting house and inspecting the books would
          no longer be able to do so without first getting the approval of the court of committees. They could see the
          accounts directly related to their own adventure, but nothing else.84
        


        
          Though this restriction was no different than what the court of committees had decreed on earlier occasions,
          it elicited a considerable amount of anger and frustration on the part of some members of the generality. At
          a general court meeting in November 1633, a member complained about the restriction and the fact that it kept
          him from correctly assessing the state of his own affairs. Company leaders explained that no one was being
          kept from the documents related to his own adventure, but this assurance did little to reduce
          frustrations.85 A year later,
          Company leaders once again announced that they would restrict access to prevent members from “prying” into
          Company accounts, and members of the generality again raised the same complaints, this time in part due to
          the fact that the combining of the various joint stocks and adventures into a single joint stock that had
          recently been voted had complicated people’s accounts.86 The unrest and outcries were great enough that Company leaders debated whether they
          could and should abolish the quarterly general courts, which in their opinion did “beget nothing but quarrels
          and debates.”87 The idea of
          discontinuing the meetings was more a wish than a possibility, however, and although Company leaders
          continued to toy with the idea over the next year, they never took action to get rid of them. Indeed, in
          November 1635, when they discussed the idea again, they acknowledged that as the quarterly meetings had been
          approved by the generality, only the generality could abolish them.88
        


        
          At the heart of the various instances of faction and division in the Company between 1619 and 1635 and of
          proposals to change the Company’s government were attempts by members of the generality to shape the body
          they were part of but had such limited control over. Their challenges and concerns were reactions to the
          policies of secrecy and restricted access that Company leaders considered essential and reflected different
          ideas about how power and representation should work in the Company—a situation that Company leaders not
          infrequently diagnosed as a consequence of the socially mixed membership of the body.
        


        
          The challengers to the Company’s leadership had limited success. Attempts to change the leadership that
          centered on election days were the least likely to succeed, in part because the court of committees could
          often marshal the support of the regime in its defense. The challenges that focused on policy, in which
          members of the generality proceeded step by step, were more effective in spurring debate and avoiding the
          presence of a royal thumb on the scale in favor of the existing leadership. These challenges were not always
          successful, but at least they allowed members of the generality to bring attention to their concerns. The
          Company’s leaders generally kept their control of the Company’s government, but on occasion they did so by
          meeting the demands of members of the generality. The outcome of factional conflict was as much about the
          court of committees’ managing the generality as the generality’s changing (or even influencing) the court of
          committees.
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        Merchants, Trading Companies, and Public
        Appeal
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        ROBERT KAYLL was no friend of the East India Company, and
        he made his position clear in a 1615 pamphlet titled The Trade’s Increase. He thought that the East
        Indies trade was a misuse of the nation’s resources. Despite claims by Company members that the trade helped
        enrich England, Kayll suggested that the Company was impoverishing the state with its trade in luxury goods
        that required so much bullion. “Let the common people say that [the East Indies] commodities are unnecessary,”
        he wrote, and “let the whole land murmur at the transport of treasure.”1 However, Kayll targeted not just the uselessness of the
        trade, but also the form and government of the Company. “How tedious and costly they, and all other companies,
        make [the trades],” he complained. He argued that other nations did not restrict trade to companies and
        benefited from allowing all subjects to trade in all places. The crux of his quarrel with the Company was that
        it placed unfair restrictions on trade and made unneeded distinctions between people, allowing some and
        prohibiting others to engage in the trade. “How much more we, murmuring at this iniquity,” he asked, “may
        affirm that we are all Britons, all subjects to one royal king, all combined together in one natural league,
        and therefore not to be barred from trading equally to all places?” Though he assured the reader that his
        purpose was not to abolish all trading companies, he certainly did not support them.2
      


      
        When Lord Saye and Sele asked in the Company’s general court in 1632 “whether they will always put the
        government of the Company into the hands of one particular man and he to be perpetual dictator?” he was asking
        a question no less (and maybe more) provocative and damaging than Kayll’s challenges.3 Saye and Sele was tapping into concerns among
        some members of the generality about the Company’s government and the extensive power that was in the sole
        hands of the governor. He was not the only Company member in the early seventeenth century who criticized its
        internal government. There was a crucial difference between his dissent and Kayll’s pamphlet, however. Company
        leaders handled the concerns of Company members in meetings of the general court; as much as possible, they
        tried to resolve problems within the Company’s membership among themselves. Saye and Sele’s comments had taken
        place in the context of an intra-Company debate. He did not castigate the Company’s government outside the
        halls of the general court, and Company leaders also responded to his charges in the general court.
      


      
        When Kayll wrote so critically about the Company, he did so in a pamphlet available to anyone to purchase.
        Unlike Saye and Sele, Kayll wanted to draw widespread attention to the problems he saw with the Company. He
        hoped his pamphlet would effect change not just in the Company, but in the nation’s overseas trades as a whole.
        Kayll’s primary concern, in fact, was the herring trade, though he made his case in part by contrasting it with
        companies, particularly the East India Company.
      


      
        Printed attacks on the Company prompted Company leaders to respond in kind—in print. The decision to do so was
        not automatic. Company-backed writers produced printed pamphlets rebutting critics and defending the East
        Indies trade. However, they did so only after considerable debate within the Company about the utility and
        appropriateness of responding in that fashion. In deciding that they could not handle an external complaint
        internally, but that they also could not leave it unanswered, Company leaders began to experiment with the
        tools of public appeal to refute public critiques. Thus while Saye and Sele’s complaint about the Company’s
        government was addressed in debate in the general court, Kayll’s printed critique prompted a printed public
        response.
      


      
        In the early seventeenth century, a flurry of pamphlets appeared concerning the merits and flaws of the East
        India Company and England’s overseas trades more generally. The writers who supported the Company—Sir Dudley
        Digges, Thomas Mun, and Edward Misselden—all had direct and strong ties to the Company. The writers who
        condemned the Company—most notably Kayll, along with a few others—were more varied in background, but alike in
        their distrust of the Company.
      


      
        For writers on both sides of the issue, the essential question was how to reconcile public benefit and private
        interest. They also discussed a related question: how best to govern a trade. For those who disliked the
        Company, it represented a restricted trade that encouraged private interest at the expense of public benefit.
        For those who defended the Company, charges of unfair restrictions prompted them to develop new arguments about
        the relationships between private interest and public utility and between the economy and the state. Private
        interest for defenders of the Company became not a vice to guard against, but a means of harnessing initiative
        and resources for the commonwealth. The features of the Company’s internal government that limited access to
        the trade—which some critics labeled monopolistic—could, in this formulation, actually prevent the untrammeled
        exercise of private interest, funneling private initiative into an institution that benefited the commonwealth.
        Although they were not the same as the positions advocated by factions within the Company, these arguments in
        essence addressed the same debates that were taking place in the Company—about the management (or
        mismanagement) of trade and the concentration of power and resources in the hands of the few. As had happened
        within the Company, Company writers in public drew on absolutist conceptions of the English state,
        demonstrating how wider political concerns framed and influenced ostensibly nonpolitical debates in a nascent
        public sphere.
      


      
        Merchant Pamphlets and Public Appeals: A Case Study


        
          Before it was the title of a pamphlet, the Trade’s Increase was the name of a very large ship.
          Consistently referred to in the Company minutes as the “great ship,” it was truly impressive for its time—at
          1,100 tons, it was the largest merchant ship ever built in England to date.4 Company leaders planned an elaborate event for its launch.
        


        
          In 1609, the Company was running short of the money required for the upcoming East Indies voyage: only
          £43,000 of the needed £60,000 had been subscribed. But Company leaders hoped that the fame of the new ship
          would help boost subscriptions. Happily, James I had an “inclination to be at the launching of the great ship
          and to give her her name.” The court of committees was heartened by this sign of interest and the “great
          encouragements” to the flagging adventures it would provide.5 No expense was spared. One committee, for example, was
          taxed with providing “a silk ancient” for the ship, “with the Company’s arms in silk or metal.”6 The Company leaders also hired the purser
          of one of the king’s ships to put the masts up and do the rigging of the ship, noting that they would have to
          entreat the lord admiral to spare the man from his service to the king for the job.
        


        
          As the launch drew closer, the event grew more elaborate. In December, when the time had come to set an
          actual date for the launch, the court of committees debated whether it would be good policy also to throw a
          banquet for the king, ultimately deciding that it was “fitting” to do so. In the end, however, everything
          ended up quite rushed. The king confirmed that he would attend only at the last minute. The launch was set
          for 30 December. On 29 December the governor explained to the court of committees that just the day before
          the Earl of Salisbury, then the lord treasurer, and the Earl of Nottingham, then the lord admiral, had told
          him “that his Majesty was pleased to be at the launching of the great ship at Deptford tomorrow [30 December]
          about one of the clock in the afternoon.” With one day’s notice, the court of committees set about securing
          the necessary china dishes and assembling “such tapestry and chairs as shall be needful” and wine “of such
          sorts and quantity as shall be fitting,” all to be sent to Deptford on borrowed barges in the early morning.
          For an appropriate start to the event, they arranged for salutes to be fired to announce the king’s
          arrival.7
        


        
          The Company leaders were in luck—not just the king but also the queen and Prince Henry came. One newsletter
          account described how “the king, queen and prince went this morning to the launching of the great East Indian
          ship newly built, where they were to have a great banquet, and Sir Thomas Smith to be graced with a great
          chain of gold and a medal to be put about his neck by the king’s own hands.”8 For the Company’s part, the attendance of members of the
          royal family at the launching of the biggest merchant ship ever highlighted the royal favor given to the East
          India Company’s venture and the royal family’s interest in it. The placing of a chain around Smith’s neck by
          the king himself was a mark of high favor and emphasized the direct personal ties between the governor of the
          Company and the monarch. On James’s side, giving Smith a great chain of gold emphasized not only that Smith
          was a vassal of the king, but also that he held his office at the hands of the king and through the power of
          the prerogative. The launching and naming of the ship at the king’s hands also underlined the fact that the
          ship, though commissioned by the East India Company, belonged to the king and the state. As public ceremonies
          went, the event was therefore relatively successful.
        


        
          In many ways, there was nothing extraordinary about how Company leaders orchestrated the launching of the
          Trade’s Increase. The visibility of the event was unusual, but the types of public ceremony on display
          were in keeping with other public events that punctuated life in the city of London. The launch of the
          Trade’s Increase made sense in the world of lord mayor’s shows and other civic spectacles. The East
          India Company and the East Indies were even featured in some of these early seventeenth-century processions,
          and merchants played a prominent role in funding parts of the royal entry when James became king in
          1604.9
        


        
          Despite the opulent ceremony in 1609 and the feast, salute, and royal attention, the voyage of the Trade’s
          Increase had several dire problems. It turned out that the sailors could not manage to properly launch
          the ship, as its huge proportions made it almost too big for the docking berth.10 The rest of the ship’s maiden voyage proceeded in line
          with this beginning: the Trade’s Increase never made it back to England, being wrecked in the East
          Indies in 1613. However, news of the loss of the ship made it back to England in 1614, with one newsletter
          noting it as a “great pity, being the goodliest ship of England and never made voyage before.”11
        


        
          The pamphlet The Trade’s Increase was published by Kayll only months after news of the wreck reached
          England.12 It openly referred to
          the fate of that ship, the single failed venture, and the large quantity of English lumber thereby wasted on
          a fruitless voyage. The ship might have spurred the publication of the pamphlet, but the thrust of the
          argument went far beyond one lost ship. Kayll provided a point-by-point attack on the East Indies trade,
          blaming on it the drain of resources and bullion, the high mortality of the venture, and even the loss of the
          Muscovy trade as merchant interest was redirected to the East Indies. He addressed the trade and Company as
          “you,” framing his criticisms as direct accusations—that is, you have done this and that—and included
          information about and assessments of all past East Indies fleets. He juxtaposed this with an account of the
          benefits that would accrue to the nation—from more and better ships, more money, and more poor people
          employed—if the English could only be persuaded to commit to the fishing trade. The pamphlet ended by
          promoting the English fishing industry (primarily the fishing of herring), following the Dutch model.
        


        
          Company leaders were not sure how they should respond—and even whether they should respond—to Kayll’s
          pamphlet. It represented a marked departure from the public ceremonies that Company leaders knew and ushered
          them into unknown territory. The records of their debates about the appropriate response to a printed
          pamphlet that attacked them are some of the most revealing ones in existence about how people in the period
          were beginning to conceptualize the role of print and public appeal. There was no immediate consensus on the
          proper response. There was not even an immediate consensus on exactly how serious a threat a printed pamphlet
          was.
        


        
          For the court of committees, there were several issues at stake when considering Kayll’s pamphlet: not only
          what they should do about the pamphlet and how they should respond, but why the pamphlet had been allowed to
          be published in the first place. Beyond debating the pamphlet themselves, they sought outside expertise,
          approaching George Abbot—the archbishop of Canterbury, the deputy governor’s brother, and no stranger to
          printed polemics—for his advice on the matter. Smith sent the archbishop a copy of the pamphlet and asked him
          whether the Company ought to take action to have the pamphlet suppressed. Abbot sent his chaplain, who had
          authorized the pamphlet’s publication in the first place, with his answer. He advised the Company leaders
          that the pamphlet “should rather be suffered to die, than a stop to be made which will cause many men to seek
          after it the more earnestly.” But if the court of committees was set on having it suppressed, he would secure
          a warrant. Letting the book have its fifteen minutes of public attention and then quietly die did not sit
          well with many members of the court of committees. Some members wanted harsher and more visible punishment:
          they “were of opinion to have the author rather punished which will quickly be bruited abroad and thereby
          discover the dislike the state hath to such pamphlets that shall tax what the state hath approved.” The court
          of committees appointed two committees to read the pamphlet and meet with the attorney general, Sir Francis
          Bacon (at that point not a Company member) to get his opinion and find out whether or not the case might be
          raised before the court of Star Chamber.13
        


        
          The legal authorities the Company leaders consulted seemed to support taking aggressive action against the
          pamphlet in the courts. Bacon and another lawyer—unnamed but “much esteemed for his judgment”—agreed with the
          leaders and in the pamphlet “found some points very near unto treason, and all the rest very dangerous.” The
          court of committees decided to check also with Sir Henry Yelverton, the solicitor general, and then prosecute
          the author of the pamphlet depending on his advice. Meanwhile, Sir Dudley Digges, a member of the Company and
          an up-and-coming man at court, wanted “to have a book set forth in defense of the East India trade, and to
          make known the benefit that it brings to the commonwealth.”14
        


        
          What is fascinating about the situation is the variety of responses that Company leaders considered. The type
          of printed attack and public appeal that Kayll’s pamphlet represented was a fairly new phenomenon in the
          early seventeenth century.15 The
          question of how to respond was therefore also new. The court of committees considered ignoring the attack,
          responding in kind, or pursuing retribution through legal mechanisms, outlining what each course of action
          might achieve. Archbishop Abbot’s advice took the pamphlet not as a simple act but as an act still in
          progress, and therefore best ignored—since the Company’s reacting to it would compound its effect. Meanwhile,
          Digges was suggesting that the Company print a book of its own that would specifically defend the trade and
          show its benefit to the commonwealth. He took the pamphlet as a critique that had to be answered, but only
          with a defense of the trade. The committees who consulted with the royal common lawyers focused on the
          treasonous aspects of the pamphlet. This approach emphasized not the defense of the trade, but the defense of
          the state and focused on Kayll rather than the specific contents of the pamphlet.
        


        
          Company leaders gave the topic much consideration over the next few weeks. In a court of committees, the
          governor considered “what wrongs and scandal the Company is subject unto, by the envious eyes that do depend
          upon them.” The great profits the Company made came at great risk, though “the malice of some is ready to
          take advantage upon the least occasion to disgrace either the principal members of this body or the whole
          Company itself.” Kayll’s pamphlet was one of the incidents Smith mentioned of an author who had “so
          maliciously and unjustly written in public disgrace of this Company.”16 Smith wondered whether the Company might be best served
          by following the Dutch example in responding to printed attacks. According to him, the Dutch so zealously
          guarded their East Indies trade that they had special laws to keep people from making “invections” against
          the Dutch East India Company.17
        


        
          There were no equivalent laws in England, but the court of committees did get a sympathetic Privy Council to
          take up the matter. The Council summoned Kayll and asked him to answer for his pamphlet. When he did not give
          them sufficient satisfaction, they remanded him to the Fleet Prison until he did so—which he did almost two
          weeks later, on 17 April, by petitioning the Council with “his humble suit and submission, wherein he very
          justly condemneth himself.” His submission acknowledged his wrongdoing and that he was now “admonished both
          of his duty to the commonwealth and to your lordships.”18
        


        
          The response that Company leaders eventually settled on was the one recommended by Digges. Within a few
          months he had published, under his own initials, a rebuttal titled The Defense of Trade.19 This pamphlet included a ten-page extract
          from Kayll’s pamphlet (which, since Digges’ entire work was only fifty pages, meant 20 percent of the whole
          publication was given over to Kayll’s words) before responding point by point to Kayll’s accusations. In his
          pamphlet, Digges identified himself as a member of the Company—though he said he was writing as a concerned
          private citizen to correct the misinformation that Kayll had so maliciously spread. Digges’s Defense of
          Trade ran to two editions, suggesting that more than a few people bought it. The Company’s ultimate
          response was therefore two-pronged: Kayll was taken to task by the Privy Council, and the Company responded
          publicly in kind to his pamphlet. However, given that Digges included a long extract from the portion of
          The Trade’s Increase that was most critical of the Company, he arguably provided considerable oxygen
          to Kayll’s fire.
        


        
          The actual effect of Kayll’s pamphlet on contemporary opinion about the Company cannot be known. As with any
          printed work, it is almost impossible to ascertain with any certainty who read it. The pamphlet may have run
          to two editions. We know that it made its way into a number of aristocratic collections: for example, both
          Sir Nathanial Bacon and Sir Edward Coke possessed copies of it in their libraries.20 Beyond this anecdotal evidence (which, as anecdotal
          evidence goes, is not bad), little can be known about the popularity of Kayll’s pamphlet.
        


        
          Whatever its actual impact, Company leaders always thought that their actions were viewed and judged on a
          public stage, one that extended beyond the generality. In the case of Kayll and his pamphlet, they seemed to
          have definitive proof that they were being viewed and judged in that way. The discussion among the leaders
          about how they should respond to Kayll and what they hoped to accomplish by responding revealed their
          uncertainty about directly engaging the public. In the end, they decided to deliberately enter the public
          forum to rebut Kayll’s aspersions. The Trade’s Increase and the question of how best to respond to it
          marked the beginning of the Company’s experiments with the tools of public appeal.21 It demonstrated Company leaders’ realization that public
          appeals could be employed by or deployed against the Company, and their decision to participate in a newly
          developing type of politics that depended on appeals to the public.
        

      


      
        The Problem of Private Interest and the Defense of Government


        
          The Trade’s Increase was not the only printed challenge to the Company to appear, nor the only item to
          which Company writers responded in print. Over the next decade, Company writers ventured into print several
          times to defend their trade. Though the particular criticisms of the Company varied, they were united by a
          common distrust of the Company and its government. The authors of the critical pamphlets were not members of
          the Company, but their challenges were analogous to those made by Company members at annual elections and the
          attempts to change the Company’s government by procedural means. Internal Company divisions differed in aim
          and tone from the pamphlet critiques but shared with them an unease about lodging so much power and money in
          the hands of a small group of men. Internal Company critics sought to redistribute that power within the body
          of the Company. Critics who published pamphlets wanted to redistribute it in the body of the commonwealth.
        


        
          Very little is known about the writers of the critical pamphlets. Kayll left few clues about his life. Nor
          can much be learned about Tobias Gentleman, author of the 1614 pamphlet England’s Way to Win Wealth,
          or a third author identified only as E.S., who published Britain’s Busse in 1615 (a busse is a herring
          fishing boat).22 Their pamphlets
          all appeared in either 1614 or 1615. All three authors wrote primarily in support of the herring trade and
          hoped to encourage English participation in that venture. Their works might be seen as a late addition to a
          collection of pamphlets on the same topic that had appeared periodically during Elizabeth’s reign.23 Distinguishing them from the earlier
          works, however, was the fact that the authors of these three pamphlets also devoted considerable effort to
          critiquing England’s developing East Indies trade, seeing it as responsible for a lack of interest in their
          pet project.
        


        
          There were logical reasons for why authors advocating herring fishing would focus on the East India Company.
          In 1609 Hugo Grotius published Mare Liberum, which argued that no European nation could claim to
          control the seas, and consequently no European nation could forbid others from trade and commerce in the East
          Indies (a line of argument that defenders of the Company had made for years). It provided a theoretical
          defense of Dutch (and, by extension, English) activity in the East Indies. One of the earliest responses to
          Grotius was published in 1613 by the Scottish jurist William Welwod, who saw Grotius’s work as a “subtle
          treatise” that really endeavored to justify fishing by Dutch fleets in British waters—that is, the herring
          fishing trade.24 There is no
          evidence that Kayll, Gentleman, or E. S. had seen either Grotius’s work or Welwod’s, but like Welwod, they
          linked the herring trade and the East Indies trade. For these three authors, herring fishing and the East
          Indies trade represented a fundamental choice between different economic priorities and different national
          ambitions.
        


        
          Both explicitly and implicitly, these pamphlets debated the relationship of private interest and public
          benefit. For example, the three authors claimed that developing a herring fishing trade would represent the
          triumph of public benefit over private interest. The basic theory behind the pamphlets was that England could
          make untold thousands of pounds—one author cited the figure of £600 profit per trip per ship—by following the
          Dutch example and engaging in off-shore herring fishing. The herring trade, these writers claimed, brought
          such wealth to the Dutch state that the English should try to emulate it.
        


        
          According to these authors, this new enterprise would marry public and private benefit. The English
          commonwealth would profit, as would the individual men who participated in the enterprise. E. S. stated that
          the herring trade would enrich the king and commonwealth, adding that it would be to the “private and
          peculiar benefit and advancement of every private undertaker therein.”25 Gentleman highlighted how much the scheme would benefit
          England’s poor, but he also noted that merchants would gain. As proof of the possible riches, he included the
          example of one busse owner who cleared £1,000 after a single summer’s work.26 E. S. gave a full list of the expenditures and profits
          that someone could expect in the first few years of setting up a busse. After the initial expenses, E. S.
          suggested that the profit in the first year would be £62, jumping in the second year to almost £900. He
          acknowledged that the “private gain to every undertaker” might seem too good to be true but insisted that it
          was so.27
        


        
          For these authors, the herring fishing trade represented the virtues of trade, while the East India Company
          represented its vices. For example, the fishing trade was English from start to finish, including the waters
          in which it took place and the mariners employed in it. Its benefits would accrue to the whole realm, since
          ships could set out from a number of ports. In contrast, the East India trade depended on foreign commodities
          from far away, did not particularly help the ports, and supposedly killed more mariners than it employed. One
          writer emphasized the high human costs of the East India trade—the mariners who were sacrificed to obtain
          unnecessary commodities—and used the high mortality of the trade to argue that it weakened rather than
          strengthened English maritime abilities. Likewise, he argued that the resources used in the East Indies
          trade—including the timber used to construct the ships, the provisions needed for voyages, and the silver
          coin sent to buy goods—were wasted. England might get pepper slightly cheaper, but the country would be hard
          pressed to assemble a fleet to oppose an armada like that of 1588.28 In this view, the East India Company represented the
          misuse of English resources for the private profit of merchants.
        


        
          The authors had a range of opinions on the value of companies in managing trades, and using them to govern
          trade. Gentleman did not mention companies directly, though his suggestions that everyone could and should
          take part in the herring trade might have been a subtle knock at restrictions on trade. He treated the
          ability of subjects to engage in business and trade activities as a right, encouraging all Englishmen to take
          part in the herring fishing trade. He stated that he “shall not need to prove that it is lawful for us that
          be his Majesty’s own subjects to take with all diligence the blessings that Almighty God do yearly send unto
          us … in our own seas.”29 Wrapped in this praise of the blessings enjoyed by England was a statement that all
          people should be able to access them—which amounted to an implicit criticism of the restrictions on
          individual action that patents and monopolies represented.
        


        
          In contrast, E. S. acknowledged the benefit of incorporation in managing the proposed herring trade. He
          suggested that the king might be willing, if “some of our noblemen, and some of our gentry, and some
          citizens, and others of ability” petitioned him, to “incorporate them with privileges, immunities, and
          authority.” The new company would be able to choose its own officers, make laws for itself, and manage the
          nation’s herring fishing trade. Yet, lest readers of the pamphlet think that E. S. was advocating that the
          herring fishing company model itself too closely on the East India Company, he specified key differences
          between the two. There would be no jointly funded busses: each man would be able to send out his own ships
          and sell his own fish, so long as he did so in accordance with the company’s regulations.30
        


        
          E. S. drew even more direct comparisons with the East India Company. Unlike in the East India Company, for
          example, he stated that the herring fishing company would tie up members’ money for only a year at a time.
          There would be no investment for years in the “common treasury,” with company officials able to require men
          to pay in more, and every adventurer would be able to take his money out after a year. The government of the
          herring fishing company would also differ from that of the East India Company. The full company would gather
          each year for the elections, and all officers would change every year. Additionally, all payments to officers
          would have to be approved by the full company. In arguing that this model would better govern the company, E.
          S. was necessarily suggesting that the Company’s model of government was not the best way of running a
          company and did not protect the interests of the generality. He may have been aware of the critical note his
          suggestions struck, and he added a statement about how easily the Company could support his venture due to
          its economic benefit. “I think the East India Company will liberally further this work,” he wrote
          optimistically, “for that thereby some of their greatest wants are like to be supplied.”31
        


        
          Gentleman avoided mentioning the Company, and E. S. critiqued it only in a relatively conciliatory fashion,
          but Kayll took direct and unabashed aim at the Company and its government. He faulted the East Indies
          merchants for the failure of the Muscovy trade, suggesting that they had left a profitable trade for England
          out of self-interest. He likened the East Indies trade to an illusion of prosperity and appeal, which proved
          decayed and rotten upon inspection. The ships built to carry the trade, Kayll argued, were wasted and of no
          benefit to England except as a means of abusing its natural resources (he called it a “parricide of
          woods”).32 Merchants benefited at
          the commonwealth’s expense by using timber and wasting the lives of mariners. Kayll suggested that the
          profits to the merchants must be very great to justify such wastefulness of the commonwealth’s resources,
          making it clear that he disapproved. He spent page after page detailing how the East Indies trade misused not
          just timber, but men and every other resource as well. The East Indies trade, he explained, was like a bird
          that cloaked itself in stolen feathers, benefiting from beauty that did not belong to it. After discussing
          several Company voyages and identifying how they had faltered or not profited, he suggested that in fact the
          survival of Company ships was the exception, rather than the rule. Indeed, except for an early statement that
          there were enough herring in the sea to make every Englishman rich, he did not return to the herring trade
          until he had discussed in detail the Company’s manifold faults (as well as what he considered the weaknesses
          of England’s other trades).33
        


        
          According to Kayll, incorporation was at the heart of England’s trade woes. He argued that the way to remedy
          England’s faltering overseas trades was by allowing “freedom of traffic for all his Majesty’s subjects to all
          places.” Such an act would increase customs, shipping, and employment and would benefit the commonwealth
          overall. Anyone would be able to be a merchant and benefit from trade: “the universal body of the subjects of
          the land [would be] content, in that they may become merchants, being very ready in this adventurous world to
          make new discoveries.”34
        


        
          This would be a stark contrast to the current system, which Kayll suggested limited innovation by limiting
          access to trade. As it stood, with trade “settled in companies,” merchants were limited by “private orders,”
          and as a consequence, he asserted, “their trades fail them.” Interested men could take part only by
          submitting to the rules of the existing companies, which Kayll viewed as essentially a restriction that tied
          future generations to the tyrannical control of the past. It was simply wrong, he argued, for “subjects and
          equal citizens in this great monarch, to be so serviceably tied and subject one unto the other.” Privileges
          were supposed to be temporary rewards, not for “the eternal benefit of a few, and the wrong of all the
          residue.” Yet companies used those privileges to exert excessive control over access to commodities or
          places. For example, the Virginia Company claimed control of so much territory that “many honest and able
          minds disposed to adventure are hindered, and stopped.”35
        


        
          The East India Company drew special criticism, and Kayll described all the ways that it unfairly restricted
          trade. He suggested that the Company was not that good at managing the trade, and that was why it relied on
          restricting access to keep the trade going.36 The rules that governed the trade in effect prevented men from acting freely. They
          manipulated the trade to keep prices up, reexporting goods so that people in England did not benefit from
          cheaper prices.
        


        
          The essential problem with the East India Company, according to Kayll, had to do not with any particular
          commodities it traded or resources it used, but with the form of regulated trade that it represented. The
          problem with the trade was one of government. The Company and other similar corporations made trade too
          “private”—which did an especial disservice to people outside the companies, who had no choice in the matter.
          The greatest loser was the commonwealth, for “the commonwealth being made private suffereth by all.” Kayll
          compared England to other countries, which he claimed placed no similar restrictions on the movement and
          activities of their people, stating that “the like fashion of companies and societies is not used in all
          Christendom else.” Other nations let people trade and travel as they liked. This led to his view that all
          subjects of James should be able to trade the world over: “we are all Britons, all subjects to one royal
          king, all combined together in one natural league, and therefore not to be barred from trading equally to all
          places.” Indeed, Kayll stated, the king and Parliament had already made this the case for trade with Spain,
          Portugal, and France. In an early modern version of the claim that information wants to be free, Kayll argued
          that privately held trade was the opponent of progress, for “if the world in his infancy had been resolved to
          have held private what they had in possession, and to have concealed what they knew, there had not only been
          no civility, but no society.”37
        


        
          Kayll clarified that it was not government of trade as such that he was opposed to, but the perpetual
          limiting of trade. Allowing those who discovered or established a trade alone to enjoy its benefits as a
          reward for the discovery or establishment was acceptable, “and no man would grudge it.” The problem was when
          someone tried “to keep others out for ever, unless they pay, and submit themselves according to their order,
          and to their government.” A company trying to extend its privileges to more places would also deserve to be
          criticized.
        


        
          With these qualifications, Kayll suggested that his proposals were not so radical. He believed that there was
          a role for government in trade: “my proposition is not any way so tumultuous, as that thereby I would exclude
          all order and form of government in trades.” Misguided people who wanted “promiscuous” action in trade and
          who did not understand that there should be “an economical and discreet partition and proportion among
          members” misunderstood his position.38 In explaining that it was not government in trade that he challenged (in spite of his
          numerous statements to the contrary), he emphasized that it was the East India Company in particular that he
          took issue with. It was the prime example of the misuse of trade restrictions and of the detriment to the
          commonwealth that arose from companies. When Kayll wrote, the Company’s patent had been in force for only
          fifteen years; yet for Kayll, it was the prime example of an untrammeled private interest that too zealously
          guarded a trade—well beyond the reasonable guaranteed returns that he said discoverers of a trade should
          receive.
        


        
          Neither of the two Company defenders of the trade, Digges and Mun, denied the claim that private interest
          played a role in the East Indies trade. Instead, both authors responded to the larger notion that subjects’
          pursuit of private interest necessarily meant loss for the commonwealth. For Mun and Digges, private interest
          played a role in promoting trade. They defended the Company by arguing for the positive influence of private
          interest.
        


        
          The response penned by Digges—the response Company leaders had debated extensively before it was
          written—presented a radically different image of the East Indies trade than those provided by Kayll,
          Gentleman, or E. S. Digges was a courtier and active member of the Company in the 1610s, though when he wrote
          in 1615, much of his Company involvement was still ahead of him.39 Digges’s response was formatted as a letter to Smith, the
          Company governor, by “one of that Society,” giving the letter the appearance of a private communication about
          the nature of the East Indies trade as opposed to a public defense of the Company.40 Digges reproved the “busy” author of The Trade’s
          Increase, who had spread malicious untruths about the Company. Digges concluded that anyone who would
          seek to besmirch a corporation such as the East India Company, which engaged in “blessed endeavor, with good
          service to the state,” not only detracted from the state himself but must be doing so for private ends. In
          contrast, Digges claimed he had carefully measured his words, omitting much “secret of merchandise” that
          “comes too near matter of state.”41
        


        
          Much of Digges’s pamphlet was a point-by-point rebuttal of Kayll’s charges. Digges emphasized that the
          charges were merely slander. Correcting Kayll’s assertions might well make too much information about the
          nature of the trade public, but as the Company could not allow the charges to appear unanswered lest they be
          thought true, Digges therefore alluded to the troublesome nature of public debate in print. In engaging in
          it, the participants risked revealing state secrets or other information better kept private: “I dislike as
          much as any man to see one … steal occasion to censure all our trades, and give
          intelligence what ships of ours, how manned and at what seasons yearly pass from place to place, with such
          particulars of our sea states decay, as must be either true, and so the secrets, or false, and so the
          slanders, of our country.” Digges even questioned the wisdom of revealing information on the
          as-yet-unimplemented herring fishing trade, even though he was quick to comment that the information provided
          by Kayll on this subject too was likely to consist of the “fond reports of idle fellows,” as “false in these
          particulars, as we know they are in our East India matters.”42
        


        
          In addition to rebutting Kayll’s points, Digges developed a positive justification for the Company. The East
          India trade, he asserted, was like the actions of industrious bees and the hive.43 Merchants were the bees, and “from furthest parts abroad,
          they fetch and bring the honey to the hive, laborious bees, they cloth and feed the poor, and give the
          willing man employment to gain with them, and with the commonwealth, the honor and the riches.” He viewed
          merchants as helpful bees, in contrast with those who would present merchants as spiders that set traps and
          lay in wait for victims to come to them. The East Indies trade, he argued, had first brought wealth to the
          Venetians by means of the overland trade, and then to the Portuguese when they developed the sea route. Now
          was the time for the English to benefit, too, and it was this very goal that motivated the “famous
          fellowship” to start the East India Company. With little effort, the East India merchants would be able to
          turn London into an entrepôt in northern Europe, “a staple of commerce for all
          the world,” that would in turn lead to “much life and quickening to the navigation and affairs of this whole
          land.” Digges cited the successful return of the East India Company’s ships the year before, and noted how
          their arrival had spurred economic activity in the capital. In his view, the Company was undertaking
          “voluntary hazards” in the form of such long, costly, and dangerous voyages for the sake of the “reputation
          and revenue of the commonwealth.” He argued that the self-sacrifice of the members of the Company for the
          sake of the public good was such that they must be commended even by “their enemies’ concession.”44
        


        
          Digges therefore refused to accept the characterization of the East Indies trade as wasteful and selfish. It
          was envy and ignorance at best, and evil and maliciousness at worst, that made others criticize the Company.
          Envy and ignorance might explain the charges that the Company was “killing mariners and carrying out the
          treasure of the land,” since Digges was sure that an examination of the information would reveal the true
          situation and resolve the question in favor of the Company. He addressed the objections made to the East
          India trade one by one. He countered the charges that the East India trade had diverted merchants’ interest
          from the Muscovy Company by arguing that Smith, governor of the East India Company, was still heavily
          involved in the Muscovy Company, and that the latter company still made enough to defray the cost of the
          current embassy to Russia. To charges that the development of the East India trade caused a diminution of the
          trade through the Strait of Gibraltar (the “Straits” as it was referred to then) and into the Mediterranean,
          he answered that as long as the kingdom gained, it did not matter if it gained via the Cape of Good Hope or
          the Straits, and moreover, now that the Dutch were also involved in the sea route to the East Indies, if the
          English decided not to use it that would not revitalize the more expensive straits trade. Who could think, he
          wrote, “that while the Dutchmen hold their trade, there will be any more spice brought from Turkey? Certainly
          that course is now forever overthrown.”45
        


        
          Digges took special care to address Kayll’s charges regarding the East India Company ships. Digges responded
          in detail to the claims that the ships’ construction wasted English timber and that they would be too far
          away to be summoned quickly if they were needed for the defense of the nation. He explained that the Company
          had bought the oldest and most decrepit ships and fixed them up at its own expense (using not English but
          Irish timber). He listed the Company’s ships one by one, giving the condition in which they were bought, how
          they were refurbished, and the voyages they had undertaken. With regard to the charge that the ships were
          inaccessible if they should be needed, he argued that once home they could be made ready quickly, and that
          ships arrived each summer and were available in winter while they were being made ready for a voyage. Most
          importantly, the king had no problem with the amount of service the Company rendered, as it operated
          according to letters patent granted by him—and therefore no one else should have a problem with it
          either.46
        


        
          As for the high mortality of the trade, Digges maintained that death was an inevitable part not just of
          trade, but also of life, and it was only to be expected that men would die in pursuit of the trade. He
          claimed that a death in pursuit of the commonwealth’s benefit was to be preferred than for a man to die idle
          at Wapping while waiting for employment.47 Nevertheless, experience had taught and would teach the Company to manage their
          residences abroad better so that mortality would go down.
        


        
          Digges explored the relationship of public and private from the position that the state could and should
          encourage private action for public benefit. He asserted, for example, that the commonwealth had a right to
          the bodies of its people, and that those bodies were the kingdom’s greatest treasure. Refusal to venture
          Englishmen in pursuit of trade was misguided:
        


        
          
            If we look upon it, for itself or for ourselves, to stay away from sea for fear of death, and starve at
            home, or pine away in poverty, were foolish superstitious cowardice. But as we are the bodies of our king,
            and of our country (though in truth their greatest treasure, witness Powhatan, or Virginia, without them
            yet). This [is a] necessary relative of sovereignty. Living bodies, unemployed, are nothing. And if
            unhealthiness or danger or mortality should keep us from a course wherein we may enrich us, or our masters,
            or serve the king, or good the commonwealth [sic]; who then shall live in Rumnie-Marsh, or Holland,
            or our Cinque Ports, or cities visited with sickness or go unto the war?48
          

        


        
          A marginal note explained that Powhatan was a “poor naked king” and that Virginia would be the “goodliest
          country in the world, were it well inhabited,” further underlining the link between the bodies of subjects
          and the strength of the state.49
          A land or king without men, or a king whose men who were unwilling to venture forth, was a land or king whose
          full potential had not been realized.
        


        
          In Digges’s formulation, the question for the monarch or commonwealth was how to get private men involved in
          public matters that would have a long-term benefit, given the disincentives of death or sickness. For Digges,
          the answer was honors and privileges: “perfect wisdom in all commonwealths hath honors, pay and privileges to
          invite the private man into such dangers, for the public good.”50 In the situation as Digges described it, the monarch was
          responsible for promoting trade. The best way for him to do so was to promote the kind of actions by trading
          companies that Digges had been defending. Appeals to private interest were an essential tool for a monarch
          trying to ensure the public benefit.
        


        
          Mun picked up these questions of private interest and private benefit in his two pamphlets defending the East
          India Company, the 1621 Discourse of Trade and the 1628 The Petition and Remonstrance (which he
          authored on behalf of the Company, and which appeared under the corporation’s auspices). Neither pamphlet was
          a direct response to the herring fishing pamphlets that had spurred Digges’s work, but both of Mun’s
          pamphlets developed themes similar to those used by Digges to justify and explain the East Indies trade. Mun
          did so by reframing the nature of England’s overseas trade. He was in a good position to speak
          authoritatively about the Company’s trade as he was an active member of the Company’s court of committees
          almost without interruption from 1615 to 1635, and he even served as deputy governor briefly in
          1624.51 He defended the trade by
          redefining what the costs and benefits of overseas trade were. In Mun’s formulation, there was no easy
          trade-off between fish and pepper, or between a busse and a merchant ship. Instead, the question was whether
          the reader could be persuaded that overseas trades, and the long-distance overseas trades in particular,
          were, as Mun claimed, the most profitable to the kingdom, and the true and only means of enriching the
          commonwealth.52
        


        
          This was an argument that applied to proponents of herring fishing and dissatisfied members of the Company
          alike. For example, introducing a new topic in The Petition and Remonstrance, Mun posed a question
          that, he said, even “many of our Adventurers do not well understand”: how could the commonwealth profit even
          when merchants involved in the East Indies trade made a loss? This, Mun assured his readers, was possible and
          far more likely than the opposite case, where merchants made a profit at the expense of the
          commonwealth.53 Mun argued that
          one had to think about more than just the English commonwealth in assessing the impact of the East Indies
          trade. He distinguished between the types of commonwealth that could benefit or suffer. Before judging the
          trade beneficial or injurious, he wanted his readers to factor in the effect that a given action or policy
          would have not only on the English commonwealth, but also on England in relation to the rest of Europe and
          Christendom. Thus, though detractors might claim that Christian money was being spent on infidel cloth when
          Company leaders imported cloth from the East Indies, this underestimated the beneficial effect of moderating
          the excessive prices charged by the Dutch for cambrics and linens. Likewise, accusations that the sea trade
          depressed the earlier robust overland trade did not consider how important it was to strike a blow at the
          Turk, since the sea route to the East Indies circumvented the caravan trade through the Ottoman empire and
          the Mediterranean.54 Mun went one
          step further, pointing out how the development of the sea route also depressed trade between the East Indies
          and the Red Sea and the Persian Gulf to the benefit of Christian traders; therefore, the East Indies trade
          providentially allowed for a shift in Eurasian politics, since the Cape route seemed to smack of God’s favor
          to Christian commerce—hurting Indian and Ottoman trade to the benefit of Christian trade. Mun thus situated
          the benefits of the Company’s activities in an international, not just a domestic, context.
        


        
          Mun also made a determined stand against the oft-cited charge that the East Indies trade impoverished the
          nation for the sake of luxury goods like spices and dyes. He challenged the charge on two counts: first, such
          goods were not actually luxury goods at all, but needful and necessary commodities; and second, they allowed
          for increased or better production of English commodities. The supposed luxury goods, Mun argued, actually
          consisted of medically valuable rare herbs and medicines. “Who is so ignorant in any famous commonwealth,” he
          asked, “which will not consent to the moderate use of wholesome drugs and comfortable spices?” He painted the
          detractors as fanatics and presented himself as the voice of moderation. Thus the East Indies trade became
          not a luxury trade, but a means of acquiring useful and good commodities. East India goods were “as things
          most necessary to preserve their health, and to cure their disease,” and Mun cited several herbals and
          medicinal tracts to lend his claim credence.55 Anticipating charges that many nations lived without those same healthful herbs and
          medicines, Mun stated that either those people did not know what they were missing and so suffered, or they
          were simply unable to procure the herbs and medicines. The English, of course, both knew and were able to
          secure supplies.
        


        
          For Mun, the East India commodities belonged in the same category as other goods acquired abroad. He argued
          that if one wanted to forgo East Indies drugs and spices, one might as well forbid all the other goods that
          England had enjoyed for so long. Many of these were goods the English had long made part of their daily
          lives. While others were luxury goods more easily labeled as unnecessary, even those were harmless enough.
          “Objectors” to the East India Company “might as well deny us the use of sugars, wines, oils, raisins, figs,
          prunes, and currants, and with far more reason exclaim against tobacco, cloth of gold, and silver lawns,
          cambrics, gold and silver lace, velvets, satins, taffetas,” yet “moderate use” of all of these goods “hath
          ever suited well, with the riches and majesty of this kingdom.”56 Thus, Mun made East Indies goods analogous to any other
          imported good, regardless of origin or degree of luxury. Pepper, wine, and gold lace, which came from three
          different places and by the transport of at least two companies, were linked together and collectively found
          a useful, or at least unobjectionable, place in English consumption patterns.
        


        
          Mun argued that East Indian commodities could actually benefit English commodities by changing English
          production patterns. Indigo and raw silk could make English woolens more esteemed and desired, in turn
          spurring the production of English woolens that used the products and employing large numbers of the poor.
          Mun referred to various silk projects being explored at the time, asserting that if they survived and
          flourished, they would likewise make the nation flourish. This had been demonstrated, he claimed, in many
          Italian states, France, and the United Provinces.57 Thus, Mun tied the imported East Indies goods to domestic industry, and even to
          stimulating a little healthy intra-European competition. In short, he challenged charges of self-interest by
          querying the terms of the debate. Self-interest in a complicated economic system could not be easily
          isolated.
        


        
          In the 1628 The Petition and Remonstrance, Mun more fully explored the relationship between private
          and public benefit. He asserted that the greater the distance involved in the trade, the more profit it
          brought. Not every foreign trade was equal, and some benefited the commonwealth more than others; but, as a
          general rule, he wrote, “the remotest traffic is always most beneficial to the public stock.” Mun argued that
          the English made more profit off the East Indian trades than the East Indians did: “whereby it is plain, that
          we make a far greater stock by gain upon these Indian commodities, than those nations do where they
          grow.”58 The East India Company
          was well positioned for public profitability. Once again he emphasized that England’s economic relationships
          were complicated. Mun was a devoted and eloquent fan of the reexport trade. English profit was contingent, he
          argued, on the English buying the commodities not just to consume but to resell—that is, on being prepared to
          act as middlemen in the East Indies trade in Europe.
        


        
          For Mun, there was no less honor or money in the reexport trade than in a simple import trade. Reexporting
          was a fair means of increasing profit. The wealth gained by reexporting commodities produced in other nations
          was no less to be valued. The wealth generated by the East Indies trade was also, Mun explained, to be valued
          in terms of national honor. Expanding the East Indies trade brought as much honor to England as the greater
          production of English commodities: “neither is there less honor and judgment by getting riches in this
          manner, upon the stock of other nations, than by an industrious increase of our own means, especially when
          this latter is advanced by the benefit of the former, as we have found in the East Indies.”59 This assertion was important in light of
          the claims that many of the writers (regardless of their viewpoint, and including Mun) made in their
          pamphlets of God’s having blessed the English with such a wealth of resources and production that England
          could be self-sufficient without need of foreign trade.60 This was not the same as wealth, though. Mun did not seek to challenge this
          assertion of English self-sufficiency but instead presented an alternative way to make an honorable profit.
        


        
          According to Mun, foreign trade was the way to enrich the commonwealth with the fewest negative consequences,
          and trade was the only way of creating new wealth in the kingdom. He pointed out that lacking mines, England
          could not increase the nation’s treasure from its own resources. Long-distance trade goods, provided that a
          good proportion of them were reexported, would bring treasure into the kingdom. The East India trade had the
          greatest potential and therefore did “excel all others.” Reexportation meant that the balance of trade was
          not bipolar, and bullion sent from the country to fund the trade did not necessarily result in a net loss of
          bullion from the country.61 If
          trade was the source of the nation’s wealth, then merchants’ self-interest in promoting trade might indeed
          lead to the nation’s benefit.
        


        
          Mun went beyond the divide between the public and the private to explore the relationships among Company,
          crown, and public benefit. Many of the critics of the East India trade had posited a simple bipolar
          relationship between private and public benefit, so that when merchants benefited, they must be doing so at
          the expense of the public. Mun was not the first apologist for the East India Company to argue that this
          explanation was not correct, but he also explained that the relationship between trade, merchants, and profit
          was complex. The bipolar public / private divide became the tripolar Company, crown, and commonweal. For Mun,
          the East Indies trade had three types of potential gains. First, the commonwealth gained, which would happen
          even if the merchant lost. Second, merchants gained, which could occur even if the commonwealth lost. Third,
          the crown gained, and this would always occur because an increase of trade always meant more money to the
          crown from customs and duties.62
        


        
          Therefore, what separated Mun and Digges from the authors who favored the herring fishing trade was not just
          their attitudes about the East India Company, but how they understood private interest. For the proponents of
          herring fishing, private interest was what drew people to and kept them investing in the East Indies trade.
          It was what lured people away from a new fishing trade that, in the authors’ opinion, would so clearly
          benefit the English commonwealth. Focusing on the herring trade did not necessarily mean abandoning organized
          companies, though that depended on which pamphlet one was reading. E. S. suggested that those interested in
          the fishing trade should try to secure company privileges to enhance the private benefits that a work so
          beneficial to the commonwealth would accrue. In contrast, Kayll saw organized companies as part of the
          problem, since they protected private interest at the commonwealth’s expense. Although these two authors drew
          opposite conclusions, both of them believed that the link between organized companies and private interest
          was clear.
        


        
          Neither Digges nor Mun contested the claim that private interest helped fuel the East Indies trade. Nor did
          they address Kayll’s challenge to governing trade in companies or his claims that trading companies unfairly
          restricted trade and protected private interest. Instead, both Digges and Mun responded to the larger
          assumption that private interest meant the commonwealth’s loss. Rather than simply denying that the East
          Indies trade benefited private interests, Mun and Digges crafted arguments to explain why private interest
          was a tool in the arsenal of the monarch.63 Digges argued that the monarch had to harness private interest for the public benefit,
          and that the drive for profit or status and office were some of the mechanisms by which individuals could be
          enticed to become involved in the overseas trades. For Mun, trade was more complicated and profit was more
          nuanced than a simple zero-sum relationship between public and private profit. In short, private interest was
          not necessarily the commonwealth ill that the advocates of herring fishing suggested. Mun and Digges defended
          their company by defending the supposed vice it promoted.
        

      


      
        An Absolutist Defense of Companies


        
          There was another way of responding that was very different to that of Digges and Mun: focusing on the
          political rather than the economic implications of Kayll’s critiques. In 1622 in Free Trade: Or, the Means
          to Make Trade Flourish, Edward Misselden answered Kayll by defending trading companies as reflections of
          monarchical power.64
        


        
          Misselden was connected to the East India Company, though less directly than Mun or Digges. Little is known
          of Misselden’s early life, but by 1615 he was a member of the Merchant Adventurers, which exported cloth to
          the Netherlands. As early as 1621 he promised the Company’s court of committees to do them whatever service
          he could. Free Trade helped inaugurate Misselden’s association with the Company, though the work was
          not directly authorized by the Company. The fact that writing a pamphlet could gain someone the Company’s
          patronage suggests that despite misgivings among Company leaders about whether taking part in public print
          debates was good, they recognized how such publications could help them. Thus, participation in a print
          debate could be a means of currying favor with Company leaders.65 By late 1623, Misselden had been formally employed by the
          Company to serve as its agent in Delft, where he also served the New Merchant Adventurers. For years he wrote
          to Company leaders, keeping them apprised of news and events in the Low Countries, and on occasion he acted
          on their behalf.66
        


        
          Nearly half of Misselden’s Free Trade examined the various roles of government in trade, including in
          the chartered companies. Misselden expanded the meaning of government in trade beyond the question of how a
          trade was regulated (the definition used by all the other contributors to the print debate). “Government” for
          him was not just the regulation of trade, but also the representation of the majesty and authority of the
          king in trade. Since government was a reflection of the majesty of the king, any governed body, Misselden
          declared, was invested with some portion of the king’s honor. With their direct ties to the monarch on
          account of their patents, the chartered companies were especially favored, and those trades that operated
          under a charter did “much advance and advantage the commerce of this commonwealth,” doing much better than
          any ungoverned trade.67 Misselden
          was standing up for the chartered trades, though with some caveats—since he admitted that the misuse of
          government in trade could turn an orderly governed trade into a monopoly, which he agreed was always bad.
        


        
          In Free Trade, Misselden was nothing if not methodical. He outlined how both government and the lack
          of government affected the trades—concepts which were necessarily related to monopolies—and the distinction
          between public and private restraint of public liberty. Misselden created an argument for government’s
          playing a role in trade on the basis of likeness, or similarity. Just as the state and subject benefited from
          the presence of government, so did trade. Government in any form became a means of expanding the king’s
          honor: its presence endowed the king’s honor into something that would not have it otherwise. It was a
          commonplace, he said, that the best argument about the want of government was the benefit of government
          itself, and he contrasted the English with the Dutch. The Dutch, he argued, better understood the need of
          public involvement in trade (by which he meant government restraint of trade), and valued it over a misplaced
          emphasis on particular (by which he meant private) gain, “for they wisely consider, that their interest is
          involved in the public, where, in our nation, men commonly prefer their particular, to the common good.” The
          forms of trade existed on a spectrum—from chaotic at one end, where anyone could take part in the trade, even
          to its detriment; to monopoly at the other end, where the trade was restricted to the point of excessive
          exclusion, and the monopolist rather than the commonwealth benefited from the application of order and
          government to the trade. The ideal situation was in the middle, where judicious application of order and
          government kept the trade from both chaos and undue restrictions. Lack of restriction allowed people who did
          not understand the trade to ruin it: “for want of government in trade, openeth a gap and letteth [in] all
          sorts of unskillful and disorderly persons, and these not only sink themselves and others with them, but also
          mar the merchandize of the land … there can be nothing in trade more
          prejudicial to the public utility.”68
        


        
          The restraint of public liberty, therefore, could be beneficial to the state under the right circumstances.
          Misselden argued for the restraint of liberty by the state to limit access to a particular opportunity to
          those best able to take advantage of it. This was in many ways an absolutist argument, relying on common
          understandings of how prerogative power functioned.69 The state could order this type of beneficial restriction of the public liberty,
          for example, when it issued patents to encourage and reward innovation. Public liberty could be restrained by
          public authority, as when the state restricted it; or by private authority, as when—in Misselden’s
          description—a few people kept a trade entirely in their own hands, unofficially and without public
          endorsement.70 Public authority
          for the restriction of trade could be either through the prerogative of the king or an act of Parliament,
          though Misselden made the distinction that the king’s prerogative granted privileges while an act of
          Parliament prohibited the actions of others. The king gave, and Parliament restricted. Indeed, Misselden
          argued that the king could grant something that Parliament had earlier prohibited, provided it was not
          malum in se (evil in itself), since the particular scenario might not have been considered by
          Parliament when it passed the prohibition.71 Thus in Misselden’s formulation, the exercise of prerogative power of the monarch could
          be a corrective to parliamentary acts that might have been well intentioned but incorrect.
        


        
          Wrong notions about equality in trade were the cause of popular resentment of companies that relied on
          patents and the prerogative, according to Misselden. People perceived that a patent was robbing them of the
          freedom to engage in a trade that they thought they should enjoy. Whether the restriction arose with a
          parliamentary prohibition or the monarch’s patent, this sense that a previously held right was being taken
          away led “so many [to] plead the freedom of subjects and press, or rather oppress, that plea of equity.”
          Though Misselden did not mention Kayll, this was almost exactly the way Kayll had framed his objections to
          trading companies, down to the appeal to the rights of all subjects under the monarch. Yet what these angry
          people did not understand, Misselden claimed, was that their ideas of equality were flawed. Equality did not
          mean that “all should be merchants at their pleasure.” That was a false equality: “for that’s not equal, that
          may seem profitable to one, and be hurtful to many.” Instead, equality in this case was served by having
          membership in the trades equally open to everyone with the proper means, not by having no
          restrictions.72
        


        
          For Misselden, the form and structure of trading companies were a clear good. Limiting trade was necessary
          and beneficial to the commonwealth. England had long organized trades into companies for good reason, as
          “there cannot be any greater bane to a well-governed commonwealth, than ill-governed and disorderly trade.”
          Misselden came out in strong support of crown grants of privileges as the basis of the trading societies,
          writing that if people only thought about it, they would realize the good sense of having corporations
          founded on crown proclamations, and that the “gracious grants and privileges of His Majesty, conferred upon
          societies, would not seem so much a restraint of the common liberty as a prudent ordering and accommodating
          thereof unto the public utility.” Misselden’s conclusion overall was that the ends justified the means: as
          long as public utility was better served by having restrictions on trade, then restraining public liberty,
          either by the crown or by Parliament, was permissible and indeed desired.73
        


        
          The crown was key to the trading companies in part because it was the king and not Parliament who guaranteed
          and secured rights outside the kingdom. Parliament was involved in adjudicating liberty within the kingdom,
          but national law could not bring into being or govern a trade that relied on foreigners. Laws gave rights
          within the kingdom, but “it is the king that must enable men to trade without the land.” Arguments about free
          and closed seas might help open or restrict the waterways, but trade itself was conducted based on the amity
          of kings and treaties of peace made by the king “by his own authority,” and without, Misselden noted, “the
          assistance of his Parliament.” The international trades likewise specifically affected the king, touching his
          honor and revenue. Trade could affect the king’s honor generally: for example, a slow-working legal system or
          unnecessary lawsuits reflected badly on the king. Trade could also affect the king’s honor specifically, as
          when a particular trade failed or suffered setbacks—such as had recently happened with Dutch depredations
          against the Company in the East Indies. Government of the trade likewise reflected on the king. A trade that
          was too strictly restricted (in other words, a monopoly) abused the king’s prerogative, while a chaotic and
          ungoverned trade projected the wrong image of the king and English government abroad, for strangers
          unfamiliar to England and English government would necessarily judge the English by the actions of the king’s
          subjects abroad.74
        


        
          Misselden did not limit his defense of government in companies to the theoretical. He provided numerous
          examples drawn from actual English companies to show how beneficial companies with government had been. The
          Merchant Adventurers, the Eastland Company, the Levant Company, and the French Company were all mentioned,
          with Misselden noting how each had served England. For example, the Levant Company, “by their trade under
          government,” had helped build England’s naval defenses. The East India Company received special mention, and
          Misselden referred to earlier pamphlets by Digges and Mun. He praised their works vindicating the Company and
          added his own defense: “this I say, that this great and noble society by the benefit of government, hath set
          on foot a very mighty trade, far beyond any other company of this kingdom.”75 Envy alone led people to doubt the accomplishments of the
          East India Company.
        


        
          To contrast these stories of success, Misselden also gave examples of how trades failed through lack of
          government. In this section of his pamphlet, Misselden again seemed to be responding to criticisms like the
          ones Kayll made, though without mentioning him by name. For example, Misselden referred to the “ordinary
          objection” that other countries in Europe did not organize trade into companies and societies and still did
          fine. He countered that objection by noting that most countries had some form of government of trade even
          when that form was not called a company. For example, Italian trade was mostly organized by families,
          Misselden said, which played a role analogous to that of a company by similarly organizing and restricting a
          trade. He also argued that when a trade did not have government it generally failed, citing as an example the
          poor performance of the Spanish trade in England, “that hath no company nor restraint.” Indeed, he wrote,
          “those that trade without order and government, are like unto men, that make holes in the bottom of that
          ship, wherein themselves are passengers.”76 Government of a trade was that trade’s best defense and would secure its benefit for the
          commonwealth.
        


        
          A series of pamphlets about the herring fishing trade drew the East India Company into the printed arena in
          the early seventeenth century. Company leaders knew they were entering a public debate, and they chose to do
          so even though they had reservations about responding in such a forum. The pamphlets did not simply advocate
          the development of a new trade (herring fishing). They also took aim at the East Indies trade, challenging
          the type of restricted trade it represented and its utility to the commonwealth. In defending the form and
          function of their trade, writers supporting the Company developed arguments justifying the role of private
          interest in trade and how the overseas trades brought wealth to England. What others saw as unfair
          restrictions on trade, these writers lauded as the government of trade. Companies were set up by the monarch
          to order trades (not restrict them), and consequently delegating a particular group of people to conduct a
          trade was a proper exercise of power. Thus, writers with ties to the Company were able, in conceptual terms,
          to justify the government of the East India Company and the motives of its members.
        


        
          Whether answering the generality or writing for print audiences, Company leaders grappled with how to answer
          the protests of the “public.” How Company leaders answered challenges from the generality differed from how
          Company writers answered challenges from printed pamphlets, in part because the challenges differed in type
          and content. Nonetheless, the challenges were not so dissimilar. Unhappy members of the generality thought
          that Company leaders neglected the public of the Company. Critics who wrote pamphlets thought that the
          Company failed to guarantee the interests of the public of the commonwealth. In both cases, Company leaders
          and Company writers had to defend the authority and function of the Company against assertions that in some
          essential way the Company did not represent the interests of those whom it should have served. Vital to the
          Company’s defense was the argument that its government was sound and appropriate.
        


        
          What the proper government of trade looked like was a question that Company leaders grappled with repeatedly
          and in many contexts. It was behind the challenges that members of the generality made to the leadership of
          the court of committees, and it was mobilized to support the existing structures of power. It was crucial to
          the contentions of critics like Kayll, even as it prompted new explanations of what government meant in
          relation to the Company and how the Company fit into the commonwealth. In short, the proper government of the
          Company was a dominant motif of its early history and was at the heart of the Company’s corporate identity in
          the early seventeenth century, whose origins were firmly rooted in the Company’s patent.
        


        
          The history of the East India Company in the early seventeenth century reflected the political culture of the
          period. Concerns with access and transparency, and with order and authority, were common motifs of the time.
          The steps Company leaders took to manage these issues were generally in line with the steps taken in other
          institutions. One area in which the Company’s uniqueness was especially evident was in its relationship to
          the English state. The ways that relationship could shape actions and events within the Company have already
          been explored. How that relationship shaped and was shaped by the Company on the national stage is the
          central question of the next section of this book.
        

      

    


    
      
         
      


      
        



      


    





Part Two


        THE COMPANY AND THE STATE

      

      
        This part of the book sets the activities of the East India Company against the background of wider political
        events of the early seventeenth century to uncover both the interplay of actions overseas and domestic policy
        and the constant negotiations between the Company and the regime required by the business of state. The cases
        examined here are organized chronologically and reveal the issues and political maneuvers that drew Company
        leaders and members of the regime together.
      


      
        Part 2 thus charts the Company’s changing relationship with the monarch and Privy Council, from periods when
        Company leaders and privy councilors worked together to periods when the relationship was tested. The cases
        discussed here demonstrate the extensive interactions between the two as Company needs were balanced against
        the objectives of the regime. A few themes recur in these cases, like the exclusivity of the patent and the
        relationship of military activity overseas to policy at home, yet their treatment was always determined by the
        political needs of a given moment. There was no guarantee that the monarch and Privy Council would accommodate
        the demands of the Company, but there was an expectation that they would work together.
      


      
        Chapter 6 returns to the patent (previously examined in Chapter 1), treating the acquisition of privileges beyond the original
        patent and the meaning of the patent years after its initial granting. The example of the short-lived Scottish
        East India Company demonstrates how the Company and crown could have different understandings of what one had
        granted to the other and of what the patent required of each party. Chapter 7 looks at the Company’s martial engagements abroad, particularly the Company’s role in the
        fall of Hormuz. These activities abroad raised questions about how Company affairs fit into English affairs.
        There were practical considerations (Did the Company owe money to the lord admiral?) as well as conceptual ones
        (To what extent were Company men acting as representatives of the English state when they were abroad? Were
        Company military engagements necessarily English military engagements?).
      


      
        Chapters 8 and 9 focus on
        the consequences of the often-strained relationship between the East India Company and the Dutch East India
        Company, particularly after the death of several Englishmen at the hands of the Dutch at Amboyna in 1623 (the
        so-called Amboyna massacre). The events at Amboyna led Company leaders to press the regime to secure
        restitution from the Dutch, at times when neither James I nor Charles I were amenable to doing so. Company
        leaders employed a number of tools of public appeal to try to shape public opinion about Amboyna and compel
        action by the regime. These appeals did not succeed, and the continued failure of the regime to secure
        restitution led members of the Company to explore ending the trade—though ultimately Company members reaffirmed
        their dependence on the crown for their success.
      


      
        Chapter 10 reveals the breakdown in the Company-crown relationship
        in the 1630s. Frustrated by the continued push by Company leaders for restitution for Amboyna as well as the
        failure to shape the Company to better suit his aims, Charles developed and supported schemes to create
        alternatives to the East India Company that were more obviously imperial in aim. Even though the Company was
        not as strong or influential as it had been, it proved more difficult than Charles might have thought to
        disentangle the state from the business of the Company.
      


      [image: Image]

    


    
      
         
      


      
        6


        The Changing Patent


        Negotiating
        Privileges between Company and Regime
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        IN MARCH 1618, a Dutchman named Isaac Le Maire approached
        James I and the Privy Council about securing a patent. He hoped to establish a company in England to take
        advantage of his new discovery: a previously unknown route to the East Indies. Rather than the more common Cape
        Route—to the East Indies via the Cape of Good Hope—or even the less common passage to the Pacific through the
        Straits of Magellan, Le Maire’s new route went around the southernmost tip of South America, past what he had
        named Cape Horn.1 The patent he
        sought would guarantee that no Englishman unauthorized by his company could sail to the Indies via the
        southwest passage, as the Cape Horn route was known, or could import into England goods acquired by use of the
        southwest passage. It would mean that Le Maire and his fellow investors could develop an East Indies trade to
        rival that of the eighteen-year-old East India Company.
      


      
        The leaders of the Company were not pleased with Le Maire’s request. They petitioned James I to turn Le Maire
        down, arguing that if the monarch wanted someone to carry out a trade via the southwest passage, they would do
        so—not under a new patent, but through the privileges already granted them in their current patent. They even
        suggested that Le Maire’s route already fell under their geographical control and that “they conceive this
        passage, and all others which soever beyond the Cape of Bona Esperanza [are] discovered, or that may be
        discovered, to be sufficiently and in express words granted unto them, by your Majesty’s gracious letters
        patent.”2 Thus, they argued that
        James had already granted the Company the southwest route before it had been discovered.
      


      
        James challenged this expansive reading of his earlier grant to the Company. “But to that point of power which
        the Company claim by their patent,” the minutes of a court of committees recorded, “he was a little amazed
        thereat, demanding whether he were like Pope Alexander, who divided and distributed the whole world.” Instead,
        he informed Company leaders, he thought it more “reasonable that the right of discoveries should be to such as
        made them.”3 The Treaty of
        Tordesillas notwithstanding, the globe was not something he could or would partition for the Company’s benefit,
        forever protecting its supposed privileges. Rather, new discoveries might very well change the scope of the
        Company’s powers, and not necessarily in its favor. In the case of Le Maire’s petition, the Company was
        ultimately successful: neither Le Maire nor other rivals of the Company received a royal patent for the
        southwest passage, and Le Maire dropped out of the Company’s records. Le Maire was not the only challenger to
        the Company’s patent in the early seventeenth century, however.
      


      
        Despite the appearance of permanence and transparent meaning that a written patent gave, the patent—and exactly
        what its grant encompassed—was always fluid, with both Company and crown understandings of it changing in
        response to political realities. Patent negotiations between the crown and the Company years after the initial
        grant of the patent revealed how both parties could use the patent as a political tool to compel the other to
        act in particular ways, as well as the mechanisms by which they negotiated with each other. The negotiations
        show how Company leaders effectively mobilized the language of the state to secure Company interests. Following
        the process through which the leaders obtained privileges and then attempted to protect them uncovers the wider
        working relationships between Company leaders and the regime, and how the leaders worked with the king and
        Privy Council. These processes and relationships could be tense, but they were the cornerstone of the
        Company-crown relationship in the early seventeenth century.
      


      
        The example of the short-lived Scottish East India Company of 1617–1618 puts these processes of negotiation
        between crown and Company on display. It reveals how the grant of a rival patent could become the grounds for a
        complex give-and-take between Company and crown with stakes far beyond the original patent. Company leaders
        brought pressure to bear on the regime to secure their ends, while the king and Privy Council did the same to
        the Company, and the matter of the Scottish patent ultimately brought into play loans to the monarch, an
        embassy to Russia, and a decision about whether the East India Company represented just England or both England
        and Scotland. The meaning of a patent ranged far beyond the privileges it granted.
      


      
        Patents, Privileges, and New Authority


        
          Patent privileges were mutable. Their physical nature—the documents were often formally embossed, stamped
          with a seal, and kept as valuable physical objects—suggested permanence and transparency, but in fact they
          existed in a constant state of negotiation. A patent and its privileges were flexible and subject to
          interpretation. Even the privileges ostensibly written out and included in the patent were subject to
          competing constructions. Additionally, either grantor or grantee could move to change the patent, expanding,
          clarifying, and even revoking existing privileges.4 Thus, not only the meaning of particular privileges, but even what privileges the Company
          had, changed over time. Lastly, patents were given for only a limited period of time. All patents were
          limited term grants.
        


        
          Patents were not static or singular things, though the terminology historians have used—“the patent” or “the
          charter”—tends to obscure that fact. Even the use of those two terms changed over time. The terms had similar
          meanings in the early seventeenth century, though for the first thirty years of the Company’s history, its
          minutes used “patent” in preference to “charter.” Both detailed the powers or privileges granted to the
          Company by the monarch. Company minutes could use “patent” to mean the sum of the privileges granted to the
          Company, including to refer to the document that set out how the Company was organized and governed. The
          minutes also referred to specific patents, meaning specific privileges that they had been granted—such as the
          power to export set amounts of silver each year, or the power to use martial law abroad. In contrast,
          “charter” always referred to the sum of all privileges. There was no plural equivalent for the charter of the
          Company, in comparison to the “patent” or “patents” that appeared in the minutes. In the early decades of the
          Company, the minutes were more likely to refer to the Company’s “patent” or “privileges” than to its
          “charter.” Only in the 1630s did “charter” become the term more commonly used to refer to the sum of the
          Company’s privileges and the document setting out its organization and governance.5
        


        
          The patent granted to the Company in 1600 by Elizabeth I was only the first patent the Company received.
          Company leaders negotiated a second patent in 1609, which replaced the 1600 patent. The main difference
          between the two was that the 1609 patent removed the fifteen-year term of the first patent, though the
          monarch could still revoke the Company’s patent with three years’ notice. Even after the renewal, Company
          leaders did not see the patent as a completed thing. In 1614, for example, Governor Smith suggested that when
          the leaders next renewed the patent, they might wish to try to get a privilege to tender oaths, such as the
          Muscovy Company had. Other committees contended that the Company might already enjoy this right. This
          exchange testified to the sense that the patent was a living document, as well as to the fact that its
          interpretation was not always clear.6 Beyond the main patent of incorporation, the Company had other patents as well, which
          granted it other privileges. For example, in 1615 James granted the Company the privilege to transport
          foreign bullion, and this grant was added to its patents.7 In July 1616, it received a grant to sell ungarbled spices.8 This grant was likewise added to its
          patents.
        


        
          All new privileges represented exercises of royal authority. However, some of them were also transfers of
          authority to the Company. Expanding a company’s privileges sometimes meant that it was permanently or
          semipermanently being granted powers or authority that otherwise would have belonged solely to the crown. In
          the early decades of the seventeenth century, Company leaders slowly acquired a number of privileges that
          augmented the power of the Company. For example, the monarch granted it certain governing privileges for each
          Company voyage—particularly the authority to impose martial law and even conduct executions if necessary.
          These were powers the Company required to govern its fleet, but they were not ones granted by the patent, and
          therefore a new application to the monarch was required on behalf of each voyage. Elizabeth granted James
          Lancaster, the commander of the Company’s first fleet, the right to use martial law to govern it while away
          from England.9 Company leaders had
          to apply for similar grants for each subsequent voyage.
        


        
          In 1614, however, Company leaders sought to remedy “some defects in their patent” and get a more permanent
          grant of the authority to govern themselves abroad and apply martial law. They wanted to “strengthen
          them[selves] with power to authorize their servants that shall be sent abroad immediately from them, under
          some great seal to be procured without troubling his Majesty for every fleet.”10 Thus, the authority for governing the fleet abroad would
          come directly from the Company and indirectly from the monarch, rather than directly from the monarch. The
          leaders’ ability to grant this authority to their servants directly would require a new privilege from James.
          They were clear that they needed “to procure privilege from his Majesty by obtaining power for a seal of
          their own whereby they may give leave to their servants to govern their men with sufficient and absolute
          authority.”11 They sought with
          this privilege to increase their existing power over their men in the East Indies.
        


        
          This transfer of authority arose from an expressed desire to simplify the preparations for readying a fleet,
          and certainly the minutes highlighted this aspect of the situation, but actually obtaining this authority
          from the king represented a significant augmentation of the Company’s power. The English in the East Indies
          were now to be governed by the king via the Company, not directly by the king. What Company leaders sought
          was the power to grant of their own accord “sufficient and absolute authority” to their servants to govern
          their men. The securing of this privilege would de facto bolster their power as a corporation; it gave them
          quasi-state powers abroad and made them essentially a law-making and law-enforcing group.12
        


        
          A few years later the Company sought and received another privilege that enhanced its powers of enforcement:
          the power to arrest English ships in the East Indies. The Company’s governor, Sir Thomas Smith, claimed that
          this power already belonged to the Company through the patent. In 1614 in conjunction with the secretary of
          state, Sir Ralph Winwood, he arranged to add a clause to a captain’s commission that gave Company ships the
          explicit power to “take any English ships abroad that shall attempt to go into the East Indies.”13 Exercise of this power would make the
          East India Company the de facto policing power of all English activities in the East Indies and would give it
          the power to enforce its monopoly where the monarch’s oversight was distant. This power to police the sea
          lanes was another one (like the power to apply martial law) that lay at the heart of Company’s authority by
          the late seventeenth century but was not in the original patent.
        


        
          The nonstatic nature of the royal grants of authority that the Company relied upon was further demonstrated
          by the fact that informal privileges supplemented the powers and privileges formally held by the Company. The
          patents the Company received represented grants of royal authority for it to exercise for its benefit, but
          not all exercises of royal authority and state power that the Company used were officially granted as
          privileges. The exercise of royal authority on behalf of the Company with regard to diplomacy and
          ambassadorial representation was one such case. Unlike martial law privileges, in which the crown signed over
          ongoing power to the Company, diplomacy remained an area where the Company and the crown shared power. It was
          a state power that the Company needed, but one that the regime would not formally sign over.
        


        
          Diplomatic representation was not a power that the Company ever formally had. There was no ambiguity about
          whether or not diplomacy fell under the purview of the crown, nor about what constituted official
          representation—only the crown could appoint a diplomat. Diplomacy was incontestably a state function, but it
          was one that seemed to Company leaders to be enmeshed with mercantile aims, “seeing all princes that have
          commerce each with [the] other have their ambassador.”14 The need for an official ambassador to the Mughal court engendered considerable
          internal debate in the Company about how it and the state could share a diplomat and the dangers of turning
          over control of Company affairs to a courtier. Though the Levant Company had sent and funded ambassadors to
          Constantinople since the 1580s (the Ottoman court required a standing embassy from its trading partners), the
          East India Company’s first foray into official diplomacy did not come until the 1610s. Up to that point, the
          Company had secured letters from James appointing official agents or representatives, but not an official
          ambassador.15 The Company’s trade
          in the Mughal empire was still on shaky foundations, and merchants had represented the Company at the
          imperial court. In 1614, however, Company leaders decided to send a courtier, Sir Thomas Roe, to represent
          them at the imperial court, rather than another merchant agent.
        


        
          A royal ambassador for the East Indies presented Company leaders with two major concerns: the problem of the
          ambassador’s influence over the Company’s commerce in the East Indies, and the problem of the crown’s
          influence in Company affairs in London. The leaders worried about the power the diplomat would have over
          their activities, goods, and men—in short, “the power which [ambassadors] will assume unto themselves in
          those heathen countries, to command the Company’s goods without control and subject the lives of their men at
          their pleasure.”16 Limiting the
          ambassador’s influence in the East Indies was the easier of the two problems to solve. To protect their
          business interests in the East from the interference of their ambassador, Company leaders decided that the
          ambassador’s official commission should direct him to follow Company instructions. The official state
          instructions should order him to comply with Company decisions: “for the ambassador there must be a
          commission procured from the state, which must direct him to the articles and instructions that shall be
          drawn by the Company,” and they warned Roe “not to intermeddle with their business and merchandize”—a
          direction that Roe found difficult to follow.17
        


        
          The leaders faced a far greater concern: an ambassador chosen and funded by the Company and appointed by the
          king might one day become an ambassador funded by the Company and chosen and appointed by the king. This
          concern appeared even in the earliest debates about the possibility of using an ambassador. Some committees
          worried that in choosing an ambassador rather than a merchant, the king might someday foist an unwanted
          ambassador on them: “but another doubt arising whether it will be fit to have such a person for their
          ambassador, or a merchant rather, lest time may work to have such an one put upon them by his Majesty who may
          bring to pass those things which are not so much doubted.” As they expressed it, the concern was not that
          they might lose their ability to choose an ambassador, but that the monarch would choose someone unsuitable
          to the trade in general. However, other committees responded that history was on their side; in the past
          (that is, in his interactions with the Levant Company), James had never sent ambassadors who had not been
          chosen by the concerned parties.18 Smith got James to agree that the Company leaders would choose their own ambassador
          “because the charge is to be their own.” The leaders were comforted by the knowledge that as long as they
          were paying for the embassy, the choice of ambassador was theirs.19
        


        
          This strange division of responsibility between crown and Company drew contemporary attention; people outside
          the Company recognized the unusual nature of the East Indies embassy. Other people at James’s court readily
          acknowledged Roe’s strange status, as an ambassador appointed by the crown but chosen and funded by the
          Company. John Chamberlain wrote Dudley Carleton (also an ambassador) that he had heard that Roe was to be
          sent as ambassador “as from the king by the East Indian [sic] Company to the Great Mogor
          [sic],” mentioning that if Roe’s salary was as high as reported, it was more than any of James’s own
          ambassadors, going “far beyond the best ambassador the king hath abroad.”20 The Company’s use of martial law elicited no such
          commentary about the sharing of power between crown and Company, though it represented no less of a collapsed
          distinction between Company and state.
        


        
          Diplomatic representation and martial law were both powers that belonged to the monarch, yet their
          acquisitions presented different challenges to the Company. Seeking a patent that granted the Company an
          enlarging of its powers to govern its men abroad was one of many such requests by Company leaders to acquire
          more privileges in the name of better running the East Indies trade. According to Company minutes, these
          requests generally were presented and granted with little delay. Diplomatic representation was a different
          matter, and one that required extensive discussion within the Company about the balancing of Company and
          crown requirements—especially in the absence of the guidelines that a formal privilege provided.
          Ambassadorial representation was not a privilege signed over to the Company to employ at its leaders’ will,
          but one that showed in real terms the monarchical power that enabled the East Indies trade.
        


        
          The Company existed because of the patent and privileges granted to it by the monarch. Yet those privileges
          were not granted irrevocably. They were subject to negotiation and interpretation by both Company leaders and
          the crown. From the founding of the Company to its careful acquisition of additional privileges, its leaders
          grappled with the meaning of privileges and the responsibilities that accompanied their use. They learned to
          cast the possession and use of privileges in terms of benefit to the commonwealth, an ideal that underlay the
          whole patent system.
        

      


      
        Policing the Patent and Rival Ventures


        
          Acquiring privileges was only part of the story, since a privilege was only as valuable as the monarch’s
          commitment to upholding it was reliable. The most essential and valuable privilege the Company possessed was
          its exclusive access to the East Indies trade, including the sole right to import East Indian goods into
          England. It was a privilege the Company had to defend throughout its lifetime, as contemporary critics
          challenged patents in general—and its patent in particular—as examples of illicit monopolies.21 Defending this privilege under James also
          meant sometimes challenging the monarch and persuading or coercing him to uphold the privileges he had
          granted them against the claims of groups the Company viewed as interlopers, whose licenses often also came
          from the monarch.
        


        
          Company leaders intervened in political negotiations, made use of political leverage, and even on occasion
          challenged royal authority to protect the Company’s privileges, especially those making its men the only
          legitimate English East Indies traders. They did not target foreign East India Companies—they did not try to
          prevent the Dutch East India Company (VOC) from trading in England, for instance. Their focus was entirely on
          preserving their Company’s place as the only outlet for English investment in the East Indies trade. Company
          leaders expected theirs to be the only company trading in the East under James’s aegis. Yet cases arose that
          greatly tested how far the Company could force the king to uphold the privileges he had granted them.
        


        
          James’s attitude toward the Company’s patent was not straightforward. Certainly he did not view the patent as
          inviolate. In 1604, James licensed Sir Edward Michelborne to trade with Cathay, China, Japan, Korea, and
          Cambodia—a patent that directly contravened that of the Company. James gave Michelborne the right to trade in
          the named areas regardless of any previous grants prohibiting access to those areas—that is, despite the
          Company’s patent that gave it rights to those same areas—so long as no trade had yet been developed in those
          regions.22 Michelborne had been
          one of the original subscribers to the Company but was disenfranchised in 1601 when he did not pay in his
          promised adventure.23 Newly armed
          with James’s patent, Michelborne left England in 1604 and returned a few years later with goods from and
          knowledge about the East Indies. Company leaders began a suit against him in the Admiralty Courts in 1607,
          presumably to protect the Company’s patent and dissuade others from trying to follow in Michelborne’s
          footsteps. They dropped the suit later that year, supposedly concerned about expense, but they noted that
          they could always sue Michelborne later if necessary. Surviving records do not allow much further examination
          of his venture, including what negotiations Company leaders had with the regime or why James granted the
          patent to Michelborne in the first place. Michelborne did not sail for the East Indies again, and he died in
          1609. It is possible that he would have, but it is also possible that he was already in the process of
          negotiating a settlement with the Company—possibly to turn his patent over to it in some way. Certainly in
          early 1608 he met with Company leaders to give them an account of the best places for trade in the East
          Indies, and a few weeks later, Company leaders discussed employing two East Indians then in Michelborne’s
          service. Both actions suggest a rapprochement between the two parties.24
        


        
          The patent to Michelborne was the only one James granted that directly contravened the privileges granted to
          the Company. It is unclear why the monarch chose to challenge the Company at this point and not again.
          Michelborne’s patent was granted in the early years of the Company, after the return of only a single fleet.
          Perhaps the Michelborne patent was a test of how protective of their privileges Company leaders would be and
          thus an experiment on James’s part for how much latitude he had with the East Indies venture. Perhaps the
          king intended the Company to buy out occasional rivals, and James’s grant was thus a way of rewarding someone
          through Company coffers (as he seems to have done years later with the Scottish patent discussed below). With
          so few surviving records, it is impossible to know how either James or the Company leaders understood this
          challenge.
        


        
          Whatever the cause, James did not grant other patents to people that infringed so clearly on the Company’s
          grant. Thus, for example, a 1609 petition to James by John Midnall for privileges to trade in the Mughal
          empire failed, despite Midnall’s care in his petition to note that the trade he wanted was one that the
          Company “did not regard.”25 The
          Company already traded in the Mughal empire, though in 1609 its trade had only recently been established. Few
          petitions for directly competing privileges exist from the 1600s and 1610s, possibly because few people
          actually challenged the Company through those official pathways at that time (and not because petitions have
          not survived). Equally possible is that as courtiers became adventurers in the Company in the 1610s, their
          influence at court prevented James from testing the Company’s patent too far.
        


        
          Although James stopped openly licensing rivals after Michelborne, he continued to test the Company’s
          expansive reading of its privileges. He happily considered requests for privileges for activities or places
          on the edges of the Company’s trade. Isaac Le Maire’s petition for a license for the southwest passage fitted
          this mold. Though Company leaders believed that Le Maire sought a competing privilege, it was not a
          straightforward challenge to the Company’s patent. James treated Le Maire’s route as a new discovery and thus
          eminently patentable. Another similar case had occurred in 1607, when James granted a patent to Richard
          Penkevell to find a northwest passage to China, Cathay, and the Moluccas.26 Company leaders certainly saw the northwest passage as
          falling within their jurisdiction, given how they had tried to defend themselves against a possible claim by
          the Muscovy Company to the northwest passage if it was discovered under that corporation’s aegis. Like Le
          Maire’s southwest passage, however, it was arguably beyond the scope of the Company’s patent. Penkevell’s
          grant was for seven years, though no voyages seem to have been launched as a result of the grant. Had
          Penkevell made it to the East Indies, his patent would have given him the right to claim possession of new
          lands, which would have given him a distinct edge over the Company. The right to claim possession was a power
          the Company did not have.27 In
          contrast to the case of Le Maire, it is unclear whether Company leaders knew of the grant to Penkevell, and
          given that Penkevell never made or authorized a voyage, it never intruded on their attention.
        


        
          When James granted a commission in 1612 for a Persia voyage to Sir Henry Thynne, Company leaders took steps
          (albeit not until 1614) to quash Thynne’s expedition.28 They asked the Earl of Nottingham, then lord admiral, to stop Thynne’s ship from
          leaving England, which he did—even intervening on their behalf with James on the matter.29 Friends and relatives of Thynne took up
          his cause with the Company, arguing that Persia was not included in the Company’s patent. Unsurprisingly,
          their argument did not convince Company leaders.
        


        
          The Company’s aggressive defense of its privileges led to some criticism. For instance, Roe, its newly chosen
          ambassador, suggested in 1614 that Company leaders at least buy Thynne’s ship after stopping his voyage, to
          counter “the scandal that is cast upon them abroad (although unjustly) that gentlemen cannot pretend a voyage
          to any place but must render an account unto the East India Company thereof.”30 Sir Carew Raleigh, Thynne’s stepfather, argued that the
          Company “crossed all gentlemen so as they could not intend a voyage but they must yield an account unto [the
          Company], whither they go, and what they carry.”31 James’s responses to the Company’s claims regarding Le Maire, Roe’s warning about popular
          opinion, and Raleigh’s angry challenge all suggested, directly or indirectly, that the Company constantly
          risked overreaching the grants of its patent. However, the responses also testified to the Company’s apparent
          ability to enforce its expansive understanding of its patent.
        


        
          The most attractive option for English merchants who sought to trade in the East Indies outside the Company’s
          control was to trade under the authority of a foreign monarch. Le Maire’s attempt to petition an English
          monarch for privileges when he could not secure them in his homeland had its counterpart in attempts by
          English merchants to secure privileges from various continental powers. Several groups of merchants pursued
          these trades in the 1610s, when the Company’s profits were at a height. In 1614 in particular the Company
          found out about several proposed voyages: one group of investors planning a voyage under the authority of the
          French monarch came to light in March; another group planning a voyage out of Ireland was discovered in July;
          and a second proposed voyage for France was uncovered in November. In each of these cases, Company leaders
          followed the same plan of action. They gathered information, particularly the names of investors; consulted
          privy councilors; and explained to the king and Council why the proposed voyage was illicit.
        


        
          Although James neither had nor claimed any jurisdiction over other monarchs’ East Indies ambitions, Company
          petitions to James about these rival ventures emphasized that he did have sovereignty over any of his own
          subjects who might become involved in such projects. Rumors in March 1614 of an East India voyage that would
          leave from France but was underwritten heavily by English investors led the Company to consult members of the
          Privy Council. The Earl of Somerset, then lord chamberlain, and the Earl of Northampton, then lord privy
          seal, asked for a list of the names of the investors who had “become so unnatural to their own country, and
          unrespective to their king.” The two lords promised to let the potential investors “know how much they have
          wronged his Majesty and the state.”32 When the second French voyage came to the attention of Company leaders in November,
          Winwood, the secretary of state, assured them that James would give his support, would “afford all lawful
          favors,” and “will prohibit all his subjects from carrying a trade from this land, under the protection of a
          foreign prince.”33
        


        
          Challenging an Irish venture, the Company’s governor argued that the “English nation” had a good reputation
          in the East Indies, “known to proceed in peaceable manner like merchants,” in contrast to the proposed Irish
          venture—which planned to depart “with only powder and shot,” and thus could be “no other than pirates, to rob
          and spoil those country people.” He argued that the venture out of Ireland would bring scandal and dishonor
          to “this nation.” The privy councilors agreed and promised their aid.34 Deterring the rivals, therefore, not only reaffirmed the
          Company’s privileged position, but it did so via appeals to what was due James and England. Circumventing the
          Company’s monopoly by going abroad challenged the monarch and state, not just the Company.
        


        
          When questioned, the investors in the rival ventures admitted their desire to challenge the Company’s
          control. The court of committees tracked down some of the presumptive investors and confronted them. They
          confessed that they had pursued the project “to join together and use their means to break the neck of the
          business [that is, the English East India Company].” Upon “finding the state to distaste the course that is
          intended,” some agreed to give up the project in the hope they would be made free of the Company gratis,
          though others persisted in their opposition.35 One of the hopeful investors in both the first and second proposed French ventures
          offered to reveal “more of those plots [to challenge the Company] than the Company shall be able to learn by
          any other means.”36 Company
          leaders lamented the plots that seemed to spring up with such frequency and the “wrongs and scandal the
          Company is subject unto, by the envious eyes that do depend upon them.”37 Yet despite their complaints, Company leaders proved
          remarkably able to fend off challengers by enlisting the aid of the state—particularly the Privy Council.
        


        
          In framing opposition to the Company as a matter of disloyalty, Company leaders turned their opponents into
          detractors of the state. Company matters became matters of state. For instance, during attempts by Company
          leaders to stop the first French voyage, they had appealed to the Privy Council. The Council ordered the
          rival investors to appear before it for questioning. One of the conspirators fled to Flushing, in the
          Netherlands; another appeared before the Council but refused to sign a reconciliation with the Company before
          its members. In his refusal, the latter investor “questioned the clerk of the Council’s authority, would show
          no reverency nor respect unto him, and refused to enter into bond to appear before their lordships at the
          Council table.” Not only was he refusing the Company’s terms, therefore, but he was impugning the authority
          of the Council via his treatment of its clerk. For his behavior the Privy Council deemed him “worthy of
          imprisonment, and committed him close prisoner by warrant to the Gatehouse.” Other investors who appeared
          before the Council were told the “heinousness of their offences” by both the Council members and Sir Francis
          Bacon, then the attorney general, and freed only after submitting “on their knees craving pardon of the
          state” and promising to stop pursuing the trade. With such an extreme example to hand of the dangers of
          trying to circumvent the Company’s patent by going abroad, the court of committees decided to have an order
          drawn up concerning the whole affair, to “remain as a precedent hereafter upon any occasion that might
          hereafter be presented of the like nature.”38
        


        
          By resorting to the Privy Council, Company leaders had made it nearly impossible for opposition to the
          Company not to be seen as opposition to the regime. The way the investors were pardoned was telling: they
          were pardoned by physically submitting to the authority of the Council and begging pardon of the state, not
          the Company, for their actions. Similarly, the jailing of the one recalcitrant investor revealed the overlap
          of Company and state. He was imprisoned not for refusing to submit to the Company’s terms, but for
          challenging the authority of the Council by showing disrespect to its clerk and denying the Council’s
          authority to command his physical presence. The success of Company leaders in guarding their privileges thus
          arose in part from their abilities to convincingly identify the Company with affairs of state.
        

      


      
        The Scottish East India Company


        
          The example of the Scottish East India Company (1617–1618) demonstrated that Company leaders could, to a
          great degree, coerce James into enforcing his grant to them, even according to their expansive understanding
          of what he had promised. They did so, however, only by paying a (sometimes literal) price and cooperating
          with the crown on other matters—in this case, a loan on James’s behalf to the tsar of Russia. Cases such as
          this hinged on the leaders’ ability successfully to employ the language of the state and commonwealth to
          justify their continued protection by the regime; in other words, on whether they were able to frame their
          opponents as dangerous and damaging to the state. The cases also revealed that sometimes the cost of the
          crown’s aid was concessions on the part of Company leaders in return.
        


        
          The Scottish East India Company tested not the limitations on English subjects acting abroad, but the
          limitations on James’s other subjects, the Scots, and what the English East India Company meant for Scotland.
          James was king of two kingdoms, and though the Union of the Crowns in 1603 yoked England and Scotland
          together under one monarch, it was a composite monarchy, with each realm governed by its own laws and
          institutions (and in the case of Scotland, a mostly absentee monarch). Despite James’s wish to create a
          unified Great Britain, the kingdoms remained distinct. Politicians and advisors pointed out that a legal
          union would void all English and Scottish treaties and laws, which raised the specter of legal chaos if a
          true union was pursued, and popular antipathy to a greater union was strong.39 Even keeping the kingdoms mostly distinct, however,
          raised questions of how to balance English and Scottish interests and influences. The East India Company had
          been founded as an English venture, but what that meant in the context of the regal union was not clear.
        


        
          When it comes to short-lived Scottish East India Companies, the Darian Company of the late seventeenth
          century may be the better known of the two, but it was not the first.40 In late 1617, Company leaders learned that Sir James
          Cunningham, a Scottish courtier, had secured a patent with “sundry new privileges for the East Indies,
          wherein the southeast passage is included.”41 The Company leaders’ first response upon hearing of the proposed Scottish Company was to
          gather information. They appointed a committee to get a copy of the patent, they “being desirous have a sight
          of [it].”42 Having accurate
          knowledge of what privileges the king had granted a rival was key. The court of committees soon secured a
          copy of a letter from James to Cunningham, with details of the privileges he was granting. If the patent
          encompassed everything mentioned in the letter, Cunningham’s company could traffic throughout the world and
          bring its wares to any of James’s kingdoms; indeed, the letter named the East India Company as the model
          Cunningham should strive to follow.43
        


        
          Detailed news of the Scottish patent became widespread in early 1618, though the Company had first heard of
          the Scottish East India Company in November 1617. By late January, the news had filtered through court and
          city circles widely enough to reach Chamberlain, who wrote of it in a letter to Carleton, then ambassador at
          The Hague. Chamberlain sent a detailed account of the terms of Cunningham’s grant beginning with the basic
          facts: “the king hath given a patent to one Sir James Cunningham a Scottish knight to raise an East Indian
          Company there.” According to Chamberlain, the grant was to Cunningham and his family. His company differed,
          therefore, from the English East India Company, which was an incorporated group of merchants—though
          Chamberlain did not explicitly point out this difference.44
        


        
          The grant promised Cunningham’s company a wide geographical reach, encompassing the East and West Indies,
          Turkey, Muscovy, and Greenland. More importantly, Chamberlain had heard that the Scottish East India Company
          would be able to sell its wares not only in Scotland but also in England; not only could they outfit their
          ships in England, but also they “may vent their commodities here.” Membership was not limited to Scots, and
          Chamberlain found the whole situation troublesome: “it seemed to me most strange that not only Scots, but
          English or any other stranger may be admitted into this society, and yet it must be called and accounted the
          Scottish Company, with a number of other large privileges which do directly infringe former grants, and cross
          the whole course of our traffic.” The best news he had heard was that investors were reluctant to commit to
          the new company, and he suspected that the whole venture would end with Cunningham and his partners selling
          their rights to the English East India Company: “they do only yet make a noise and show, and seek all over
          for partners and adventurers which come slowly in, and as I hear would fain compound and sell their rights
          and interests to the East Indian Company.”45
        


        
          What was especially notable about Chamberlain’s letter was not only how detailed was the information about
          the venture that was circulating—which indicated either that Chamberlain or his sources were particularly
          well informed, or that the knowledge of the Scottish grant was widely known—but his conviction that James’s
          grant to Cunningham violated previously granted privileges. Company leaders certainly made claims of
          infringement, but their aggressive defense of their privileges in other contexts had drawn criticism. This
          letter, neither written by nor addressed to someone with demonstrable formal ties to the Company made similar
          claims about infringement of the Company’s patent, albeit in less detail than the Company soon would.
        


        
          Members of the court of committees might have known nothing of what Chamberlain was writing to Carleton.
          Several days later, though, they learned that a notice about the new East India Company had circulated
          publicly in the Exchange. They spoke to Lord Zouch, a privy councilor, about it. He took the information to
          the other members of the Privy Council, who, according to the Company’s minutes, were gratifyingly abashed by
          the matter and “wondered that it was suffered by my Lord Mayor to be set up so publicly about the city to the
          discountenance of this company.” This move was especially surprising, Lord Zouch claimed, as the Company was
          one “which his Majesty and their Lords have been so tender over to preserve and cherish as a trade which hath
          gained honor and profit to his Majesty and dominions.” The members of the Privy Council promised to tell
          James of their feelings on the matter: to “send to his Majesty to let him know how ill they all do conceive
          thereof and to crave reformation.”46 This account was the Company’s version of its leaders’ meeting with the Privy Council. As
          with all of the court minutes, it is impossible to know what was actually said, rather than what the governor
          reported and what the secretary recorded. The Company’s account portrayed the news as prompting the Privy
          Council to emphasize the importance of the Company’s trade, condemn the public nature of the grant and its
          effect on the Company, and comment on the past care that the king had expended to “preserve and cherish” the
          East India trade, which served here as synecdoche of the English East India Company. The account never
          accused the monarch of neglecting the Company, yet it showed the Privy Council seeking to preserve the
          Company even in the face of the king’s mistake or absentmindedness, contrasting James’s earlier “tender” care
          with the Company’s current “ill” usage.47
        


        
          In an early March meeting of the Privy Council, James agreed to recall Cunningham’s patent. The meeting took
          place in the presence of a number of merchants as well as privy councilors and culminated with James’s
          promise not to grant such a patent again without the Company’s prior approval.48 The Company account of the meeting and the entry in the
          Privy Council register differ in a few key particulars: the Council’s account emphasized the role of the
          Muscovy Company in the negotiations, as Cunningham’s first proposed voyage was for Newfoundland, while the
          Company’s account made no mention of it at all (though Company minutes later acknowledged that the Muscovy
          Company had done the heavy lifting on the matter).49 Smith was governor of both companies at the time and thus attended as a representative of
          both.
        


        
          Smith was perhaps presenting a particular account to his East India audience. In his account to the court of
          committees, James’s agreement to withdraw Cunningham’s patent was somewhat reluctant. The Company account
          noted that Cunningham had promised to pay 5 percent customs duty on imported goods, and this was an
          attractive reason for the king to continue his patent; nevertheless “his Majesty purposed to show his tender
          respect and regard unto this company, and not to be swayed by words nor fair promises against them.” Smith
          also reported that James had promised in future not to grant anything in Scotland that would injure the
          English East India venture: “Mr. Governor found his Majesty’s favorable respect, in that sundry passages that
          were offered, assuring the Company that if any beneficial grant should be made for Scotland that might be
          approved prejudicial for this land, his Majesty would cancel it.”50 Bacon, then lord chancellor, was sworn in as a member of
          the Company within a week, suggesting that he had been influential in having the matter settled. The Company
          minutes noted that “the troublesome business for the Scottish patent is ended.”51
        


        
          Contrary to Smith’s account of special consideration shown to the Company, the account in the Privy Council
          register emphasized that the king and Council had found the Scottish patent legally questionable and counter
          to James’s objectives. This account highlighted the role of the Council (the “mediation of this honorable
          board”) in effecting the revocation of Cunningham’s patent. James revoked it “out of his incessant care of
          the welfare of his subjects of this kingdom” and because the petitioners “offered to his princely
          consideration” many reasons to convince him that the patent was “neither in the form, nor in the execution
          warrantable by law, as [Cunningham] pretended, nor agreeable with his Majesty’s intention.”52 In the Privy Council record, the Muscovy
          Company played a central role in the resolution of the Cunningham matter. James claimed that he had meant
          Cunningham’s grant to be a mark of favor but had never intended to discommode the Muscovy Company. The
          Muscovy Company offered to allow Cunningham “or any other Scottish gentleman or person of worth of that
          nation into their society to trade with them in their joint stock if they pleased, paying nothing for their
          admittance, a courtesy which they did not usually afford to others.”53 Cunningham declined this offer. In the end, the only
          recompense he received for losing his patent was being allowed to sell his partially outfitted ships to the
          Muscovy Company. The record made no mention of Cunningham’s reaction to the summary cancellation of his
          patent.
        


        
          The details of the negotiations differed, but in both the Company’s and the Council’s accounts, James made
          the same promise to preferentially treat the patents and privileges of his English subjects against his
          Scottish subjects. The Company account noted that the king had said that he would revoke a Scottish grant if
          it proved “prejudicial for this land.”54 The Council account was more explicit, describing an elaborate handing over of the patent
          to Smith with a public promise not to do such a thing again:
        


        
          
            His Majesty delivered the same [Cunningham’s revoked patent] to Sir Thomas Smith, knight, governor of the
            Company aforesaid, and promised upon his princely word that the like should not be granted again, before
            they were first made acquainted with it and without their consent: which his Majesty’s gracious promise was
            afterwards related unto divers of the merchants of the Muscovy and East India Companies by the Lords of the
            Council Chamber, who seeming well satisfied therewith for their own parts, did undertake to communicate the
            same to the rest of their Company.55
          

        


        
          Smith and the other merchants were to circulate the news of James’s pronouncement, which would help cement
          the Company’s rights and dissuade others from attempting to circumvent its patent by following in
          Cunningham’s footsteps.
        


        
          Details of what would happen to Cunningham’s fleet still had to be settled. James had appointed a group of
          courtiers to carry out this task. In the negotiations that followed, the interested parties were able to spin
          James’s decision to revoke the Scottish patent in different ways. A few days after James’s order, in a
          commission to the men assigned to appraise Cunningham’s ship and goods, the Privy Council labeled James’s
          order for Cunningham to cancel his voyage as arising from a “reason of state.” A few months later, however,
          addressing the Muscovy merchants who proved slow or reluctant to pay the agreed-upon sum of money to
          Cunningham to reimburse him for the charges of the voyage, the Privy Council’s tone was modulated. Their
          letter did not mention the “state” as an entity at all; instead, it described Cunningham’s patent as one
          “pretended to be very prejudicial to the state of that [the Greenland] trade.”56 This letter, with its downgrading of “state” to “state of
          that trade,” had been signed by members of the Privy Council, but it “was brought ready written and signed by
          Sir James Cunningham,” which may explain the councilors’ apparent reluctance to couch the revocation of
          Cunningham’s patent as a matter of state: Cunningham would have no incentive to mobilize the state against
          himself.57 This fluidity of
          expression—a dangerous fluidity, in the eyes of Company leaders—undermined the certainty that they thought
          they had secured.
        


        
          Chamberlain’s next update to Carleton on the matter testified to the confusion that implementation of the
          king’s decision had sown about exactly what threat the Scottish East India Company represented. Chamberlain
          noted that the king and Council were “much troubled” by the Scottish patent and had consequently had “many
          meetings, debatings and consultations” on the matter. As he reported to Carleton, the king had dissolved the
          project because it was “found so prejudicial to the East Indian, Muscovy, and Turkey companies,” and if it
          had been allowed to reach fruition, it “would apparently ruin them all, and bring confusion into all trade
          and intercourse, breeding moreover distraction and separation instead of union twixt us and them [the
          Scots].”58 English liking for the
          union would suffer from Scottish competition. Different interpretations of what had happened in the Privy
          Council thus only became more garbled as the news spread across London. Chamberlain’s account, like that of
          the East India Company, emphasized the Company’s preeminence as the prime mover and affected body, aided but
          not led by either the Muscovy or the Turkey Company. This discrepancy between the Privy Council act (which
          named the Muscovy Company) and the other accounts (which named the East India Company) was probably due to
          the clout of the East India Company: in 1618, it was on a far sounder financial footing than the Muscovy
          Company and thus might figure larger in the popular imagination.
        


        
          The calling in of the Scottish patent brought the East India and Muscovy Companies together in unexpected
          fashions. Members of the court of committees found themselves grappling with the question of how extensive a
          role, especially financially, the East India Company was supposed to play in the resolution of the Cunningham
          patent and in the Muscovy Company’s trade. Smith reminded the court of committees of the “burthen having laid
          hitherto upon the Muscovy Company for maintaining the charge of resisting this new patent,” and since the
          Levant and East India Companies also benefited from the repeal of the patent, “they ought in equity to
          contribute unto the said charge.” However, some members of the court feared that they were being shaken down.
          Rumor had it that someone or some group was leaning heavily on James not to repeal Cunningham’s patent after
          all, and “several flying reports [rumors] have possessed many in their opinions to believe that a great sum
          of money is given to his Majesty to check and subvert their proceedings.” Other members were convinced that
          the entire operation was an elaborate plan by James to funnel money and support from the East India Company
          to the Muscovy Company: “yet it is not unknown that the especial drift of his Majesty in giving way to
          dis-annul the same is for the hope he hath of having the Muscovy Company to be upheld and maintained either
          by private adventures or some public companies.”59 What all these possibilities had in common was an acknowledgment that the Company’s
          involvement with the Muscovy Company was not over.
        


        
          Indeed, James’s support of the Company in the matter of the Scottish patent was predicated on a sketched-out
          quid pro quo, according to which the Company would supply money to the struggling Muscovy Company now, and in
          return James would withhold his future support from schemes like the Scottish patent. Smith urged the court
          of committees to “break the neck of all other patents (which his majesty by his Royal word will be very chary
          of hereafter)” by the simple (if pricey) expedient of helping fund the Muscovy Company’s joint stock. The
          court of committees agreed to do so, with the note “to have it remembered unto his Majesty that this Company
          had condescended conditionally that his Majesty would be pleased to call in the former patent, and not to
          grant any other hereafter to their prejudice.”60 A week later Smith reiterated that “his Majesty granted the recalling in of the new
          patent in expectation, that the East India Company should join with the Muscovy Company,” and that the
          Company’s decision to do so would be “a most acceptable piece of service unto him.”61 At a meeting of the court of committees
          dedicated to the business of joining with the Muscovy Company, the governor reiterated that it was James’s
          wish for the Company’s involvement and the matter of the Scottish patent that necessitated the joining: “the
          inducements … were in respect of his Majesty’s desire, and surrendering up the
          new Scottish patent wherein they have been given to understand his Majesty’s gracious intents and
          promises.”62 Company leaders were
          making a deal with James, with the patent and its future cousins as bargaining chips.
        


        
          The financial entanglements between the two companies ultimately had two elements: a new joint stock of
          £60,000 funded equally by the East India Company and Muscovy Company to support joint ventures for the next
          eight years; and a major loan on James’s behalf to Tsar Michael I that was also funded equally by the two
          companies. The new joint stock required £30,000 each year from each company, and it would also be responsible
          for any financial obligations to Cunningham.63 Aside from the fact that the joint venture was mandated by James, its management did not
          involve the crown in an ongoing fashion. In contrast, the loan highlighted the overlap of Company and regime
          and the ability of each to require the other to comply with particular demands.
        


        
          Even as Company leaders were meeting with the Privy Council about the matter of the Scottish patent and
          agreeing to the new joint ventures, the Muscovy Company’s merchants were pressing James to agree to make a
          large loan to the Russian tsar, whose ambassadors had sought to receive 100,000 marks (approximately £67,000)
          from the English monarch. The Muscovy merchants presented a list of reasons why James should agree to the
          loan, which enumerated the ways the Russian ruler could benefit English merchants.64 James agreed to send the money, “although it be rare and
          unusual to furnish other princes and allies upon any occasion with supplies in that kind,” but he now
          expected the Company to “apply themselves with all readiness to make good and perform the payment” of half
          the amount.65
        


        
          The funding of the loan quickly became wrapped up in the patent revocation and merger of the companies that
          had been discussed only days before. Details of the deal between James and the East India Company became
          widely known. Chamberlain’s account to Carleton, for example, made the link between loan, merger, and patent
          revocation clear, explaining that “here is a great business agreed upon yesterday betwixt the East Indian and
          Muscovy Company, for the furnishing of the Emperor of Russia with a hundred thousand marks by way of
          loan.… The Muscovy Company was not able to undergo the burthen without the
          assistance of the East Indian merchants, who for their assurance are to have an equal stock and adventure for
          eight years … and for their better encouragement the king hath recalled and
          delivered into their hands the Scottish patent I wrote of.”66 Chamberlain’s account framed the event in decidedly
          benign terms; the king revoked the patent as a douceur, and the Company secured an equal stock in the Muscovy
          trade for eight years. Sir William Lovelace, writing to Carleton a few days later, gave a much less benign
          account of the loan than Chamberlain’s, instead reporting that the loan was “imposed by his Majesty upon the
          East India Company.”67 An account
          from a few years later connected to the separation of the two companies noted that the East India Company had
          been “commanded by his Majesty’s royal letters” to join with the Muscovy Company and “assist” it in funding
          the loan.68
        


        
          On the one hand, James’s ability to compel the Company to fund a loan to another monarch, presumably in
          James’s name and with the revocation of the Scottish patent as leverage, would seem to suggest both James’s
          power over the Company and his creative means of exerting it. On the other hand, the loan would not only to
          help fund the tsar’s war against Poland but would also secure the trading privileges of English traders in
          Muscovy.69 Additionally, Company
          leaders were able to ensure that the money ended up where it was supposed to. When the news began to
          circulate about the proposed loan, it was accompanied by news that Sir Dudley Digges, a known Company man
          often appointed to press Company matters at the royal court, would travel as ambassador along with the
          money.70 For example, Lovelace
          explained that Digges was to travel to Muscovy as ambassador, with the Company funding the
          embassy.71
        


        
          The note that the Company would be defraying the cost of the embassy suggested that the Company would have
          some influence over the embassy and the ambassador. Certainly it had exerted a similar power in like
          situations, such as Roe’s embassy to the Mughal court. Indeed, a few days later, members of the court of
          committees decided to confer with the returned ambassador to Muscovy, Sir John Merrick, and solicit his
          opinion on what appropriate gift they could make to Digges “in his Majesty’s name.”72 This discussion took place a month and a
          half before Digges formally received his warrant from the king. In other words, Company leaders were
          confident at this early stage of their control of the situation. When James had compelled the Company to do
          as he willed, he had also granted them definite concessions in turn and endowed them with aspects of his
          prerogative power. It is unclear whether James picked Digges as ambassador knowing that Company leaders would
          accept him, or whether Company leaders had suggested Digges. What is clear is that Digges was a Company man:
          when he met with the Privy Council to receive his instructions, he was accompanied by Company merchants, and
          his instructions made it clear that he was in part representing merchant interests.73
        


        
          The loan continued to give Company leaders leverage as negotiations stretched on about the extent of their
          financial obligation to Cunningham. The revocation of his patent had come with a demand by the king that
          Cunningham be compensated for his monetary outlay in outfitting ships that now would never sail, and that he
          should be repaid directly. The Privy Council’s letter to the Company had included a note on how much
          Cunningham had spent—which, according to various sources, was some £600.74 The Company contested the amount, which Cunningham within
          days was claiming was closer to £800. Company leaders wanted to repay only the £124 that Cunningham was able
          to itemize.75 To speed the
          resolution of the affair and influence the decision in their favor, members of the court of committees
          decided to petition the royal favorite the marquess (later duke) of Buckingham to aid them, claiming that
          they had already paid more than the provisions were worth.76 Buckingham turned out not to be as reliable an ally as
          they had anticipated, instead advising them that he expected them to speedily pay Cunningham a sum now grown
          to “900 and odd pounds.” The court of committees demurred, suggesting that Buckingham either stop pressing
          repayment—on account of the “good service the Compan[y] have thereby performed for the honor and good of the
          king and state,” an oblique reference to the loan for the tsar—or refer the matter back to the Privy Council
          that it might be heard again.77
        


        
          Company leaders got their wish for the matter to go back to the Privy Council, and in August 1618 they
          submitted a petition from themselves and the Muscovy Company. They argued that while Cunningham claimed that
          the Company owed him £800, his claim had always been just that: a claim, not acceded to or acknowledged by
          the East India Company. It was a “relation of what he demanded,” but his demands had little bearing on what
          they and the Muscovy Company legally owed him. In their version of the case, James’s and the Privy Council’s
          order had been to pay only for the provisions Cunningham had already bought—which they had done to the tune
          of £5,000, and from which they had never benefited, as the provisions were “wholly lost.” Because of their
          “faithful zeal and humble obedience to his Majesty,” they had done a number of other singular services for
          James in recent months, including funding the loan to the tsar; funding Digges as ambassador; and paying for
          the other costs of the embassy, including presents. All of this, they claimed, was done in James’s name, at
          no light cost to themselves: “which although they proved heavy burthens unto them, yet they did in dutiful
          manner undergo, believing that those services were well accepted by his Majesty and their lordships.”
          Cunningham’s claim for an additional £800, though the amount was small in the scheme of the Company’s
          finances, was one claim too many. It was dissuading members from bringing in their adventures.78 The Company leaders requested the Privy
          Council to heed their claim and convince James not to press them for this additional £800.
        


        
          In December, Cunningham approached the Company, still attempting to secure his money.79 Returning to James’s court, Smith and
          several committees learned that James still expected them to pay Cunningham directly, “if for no other
          respect, yet for [James’s] sake.” They finally agreed, provided that Cunningham would absolutely release his
          rights to the Scottish patent, as he was claiming, upon legal advice, that “he can take forth a duplicate
          thereof, and will not thus end that business.” James also once again promised that neither the Scottish
          patent nor any other patent would “hereafter hurt the Company.” With assurances from James and the Privy
          Council that Cunningham would indeed fully release his patent upon payment, the Company leaders agreed to
          settle. In consideration of the number of people urging them to do so, they “held it fit to make satisfaction
          for his majesty’s sake, and put an end to that troublesome business.” The only requirement they insisted on
          was that they would draw up, with legal advice, a release for Cunningham to sign.80 This release would fully settle any obligations between
          Cunningham and the Company, and they required that he sign it before they paid him the £800. Thus ended the
          Scottish East India venture.
        


        
          When historians have considered this brief experiment with a Scottish East India Company, they have focused
          on it either as one of a number of Scottish ventures, to analyze James’s attitudes toward the needs of his
          northern kingdom, or as an example of James’s inconstancy to city merchants.81 Andrew Nicholls looked at it as one of many failed
          attempts to institute companies in Scotland that paralleled those in England. Citing Robert Ashton, Nicholls
          argued that James more or less granted Cunningham the charter to secure leverage to extract money—in this
          case, a loan of £20,000—from the East India Company. Ashton presented a picture of the Company at the mercy
          of the crown, with James essentially forcing it to give the loan, and said that the events of 1618 showed
          that the Company needed strong backing at court to protect it against the infringements of the crown. Ashton
          also used the 1617 document examined at the beginning of this book as evidence of the “crown’s willingness
          ruthlessly to exploit its position vis-à-vis the Company.”82 In contrast to Ashton’s reading, I do not
          think that the events in 1617 and 1618 point to the intensely adversarial relationship that he claims
          existed. In simplifying the story, Ashton left out the leverage the Company had. Both Ashton and Nicholls
          confused James’s various requests for money to the Company. James requested two large loans from the Company
          in 1618, but the Company granted only one request: the loan described above made in James’s name to the tsar.
          The requested loan cited by Ashton and Nichols was for £20,000. That loan was unconnected to the Scottish
          patent, and the Company did not grant the request.
        


        
          When the Privy Council approached the Company in December, praising it as the “greatest, rightest and most
          flourishing in the land, and the very column of the kingdom, and therefore of best ability to do his majesty
          a pleasure,” it requested the Company “to supply his [James’s] present occasions for Ireland by lending
          £20,000 for a year.” The Privy Council also applied a little pressure, suggesting that Company leaders surely
          “will not deny his majesty this kindness having found him so gracious unto them in all their requests, and
          therefore hold them bound in duty, to show some retribution, for his care and good will towards them.” It
          cited the Russian loan as a precedent for the Company’s giving loans to monarchs: “having lent greater sums
          to a foreign prince, without absolute hope of recovery, their Lordships do believe they will do it to so
          gracious and loving a prince.”83
          Some members of the court of committees wondered whether they ought to loan the money. The Privy Council
          seemed to be suggesting that having already lent money to a foreign monarch, they could hardly refuse their
          own monarch a loan.
        


        
          The court of committees’ ultimate response, however, was to play a delicate game of threat and counterthreat.
          In their response to the Privy Council, Company leaders claimed that they could not vote on their own to give
          such a loan—the request would have to be made of the generality of the Company. More important, they did not
          have such a sum on hand. They repeated that any request for additional funds would have to be made through
          the generality. Such a request at a general court meeting, however, was “like to be published abroad
          throughout the land, as well amongst strangers and English,” and if the general court decided not to give the
          loan, “if amongst [James’s] subjects [it] should be denied, how dishonorable and disgraceful it would be, and
          therefore [they] durst not attempt it without their Lordships’ consent.” In other words, the court of
          committees countered the Privy Council’s threat that the Company might be criticized for loaning to a foreign
          monarch but refusing James money with its own threat that the loan would have to be requested in a general
          court meeting, and that as news of the request would undoubtedly become public, so would rejection of the
          request. On previous occasions, Company leaders had voted to give loans to James that they kept secret, not
          sharing information about them even with the generality. Presumably the Privy Council was hoping that they
          would follow this course of action again. Instead, faced with the threat of the request—and its
          rejection—becoming public, the Privy Council backed down. Acknowledging the Company’s “reasonable and
          sufficient answer,” the Council next tried to get half the requested amount. Company leaders did not budge,
          and the governor made the same answer as before, offering to open the matter before the general court, “and
          concluded with an absolute negative, that the Company cannot do it.” As the governor reported to the court of
          committees, he was convinced “that the thing itself, in Mr. Governor’s opinion, will never be further moved
          nor urged again.”84
        


        
          This interaction between Company and Privy Council highlighted how effectively Company leaders could use the
          tools of public appeal against the Privy Council. Both Company leaders and privy councilors knew what was at
          stake, with the allusions to the consequences of requests made to and then rejected by the generality. This
          book began with an examination of how the patent bound private and state interests together. Publicity and
          public appeal were tactics that could be used to resist the obligations of private individuals to accede to
          the demands of the regime. Company leaders had learned from their engagement with Robert Kayll and other
          writers a few years before (see Chapter 5), and they now showed
          their comfort and competence with using the threat of publicity.
        


        
          Thus, both regime and Company could apply pressure to try to compel the other to act, but no one side
          dominated the relationship. The large loan the Company had given James for the tsar was used partly to
          benefit itself: in return for money it lent, the Company secured its choice of ambassador to accompany the
          money. Meanwhile, the Company was able to mobilize new forms of persuasion in refusing the later loan of
          £20,000. The balance of power between regime and Company was constantly evolving.
        


        
          It turned out that some of the Company’s money would soon be returned to England. Digges returned
          unexpectedly in October 1618, only a few months after his departure. Chamberlain reported that Digges’s
          return was due to political unrest in Muscovy, as armed hostilities were threatening to break out between
          Poland and Russia. He reported that Digges returned with £11,000 of the £27,000 he had carried in coin,
          having left the rest of the money, as well as other commodities worth a total of £60,000, in “some trusty
          hands there” (presumably in the hands of someone who could deliver the loan to the tsar). Chamberlain
          suggested that Digges had gone to Muscovy somewhat against his will and was now seeking office in England,
          which perhaps explained his precipitous return: “as he went in a manner against his will, so he had the
          animus revertendi and so without question lingers after some better employment here at
          home.”85
        


        
          The Company leaders did not hesitate to press Digges for information about his mission, in fact earning
          themselves a request from Digges to cease condemning him before he had even reported to either James or them.
          He complained “that some have dealt hardly with him in censuring his return openly upon the Exchange” and
          asked that judgment be withheld until he could give his reasons to the Company, which he could do only after
          he had first met with James.86
          Despite the appearances of a failed embassy, implied by Digges’s overly hasty return, it emerged that he had
          secured some very important privileges in Muscovy. John Pory, one of the best known London newsletter
          writers, wrote to Carleton that a messenger from the East had vindicated Digges and reported that he had
          secured the overland silk trade from Persia through Muscovy via the Volga, for the East India Company. He had
          traded the loan, which was given in James’s name and which the tsar would use to pay for his war with the
          Poles, for privileges for the Company. This was the true outcome of Digges’s apparent “defeat in Russia and
          his return home.”87
        


        
          Digges wrote to the Company a week later, letting its leaders know that he was ready to answer any questions
          they had with regard to his actions in Russia. He would also answer “any particular objection or exception,”
          a concession that acknowledged their interest in and shared authority over his embassy. He was sending his
          accounts and instructions on the matter and requested that they evaluate the information and decide how much
          to award (that is, pay) him for his work—a request that openly acknowledged the ties between his embassy and
          the Company. The court of committees concluded that “he hath performed good service” and “therefore wished
          him to believe that if the state be satisfied for his return, they are.”88 This formulation epitomized the awkwardness of Company
          and state “sharing” Digges’s embassy. Digges conceded the Company’s interest in his work and its right to
          evaluate it, especially as he hoped for payment. The Company did evaluate him, and on its own grounds.
          However, Company leaders also had to acknowledge that if the state was satisfied with his service, they must
          be as well. Ultimately, the Company decided to award him 1,000 marks despite any concerns they had had about
          the service he had actually performed.89 The settlement must have been sufficient for Digges, as he resumed his roles of courtier
          and Company sympathizer. He made clear his continued willingness to act in the Company’s interest.
        


        
          The concerns Company leaders expressed about the potential hazards of diplomatic representation, specifically
          about the choice of diplomats and the funding, were very real concerns. Once again, the personal nature of
          the relationship between crown and Company was at the heart of the problem. James reserved the formal right
          to choose diplomats—or if not to choose them, then to veto a choice—but he did not force a candidate on the
          Company. Thus, while he had required the Company to fund a loan to the tsar, the Company was granted some
          power over the ambassador’s agenda. In appointing Digges, James chose a courtier who was a known Company man
          and could be expected to have a care for Company interests. In Digges, James appointed an ambassador with
          appropriate rank, known political experience, and Company sympathy.
        


        
          James had given the full status of a royally appointed ambassador to someone with strong Company ties. This
          was not the only occasion on which he did so. The Roe embassy to Mughal India would never have occurred
          without Company initiative. Thus the Roe embassy to the Mughal court and the Digges embassy to Muscovy
          demonstrated a willingness on James’s part to allow the Company a participatory, financial, and sometimes
          guiding role in this matter of state. In other words, while one could view the Roe embassy as an instance in
          which James had no real interest in or commitment to a royal embassy, and thus presumably had minimal
          scruples in allowing the Company choice in the matter (given that he did not sign away part of his
          prerogative powers), the Muscovy embassy was a different matter. Even when James, not the Company, was the
          prime mover behind the endeavor, he was still reconciled to a diplomat chosen by the Company, or at least
          openly sympathetic to it.
        


        
          Over the first two decades of the Company’s existence, Company leaders and the regime established patterns
          for how Company and crown worked together. The basic Company objective of safeguarding its exclusive
          privileges led to numerous cases in which the Company resorted to the authority of the crown and Privy
          Council to enforce its desires. Sometimes this aid was given willingly, especially when the Company’s case
          could be framed as one that touched on James’s ability to control the actions and loyalties of his subjects.
          At other times, the king’s aid had to be secured via negotiation, especially when the case pitted one group
          of James’s subjects against another, as with the Scottish patent. Even with the Scottish patent, where the
          price of the continued exclusivity of the Company’s patent was to fund an international loan in James’s name,
          the Company was able to keep a measure of control over how its money would be used and its interests
          represented. In sum, the Company, crown, and Privy Council worked in concert: an apparent lack of autonomy on
          one hand (the loan to the tsar) might be coupled with heightened authority elsewhere (choosing Digges as
          ambassador with the power to determine the amount of the loan in situ).
        


        
          Ongoing negotiation was necessary because the meaning and use of patents and privileges were not stable.
          Other objectives were often more pressing for king and Council than enforcing the Company’s patent. Yet by
          the 1610s, Company leaders had managed on multiple occasions to protect their privileges and even add to
          them. The king might have tested how far he had to respect their patent, and on occasion he told them exactly
          what he expected them to do, but he consistently backed the Company and its patent. Despite hiccups along the
          way, including the Company’s outright refusal to lend the king £20,000 in December 1618, the norm was for
          Company and crown to work together, with each relying on the resources of the other.
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        ON THE FIRST DAY of March 1624, both houses of Parliament
        turned to the subject of the fleet of East India Company ships waiting to leave England. The topic was both
        unusual and unexpected: the coming and going of merchant vessels was not normally part of parliamentary
        business. However, Parliament was considering a war with Spain. The members present determined that the
        mariners, gunpowder, and money assembled in the East India Company’s fleet might be needed for that war and so
        ordered the ships not to leave.1
      


      
        Company leaders suspected that the stay of ships had less to do with a possible war with Spain and more to do
        with Hormuz, in particular an ongoing legal case between James; the lord admiral, the Duke of Buckingham; and
        the Company. The case concerned how much and to whom the Company owed money for their part in the conquest of
        Hormuz, which it had undertaken in alliance with the Persians against the Portuguese in 1622. If Company men
        had acted under letters of marque from the lord admiral, then the Company owed the state 10 percent of its
        profits. If not, then the Company had acted apart from the state and owed it nothing. The dispute therefore
        turned on the legal relationship between Company and state actions, and it ended only when the Company agreed
        to pay £10,000 each to James and Buckingham. Shortly after this agreement was reached, in late April,
        Buckingham lifted the stay and allowed the Company’s ships to sail for the East Indies.2
      


      
        In 1626, the fall of Hormuz resurfaced, playing a prominent role in Buckingham’s impeachment trial. One of the
        charges that Parliament leveled against Buckingham was that he had abused his power as lord admiral to extort
        money from the East India Company in 1624. The charges specifically mentioned both the stay of the ships,
        supposedly arranged by Buckingham, and the £10,000 payment as examples of the duke’s corruption.3
      


      
        No one in the East India Company could have anticipated the curious afterlife of the Company’s role in the
        conquest of Hormuz, but events like Hormuz forced the Company and the regime to grapple with the question of
        how actions taken in the East Indies fit into wider English foreign (and even domestic) policy. Clear precedent
        did not exist for dealing with English activities in such faraway places, though increasingly the actions of
        English people abroad could have consequences at home—as Sir Walter Raleigh, for example, learned to his
        detriment. The structure of the East Indies trade, which was dependent on authority granted by the royal
        prerogative in the form of a patent, raised ongoing jurisdictional questions about how much oversight the state
        should provide, and what else the regime could license people to do in the East Indies besides trade. In the
        case of Hormuz, no one knew whether a Company military action abroad should be considered a state military
        action abroad, and neither the regime nor the Company knew to what extent the state was responsible for the
        Company’s military actions in the East Indies. Related questions also arose: for example, if the Company was
        primarily a trading company, could the state license another body to take advantage of the nontrade
        opportunities the East Indies offered, like piracy? When the regime licensed a group of men headed by Sir
        Robert Rich (later the Earl of Warwick) to do just that, the Company scrambled to prove its answer (a
        resounding no) to just that question. The answers to these questions would determine the parameters of Company
        and state authority when multiple groups could claim to be acting by authority of the English state. In the
        cases of the fall of Hormuz and the licensing of non-Company vessels as privateers in the East Indies, events
        in the East Indies became the starting point for protracted domestic debates about the limits of Company and
        state authority.
      


      
        As evident from the afterlife of Hormuz and cases like it, the Company’s relationship to the state was only one
        consideration for the merchants and statesmen involved. More than any theoretical legal issues, it was the
        political and financial requirements of the late 1610s and 1620s—that is, the influence of favor and financial
        need—that informed contemporary interpretations of these events. Parties such as the king, prominent
        aristocrats like the Duke of Buckingham and the Earl of Warwick, and Parliament had widely divergent
        understandings of how events in the East Indies could and should fit into the actions of the English state.
        They questioned the limits and exercise of the authority of Company representatives. The meaning and
        consequences of events in the East Indies were entangled with the political debates of the early 1600s, even as
        they set precedents for the Company’s future actions. At stake were the bounds of the regime’s authority,
        England’s diplomatic relations with other European states, and the sustainability of the Company and its
        ability to trade in the East.
      


      
        Privateering Ventures in the East Indies: The Company and the Earl of Warwick


        
          Trade and commerce were not the only objectives that an English ship abroad might have. A privateer, for
          example, did not aim to engage in either trade or commerce. The difference between a privateer and a pirate
          was that the former had a letter of marque from the lord admiral—in other words, a state license—which turned
          the taking of a ship and cargo at sea into a legitimate and legal activity.4 Privateering was a routine feature of European sea voyages
          in the seventeenth century, and English privateers had long been active in European waters. In the early
          1600s, however, multiple parties approached the English crown to try to secure letters of marque as
          privateers in the East Indies.
        


        
          The Company’s patent, from the perspective of the court of committees, seemed definitive in its prohibition
          of English access to the East Indies outside of Company control. Both the patents granted by Elizabeth I and
          James I specified that not only did the Company enjoy sole rights to trade and traffic in the East Indies,
          but that the monarch, while the patent was in effect, would refrain from granting those rights to others. For
          example, Elizabeth’s patent prohibited any of her subjects outside of the Company from trading in or
          traveling to the East Indies:
        


        
          
            by virtue of our prerogative royal, which we will not in that behalf have argued, or brought in question,
            we straightly charge, command and prohibit, for us, our heirs and successors, all the subjects of us, our
            heirs and successors, of what degree or quality soever they be, that none of them, directly or indirectly,
            do visit, haunt, frequent or trade, traffic or adventure, by way of merchandize, into or from any of the
            said East Indies … other than the said Governor and Company of Merchants of
            London, trading into the East Indies.5
          

        


        
          James’s patent granted the same rights and prohibitions, and extended the grant in perpetuity.6
        


        
          Despite the Company’s patent and various royal proclamations upholding its sole right to “trade, traffic or
          adventure” in the East Indies, an enterprising challenger to the Company’s exclusive privileges could find
          loopholes. For example, the patent did not specifically prohibit unaffiliated Englishmen from other
          activities in the East Indies, so long as they did not trade there and import commodities to England. The
          charter granted that the monarch would not allow any other of James’s subjects to “visit, haunt, [or]
          frequent” the East Indies, but in specifying “nor the Islands, havens, ports, cities, towns or places thereof
          [in the East Indies],” it could—if interpreted with a certain amount of flexibility—be taken to mean that
          travel to the lands of the East Indies was prohibited, but not travel to the seas of the East
          Indies.7 This flexible reading of
          the grant allowed for the possibility of privateering ventures to the East, provided the ships avoided the
          prohibited land.
        


        
          Another loophole for an English subject was to sail under the authority of a foreign crown. English merchants
          looking to circumvent the Company’s patent had approached the French monarch for a charter in 1614, promising
          to set up a French East Indies trade run by English merchants. The English East India Company successfully
          quashed that venture, but the investors behind that proposal were not the only people to see the
          possibilities of securing foreign authority.8 It was this loophole that a group of aristocrats, including Sir Robert Rich, sought to
          take advantage of when they sent ships armed with letters of marque to the East Indies in the late 1610s.
          Their letters of marque came not from James, but from the Duke of Savoy.9
        


        
          This venture came to the attention of the Company—at least, to its factors in the East Indies—in the autumn
          of 1617 when the privateers seized their first ships. Captain Martin Pring, commander of the Company fleet,
          wrote to the court of committees from Surat, in the Mughal empire, that Company ships had prevented two ships
          belonging to Rich and a merchant, Philip Barnardi, from taking an Indian junk belonging to the Queen Mother,
          meaning Emperor Jahangir’s mother. Pring explained that had the ship been taken, the Company would have been
          held responsible and expected to make restitution for the actions of the non-Company Englishmen. The
          Company’s preventive measures seemed to have gained it favor at the Mughal court; Pring was happy to report
          that Sir Thomas Roe, the English ambassador, had written to him that “never was anything more kindly taken at
          the court than the rescuing of this junk.”10
        


        
          The incident came to the Company’s attention as part of a general concern that Rich and his fellow investors
          were attempting to find a way around the Company’s monopoly privileges by appealing to the Duke of Savoy for
          diplomatic protection. The source of the news was unclear, but “some flying reports” had reached the court of
          committees.11 The reports did not
          mention the averted diplomatic imbroglio that Pring’s letter had described, instead focusing on Rich’s
          European connections. Rich’s ships had captured a carrick, the rumors reported, and were headed for the Red
          Sea carrying petitions from the Duke of Savoy. The court of committees wanted to present the cases to the
          king and Privy Council as a problem of James’s control over his subjects: Rich and his fellows “have sought
          foreign protection, to [the] dishonor of his majesty, prejudice of their country and great damage of both
          these companies.”12 They did not
          mention a diplomatic problem with the Mughal empire; instead, the problem was that English subjects were
          seeking protection abroad from hands other than James’s.13
        


        
          Rich saw strategic, targeted piracy—not trade—as the ultimate goal of England’s overseas activities. In
          Virginia and the Caribbean, for example, Rich and his father, the Earl of Warwick, wanted to use the colonies
          as bases for pirating expeditions, rather than as the seed of territorial plantations.14 Staunchly anti-Spanish, Rich was chiefly
          concerned with targeting Spanish ships in the New World, not with developing trade or agriculture. His
          actions suggest that he was pursuing the same goal in the East Indies though clearly in a less particular
          manner, as it was not Spanish or Portuguese ships that his men had seized. The emphasis the Company’s factors
          placed on the damage Rich’s activities could do to diplomatic relations and trade in the East spoke to the
          greater question of what English activity in the East Indies would look like: trade with local powers or
          piracy against them. In the Company’s view, it could not look like both.
        


        
          For the next several months Company leaders and Rich attempted to build cases against each other. Members of
          the court of committees claimed that Rich had begun collecting evidence against them, having mariners
          examined, “searching into the Company’s actions abroad,” and generally seeking to “disgrace and damnify
          them.”15 Any goodwill Company
          leaders might once have felt toward Rich was gone; when he requested their aid several months later in
          getting his seized ships and men to London, they responded huffily that they would “not meddle with a
          business of that nature and quality, which may concern the state, being yet unknown what his men have done
          abroad.”16 Company leaders then
          mobilized their court connections to act on their behalf. For a grant of membership, for example, Sir Lionel
          Cranfield, then one of the masters of requests, agreed to present the Company’s case to the king. The account
          the court of committees put together for Cranfield emphasized the damage Rich’s actions did to both the
          Company and England: while it was “to the hazard” of the Company, it was the “utter disgrace of our nation.”
          With their account, they added, “his Majesty may be fully possessed with the truth.”17
        


        
          Initial public accounts of the event, carefully put forward by Company leaders, emphasized the Company’s role
          in preventing the depredations of the privateers. John Pory, a newsletter writer, reported that the commander
          of the East India fleet had forced Rich’s ships to return a “prize worth 100 thousand pounds.” Through this
          action, Roe and the Company merchants posted at the Mughal court had “purchased themselves much favor,” and
          Pory concluded that “this is the fair tale which the East India Company do tell for themselves.”18 Company leaders’ framing of the story to
          reflect well on themselves and poorly on Rich and his associates—framing that Pory acknowledged with his
          comment about the “fair tale”—was successful enough that Buckingham caused a delay in the granting of another
          patent with which Rich was involved, to trade in Guinea and Binney in west Africa. Buckingham wanted Company
          leaders to first confirm that this patent would not be to their detriment. The court of committees “held
          themselves much bound to his Lordship for his honorable favor” and warned him that Rich and his fellows might
          use the patent to harass Company ships in the Red Sea.19
        


        
          The arrival of news from the East confirming the Company’s actions and elaborating on the loss of Rich’s
          ships prompted Rich to question, and the Company to defend, its actions.20 Rich directly challenged the legitimacy of the Company’s
          actions in seizing his ships. His representatives reported that “his Lordship supposeth he hath received a
          great deal of wrong” and wanted to know “whether it were done by the Company’s authority and that they would
          justify the act.” Rich had intended no harm to the Company, he claimed, and in fact his men in the East had
          no instructions to seize ships as they did. Members of the court of committees responded that with or without
          his instructions, the outcome was the same, and they stood behind their men’s actions. They claimed that the
          Company had acted within its rights: “but for a present answer the Company made known, that they must and
          will justify the action, having done no thing but what they had power from his Majesty, by his letters
          patents.”21 Far from targeting
          Rich specifically, “whosoever had come in their way, they would have done the same unto them, and will do the
          like hereafter, upon the like occasion.”22 Indeed, months earlier, Roe had written to Pring with similar sentiments, explaining that
          he knew that the Company’s patent prohibited others from piratical activities in the East Indies, and “if it
          [the patent] prohibit it, it consequently giveth power to execute such prohibition, else were it in vain.”
          Roe added that he took this position even though he was a supporter of Rich, stating flatly that “Sir Robert
          Rich is my friend; but I am now a public minister, and cannot see anything with those eyes.” Roe was not
          targeting Rich but representing the “king’s honor” to the best of his ability, which in this case came at
          Rich’s expense.23
        


        
          In early 1619, opinion seemed to favor the Company. Rich made his displeasure at the Company’s seizure of his
          ships widely known, but most observers had little sympathy for him. One letter writer observed dryly that “my
          Lord Rich takes it ill of the Company of the East Indies that took his prize from him.”24 Another letter by the same writer a few
          weeks later elaborated how James wanted Rich to settle the matter with the Company, probably in arbitration,
          while Rich stubbornly wanted to take the Company to court. According to the letter writer, “my Lord Rich was
          very earnest with his Majesty that he might have the benefit of a subject to wage law against them, but the
          king would not yield to it.”25
          When Archbishop George Abbot wrote shortly thereafter to Roe at the Mughal court, he thought that the matter
          was settled and that “you shall hear no more of him there.” Far from discouraging legal action, however, the
          archbishop argued that the Company could have pursued the matter even further. In his view, they should have
          dealt with Rich directly and put his men on trial, in addition to going to king and state: “it was the fault
          of our merchants that they began not with [Rich], not only by complaining to the king and state, but by
          putting his men to trial whither the law against pirates would not take hold upon them.” Buckingham, the
          archbishop assured Roe, had promised the king that no more such commissions would be issued.26
        


        
          As of February 1619, therefore, the Company was the clear victor in its case against Rich. The king had
          promised to cancel the Company’s financial liability in the case, and Company leaders scheduled a general
          court to announce the news and to “let them [members of the generality] know how gracious his Majesty hath
          been unto the Company in my Lord Rich his business.”27 In the meeting a few days later, the governor announced that his Majesty had “been
          so gracious, to hear the cause himself. He approved of their doings, and willed their Company not be
          discouraged in their proceedings.” Thus, the Company highlighted the direct and personal oversight of James
          in this matter, to the favor of the Company. As a further show of support, James increased the amount of coin
          the Company had license to export, to advance the growing trade.28 This monarchical support testified to the successful
          selling of the Company’s version of what had happened in the East, with its actions not only accepted but
          lauded.
        


        
          Yet the Company’s position of strength was not unassailable; favor at court could and did change quickly. The
          ultimate resolution of the matter between the Company and Rich (who became earl of Warwick in 1619) took
          almost a full decade. In 1619, when Warwick’s venture received official disapproval and the Company leaders
          may well have assumed that they needed to take no further action, they were in a position of strength, but
          their fortunes were soon reversed. Warwick was able to use his ties at court and in Parliament to keep his
          challenge to the Company alive, eventually receiving £4,000 compensation from the Company in 1628. The
          protracted negotiations between Warwick, the Company, the monarch, and Parliament demonstrated the political
          and financial considerations that shaped the resolution of the conflict.
        


        
          James’s approval of the Company’s actions grew less enthusiastic after Warwick signed over half-ownership of
          his ships to the monarch in 1619. A legal gamble, this change of ownership had James viewing the Company’s
          seizures less sympathetically. In mid-May, the Company received a letter from the king requesting half of the
          goods taken from Warwick’s ships in the East Indies, “which doth belong unto his Majesty.”29 By the end of the year, attitudes at the
          royal court toward the episode had changed enough that when Roe reported to the king and Privy Council at the
          end of his embassy, he attempted to take full responsibility for the seizure to shield the Company. Far from
          the earlier narrative of the Company safeguarding the trade, Roe’s explanation emphasized his own
          accountability “to ruin that business of my Lord of Warwick, [and] he took it wholly upon himself and told
          the Lords, that it was his own act, and he is ready to make answer for it, and justified the
          same.”30 He cloaked the Company’s
          actions with his own authority as ambassador.
        


        
          Official opinion on the Company’s actions had shifted fundamentally. James’s new solution attempted to
          propitiate both Warwick and the Company. He informed the Company that he required it to pay for Warwick’s
          losses—James had signed his moiety back to Warwick—but simultaneously absolved it of any wrongdoing in the
          matter. He acknowledged that the Company “had done no more than what in justice was lawful.” Nevertheless, he
          wanted it to pay Warwick because he asked it to do so this one time: “he set this account apart by itself.”
          In James’s construction, legal rights were beside the point, and indeed he promised future aid in prosecuting
          similar cases.31 Company
          courtiers including Roe and Sir Dudley Digges warned members of the court of committees that opinion at court
          was not in their favor. Reminding the king and Council that months ago “his Majesty and the Lords of the
          Council seemed to be well satisfied” with the Company’s innocence would do no good. Instead, the courtiers
          urged the Company to rely on its patent as justification, “as Sir Thomas Roe hath satisfied many of
          the Lords,” and to try to negotiate an acceptable compromise.32
        


        
          It quickly became evident, however, that an acceptable compromise with Warwick was impossible. Warwick’s
          monetary claims against the Company had been a nasty shock; he estimated the worth of the ships, goods, and
          wages at £19,466, which the minutes noted was “too too exceeding great.”33 Company estimates of the value of the ships and goods
          were in the hundreds rather than the thousands of pounds.34 Given the discrepancy in the estimates, members of the court of committees found
          themselves less optimistic about arbitration, and the Company members appointed to meet with Warwick had
          instructions to keep the matter out of arbitration if possible. Roe, who was one of these members, assured
          the court that he would attempt to persuade Warwick “to make reasonable demands according to the intent of
          his Majesty’s letter.”35 Meeting
          with Warwick revealed little common ground, however, as he insisted on half of the claimed sum and pushed for
          arbitration in the absence of agreement.36 The Company leaders were willing to negotiate the exchange rate for the value of the
          seized reals but not to pay half of Warwick’s claim for over £19,000.
        


        
          Since compromise looked unlikely, some committees brought up the question of whether the Company should begin
          soliciting legal advice to determine what James’s rights were to a prize taken in the Indies. They “wished to
          have some civil lawyers’ opinion” about “how far his Majesty’s part may extend by law, upon a prize taken in
          the Indies.” However, others thought it was too early to begin to make such inquiries, “until it shall be
          found how my Lord will press the business.”37 This unresolved question about the state’s authority over Company activities in the East
          Indies would return to haunt the Company, especially with regard to its role in the conquest of Hormuz and
          the disposition of the prizes taken there. With regard to Warwick in 1619 and early 1620, however, the
          Company decided not to pursue this legal avenue.38
        


        
          Negotiations between Warwick and the Company dragged on, with no resolution. Both sides managed to secure
          James’s assurance that he did not mean them to be losers in the situation. Warwick’s argument for the £19,466
          was that since the Company had at one time had his ships in its possession, it was liable for the full value
          of the ships. The Company’s argument was that since the ships were broken and unserviceable, and in fact had
          not made it back to England, they had not profited from the ships and thus were not liable for their value.
          The minutes laconically noted that “there grew a long dispute.”39 The Company agreed to pay for what it took and managed to
          keep, but not the rest. Warwick appealed to James, who sent a letter to the Company demanding a resolution to
          the business. The letter stated that the matter should be turned over to two arbitrators, “indifferently
          chosen.” If the two sides could not agree on arbitrators, James would chose an “umpire.” The court minutes
          noted that the letter also promised that Warwick “should be no loser by the voyage,” which suggested that
          James did not favor the Company’s case.40
        


        
          When Company leaders appealed to James only weeks later, however, they received as encouraging words as
          Warwick had. They promised that they would not “be gainers by [James’s] loss,” echoing the language of
          Warwick’s letter. Company representatives delivered a petition to the king, and court minutes described how
          James drew out the letter, “read and commended [it] twice,” and praised it as a “judicial and well-penned
          letter.” He explained that “his intents are not the Company should suffer for his Lord of Warwick’s attempt
          or become losers for his action.” It was time, however, for all of this to be concluded, “that his Majesty
          might be no further troubled with that business.”41 Taking his favor as evidence of royal support, Company leaders agreed to meet again with
          Warwick—but this meeting too was unsuccessful.42
        


        
          Even when a conclusion to the matter finally appeared near, the different objectives of Warwick and the
          Company stood in stark relief. Warwick came to the Company ready “to make a peaceable end with them” in March
          1620.43 The court of committees
          decided to offer him £1,019, which they now listed as the sum they had gained in the matter. The concern of
          Company leaders in dealing with Warwick was to satisfy James with their behavior. Thus, the minutes noted
          their consideration of how and when they should “let his Majesty know” what they were offering, with the
          ultimate hope that James would not command them to give more, “lest they should be drawn and overruled, to a
          greater [settlement] by his Majesty.”44 The new twist to the story, however, was that some committees now reported that Warwick
          was privately offering to acquit the Company of responsibility in the entire matter if it would only allow
          him to send a pinnace into the East Indies, “to get what he can.” The court of committees was sure that he
          would be unsuccessful in the business, even without its contrivance, “yet knowing their intents unlawful (who
          put on such a business) they would by no means hearken to such a motion.”45 The irony of the suggestion was evident: Warwick was
          essentially suing the Company for preventing his piracy and was promising to give up the suit if they would
          allow him to engage in piracy again.
        


        
          There the matter rested for years, with no real resolution. The Company and Warwick had made preparations for
          arbitration in 1620, despite the Company’s reluctance, but either the arbitration did not take place or it
          did not succeed.46 Five years
          later, in early 1625, the Company received another letter from James, telling the Company and Warwick to
          enter arbitration.47 Warwick was
          threatening to go take the case to Parliament—he was “resolved to fly to a parliament”—and the Company was
          prepared to let him.48 Rather
          than negotiate a settlement with arbitrators, Company leaders wrote to James expressing “the Company’s desire
          to be judged by a parliament.”49
          Part of their willingness to take Warwick’s case to Parliament may have been that public opinion at that time
          was strongly with the Company in the aftermath of the Amboyna massacre (see Chapter 8). They might have hoped or assumed that Parliament would be more sympathetic to them in
          1625 than it had been the year before.50 Meeting with James on the matter, they explained their reasoning and requested that he
          would refer the matter to a parliament.51 However, James died less than two months later without having taken any further action.
        


        
          The Company’s faith in Parliament had flagged by the time the House of Lords took up the still-unresolved
          disagreement between the Company and Warwick in 1628.52 In contrast to their request in 1625 for James to turn the case over to Parliament,
          in 1628 they requested that Parliament not adjudicate the question; they suspected that Warwick had more
          allies than they did in the House of Lords.53 For example, some of the lords suggested that the Company had already had ten years to
          settle the matter and told it to “make some fair overture to his Lordship” or accept a parliamentary vote.
          Their proposal and tone did not promise much sympathy for the Company.54 Though Company leaders tried to argue that James had
          favored their side secretly, as he had foreseen “the inconvenience that would happen to the whole trade if
          his Lordship should be admitted to question his regal power granted to the Company by his letters patent,”
          this was not an argument that convinced members of Parliament, and the matter went into
          arbitration.55
        


        
          The parliament-mediated negotiations dealt in sums of money the Company leaders had never expected to pay.
          The lord president, the Earl of Manchester, offered himself as mediator, citing his affection for the Company
          and close kinship with Warwick. He suggested that the Company come up with an “indifferent sum”—perhaps
          £10,000—and settle the matter. Compared to the £28,000 Warwick now demanded, £10,000 may have seemed
          indifferent to Manchester, but the sum was far from the £2,000 the Company was willing and able to offer.
          Several lords concurred that £10,000 was a fair amount, but Company leaders could not agree. The lords
          suggested £8,000 if £10,000 was too high. Company leaders responded that they could offer an additional £500.
          After more debate, the lords suggested £5,000, and the leaders departed to consider the matter. After
          considering in private, they sent for the lord president and said that they could offer £3,000.56
        


        
          The negotiation between the Company and the lords in Parliament showed how Company leaders were not at as
          much of a disadvantage as they might have feared. Warwick was better connected in the upper house of
          Parliament. Meanwhile, the Company’s past history, and even its defenses for its actions, highlighted its
          ties to the monarch and monarchical power rather than Parliament or the common law. The power of the
          prerogative was hardly the most compelling argument to make in Parliament in 1628, when representatives were
          struggling to compel the regime to redress a set of grievances that touched on questions of monarchical power
          and prerogative rights, like ship money and the forced loan.57 However, the willingness of the lords who were
          negotiating to adjust the settlement amount and their avowed “affection” to the Company highlighted the fact
          that at least some of the lords in Parliament were favorably disposed toward the Company, particularly if
          they were members or had been the objects of cultivation by the Company in the past.58 The reduction of the “indifferent sum”
          from £10,000 to £5,000 showed a willingness to actually negotiate, despite the warnings that the lords as a
          whole might not favor the Company in a suit against Warwick.
        


        
          Nevertheless, internal Company debate on the proposed settlement emphasized the difficult position Company
          leaders felt they were in. After the business had “slept many years,” Warwick had petitioned the House of
          Lords, asking for £28,000. The Lords had multiple hearings on the matter and had shown Warwick “extraordinary
          favor.” Company leaders stood behind their actions, using their patent as defense. The governor, Morris
          Abbot, reported that James had only expected the Company to enter into bond for £5,000 when mediation had
          seemed a possibility, which suggested that he had agreed that the Company were liable for only that amount.
          Although by the Company’s calculations, Warwick’s £28,000 was actually only £3,000, this “final” offer was
          not judged sufficient. Company leaders felt that they had to end the affair, even if not on terms they liked.
          Members of Parliament were not neutral arbitrators, and if the matter went to a vote in the House of Lords,
          Company leaders felt the Company was sure to suffer. The parliamentary committee ultimately suggested £4,000,
          which both parties accepted, and the matter was finally settled after a decade.59
        


        
          The case that had dragged on for years revealed how the consequences of aggressive actions taken by
          Englishmen far from England—“what his men have done abroad,” in other words—were mediated by the political
          situation at home. The twists and turns of the Warwick affair demonstrated how quickly favor could seem to
          settle a matter and reopen what had seemed to be a closed matter, and how favor and connections could change
          who had the upper hand in negotiations. Custom and precedent for the prosecution of the Company’s trade and
          liability were scarce, and events thus could easily be caught up in the ebbs and flows of court favor.
        

      


      
        Buckingham and the Conquest of Hormuz


        
          The wrangling over events at Hormuz showed just how dramatic the changes in court favor could be when the
          most influential aristocrat and the king were closely involved in the matter. Hormuz and its aftermath
          revealed the difficulty of reconciling Company actions abroad with state affairs in Europe. Warwick’s piracy
          had pitted competing visions of English activity in the East Indies against each other in both the East
          Indies and England, and how people in England understood it and treated it was in part mediated by court
          politics. Hormuz added the additional dimension of the wider European diplomatic situation. It set state
          affairs against Company affairs, raising conceptual and practical questions about the consequences of what
          Company men did abroad.
        


        
          In 1622, the island of Hormuz was an object of intense desire. For over a hundred years, the Portuguese had
          held the castle and fortress of Hormuz, situated at the mouth of the Persian Gulf, and used it to control
          military and commercial traffic.60 Both the Persians and the English coveted the island and the strategic access it
          represented. The Persian emperor, Shah Abbas, had explored a variety of ways to oust the Portuguese or change
          the relationship between them and the Persians, all with limited success. A military conquest of the island
          was out of the question, for as one observer noted, though “the king of Persia quarrels with the Portugals
          for what they possess in the Gulf of Persia,” he “hath no shipping” and “will doubtless be able to do little
          hurt unto Hormuz.”61 From the
          East India Company’s perspective, almost as soon as Company factors had begun trading in the Mughal empire,
          they had written to London about the possibilities of opening a trade in Persia.62 This trade would provide markets for English goods and
          held out the promise of easier access to overland silk routes, which normally passed to Europe through
          Ottoman territory. As long as Hormuz remained in Portuguese hands, however, English trade opportunities were
          limited.
        


        
          To overcome their respective weaknesses, Shah Abbas broached the possibility of using a joint English-Persian
          force to remove the Portuguese from Hormuz in early 1622. The Persians would supply much of the manpower,
          while the English would provide several ships for battle as well as a small number of fighting men. On behalf
          of the Company leaders in London, the factors in the East jumped at the chance. The parties first spelled out
          each of their responsibilities in the venture, including who was allowed to attempt to convert whom and how
          power and authority in the town would be divided should the effort succeed. Several months later, a combined
          English-Persian force ousted the Portuguese from Hormuz, captured goods worth an enormous amount, and divided
          the plunder.63 However, this tidy
          division of the spoils was not the end of the story of the conquest of Hormuz.
        


        
          The conduct of international affairs fell within the bounds of the sovereign’s prerogative, as did the
          granting of charters and letters patent. At times, the monarch’s pursuit of the former could conflict with
          the exercise of privileges granted in the latter. English foreign policy had rarely concerned areas outside
          of Europe, but the long-distance trades managed by chartered companies in the early seventeenth century
          introduced new complications. As long as the East India Company was able to enforce its patent rights, it was
          not only the sole English trading presence in the East Indies, but the sole English presence in the region.
          The Company’s men became de facto official representatives of England in the East Indies—the Company was the
          English state abroad. In the fall of Hormuz, the Company’s action resembled state action, complicating the
          diplomatic relations of the state back in Europe. In the aftermath of this event, both Company and state had
          to evaluate how the Company’s activities fit into English foreign policy, and to what extent its employees
          acted as representatives of the state. Ultimately, though, as with Warwick, political considerations and
          favor framed the conclusion.
        


        
          The distance of the East Indies from England severely circumscribed both the king’s and the Company’s power
          to direct the actions of Company men abroad. Information traveled slowly. News of the capture of Hormuz
          reached England piecemeal and was at first unconfirmed. Sir Henry Wotton, the English ambassador at Venice,
          wrote to Secretary of State George Calvert in August 1622 that a rumor had reached Venice that seven English
          ships had helped take Hormuz, but he added a note later in the letter that the castle still held out, though
          under siege.64 By December, news
          of the capture of Hormuz had reached England from multiple sources. A letter from Madrid in that month
          confirmed the capture: an overland express messenger had arrived with news that Shah Abbas, with English aid,
          had taken Hormuz, which news “hath made a great noise here, and doth trouble [the Spanish court]
          much.”65 Also from Madrid, the
          Earl of Bristol wrote that there was “much murmuring in this court about the taking of Hormuz” and that the
          success of the action was due to English assistance. He added that he had heard news of this event from
          England but had not believed it until the arrival of the express messenger. Given the importance that the
          Portuguese placed on Hormuz, the news had created “much storm,” and the earl promised his aid in calming that
          storm.66 In Spain, he defended
          English actions in the East, acknowledging the friendship between the monarchs in Europe but arguing that the
          open hostility between the English and Portuguese in the East justified any actions the Company had
          taken.67
        


        
          The diplomatic fallout from the capture of Hormuz was immediate: as was already evident, the Spanish were not
          pleased. Wotton’s first letter in August recording the early rumors about Hormuz’s capture had noted that,
          even in Venice, people were wondering what effect the capture would have on England’s ongoing treaty
          negotiations with Spain.68 James
          was trying to secure a Spanish bride for his heir and thereby acquire a Habsburg alliance as well as a rich
          dowry, though many people at court had no desire for this match on religious grounds. A major diplomatic
          incident between the two nations would put the match in jeopardy.
        


        
          The high stakes meant that careful handling on the part of the regime was necessary. The Spanish ambassador
          in England soon approached James and the Privy Council demanding justice, which he claimed the Spanish had
          not gotten in the Admiralty courts.69 When Bristol wrote with an update from Madrid, he let Calvert know that several courtiers
          had been appointed to deal with the Hormuz business, including the Marquis of Montes Claros and the Count of
          Gondomar, who had until recently been ambassador to England.70 Bristol also wrote that with the Spanish court so
          troubled by the taking of Hormuz, he daily expected “a relation of the whole business,” which he would
          promptly send to James.71 The
          matter dragged on unresolved, however, and James made no official move on it until half a year later, when he
          passed the matter on to Calvert for his “judicious handling.” The king’s instructions emphasized that Calvert
          was to make the Company understand the “serious and grievous complaints” of the Spanish ambassadors. His
          instructions noted that “these complaints are new” and “can do new hurt.”72 Within two days, Calvert had passed on the information to
          the Company and planned a meeting with its governor to discuss the situation.73
        


        
          This message from Calvert to the Company seems to have been the first formal notice the Company had that
          there would be official difficulty over the business at Hormuz. Indeed, it was also virtually the first
          mention of Hormuz in the Company minutes.74 Calvert’s message immediately put the members of the court of committees on their guard.
          A number of them had met with Calvert in the Star Chamber, and he had informed them that the Privy Council
          had received several letters from the Spanish pressing the king to take action about Hormuz. It is unclear
          from the court minutes exactly what Calvert expected the Company to offer. The committees reported that he
          wanted them to “send unto Mr. Secretary Conway in writing such satisfaction as they can at present give,
          taking knowledge of what he had said unto them.” The Company leaders decided to err on the side of caution
          and not submit anything in writing. Instead, they sent representatives to meet with Conway.75 They learned that someone had made
          complaints to James, but Conway “did not perceive that it is much pressed at the instant” and promised to let
          them know if anything changed.76
          The situation would require action, but it was not yet a crisis.
        


        
          Trouble came from an unexpected source: when James summoned several committees to meet with him a week later,
          it was the complaints of Buckingham, then lord admiral, and not the Spanish ambassadors, that concerned the
          king. In a private meeting, James informed the Company’s officers that “he had understood from the Duke of
          Buckingham that the Company had before his going promised to gratify him.” James urged them to pay the
          gratification now, while Buckingham was in Spain with Prince Charles, “because thereby it would appear they
          had been mindful of him.” The gratification they had promised should take into account the conquest of
          Hormuz, and now that the ships involved in that action had arrived in England, richly laden, the Company
          would be well able to pay.77
        


        
          These kinds of gratifications were common. Basically cash bribes, they were occasionally given by the Company
          in expectation of or thanks for some singular service. The amount could range from a few hundred to a few
          thousand pounds, and though the Company might deliver the money noting that it was for such and such a
          purpose, these were not contractual payments. In considering James’s words to them, for example, members of
          the court of committees cited Buckingham’s past favors, “the continual use they shall have of his favor” to
          the Company, and his assistance in matters of negotiation with the Dutch. They also noted that “this business
          of Hormuz (how well soever to be answered of the Company’s part) may find a strong opposition” and that it
          was “fit to gratify him and it appears to be expected at their hands.” Thus, “to sweeten him for their future
          occasions, and particularly for that of Hormuz,” they decided to give him £2,000 and let the king know they
          were doing so.78 A set of notes
          made by a Privy Council secretary gave a slightly different version of the meeting; according to the notes,
          the Company was ordered to pay Buckingham the £2,000.79
        


        
          If it seems that Company leaders were caught flat-footed as far as what response to make to the events in
          Hormuz, it is because in part they were. There was a reason the Company minutes were so silent on the matter
          of Hormuz: the action had not been directly sanctioned. The court of committees had not planned for it or
          laid the groundwork in London to prepare the king and Council for it. It is possible that Company leaders
          were as surprised as anyone else when news of the conquest began to trickle back to Europe.80 Thus, in the summer of 1623 when the
          fleet returned, the court of committees questioned the returning factors and captain closely, especially
          concerning by what authority they had made the decision to ally with the Persians and offer military aid, and
          how valuable the spoils were. One factor explained that it was James’s own commission “to defend and offend”
          that had empowered them, and that the factors and captain had consulted on the matter in Surat. They saw it
          as a perfect opportunity to repay the Portuguese for their treatment of the English in the East, not to
          mention the fact that the Persians were preventing English trade in Persia until they gave their
          aid.81 As for the spoils, the
          factor explained that the Portuguese had expected some sort of siege and removed goods beforehand; thus, the
          acquired valuables were not as great as they might have been.
        


        
          If the immediate downside of the affair for the Company was dealing with a situation for which its leaders
          had not planned, the upside was a huge influx of goods—even if such a windfall brought its own problems.
          Letters began carrying news out of London of the arrival of the rich fleet, as well as the Spanish
          ambassador’s displeasure at the arrival. The Venetian ambassador priced the spoils at £2 million in gold, and
          John Chamberlain noted that “our East India Company was at a low ebb, but is now somewhat afloat again by the
          arrival of three ships richly laden”—a common enough response to the arrival of ships from the East Indies.
          More unusual, though, was Chamberlain’s next comment, that he heard “a whispering that the Spanish ambassador
          hath a meaning to arrest them upon pretense of the business of Hormuz.”82 The good news, therefore, was qualified. Additionally,
          James still insisted that the Company pay the ordered (or agreed upon) £2000 to the still-absent
          Buckingham.83 Thanking James for
          showing them a way gain Buckingham’s friendship—for being “so gracious unto them as to direct them a way to
          gain so noble a friend as the duke”—Company leaders agreed to pay the £2000, though the king responded with a
          simple, “it was well, and asked when it should be paid.” However, the acquisitive tone was coupled with a
          promise to “prepare” Buckingham to “requite” the gift. The leaders also promised James an accounting of the
          Hormuz business, and the king seemed content with their plan for the spoils, a large part of which consisted
          of piece goods.84
        


        
          The court of committees began to seek legal advice about what to do with the spoils and to whom they
          belonged. Members of the court consulted some of the top legal figures of the day, including Sir Henry Marten
          of the Court of Admiralty and Richard Zouch, the common lawyer. The immediate issue was whether the mariners
          should be paid a wage or receive only a share of the spoils, and to resolve that point the question of how to
          categorize the events at Hormuz had first to be answered. The preliminary report from the lawyers noted that
          the spoils from Hormuz were not the same as prizes taken at sea, though they resolved to consult further on
          the matter.85 The issue of
          payment neatly distilled the ambiguities of Hormuz. If the mariners’ role in the conquest of Hormuz was part
          of their normal Company duties, then the mariners should receive only their expected wages. But if the
          conquest was part of a state military action, then the mariners were due a share of the spoils.
        


        
          As the newly returned sailors bragged of their victory and flaunted their spoils, the Spanish ambassadors
          renewed their petitions. The “braving speeches” of the captains did little to soothe the
          ambassadors.86 Their complaints
          described the “excess of the East Indies Company’s ships.” The newly acquired riches were stolen goods worth
          £500,000, they wrote. They noted that even the lowest Company men might now eat off dishes of silver and
          possess priceless jewels, and that the men had rejoiced in rumors that the Spanish match had been called off,
          firing cannons in celebration and throwing their hats into the sea. Their actions cast doubt on the amity
          between James and Philip IV, and the ambassadors requested that James seize the ships and make restitution to
          Spain.87 These complaints
          apparently moved James, who ordered that the men in the harbor be examined and court officials sequester the
          ships for the time being: if the ambassadors’ information was right, then the Company’s actions would have
          been in error, and presumably the Company would be ordered to offer restitution.88 Since the courts were in recess at the time, however,
          James claimed that he could not proceed further, but he would begin an investigation. Justice would be done,
          he assured the ambassadors, and nothing would be allowed to weaken the amicable relationship between himself
          and Philip.89
        


        
          Several factors may have influenced James’s actions in late 1623, including his relations with Spain and a
          new sense of the enormous wealth of the spoils of Hormuz. He abandoned his earlier contentment with the
          Company leaders’ accounting for Hormuz and its spoils and pursued further investigation. This examination
          gave James and his advisors time to consider possible actions. With Prince Charles and Buckingham in Spain
          exploring the possibilities of a match with the infanta, this was not the time for a major diplomatic
          controversy between the two countries. Although the prince’s trip to Spain ended with the match conclusively
          out of the picture, it is not certain when James accepted this outcome. Thus, James’s concern with the
          situation might have echoed that of the Spanish.90 Another possibility, however, was that as higher estimations of the value of the spoils
          came to his attention, as well as information about the possible yearly revenues from Hormuz, James wanted
          more time to consider the fate of Hormuz. This was not the moment to act impulsively about the future of the
          fort. A document (undated, but likely from this time and among the state papers relating to the East Indies)
          calculated the possible profits Hormuz could bring the king, citing £400,000 as the yearly revenue it had
          brought the Spanish monarch and could conceivably bring James.91 Given how cash-strapped the Stuart monarch was—a large
          dowry was one of the main lures of the Spanish match—the revenues from Hormuz must have looked very tempting.
          With the Company’s penchant for secrecy and the delay in receiving information from the East, it is entirely
          plausible that the true value of the capture of Hormuz, in immediate and future terms, was not evident to
          James until he received the extravagant and possibly inflated complaints from the Spanish ambassadors.
        


        
          By December 1623, the regime began proceedings in the Admiralty courts to determine the value of the prizes
          taken, so the amount that the Company owed the regime could be calculated. Admiralty courts usually ruled on
          matters of prizes taken at sea and were supposed to render judgments on whether seized goods had been
          lawfully taken before they could be sold. The idea of the court hearing a case that involved the seizure of
          goods belonging to a rival sovereign was not extraordinary. However, it was also not extraordinary for the
          regime to attempt to circumvent admiralty procedure and authority and employ the court as an arm of the
          executive rather than as an independent court. The Company seemed to have suspected that this was the case in
          this situation.92 Over the course
          of a month, Marten examined five newly returned officers from the East Indies fleet. The examinations
          investigated the chain of events and the reasoning behind the men’s actions. However, most of the questions
          focused on the type and quantity of goods seized from Portuguese ships at Hormuz.93
        


        
          Whether the prime mover behind this investigation was James or Buckingham was unclear. Both would benefit
          from an Admiralty court decision that the Company had acted piratically (without a letter of marque). What we
          do know is that the account of goods in the Admiralty court encouraged Buckingham to examine his options more
          closely, as his men began to explore the financial possibilities that Hormuz offered the lord
          admiral.94 A report prepared for
          Buckingham by Sir John Coke described a variety of possible courses with regard to Hormuz. It assessed the
          monetary value of the spoils as at least £100,000 and noted that there were two ways to interpret the
          Company’s action in the East: the spoils had been taken either by piracy or else as “reprisals” from enemies.
          In support of the piracy interpretation, the report argued that England and Portugal were not at war, nor
          were the English at war with any of the “infidel” nations of the East Indies. Though the Company had a
          warrant to defend its trade, Coke noted, the warrant was not to assail other powers. This claim was in
          opposition to what the one factor told the Company, that he and other factors in the East understood their
          commission to permit both defense and offense. If the regime deemed that the Company had acquired the goods
          piratically, then the spoils and captured ships belonged to James—the entire prize would go to the monarch.
          However, the report continued, if England’s friendship with Spain did not extend so far, this would clear the
          Company of piracy charges, and if infidel nations restricted English access to trade, they could be deemed to
          be enemies. In this construction, the Company had acquired the goods as reprisals from enemies. The Company’s
          estates would not be forfeit to the crown in this case, but by ancient custom, one-tenth of the total would
          be due to Buckingham as a customary tithe to the lord admiral.95
        


        
          The easiest and best solution, the report concluded, would be to agree to settle claims with the Company for
          a tenth of the whole. Accusing the Company of piracy might gain his majesty the goods, but it also might
          cripple the Company permanently and possibly lead to its dissolution. Since the Company was rich, prosperous,
          and influential, this course might not be the most desirable outcome. In contrast, settling with the Company
          would have none of those detrimental outcomes, and a settlement would be easier to secure, especially since
          Company leaders had already offered some money to Buckingham.96 Though the report did not state this explicitly, it
          implied that by offering the gratuity months before, the Company had acknowledged Buckingham’s authority over
          the action.
        


        
          By early 1624, the uncertain status of the Hormuz action was compromising the Company’s negotiating power
          with the regime. When James requested that Company leaders defray the costs of a visiting ambassador’s stay
          in London, his letter “gave a touch that the Company were yet under the account of Hormuz.” In a similar
          vein, the committees wrote to Buckingham wanting to discover “whether they be malefactors or not” on account
          of Hormuz before they spent time and money developing the trade there.97 As February 1624 progressed, the Company still had not
          received an answer about an official decision, and indeed all evidence from Buckingham suggested that he was
          considering asserting the lord admiral’s rights to a tenth of the goods. A representative of the duke, who
          asked to remain unnamed in the Company minutes, came to meet with Company leaders, and the minutes of the
          meeting described it as “a proposition made darkly to the Company concerning the lord admiral’s right for
          goods taken in the Indies.”98
        


        
          This meeting galvanized the leaders, and they began to explore their legal options in case Buckingham pressed
          his right to a tenth. There was some precedent regarding the lord admiral’s tenths of prizes taken by the
          Company in the East Indies. In 1603, for example, the Ascension had arrived in England having captured
          a prize in the East. The committees had discussed the lord admiral’s share as a matter of course, referring
          to “the tenths belonging to my Lord Admiral for the prize which the Company’s ships have taken in the East
          Indies.”99 If and how they paid
          the tenth was not recorded, yet it is important to note that the lord admiral’s right to a tenth was assumed
          without contest. However, the prize the Ascension took was taken from the Portuguese at sea, not on
          land.100 It followed a much more
          standard pattern: sea engagement, prizes taken, tenth paid. To the court of committees, the case of Hormuz
          did not.
        


        
          Company representatives canvassed various civil and common lawyers on the matter. Instead of giving
          particulars, the Company first presented a general scenario to the lawyers. In it, merchants with a
          commission directly from the king set out to discover and open new trades. Hostile actions interrupted their
          voyages, so the merchants abroad took reprisals. In this case, the Company’s leaders asked, did the admiral
          of their home country have a right to a part of their reprisals? The first expert they consulted told them
          that customarily a tenth belonged to the lord admiral if he gave the merchants any commission. If he had
          given no letter of marque, however, he could not claim the tenth. Upon being informed that the Company wanted
          to know this information in relation to the current lord admiral, the lawyer refused them to give them any
          more information; he would not give advice against Buckingham. Even though the Company men explained that
          they had no desire “to wage law” with the lord admiral—they wanted only to know where they stood when they
          met with him on the matter—the lawyer refused to advise them further: they “used other motives to induce the
          delivery of the doctor’s [lawyer’s] opinion, but all would not avail.” He would add only that there was no
          written law for cases where the lord admiral had not given a commission, though he explained that the
          admiral’s jurisdiction extended through all seas and oceans.101
        


        
          The Company’s leaders next showed their patent to Zouch, who examined it and told them the admiral had no
          legal basis for his demands, while acknowledging that customarily, they would owe him a tenth if they had
          letters of marque. Unlike the first authority they consulted, Zouch agreed to give them his legal advice in
          writing. The leaders and Zouch discussed some of the possible cases that might be brought to bear, again
          asserting that they did not seek to wage law with the duke but confirming that theirs “was a single case
          without precedent.” Zouch requested a copy of the patent and promised to “inform himself” about the matter
          and write up his opinion for them. A third jurist advised them to delay the proceedings entirely and get that
          year’s fleet off first, before dealing with the mess.102 The court of committees decided to send representatives with the reasons set down
          by Zouch and to insist that the £2,000 they had already given Buckingham was sufficient payment for
          Hormuz.103 Unsurprisingly,
          Buckingham was not satisfied with the £2,000.
        


        
          As Company leaders drafted a new petition to Buckingham, they debated how best to approach him. Sir John Coke
          had declined to represent the Company to Buckingham and left the leaders to their own devices. They decided
          to emphasize their need for official support in the aftermath of the fall of Hormuz, resolving to remind
          Buckingham that the situation in the East Indies was dire, as “the Portugal arms in earnest and is filled
          with anger and revenge by the late defeats they received in the Indies.” Consequently, “if the English shall
          be subject to question for what they do in their just defense it will dishearten all seafaring men from doing
          service to the Company.” In other words, the Company’s actions in Hormuz had issued a challenge, and the
          leaders needed to show even more strength in the East as a result. Further questioning of the Company’s
          actions would show a lack of support by the state. Additionally, the Company needed new, explicit letters of
          marque for the ships about to sail, if indeed the regime concluded that the Company’s ships in the past had
          acted implicitly under letters of marque.104
        


        
          The actions the Company requested would have the benefit of settling the issue of who owed whom for what
          definitively for both the Company and its mariners. Some committees wanted to accept a decision by the regime
          about jurisdiction provided it was clear, stating that “if it please the duke as he is admiral of England to
          grant letters of marque, the Company will willingly allow him his right.” The “double good to the Company”
          that this course would have was that “they shall know what is theirs and be free from question.” Internal
          debates showed Company leaders had agreed to treat the duke civilly, but to point out that the Portuguese
          were ready and willing to move against the English. However, other committees wanted to assure Buckingham
          that if he would waive his claims of right to the Hormuz spoils, they would be generous in return. It is not
          possible to know how much they would have offered Buckingham if he had waived his rights. Certainly the
          waiver would have been worth a great deal to the Company, as it would allow the leaders to leave the legal
          issue undecided and open to future interpretation. Even though their civil lawyers had just reported that
          they were “of opinion that for goods taken beyond the line the lord admiral has no jurisdiction and therefore
          can require no tenth,” the Company decided not to push the issue of who had the right, but rather to settle
          the case with mediation.105 This
          idea about the geographic reach of the English state’s authority versus that of the Company’s authority—or
          more properly, no one’s authority—would have been a provocative legal argument to follow, had Company leaders
          pursued that line instead of mediation.
        


        
          While still trying to come to a consensus about the best course of action, Company leaders found themselves
          the subjects of public criticism. Buckingham soon seized the initiative, and on 1 March 1624, days after the
          leaders had been debating how to approach Buckingham, a parliamentary conference committee of both houses
          passed a motion to stay four Company ships waiting to depart for the East Indies.106 Parliament in 1624 was particularly unsympathetic to
          trading companies; the motion—which Buckingham seemed to have a hand in—came after the House of Commons had
          already spent days debating and criticizing trading companies and what members of Parliament labeled
          “monopoly” trades.107 Not all of
          the supporters of the motion to stay the ships were Buckingham’s men—instead, antimonopoly sentiment found
          broad support among members of Parliament. Additionally, many members were agitating for a war with Spain and
          argued that allowing Company ships to depart for the East would prevent those ships and their men, gunpowder,
          and cannons from taking part in an English war effort.108
        


        
          The Company’s acting governor, Morris Abbot, and deputy governor, Thomas Mun, worked both openly and behind
          the scenes to sway Parliament, but with little success. Abbot was a member of Parliament, and in the House of
          Commons he had addressed the damage to the kingdom resulting from the stay of the Company’s ships. Mun
          explained that “he had not slept in the business, but had done what lay in him to further their proceedings,”
          also without success. What the Company needed, he said, was “a gentleman who [was] not in the Company’s
          behalf (having no interest in the adventure),” but who would “for virtue’s sake” take up the Company’s cause.
          The unidentified gentleman they found to fill this role went with a few Company men to meet with Buckingham.
          The duke received them, but when they asked him to release their ships, he denied any responsibility for the
          stay, claiming instead that the motion in the House of Lords had so moved him, “he could do no less than give
          the order they had done.”109
          With this somewhat disingenuous disclaimer of responsibility, Buckingham agreed to allow the ships to go as
          far as Tilbury, but no farther.
        


        
          Parliament’s hostility to the Company continued as members debated the stay of the Company’s ships.
          Representatives repeated long-standing criticisms of the Company, especially regarding its export of bullion.
          Abbot’s account of the events in Parliament revealed how vulnerable the Company leaders felt to parliamentary
          inquiry, and how the matter of staying the ships morphed so easily into a general inquiry into the entire
          trade. He reported how the house had questioned Robert Bateman, both a member of Parliament and the Company’s
          treasurer, about the Company’s finances. Bateman had been forced to admit that his presence in Parliament
          meant he did not know the particulars of Company business that had taken place during the body’s present
          session. Parliamentary agitation reached such a pitch that some members “cried out, search the [Company’s]
          books.” Abbot was forced to offer his expertise to answer questions in an attempt to dissuade
          them.110 He had provided the
          house with a short explanation of the economics of the trade, citing how much bullion the Company
          exported—£40,000 a year—and imported, and so forth. The pressure to answer this parliamentary inquiry may, in
          fact, have been the impetus behind Mun’s composition of England’s Treasure by Foreign
          Trade.111 The question of
          the Hormuz spoils, according to the court minutes, did not arise at all. Despite this, Company leaders
          continued to see Buckingham as the author of their troubles. The minutes hinted darkly at Buckingham’s role,
          noting that “in this court was a great dispute concerning the lord admiral omitted but remains to be seen in
          the original,” though that original draft has not survived.112
        


        
          Even as the leaders wrestled with Parliament, further examinations of the Company’s actions in Hormuz took
          place in the Admiralty court at the insistence of James. These examinations coincided neatly with
          Parliament’s debates, lasting from 4 to 10 March.113 Marten once more questioned Company men, this time focusing on the escape of the
          Portuguese commander, Ruy Freyre, from Company arrest in Surat. His questions suggested Company negligence.
          In contrast, the Company’s cross-examinations (which either had not occurred or had not been recorded
          previously) emphasized the common knowledge among the Company’s men that the Portuguese had orders to disrupt
          or harm the English trade, making Hormuz an act of reprisal rather than piracy. For example, one witness
          noted that everyone knew the Portuguese had intended to “destroy and beat away the English nation from trade
          in the East Indies,” and that he had heard stories about Portuguese oaths on the sacrament to target English
          trade.114 The cross-examinations
          justified the actions of Company men while avoiding any talk of negligence. Shortly after the conclusion of
          the examination, however, the Company received an order from the court, in James’s name, to pay the monarch
          £15,000 for the goods taken at Hormuz—which the court ruled had been taken piratically.115
        


        
          A later set of notes produced for the Privy Council in June 1624 reveals in even more depth how dire the
          Company’s situation was in March. With the Admiralty court case and the parliamentary stay of ships, the
          Company faced official opposition on multiple fronts. Informal channels of negotiation had failed, and its
          ships were stuck at Tilbury. Company leaders, the monarch, and the lord admiral met on 18 March. Buckingham
          claimed that he could not act until Parliament had resolved its position on the matter. While Buckingham’s
          demands had custom and tradition behind them, James had little such justification; instead, the June document
          reveals that his claim was based on a questionable promise made by the previous governor, Sir William
          Halliday, to give him £10,000. To Abbot’s response that the late governor might have spoken “something in
          general words on the expectation and rumor” of the news from Hormuz, but “nothing to bind the Company,” James
          replied that he was no tyrant to fear the law, and the Company could take him to court if they found his
          demands unlawful. Just as Company leaders had hesitated to take Buckingham to court, they had no desire to
          take James to court.116 In any
          case, what became clear during the 18 March meeting was that James and Buckingham each wanted £10,000 from
          the Company. The Admiralty court order to pay £15,000 came days after the Company refused to settle with
          James for £10,000.
        


        
          The account of the interchange between James, Buckingham, and Company leaders in these notes also reveals
          some of the underlying and not always concordant understandings of what the state and the Company owed each
          other in their partnership. Buckingham based the majority of his claims on a customary right, but he also
          mentioned that he felt neglected by the Company. Its leaders had not shown him enough gratitude for the many
          instances in which he had exercised his favor and influence on their behalf, and he was “very round with the
          governor at Whitehall expostulating his being neglected by the Company when the Governor let fall words that
          might give expectation from the business at Hormuz.” James, with no customary right to the goods, justified
          his demands as fair recompense for his actions on the leaders’ behalf, such as interceding for them with the
          Spanish about Hormuz, and he harangued them: “Did I deliver you from the complaint of the Spaniard and do you
          return me nothing?” Possibly out of pique or frustration, or to show that it was within his power to do so,
          James threatened to have all the spoils declared the lord admiral’s.117 A few days later, on 22 March, James delivered this
          opinion: the Company had acquired the goods either justly or unjustly. If unjustly, all the goods were
          forfeit, and if justly, they owed and had to pay a “right.”118 He never explained why this right was due to him, aside
          from the supposed promise by the dead governor, but he continued to demand £10,000. The Company leaders
          believed that they had promised nothing, and that the East Indies was so far away it was not clear that
          custom should apply. They were willing to offer gratuities, but only to a point—and not when they were
          compelled to do so in such a heavy-handed fashion. Each participant argued from a different understanding of
          what the shared enterprise of the East India Company entailed.
        


        
          As time passed and the fleet still had not sailed, however, Company leaders grew increasingly open to
          negotiation. They began to worry that they would miss the year’s entire voyage—if the fleet did not sail by
          the end of April, it would miss the winds for the East Indies until the next year. As their desperation grew,
          so did their willingness to pay the sums demanded. The continuing lack of resolution had long-term
          consequences, and the court of committees resolved to seek a permanent ruling once they had settled the case.
          They would “procure from his Majesty a declaration for the direction of their people in the Indies, that
          there be no place left for any further question concerning any occurrents there between his Majesty’s
          subjects and any others whatsoever.” Avoiding similar cases in future was paramount, and Company leaders
          began to treat Hormuz itself as a lost cause. They agreed to pay the £20,000, in return for a legally drawn
          up “discharge” or statement from the king. This discharge would set out what the standard policy on cases of
          the sort would be in the future.119 By the end of April, the Admiralty court had concluded the case; discharged the Company;
          and released its ships, which sailed shortly thereafter, and the Company had made arrangements to pay both
          James and Buckingham.120
        


        
          The aftermath of the Hormuz action was not over. The action remained at the center of interactions between
          Company and regime for weeks, as James and Buckingham pressed for prompt payment of the monies owed them. Not
          until news of the proceedings at Amboyna (see Chapter 8) reached
          London later in 1624 was the case of Hormuz eclipsed. Then the gristly events at Amboyna quickly superseded
          the riches of Hormuz both in the national imagination and in the attention of the Company and Council.
        


        
          Hormuz made one last, unexpected appearance on the national scene. In 1626, the negotiations about Hormuz
          became a key piece of information in the impeachment trial of the Duke of Buckingham. As a man with
          considerable wealth, influence, and the ear of the king, Buckingham had acquired a number of enemies over the
          years, and in 1626 Parliament drew up articles of impeachment as a way to force him from power. Buckingham’s
          receipt of £10,000 for Hormuz and the £2,000 gratuity before that constituted one of the charges against him
          in his impeachment trial. Although in 1624 Parliament had criticized the Company, in 1626 Parliament allied
          with it. The criticism of the Company that was so prominent in 1624 never emerged in 1626.121 Some mariners did exhibit a petition
          that they had showed Parliament in 1624, and the Company was required to answer it in the House of Lords, but
          otherwise, the Company escaped negative parliamentary attention in 1626.122 Instead, the parliamentary subcommittee investigating
          Buckingham sought the Company’s aid in preparing for his impeachment case.
        


        
          Open enthusiasm for the impeachment of the king’s favorite on the part of the Company would have risked
          alienating the king, but the court of committees’ circumspect aid to the parliamentary subcommittee suggested
          some enthusiasm for Buckingham’s prosecution. Members of the court of committees spoke at length with members
          of the subcommittee and allowed them access to registered Company documents and records, including payment
          receipts for the £22,000 (£10,000 to James, £10,000 to Buckingham, and the original £2,000 gratuity to
          Buckingham). Subcommittee members ordered the Company’s secretary to separate out the relevant records and
          “bundle them up apart, and to keep them safely in a box by themselves,” in case anyone needed to consult them
          again. Yet the minutes presented the Company’s aid in terms of required, involuntary action, disavowing
          Company agency or choice. Company leaders complied because Parliament was “of such a commanding power, as is
          not fit to be resisted or dallied with.” The minutes carefully mentioned that the court of committees
          collected the Hormuz records separately for convenience and to preserve the secrecy of the rest of its
          affairs from the subcommittee, “and for no other cause.”123 The minutes omitted any mention of whether or not the subcommittee conferred at
          any other time with Company leaders.
        


        
          Parliamentary debate on Hormuz in 1626 sided firmly with the Company. From the introductory question—“What
          ships have been unnecessarily stayed of merchants?”—the account of Hormuz presented in Parliament was highly
          sympathetic to the Company. The member who introduced the topic in the impeachment committee, Sir Edward
          Spencer, referred to the 1624 legal opinions that Buckingham as lord admiral had no right to a tenth of the
          goods. He presented the shortage of mariners and bullion—the ostensible reasoning Parliament used in 1624—as
          a blind to cover Buckingham’s rapacious claims. At the end of Spencer’s speech, the committee resolved that
          Buckingham’s actions represented an “undue exacting and extorting.”124 When the full House of Commons took up the matter two
          days later, it reiterated Buckingham’s “pretense” in staying the ships. It argued that the duke’s right to a
          tenth, if it existed, would not have been negated if he had allowed the ships to go. By holding them to force
          the Company’s compliance, Buckingham had actively extorted money from the Company.125 This talk of “pretense” and “extortion” was not only a
          far cry from the hostility of two years before, but it also suggested that the parliamentary committee had
          indeed relied heavily on Company accounts of the event.
        


        
          The treatment of the case in the House of Lords was even more pointedly in the Company’s favor. Members
          discussed Buckingham’s “unlawfully pretended” right to the goods. The Earl of Bridgewater argued that
          Buckingham thought Hormuz a “fit subject for him to exact and extort some great sum of money.” His position
          as lord admiral had functioned as a springboard for malfeasance: Buckingham had used the “color of the said
          office of lord admiral of England, and out of his power and greatness, his office being used for a ground
          work of his design.”126
          Bridgewater had done his research: His speech mentioned particular ships and the goods carried on them. He
          referred to the monsoons and wind patterns that would have prohibited the year’s Company fleet from reaching
          the East Indies had Buckingham managed to continue his stay of the ships, and he recounted the day-by-day
          negotiations that led to the Company’s agreeing to pay James and Buckingham in return for allowing the ships
          to sail. Lastly, he mentioned the names of Company members present at various meetings.127 In short, his speech drew heavily on
          the Company records that the court of committees had made available.
        


        
          The resurrection of Hormuz in Buckingham’s impeachment trial marked the end of its afterlife. The Company
          never got its money back and Parliament never got its impeachment, as Charles dissolved it before the trial’s
          conclusion. Nor did Parliament remain an ally of the Company, despite this moment of accord. English
          involvement in Hormuz had proceeded without a long-term plan or much thought to consequences. Political
          considerations at court determined its meaning in London, which altered as those considerations changed. By
          1626 other events—notably, those at Amboyna—had surpassed Hormuz as an immediate concern for the Company. Yet
          at a fundamental level the English involvement in Hormuz forced the Company and state to grapple with their
          relationship. The positions each formulated were not clearly defined, nor were they always legally or
          logically consistent, but they illustrated how events at the fringes of English influence could play an
          unexpectedly large role in domestic affairs. The drawn-out struggle to determine what Hormuz meant attested
          to both the difficulties and the promises of integrating Company activities abroad into the political world
          of London and Whitehall.
        


        
          The fall of Hormuz and Warwick’s privateering venture tested both legal categories and customs. Like many
          other episodes in the early history of the Company, they ended with little conclusive resolution of the exact
          form and requirements of the relationship between Company and state. Indeed, cases such as these revealed
          just how complicated that relationship could be, as policy and jurisdictional issues collided with favor and
          influence at court. They showed the fine line in the relationship between Company and crown between being
          mutually beneficial and being coercive, with either side capable (at times) of coercing the other. Both the
          English involvement in Hormuz and Warwick’s voyage helped determine how the regime and Company approached
          each other in the years after the Company’s establishment. Company leaders saw both as setting precedent for
          future actions. Yet it was the political requirements of the 1610s and 1620s, more than theoretical legal
          concepts, that shaped contemporary understandings of the episodes. Answers to conceptual questions, such as
          how the Company’s activities abroad fit into England’s foreign policy and to what degree the Company
          coincided with the state abroad, evolved to address specific circumstances in the period. The same interplay
          between domestic politics and East India affairs became increasingly evident in the aftermath of the events
          at Amboyna.
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        ON 9 MARCH 1623, ten English East India Company men were
        beheaded at Amboyna in the Moluccas at the order of Herman van Speult, the Dutch East India Company governor of
        the island. The Englishmen had been accused of plotting with Japanese mercenaries to overthrow the Dutch. They
        were shortly tried and executed, along with nine of their supposed Japanese co-conspirators.1 When news of the legal proceedings and deaths
        of the English factors reached London in May 1624, it prompted an existential crisis for the Company about the
        meaning and purpose of the East Indies trade. This began a years-long attempt by Company leaders to secure
        restitution for the deaths of the ten Company men.
      


      
        The problem of Amboyna tested the Company and the regime in different ways. For Company leaders and members,
        the event became a measure of the future viability of the East Indies trade, as they discovered how willing or
        unwilling the monarch was to protect the Company when that protection imperiled other aims of the regime. For
        the monarch, the Company’s repeated insistence on martial reprisals against the Dutch endangered other
        political aims relating to England’s role in the Thirty Years’ War.
      


      
        The events at Amboyna involved more than just the regime and the Company, however. More than any other event
        involving the Company in the early seventeenth century, Amboyna drew the attention of people outside the
        Company. Newsletter writers, diplomats, ministers, and others followed the event. They wrote their own meanings
        onto Amboyna, employing it to prove a variety of points about religion, trade, and war. Happy to use public
        appeal as a tool, as they had been since their initial forays into pamphleteering in the response to Robert
        Kayll in 1614, Company leaders also tried to promote their version of Amboyna, and thus their version of how
        the regime should respond.
      


      
        Amboyna became the crucible in which the weaknesses in the mutually beneficial relationship between the Company
        and the regime that generally had characterized the first decades of the Company’s existence were tested. This
        chapter examines the first attempts by the Company to secure restitution, when its leaders explored a variety
        of techniques and seemed to have public opinion on their side. When they first learned what had happened at
        Amboyna, the leaders announced that the state would respond swiftly and in favor of the Company. As months
        passed, however, first James I and then Charles I balked at pressing the Dutch for restitution. Company leaders
        tried to tip the scales in their favor, using tools of public appeal to keep the issue alive in the public
        imagination and compel action by the state. All their efforts, however well-executed and well-conceived,
        foundered as the king prioritized other diplomatic aims of the regime. The Company ultimately failed to secure
        the restitution its leaders wanted, leading many in the Company to question the viability of the East Indies
        trade and their trust in the monarch to protect their interests.
      


      
        The English and Dutch East India Companies before Amboyna: Cooperation and Competition
        in the East


        
          The events at Amboyna were not the opening gambit in Anglo-Dutch relations in the East Indies. Indeed, what
          happened at Amboyna was actually the culmination of years of intermittent skirmishes and failed attempts at
          diplomacy between the English and Dutch East India Companies, and between England and the United Provinces.
          It marked the inability of a treaty reached only a few years earlier, in 1619—which had taken almost a decade
          to negotiate and was intended to govern Anglo-Dutch relations in the East Indies—to prevent bloodshed between
          the two companies.
        


        
          In the early 1600s, the Dutch, the English, and the Portuguese were the predominant European nations active
          in the East Indies, and thus they often viewed each other as commercial rivals. The English viewed the
          Catholic Portuguese as their natural enemies but had more complicated attitudes toward the Dutch, viewing
          their coreligionists sometimes as allies and sometimes as competitors, depending on affairs both in the East
          Indies and in Europe.2 The example
          of the Dutch had long proved a spur to English efforts in the East Indies.3 The petition to start an East Indies company drawn up by
          interested English merchants in 1599 had mentioned the success of several Dutch voyages to the East Indies.
          It also noted that English merchants loved their country and commonwealth no less than the Dutch loved
          theirs, evoking the sense of rivalry that English merchants often felt toward their Dutch
          counterparts.4 That rivalry did
          not abate with the establishment of English trading ventures in the East.
        


        
          By 1609, tensions between the Dutch and English East India Companies in the East Indies had become matters
          for English and Dutch diplomats to discuss. In that year, commissioners between James and the States General
          (the governing body of the United Provinces) addressed matters including an agreement for how to share or
          divide the trade in the East Indies.5 This agreement proved largely ineffective in the years that followed. In November 1611,
          Company leaders petitioned the Earl of Salisbury for aid in securing redress for injuries received at Dutch
          hands while seeking to “enjoy the benefit and freedom of trade” in the East Indies.6 Sir Ralph Winwood, the English ambassador
          at The Hague, brought the complaints of the Company to the States General—though he doubted that the Dutch
          East India Company would follow its government’s lead, observing that the corporation’s leaders “will not
          acknowledge the authority of the States General more than shall be for their private profit.”7 This was one example of what became a
          familiar occurrence: the English ambassador to the Netherlands regularly received instructions, when he set
          out for his post or by letter, to address some complaint of the Company against the Dutch.8 Furthermore, the Dutch were as likely to
          complain of English abuses against them in the East Indies as the English were to complain of the Dutch.
        


        
          The friction between the English and Dutch East India Companies was due in part to the different styles of
          their commercial ventures. From capitalization to preferred mode of trade in the East Indies, the companies
          approached the trade differently. The initial capital that the Dutch East India Company raised was £550,000,
          in contrast to the £63,373 raised by the Company for its first voyage.9 Participants in the trade on both sides noted the
          differences between the Dutch style of trade in the East Indies, which followed the Portuguese model and
          depended on fortifications, and the “simple trade” in which the English engaged, which proceeded without
          fortifications or open use of force.10 Additionally, the differences in the governments of the two nations and the two companies
          led to the sense, at least on the English side, that the Dutch East India Company enjoyed greater support
          from the state than the English East India Company did. When comparing the two, Company minutes noted that it
          existed at the pleasure of the king, while the Dutch maintained its company with the state. An English writer
          outside of the Company observed that “the States [that is, the Dutch] look upon this trade into the East
          Indies as a high point of state.”11
        


        
          A greater source of tension between the two companies was the news that arrived with almost every fleet of
          skirmishes between the Dutch and the English in the East Indies. Conflicts between Europeans in the East
          Indies were not uncommon—each nation built its success partly on the failures of its European competitors.
          For example, the Dutch East India Company took Amboyna from the Portuguese in 1605 to consolidate its control
          over the spice trade, while an English victory over Portuguese ships helped persuade the Mughal emperor
          Jahangir to allow English traders into his realm. Initially the English and Dutch East India Companies
          cooperated in the East Indies. After the signing of the 1609 treaty between the Dutch and the Spanish,
          however, the Dutch had less need of their English allies in Europe, and there was open rivalry between the
          English and Dutch companies in the East Indies.12 By 1619, the Dutch and English in the Indonesian archipelago were essentially at
          war.13 One possible way to manage
          conflict was to negotiate some kind of diplomatic arrangement between the companies.
        


        
          The form of diplomatic arrangement was open to discussion. One intriguing possibility was to join the
          companies in some manner. The plan was advocated sometimes by the Dutch and sometimes by the English, but
          never by both at the same time. The benefit of the plan, as one observer put it, was that the companies would
          then “live together in good amity, and … be master over the Portugal in those
          islands.”14 Whatever form
          unification might take, it would ease relations between the two rivals and allow them together to achieve an
          aim of both—to triumph over the Portuguese in trade and might. This union would not be a full integration of
          the two companies, but an agreement to share profits and expenses for defense in the East Indies and
          potentially to send their fleets together. It would also mean negotiating who had proprietary rights in
          different parts of the East Indies and therefore where each company would be allowed to trade.
        


        
          Merchants in the companies and government officials in both countries put forward a variety of possible ways
          to unite the companies in the 1610s. Commissioners traveling between England and the Netherlands in 1613 and
          1615 discussed the proposals formally, though with little resolution. Writing from The Hague in 1613, for
          example, Winwood informed the Company’s governor, Sir Thomas Smith, that the Dutch commissioners were not
          authorized to promise much.15 In
          1614, between commissions, the leaders of the Company advocated joining the Dutch in a defensive league in
          the East Indies against the Portuguese, but otherwise more or less leaving each other alone. The Dutch
          ambassador in London, Sir Noel Caron, was interested in some form of union and remained so even though
          Company leaders warned him that James would not support an offensive league against Spain in Europe, only a
          league in the East Indies against the Portuguese.16 The four English commissioners sent in 1615 included two men picked by the Company. An
          observer noted that James’s nominees were sent “with two merchants” to handle “certain difficulties betwixt
          us and them touching the trade of the East Indies.”17 The Company leaders’ aim at that point was to avoid a united joint stock, and
          though both James and the Dutch encouraged the idea, the second commission ended as the first one had—with no
          real resolution.
        


        
          The Company’s leaders continued to frame their opposition to a united joint stock in terms of their
          reluctance to become inveigled into participating in a war against Spain. Even after the failure of the 1615
          commission, their information indicated that Caron was still promoting the idea of an Anglo-Dutch joint stock
          to the king, with James prepared to hear proposals on the matter.18 The Company prepared a response emphasizing the different
          characters of English and Dutch overseas trade, with the Dutch pursuing a more martial approach: the Company
          argued that it wanted a “peaceable and quiet trade,” while war with Spain was “the main scope and drift” of
          the Dutch Company.19 Years later
          Caron still advocated the proposal, arguing that together, the English and the Dutch would be “able to give
          the law to others in the Indies,” though the united joint stock was never fully realized.20
        


        
          What aided Company leaders in their resistance were surges of popular anti-Dutch feeling that occurred with
          the intermittent arrival of news of Dutch depredations against the English in the East Indies. In 1618, for
          example, accounts of Dutch cruelties to the English in the Banda Islands prompted one newsletter writer to
          observe that “here is loud speech of ill measure offered by the Hollanders,” and that “if matters be so foul
          as they are made [out to be], it will be hard to reconcile them, and in the meantime it breeds ill
          blood.”21 This type of news could
          change diplomatic alliances: in its wake, Spanish and Portuguese representatives made overtures to the
          Company’s governor.22 Meanwhile,
          Secretary of State Sir Robert Naunton wrote to Sir Dudley Carleton, the English ambassador at The Hague, that
          all of London was angry at the Dutch for their actions in the East Indies. His letters testified to the
          Company’s success in transforming actions of the Dutch East India Company against the English East India
          Company into Dutch actions against the English, making the Company worthy of the monarch’s protection.
          Naunton wrote of the “resentment which the Dutch have given to all that have any sense at all of the honor of
          his Majesty and of our whole nation.”23
        


        
          Anti-Dutch feeling was widespread among various groups and was encouraged by the Company. George Abbot, the
          archbishop of Canterbury and brother of Sir Morris Abbot, wrote to Carleton about the “insufferable” acts of
          the Dutch against the king and English nation, and Naunton wrote to Carleton that if the commissioners could
          not give satisfaction for the activities in the East Indies, he doubted “our people’s patience will hardly be
          forced by the authority of the state to endure such foul insolencies and indignities unrequited.”24 Both of these writers presented the
          matter as one that touched the English state and as a crime against the king and nation—one that might
          provoke the king’s subjects to actions that the authority of the state could not control. Presumably to
          further the anti-Dutch feeling of James and others, the Company made arrangements with a long-time employee
          to write “a relation of the Dutch towards the English in the Indies,” though they did not elaborate on how
          they planned to use the manuscript.25
        


        
          In the face of possible conflict, an Anglo-Dutch commission once again tackled the possibility of a
          diplomatic resolution to the difficulties between the two companies in 1619. James wanted this commission to
          end in a proper treaty, and he appointed several privy councilors to oversee the East Indies
          negotiations.26 A number of
          Company men (including many of the leaders) attended the negotiations as English representatives, and though
          the main meetings took place at Merchant Taylors Hall, the English representatives as a whole (not only those
          who were also Company men) sometimes met at Smith’s house. Their presence and actions, and even the location
          of the meetings, highlighted the overt involvement of the Company in these affairs of state.27
        


        
          Despite lengthy disagreements between the English and Dutch commissioners, in 1619 the two sides came to an
          agreement that became known as the Accord of 1619. Antonio Donato and Pier Antonio Marioni, Venetian
          ambassadors in England, both noted that only the king’s direct intervention in the negotiations had allowed
          the two sides to reach a compromise.28 James had pushed the Company to accept the treaty: “the King hath dissolved the
          difficulties of the East India business and by his own wisdom and authority brought them to accord, which
          being indeed said to be his own act, they are to acknowledge his gracious and pacifical
          disposition.”29 English observers
          were of two minds about the treaty. One wrote that “the other” (meaning the Dutch) had come out better in the
          negotiations, and that everyone suspected that the Dutch “have found great friends, and made much use of
          their wicked mammon.” He added that “our men shall never have like means and advantage,” and that the
          opportunity for a better settlement was “lost, and the heat cooled.”30 Another observer thought that the treaty was wonderful
          and hoped that within a few years “the interests of both nations in those parts will be so united and
          incorporated together as all further cause of difficulties or jealousies in that behalf will be taken away.”
          He wrote that “all honest men here do rejoice” at the signing of the treaty, and he hoped that the treaty
          would be the first step to “renew the ancient amity and good correspondence” between the English and the
          Dutch.31
        


        
          The accord was meant to govern relations between the English and the Dutch in the East Indies for the next
          twenty years. It did not unify the two companies but was supposed to end their competition in the East. The
          accord specified what share of the trade each nation’s company would have in specific places. Thus, for
          example, by the terms of the accord the Company was supposed to have one-third of the import and export trade
          in the Moluccas, Banda, and Amboyna, while the pepper trade from Java was to be divided equally between the
          two companies. Each one was supposed to provide ten warships, and a joint council of defense with members
          from both companies would specify the numbers of smaller ships required of the two companies and coordinate
          their movements. Dutch forts would remain solely Dutch, but any new forts acquired through a joint effort
          would be held jointly. The English monarch and the Dutch States General would resolve disputes between the
          two companies when and if they arose.32
        


        
          By 1619, Company leaders had already developed procedures for managing the seemingly inevitable conflicts
          between the English and Dutch East India Companies in the East Indies. The leaders resorted to the monarch
          for aid and had relationships with relevant diplomats. They were thus connected to wider state networks.
          Aside from official channels, they also sought to harness the anti-Dutch feeling stirred up by news from the
          East Indies. Indeed, they had even begun to explore ways they might create anti-Dutch feeling by preparing
          written narratives of their version of contested events in the East Indies.
        


        
          Meant to last for two decades, the peace enacted by the 1619 accord lasted only years, though officially the
          treaty remained in force. The news of the execution of English men by the Dutch East India Company in Amboyna
          flew in the face of the amity supposedly secured by the treaty. It immediately raised the question of what
          exactly the Company’s relationship to the state was, and exactly what the state owed the Company in terms of
          protection. When James sent a message to the Company shortly after the 1619 treaty was concluded, he had told
          them that it would, with time, achieve all their desires in the East Indies, and that if the Dutch should
          attempt to subvert those desires, “that quarrel should be no longer the Company’s but of the
          state.”33 After Amboyna, however,
          as the Company sought aid first from James and then from Charles to secure restitution and did not get it,
          Company leaders came to think that they had very good reason to distrust what they saw as the regime’s
          promise to back Company interests with the power of the state.
        

      


      
        Amboyna: The Initial Response


        
          Amboyna effectively changed the Company’s political reality, as from that point on Company leaders saw
          securing either restitution or reprisals from the Dutch East India Company as one of their prime objectives,
          in the face of what they perceived as wavering support from the English state. The regime’s continuing
          inability and disinclination to secure the restitutions the Company desired led many of the leaders to
          reexamine the relationship between their trade and the state and to question the ongoing feasibility of the
          trade when it relied upon such shaky support. Amboyna revealed some of the fundamental differences between
          the aims of the Company and those of the regime—even though, in the course of the negotiations, each
          ostensibly affirmed its commitment to the other.
        


        
          The problem of Amboyna for the Company and the problem of Amboyna for the regime were not the same. For the
          court of committees, the events at Amboyna demonstrated the vulnerability of the Company’s trade in the East
          Indies. The initial and subsequently repeated inability of Company leaders to secure restitution in the years
          after the event then revealed the fragility of the Company’s position in England. This perceived weakness was
          an issue that Company leaders had to address to prove the ongoing viability of the trade to the Company’s own
          generality and thus secure continued financial support by adventurers. The actions of Company leaders,
          therefore, had to persuade two different audiences—the regime and the Company’s membership—of two different
          messages: to take action on the Company’s behalf, and that the trade was secure for the future,
          respectively.34
        


        
          For the regime, the calls for restitution for Amboyna constituted unexpected and unwelcome complications that
          might wreck the monarch’s attempts to stay out of (in the case of James) or enter (in the case of Charles) a
          European war. James had spent most of his reign trying to avoid costly military entanglements. He balanced
          his pro-Spanish and pro-Dutch courtiers and officials and did not commit England to war, though after the
          outbreak of the Thirty Years’ War, this became increasingly difficult. In contrast, Charles dearly wanted to
          ally with the Dutch and the Palatinate and enter the war. In 1624, it looked as though Charles and Buckingham
          would succeed in nudging James into the conflict. They had assembled a “patriot” coalition, a group of
          courtiers and members of Parliament united primarily by their desire to push James to enter the continental
          war. Most of these men were anti-Spanish, pro-Dutch, and pro-Palatinate. In 1624 under their influence,
          Parliament repudiated treaties with Spain and granted James large sums of money to go to war, and the
          proposed Spanish match for Charles that had been tentatively explored for a decade was definitively
          abandoned. Dutch commissioners spent the spring and summer in England, waiting to negotiate a treaty with
          James to secure his aid and involvement in the war. There was considerable and widespread support for war,
          though James still balked. In short, news of Amboyna and the wrench it might throw into proposed alliances
          and finely balanced commitments for those who either wanted or wanted to avoid war, came at a particularly
          inopportune time.35
        


        
          The first word that all was not well in the East Indies arrived in England in late May 1624. The settlement
          with James and Buckingham for the spoils of Hormuz had occupied the Company’s attention in early 1624, and
          the final payments to James did not take place until July 1624—but once news of Amboyna arrived, that
          eclipsed all other topics. On 28 May, Carleton wrote a letter to Secretary of State Edward Conway from his
          post in the Netherlands that included a relation of the events at Amboyna. On 31 May, Company minutes show
          that the court of committees had received letters describing those events.36 And by that date, Company leaders had already informed
          the king of the business. As Governor Morris Abbot reported, he had
        


        
          
            made known unto his Majesty that which (as things now stand) he was sorry had so happened, and that was,
            that by letters out of the Indies the Company have been advertised that in the Moluccas the Dutch have
            without all humanity and contrary to the Treaty without a lawful trial before the Council of Defense of
            both Nations, upon evidences and confessions extorted to the violence of torments and no other witnesses
            than the heathens allied and linked with the Dutch put to death ten of the factors and servants of the
            English in the Moluccas upon pretense of a practice intended by the English against the Dutch in those
            parts, where the forces of the Dutch are so far above those of the English as there is no proportion
            between them.37
          

        


        
          Abbot’s account, as he conveyed it to the court of committees, related both abhorrence of the news and shock
          at what the Company saw as the illegality of the Dutch actions. He reported that James had expressed
          disbelief at such foul deeds, but Abbot had explained that the Company’s information came from complaints
          made by the Company’s president and council in the Indies—in other words, from factors they trusted in the
          East Indies and who, therefore, could be believed. James asked the Company to give copies of the complaints
          to Conway and assured Abbot that he would be pleased to act on the Company’s behalf if the accusations were
          true: if “it be proved there will be ways now for his Majesty to force them to reparation.”38
        


        
          If the reports from Amboyna could be confirmed, and James did indeed push the Dutch for reparations, it would
          have presented a major setback for Dutch sympathizers at court who were trying to persuade James to go to
          war. The Company leaders were aware of and concerned about this possible source of opposition. The minutes
          noted that “it was said that the Company is much blamed by some, for that now in a time when his Majesty had
          resolved to aid the Dutch, the Company had published the putting of ten English men to death in the Moluccas,
          which had made a stand in that resolution.”39 In other words, Company leaders knew they would be and were being blamed for hindering
          the efforts to convince James to provide material support to the Dutch in their rebellion from Habsburg
          Spain—or rather, that their decision to spread the news of the massacre just when it would do the most damage
          to the pro-Dutch group was being criticized. Only two weeks before, after difficult negotiations, Charles and
          the patriot coalition had been able to conclude a treaty with the Dutch that would pave the way for England’s
          entry into the war.40 The news
          from Amboyna delayed James’s signing of the Treaty of London for at least several days.41 The first notice of Amboyna in the
          letters from the Venetian ambassador in England acknowledged the political consequences, noting that those
          “in whom the old hostility and rivalry with the Dutch still flourish” were eager to condemn the events at
          Amboyna, and that the “Hispanophiles” sought to “increase the exasperation” and increase tensions between the
          English and the Dutch.42
        


        
          Members of the court of committees rehearsed answers to the charge of stirring up anti-Dutch feeling. They
          explained to themselves that by the terms of the 1619 treaty, they were supposed to keep James apprised of
          the state of the trade, and that James himself had told them, when they attended him in his bedchamber, that
          “if he heard nothing of them, he should believe that all is well.” To remain silent in this case would
          therefore be to deceive the monarch. As secretary of state, Conway in particular wished to know more of the
          business, and Company leaders resolved that “for the better manifestation of the truth,” they would copy the
          protests about the “slaughter” and send them to him.43 However, Conway was a firm believer in the Protestant cause and a member of the
          pro-Dutch lobby (he had named one of his daughters Brilliana in tribute to her place of birth, the
          English-garrisoned town of Brill), and he may have also been informing himself about the complaints he might
          have to rebut to keep James committed to a pro-Dutch foreign policy.44
        


        
          The news from Amboyna left Company members feeling particularly vulnerable and prompted soul-searching about
          the objectives of their trade. The court of committees considered the trade itself, noting that “the Company
          suffers both by their false friends the Dutch abroad and common obloquy at home, where everyone cries out
          against the trade, and the Company suffers and is subject to common reproach.” The one thing Company leaders
          were sure about was that they could count on James: they waited on “the pleasure of the state,” certain that
          the regime would act “to call for an account of the lives of the king’s subjects.”45 At this point in mid-June, they did not seem doubtful
          that James would succor them in this matter, nor was there any reason for them to doubt. Thus, while they
          worried that various opponents targeted the Company, they trusted that the regime would protect, if not
          necessarily the trade per se, at least the English subjects who carried out the trade.46
        


        
          The Company got new ammunition when two English ships arrived from the East Indies in June. John Chamberlain
          wrote to Carleton that the ships brought a “fresh cry against the tyranny and injustice of the Hollanders
          towards our men lately murthered or executed there.”47 The ships brought not just news, but also witnesses: several Company men sent home
          as prisoners and others who had been exonerated who could speak about the events. The Company resolved to
          send them to speak with Sir Henry Marten, who had handled much of the Company’s legal business and was a
          judge of the Admiralty court. They also resolved to send the men to speak with one Mr. Skinner, whom they had
          appointed to write an account of the events. Skinner was to produce “some relation of the truth,” as rumors
          were already circulating to justify the Dutch, claiming that what the Company regarded as a cruel murder was
          instead a just execution.48
        


        
          As Company leaders waited on James, Amboyna was debated and discussed ever more widely in letters and at
          court. Chamberlain described the “barbarous” deed to Carleton and commented that regardless of the truth of
          the accusations against the men, they should not have been treated in such a way. The Company and its
          supporters, Chamberlain wrote, were disheartened by the news and “cannot speak nor hear of this their [the
          Dutch] insolence without much indignation.”49 Another observer reported that the Company was even considering ending the trade over
          this event because it was “so discouraged with the last outrage committed upon their factors.” This observer
          also noted that the repercussions for the Dutch were dire, as the event made “the Hollanders to be very ill
          spoken of even by their friends.”50 Another writer shared similar impressions, repeating that Company leaders were “in
          consultation to relinquish their trade” and adding that the news had “distasted all sorts of people here and
          breeds ill blood.”51 The Venetian
          ambassadors to the Netherlands noted that news of the incident at Amboyna had severely damaged negotiations
          for English military aid to the Dutch. “This severity towards the subjects of a king who has acted as their
          benefactor, has excited much feeling in London,” they wrote, “and will have delayed the king’s signature to
          the treaty, despite the representations of the prince and Buckingham.”52 Thus, even without any effort by Company leaders to stir
          up feeling, the Company’s disheartening troubles had become known, and the events at Amboyna were having a
          negative impact on Anglo-Dutch ties in Europe.
        


        
          The court of committees officially informed the generality of the news at the court of election in early
          July, though given the circulation of news about Amboyna through London, many Company members had surely
          already learned of the event. The message to the generality as recorded in the minutes presented the matter
          as an “insufferable torment” and as “unspeakable tyrannies,” and that although the Dutch might try to justify
          their actions, God was the “avenger of all such bloody acts.” Company leaders assured the generality that
          they had taken what action they could. They still hoped “that the state will take care of the Company,” but
          they had also “set [the story] down in writing to be published.”53 This was the first indication that Company leaders
          planned to publish their own account of Amboyna—presumably the one they had set Skinner to compose—to make a
          public issue of the executions, using skills they had developed in public appeals over the previous decade. A
          week later, when the writing was completed, the leaders called another meeting of the generality (which
          rarely met so frequently) to read the entire account out loud. It was so long that they could read only a
          shortened version of it, but presumably they read enough to get their interpretation of what happened at
          Amboyna across. They held copies of the account ready for distribution, but at this point no copies were to
          be released without permission from the governor, in an effort to control how and when their story would
          circulate.54 Though these were
          manuscript copies, the idea of printing them was already being mentioned.55
        


        
          The reading prompted a discussion in the general court of what Amboyna meant for the trade. Members declared
          that to continue, the Company needed both restitution and a guarantee of protection in the future as “it was
          held impossible for them to proceed in the trade, except a real restitution be first made … as also that security be given for the prevention of the like hereafter, all which if
          they may not be obtained there is no help, but the trade must be let fall.” This blunt formulation made it
          clear that the members did not want to be bought off with just promises, and in the absence of “real”
          restitution, the trade itself would have to cease.56 Company leaders resolved to petition the king to seek recompense, drawing the analogy
          that, as it was the Company’s duty to seek reparation for the lives of its servants, so it was the monarch’s
          honor to seek reparation for the lives of his subjects. Both parties had a responsibility to act.57
        


        
          Days later a deputation of Company leaders delivered the petition and a copy of the Amboyna narrative to the
          king. They told him how disheartened they were by the fact that no action had yet been taken, and how tempted
          they were to leave the trade. James promised action and told them to proceed in good heart; he would, he
          promised, get them reparations “by the strength of his own arm” if the Dutch did not offer it
          themselves.58 He then turned the
          petition over to the Privy Council, with instructions to resolve the matter within a month or he would take
          it into his own hands.59 On later
          occasions James would repeat that he did not want the Company to leave the trade. He even offered to become
          an adventurer in the Company should that course appeal to the membership (this was the first of the offers of
          royal membership that the Company found so important and yet difficult to decline). Despite any concerns that
          Conway may have harbored about the effects of Amboyna on an Anglo-Dutch treaty, he also sent a message of
          support, informing Company leaders that the Privy Council wished “that the East India Trade be continued in
          so much as it is become a business of state.”60 In sum, the message that the leaders received from the Privy Council and king was that
          the regime would act decisively and quickly on their behalf, and that they had the full support of the state
          for their Company and trade.
        


        
          At the same time that James, Conway, and other lords of the Privy Council were expressing solidarity with the
          Company, however, Conway was also cautioning Company leaders to be circumspect about fueling public feelings
          about Amboyna, and with whom they were sharing news. He sent them a copy of James’s letter to Carleton at The
          Hague but warned them not to circulate it widely: “I doubt not,” he wrote, “but according to your wisdom and
          good discretion you will use this copy with that moderation as is fitting a matter of state of so great
          consequence, not suffering it to be causelessly divulged.” Only share the letter, he wrote, when there was
          real benefit to be gained by doing so.61 In other words, Carleton was cautioning the Company against the type of public exposure
          they would stir up by publishing their Amboyna narrative.
        


        
          The narrative, however, seemed to be working, at least with the very limited audience of the generality,
          king, and Privy Council. When Company leaders were called to the Council table a few days later, they read
          the entire lengthy narrative to the councilors. The governor reported that the narrative “moved passion in
          their lordships, and stirred them up to a good affection to procure that the Company be righted.” If indeed
          that was the response engendered by the reading of the narrative, then it was as effective as could be hoped
          for, in that it predisposed the councilors toward the Company and moved them to resolve the matter in the
          Company’s favor.62 The councilors
          asked the Company representatives to report in a few days what they wanted the Council and monarch to
          do.63 The same sort of effusive
          estimation of how affected the councilors were by the narrative entered into public knowledge, and one
          newsletter writer reported that when the matter was opened and the pamphlet read, “some of [the councilors]
          shed tears.” He did not doubt, he said, that the Company would receive some satisfaction.64
        


        
          A mixed court with committees and various members of the generality met to discuss the Privy Council’s demand
          for specific requests with regard to Amboyna. Those in attendance agreed to reiterate their need for the
          monarch to give them “real protection”: “that except the Company may have real protection from his Majesty as
          the French and Dane [sic] do to their subjects, there will be no possibility to proceed in the trade.”
          In terms of retribution, they wanted several things. First, they demanded that the principal perpetrators be
          sent to England as hostages until reparations were received. Second, they asked for permission to seize Dutch
          ships in the Channel, by letters of marque if necessary, to make up for the English stock lost to the Dutch
          at Amboyna. Company leaders noted that if they could use force in the Channel, “it will give life to the
          business” and prove to investors that the Company was still viable.65 Third, they requested the liberty to build forts and use
          them in the East Indies. The group of Company members added one last request: that the crown and Privy
          Council abandon the idea of joining the English and Dutch East India Companies, as the Dutch had proven
          untrustworthy.
        


        
          While the Company postponed publicly printing its account of Amboyna, the Dutch were quicker off the mark. By
          August, the Company had received a Dutch printed book on Amboyna, along with an open letter to the Company
          from the Dutch East India Company. The book, dated July 1624, was in Dutch and, like the letter, portrayed
          the trial and executions at Amboyna as a logical course of action in the face of a possible plot.66 Company leaders decided to use what they
          saw as a vicious mangling of the truth of the events to give urgency to their complaints. They took a
          translation of the Dutch book and the letter from the Dutch East India Company to the king and tried to use
          them to force him to give the Company permission to take Dutch ships at sea.67 Company leaders also decided to print their account of
          the events of Amboyna, despite Conway’s earlier suggestion that they not fuel public discussion of the
          matter. It would not be an anonymous libel, as the Dutch account was, they decided, but would be published
          with the full “avow” of the Company.68 Their commentary on the events at Amboyna would have the force of the Company behind it,
          at least in the sense that the Company’s name would be publicly associated with the printed account.
        


        
          The original date that James had set for settling restitution for Amboyna was 12 August, yet that date came
          and went without any settlement. To try and “quicken” the matter, Company leaders took the translated copy of
          the Dutch book to court to show the king and lords of the Privy Council.69 By September, however, some of the sympathy the Company
          had initially enjoyed after the news of Amboyna reached England had dissipated. Chamberlain, who had been so
          sympathetic to the Company earlier, noted that no solution seemed to content its leaders: “what answer soever
          they have, they seem not satisfied.” Not only was sympathy evaporating, but the Company was starting to seem
          like the difficult party, refusing acceptable solutions. Conway, Chamberlain wrote to Carleton, seemed to be
          turning back to the Dutch side in the matter.70 Another writer noted that the situation remained largely unresolved, and that he was
          disturbed by the indiscretion of the merchants, who seemed so set on revenge.71
        


        
          What had started as an existential crisis for the Company—with members questioning whether or not to continue
          the trade—began to appear to some as more like a bargaining chip in negotiations with the regime. In
          discussions with James, for example, Company leaders still maintained that they would leave the trade, to
          which James’s response was that he “utterly dislikes the Company’s intimation.” This did not stop them. They
          answered that they required proper recognition of their need for royal protection and support, and “that if
          this business of the Dutch might be righted, and the Company countenanced at home, they would pursue the
          trade royally.” If James did not satisfy them, they would leave it. James once more promised to attend to the
          business, agreeing to appoint a number of lords to a commission to investigate the matter.72 About the book they wanted to publish, he
          added that he would “like it well if it contained no bitterness against the States [that is, the
          Netherlands].” This demonstrated a distinct change in the tenor of how he viewed Amboyna and the Company,
          with his frustration at the Company’s demands increasingly evident.73 His commission, likewise, treated the court of committees
          with “rough entertainment and hard admittance” and had some of the proceedings from earlier courts of
          committees cast up to them for explanation.74 As the court of committees learned more of this commission, Company leaders increasingly
          came to see it as a gesture rather than an actual solution. The commission was not under the broad seal, or
          great seal, but presumably under the lesser privy seal, and the chief justices and admiralty judge on the
          commission turned out to be there merely in an advisory capacity. Most important, the commission had
          authority only to “hear and report,” not to “hear and determine.” In other words, it had no teeth.75 When Company leaders once more made
          noises about leaving the trade, they were told it was not their place to make this decision and that “it is
          not for a private company to contend with a state.”76
        


        
          After a confusing meeting with the commission in September, Company leaders did get one significant
          concession. The commission would not free them of the treaty with the Dutch, telling them the treaty merely
          needed to be fixed so that the “dangerous interpretation of the Dutch” could not be repeated. Yet despite not
          releasing them from the treaty, the commissioners assured Company leaders that James did want to fix the
          problem. That said, their protestations, as recorded in the minutes, had an air of defensiveness: “his
          Majesty is graciously resolved to right the Company really.” The concession that James gave via the
          commission—and it was a substantial one—was that he had ordered the lord admiral to arrest any Dutch ships
          arriving or leaving through the Channel until “full reparation” was made.77 This was seen as a concession by others, though the
          Company did not label it as such. As one newsletter writer observed, “the merchants of the East India Company
          have so far prevailed that the king signified his pleasure unto them” by ordering the lord admiral to seize
          Dutch ships.78
        


        
          The concession meant a great deal to the Company. A Company representative asked Conway to have the order
          entered in the books of the Privy Council and for the Company to have a copy of it.79 For Conway’s aid in the matter, the
          Company presented him with a £100 gratuity.80 Having made sure that the order was documented as thoroughly as possible, the court of
          committees then debated how to present this promise of action to the generality. Some members noted that the
          lords who had been instrumental in securing the warrant would expect that the Company be somewhat public
          about the warrant: “it is expected by some whose favor the Company hath used in this business.” Others
          thought that the actual seizure of Dutch ships would be the best way to make the warrant public. The “work
          will publish itself,” the court of committees noted, as its members did not doubt “but that his Majesty’s
          purpose and promise of justice would be really performed.”81 Once again, this language hinted at an underlying anxiety
          about James’s intentions, though overall, they still seemed to believe that he truly meant to support them.
        


        
          Company leaders’ anxiety about the regime’s support against the Dutch was at odds with international
          perceptions of the regime’s actions in the case. The letters of Venetian ambassadors across Europe reported a
          very different story from that of the Company. In early August, the Venetian ambassador to the Netherlands,
          Alvise Contarini, noted the determined attempts on the Company’s behalf by Carleton, the English ambassador,
          as Carleton insisted “more than ever upon the punishment of the governor of Amboyna.”82 As Company leaders watched the original
          deadline of 12 August pass, Contarini noted that James continued to push for the Company, that he demanded
          punishment, compensation, and “reparation to his subjects whose honor he consider[ed] seriously impugned.”
          Contarini emphasized once more Carleton’s work for the Company, including that he had managed to get a Dutch
          East India Company book about Amboyna banned and publicly disapproved by the Dutch government.83 Every mention of Amboyna by Venetian
          ambassadors at various locations expressed the view that James and his ambassadors were pushing hard for some
          resolution to the matter, particularly in terms of reparations to the Company. One letter from Contarini
          noted that Carleton pressed so hard, presenting a “very mordant paper” about Amboyna, that the Dutch had sent
          to France to learn if Carleton truthfully represented matters, with some suggesting that Carleton was hardly
          disinterested as he had many relatives in the Company.84 Letters through the end of the year continued to mention that the English pressed
          the matter of Amboyna, though by mid-October they also suggested that James was being “mollified” by the
          Dutch government’s promises to ensure satisfaction. From that point on, most accounts portrayed Carleton as
          acting more on the behalf of the Company than of the king in his ongoing efforts to secure restitution, as he
          continued to push in his role as English ambassador to the Dutch.85
        


        
          In October, still waiting for any Dutch ships to be seized in the Channel, Company leaders debated printing a
          book that detailed the “cruelties of the Dutch.” They could print five hundred copies for less than £13.
          Ultimately they decided to print two thousand copies and then make sure that the press was broken (so no
          unauthorized copies could be made) and that all copies were distributed directly by the Company. They would
          first send them to “principal persons of the nobility.” A positive response to the work would allow the
          Company to distribute the remaining copies, and they anticipated that the ensuing benefit “will pay for the
          printing.”86 A few days later,
          they decided to print an additional thousand copies translated into Dutch and to send them to the Netherlands
          for sale. Lest anyone think the work was a libel, they decided to print the Company’s coat of arms on the
          front of each book, “in token that they avow them to be true.”87 The leaders moved on this project quickly and soon
          secured a license to print the books. By mid-October, they were missing only the epistle to the reader, and
          they requested Skinner to draft one and show it to the court of committees.88 By late October, the books were printed. The court of
          committees sent ten copies of the book to Carleton, their indefatigable champion in the Netherlands. They
          also ordered, “for the better distribution of those books,” that each committee get five or six copies “for
          themselves and their friends.” In addition, they planned to present the lords of the Privy Council and other
          prominent nobles “in and about London” with finely bound copies of the volume.89 They were making plans, therefore, for a wide
          distribution of the books, producing hundreds if not thousands of copies, with a targeted rollout to make
          sure that the book ended up in the hands of the most influential people in the land.
        


        
          The 1624 book was a substantial publication. Titled in full A True Relation of the Unjust, Cruel, and
          Barbarous Proceedings against the English at Amboyna in the East-Indies, by the Netherlandish Governor and
          Council there. Also the Copy of a Pamphlet, set forth First in Dutch and then in English, by Some
          Netherlander, Falsely Entitled, A True Declaration of the News that came out of the East-Indies, with the
          Pinnace called the Hare, which arrived at Texel in June, 1624, Together with an Answer to the Same
          Pamphlet. By the English East India Company. Published by Authority, it included an epistle to the
          reader, Skinner’s account of the events, a translation of the July 1624 Dutch pamphlet, and a response to the
          Dutch pamphlet—altogether, almost a hundred pages. As the minutes had noted, the Company’s coat of arms
          appeared prominently in the pamphlet. A woodcut depicting the tortures at Amboyna illustrated the pamphlet,
          and the title page declared it to be “by the English East-India Company,” and “published by Authority.” By
          the end of 1624, at least two editions had appeared, meaning that the work was circulating widely.
          Additionally, some copies of work were published with some of the words of the title published in red ink for
          increased visibility—for example, “Amboyna,” “unjust,” “cruel,” and “barbarous.”90
        


        
          The distinctive woodcut at the beginning of A True Relation portrayed the Amboyna victims as martyrs,
          subject to an unreasonable Dutch authority and suffering cruel punishments as a result. The image showed
          three English victims, one spread-eagled and tied to a door while being tortured by flames by one Dutchman
          and forced to drink water as a torture by another; a second Englishman near naked and in agony; and a third,
          with arms raised in prayer or supplication, on his knees before a Dutchman swinging a sword. Anthony Milton
          has pointed out the similarities, surely intentional, between this woodcut and the illustrations in John
          Foxe’s Book of Martyrs. One of the figures in particular, he noted, seems to have been copied from the
          1570 edition of the Book of Martyrs.91
        


        
          With the coat of arms and the prominently placed “published by Authority,” the pamphlet made much of its
          official origins and explained in detail why it had been published and when. The epistle to the reader, which
          Skinner had also written, set forth the Company’s reason for going public. The epistle directly addressed the
          months-long delay in printing the pamphlet and the concerns that news of Amboyna would turn English public
          sentiment against the Dutch. It acknowledged that its publication came months after the initial arrival of
          the news in England, claiming to come even months after its presentation to the king and Privy Council and
          attributing the delay to the Company’s care of the “ancient amity and good correspondence” between the
          English and the Dutch. It also claimed that the Company did not want to divulge its “private injuries” and be
          responsible for the “distaste and disaffection, which might haply grow between these two nations,” on the
          basis of a quarrel between two companies. Company leaders had therefore followed the correct procedure and
          written to the king and Privy Council about their grievances, “without publishing anything to the world in
          print, thereby to stir up or breed ill blood between these nations.” The epistle contrasted the Company’s
          actions with those of the Dutch, who had quickly published a pamphlet justifying the massacre and then
          published an English-language version to distribute in England, “to brave and disgrace us at our own doors,
          and in our own language.”92
        


        
          The Company presented its resorting to print, therefore, as a matter of national pride and a refusal to bear
          the Dutch accusations. The Company had been forced into the public arena (“to have recourse also to the
          press”) to uphold not merely its own reputation, but also that of England. The pamphlet directly addressed
          the concern that others had expressed months earlier—that the news of Amboyna would jeopardize the
          anti-Spanish, pro-Dutch coalition. In fact the epistle, unique among Company documents, mentioned “patriots”
          by name and identified the problem that the Company and Amboyna constituted for the “patriot” coalition: the
          pamphlet informed readers, that “without doubt, reading this discourse, and being a true patriot of thine own
          country, and a well-willer of the Netherlands (as we presume and wish thee to be), thou wilt wonder how it
          cometh to pass” that the English received such ill treatment at the hands of the Dutch. The pamphlet
          attributed the Dutch behavior to the Dutch East India Company’s aims in the East Indies, which, it claimed,
          were more martial and aggressive than the Company’s insistence on peaceful commerce. Thus the Company
          appealed to a popular audience even as the pamphlet acknowledged the widespread pro-Dutch sentiments of 1624
          that might lead readers to look unfavorably on the Company’s claims.93
        


        
          Appealing to an even broader audience, someone also printed a two-page ballad, the News out of East India
          of the Cruel and Bloody Usage of Our English Merchants and Others at Amboyna, by the Netherlandish Governor
          and Council There, illustrated by a woodcut.94 The woodcut was the same one (or at least a crude copy of it) that illustrated A True
          Relation. The News out of East India abridged the True Relation, opening with an account of
          the tensions between the English and the Dutch in the East Indies and devoting a verse each to the tortures
          of the executed English merchants (some invented and not appearing in A True Relation), with a refrain
          of “Oh heaven look down, upon poor innocent souls.” It included an account, in verse, of the storm and
          darkness that God sent on the execution day and encouraged readers and listeners in England to think with
          sorrow upon the sad deeds in Amboyna. For those readers or listeners who might be intrigued by the terrible
          tale, a note at the end of the ballad directed readers to A True Relation, pointedly informing readers
          that “you may read more of this bloody Tragedy in a book printed by authory [sic], 1624.”95 The ballad was printed anonymously, and
          it is not entirely clear who commissioned it.96 The use of the shared woodcut and reference to A True Relation suggested an
          official tie to the Company, but the minutes did not record a decision to commission or print a ballad, and
          the reference to A True Relation was oblique rather than direct. It could be that the author or
          printer was trying to cash in on popular interest and used textual elements to allude to the official
          document (the reference to “authory” instead of “authority” echoed the Company’s title page but suggested a
          certain inattention to detail). If this last possibility, then it would suggest that A True Relation
          was quite popular.
        


        
          After this publishing blitz, with copies of the books making their way into influential hands and circulating
          more generally at this point, the court of committees received news of a well-laden Dutch fleet soon to sail
          through the Channel, and they waited eagerly for it to be taken by the king’s ships. After all, Company
          leaders had received the king’s promise to seize Dutch ships. Further news revealed, however, that James had
          not put a sufficiently large fleet in position to carry out his promise. His ships were outnumbered: there
          were three English ships to seven or eight Dutch ones, and after one of the three English ships was lost,
          only two were left to take the Dutch ships.97 Company leaders were well aware that two ships were unlikely to take eight and complained
          to Conway. Conway’s response was to chastise them for their unwanted commentary and to remind them that James
          had other options available: “his Majesty is not tied to any one way to right himself and his subjects,” and
          “if they be not met upon the Narrow Seas,” James could stop Dutch fishing in the North Sea or take their
          ships elsewhere or later. Buckingham, the lord admiral, also put the Company leaders off and said that if the
          English did not take the Dutch ships on the outbound voyage, they could take them inbound later on. When the
          leaders repeated their threat of leaving the trade, Conway told them frankly, “no, there should be no cause
          to quench the trade,” and that “it must not be required that the state shall act things
          impossible.”98 Conway’s and
          Buckingham’s responses thus show that despite the Company’s distribution of copies of A True Relation
          and attempts to curry support through that publication (and perhaps because of its distribution, given
          Conway’s warning to Company leaders not to spread their grievances too widely), the leaders faced determined
          official opposition by this point.
        


        
          As 1624 drew to a close, the tide of official support seemed to have turned against the Company. Though the
          conferences Company leaders had with Conway and Buckingham did result in James’s ordering more ships to the
          Channel, the leaders were increasingly uncertain about whether they had the regime’s support.99 Their threats of leaving the trade had
          been more or less brushed aside by the secretary of state, so they explored what other pressure they could
          bring to bear. In an internal discussion, one committee suggested appealing to Parliament: “If the course now
          held do no good, the Company must acquaint a parliament with it.” The king had promised to make reparation
          but had not yet done so, and, the committee said, “the world may see it is far from his thought.”100
        


        
          Other signs pointed to fear in the print shops of official displeasure at efforts to add to Amboyna’s
          publicity. In January 1625 Samuel Purchas, compiler of Purchas His Pilgrims, approached Company
          leaders with a gift of his work. He explained that he wanted to include an epistle condemning Dutch actions
          and the Amboyna massacre. Purchas read the epistle to the court of committees and received suggestions on the
          content from its members.101
          However, even after securing a license to publish the epistle, Purchas could not get his printer to print it,
          or the bookbinder to insert it into the larger work. The bookbinder explained that he had asked around and
          had been “told it may be dangerous,” and thus he was refusing.102 These refusals showed that attitudes toward the Company
          and about the Dutch were sufficiently sensitive that printing even a licensed work might be dangerous. The
          sensitivity and possible repercussions of an anti-Dutch stance, even if it was a pro-Company stance, made
          waving the bloody shirt a difficult proposition for the Company when, given Purchas’ experience, Company
          leaders might not be able to get even a licensed document published and circulated.
        


        
          Even as Company leaders learned of difficulties in getting licensed materials about Amboyna printed, they
          learned that people unaffiliated with the Company had been using Amboyna to further their own agendas,
          without the Company’s knowledge or permission. Almost immediately after the Company published A True
          Relation in 1624, it was reprinted at the English College in St. Omer, with a new publisher’s note to the
          reader emphasizing Dutch abuse of the English nation. Printed in English, this work was distributed across
          the Channel, in England. Given the facts that the English College was Catholic and St. Omer was in the
          Spanish Netherlands, one can assume that this use of Amboyna was an attempt to drive a polemical wedge
          between the English and the Dutch.103 Around the time Purchas was having such difficulty getting the licensed epistle bound
          into his book, Company leaders discovered that someone else in England had begun circulating a “printed piece
          of the several tortures in effigy of our men at Amboyna.” An emissary from Archbishop Abbot spoke to the
          court of committees to discover if the members wanted to license that piece and print it on their own
          account.104 It transpired that
          the aim of the printed piece was also not related to the Company at all. The archbishop shortly informed the
          court of committees that the picture had been printed abroad and brought over and circulated by Archduchess
          Isabella’s ambassador—in other words, the anti-Dutch possibilities of Amboyna were being exploited without
          any particular concern for the East Indies trade.105 Like the St. Omer version of A True Relation, this publication was almost
          certainly produced to cast aspersions on the Protestant Dutch rather than to support the Company.
        


        
          Others in England also sought to capitalize on the anti-Dutch feeling that the story of the Amboyna massacre
          presented. Thomas Myriell, a minister courting the Company’s favor, came to its leaders with an epistle he
          had written to attach to a reprint of a sermon. In fact, he approached them with twenty-four nicely bound
          copies of the sermon and epistle: the work was already a done deal.106 The sermon, The Stripping of Joseph, or The Cruelty
          of Brethren to a Brother, had been delivered before James years before by Robert Wilkinson, now deceased.
          Myriell wanted the Company to approve the epistle he had written, describing it as “a consolatory epistle, to
          the English East India Company, for their unsufferable wrongs sustained in Amboyna, by the Dutch there.” The
          printer’s note prefaced to the piece drew a clear analogy between “Joseph’s unnatural persecutions in Egypt
          by his brethren, and the inhumane tortures of our countrymen in Amboyna, by the either Atheistical or
          Arminian Dutch there.” The epistle, which was dedicated to the governor and the whole East India Company,
          focused on the same issue of Christian brotherhood and the terrible things the Dutch had done to the
          English.107 Based on the
          reference to Arminians, the printer and Myriell were apparently attempting to channel any anti-Dutch feelings
          they could stir up on the basis of Amboyna toward a very different end than the Company’s—against Arminianism
          in particular, rather than against the Dutch in general. However, the association could work the other way as
          well, and the anti-Arminian message might channel sympathy toward the Company’s more general anti-Dutch
          cause. The court of committees accepted Myriell’s offer, and surviving copies of the pamphlet include the
          Company’s coat of arms.
        


        
          The Company also explored a variety of nonprint means to foster public anti-Dutch sentiment. These included
          commissioning a painting by Richard Greenbury, which was to be a large-scale indictment of the Dutch in terms
          of both size and scope. The court of committees was carefully timing its completion, probably to coincide
          with the sitting of Parliament, and even instructed the painter “not too much to hasten the finishing of that
          picture,” lest it be ready too soon. It included a depiction of a petition from the Dutch to Elizabeth I
          asking for aid against the Spanish. The unsubtle message of the painting—and Myriell’s publication of
          Wilkinson’s sermon—was to contrast England’s aid to the Dutch with its inhumane repayment. Greenbury might
          have included the petition without the Company’s order, though even if he did, some members of the Company
          liked the conceit so much that they wanted James to see the picture.108 At least some people outside the Company learned about
          the painting, and one newsletter writer noted that it included “the whole manner” of the tortures of
          Amboyna.109
        


        
          The same writer also believed that the Company’s efforts were working. He noted that a play describing the
          events at Amboyna was soon to be put on, and that the anti-Dutch feeling the Company was stirring up was
          causing a sufficient amount of concern among enough courtiers that the Privy Council had ordered the Company
          to put a halt to its activities.110 Company minutes describing the same events recorded that some committees had been
          summoned to the Privy Council, where councilors informed them that they knew about the printed picture,
          described as having “the quality of a libel”; the play; the Myriell epistle, and the Greenbury picture. All
          of these things, the Council informed the committees, were in bad taste and bad timing and were stirring up
          people’s emotions. Company leaders claimed that they had not spread the printed picture—rather that it had
          been done by the Archduchess Isabella or her ambassador. They claimed (also truthfully) that Myriell had
          written the epistle and printed the book on his own. Meanwhile, the big painting was for their private
          enjoyment and was done “with much art,” and thus was not in poor taste. The councilors told the committees
          not to “publish” the picture or let anyone see it, at least not until after Shrovetide (Shrovetide-related
          riots and violence was common), and the committees agreed to order that the door be locked to the room where
          the picture hung.111 In 1625,
          Shrovetide ended on 1 March, so they were promising to restrict access to the painting for at least a week.
        


        
          The account of the same events that Chamberlain sent to Carleton in the Netherlands demonstrated that the
          Company’s activities as well as the efforts of others indeed had succeeded in reanimating anger and
          indignation against the Dutch, at least for some people. In previous letters Chamberlain had shown less
          sympathy to the Company—his previous comment on Amboyna had been that the Company was being too difficult to
          satisfy on the matter—yet this letter expressed sadness at the affronts offered to the English in a much more
          emotional way:
        


        
          
            I knew not how we that have been esteemed in that kind more than other nations do begin to grow by degrees
            less than the least, when the basest of people in matter of courage dare brave and trample upon us. I have
            known the time when [the Dutch] durst not have offered the least of those indignities we have lately
            swallowed and endured: but they presume upon our patience and somewhat else, otherwise they would have
            showed some resentment, or given some sign of their dislike of such barbarous cruelty by some notorious
            example upon the authors and actors, and not suffer the chief instrument the fiscal to walk up and down
            Amsterdam untouched without any thing said to him, as we hear he doth, and turn us over for satisfaction
            till the return of I know not whom out of the Indies God knows when, but they are every way too cunning for
            us and know that chi ha tempo ha vita, and understand every way to the wood.112
          

        


        
          This comment showed Chamberlain’s personal response: sadness both at the Amboyna massacre and at the
          continued lack of restitution for the English. Later in the same letter, Chamberlain acknowledged that
          letters of marque had been issued against Dutch ships but doubted that anything would come of them.
          Nevertheless, the Dutch had lost most of their friends in England, and the Dutch, he wrote, were concerned
          enough that they had informed the Privy Council of “divers ill presages,” including the Wilkinson sermon,
          “which I know not what relation it can have to this late accident (for I have not read it) but the epistle or
          preface made by a minister is bitter enough”; the play, which was “ready to be acted”; and the Company’s big
          painting. The Privy Council had suppressed the picture, forbidden the performance of the play, called the
          book in, and set a watch of 800 men to keep the peace over Shrovetide, when it expected anti-Dutch
          disturbances or riots.113
        


        
          The picture was a sticking point. In late February, days after the Privy Council meeting, the Company
          received a summons from Buckingham to turn the picture over to him immediately: the picture, “done to the
          life and at large,” was to be sent to Buckingham that same day.114 When Greenbury came to demand payment for his work
          weeks later, Company leaders blamed him for allowing so many people to see the painting, for “not only that
          picture was taken away, but divers other conceits upon the same subject was [sic] quashed.” In other
          words, in losing the picture they also lost all future use of it as an idea and recognizable image. They may
          also have been blaming Greenbury’s artistic license, as the petition he had included in the painting might
          have been what offended the authorities—implying, as it did, that the Dutch as a nation, and not just the
          Dutch Company, were at fault for the events at Amboyna.115 Though Company leaders may have pled ignorance about Greenbury’s publicizing the
          picture and were now bitter because it was being suppressed, they had known about his addition earlier and
          been pleased enough to plan for it to be widely viewed after it was done.
        


        
          The ultimate efficacy of the Company’s various public maneuverings is difficult to gauge. Despite seemingly
          changing public opinion about the Dutch, James and Buckingham still allowed the Dutch ships to pass through
          the Channel unhindered.116 The
          captain of one of the English ships in the Channel told Buckingham that there was no way he could have taken
          the Dutch ships, which were too many and too fast for the few English ships.117 Thus, despite angering and saddening people about
          Amboyna, the Company did not succeed in its objective of making the regime take action on its behalf. Worse,
          by publicizing the Dutch violence against its men, the Company had also publicized its vulnerabilities
          without securing a demonstration by the state to prove that the vulnerabilities were not real—or rather, were
          surmountable.
        


        
          At this juncture, James died. With the change in monarch, everything was in flux, including what position the
          new monarch would take toward the Dutch. James had acted to keep England out of a continental war; in other
          words, his lack of response to open demands for restitution had kept England’s generally friendly relations
          with the Dutch from degenerating into open antagonism. In contrast, Charles desperately wanted to bring
          England into the continental conflict. For England’s entry into the war, however, Charles needed the Dutch as
          an ally, not an enemy. His policy toward Amboyna, therefore, turned out to follow James’s pattern of
          avoidance, though with a different objective.
        


        
          With the passing of the monarch, the Company could safely emphasize the statements James had made that he
          would protect the Company and downplay his failure to actually do so. Thus, only days after James’s death,
          Company leaders commented that James, “his Majesty that then was,” had promised to “take the Dutch from off
          our neck.” Charles, “his majesty that now is,” had so far shown himself in agreement that the Dutch had acted
          badly. Although the Company was still in need of succor, its leaders rested easy, they said, confident that
          Charles would deliver on James’s promises.118
        


        
          Soon the Company received intelligence that a returning Dutch fleet would pass through the Channel, which
          would give Charles an opportunity to right the Company in regard to the Dutch. In anticipation Company
          leaders planned to “revive the business of Amboyna” and send the new king a petition about the matter. They
          also intended to meet with Buckingham and acquaint him with their news of the arrival of the Dutch
          fleet.119 The Company even put
          together a set of directions for how the king’s ships could best surprise the Dutch ships in the
          Channel.120 Company leaders
          thought that they would finally secure restitution. Instead, however, they got news that the king’s ships
          near Dover had been within a league of the Dutch ships and let them go.121 Inquiry revealed that the ships’ captains claimed that
          Buckingham had told them the matter was settled, and therefore they were no longer charged with taking the
          ships.122 The Dutch ships had
          been within sight of the king’s ships for two days and nights, but the latter had not moved to seize
          them.123
        


        
          Despite Charles’s initial promises, therefore, Company leaders soon found him less than sympathetic. In the
          immediate aftermath of the failure to take the Dutch prizes, they delivered a petition to Charles, which he
          “looked upon, and found long,” before asking them to summarize it for him. They did, explaining that they
          wanted justice for Amboyna, “wherein there hath been a dilatory proceeding and nothing done.” Charles
          promised “three times” that he would take care of the matter, folded up the petition, and put it in his
          pocket.124
        


        
          Days later, at the Company’s 1625 court of election, the Company seemed about to act on the threat its
          leaders had made to the king and Privy Council about the difficulty of continuing the trade without
          restitution. Without restitution or even a believable promise of it, members of the generality declared
          themselves less inclined to invest their money in the Company. The situation was not aided by investment
          returns in the 1620s that were significantly lower than they had been a decade before—the first joint stock
          (1613–1623) had earned an average profit of 87 percent, while the second joint stock (1617–1632) earned only
          an average of 12 percent.125 The
          governor and committees were able to persuade these men “not to fall so suddenly upon such a resolution” to
          withhold their adventures. Nevertheless, what Company leaders had threatened to do so often to the king and
          Privy Council was happening—and not at their instigation or choice. While the leaders were able to persuade
          disgruntled members not to pull out entirely and to give them time to inform Charles of the state of affairs
          first, the general court voted “to shorten the trade until the Company be relieved by the state effectually.”
          In other words, the trade would be run much more conservatively until the regime showed decisive
          support.126
        


        
          With the strong support and inclination of the generality to abandon the trade, Morris Abbot once more
          presented that possibility to the Privy Council, not as a threat, but as an increasingly likely probability.
          He explained to the Earl of Marlborough, then lord treasurer, that the members of the generality were
          discouraged, because of “losses so great without hope of any reparation from the state,” and especially by
          the news that the Dutch ships had been allowed to pass unmolested by the king’s ships. Several councilors
          claimed to be ignorant of the fact that Dutch ships had been allowed to pass, but they were still not pleased
          to hear of the resolution to abandon the trade.127 A letter from the Privy Council to Company leaders emphasized that Charles would
          vindicate the Company and instructed them to “rest very confident and assured that his Majesty will not only
          not abandon but will not slacken the care of your welfare and protection.” The “danger of this present
          season”—presumably a reference to the ongoing outbreak of plague in London—prevented monarch and Council from
          taking up the matter further at that moment, but they urged the Company to proceed in the trade as usual,
          “notwithstanding any rumor or suspicion that may have been conceived of anything that may tend to your
          prejudice.”128 They wanted the
          court of committees to convince the generality of the Privy Council’s support, though plague effectively
          prevented calling the generality together at the time.129 After 29 July, no meetings took place until 4 October on account of plague.
        


        
          In any case, within two weeks, the Privy Council had changed its opinion. It sent a much harsher letter
          directly criticizing Company leaders’ handling of the Amboyna affair. The letter censured what the Council
          saw as “a determinate purpose in the generality of your Company to discontinue the trade.” The Council
          chastised Company leaders for their criticism of the state and their “presuming to give law unto yourselves
          in what as you conceive should have been done for you and that having been omitted and neglected, by those
          ministers that should have done it.” The councilors also found the Company’s criticism presumptuous,
          exclaiming that “this language we are not wont to receive from any company and it ill becomes you thus to
          return upon the state.” In short, they expected the Company to follow Charles’ ”express pleasure” and
          continue the trade.130 Given the
          tenor of the Council’s second letter, Company leaders found themselves caught between two competing
          directives: from the generality to limit the trade, and from the Privy Council to follow its orders to
          continue the trade. Between this awkward position and the plague outbreak, Company leaders did not
          immediately follow up on the issue with either group.
        


        
          Once the Company began meeting again several months later, the court of committees once more turned to
          petitioning as a possible means to secure redress. Skinner, who had written the book on Amboyna, now had
          written another remonstrance against Dutch evils. After some debate, Company leaders decided to frame a new
          petition to the king and Privy Council stating openly that the Company would pull out of the trade if it did
          not receive restitution from the king and Council.131 Company representatives delivered the petition and read it aloud. Unlike the last
          time they delivered a petition to Charles, when he put it in his pocket without reading it, this time the
          monarch and Privy Council listened to the entire petition. Possibly Charles’s neglect of past petitions
          explained the Company representatives’ attempt to have the petition read aloud in their presence in the
          Council chamber. The Council asked them to withdraw while it discussed the matter and to come back the next
          day to discuss it further. That same day, the governor received word that a richly laden Dutch ship had
          arrived off the coast of Ireland. Company leaders thought the news was providential and that they might “make
          advantage thereof.” They hoped to convince Charles to seize the ship, which “is come unto us offering, as it
          were, herself into our hands,” for reparations.132
        


        
          The next day, back in the Privy Council, the topic of the ships that had been let go several months before
          came up. The councilors commented that it was too bad the ships had not been captured, but if another chance
          arose, the king’s ships would take action. That was the opening the governor was waiting for, and he brought
          up the Dutch ship off the Irish coast. Clearly the king and Council had not yet learned of this ship and had
          very neatly, and unwittingly, led the way for the Company leaders to propose that Charles’s ships take it as
          a reprisal. Upon hearing of the ship, “his Majesty and the lords were silent.” The Council asked the Company
          representatives to withdraw again and began what must have been a vigorous and unplanned discussion, which
          led Conway, the secretary of state, to go back to his chamber several times for more papers.133
        


        
          Put to the point—with a ship at hand, ready to be seized—Charles balked, assuring the Company that he would
          take care of it, but not now and not with this ship. He told the Company representatives to “be of good cheer
          and not to doubt of his royal protection.” They responded that they would be unable to keep the generality
          from ending the trade when news of Charles’s refusal became known. Backed against the wall, with the apparent
          choice between a trade cessation and the seizure of a Dutch ship Charles, “being thus importuned on every
          side and finding that nothing would give satisfaction, but a stay of their ships, seemed somewhat displeased,
          and said, will nothing content you, must you have the ships stayed this present hour?” He then revealed what
          Company leaders had not known: he claimed that he could not take action until the limitation specified in his
          “protestation” to the States General had passed, and the Company representatives, realizing they had pushed
          the matter as far as possible, “submitted themselves to his Majesty’s pleasure and the state” and
          withdrew.134
        


        
          The protestation that Charles mentioned was his reply to the Treaty of Southampton, which had been signed in
          September 1625 between England and the United Provinces. Negotiations for the treaty had taken place while
          the Company was not meeting due to plague, and thus it is unclear how much Company leaders knew of the
          negotiations with Francois Aerrson, the Dutch ambassador. Few documents related to Aerrsen’s embassy have
          survived in English state papers, and it is possible that the plague outbreak had effectively hidden the
          negotiations until the treaty was a fait accompli. Charles had taken exception to a clause in the treaty
          prohibiting each nation from ordering reprisals against the other and instead demanded that some conclusion
          to Amboyna take place by the end of eighteen months. In short, while the Company understood this as the
          treaty prohibiting reprisals for eighteen months, from Charles’s viewpoint, he was reserving the right of
          reprisals at sea, though giving the Dutch a set period in which to respond before exercising that
          right.135
        


        
          Meeting with Charles a few days later, Company leaders claimed to understand and accept his explanation of
          the exception, but they still protested that they required the same protection from their state that the
          Dutch Company received from its. They argued that without similar support, they could not run a similar
          trade. Charles’s response was to bring up a proposal first floated by James, for the monarch to become a
          member of the Company and thus give it his protection that way. Charles said that “if they would have him
          interessed in their cause, this was the way.” There followed an awkward refusal by the governor, couched in
          excuses that the Company had used to refuse similar requests by James. Their reasoning was accepted, but with
          the somewhat menacing comment by the lord chamberlain that the king’s membership was “not pressed upon the
          Company but left to their consideration. Yet … they desire protection from his
          Majesty which he is content to give them, but cannot do so properly, without interessing himself in the cause
          as an adventurer.” Abbot’s risky response was that Company members would suggest that “if your Majesty can
          protect us [by] being an adventurer, you may be pleased to do as much without.” The king left them with more
          assurances that he cared for them and the trade, that they should go cheerfully about their business, and
          that if in eighteen months no settlement had been made, then nothing would stop Charles from taking the
          matter into his own hands.136 A
          meeting intended to reassure Company leaders had in fact given them grounds for concern.
        


        
          Given what Company leaders saw—perhaps unfairly, given that Charles had actually been negotiating with the
          Dutch and had in fact reserved the right for future seizures of ships—as airy promises from Charles and the
          overwhelming likelihood that nothing would be settled for over a year, they once more turned to discuss the
          cessation of the trade. In the first meeting of the court of committees after the latest audience with the
          king, the governor summed up the situation. Company leaders had considered their situation several times, the
          governor said, but resolved nothing. They still hoped, however, “that the king and state had so seriously
          taken the East Indian trade to heart, that all differences would be removed, injuries repaired, and the trade
          upheld.” They decided to continue the trade at least for another year.137 At a general court meeting shortly afterward, the
          governor reported everything to the generality, from the ship that Charles would not allow to be seized, to
          the two-day meeting with the Privy Council and the promises and protestations Charles made to them. The
          governor put to a vote the question of whether or not to continue the trade, instructing the generality that
          “as many of you as upon these encouragements and promises of his Majesty will follow the trade hold up your
          hands.” Upon those promises, the generality voted to continue the trade.138
        


        
          Charles’s official protestation to the Treaty of Southampton meant that no martial resolution could take
          place within eighteen months. Indeed, a letter from the Venetian ambassador at The Hague mentioned that
          Buckingham had released some ships in March 1626, “giving orders that no more ships should be arrested for
          that cause [the Amboyna affair] during the 18 months appointed for the settlement of that affair.”139 However, judicial resolution to Amboyna
          was still possible, and Charles hoped to persuade the Company to agree to send commissioners to settle the
          matter. The Company did not want to send commissioners; they preferred to receive them, assuming that a
          commission that met on English soil would secure more from the Dutch than would a commission that met on
          Dutch soil. The question of whether or not the Company would send commissioners, especially with Charles
          urging them to do so, was especially sensitive, as Company leaders knew that Charles could change the
          commission after the commissioners were appointed. The matter and how to settle it would then be out of the
          Company’s hands. Giving legitimacy to the commission could therefore be not only inconvenient to the Company,
          but also dangerous. The commissioners would nominally represent the Company and would be chosen by Company
          leaders, but they would not have absolute or final say as to what the commissioners’ objectives would be, it
          “being in the power of the state to revoke any commission they should make unto him, and to give him new
          directions, when once they have engaged him in this service.” The Company’s resolution of Amboyna would be
          according to Charles’s standards of acceptability—a concession Company leaders did not want to
          make.140 The court of committees
          voted on the matter and decided not to send commissioners. They also seem to have realized that Charles would
          not act as they wished on their behalf for some time, and they resolved temporarily to stop petitioning him
          on the matter.141 On that somber
          note, they left the matter unresolved for many months. The Company’s difficulties could not be tabled,
          however, and by the time they could revisit Amboyna after eighteen months, the instability introduced in part
          by the events at Amboyna had spread and the Company had other difficulties facing it as well.
        


        
          Amboyna was a problem for the Company. The events there showed the Company’s vulnerability in the East
          Indies, where its men might be targeted, as well as its vulnerability at home, where it might not be able to
          count on the support of the state. Yet under different circumstances, it might have been an opportunity for
          the Company. If the regime had backed the Company, Amboyna could even have been mobilized to show the
          Company’s resources in adversity, its ability to defend its men and successfully compete against its European
          counterparts. In the early months after news of the events at Amboyna reached England, Company leaders worked
          hard to make the situation an opportunity rather than a problem. They attempted to shape the news, to
          encourage the regime and the public to back them. Their success at cultivating public opinion, however, led
          the regime to quash their public actions and cast their petition into a sort of limbo. From the point of view
          of Company leaders and of members of the generality, it seemed increasingly unlikely that the Company’s
          desires could be aligned with the objectives of the regime.
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        Taking Stock and Looking Forward


        The
        Difficulties of the Late 1620s
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        IN APRIL 1628, the court of committees charged Thomas Mun
        with drafting a petition to Parliament. Mun had been a committee of the Company for years and had some
        experience writing works to support it, having written A Discourse of Trade in 1621 (see Chapter 5). He titled the product of his labor in 1628 A Petition and
        Remonstrance of the Governor and Company of Merchants of London Trading to the East Indies.1
      


      
        A Petition and Remonstrance was an open appeal to Parliament, a fact that was explicit in the title and
        first page. It was treated as such in internal Company debates. The court of committees hoped that the
        petition, “with certain articles thereunto annexed, showing the honor and benefit accruing to his majesty and
        his kingdoms by the East Indian Trade,” would lead Parliament to declare its support for the Company. The
        petition included the criticisms commonly made of the Company—the “aspersions that lie upon the Company, by
        which aspersions the Adventurers are much discouraged”—and the Company’s explanations and answers to the
        criticisms.2 In the publicly sold,
        printed version of the petition, Company leaders asked that if members of Parliament found the trade to be
        unprofitable to the commonwealth, it be ended, but otherwise that it “be SUPPORTED AND COUNTENANCED BY SOME
        PUBLIC DECLARATION.”3
      


      
        The petition was presented in Parliament on 7 May. Members of the court of committees took considerable care to
        make sure it was as perfect as they could make it. They had the petition read “publicly” in the Company several
        times, with Mun on hand to amend it as necessary. They entreated the deputy governor to “use his best means
        that the petition may be read at a full assembly,” and appointed several committees to attend Parliament on the
        appointed day.4
      


      
        Yet Parliament proved to be a less sympathetic audience than Company leaders had hoped. The Commons
        Journal noted only that a petition by the Company was read and referred to the committee on trade, “to
        proceed with as much expedition [as possible].”5 Several parliamentary diaries, however, recorded Sir Edward Coke’s strong negative reaction
        to the petition. In response to the petition, he announced, “Paucorum nocuit scelarata licentia: argento
        mutat dum monopola piper”—in other words, “That accursed license held by a few men is harmful; it changes
        pepper to silver as long as there is a monopoly.”6 The petition did not elicit the positive response Company leaders had hoped for and, though
        they could not know this yet, Parliament would never give its enthusiastic approval to the Company. Indeed,
        besides the introduction of the petition, the only other noteworthy interaction the Company had with Parliament
        in 1628 was when the House of Lords ordered the Company to pay Warwick £4,000 to end the matter of his seized
        pirate ships (see Chapter 7).
      


      
        The fact that Company leaders turned to Parliament for support in 1628 was surprising, given the wariness with
        which they had previously considered appeals to that body. However, in that year Company leaders were
        unsettled. The period since 1626 had been difficult for the Company. The alliance between Company and crown had
        been tested and ultimately weakened after the events at Amboyna. The unraveling of the alliance began at the
        end of James I’s reign but continued and accelerated under Charles I. In the late 1620s, the Company’s ongoing
        failure to secure restitution for Amboyna led to a lack of willingness by members of the generality to continue
        investing with the Company. Without proof of support from the king, the threats the Company had been making
        about abandoning the trade nearly came true, as members of the generality were increasingly less inclined to
        turn over their money to a venture so unable to demonstrate the support of the regime. The Company’s recent
        history also seemed full of examples of the monarch compelling the reluctant Company to act as he wished (for
        example, in the case of the money demanded for Hormuz), without providing anything in return. In consequence
        Company leaders were exploring alternate avenues of support.
      


      
        These years saw the Company become increasingly alienated from the monarch. However, the failure of the 1628
        appeal to Parliament reinforced the point that the Company’s best support had to be the monarch. Yet it seemed
        to Company leaders that the monarch was increasingly unsympathetic to the needs of the Company. The king
        continued to make it difficult for the Company to trust him, including by encouraging a disruptive factional
        threat that challenged the foundation of the Company’s government and organization. The importance of the
        prerogative to the Company meant that it could not be independent of the king. Despite the lack of resolution
        of the matter of Amboyna, the factional threats, and the murmurings about Parliament, all of which reinforced
        each other, the decade ended with Company leaders recommitting to the crown as their best and most important
        support.
      


      
        The Ongoing Problem of Amboyna: A Turn Away from the Crown?


        
          In October of 1626, in anticipation of the end of Charles’s eighteen-month moratorium on pushing for a
          resolution of Amboyna, Company leaders decided that the time had come for Amboyna to be “revived by the
          Company to his Majesty and the state.”7 With the generality now very much in danger of abandoning the trade, the court of
          committees discussed whether there was “some middle way” between giving up the trade, as some Company members
          wanted, and pursuing it wholeheartedly, as the regime wanted. Court members considered sending one ship a
          year to the East Indies “until they shall understand the intention of the state whether to relieve them or
          not.” That would “keep life in the business” and avoid giving Charles an excuse to send his own ships to keep
          the trade alive, but it would limit the damage the Dutch could do to Company men and goods.8
        


        
          The court of committees once more began canvassing for support. Company leaders took action on all fronts
          despite the disappointments of their previous attempts before the moratorium. They soon had a petition
          approved and ready to be presented to the king.9 On the Company’s behalf, Sir John Wolstenholme made an impassioned speech to Buckingham,
          the king’s favorite, about the benefits of the East Indies trade and the oppressions of the Dutch. When
          Buckingham asked Wolstenholme to write out the points he had made, the court of committees hastened to put
          together a remonstrance to that effect.10 Buckingham claimed to be committed to the cause, though he reminded Company leaders that
          Charles could not act on their behalf until the eighteen months were over.11 The leaders also began to make renewed preparations to
          have Skinner’s book about Amboyna reprinted and a new remonstrance by Skinner printed. Company minutes had
          mentioned nothing about publications in over a year, but with the eighteen months drawing to a close, and
          with a new Dutch pamphlet circulating that justified Dutch actions at Amboyna, the Company once again
          considered taking public action.12 Between king, Buckingham, and the public, the court of committees was exploring all the
          avenues available to them for securing support.
        


        
          With Skinner’s new remonstrance, the Company prepared to reenter the public arena, to reignite interest in
          Amboyna and stories of Dutch cruelty. Debating how best to print the message, Company leaders concluded that
          they ought to print the Dutch remonstrance alongside Skinner’s new work: with “the objection and answer going
          together the truth of things may the better be understood.”13 This decision to print the two together, and the reasons
          they gave for the decision, demonstrated the leaders’ attempt not just to publicize the affair, but to
          persuade people—to demonstrate the truth of the matter (the Company’s version, of course) by allowing readers
          to judge for themselves.
        


        
          Yet even as the Company’s public maneuverings were gaining new life, the official response the leaders were
          receiving was less than wholly supportive. The king and Privy Council were strongly urging the Company to
          accept the offer of a new commission to the Netherlands to settle the matter of Amboyna, but the leaders were
          still reluctant to allow Dutch commissioners to judge the matter.14 Soon the court of committees learned that someone had
          convinced the Stationers’ Company to halt the publication of the Company’s printed book about Amboyna, which
          meant that some official person with some clout had ordered the stay and presented a warrant to that
          effect.15 It emerged that the
          printer, Nicholas Bourne, had sold a copy of the Company’s book without the knowledge of Company leaders to
          Sir Noel Caron, the Dutch ambassador, who had caused the book to be confiscated.16 Just as Richard Greenbury’s showing of his painting about
          Amboyna had led it to be banned, so Bourne’s sale of the book caused it to be banned—the danger of public
          appeals meant that, quite literally, the speaker sometimes lost control of the message. The printed version
          of the book that was to have been for sale never appeared. Printing was not the only way to publish a book,
          and the Company ordered nicely written copies of it to present to the lords of the Privy Council.17 Nonetheless, the new Amboyna narrative
          never got a wider public airing: the confiscated books remained in the possession of the Stationers’ Company
          by order of the Privy Council for over a year, and when they were ultimately released to Sir Morris Abbot at
          the end of July 1628, it was with the instruction to keep them safe “without the publishing of any of
          them.”18
        


        
          This aborted attempt to revive the events at Amboyna in print was the practical end of the Company’s
          experiments with pamphlet wars and the politics of publicity in support of its desired restitution for
          Amboyna. In 1625 the Privy Council had stepped in to suppress a painting and a play that had already had too
          public an airing. In 1627 a Company remonstrance and account about the Dutch actions at Amboyna could not
          even make it out of the printer’s shop. The efficacy of the Company’s public manipulations had definitely
          ebbed. It was not the end of their experiments with the public sphere, but it was more or less the end of
          their ability to do so openly with regard to Amboyna.19 Evidence suggests they attempted, unsuccessfully, to reprint Skinner’s True
          Relation in 1631, and they did so successfully in 1632, but the circumstances surrounding those reprints
          are unclear since the volume of Company court minutes for the year is missing.20 The aborted 1631 attempt was the third time an
          Amboyna-related publication was suppressed before becoming publicly available.
        


        
          The Amboyna narratives and printed works had always been aimed at persuading the generality, as well as the
          wider public, of the need for action and the continued viability of the East Indies trade. The mounting
          inability of Company leaders to keep the Amboyna issue alive—and to signal publicly that they were doing
          so—and the apparent unwillingness of the regime to take action made arguments about the strength of the trade
          difficult, especially given that many general members were already daunted by recent poor returns. Amboyna
          and the discouragements it represented made it that much harder to go “cheerfully” about the trade, as
          Charles often recommended the Company to do.21 Thus, the sense of discouragement was not due to any particular failure of the king to
          take action. In fact, throughout the spring and summer of 1627, the Venetian ambassador in England reported
          that the king and Privy Council were pushing the matter of Amboyna despite the protests of a Dutch
          commissioner. The regime was taking official action on Amboyna, therefore, though the ultimate conclusion it
          reached, against Company wishes, was that the Amboyna trial should take place in the Netherlands.22 Company minutes, however, do not reveal
          any sense among the Company members that the regime was taking positive action on behalf of the Company, even
          after they learned of the planned trial. Instead, in mid-1627 Company leaders and members of the generality
          explored their worst-case scenario: the cessation of the East Indies trade, not as a threat to compel the
          regime to take action, but as a sound business decision.
        


        
          Company leaders officially opened up a Company-wide debate on the question of a trade cessation at the 1627
          election meeting. They had already had a number of meetings specifically devoted to discussion of the state
          of the East Indies trade.23 Some
          of the leaders expressed concerns about openly considering the issue. Thus, while some committees wanted to
          discuss the cessation “darkly” and to place all blame on the “Hollanders’ obstinacy,” others thought it best
          not to make the possible hiatus public yet, “holding it unfit to be debated in a public court whence it might
          be certified to the Hollanders.”24 However, the matter was already being debated widely, albeit unofficially, within the
          Company.
        


        
          When Governor Abbot introduced the possible trade cessation to the generality, he did so in guarded terms but
          with the expectation that they already knew about it. In fact, the minutes did not record any direct mention
          of a cessation of trade; the matter was alluded to as a matter that Abbot did not doubt “they had already
          heard upon the Exchange what it is,” and one that he asked them to consider even without its being “publicly
          revealed” to them. The governor’s delicately worded suggestion that his listeners would already know what he
          was talking about revealed how widely the news of a possible trade cessation had already spread. Abbot
          suggested that some “10, 12, 15 or 20 of the chiefest and greatest adventurers of the Generality” be chosen
          to meet with the court of committees about the matter of the trade.25 Ultimately, seventeen members of the generality joined
          with the court of committees to consider the topic. Each participant was a substantial investor in the trade,
          with adventures of at least £4,000.26
        


        
          The group of selected adventurers and committees discussed the trade cessation in depth and came to some
          surprising conclusions. The subject of the meeting—the trade cessation—was not itself extraordinary, given
          that Company leaders had been threatening to cease trading for years. But the length and depth of the
          discussion was unusual—the minutes recording the debate took many pages—as were the frank appraisals
          attendees made of the Company’s prospects.
        


        
          The attendees laid out their reasoning about and justification for a trade cessation in detail. They
          presented the debate on a trade cessation as the culmination of the events of the past twenty or twenty-two
          months—namely, the period of the continued inability or disinclination by first James, and then Charles, to
          act to secure redress for Dutch crimes against the English in the East Indies, of which the Amboyna massacre
          was the best known and most outrageous example. By this point, the only course of action from the regime that
          would give the Company the support it needed was active reprisals against the Dutch. Diplomacy and the trial
          would come to nothing, the attendees argued, “seeing the government of the Low Countries is so intermixed
          that the Bewinthebbers [the leaders of the Dutch East India Company] whensoever the business shall come to a
          judicial trial will be both parties and judges.”27 In other words, the overlap between the government of the Dutch East India Company and
          the Dutch government, which made the Dutch Company so much stronger than the English Company from the
          viewpoint of Company members, was so great that the two could not be separated. There was no way the Company
          could secure a fair trial of the perpetrators of Amboyna in the Netherlands, because all the judges would be
          compromised.
        


        
          If diplomacy could not succeed, then the Company required reprisals at sea—yet those who attended the meeting
          recognized that they were unlikely to get such reprisals given the current political climate. One speaker,
          Sir Edwin Sandys, explained that “the difficulty rests only in this, because at present the king being
          engaged in foreign wars receives aid from [the Dutch], and therefore [it is] unlikely that he will pursue any
          such course howsoever his Majesty may do what he please.”28 Charles’s continental military engagements required Dutch support, and whatever the
          monarch may have wished, he was in no position to force the Dutch to do anything. Additionally, Sandys
          pointed out the difficulty that Charles faced even if he was willing to pursue the matter with the Dutch: the
          government of the Netherlands was “popular,” as opposed to England’s monarchical government, and thus the
          States General could not compel the Dutch citizens as Charles could compel his subjects.29 Given these circumstances, Sandys was
          convinced to support the move for a trade cessation.
        


        
          Some of the discussants were uneasy with the idea that a trade cessation might be seen as a criticism of the
          regime (which it was). One unnamed person objected “that our own state, perhaps displeased with this
          resolution, will withdraw their promised assistance, and so the Company shall be forced to sit down without
          any satisfaction at all.” A Company officer added that “it is not fit for the Company [in] any way to blame
          the state who will help nobly when cause shall require.”30 Both speakers, therefore, highlighted the fact that a cessation would not be simply
          an economic decision but could be seen as an inappropriate commentary on the state’s lack of action.
        


        
          However, the majority of discussants wanted it to be clear that a trade cessation was a direct response to
          the lack of support by the state. They were emphatic that they did not want their actions to be taken as
          “intermeddling with or questioning the proceedings of the state”—they were not trespassing on the arcana
          imperii, the secrets of state. Most did see the lack of action by the king as the cause of their
          difficulties. They would not pretend that a trade cessation was due to a lack of stock—that they did not have
          enough money and goods to properly run the trade—as that would reflect badly on the honor of the Company,
          “nor is that indeed any cause of the cessation.” Rather, the cause was that “the king hath promised his
          protection of the Company,” but “there is hitherto no redress.” Knowing that the trade was so vulnerable and
          unsupported, no one wanted to risk their money in it. As the minutes put it, “it is not want of ability, but
          want of will in the adventurers.”31
        


        
          In light of this situation, the select committee decided to cease the trade. They voted on the proposal,
          recording the wording of the question: “As many as think it is for the honor of the state, and profit of the
          Company to follow the trade as now it is, notwithstanding it is so much wronged by the Netherlanders, hold up
          your hands, and by general erection of hands it was concluded to desist, as suiting neither with the honor of
          the king, nor benefit of the Company to be pursued as now it is.”32 The Company response toed a fine line: its members
          separated the decision to follow or cease the trade from a consideration of the proceedings of the state, yet
          they acted to uphold the honor of the king. They were not questioning the actions of the state, but reacting
          to the situation—which was that the king had promised the Company protection that he had not delivered. There
          may have been little practical difference between the Company’s decision to withdraw from the trade because
          the king had not provided the promised protection and questioning the proceedings of the state, but it was a
          distinction the members did make.
        


        
          A final note by one participant suggested that some still hoped their decision would have a positive outcome.
          After appointing the governor and a few others to call on various privy councilors to inform them of the
          Company’s momentous decision—as was “necessary to be done in point of civility”—Sandys stated what others
          also may have been hoping. He commented that far from providing encouragement to the Dutch, news of their
          proceedings would “exceedingly daunt them, because by this, the business is devolved to the state, who in all
          likelihood will not suffer so rich a trade to be lost for want of the redress required.”33
        


        
          At first it seemed as though Sandys was right and the king would, when put to the point, take action when the
          trade was really at stake. When Wolstenholme informed the king of the planned trade cessation and the
          declining East Indies trade, he reported that Charles “seriously protested he would not lose the East India
          trade, and seemed to require the Company to set down their demands what they would have him to do for
          them.”34 This response led some
          committees to wonder, once again, “whether they should stir at all, or leave it wholly to the wisdom of the
          state.” Both sides were represented in internal Company debates: “some knowing well, that court affairs move
          slowly without solicitation, did therefore conceive it necessary that the Company should pursue the business
          at court lest it die,” urged the Company to lobby the Privy Council and call on its court connections. Others
          argued for a more conservative approach and “advised [the Company] not to stir, but leave it to the state to
          pursue their own course … that the less the Company solicit the support of the
          trade, by so much more the state will be quickened to right them and will carefully provide to uphold the
          same.” Indeed, ultimately Company leaders decided that it was better for men by “private solicitation” to try
          to persuade the king of the Company’s need, rather than that “the Company should solicit the same,” an
          interesting comment on the possible waning of the Company’s influence at court.35
        


        
          The resolution to cease the trade was bearing the results Company leaders had wished for: in September 1627,
          Charles had three Dutch ships stopped at Portsmouth. Moreover, soon there were rumors that the ships carried
          as passengers the Amboyna judges, which made the seizure of the ships not only symbolically important as an
          action by the regime to secure reparations for Amboyna, but also materially important to any possible trial
          in England or the Netherlands about Amboyna.36
        


        
          The Company sent a very carefully worded message to the king, thanking him while hinting that the seizure was
          only the first necessary step. They “in all humble manner return his Majesty their hearty thanks for this his
          beginning, and beseecheth this his noble resolution, whereby the ships may not be released until the business
          between the Company and the Dutch be brought to some good issue, for that this is the only way to accommodate
          these differences, and to encourage the Company to go on in the Trade.”37 In the guise of thanking the king, in other words, the
          Company leaders advised him on what his next steps should be. Upon receiving the message, Charles promised
          his continued support, “but withal expected they should now follow the trade bravely.”38 The Company should not broach the trade
          cessation or a reduction in ships or stock again.
        


        
          Having the Dutch ships under arrest did what the Company leaders had hoped, and soon the Dutch were willing
          to send commissioners to England to settle the matter. Judges were also appointed for a trial to consider the
          events at Amboyna. Resolution on the Company’s terms seemed closer than it had in years.39 A newsletter written soon after the
          seizure had predicted that the Dutch would pay attention now that the ships had been seized, commenting that
          Charles had acted “to do himself and the English company that right and satisfaction … it will move a great deal of complaint and discontent on their [the Dutch]
          parts.”40 Certainly the Venetian
          ambassador in England noted the outrage and frustration of the Dutch ambassador in October at the continued
          holding of the Dutch ships.41
        


        
          With Charles having finally taken action on the Company’s behalf, Company leaders considered their actions
          with regard to the monarch very carefully. As long as the ships were in the king’s possession and the matter
          unresolved, he had considerable leverage over them. Thus they decided not to send him any more petitions and
          to leave the matter “wholly to the care of the king and state,” trusting that at this point Charles would not
          allow the ships to go without vindicating not just the Company’s honor, but his own.42 It is also possible that some or all of
          the committees gave Charles a large loan as a sweetener or thank-you for the seizure of the ships, though the
          evidence is incomplete and the loan may have been a rumor.43 Meanwhile, the Dutch ambassador to England was putting
          pressure on Charles to release the ships, though without success.44
        


        
          If the seized ships represented Charles’s leverage over the Company, the little leverage the Company had
          still was by not promising Charles that they would continue the trade. The ships were a bargaining chip not
          only between England and the Netherlands, but also between Company leaders and Charles. The leaders held off
          on sending more petitions to Charles, but they also suspected that their only power lay in keeping their
          future plans unknown. While the Dutch ships remained at Portsmouth, it was in the Company’s best interest to
          be quiet. To make known definitively that they either would or would not pursue the trade would hurt them:
        


        
          
            For if the state shall understand that the Company will desert the trade, it will then as was observed by
            another committee be a means to dull their edge in pressing the Hollanders for satisfaction and procuring
            an accommodation of the trade for the future, if it shall be known that the Company are resolved to
            continue the trade, and that they have raised or intend to raise a new stock that likewise may prove
            inconvenient to them, for that hereby the king and state perceiving that the Company are able to subsist of
            themselves, and that they do resolve still to prosecute the trade, his Majesty may peradventure be
            persuaded to leave the Company to themselves and not to take them into his royal protection without which
            it is in vain to prosecute the trade.45
          

        


        
          To commit to continuing the trade would remove the urgency of securing restitution and give an impression of
          strength the leaders did not feel, and to commit to abandoning the trade would remove the most pressing
          reason for why restitution was needed. Thus, even with the Dutch promising to send commissioners to England,
          the leaders decided that the only way to ensure a satisfactory conclusion was to keep their commitment to the
          trade unknown.
        


        
          In January 1628 the leaders debated sending a laden ship east, but they decided to wait, to see “how his
          Majesty and the state will right the Company for the injuries done by the Dutch unto them.”46 In February, however, the Company was
          forced to show its hand a bit. The leaders had petitioned Charles for a license to export English gold, and
          Charles had made known his unhappiness with the small size of the fleet: “his majesty had seemed discontented
          against the Company partly because they send out so few ships this year.” For his “better satisfaction,” the
          Company drew up a list of reasons why he should be content, stating that though they were sending only two
          ships that year, they still planned to bring back the same amount of cargo as in the previous
          year.47
        


        
          Given Charles’s history with regard to restitution from the Dutch, Company leaders were not confident that he
          would stand by his promises to them. They continued sending occasional petitions and letters entreating help
          for their cause, and the Company minutes were full of updates on the status of the Dutch ships. In February
          1628, for example, the leaders ordered the framing of a petition to send to Buckingham, to enlist his aid in
          keeping the three Dutch ships in Portsmouth, where they had now been for several months, while the Dutch
          ambassador and commissioners grew increasingly restive.48 At this point, Company leaders were probably aware or at least suspected that the
          monarch was wavering in his support.
        


        
          It was in this context, with the Dutch ships under arrest but only so long as the king held out against Dutch
          pressure to release them, that Company leaders decided to petition Parliament to give its support to the East
          Indies trade. The Company’s faith in the monarch was low in early 1628, and Parliament looked increasingly
          attractive as an alternative to the monarch that might prove sympathetic to the Company. Parliament was not a
          natural ally of the trading companies, which often came under intense scrutiny and criticism by early Stuart
          parliaments for being specie-sucking monopolies (among other charges). Since the privileges of trading
          companies generally came from royal grants and the power of the prerogative, and they dealt with foreign
          affairs, the crown and Privy Council were instead the companies’ natural governmental connection. But by
          1628, the East India Company was not the only chartered trading company to have problems with Charles. For
          example, a number of merchants of the Levant Company were refusing to pay increased impositions on currants,
          and both the Levant and East India Companies had long-running disputes with the monarch over diplomatic
          representation.49 In the face of
          the events at Amboyna and these other disputes, Parliament began to look like a possible ally.50 The decision of Company leaders to
          approach Parliament was thus a sign of just how tenuous their faith in Charles had become by 1628.
        


        
          Nonetheless, before delivering their petition, Mun’s A Petition and Remonstrance, to Parliament in
          spring 1628, members of the court of committees discussed whether they should run their parliamentary
          petition by the king and Privy Council first. They ultimately decided to do so.51 Thus, even as the Company was planning to ask Parliament
          for help, with its leverage slipping again, Company leaders were checking the reaction of the king and
          Council first. It is possible that they hoped the petition would nudge Charles to finally end matters related
          to Amboyna in a way they found satisfactory. They did not get the king’s and Council’s impressions of the
          planned petition, but they did get advice from Secretary of State John Coke, Sir Dudley Digges, and the
          Council’s lord president, the Earl of Manchester (who, incidentally, was a member of the Company). All
          expressed approbation, though Coke thought that the leaders might wish to wait till the “great business” of
          Parliament was settled.52
        


        
          The trouble with Parliament was that it was a public forum for expressing grievances—one that everyone had
          access to. Thus, while the Company was appealing to Parliament because they felt unsupported by the king,
          some members of the generality were also going to Parliament because they were unhappy with the Company’s
          current government. Company leaders were well aware of how evidence of internal dissatisfaction and division
          would hurt their claims that they were a functional and beneficial trade and weaken their carefully
          constructed case with both Parliament and Charles.53 The deputy governor, Sir Christopher Clitherow, was a member of Parliament in 1628 and
          introduced the petition. Company leaders could not prevent factions in the generality from approaching
          Parliament, and Clitherow asserted that leaving the charges by Company critics unanswered would weaken the
          force of the Company’s petition, saying that it would be “a great disreputation to the court in general
          … if the aspersions thus openly laid upon the government of this Company shall
          not be publicly cleared.”54
          Sandys concurred, adding that the presence of the Dutch ambassador heightened the importance of the success
          of the petition.
        


        
          The entire experiment with Parliament was an exercise in appearances, even if Parliament did not seem
          inclined to show approbation of the Company. If Parliament was cold, Company leaders could still gain from
          the publicity, by printing Mun’s A Petition and Remonstrance and reminding politicians and investors
          alike of the value of the trade. Ideally, they would have secured a show of support from Parliament, but the
          court of committees’ actions in this case (presenting the petition to the Privy Council before presenting it
          to Parliament) showed that, even as Company leaders explored a possible new alliance with Parliament, they
          still were open to maintaining their alliance with the crown and possibly hoped that the petition would spur
          not Parliament but the crown and Council to make a show of support. Despite the lukewarm reception that the
          petition received in Parliament (including Sir Edward Coke’s direct criticism of the East Indies trade), the
          leaders had it printed with a dedication to the House of Commons.55 It was printed and sold by Nicholas Bourne, who received
          £15 and 4 shillings from the Company for it. How many copies the Company bought of the petition was not
          noted, but that sum would have bought a considerable number.56
        


        
          Essentially, nothing came of the 1628 A Petition and Remonstrance—certainly it led to no public avowal
          of support for the East India Company. When the House of Lords took up Warwick’s suit against the Company in
          June, the lords sided with Warwick. Parliament was prorogued in late June, and when it resumed in early 1629,
          it did not return to the Company’s petition.
        


        
          The Company was at low ebb in spring 1628. Though arguably in a position of some hope with regard to the
          events at Amboyna, Company leaders had little trust in the monarch. Their adventurers were skeptical about
          the soundness of continuing the trade, and the leaders were still unable to secure the strong sign of support
          they needed. They could not get pamphlets about Amboyna published, and while they could publish their
          petition to Parliament, they could not get Parliament to grant their request. Ready to explore support beyond
          the king and Privy Council, Company leaders were finding that the alternatives were unreliable too and might
          fuel faction within the Company. Parliament had not proved to be the savior they had hoped for, and although
          the crown might be unreliable, it might be their best hope.
        

      


      
        Whither Next?


        
          In mid-1628, Charles was keeping a close eye on the affairs of the East India Company. He may even have been
          keeping a closer eye than Company leaders realized. From the perspective of the crown, trading companies were
          proving themselves unreliable, unwilling to pay customs or extend loans to the king. The Levant Company was
          the primary offender in this regard, having refused since 1627 to pay tonnage and poundage, a type of customs
          assessed on import and export goods, but the East India Company was also not extending loans willingly and
          was pressuring Charles about Amboyna. Additionally, the Company and the Levant Company had many members in
          common, which made the Company guilty by association. In consequence, while Company leaders were trying to
          decide whether to trust the monarch again, and how deeply, the monarch was exploring ways to change the
          Company so he could better trust it to answer his needs. In early July 1628, he was experimenting on several
          fronts.
        


        
          Charles’s first attempt to gain greater control over the Company in 1628 was also the most straightforward:
          he offered to become a member of the Company. James had made a similar proposal after the initial news of the
          Amboyna massacre, and Charles had made the same offer shortly after becoming king in 1625. The wariness of
          Company leaders to admit the monarch has already been examined, as has the variety of reasons they gave for
          why the monarch’s membership was undesirable.57 What is noteworthy here is the timing of Charles’s 1628 offer: it came in early July
          1628, right before the Company’s yearly election (the governor’s announcement of the offer to the court of
          committees came literally minutes before the general election meeting), days after Parliament had been
          prorogued (without granting Charles any of the revenue he needed), and while Charles still held the seized
          Dutch ships—with Company leaders uncertain how long he would keep them.58
        


        
          The king’s offer was not helped by the fact that, just days before, he had pressed the governor for a
          substantial loan from Company coffers. Charles claimed that he only wanted the money (£10,000) for a few
          weeks to use for the relief of the besieged Huguenot stronghold of La Rochelle, France. Neither James nor
          Charles had been reluctant to request large loans from the Company, but in this case, Charles had already
          approached the corporation of London and the Levant Company and been turned down by both.59 The East India Company likewise refused
          to grant his request. Company leaders were struggling to find investment enough to send even two ships to the
          East, and it was impossible for them to loan Charles so much money. More importantly, if Charles’s request
          for money became known, the governor believed that the Company would never secure the additional adventures
          it still needed because people would worry that their money would go to fund a loan rather than the trade.
          Charles wanted the court of committees to present his request to the general membership at the election
          meeting that was taking place later that afternoon, but the court decided not to do so.60 It is possible that the governor delayed
          discussing the king’s request until the last possible moment—right before the election meeting began—to limit
          the possibility of Charles’s finding a means to change the minds of the Company leaders. Thus on 2 July,
          before the election meeting, the court of committees had to decline both the king’s offer of membership and
          his request for a large loan.
        


        
          Charles did have a trick up his sleeve, however. He sent a messenger, Lord Dudley Carleton (formerly Sir
          Dudley Carleton), to the Company’s election meeting on 2 July, in an effort to sway opinion among the
          generality. Carleton had worked for years on the behalf of Company interests as English ambassador to The
          Hague, and he now gave a public speech about the king’s love for the Company, telling them “that such is
          [Charles’s] love to commerce in general, and to this Company in particular,” that he had “in his Princely
          wisdom” sent them a declaration of his “favor and good affection unto them.” Carleton also hinted at things
          to come with regard to negotiations with the Dutch, “intimat[ing] that the Company in all likelihood would
          have news very shortly to their own contentment.”61 Overall, the king’s message promised support and care.
        


        
          Carleton’s visit and the message he delivered also showed how closely the king was tracking Company affairs.
          The minutes explained that Charles had sent Carleton after “taking knowledge of a general court that had been
          held this day sennight [that is, the previous week].” They noted that Charles hoped Carleton’s intervention
          would stop the Company from delivering a new petition, “which he understood they intended to exhibit to his
          majesty for his protection against the Hollanders.”62 Charles’s information was not entirely correct: the general court had met the week
          before and discussed the need for written assurance from the king, but no firm plans for a new petition had
          been made.63 However, Charles was
          still well informed about internal Company affairs that had never been formally shared with him.
        


        
          Together with the king’s request that the possibility of a loan be put to the general court and the broaching
          again of the admission to the Company, Carleton’s happy message from the king looked much less like a simple
          message of support and much more manipulative. Had Charles’s request for a loan been put to the generality,
          the king could reasonably have expected his messenger to sway at least a few members—especially with the
          promises of a resolution to the conflict with the Dutch. Each of these interactions seemed to support the
          worst fears Company members had about the overlap of crown and Company.
        


        
          The court of committees delayed informing the monarch that he would not be admitted as a member of the
          Company. In a meeting two weeks later between the governor and a few Company representatives, the Privy
          Council, and the monarch about the question, the Company representatives expressed their concerns. The Privy
          Council assured the Company leaders that Charles had meant only to help the Company with his offer of
          membership. The king’s offer was “done not to deceive, but thereby the better to protect the
          Company.”64 The matter was
          ostensibly dropped, though the monarch’s subsequent actions raise questions about the extent to which he
          abandoned his hope of gaining greater control of the Company.
        


        
          Charles’s other schemes were even more manipulative and certainly more disruptive of Company business. Around
          the same time, a man with Charles’s secret backing was creating disturbances within the Company and agitating
          for changes to the Company’s organization that would benefit the monarch. This man was Thomas
          Smethwick.65 In May 1628, he and
          several other adventurers presented a petition to the Privy Council against the court of
          committees.66 Smethwick’s
          complaints at the time included allegations that the court of committees had made fortunes from the East
          Indies trade by keeping information from the generality and that the trade had been woefully mismanaged; in
          other words, he was complaining about rampant private interest.67 Whether this meeting with the Privy Council was how
          Smethwick came to Charles’s notice or whether their association had already been established at that point is
          unclear. Certainly the timing of Smethwick’s agitations was very convenient for Charles.
        


        
          Smethwick was a member of the East India Company at least as early as 1624, and from 1627 to the time of his
          death in late 1641 or early 1642, he regularly stirred up trouble; led factions; and, from the perspective of
          the court of committees, generally made a nuisance of himself. He spent his career with the Company on the
          outs with its governing body, and at one point he was almost disenfranchised for his conduct. He also served
          as a committee for at least one year, which suggests that he had some support in the generality at times.
          Beyond his appearances in the court minutes, however, little is known of Smethwick. Certainly how and where
          he was drawn into court circles is unclear.68 What is clear is that he ended up working for the regime.
        


        
          By May 1628, when he petitioned the Privy Council, Smethwick had been casting aspersions on the government of
          the Company for months, both publicly and privately.69 Smethwick’s petition to the Privy Council seems to have gone nowhere, but weeks
          later, at the same 2 July election meeting where Carleton spoke, Smethwick once again came to the attention
          of the court of committees (and everyone else present at the annual election court), this time with an even
          more pointed attack on the Company’s government. Despite the lack of success of his petitions within the
          Company and to the Privy Council in May, Smethwick had circulated a libel in England and sent copies of it
          into Holland. In this document, he accused the governor, deputy governor, and committees of the Company of
          mismanagement and demanded their removal.70 He was employing public maneuverings similar to the ones the Company had used to stir up
          anti-Dutch feelings after Amboyna, only instead of trying to drum up support for the Company, he was trying
          to discredit it both at home and abroad.
        


        
          Not only had Smethwick questioned their reputations both to their faces and in a libel, but members of the
          court of committees learned that he had petitioned the king to have a commission appointed to examine them,
          “which complaint is done secretly and behind their backs.” As before, Smethwick’s complaints emphasized the
          need to reform the government of the Company. In the governor’s estimation, Smethwick’s aim was “for no other
          end as is conceived but wholly to overthrow the trade.”71
        


        
          As debate continued, a committee brought up a separate petition that had been delivered to the king, a
          petition that was delivered by “some false brother” and that proposed a radical reorganization of the
          Company. This petition suggested a restructuring of the Company’s stock so that a fifth of it would belong to
          the king, “as a recompense for his royal protection.” The committee reminded the assembly that James had
          offered to be an adventurer in the Company, and that the problem with the suggestion was that its legal
          counsel had informed Company leaders that if the king owned part of the stock, he would own all of it: “the
          whole right of the Company’s stock would devolve to his Majesty for there can be no partnership held with the
          king.”72 The committee hesitated
          to reveal the name of the false brother, but Smethwick stood up and identified himself as the author of this
          petition as well. He claimed that he had come up with the idea “by having conference with some noble men,”
          and he was shouted down and thrown out of the election meeting, which appeared to have proceeded quietly
          thereafter.73
        


        
          Smethwick’s complaints and proposals varied depending on his audience. The printed libel that Company leaders
          had addressed early in the meeting focused on classic factional charges, like mismanagement by the court of
          committees and lack of transparency regarding decision making and account books. In contrast, the proposal
          that had been produced after discussions with men at the royal court and that had gone to court was to
          radically reorganize Company stock with the aim of bringing the monarch into the Company.74
        


        
          Though a connection between Smethwick and the royal court seems clear, the exact nature of Smethwick’s
          relationship to Charles remains ambiguous—including whether or not Smethwick had been put up to this second
          petition by Charles himself or other people at court. Smethwick’s statement about having conferred with some
          noblemen suggests the latter. However, Charles sent a message to Company leaders a few days later, asking
          them to be lenient and “deal fairly and favorably” with Smethwick, who had intended only to aid the king.
          This suggested a direct tie between Smethwick and the crown. Company leaders found it difficult to comply
          with Charles’s request as Smethwick’s actions had potentially serious consequences, including negatively
          affecting their ability to raise new stock. A committee noted that Smethwick’s actions might look to Charles
          like a benefit to the king in the short term, but they were not, as they hurt the trade, and that what was
          “by his Majesty conceived to be a service is a very great disservice, for it discourageth the
          adventurers.”75
        


        
          When the factionally inclined Smethwick proved unrepentant, the Company decided not to be lenient as Charles
          had requested. They called Smethwick before the court of committees, where he delivered another piece of
          writing to them. After reading it and “finding it to be very scandalous,” the court of committees got him to
          sign and date it. After another exchange, with Company leaders chiding Smethwick, who refused to recant, the
          court of committees decided to go to the Privy Council, and in particular to show his libel to the lord
          treasurer (probably the Earl of Portland, who succeeded the Earl of Marlborough as the lord treasurer on 15
          July 1628 and who I suspect was presumed to be Smethwick’s patron), “under whose favor he assumes to himself
          protection.”76 This connection to
          the lord treasurer might have explained Smethwick’s court connections and why Charles had written the Company
          on his behalf. Alternatively, given Portland’s ties to the crown, his patronage of Smethwick could also have
          been a blind for Charles’s patronage of the man.
        


        
          Smethwick was a loose cannon. Even if he had a high-ranking sponsor, he was an unreliable tool. One might
          note, for example, that one attribute of an effective mole was to be silent about who backed him. The
          Company’s minutes did not record the outcome of the meeting with the lord treasurer. Smethwick’s attempts to
          reshape the Company’s internal government did not end, though this was the incident in which he most loudly
          proclaimed that he had friends in high places. It is possible that the lack of discretion that characterized
          Smethwick’s actions may have lost him some of those friends and led Charles to reconsider his usefulness.
          Certainly, unlike the factional battles of 1618‒1619, Smethwick’s challenges to the Company were not
          sustained across multiple general court meetings but were sporadic and uncoordinated. In addition, his
          subsequent actions drew the ire of the regime, and on at least one occasion the Privy Council forced him to
          make a written apology to the court of committees.77
        


        
          Smethwick’s machinations were taking place in conjunction with Charles’s offer of membership in the Company,
          Carleton’s message of support hinting at some resolution to the events at Amboyna, and Company leaders’
          concern about the seized Dutch ships. In short, in the middle of 1628, Charles was using a variety of means
          to attempt to gain some degree of mastery over the Company. One can trace the hand of the king not only in
          his direct requests for membership or money but also in the behind-the-scenes use of a discontented Company
          member whose wish to reform the Company’s internal government seemed to make him well-suited to promote or
          suggest changes to the Company’s structure that would make it more financially favorable to the monarch. Had
          any of these attempts succeeded, the result would have been a change in the running of the Company that would
          either have allowed the monarch to more easily elicit funds from it or have reshaped the structure of the
          Company overall and given the monarch a direct role in its government. Despite the fact that the attempts
          were unsuccessful, they testify to Charles’s willingness to alter the Company fundamentally so that it would
          better suit his needs.
        


        
          Despite Carleton’s comment on 2 July that the Company would soon learn something to its benefit, what Company
          leaders learned greatly worried them. In mid-July 1628, while still dealing with Smethwick’s disturbances,
          the leaders received troubling news about the future of the seized Dutch ships. Company agents in the
          Netherlands reported that rumors were circulating there that Charles and the Dutch had reached an agreement
          and that the ships would soon be released. The news led Governor Abbot to plan to head to court and try to
          meet with the king to dissuade him from releasing the ships.78 That same day, though, he and a few others were summoned
          to meet with the Privy Council, where the king himself informed them that he had decided to release the
          ships, but “upon such conditions as is not hurtful but rather beneficial to the Company.” The king and
          councilors gave the Company representatives a list of reasons why the ships were being released. In the face
          of these reasons, Abbot decided it was useless to protest, determined to “submit the same [matter] wholly to
          his majesty’s wisdom,” and hurried back to a scheduled general court that afternoon (he and the others who
          had attended the king were late).79
        


        
          Following the governor to the general court was a group of courtiers chosen by Charles to explain the
          situation to the generality—the king was sending another direct message to the general members. The courtiers
          were the lord keeper of the great seal (Thomas Lord Coventry), the lord privy seal (either Sir John Coke or
          Sir Robert Naunton), the Duke of Buckingham, the lord steward (the Earl of Pembroke), the lord chamberlain
          (the Earl of Montgomery), the Earl of Suffolk, and Lord Dudley Carleton. This was an illustrious group of
          influential men. Though they were not adventurers in the Company, most of them had had interactions with the
          Company, and as noted above, Carleton had represented Company interests in the Netherlands when he was
          ambassador to The Hague.
        


        
          The king’s chosen representatives arrived en masse and delivered a message of support for the Company from
          the king, albeit one that clearly defended Charles’s actions regarding the released Dutch ships. They
          reported that Charles had “a gracious care and zeal of the prosperity and welfare of this Company,” and that
          it was for the Company’s benefit that he was releasing the ships. There followed an account of how much
          Charles valued the Company for the good it did the kingdom as well as his customs. According to Charles’s
          messengers, such was his care to make restitution to the Company for the events at Amboyna, that when he
          became king, even though he was at war with Spain, “yet did he not spare to capitulate with the Dutch for a
          just and honorable satisfaction.” And later, even when Charles was at war with France—“engaged in a greater
          war”—he still had not avoided arresting the Dutch ships, which he had now had in his possession for so many
          months. No offers had dissuaded him from keeping the ships until justice was secured. The lords’ message
          emphasized Charles’s “constancy,” demonstrated by his keeping the ships despite Dutch efforts to release
          them. He was willing to let the ships go now because, due to his constancy, the Dutch had finally agreed to a
          trial for the Amboyna judges and promised to send commissioners to England. In other words, the Dutch had
          promised finally to begin to deal with Amboyna. This was not the same as having the matter settled and
          restitution secured, but the Dutch concession gave Charles an opportunity to release the ships honorably. He
          claimed that he always intended to keep the ships only until the Dutch agreed to deal with the matter of
          Amboyna. In contrast, Company leaders had thought that he was keeping the ships until a fair resolution was
          reached.
        


        
          In losing the ships, the Company lost its bargaining chip, and Company leaders tried to discover the
          parameters of the new situation. Committees asked what the king would do should the Dutch prove faithless, as
          they had been in the past. When someone asked what security the Company had that it would finally receive
          justice, the lords answered that “they have engaged the public faith of their state, which is the greatest
          obligation between state and state and was never done till now.” The lords claimed that Charles was thus
          making the issue of Amboyna more of a state matter than it had been before by publicly avowing his support
          and commitment. Others pressed to know what the king would do if the Dutch did not provide recompense and
          whether, in that case, Charles would agree to seize other ships. The lords promised to “move his Majesty
          herein,” but were careful not to suggest that such a course was in any way promised, though they thought it
          was reasonable and possible.80
          Thus, despite the message of support, the Company materially was no better off—and arguably worse off—than
          before with regard to Amboyna. One newsletter writer observed that with the release of the Dutch ships, “the
          East India Company are like to dissolve,” which reveals how seriously some people believed that the decision
          affected the Company.81
        


        
          Charles’s decision to release the ships left Company leaders with a mess on their hands. Years of pushing for
          restitution, culminating in the arrest of three ships, had resulted only in more promises that they would get
          justice, with no guarantee that the king would take aggressive action to guarantee real restitution. They had
          the reasons why Charles had not—first the war with Spain and then the war with France—and they had his
          willingness to proclaim his care for the Company and to make a visible show of that care. The leaders tried
          to turn those things into strengths: on the same day that the “act of state” to release the ships was read at
          a Company general court in July, the deputy governor reminded the generality that Charles prized the Company
          more than any other company and had demonstrated that care by “sending down seven of his greatest lords to
          show his affection and care,” and that there was “no doubt to be made of his Majesty’s resolution in the
          performance of what is promised.”82 Even if this seemed unconvincing, the court of committees had no other option.
        


        
          However, the court of committees also decided that on the basis of the release of the ships and a new set of
          promises of royal support, it could no longer hope to raise enough money to send a fleet to the East Indies
          in the following year. A week later, members of the court of committees prepared to go to the Privy Council
          and present this state of affairs to the king. Too few investors were attempting to carry the whole trade,
          and “the burthen of this work cannot be supported upon the shoulders of a few.” They attributed the lack of
          investment squarely to the lack of reparation and the release of the Dutch ships with no definite promise of
          restitution. They wanted to make sure that the king and Privy Council knew that if the trade failed, it was
          despite their best efforts.83
          Later in the month, they made plans to go back to the Privy Council to update it about their fund-raising
          difficulties, noting that this was despite “it [being] well known to the court that his Majesty and the state
          have their eye upon this business.” With the three Dutch ships released, Company leaders hoped the Privy
          Council might have some suggestion as to how it could “give life again to this action.”84 At a meeting between the president of the
          Council and the governor a few weeks later, Abbot said that the king needed to show real support of the
          Company, that it “must not be done as formerly by fair word and promises only (for that will not serve the
          turn) but by some real act to be manifested to the world.” If no such act was forthcoming, not only would men
          not adventure more money, but they would pull out their investments and the Company—and the East Indies
          trade—would disintegrate.85
        


        
          Company leaders were once again asking for action by the king, using almost the same threat of ending the
          trade that they had used years before. As it had been then, the threat was a real one. The prospects for the
          trade looked especially bad when the court of committees learned of a damaging rumor that was circulating:
          that Charles had received a large cash payment from the Dutch to release the ships. In other words, as the
          court of committees understood this rumor, Charles had refused to back the Company against the Dutch and had
          refused to support English merchants against Dutch depredations, not to preserve amity between the nations or
          to advance another ideological objective of the state, but for a payment or bribe.86
        


        
          What happened next showed how tenuous the Company’s connection to the Privy Council and king had become.
          Company leaders told the Privy Council that their agents in Amsterdam had reported that Charles had received
          this money. They asked whether the rumor was true. The lord president said that he had told Charles of the
          rumor, and that Charles had said he could use the money and would be more than willing for the Company to
          give it to him and thus make the rumor true—but otherwise it was only a rumor. The councilor then chastised
          the leaders for spreading a false and damaging rumor which reflected badly on the king and Council, and told
          the leaders to be “more circumspect and wary.”87
        


        
          The leaders took this comment as a break in protocol, a criticism of their doing something that they saw as
          part of the normal back-and-forth between the Company and Privy Council, in which the two worked together and
          shared information. One testy committee replied that he was sorry that the Company’s “zeal and duty to the
          state” had caused offense, as Company leaders had often brought to the Council intelligence, sometimes
          unwelcome, from letters from their agents and factors and never before had such an action been complained of:
        


        
          
            He had many times in the like case upon letters received from his factors abroad made his repair to the
            lord treasurer and secretary of state then being, and imparted unto them divers passages of state, and many
            times things that were not welcome or pleasing unto them to hear, and yet he received always thanks at
            their hands and encouragement to continue his advertisements unto them, and this being a business which (as
            the Company conceived) concerned both his Majesty and state in honor they durst do no other than acquaint
            their Lordships therewith. But if his Majesty and the lords be offended at what they in their duties have
            done, they humbly crave pardon, and will hereafter if it be their pleasure be more sparing in this
            kind.88
          

        


        
          This exchange clearly owed much to high tempers and perceived criticism on both sides, but at its heart was a
          question about the relationship between the Company and the state: whether or not the Privy Council wanted
          the information the Company could provide, which was useful and necessary to the state, but the cost of which
          was that the Privy Council had to pay more attention to the Company’s concerns and interests.
        


        
          This incident seemed to illustrate the ways the court of committees no longer enjoyed insider status in the
          regime. The facts that the court of committees’ information could be so significantly different from what the
          Privy Council assured them, and that members of the Company could be faulted for their information, whether
          it was incorrect or correct, was a sign that they were on the outside—they were no longer partners in a
          mutually beneficial relationship. In further defense of their intelligence, one committee noted that, even if
          the information was wrong, the agent was only reporting the common opinion in Amsterdam. The perception
          there, he claimed, was that the Dutch had paid Charles a sum of money to release the Dutch Company’s ships,
          and that the rumor was no more than was “in the mouths of almost every man upon the Exchange” in London. In
          the view of Company leaders, the Company served to gather information and pass on relevant news to the
          regime. In this case they had heard information about the state that concerned them, but in checking its
          veracity with the Privy Council, they had been criticized for scandal mongering. The leaders claimed that the
          only difference between this case and other similar cases was that this time they had heard news about their
          own country, and they resented being faulted for the news they had heard abroad and passed on as they had
          done with much other news they had heard abroad.
        


        
          Of course, in some ways the Company’s answer was disingenuous: this was not a neutral piece of information,
          something of interest only to the state. They had shared this piece of news, which touched on Company
          interests, to discover whether or not it was true. Yet regardless of intent, the relationships and
          implications involved did not change: if the king and Council wanted the benefit of the Company’s information
          networks, they had to have some consideration for the Company’s interests. Although the court of committees
          was appalled by the Privy Council’s response to its member’s question, the chastisement was in fact quite
          mild. Ultimately, the Privy Council did not want to lose the information the Company could and did provide
          them, and councilors could only tell Company leaders to be more careful with sensitive matters next
          time.89
        


        
          Plans for the Amboyna trial further revealed the gulf between Company and regime. The Company had wanted the
          trial to be held in England. Charles had now agreed that it could be in the Netherlands, and to add insult to
          injury, he wanted the Company to send over its witnesses’ testimony and possibly the witnesses themselves, as
          well as all the documentary evidence relating to Amboyna, including the “books, tables, and other writings
          wherein the parties executed left a dying testimony of their innocency.”90 These materials included a psalm book of one of the
          executed men, a bill of another, and various declarations of innocence.91 Therefore, Charles wanted to send to the Netherlands the
          most emotionally charged evidence the Company possessed. The Company would keep only copies and
          authentications of the originals. To Company leaders, these requests to send their sensational evidence
          abroad for use in a trial about which they were already skeptical looked like another attempt to hamstring
          them. The evidence was valuable not only for the proof it provided, but also for its ability to elicit
          emotions—specifically horror and sympathy. To lose these items was to lose a valuable weapon in the Company’s
          arsenal. The news from the Netherlands did not inspire confidence that sending the psalm book and other items
          would accomplish the objectives of Company leaders: the promised Dutch commissioners were delaying in coming
          to England, and the trial was delayed, supposedly because the witnesses had not been sent. The Company did
          eventually send several witnesses, including Ephraim Ramsey and John Powell, as well as George Forbes, who
          had served as a translator at Amboyna.92 The governor was of the opinion that all of this was just window dressing, and that the
          Dutch never meant to condemn their actions at Amboyna.93
        


        
          Though Company leaders did not revisit the use of printed pamphlets to sway public opinion or official
          action, someone in the Company did attempt to circulate papers about Amboyna at the end of 1628. Secretary of
          State Edward Conway wrote to Sir Robert Heath, the attorney general, about papers that were
          circulating—“certain printed papers that go from hand to hand”—that described the Amboyna massacre and were
          “set down in such a manner as may breed much disaffection between his Majesty’s subjects and those of the Low
          Countries.” With Charles now taking a direct hand in resolving the matter, such commentary was both
          unnecessary and improper. Conway wanted Heath to suppress all writings that did not suit the “good terms of
          amity and correspondence” between the two nations. “Loose papers and reports” only stirred up bad feeling
          between the English and the Dutch.94
        


        
          It is impossible to say for sure what the papers were or with whom they originated (Conway did not know). Two
          sources are possible. One possibility is that these were copies of Forbes’s deposition about Amboyna,
          circulated with at least the tacit approval of the court of committees. The other is that these documents
          owed their circulation to Smethwick and were an attempt by him to sway either the Privy Council or the court
          of committees.95 Regardless of
          their source, if the papers were in print rather than manuscripts, they had been printed unofficially and
          were therefore illicit. Perhaps they were even the banned printed pamphlets that had been released to the
          Company in July 1628. Either because the action skirted legality or because Company leaders did not know
          about it, neither the papers’ production nor their circulation was mentioned in the court minutes. In any
          case, the papers aroused official ire for their potential to foster negative public opinion about the Dutch.
          Even if the Company had wanted to try again to appeal to the public, it would have been unsuccessful. A
          resolution to the events at Amboyna may have been close, but Company leaders’ control over it was less than
          they might have hoped or expected.
        

      


      


    





        Tonnage and Poundage


        
          The major issue roiling Parliament, crown, and the trading companies in late 1628 and early 1629 was whether
          the monarch’s levying of tonnage and poundage was legal. The question touched on constitutional issues and
          mercantile matters and involved a number of merchants who were members of the Company. The Company could be
          expected to have a prominent role in the debate over tonnage and poundage, yet the dispute seems hardly to
          have registered with it. The Company ultimately did not join with the Levant Company in its refusal to pay
          tonnage and poundage in 1628 or 1629, even though the companies shared many members. The Company’s reluctance
          to act on the matter was a recognition of how much it needed the support of the monarch—not Parliament.
        


        
          The controversy over tonnage and poundage barely appeared in the Company’s minutes. The first mention in the
          minutes that anyone from any company was refusing to pay tonnage and poundage did not appear until February
          1629, when the Privy Council requested the use of one of the Company’s warehouses to store “such goods of the
          merchants as are seized upon for refusing to pay the King custom.” The court of committees pleaded to be
          excused from complying with the request, citing their “continual use” of the warehouses as the reason they
          could not accommodate the king.96
          The request of the Privy Council certainly suggested that the Company was not refusing to pay tonnage and
          poundage, as many Levant Company merchants were (in fact, some of them had been refusing since 1626). Indeed,
          Company ships that arrived in late 1628 seem to have paid the duties. The goods from the ships had been sold,
          meaning that they had been released from the custom house, and Company leaders had granted a gratuity of
          thirty pounds of pepper to each of three deputies at the custom house for their help in dealing with Company
          goods.97
        


        
          The merchants’ refusal to pay tonnage and poundage was a major issue for crown and Parliament in early 1628
          and 1629. The Privy Council had begun proceedings against some Levant Company merchants in early 1627, and
          Parliament took up tonnage and poundage as a cause célèbre in its 1628 and 1629 sessions, treating it as a matter of the defense of liberty against
          monarchical overreach.98 The
          Levant Company minutes for the period recorded discussions on numerous days about how to handle the demands
          for the payment of tonnage and poundage, and newsletters from the period recorded how Levant Company
          merchants were refusing to pay imposts on their merchandise.99 Robert Brenner in particular sees the refusal to pay
          tonnage and poundage as a sign of the vibrancy and strength of merchant opposition in 1628 and 1629, and of
          the alliance between the merchant opposition and the House of Commons.100 However, Company minutes did not record any discussions
          similar to those that took place in the Levant Company in 1628, and Company leaders did not suddenly find
          themselves friends of Parliament.
        


        
          Members of the Company were almost undoubtedly sympathetic to the concerns of the Levant Company—many of the
          most prominent Company merchants were also Levant Company merchants, including Governor Morris Abbot, William
          Garway, and Nicholas Leate. As Levant Company merchants they were refusing to pay impositions—yet as East
          India Company merchants, they seem to have paid them. Indeed, Abbot, Garway, and Leate were among a group of
          Levant Company merchants who forcibly entered a locked warehouse where their seized goods were being held and
          liberated them in September 1628. Some thirty merchants took part in this action, and a few were later
          imprisoned.101
        


        
          It is possible that the logistics of running a trade through a joint stock discouraged the type of refusal
          that so many Levant Company members engaged in. Individual merchants in the East India Company could not
          refuse to pay their portion of tonnage and poundage unless all of them did, as none of the goods belonged to
          particular merchants. A particularly determined Levant Company merchant could refuse to pay duties on the
          goods on his ships, while another might complain but still pay duties on his goods. The collective nature of
          the East Indies trade, however, might have made Company leaders more willing to pay for the whole, as they
          had fewer options for refusal without involving the entire stock and members of the generality, all of whom
          might not have wanted to refuse.
        


        
          The first mention in the minutes of the Company’s possibly delaying paying customs was in March 1629, when
          the court of committees debated whether to enter cloth at the custom house (so tonnage and poundage could be
          assessed) or to delay. This debate was not about paying customs on newly arrived goods, but about paying
          export customs on goods to be sent to Persia, as tonnage and poundage covered both imported and exported
          goods. Because members of the court of committees had heard that “a declaration will come forth within a few
          days from his Majesty and the state,” they decided to delay. This declaration would better inform them of how
          and what they were to pay—in other words, “how to carry themselves in a business of so great
          consequence.”102 A few days
          later, Abbot brought the matter as a whole before the court of committees, observing that it was “high time
          to resolve what they will do concerning [customs].”103 Time was short: the ships for Persia needed to be loaded and sent off quickly, or
          they would risk missing that year’s trade.
        


        
          The court of committees’ debates on what course of action to take showed the members’ understanding that they
          relied on the monarch in a way that other trading companies did not, and that the structure of their trade
          differed as well. In Abbot’s view, the issue came down to the fact that “the Company and other merchants are
          not alike for many reasons.” Without directly mentioning it, he thus referred to the Company’s special
          reliance on the patent and prerogative. In particular, the Company needed the king, especially for diplomatic
          representation, in a way that no other company did, and to challenge the king on this matter would jeopardize
          any future support from him: “to contest with the king … in a business of this
          nature and at this time were no way fit considering the many occasions they have now with the king from whom
          the Company cannot expect any favor if herein they should show themselves refractory.”104
        


        
          In principle Company leaders might have taken a greater part in the refusal to pay tonnage and poundage in
          spring 1629, but in practice they could not risk waiting at that time of year. They continued to delay while
          waiting for word from the king, deciding “to defer the entry [of the cloth] for a day or two upon hope that
          within that time some alteration might happen.” If no such alteration happened, however, they decided, “in
          respect of the present state of the Company’s affairs both with relation to his Majesty and state, and also
          to the good of the voyage … there was conceived a necessity to enter and send
          away the said cloth speedily.”105 They were waiting, presumably in solidarity with the Levant Company’s aims, but they
          could not continue doing so without losing a year’s trade. The time demands of the Company’s trade simply
          were different from those of the Levant Company’s. Two days later, the court of committees decided not to
          delay the entry of the goods any longer, and this ended the Company’s involvement in the customs
          boycott.106 When the Privy
          Council approached the Company once more about lending warehouses to store impounded goods, the Company
          agreed and turned over two warehouses to the king’s use.107
        


        
          The years 1628 and 1629 were tumultuous ones for the Company. They were also tumultuous ones for the nation
          as a whole, and Company affairs intersected with national ones on numerous occasions. The issues that most
          touched the Company in these years had their roots in the continuing problem of Amboyna. The tense
          discussions with the monarch and Privy Council, the factious maneuverings of Smethwick, the failed attempt to
          court parliamentary support—all were shaped by the Company’s attempts and failure to secure a favorable
          resolution to Amboyna. Even when members of the Company found themselves discussing what role, if any, they
          should take in the controversy over tonnage and poundage, their actions were conditioned by the Company’s
          reliance on the prerogative and the support of the monarch that had been so clearly exposed by the events at
          Amboyna.
        


        
          Amboyna continued to make occasional and unpredictable appearances in Company affairs after 1629. Charles
          lost any leverage he might have had over the Amboyna verdict when he signed treaties first with France and
          then with Spain in 1630. The Amboyna trial took place in the Netherlands in 1630, with an acquittal rendered
          in 1632.108 With the verdict in,
          what Company leaders hoped to gain by reprinting Skinner’s True Relation, as they tried unsuccessfully
          to do in 1631 and then did successfully in 1632, is opaque, in part because the relevant volume of court
          minutes is missing. Presumably they printed the pamphlet in reaction to the news of the acquittal, though
          they may instead (or also) have been responding to the periodic appearance of new Dutch accounts of Amboyna,
          one of which also appeared in 1632.109 The issue of Amboyna attracted public attention again during the Anglo-Dutch wars of the
          1650s and was officially resolved in the 1654 Treaty of Westminster. In 1665 the Company finally received
          financial reparations in the amount of £3,615, long after the initial participants were dead or no longer
          active in the trade.110 The
          heyday of Amboyna for the Company was the 1620s, though, when it dominated Company discussions and meetings
          and colored Company dealings with the regime.
        


        
          What the negotiations about Amboyna in the late 1620s highlighted was that Company leaders could not rely on
          the regime for the diplomatic support that they (and the members of the generality) saw as necessary for the
          running of the trade. Their relationship with the monarch and Privy Council was more distant than it had
          been, with Company leaders finding it difficult to gain access to the monarch and sometimes being chided by
          the monarch and councilors for their demands.
        


        
          Yet their brief attempt to secure parliamentary support demonstrated that distant or no, the monarch and
          Council were still more sympathetic to the Company than Parliament was. By mid-1629, the Company had made
          peace of a sort with the king. It was not an unqualified peace: Amboyna was still not resolved, the Dutch
          ships had been released, and Company leaders had no immediate hope that the situation would change in their
          favor. But the Company paid its customs and acknowledged that its trade was not like other trades. The
          Company needed the support of the monarch. The years 1628 and 1629 had tried the relationship between it and
          the crown, but for Company leaders, the strained and more distant relationship that had developed by 1629 was
          still their best hope for making the trade work. The big question was whether Charles would give up on his
          designs to more closely control the East Indies trade.
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        Crown Manipulations of the East Indies
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        Dismantling the Company in the 1630s
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        IN SPRING 1636, a fleet of four ships and a pinnace
        departed for the East Indies under the command of Captain John Weddell. It had been outfitted with supplies for
        a long voyage and the bullion and goods needed to trade in the East Indies at a cost of some £120,000, and the
        captain was a man with considerable experience with the East India Company, having served it on several voyages
        in the 1610s and 1620s. He had knowledge of the ports and sea lanes of the East Indies and knew a number of the
        governors and officials in those ports. In short, it was a fleet with the specialized knowledge and economic
        backing to make a successful trading voyage. In fact, a fleet much like it sailed every year. The problem was
        that this was not an East India Company voyage, but that of a crown-backed rival to the Company.
      


      
        This voyage was organized and paid for by a small group of investors who have come to be known as the Courten
        Association. They had extensive and demonstrable support from Charles I. The Courten Association has attracted
        some attention as the group that spearheaded English colonization projects in Madagascar as well as
        privateering ventures in the Caribbean, though scholarly work on any of these topics is surprisingly thin. The
        group also appears briefly in accounts of the early East India Company as rivals and interlopers in the East
        Indies trade—though with little attention to the reasons why Charles would have been particularly interested in
        backing the Company’s rivals in the 1630s.1
      


      
        Yet the activities of the Courten Association indicate that it was much more than a simple, if unexpectedly
        well-organized, group of interlopers. The Courten Association was essentially the mirror image of the East
        India Company: it was granted many of the same rights and privileges, but its charter was to a small group of
        aristocrats and merchants with direct and close ties to Charles and the royal court. In fact, the Association
        was a sign of a carefully orchestrated breakdown of the alliance between crown and the Company that had
        characterized the latter’s activities in the early 1600s. It represented Charles’s attempt essentially to
        dismantle the Company and remake the East Indies trade via a body constructed to work not with the crown, like
        the Company, but for the crown.
      


      
        The events of the late 1620s reaffirmed the Company’s reliance on the crown, but they prompted Charles to try
        to gain more control over the Company and the East Indies trade. Merchant intransigence encouraged him to
        explore non-Company alternatives to develop the East Indies trade. Charles wanted a trade that was more
        obviously imperial rather than solely commercial, with fortified settlements and a greater English presence in
        the East Indies. Thomas Smethwick, a crown-backed adventurer within the Company, had already tried to introduce
        plans to reorganize the East Indies trade and funnel more profits to the king (as discussed in Chapter 9), but those plans had failed. In the 1630s, Charles threw his net
        wider. He sent voyages to explore new trading routes, and crown-backed rivals of the Company flouted its right
        to exclusive trade in the East Indies. The careful balancing act between Company, state, and empire that had
        functioned for over thirty years was transformed as Charles attempted to assert more oversight and control of
        the state’s overseas activities.
      


      
        Experimenting with the East Indies


        
          Almost from the moment he became king, Charles had attempted, through a variety of means, to shape the
          actions of the Company leaders. His efforts ranged from direct requests for membership or money to the
          behind-the-scenes use of Smethwick, a discontented Company member whose wish to reform the Company’s internal
          government seemed to make him well-suited to promoting or suggesting changes to the Company’s structure that
          would make it more financially favorable to the monarch. The result of each of these unsuccessful attempts
          would have been a change in the running of the Company that would either allow the monarch to more easily
          elicit funds from the institution or would reshape the structure of the Company overall and provide the
          monarch with a direct role in its government. When changing the Company from within failed, Charles attempted
          to change the East Indies trade itself.
        


        
          Beginning in 1630 (in other words, shortly after his failure to gain access to the Company through membership
          requests or Smethwick’s actions) and continuing through the decade, Charles began creating and licensing
          groups of rivals to the Company. In 1630 Charles granted privileges to Richard Quayle, a sea captain, in
          several letters that instructed him to take his ship, the Sea Horse, and “range the seas all the world
          over.” The letters made no exclusions or prohibitions about where Quayle could sail. In other words, they did
          not prohibit him from sailing to areas where the Company traded.2 The initial letter to Quayle listed as a reason for the
          grant simply that he had asked for it, along with “private reasons best known unto” Charles.3 These reasons, as stated in another
          letter, were Charles’s attempts to target Spain without open hostilities, though his letter also instructed
          Quayle to target the goods and ships of rulers “not in league” with England. In fact, Quayle was not supposed
          to come home before he had seized goods worth £10,000, of which he and his company would keep one-third, with
          the rest going to Charles.4
        


        
          This was not the first time the monarch had licensed a rival to the Company. On a few occasions, James I had
          granted letters to people that seemed to infringe on the Company’s patent. As discussed in Chapter 6, the 1604 patent granted to Sir Edward Michelborne and 1607
          license to Richard Penkevell, for example, gave those men access to parts of the East Indies that the Company
          could (and did) argue were encompassed in its patent. Michelborne sent at least one ship, though at the time
          of his death he seems to have been negotiating with the Company to turn over his patent to it. Penkevell
          never actually used his patent, though he took part in explorations for the northwest passage, and the
          Company does not seem to have taken action with regard to him. It is not clear whether that was because
          Company leaders did not know of the patent or judged it not to be a concern.
        


        
          Those grants, which infringed on the Company’s patent, were given in the infancy of the Company. The
          motivation behind them is unclear. It seems possible that James was using the grants of privileges as
          inexpensive rewards to courtiers he wished to favor, or that he was trying to spur further expansion of trade
          in the East Indies and did not think that the entire enterprise should be turned over to one body—certainly
          more than one body was granted patents to lands in the Atlantic and North America. Perhaps James did not
          think the Company would be so zealously protective of its privileges or so profitable that jeopardizing its
          success was undesirable as it was, and thus decided it was not worth antagonizing in later years. Or perhaps
          rewarding courtiers at the Company’s expense became less politically expedient as more and more courtiers
          became members of the Company and thus had a stake in preserving its privileges. Regardless, after
          Michelborne and Penkevell, James did not grant other patents to people that infringed so clearly on the
          Company’s grant, though he did test the boundaries of what Company leaders would accept. The 1617 grant to
          Sir James Cunningham, for example, was to start a Scottish East India Company. It was arguably not an
          infringement of the English East India Company’s patent, though Company leaders saw it as such. The Company
          managed to quash that venture. The other obvious case of interlopers in the trade—the Earl of Warwick’s
          piracy in the East Indies in the late 1610s—was not conducted under James’s auspices, despite the support in
          England for Warwick. Instead, Warwick sailed with letters of marque from the Duke of Savoy. After Michelborne
          and Penkevell, in short, for decades the monarch did not directly license rivals to the Company.
        


        
          Thus when Charles began licensing rivals to the East India Company in the 1630s, he was doing something
          new—or at least, something that had not been done in almost thirty years. Additionally, the grants Charles
          made were distinctly different from those of James to Michelborne or Penkevell. Charles gave his licensed
          rivals to the Company extensive state support to become viable alternatives and challengers. They were part
          of a concerted campaign to weaken the Company.
        


        
          Quayle’s 1630 expedition was, in many ways, an experiment. It involved only one ship and was answerable
          directly to Charles, who provided instructions for Quayle that were both involved and somewhat open-ended.
          The instructions directed Quayle to go to the Red Sea or elsewhere. They told him to target the Spanish or
          any other shipping of kingdoms and rulers not in amity with England (in other words, he could not target the
          shipping of friendly nations). The same letter that instructed Quayle not to come back without a cargo worth
          £10,000 hinted at the complications implicit in Quayle’s charge: his mission was not to be made known even to
          the crew until they were out at sea. Once he informed them of the voyage’s objectives, Quayle was supposed to
          make them swear an oath of allegiance to the monarch.5 This secret mission was Charles’s own, in other words.
        


        
          The Company seems not to have heard of the Sea Horse for some time. The first mention of the ship in
          Company accounts was not in spring 1630, when Quayle received his letters from Charles, but in early 1632,
          when Company leaders in London received a December 1631 letter from the commanders of the Company’s fleet.
          The commanders wrote that they had met a ship belonging to Charles, “immediately set out by him,” and
          captained by Quayle. Quayle had possessed a royal commission to go to the Red Sea, “by commission under his
          Majesty’s hand and seal.” As the Company commanders could not prove that Quayle had done anything against his
          commission, and as the commanders were aware of the “force” of that commission, they had to let Quayle go.
          They immediately wrote to London to inform the leaders of a design that “cannot be pleasing.” This letter was
          not received for several months after its December 1631 composition, and it was the first notice the leaders
          had that Charles had given a commission for the East Indies to someone outside the Company.6
        


        
          A few months later, Company factors in India wrote to London to inform Company leaders that the Sea
          Horse had been targeting trading ships in the Red Sea and taken a number of prizes. The factors’ biggest
          concern about Quayle’s actions in the Red Sea was that they did not know who he was targeting, and they
          worried that the Company would be held liable for Quayle’s actions—or rather, they knew that they would be
          expected to pay for the depredations of Quayle on any of the Mughal emperor’s subjects.7 The letter presented the events as
          dangerous and expensive: the ship was “ransacking and pillaging the traders in the Red Sea,” and the factors
          feared not only that the Company would have to pay for someone else’s crime, but also that Quayle’s
          activities would lead to the “utter loss of your Red Sea Trade (which stood on fair terms)” and that even the
          Levant Company might find itself held liable in Constantinople for Quayle’s actions on behalf of
          Charles.8
        


        
          Ultimately the Sea Horse returned to England with a cargo supposedly not worth much.9 Yet the ship’s voyage was not the only
          such experiment conducted by Charles. The monarch challenged the Company’s patent numerous times and in a
          variety of ways in the early 1630s. In March 1631, via Company member Sir John Wolstenholme, Charles
          approached the court of committees about a proposal to send a ship to discover the northwest passage. If the
          voyage was successful, it would end up in the Far East, perhaps at Bantam (also known as Banten), in Java,
          and Wolstenholme explained that Charles wanted to know if the Company would allow the ship to be loaded with
          pepper there. Company leaders would not agree, seeing this as an attempt to enable private trade outside
          their patent privileges. However, they were willing—if the ship made it that far—to send Company pepper back
          to England on the ship for reasonable freight charges.10 Wolstenholme also wished the Company leaders to give advice on what types of goods
          the ship should carry: in the event that it made landfall in Japan, he wished to know what colors and sorts
          of cloth might find favor there.11 In short, on Charles’s behalf, Wolstenholme was feeling out the Company on what the ship
          could do abroad without causing the Company to cry infringement.
        


        
          Charles had started exploring possible voyages in search of the northwest passage even before he had anyone
          approach the Company about such voyages. For example, in January 1630, he had approached Sir Thomas Button
          about a voyage to the northwest passage. Button had sailed under the aegis of Prince Henry in search of the
          passage (and the fate of Henry Hudson) in the early 1610s. Button’s advice for Charles and Secretary of State
          Viscount Dorchester was to talk to Wolstenholme and Sir Dudley Digges, who had also been involved with
          Henry’s overseas plans in the early 1610s.12 A 1635 commission mentioned numerous voyages sent by Charles to look for the northwest
          passage, though Company minutes include only limited references to these voyages (unsurprisingly, none of
          them actually made it to the East Indies).13
        


        
          Additionally, in early 1634 the Company’s governor, Sir Morris Abbot, reported that he had heard rumors of a
          new Scottish East India Company that Charles meant to set up. The court of committees adopted a wait-and-see
          policy, letting the issue rest for months, though the court may have been mobilizing support in the interim.
          In mid-October, the governor reported that Secretary Sir John Coke and the lord treasurer the Earl of
          Portland (who had been a member of the Company since 1617) had discussed the matter and informed Charles that
          a Scottish company would complicate matters for and hurt the English Company. Being “informed of the
          inconvenience and prejudice that may redound thereby,” Charles agreed to recall the patent for the Scottish
          Company.14 Thus the proposed
          Scottish Company came to nothing, but not without causing some concern.
        


        
          Lastly, in the mid-1630s, a number of people at court were enthusiastic about developing a colony on
          Madagascar. Technically, Madagascar was encompassed in the Company’s patent, and Company ships regularly
          stopped at St. Augustine Bay, though their activities in Madagascar were limited. The supporters of the
          Madagascar colony hoped that it would serve as a means to challenge Dutch influence in the East Indies and
          help develop English trade. The proposals for a Madagascar colony in 1636 had a distinctly Protestant and
          royalist slant, as one of the prime supporters of the venture was Rupert, son of Elizabeth Stuart and
          Frederick of Bohemia, who saw himself in the role of conquering hero. Endymion Porter was one of the most
          active proponents of the colony. Other supporters included the Earl of Arundel; Sir Thomas Roe; and William
          Davenant, who wrote a poem about Rupert’s yet-to-occur conquest of Madagascar.15 But while enthusiasm for the venture was high in 1636
          and 1637, it never got off the ground—even though Arundel revived the plan in 1639.
        


        
          Even without challenging the Company’s patent, some people at the royal court were challenging its monopoly
          on access to the East Indies. In August 1630, William Feilding, the Earl of Denbigh, received permission from
          Charles to travel to the East Indies. Denbigh’s voyage seems to have been at his own request—he was going not
          as an ambassador but as a private person, and he described himself as a “volunteer,” and “one that desires
          only to see those countries.”16
          The king was not unwilling to help him, however. Charles ordered the Company to help Denbigh by transporting
          him and his entourage in one of its ships. Charles’s letter suggested that the experience Denbigh would gain
          on the voyage would help him better aid the regime in future, though he did not specify how.17 The king anticipated that Denbigh’s
          voyage would reach as far as the Mughal empire and Persia and provided him with letters to the Persian and
          Mughal emperors, entreating them to welcome Denbigh to their courts. The letters explained Denbigh’s purpose
          as arising from his “desire to be an eye witness” and to see the splendor of foreign courts, though at least
          one newsletter writer noted that Denbigh had gone “in ambassage.”18 Denbigh’s voyage in many ways seems to have been
          intended as an extension farther afield of the voyages to Europe that aristocratic men increasingly took in
          this period and that became the basis for the Grand Tour, though he offered to do any service he could for
          Company leaders while he was in the East Indies.19
        


        
          Company leaders were not enthusiastic about transporting Denbigh. They deferred taking action on Charles’s
          letter several times, but knew they could not really refuse. They hoped at least that taking Denbigh would
          not prove an expensive proposition, both in terms of his transportation and the effect he might have on trade
          and the factors abroad.20
          Someone outside the Company hierarchy could cause complications on board ship and in the East Indies. For
          example, Denbigh and Company leaders engaged in a complicated negotiation over which ship and cabins the earl
          could have on the voyage east. Company leaders hoped to send him in the second ship of the fleet, as the
          first was used by all the factors, who needed to be able to confer with the fleet’s commander as necessary.
          Turning over the great cabin in the main ship to Denbigh would mean that it could not be used for those
          consultations. Denbigh cited his military service and his honor and refused to be put in the second ship. He
          noted that whatever ship he was in should be the one flying the flag, and he offered to vacate the great
          cabin when it was needed for consultations and “dispose himself in some other place of the ship until their
          consultations be ended.” Company leaders did not like this plan but felt compelled to accede to
          it.21
        


        
          While Denbigh assured the leaders that there was no ulterior motive to his trip besides increasing his own
          experience and education, the pointed questions the leaders asked about whether he was going as an ambassador
          showed exactly what they were concerned about. An ambassador could made decisions or enter into agreements
          that would have lasting consequences for the trade, and could do so without consulting Company factors. If
          Company ships were transporting Denbigh, the leaders wanted it clear that he was not one of them or
          representing them. Even the formal agreement between Denbigh and the Company about how large Denbigh’s
          entourage would be, and how much Denbigh and his people would pay for their portion of regular shipboard
          victuals had the effect of highlighting the distinction between the two parties, which was surely part of the
          leaders’ intent.22 Denbigh
          ultimately returned in 1633 with goods from the East Indies, including at least one Indian or Persian outfit
          (in which he was shortly thereafter painted by Anthony Van Dyck), but he seems to have had limited effect on
          Company affairs.23
        


        
          Taken as a whole, these unconnected ventures reveal that there was considerable interest from the regime in
          voyages to the East Indies that did not directly involve the Company. They show that numerous people at the
          royal court, not least the monarch, were actively engaged in planning for eastern voyages in ways that did
          not involve the Company, although they may have relied on the specialized knowledge and even personnel at the
          Company’s disposal.24 Kevin
          Sharpe in particular has traced the ventures spearheaded by the regime during the Personal Rule of the 1630s,
          the “novel” schemes aimed both to raise new monies for the crown and to better regulate trade according to
          the aims of the monarch. These overseas ventures were part of that experimentation, which often employed the
          granting of new patents: by mid-decade, Charles had granted a number of patents for a variety of
          industries.25 However, Company
          leaders were hardly aware of those larger trends. As they saw it, these schemes represented the monarch’s
          infringement on privileges they had held from the monarch for decades.
        


        
          These experimental ventures represented tests by Charles of the bounds of the Company’s control in the East
          Indies and of the ways he could maneuver around the Company—and to some extent, of how well the Company could
          still mobilize support at court. When James had tested the bounds of Company’s power, it had usually been
          able to mobilize considerable support at court. In the 1630s, in contrast, what was noticeable was how late
          Company leaders learned of the ventures and how little control they had over the outcome. Despite Company
          protests, the ventures proceeded apace. Thus, it is in the context of a monarch already pursuing alternatives
          to the Company, albeit in small, one-off efforts, that one must view the Courten Association.
        

      


      
        Courten’s Venture


        
          In 1635, Sir William Courten Sr., Endymion Porter, Thomas Kynnaston, and Samuel Bonnell entered into a
          partnership to pursue an East Indies trade. Their partnership has come to be known as the Courten
          Association, though that name is actually a misnomer—the group of adventurers had no official name, and the
          name is taken from the 1637 charter given to Courten and his associates, not a term they used themselves.
          Nonetheless, given that Company leaders saw Courten and his son, Sir William Courten Jr., as the prime movers
          behind the group of rival adventurers, the name is apt here. Sir William Courten Sr. was the son of an
          émigré Protestant clothier with extensive personal
          and economic ties to the Netherlands, where he had spent time in his youth.26 By the 1630s, he had gained a massive fortune via
          European and Atlantic trading ventures and had cultivated ties with Charles, including via thousands of
          pounds of loans in the 1620s. Indeed, at Courten’s death in 1636, Charles supposedly owed him some
          £25,000.27 When Courten died,
          his son inherited and took over his role in the overseas ventures. Porter was a courtier, a groom of the
          bedchamber, and a long-time friend of Charles. Bonnell was a merchant and one of Courten’s employees, and
          Kynnaston was also a merchant and part of the London mercantile community.28 Unlike the earlier one-off voyages Charles had sent, in
          this case there would be a proper trading fleet. The four men financed a voyage—Courten borrowing or
          supplying the lion’s share of the £120,000 cost of the fleet—and secured the services of a knowledgeable
          captain, John Weddell.29
        


        
          Weddell was well-suited to the venture and was no stranger to the court of committees. He had served the
          Company as early as 1617 as a master’s mate, and soon thereafter he captained a number of Company ships. He
          was part of the English contingent of the combined Persian-English force that took Hormuz from the Portuguese
          in 1621–1622 (see Chapter 7). His involvement with the Company, in
          short, was of long standing.30
          He was also a man with both initiative and some willingness to skirt rules. In April 1631, for example, he
          appeared before the court of committees to answer charges of private trading, both trading on his own and
          allowing others to bring back private goods.31 By the 1630s, in short, Weddell had proven knowledge of the East Indies, a long-standing
          history with the Company that involved some rule breaking (on his most recent trip he had brought back a
          leopard but, supposedly contrite after the charges of private trading, he offered it to the court of
          committees to present to the king and queen), and proven marine knowledge.32 How and when Courten and his associates came to know
          Weddell is unknown, but by December 1635 he had agreed to lead their fleet, and a former Company factor,
          Nathaniel Mountney, had agreed to go and serve as cape merchant (that is, head merchant or factor) in the
          venture.
        


        
          It is impossible to know to what extent Courten and his associates approached Charles or were approached by
          him. It is possible that the germ of the idea for the venture lay with Weddell himself, or in something he
          said regarding new possibilities for the East Indies trade in Goa. Perhaps Charles then put him in contact
          with Courten and Porter, perhaps Weddell sought out Courten and Porter, or perhaps Courten and Porter sought
          Weddell out after hearing something of his claims. Certainly, Weddell seems to have been telling people after
          he returned in 1635 that he knew of a way for the king to benefit even more from the East Indies trade, and
          that it involved Goa.33 In all
          likelihood, Charles was well aware of the Courten-backed trip and encouraging it even before he granted
          letters of commission for the venture. However, all that survives of the planning for it are the several
          letters of commission from Charles in December 1635 that spelled out the parameters of the voyage.
        


        
          Collectively, these letters of commission showed Charles shaping this enterprise according to the model of
          Company voyages but with more favorable terms for and closer ties to the crown (and arguably for the
          adventurers as well). For example, the first letter, from 6 December 1635, promised Charles’s support,
          including a hefty personal investment in the voyage: “for assurance of our real affection to the prosperity”
          of the voyage, Charles pledged to invest £10,000 in the joint stock.34 This pledge to invest in the voyage was a distinct
          change from the Company’s long-standing policy, which had refused offers by both James and Charles to
          adventure in the joint stock. Charles possibly saw his part in the voyage as guaranteeing the loyalty of the
          adventurers, as well as providing a possible and convenient source of income.
        


        
          The most interesting of the letters concerned the royal commission to Weddell for the voyage. It outlined the
          aims, restrictions, and privileges that would shape the voyage. Charles recognized Weddell’s earlier
          experience with the Company and specifically mentioned his interactions with authorities in Goa and Malabar,
          India—places the letter specified would be the voyage’s destinations—and encouraged him to enter into trade
          negotiations there and at other points east. The letter noted explicitly that the Company had not used the
          “manifold privileges” granted to them to develop a trade to those places, nor had they built fortifications
          abroad—with the result that Charles had not “received any annual benefit from thence (as other princes do) by
          reason of the said Company’s neglect.” The Company had pursued “their own present profit and advantage”
          without providing for the long-term health of the trade, he concluded. The current problems of the East
          Indies trade were due, quite simply, to the Company’s “supreme neglect of discovery and settling of
          trade.”35 In short, the letters
          presented a vision of the Company’s commercial gain taking place at the expense of national gain, which
          should have had a distinctly imperial component, given the mention of fortifications, that the commercial
          venture had neglected.
        


        
          Charles’s letters of commission explained that, despite the Company’s shortcomings, “having maturely and
          seriously considered that the increase of trade and navigation is the principal means to bring honor and
          wealth to this our kingdom,” and always looking forward to what would secure these benefits for all his
          subjects, he remained convinced that the East Indies trade was key. He noted that he had already backed
          several voyages to discover the northwest passage, “which have not been so successful as was expected,” but
          he still had hopes of finding the passage and the promises of the Japan trade. Charles gave Weddell full
          authority over the three ships and assorted pinnaces of the voyage and instructed him to go to Goa, the
          Malabar coast, the Chinese coast, and Japan to begin the process of developing a trade there. All of these
          were areas that the Company’s ships had traveled to and where they had traded in the past. All were also
          areas where the Company did not have permanent factories or ongoing trade relationships. In short, the
          Company could easily argue that these areas were within the scope of its patent, and the new adventurers
          could easily argue that they were not infringing on areas of developed Company trade. However, the letter
          then listed all the other possible places Weddell’s voyage might go to trade—the Cape of Good Hope,
          Mozambique, the Persian Gulf, Sumatra, Java, and the Philippines—many of these being places where the Company
          did indeed have a trading presence. The aim of the voyage was to trade, selling English goods as well as
          buying foreign commodities, though Charles wanted Weddell to be alert for information relating to the
          northwest passage.36
        


        
          A key difference between this letter of commission and the Company’s patent emerged in the instructions about
          what else Weddell was supposed to do abroad: namely, claim lands. Charles’s letter made specific provision
          for Weddell to appoint a person to explore in an effort to discover the northwest passage and authorized him
          to give that person “order and authority to take possession of us of all such lands as they shall discover
          and conceive may be of advantage and honorable for us to own and hold.” To spur the adventurers to claim and
          possess land, Charles promised them in perpetuity half of the customs revenues that came from their trade or
          plantations.37 Either Charles
          expected the plantations to earn little money, or he was providing a large incentive to spur English empire
          in the East Indies. It was true that many plantations in the Americas, for example, failed or provided
          lackluster earnings, but it was also true that one of Charles’s biggest sources of income in the 1630s was
          customs revenue, and signing over a half interest in perpetuity for any type of such revenue was a
          significant concession.
        


        
          The letters provided Courten, Weddell, and their associates with additional powers that the Company did not
          have. One letter specified what seal this new “company” could use—“a lion passant gardant between three
          imperial crowns,” a design that emphasized the direct connection between the Courten Association’s voyage and
          the crown, as well as the distinctly imperial agenda of the venture.38 The last provision the king made for the Courten
          Association was to provide another sign of the regime’s support: he authorized the ships to fly royal
          colors—“the same colors commonly called the union flag, which our own ships, and none but the ships employed
          in our particular service ought to bear.”39 Company leaders had occasionally discussed how helpful it would be to fly the royal
          colors on their ships, and both James and Charles had offered the right to fly the colors as an enticement to
          allowing the monarch to invest in the Company. When the leaders rejected the monarch’s adventure, it meant
          forgoing the use of the colors. That privilege was now granted to the ships of the Courten Association.
        


        
          The association’s voyage was not hastily put together. The letters of commission revealed carefully thought
          out objectives and a plan of action. As noted above, the letters drew on the model of the Company, but with
          key changes that both boosted the authority of the venture and tied it symbolically and financially to the
          crown. Charles’s letters of commission made clear that he was commissioning Weddell to do what the Company
          had not, and to prepare for the future possibility that the “aforesaid Company should fail.”40 Essentially, the king was both planning
          for and planning on the Company’s failure.
        


        
          In January 1636, about a month after Charles had commissioned Weddell, the first rumors about the Courten
          venture reached the Company’s court of committees. The governor and deputy informed the other members of the
          court about the “general report spread abroad” about Courten’s proposed voyage to the East Indies.41 They began a series of inquiries to find
          out more information and, they hoped, to gather support. Company leaders did not get, or apparently seek, a
          meeting with the king. Instead, they called on an old ally, Lord Cottington, who promised to talk to
          Secretary of State Sir Francis Windebank, who in turn promised to talk to Charles.42 Given that Windebank had earlier come to an agreement
          with the Courten adventurers to invest a token sum of money in their voyage, how hard he would have worked on
          the Company’s behalf is open to debate.43 Company leaders did not know that such an arrangement had been made, however. The
          monarch’s response to their inquiry was not reassuring. He told them not to worry but gave few particulars as
          to why they need not worry: “he would not have the Company to trouble themselves about the business, for
          though it be true that these ships are to go forth by his privity and allowance, yet not to any of those
          parts that may prejudice or endanger the Company.” Instead, he informed them, rumor lied. The ships would
          indeed go to the Red Sea, but “they are to be employed upon some secret design which his Majesty at present
          thought not fit to reveal.”44
        


        
          A remonstrance prepared by the Company leaders shortly thereafter underscored their concerns that the
          proposed voyages would undermine the stability and continuity that they argued characterized their trade in
          the East Indies. An anonymous written response to the Company’s concerns emphasized that, despite rumors, the
          ships would not go near the Red Sea and that Company leaders could not know what would be on the ships (that
          is, what kind of goods would be carried) and so should not assume it was a rival venture. Most importantly,
          the respondent suggested that Company leaders acted more out of jealousy than anything else: “It seems the
          past actions of the said Company renders them thus jealous of any preparations for discovery lest it should
          find some print of their stops in those parts they mention, which they would have locked up from all men’s
          eyes but their own.” The author charged that Company leaders’ desire to keep their knowledge secret or
          restricted led them to act in a way that hindered new discoveries. In short, the respondent argued, “there is
          no man will undertake any discovery, if he must be obliged first to acquaint the East India or any other
          Company with the particulars of the design or voyage.”45
        


        
          Further information suggested to the court of committees that despite Charles’s assurances, Courten’s voyage
          was, in fact, intended for the East Indies and the Red Sea.46 The governor and deputy went again to speak with
          Cottington, who again promised that he would pass the Company’s concerns along to Charles. Striking, once
          more, was how little direct access Company leaders had to the monarch or Privy Council in these inquiries.
          The governor once more emphasized the possible negative consequences of Courten’s voyage and stated that the
          Company’s concern was “so they may be free from blame if any unexpected accident shall befall the Company by
          this occasion,” and that what they wished was “only to inform the state thereof beforehand.” Charles’s
          response, delivered via Cottington, was once again that the Company leaders should trust him and “that upon
          the word of a king and as he is a Christian king there is nothing intended to hinder or damage the Company in
          their trade.”47
        


        
          The actions and debates of Company leaders over the next few days revealed their unease and anxiety, as well
          as their lack of knowledge about the particulars of the voyage. They did not even know what to call the rival
          voyage. They referred to “Sir William Courten’s intended voyage” but did not seem to know who had invested in
          the venture beyond Courten himself. On 4 March they noted that rumors of the voyage were increasing daily,
          and though reports initially mentioned one ship and one pinnace, current word referred to four ships and a
          pinnace. In addition, it was rumored that the rival adventurers had hired a number of Company factors and
          seamen and bought commodities that would sell in the East Indies. In short, despite Charles’s reassurance,
          the evidence strongly suggested an East Indies destination. This conflicting evidence caused problems within
          the court of committees. Some members wanted to trust Charles, with the court minutes repeating, in a
          distinctive font, that the king had promised “as he was a Christian king,” while others argued that it was
          “not safe for this court to sit still.”48
        


        
          Company leaders’ attempts to deliver a petition to the king revealed further strain and anxiety in their
          relationship to Charles. The account in the court minutes of the delivery testified to a persistent
          difficulty in getting the king’s ear, much less in persuading him to do as the leaders wished. Four men went
          to Whitehall “expecting by the means and favor of my Lord Cottington and Mr. Secretary Coke to have had
          private access to his Majesty and then to have delivered the Company’s petition concerning Sir William
          Courten’s design and likewise upon that occasion to have enlarged by word of mouth what was not expressed in
          their petition.” Instead, they found that “although they attended in the Privy Chamber all the morning,” they
          could not get access to the king. The minutes charted all the places Charles went that day—to chapel, back
          from chapel, to dinner—while, presumably, the men simply waited for him. They seem to have stopped him on his
          way back from dinner, handed him the petition, and then waited for hours outside the Council chamber without
          seeing him again. They eventually set up a meeting with William Laud, Archbishop of Canterbury, for the next
          day but left without any plan to meet the king, and in their account of their meeting with the Privy Council
          two days later, they made no specific mention of their having spoken with the monarch.49 Tensions were high enough that one
          newsletter recorded how only days later, when Company leaders went to deliver a different petition to the
          king, which “at last the king snatched from them,” he assumed it was another protest about the Courten
          adventurers and was relieved to discover it was merely about the Dutch and Amboyna.50 The efforts of Company leaders at the
          royal court had no effect on the proposed Courten voyage, and Weddell and the ships left England for points
          east sometime in early 1636.51
        


        
          The rumors and then certain knowledge of the rival expedition inflamed already heightened tensions within the
          Company. The financial struggles of the Company at the time had led to a number of confrontations between
          members of the generality and the court of committees over access to the Company’s account books and letters
          from the East Indies. In the wake of the news of the rivals’ departure and the ongoing weak performance of
          the Company’s trade, at the July election a member of the generality had even proposed not reelecting Abbott
          as governor, “in hope that by a change the Company might have better success in their affairs than of late
          they have had.”52 Company
          members had expressed concerns about incumbency on numerous occasions, but never phrased those concerns in
          terms like this, where change was imagined as a last resort. Though this suggestion was not well received and
          Abbot was reelected, the fact that it was made was one indication of how low morale and trust in the
          Company’s future was among some members of the generality in 1636.
        


        
          There was also clear evidence of how committed Charles was to the success of the Courten venture. Sir William
          Courten Sr. died in late May 1636. His son inherited his father’s adventure (and debts). In June 1636, with
          William Courten Jr. trying to settle his father’s estate and finding himself in great debt, the king stepped
          in to aid him. Charles ordered several wealthy City merchants to loan Courten Jr. money or tell Charles why
          not they would not do so. Some people at court suggested that the whole Courten venture be offered to the
          East India Company to buy out. That seems not to have happened—at least, Company court minutes record no
          discussion of such an offer—and within a few weeks, Courten Jr. was negotiating with Porter about how to
          proceed with their venture.53
        


        
          By late October, with Weddell long departed, the Company court of committees met to discuss what to do next.
          They talked about how Charles’s favor to the rival group would hurt their trade, especially since rumors
          suggested that Charles might also allow a third group into the East Indies in the next year. Company leaders
          decided to press Charles to confirm their patent, and if he would not do so, to pull their men and goods from
          the East Indies—in other words, to give up the trade.54 Once again they were contemplating a trade cessation, but for a very different
          reason than they used in dealing with the events of Amboyna. In a meeting with the Privy Council, Abbot laid
          out the Company’s situation: its trade still suffered; its investors were discouraged by news of Courten’s
          ships; and Weddell was making for Surat, where he should not be and where he would raise commodity prices and
          further hurt the Company’s trade. “If the king and state do desire the supportation of the East India trade
          they must be cherished and comforted,” the governor concluded.55
        


        
          The trouble was that Company leaders did not have much time to figure out how to deal with Courten and his
          adventurers. Under normal circumstances, no one would expect Weddell and Mountney to return for four or five
          years. Unknown to the Company, however, the rival adventurers had sent out two ships in advance of Weddell’s
          fleet in spring 1635, with a commission from Charles “to range the seas all the world over.”56 The two ships sent were the
          Roebuck and the Samaritan, and the seas they ended up in were in the East Indies, though the
          leaders of the Company seem to have known nothing about them for a year and a half.
        


        
          In late 1636, the Company received word that the Samaritan and the Roebuck, under the command
          of William Cobb, had seized a Surat junk in the Red Sea, resulting in the arrest of two Company factors and
          the seizure of Company goods in Surat.57 The news was known in London, since at least one newsletter reported the event, including
          the gruesome details of the tortures the crews had supposedly unleashed on the captured men.58 For Company leaders, the news began a
          sleuthing mission, as they attempted to discover more about the trip—for example, by speaking to a cooper
          about whether he had hooped casks for a ship called the Samaritan a year and a half before and who had
          paid him, and investigating what type of insurance policy the merchants had taken out on the
          ships.59 “Our merchants are in
          great distraction,” one observer mentioned, noting the secrecy that had shrouded the venture and how little
          the Company merchants knew about where the ships had been bound and what they might have done.60
        


        
          Company leaders discovered the names of several men behind the venture and took immediate action to prosecute
          them. They attributed the venture to Courten Sr., Kynnaston, and Bonnell. They had Kynnaston seized and
          arrested, though Charles soon ordered him released. Bonnell fled to France. Company leaders began a suit
          against the two men in the Admiralty courts for thousands of pounds in damages.61 Porter was also involved—in March 1635 he kept
          twenty-two men of the crews of the two ships from being pressed into naval service—though Company leaders did
          not move against him.62 Courten
          Sr. was dead by this point, but Company leaders attempted to prosecute Courten Jr. as his heir.63
        


        
          The Company leaders had a meeting with the Privy Council days later about the ships. At least sixteen
          councilors, in addition to the king, were present to hear Company leaders read a petition and extracts from
          letters from the East Indies, recounting the seizure of two ships in the Red Sea by Courten’s men, the
          torture by Courten’s men of the people aboard the ships, and the subsequent arrest of Company factors in
          Surat. Charles was skeptical of the activities Courten’s men were alleged to have committed, noting that
          while he had in fact set forth some ships around that time “with his Majesty’s privity,” he had sent them
          “with no warrant or direction from his Majesty or with his consent to do any act to the prejudice of the said
          Company.” Charles continued in his denials, saying that while he would send a letter to Surat disavowing the
          actions and clearing the Company of culpability if Courten’s men had seized the ships, yet “his Majesty
          conceives it is not very clear that the said act hath been committed by Englishmen.”64 Charles would make sure that reparations
          were paid to the Company, but he doubted that they would be necessary. The petition the Company leaders read
          before the Privy Council and king seemed to anticipate Charles’s skepticism, imploring the councilors to hear
          what they had to say and “thereupon to be intercessors to his Majesty” and convince him to act on his
          behalf.65
        


        
          Courten Jr. meanwhile denied the Company’s accusations that he was implicated or at fault. His father, he
          claimed, was in no way involved with the Roebuck or the Samaritan, and he—Courten Jr.—should
          not be liable for their actions abroad, nor should any ships he wished to send be stopped.66 Charles’s response to Courten Jr.
          mimicked the skepticism he had earlier displayed to the Company: “knowing that the petitioner’s father did
          not set forth the two ships … and holding it most unjust that the petitioner
          should be troubled for that business,” he declared that the Company could not be allowed to hold Courten
          responsible or “vex” him in any way.67 Courten soon presented the petition and response to the court of committees, who did not
          know what to do about the mounting evidence of the Company’s loss of royal support.68
        


        
          Abbot approached Windebank, who gave the Company no encouragement at all, weakening even further the tenuous
          chain that connected Company leaders to the monarch in the mid-1630s. Windebank essentially told the leaders
          not to further involve him in their petitions and said that “there was no cause for the Company to petition
          his majesty.”69 Company leaders
          did not fully take Windebank’s advice of dropping the matter entirely, though they did give up the proposal
          for recompense for the Surat seizures as a lost cause. The petition they presented to Charles acknowledged
          his decision about the Samaritan and Roebuck but requested him not to absolve Courten Jr. of
          his father’s liability in the Weddell expedition. In other words, they hoped still to prosecute Courten Jr.
          if word came back that Weddell’s expedition had infringed on Company privileges. They reminded Charles that
          he had promised them on his honor that the Weddell expedition would not trade in any of the areas where the
          Company was already established.70
        


        
          Perhaps in response to Charles’s promise to send a letter to Surat, and in spite of the mounting evidence
          that they did not have the king’s ear, sometime in early 1637 Company leaders compiled a list of letters they
          wanted from the king. What they requested were: letters to the Mughal emperor, the governor of Surat, and the
          viceroy of Goa “disavowing the late piracy”; a letter to William Methwold, the chief factor in Surat,
          “commending his care and pains”; and a letter to Weddell, warning him of the king’s displeasure with his
          actions regarding the Company.71
          Company leaders were asking for explicit support from the regime for the specific people and policies they
          had in place in the East Indies. The official letters they requested would reaffirm their privileged place in
          Indian polities, but they received only one of the letters.
        


        
          Charles sent a letter to Weddell, but its contents were hardly what Company leaders had hoped for. Instead of
          warning Weddell away from Company territory, the letter focused on Charles’s disapproval of the Company’s
          actions. Charles claimed that he would have supported the Company in securing recompense for their monetary
          losses via legal channels, “but when we perceived the said Company went about not so much to prove their said
          pretended losses, and the occasion thereof, as to fall on [that is, arrest] the person of those that set
          forth the said ships the Samaritan and Roebuck, which we must avow to have been sent with our
          privity and license,” they had lost his approval. Company leaders had spread rumors that Charles had “totally
          declined their protection,” he wrote, in an attempt to discredit Weddell’s expedition. They had dispersed
          these rumors “underhand and in an insinuating and subtle way,” and Charles was concerned lest the Company’s
          “merchant-like dealing and rumors” reach Weddell’s ears and lead him to think that Charles did not support
          him. Instead, Charles wrote “to assure you hereby of our constant and continued gracious favor.” In fact, the
          Company’s actions, Charles wrote, had spurred him to confirm the commission of the rivals under the great
          seal of England.72 In other
          words, Charles’s letter to Weddell asserted his commitment to the Courten adventurers, promised that the
          privileges they had would be formally granted by patent, while also distancing himself from the Company. The
          gulf between Charles’s desires and those of Company leaders in the mid-1630s was vast.
        

      


      
        Dismantling the Company


        
          As damning as the letter from Charles to Weddell was, since it essentially disavowed the Company, was a
          series of five papers about the East Indies trade delivered to Charles in May 1637. They were probably
          composed while Charles was considering formalizing the Courten patent, and each consisted of three to four
          close-written pages. Based on the handwriting, they were the work of at least several authors, and each may
          have been written by a different author. These papers were memos exploring a variety of possible courses of
          actions that Charles could take with regard to the East Indies trade. They were detailed—sometimes critical
          of the Company, sometimes critical of the move to circumvent it—and revealed that the author or authors had a
          deep and sometimes personal knowledge of the East Indies trade and Company. Their topics demonstrated that
          the Company still had supporters at the royal court who saw it as necessary for the trade, but it was also
          clear that Charles, or someone close to him, was laying the intellectual groundwork for abandoning the
          Company and backing the rival adventurers.
        


        
          The first two memos explored the possibility that the Company would either fall apart or end, and what the
          consequences would be for Charles should that happen. The initial paper, titled “Information and observations
          that the East India Company are resolved to divide and leave the Trade,” gave reasons for the coming failure
          of the trade regardless of any actions of the monarch. This was a memo critical of the current state of
          affairs, opening with the declaration that “it is certain, that as it is managed, it is a trade of loss to
          the particular adventurers.” The author suggested that Company leaders were sending out fewer ships each
          year, winding down the trade unobtrusively “by degrees,” because they knew the king would not like such a
          course of action. The writer noted that there were private rumors circulating among Company leaders that this
          would be the last voyage. The Company would slowly pay off debts while refraining from sending new goods and
          funds, which the author took as “infallible proof they will dissolve,” as the amount of money left after the
          Company’s debts were paid would not be enough to run the trade.73
        


        
          The most insurmountable reason for the coming failure of the East Indies trade, according to the author of
          the first memo, was the problem of unruly Company members. The author noted that the Company was divided
          against itself, stating that “there are, and have ever been, a malignant, popular, and mutinous party among
          that Company, who only reign at their general, or quarter courts, and these have ever been clamorous against
          the government and committees.”74 The language was notable, echoing characterizations a decade before of misbehavior in the
          Virginia Company at the time of its dissolution by the monarch.75 The East India Company, the author argued, would
          dissolve in large measure not because of the economic difficulties it faced (though those were great) but
          because of these “malignant, popular, and mutinous” people, who “now seek their revenge to break the
          Company.”76 It would do so by
          dissolving the stock, with each adventurer reclaiming his share, and thus the Company’s trade would be at an
          end. The end of that trade would mean the end of English trade in the East Indies, regardless of the presence
          of willing rivals. Obliquely touching on the Courten-led rivals, the author stated that “it will be found a
          very great difficulty to procure new undertakers, and underwriters, for so great a stock as must manage the
          trade of the Indies.” Rivals one might find, but rivals willing to finance the entire extensive and expensive
          Company trade were rare. Instead, the Dutch would be the winners, effectively running all of Europe’s trade
          with the East Indies, and dictating prices to everyone.77 Thus, despite the author’s misgivings about the style of the Company’s political
          life, he did not seem to be advocating that the monarch take an active role in dissolving the trade.
        


        
          While the first memo set up the likelihood of a dissolution of the trade, the second memo considered the
          effects of such a dissolution on the customs and other revenues of the kingdom. The author of “The particular
          loss of his Majesty in his Customs and of the kingdom in general, by consumption of stock, if the East India
          Company shall dissolve, and desert the Trade,” was deeply concerned about the negative effects on England of
          abandoning the East Indies trade. The author made no reference to alternative undertakers of the trade,
          successful or otherwise, and instead treated the dissolution of Company as the end of England’s East Indies
          trade. “It is,” the author argued, “a very great danger to alter the course of trade, which like great rivers
          keep their own and natural channels … or find new passages to the sea.” He saw
          the economic ramifications of the trade as complex: “if they change, all the lesser streams must also change,
          or be stopped, or find new passages to the sea.” The author recognized that the thirty-five years of the
          Company’s trade had seen a great realignment of trade routes into England (spices now came via the sea route
          and not the Mediterranean, for example). He showed exactly how the trade brought wealth into England—besides
          customs revenue of at least £100,000, the trade helped employ English merchants and mariners, for example. In
          fact, he argued, the majority of the money the Company spent directly benefited the English through shipping
          costs and wage payments, while only a small amount went to East Indian polities. Additionally, when English
          merchants reexported East Indian goods, he claimed, they were effectively turning East Indian goods into
          English goods, for “once brought in, and paid the customs, it is naturalized, and become an addition to the
          stock of the kingdom.” East Indies goods became English goods, and when the East Indies trade failed, he
          argued, other English trades would suffer as well: the failure of one trade hurt all.78
        


        
          Like the author of the first document, the author of this one emphasized that the Dutch (and the Portuguese,
          to a much lesser extent) would be the real beneficiaries of the dissolution of the Company. Dutch merchants
          and shipping would supply the English lack: “the Hollander in an overflowing shall reap the gain.” English
          consumers would pay higher prices, but more important, England as a state would be weaker by having a
          neighbor so strengthened at its cost. The situation, the author warned, would “give us indeed true warning to
          take heed of the excessive increase of any neighbor both in wealth and power.” In short, at stake with the
          East Indies trade was not only the success of some merchants, but also England’s place in Europe. England
          could not hope to counterbalance the burgeoning Dutch and would fail to “keep him an humble, obsequious, and
          necessary friend” if the Company, and hence the East Indies trade, floundered.79
        


        
          The third document turned to the question of whether private adventurers could run the trade in the absence
          of a company and joint stock. Though the author of this document never mentioned the Courten-led rivals by
          name, the title—“Objections and propositions resolved and answered that the Trade into the East Indies may be
          otherwise maintained, than by a Company and joint stock”—made it clear that this was an analysis of the
          sustainability of groups like them. The author explored two questions: whether the king would benefit by
          opening the trade to private adventurers, and whether piracy in the East Indies would bring more profit than
          trade.80
        


        
          In response to the first question, the author concluded that a company and joint stock were necessary for the
          East Indies trade in a way that they simply were not for the Levant trade. He echoed many of the arguments
          Company leaders had frequently made. Like them, he argued that the amount of capital required and the length
          of the voyages necessitated a joint stock. And like them, he maintained that organizing and governing a
          system of factories in the East Indies was necessary for a profitable trade but required a single authority
          to administer them and represent them to East Indian polities. He also discussed the problem of the
          transition from a joint stock run by a company to private merchants. There would be several years between the
          dissolution of the Company and the establishment of private merchants, and in that time the Dutch would
          strengthen their trade at English expense and represent to East Indian authorities that the English trade was
          “broken,” so that treaties already in place would lapse.81
        


        
          To answer the second question, the author maintained that abandoning the trade entirely and focusing on
          piracy, or “trade by force,” could not supply a sustainable or honorable course for the East Indies trade.
          Piracy, he argued, would gain wealth once but not consistently, as people in the East Indies would learn to
          avoid the areas that the English targeted. The author suggested that seizing ships near the Red Sea would
          fail to hurt Ottoman trade, but it would hurt English trade in the Levant. Piracy further east would mean
          that the English were targeting other Europeans, as it was Europeans who carried the trade of the spice
          islands. In none of these cases would piracy help the English on a long-term basis. Additionally, the author
          saw piracy as a morally problematic choice for the English. Honor demanded that the English avoid “taking
          away the goods of men lawfully possessed by the bounty of God.” Resorting to piracy would give the English in
          the East Indies the reputation of thieves, which the author was sure the Dutch would be sure to emphasize and
          which would further hinder the English.82
        


        
          The first three memos, without definitively advocating for the Company or openly discussing the Courten
          venture, presented the alternatives to a Company-run trade as misguided and unlikely to succeed. They were
          sometimes critical of the current state of the Company, but they still saw the Company-run trade—especially
          when properly conducted—as a bulwark against Dutch influence and necessary to England’s welfare. Taken
          together, the first three memos evaluated the Company and the best way to run the East Indies trade. The
          final two memos gave two answers to an entirely different question, however: whether the regime should fix
          the Company or abandon it. These memos were direct and prescriptive. One memo explained how the monarch could
          aid the Company to help it survive and flourish. The second advocated for jettisoning the Company and
          supporting the Courten adventurers.
        


        
          The author who wrote in support of the Company saw fixing it as a difficult venture, and one that required
          extensive support from the monarch. This memo did not have a real title, though it was endorsed as “Humble
          considerations proposed how to preserve the stock and trade into the East Indies, for his Majesty,” wording
          that gave a sense of its aim. The author began with a comment that he had conferred directly with Company
          leaders about why the membership was so divided (a circumstance the first memo had noted). Perhaps because of
          this conference with Company leaders, his analysis of the state of the Company and its problems was
          comprehensive. The Company’s problems had no one cause, instead having roots in events over the previous
          decade. The author alluded to Amboyna and Smethwick’s agitation, delicately attributing some of the Company’s
          problems to decisions Charles had made. For example, the author suggested that the monarch should “take the
          point concerning the regulation of commerce with the Dutch into his serious consideration, as a matter of
          state, and by treaty … so to settle a correspondence for the time to come (and
          if no recompense can be conveniently procured, at least an amnesty of all quarrels and pretenses past).”
          Elsewhere the memo gently chided the regime, noting that “the ears of the state have been always open, to
          hear and receive the clamors of some of [the Company’s] own malignant members, who principally have
          occasioned all the fractions and distempers among them.”83
        


        
          The author also identified the likely possibility of licensed rivals as another cause of concern to the
          generality. He noted that some members of the Company were concerned about the “discountenance or want of
          protection in their privileges conceived, and a general loss from these causes proceeding.” The author
          specifically noted various rival adventurers who, with the approval of the regime, had challenged the
          Company’s patent privileges, citing “the Samaritan and Roebuck set out in the name of Mr.
          Porter, the fleet of Sir William Courten, and the report of a great liberty” granted to yet another
          contender.84
        


        
          The biggest difficulty facing the Company was its relationship with Charles. He was both the cause of and the
          only real solution to the Company’s problems. Company members felt that they had “a particular opinion of
          disfavor from his Majesty.” Indeed, the writer elaborated that “some of the principal of the Company, upon
          whose voice many others do depend, do conceive that his majesty hath an ill opinion of their persons and
          endeavors, and that they stand not fair in his grace, which doth discourage them in their labors, and makes
          them desirous to withdraw from the occasion.” They felt this coolness had been revealed in a number of ways,
          from Charles too readily believing critics of the Company and authorizing inquiries into the actions of
          Company leaders to his granting others Company privileges.85
        


        
          The memo’s author believed that only Charles could heal those relationships and vouchsafe the vitality of the
          Company. The author was clear about this point, saying that the remedy “is only in the power of his Majesty
          if he please to defend” the Company. Charles would have to meet directly with Company leaders and assure them
          of his desire for them to continue the trade and of his continuing favor. He would also have to stop meddling
          in the Company’s government and support the leaders openly, so that people like Smethwick would stop
          challenging them—though the author of the memo expressed this opinion in softer terms: the king, he said,
          should “recall petty and private enquiries upon the governors and government, and be pleased to appoint a
          public hearing either in his own presence, or by a choice committee of his lords, of all manner of complaints
          against them … and that being by so honorable a trial and judgment cleared of
          all accusations” they would be “set right in the opinion of his Majesty and the world.” Such a course would
          mean that those “clamorous persons” who falsely accused Company leaders would get whatever “censure and
          punishment as to the wisdom and justice of his Majesty shall seem convenient.” Charles would also have to
          promise not to disregard the privileges granted in the Company’s royal charter, like exclusive trade in the
          East Indies. The Company should be given “his gracious protection of their privileges” and the knowledge that
          “of the future his royal charter and privileges granted unto them shall not be broken.” If these steps could
          be taken, then the Company stood a good chance of surviving and rebounding. Charles’s actions would help
          Company leaders secure the adventures they needed, and the East Indies trade would reap the
          benefits.86
        


        
          In contrast to this attempt to reconcile the king and Company, the final document of the collection argued
          that Charles should confirm the Courten Association’s charter under the great seal. This document was not a
          policy analysis so much as a narrative of why Charles had approached Courten (not the other way around) and
          commissioned the trade. The new rival trade, in other words, was as much Charles’s venture as that of Courten
          and his associates, according to the memo. In this narrative, the Company had refused to explore a trade in
          Goa, Malabar, and China—places where the king of Spain had fortifications—which had caused Charles to “send
          for” Sir William Courten and “command him to undertake and open a trade.” Charles had encouraged Courten by
          pledging £10,000 of his own money for the voyage, and on account of this encouragement Courten had spent some
          £120,000 in outfitting the expedition. The rival adventurers had no plan to “hinder or disturb” the East
          India Company but might, should the Company fail, help ensure the continuance of the trade (this was, of
          course, the same language used in Charles’s commission to Weddell in December 1635). What the Courten voyage
          really needed, however, was a commission under the great seal, to prove Charles’s commitment to the endeavor.
          Charles should ignore the Company, which for self-serving reasons, and not thinking of the good of England,
          sought to “hinder his Majesty from making good his royal word and promise, by staying the commission from
          passing under the great seal.” In this narrative, the Company was almost unconnected to the regime, while the
          rival trade was “his Majesty’s own creation” and evidence of Charles’ “gracious and real intentions in this
          work.” The author made no mention of fixing the Company, nor did he acknowledge that the Company had any
          value for the state. Instead, it was an obstacle to the success of Charles’s East Indies venture.87
        


        
          On the first day of June 1637, Charles granted a patent to the Courten Association.88 The memos had laid out different
          interpretations of the state of the Company and the problems facing it, and the one whose argument Charles
          agreed with was the one that most closely resembled the convictions he already had. The narrative of the
          final memo had proved more persuasive or attractive than trying to solve the problems that arose out of the
          complicated history between the Company and Charles. Charles decided to affirm his commitment to the
          Company’s rivals.
        


        
          The patent he gave the rivals was markedly different in form from that of the Company. The first half
          restated the content of the letters Charles had given Weddell and included some of the criticisms of the
          Company that had led Charles to look favorably on its rivals—some adventurers within the Company had
          complained to him, and the Company had not taken advantage of all its privileges and neglected to trade in
          some East Indian locations. It echoed the sentiments of the final memo delivered to Charles only days
          before.89
        


        
          The second half formally granted the privileges enumerated in the first half of the letter to Porter, Courten
          Jr. (his father had died the year before), Kynnaston, Bonnell, Weddell, and Mountney. It mentioned other
          adventurers and associates but did not name them. This portion of the letter used the prerogative language of
          letters patent, granting the rights to these men by “especial grace, certain knowledge and mere motion.” The
          patent formally granted for five years what Charles had granted to Weddell for the 1635 voyage. It protected
          the adventurers from challenge by the Company and encouraged them to take and fortify lands in the East
          Indies while ideally finding the northwest passage that Charles was still sure existed.90 The letter emphasized Charles’s personal
          interest in the venture, noting that he had “contribute[d] [his] royal grace and favor to an enterprise of
          this nature.”91 There was a
          discussion of to whom any claimed lands would belong—half to the adventurers and half to the monarch—with the
          same division applying to any other tolls, customs, or revenues that arose from those lands.92 No such provisions had been made in the
          Company’s patent, which did not elaborate any right to claim lands. Also, unlike in the Company’s patent,
          there was no discussion of the corporate structure of the body, or even if there would be a corporate body.
          There was no explanation of internal government or procedures, though that information had occupied so much
          of the Company’s patent. Indeed, based on other documents from the venture, it is possible that their trade
          was never intended to be open to investors, but open only to themselves and their heirs.93 Charles’s chosen rivals to the Company
          were now official.
        


        
          The Company responded with still more petitions to Charles, hoping to sway both the regime and its own
          general membership. In late June, for example, there was an investigatory meeting held by a group of privy
          councilors, courtiers, and Company leaders about the causes of the Company’s troubles. The meeting also
          included some Company dissidents, like Smethwick. This was exactly the sort of meeting that the fourth memo
          had suggested was counterproductive in terms of increasing faith in the monarch by Company members, given
          that it included at least one man Company leaders would never have regarded as impartial. At this meeting,
          Company leaders argued that infringement of their charter by the Courten voyage as well as by the
          Samaritan and Roebuck was a cause of significant difficulties for them. They repeated that with
          proof of the king’s favor, they could revitalize the trade, but without it, the trade would
          languish.94 Company leaders
          begged the king to allow them to press their case against Kynnaston and Bonnell for the actions of the
          Samaritan and Roebuck. When they reported their actions to the general membership, their
          account emphasized both their actions and the fact that they were dependent on the king’s inclinations,
          noting that the Company “must have patience, and attend his Majesty’s leisure.” There was little optimism in
          the account.95
        


        
          Missing court minutes for the period from July 1637‒July 1639 make it impossible to determine the full scope
          of actions by Company leaders. But surviving documents from the period testify to a sense by the leaders that
          the king was withholding aid from the Company, and that their situation was getting even more dire. The first
          shipment of pepper from the Courten venture arrived in January 1638.96 A Company petition from the same month mentioned
          numerous requests leaders had made to the regime that had either gone unanswered or been deferred. That
          petition noted that the leaders had also recently asked Charles to renew the Company’s charter, though such a
          renewal had not yet taken place.97 An account from February 1638 of the state of the Company mentioned that the trade was in
          such a poor condition that members of the generality had called for a vote on discontinuing it when asked to
          subscribe enough to send out anything more than the smallest amount of goods and money. Initially, the
          members agreed to send the smallest amount possible to make sure that the factors abroad did not suffer. Only
          more promises by Company leaders that the king would really support them this time—that this time “they did
          not doubt, but they should reap the fruits, both of his justice and favor”—led to a majority of the
          generality voting to send £25,000 worth of stock instead of the bare minimum, averting imminent
          disaster.98 Overall, the
          Company’s trade was undeniably in a bad state.
        


        
          The Company was able to mobilize some support, however, or was more robust than it had seemed. For instead of
          allowing the Company to fall apart, as its precarious state suggested it might, Charles began plans to
          formally combine the Company and Courten’s venture. Possibly Courten’s financial problems made his venture a
          less-robust heir to the Company’s business than Charles needed. Charles appointed two men, Sir Paul Pindar
          and Wolstenholme, to explore how the ventures might be joined. Wolstenholme was a Company member but also
          part of a major customs farming syndicate, and he was active in the Virginia plantation and had helped
          organize Charles’s northwest passage voyages. Pindar had been an ambassador for the Levant Company in the
          1610s and had been involved in the same customs farm as Wolstenholme, though he had withdrawn from it in
          1638. In addition, Pindar had loaned significant sums of money to Charles and was hardly uninterested in the
          East Indies trade—he had also loaned £36,000 to Courten Sr. in 1635 to help fund his East Indies venture. In
          short, Charles had appointed someone to represent each company.99
        


        
          The opinion of Company leaders was that “for many public reasons,” Courten Jr. should sell his venture to the
          Company. Courten responded that he was willing to consider that course, depending on the price the Company
          would offer. Company leaders seemed content enough to settle with Courten and his associates, until some
          troubling rumors came to their ears. The rumors concerned the likelihood that Charles would give other grants
          of privileges that would infringe on the Company’s patent. Potential rivals were continuing to present
          themselves to Charles, promising to take on the East Indies trade when the Company failed. Settling with one
          rival only to have to deal with others did not appeal to the leaders.100
        


        
          In May 1638, the Privy Council appointed a committee to consider if the structure of the East Indies trade
          could be changed. It had several proposals to consider, including whether the trade should be converted from
          a joint stock to something like the Levant trade, with a loose central government but no joint voyages; how
          to manage the Anglo-Dutch rivalry in the East Indies; and how Courten’s venture might be merged with the
          Company without disadvantaging anyone.101 Proposals for a new company suggested that one possibility being entertained was to
          create a second East India Company alongside the original Company, with the East Indies divided between
          them.102 Some of Charles’s
          actions in the previous months suggest that this plan was a real possibility. In March 1638, he had forbidden
          the Company from trading on the Malabar coast of India, where “Mr. Porter and Mr. Courten or their agents or
          factors have factories settled.” And his letter to Weddell informing him of this essentially treated the two
          ventures as equals, explaining that as Charles had earlier told Weddell not to infringe on Company trade, now
          he was telling the Company not to infringe on Weddell’s trade.103
        


        
          This committee never ended up meeting—perhaps because, ultimately, the Courten Association did not turn out
          to be a success.104 The
          shipment of pepper that arrived in January 1638 turned out to be the only Courten cargo that made it back to
          England. Weddell and Mountney should have arrived in England in 1639, but their ships were lost on the voyage
          home, along with a cargo supposedly worth some £150,000.105 By the end of the year, the king and privy councilors
          were listening more sympathetically to Company leaders. A petition from the Company in October 1639 led to
          the appointing of a committee of councilors to examine the Company and suggest ways to address its
          problems.106 The report the
          committee delivered in December 1639 to the full Privy Council, assorted Company members, and Courten Jr. was
          decidedly sympathetic to the Company, and was delivered with the aim of encouraging new subscriptions to the
          Company’s stock. The committee recommended calling in Courten’s patent and all similar patents, giving
          Courten only enough time to bring his ships back to England. It also suggested that the Company have the full
          benefit of law to pursue its rivals, and that Charles grant it a new charter, giving it a number of the new
          privileges Company leaders wished to secure. In early 1640, Lord Cottington announced to the Company the
          plans for the new charter.107
          Instead of planning for the dissolution of the Company, the committee recommended measures that should enable
          to Company to survive and even grow. The Courten Association did not last—by 1642, Courten Jr. was
          bankrupt.108 The Company
          survived, though not unscathed, and managed to rebound over the middle decades of the seventeenth century.
        


        
          The king’s grant of the Courten patent in 1637 and his willingness to let the Company fail, as well as his
          occasional actions to hasten that failure, represented a definitive, symbolic disavowal of a merchant company
          that Charles had long found reluctant to follow his lead. By the end of the 1630s, the close relationship
          with king and Privy Council that the Company had relied on for so long had fallen apart. Company members
          regularly questioned the king’s motivations and support, and Company leaders found themselves unable to get
          access to king and Council with the frequency they had in previous years. The king had shown that he
          preferred others to the Company, and that he would have reorganized the trade had his rivals proven
          successful. His great experiment with the East Indies—his turning away from the Company and hope for
          plantations, and the promise of greater revenues to the crown—did not succeed. Charles ultimately took steps
          to salvage the Company. Company leaders had learned that their “business of state” needed the king; the king
          was learning that the state might need their business in return.
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        FROM ITS INCEPTION, the East India Company lay at the heart
        of English political life. The course of English expansion in the East Indies was the product of the unique
        relationship between the crown and the Company. They worked together (sometimes harmoniously and sometimes less
        so) to manage English expansion there. Company leaders were constantly considering the requirements of the
        English state, and the regime was constantly assessing and balancing Company needs against state objectives.
        Company activities occurred under the oversight of monarch and privy councilors, with Company and crown acting
        (mostly) in concert to protect the East Indies trade.
      


      
        The intersection of the Company with English politics was at the most basic level a consequence of the nature
        of its patent and joint stock. The Company brought together hundreds of adventurers, ranging from wealthy
        merchants to privy councilors and from courtiers to shopkeepers, and commanded hundreds of thousands of pounds
        in adventures. The Company’s active membership, which spanned the social spectrum; its joint stock with
        extensive capitalization; and its governing body that met so frequently distinguished it from other trading
        companies. In part because of the heterogeneous constitution of the body and the large sums of money involved,
        Company members struggled with questions of how power and authority should function within the institution. The
        patent gave the Company power to govern itself but drew the structure of its government in only the broadest of
        strokes. Beyond mandating a yearly election and naming a handful of officers, the patent left the Company’s
        government to the discretion of Company members. This meant that the patent also left
        the rules, structure, and organization of the Company’s government open to contestation by Company members.
      


      
        Company members grappled with questions of how power should be apportioned, established, and maintained in the
        Company. People were asking these questions in a wide variety of forums in this period, from the level of the
        state on down. From monarch to church select vestries, those in power considered secrecy to be a normal and
        desired characteristic of the assertion of power. While the political language of Company government was hardly
        unique, the comparative detail of the Company records reveals in greater depth than is usually possible the
        motivations and concerns about the nature of power that fed into Stuart political culture. Within the Company,
        these questions surfaced on multiple occasions and involved a constellation of issues relating to access,
        transparency, incumbency, and representation. Secrecy and access defined power. Company leaders worked to
        establish and maintain their power by controlling access to information within the Company, even guarding
        Company secrets from the Company’s own generality.
      


      
        Yet even as those in power guarded secrets, those not in power challenged restricted access to information.
        Members of the Company’s generality were often far from powerless themselves. They pushed back against
        decisions by Company leaders to limit access, especially as increasing numbers of adventurers were drawn from
        court circles in the 1610s and 1620s. They also challenged practices of Company government that encouraged
        incumbency, which they saw as compounding the problems of secrecy. The court of committees, primarily made up
        of merchants, had wanted the connections and specialized knowledge of these men, but it found their demands and
        suggestions about how the Company should function less desirable. Charges of the lack of transparency in the
        conduct of their affairs frequently dogged Company leaders, and the actions of people and groups that Company
        leaders labeled “factious” often sought to increase access and transparency, though with only mixed success.
      


      
        Debates about the nature and function of the Company extended far beyond the confines of the general court. The
        Company’s nature and function were of interest to audiences whose members played no part in Company general
        courts. Not only did newsletter writers and diplomats regularly report Company business, but other men, often
        with no connection to the Company, also debated it in published pamphlets. These authors opened up discussion
        (and criticism) of the Company to a wider public. Company policies and actions became evidence used in their
        proposals for alternative ways to organize England’s overseas activities. For example,
        one author blamed the expertise and capital tied up in the East India Company for the failure of merchants to
        develop a herring fishing trade that he argued would enrich the commonwealth.1 Company affairs were not solely Company affairs, and in this
        case they represented missed opportunities for the wider nation.
      


      
        The printed attacks on the Company led Company writers themselves to enter the realm of print. Internal debates
        reveal how aware they were that they were venturing into an unfamiliar medium, and how unsure they felt about
        the utility and appropriateness of public appeal. Yet within a few years, both an acquired familiarity with
        public appeal and their conviction that it was useful and appropriate were readily apparent in the eagerness
        with which Company leaders commissioned, published, and repeatedly returned to pamphlets to make their case in
        response to the Dutch “massacre” at Amboyna in 1623. The scope of the early pamphlet debates involving the
        Company was considerably smaller—there were only a few pamphlets on each side—than would become regular in the
        late seventeenth century, but they were actual debates, with authors directly responding to each other and
        openly appealing to readers who had read the other pamphlets. Similarly, the Amboyna documents—which included
        books, images, and a ballad and were aimed at a variety of audiences—showed that Company leaders and others had
        at least recognized the possible payoff of public appeals (even if they had not mastered the form). They also
        became aware of some of the dangers, many of them political, of pursuing this type of appeal, as members of the
        regime forced the Company to abandon particular publications. This uneven experience with public appeal was, in
        essence, what publicity and the politics of information looked like in the early seventeenth century.
      


      
        The affairs of the Company in that period intersected with those of the regime in other ways as well. Viewing
        politics and political engagement through the lens of a corporate body such as the Company reveals a version of
        the English polity in which merchants regularly appeared before the monarch and Privy Council and saw
        themselves as active agents in government. Company business, as Company leaders put it, “concern[ed] the state
        in many things,” and they worked with the king and Council to do the state’s business.2 The Company existed because of the power of the royal
        prerogative and relied upon royal authority in an ongoing fashion for the various privileges it needed to act
        abroad. In practice, the interaction between regime and merchants was even more
        complex and intertwined. A number of privy councilors were members of the Company, and for much of the early
        seventeenth century, the relationship between Company, crown, and Council was strong. Company leaders saw
        themselves as state actors and conceived of the new trade they were developing as integral to England’s
        prosperity. Members of the regime shared this regard for, lent their support to, and sometimes invested their
        money in the trade. Even episodes that demonstrated the growing distance between the Company and the regime—for
        instance, when Company leaders were chastised by the Privy Council for bringing unwelcome news in 1628
        (discussed in Chapter 9)—revealed the frequent and easy recourse
        between representatives of the two bodies that Company leaders saw as normal. Indeed, the leaders’ defense in
        that instance was to remind the Privy Council of how implicitly they considered themselves as acting as state
        agents at all times.3
      


      
        The early Stuart state that the Company knew and referred to was focused on the king and Council rather than
        Parliament. Yet this conception of the state that Company leaders spoke of so frequently and referred to so
        directly has proved far slipperier for historians. Despite the claims of revisionist historians that early
        modern politics mostly took place outside of Parliament, and that therefore historians need to look beyond that
        institution, Parliament still plays an outsize role in studies of the period. In some ways this state, centered
        on king and Council, is a more mundane version of the English polity, with few oratorical fireworks on display,
        no diaries of meetings that later circulated, or any of the other accouterments of parliamentary culture that
        had become normal and expected by this period. Instead, this was a state where meetings and consultations,
        paperwork and clerks, and privy councilors and people like Company merchants held center stage, and where
        center stage was behind chamber doors.
      


      
        The early Stuart state viewed through the lens of the Company reveals the day-to-day governance of the realm
        via the Privy Council and monarch, and how the prerogative worked as a political tool. There might not have
        been oratorical fireworks, but there were fireworks aplenty. The collaboration between regime and Company could
        be fraught and complicated, especially when the needs of the regime in Europe differed from the needs of the
        Company in the East Indies. Over the first decades of the Company’s operation, Company leaders learned how to
        work with the regime. The cornerstone of the working relationship between the Company and the regime was in the
        easy access Company leaders had to the Privy Council and the monarch. Company minutes
        from the first two decades reveal the frequent meetings of Company representatives and privy councilors.
        Company leaders resorted to court, sometimes daily, as they reported to privy councilors, petitioned for
        actions, and provided requested follow-up information. Company leaders and representatives of the regime were
        not always in agreement, and negotiation between the two groups was sometimes smoothed or rewarded by generous
        gifts or loans of money from the Company coffers (or the private coffers of Company leaders) or by grants of
        privileges or promises for particular actions from the regime. All of these strategies were on display, for
        example, as crown and Company worked out what to do with the Scottish East India Company patent. Differences
        could be negotiated and favors traded as long as there were open avenues of communication between the two
        parties.
      


      
        In the mid-1620s, the relationship between Company and crown began to change. Several events involving issues
        of diplomacy and state force, notably James I’s demands for payment for Hormuz and the question of the initial
        response to Amboyna, strained the relationship between the regime and Company leaders. The Company’s demands
        for restitution in the matter of Amboyna were particularly unwelcome to both James and Charles I. Though
        sympathetic to the Company’s plight, neither monarch was swayed by the Company’s demands for immediate military
        action. The attempts by Company leaders to use public appeals to influence the regime drew the ire of the king
        and Council as frequently as their sympathy. Amboyna placed Charles especially in a difficult position: he
        needed Dutch support to make his martial aims possible and could not risk antagonizing allies by pressing the
        Company’s claims. Yet in not providing the response that Company leaders demanded, he risked alienating a
        wealthy and well-connected corporation—albeit one less financially powerful than in its early years.
      


      
        It was not entirely a surprise that Charles found the Company difficult to work with. However, his antipathy to
        the Company did not spring solely from Amboyna. Since his accession, Charles had been less happy to work with
        the Company in the manner that James had, and his increasing reluctance led to a marked difference in how the
        Company engaged with the regime during his reign. Charles’s actions seemed to Company leaders to weaken the
        Company’s ability to raise money and thus were partly responsible for the shaky state of the Company at the
        time. From the perspective of Company leaders, the story of the late 1620s and 1630s was one of limited
        access. They struggled to make their requests of the regime, let alone negotiate
        accommodations between Company and crown. A real transformation in the Company’s relationship with the regime,
        therefore, arose from the change in monarch.
      


      
        Charles was attempting to make the Company into a form that better suited his aims and ambitions for a
        territorial empire. Almost from his accession he took steps to gain greater control over the Company. By the
        1630s, he had abandoned that program and instead focused on creating alternatives to the East Indies trade
        carried out by the Company. He did not want to lose the trade, but he did not want to leave it in the hands of
        a merchant company (his disparagement of “merchant-like” behavior to Captain John Weddell was telling), instead
        backing rival ventures like that of Courten and his associates.4 Thus by the 1630s, Charles was actively dismantling the
        relationship between Company and state that had developed in the first two decades of the seventeenth century.
        The relationship between Company and crown that characterized the early seventeenth century—with the Company
        recognized as a “business of state”—could no longer be assumed by the middle of the century.
      


      
        As well as a deeper understanding of the prerogative as a tool of governance, studying the Company provides
        insights into other aspects of Stuart political culture, in particular recurring questions of the relationship
        between authority and public and private interest. This relationship played out both in challenges within the
        Company and in considerations of the place of the Company in the state. The conflict of public and private thus
        took place at every level of the Company’s operation. The Company existed because of public authority in the
        form of the monarch’s private will—in other words, the prerogative. It depended on the exercise of state powers
        such as diplomacy and military force to function. However, it was also a collection of private interests whose
        success was supposed to secure the public good. The patent was supposed to be the mechanism by which the
        private interests within the Company were fully recruited to serve the public good, yet the patent did not
        render the Company immune to criticism. Members of the generality at odds with the court of committees charged
        Company leaders with acting only in their private interests at the expense of the generality. Critics of the
        Company in print argued that the East Indies trade benefited only Company members at the expense of the
        commonwealth. When Company leaders were in accord with the monarch and Privy Council, they carried out the
        business of the state; yet at other times, their motives were scrutinized and found
        wanting, as privy councilors warned them that their interests were not the same as the regime’s.
      


      
        The Company as an institution embodied a tension between public and private that was common across the early
        modern state. State objectives were regularly carried out by private bodies endowed with state power or
        recruited to the aims of the state by the grant of particular powers or privileges. Yet the intermingling of
        public authority and private interest was also a feature that made bodies like the Company vulnerable to
        contemporary criticism, as opponents charged that they wrongfully gave preference to private interest over
        public benefit or that they were corrupt. In other words, this mixing of public and private that was necessary
        for the state and its agencies to function also provided an easy and attractive target for attacks. These
        attacks could be direct, targeting perceived corruption (indeed, the frequency of corruption charges against a
        number of Stuart officials in the 1620s and the fact that those charges were so readily believed testifies to
        this). They could also be indirect, using questions about public and private interest in particular contexts to
        address potentially more sensitive political questions. The pamphlet war between Company writers and authors
        like Robert Kayll in the 1610s and early 1620s treated debates over public and private interest in the Company
        as emblematic of broader issues in the Stuart polity. These included the limits of the monarch’s authority,
        whether any individual’s self-interest could secure the greater good, and the role of monopolies (and trading
        companies) in the commonwealth. In these pamphlets, the East India Company, more than any other venture,
        embodied the greater question of what benefit England’s overseas activities had to the nation. Its organization
        and actions, in that sense, represented the possibilities and dangers of English overseas activity in the early
        seventeenth century.
      


      
        The Company, Overseas Expansion, and Empire


        
          The focus on the Company in such debates, along with the multiple layers of connection between Company and
          state uncovered in this book, point to the need to reassess underlying assumptions about how contemporaries
          approached and valued English expansion in the early seventeenth century. The Company’s story complicates the
          narrative of the early English empire that historians have developed in the context of the Atlantic world.
          Focusing primarily on the development of England’s territorial empire means that the
          experiences of the East Indies are generally left out or glossed over—until in the late seventeenth century,
          or more commonly the eighteenth century, the East Indies suddenly takes center stage. Yet this book has shown
          how central the Company was to the regime, court observers, and ambassadors from its founding. Even the
          ferocity of the Company’s critics testified to the perceived importance of the East Indies. In other words,
          settlements and plantations in the Atlantic world constituted one side of an equation that had the growing
          commercial ventures of the trading companies on the other. Shoehorning East Indies commercial ventures into
          definitions of empire as currently understood has not been my aim: these ventures were not actively or openly
          imperial in that way at this time.
        


        
          However, East Indies commercial ventures were deeply enmeshed with the regime. As the joining (both informal
          and formal) of the Muscovy and East India Companies in the matter of the Scottish East India Company
          illustrates, the separation of different trades and spheres of overseas activity was often notional at best.
          Territorial empire and commercial expansion also developed in tandem. The same people—merchants, courtiers,
          privy councilors, and the monarch—oversaw the expansion of trade in the East Indies and the expansion of
          territory in the Atlantic world. Though this book has not aimed to establish how the connections between the
          East Indies and the Atlantic world played out on the ground, the demonstrable connection between the Company
          and the state in London points strongly to the need to reassess the meaning and scope of English overseas
          activities in the period. Further examinations of the links between the East Indies and Atlantic world in
          terms of personnel and policy will be fruitful and necessary for a fuller picture of English expansion that
          truly engages as seriously with the East Indies as with the Atlantic world.
        


        
          A view of the early modern English empire that does not make room for expanding commercial networks misses
          the ways merchants like Sir Morris Abbot and Sir Thomas Smith negotiated with, cajoled, threatened, and
          petitioned the king and Privy Council, and the ways the king and Council similarly negotiated with, cajoled,
          requested, and threatened Company leaders, creating the structures and function of English commercial
          expansion between them. It overlooks how notions of political economy developed in corporate debates and were
          worked out directly with the offices of the state. Even Charles’s attempts to remake the East Indies trade
          into a more openly imperial venture demonstrates that commercial enterprise and imperial settlement inhabited
          conceptual spaces that were surprisingly closely related.
        


        
          Historians should reassess what we look for and where we look for it when we seek empire. The tension between
          commerce and territoriality and between public and private, the influence of the domestic setting on overseas
          ventures, and the overlap of company and state—in short, what this book has argued were the fundamental
          features of the early East India Company—were not limited to the experience of the Company in the early
          seventeenth century. There were intrinsic in the experiences of every overseas venture, whether commercial,
          territorial, or both. They may have been transformed over time, but they never faded. The ability of each
          overseas venture to marshal power and economic and political resources was not equal, and the particular
          experiences of the Company were not necessarily representative of other enterprises. Nonetheless, the
          concerns and processes that shaped the Company shaped other ventures as well.
        


        
          Overseas expansion was made up of multiple negotiated relationships. In the case of the Company, for example,
          formative relationships included those between the regime and Company leaders, Company leaders and the
          generality, the Company in London and its observers and critics in England, the Company in London and its
          factors in the East Indies, and those factors and the wider worlds of the East Indies. Every study cannot
          examine every relationship (indeed, this book focused on the first three noted here, though all of them made
          an appearance as all of them at times influenced the others), but historians must recognize each level where
          negotiation took place because each of them shaped in key ways the overall experience of overseas expansion.
          The domestic negotiations and setting have too often been undervalued, especially the ways in which there was
          ongoing interplay between overseas enterprise and the domestic situation.
        


        
          Thus the roles of the City of London, court, monarch, Privy Council, and Parliament in overseas expansion
          must be reassessed as well. Empire and expansion did not happen only overseas and did not happen because of
          the actions of atomized companies, proprietors, merchants, and colonists. People were influenced by their
          political worlds and influenced them in return. Their decisions and choices were shaped by their
          circumstances and shaped them in return. That might mean that sometimes metropolitan politics were played out
          by proxy in the various settings of overseas expansion (which certainly happened at times). It also meant
          that the groups and institutions associated with overseas expansion were themselves often players in metropolitan politics, both constrained by and feeding into them. The story of English
          (and later British) empire and expansion should be hard to tell without reference to the domestic setting.
        

      

      
        Looking Forward: The Company and the State


        
          As this book has shown, the Company played a central role in a range of key developments in early Stuart
          politics. Beyond the reevaluation of the English empire that a deeper understanding of the Company prompts,
          studying the Company’s formative years uncovers the inner workings of the early Stuart state. The development
          and oversight of the East Indies trade was a collaborative venture that drew upon the knowledge and resources
          of both Company leaders and members of the regime, including the monarch. With its internal controversies
          about proper governance, negotiations between Company leaders and privy councilors to balance state
          objectives and Company requirements, and criticisms of the use of private interest as a guiding principle to
          secure public benefit, the history of the Company reveals how contemporaries engaged with the most pressing
          political concerns of the day.
        


        
          There was no operation of the Company separate from the state during the Company’s formative years in the
          early seventeenth century. From its founding, the Company was intertwined with the state. It remains to be
          explored how (and the full extent to which) the state lost oversight of the overseas activities of the
          Company over the course of the seventeenth century. If one looks for these connections and asks these
          questions, it is possible that the story of English expansion and empire will be recast.
        


        
          The attempted reorganization of the East Indies trade by Charles in the 1630s, for example, presents a
          fascinating and revealing counterfactual example. Had a civil war not intervened, who can say if Charles
          would not have returned to pushing an “imperialist” policy—with greater focus on territorial acquisition and
          a more visible and obvious royal hand in overseas ventures—once he had broken the hold of the Company on the
          East Indies trade? Even though there was a rapprochement between Company and regime in December 1639, there
          are certainly hints that Charles at minimum would have pressed the Company into a different form with
          different aims and possibly would have effected a more wholesale transformation, taking “state” matters out
          of the hands of a group of merchants (even when that group included a large number of courtiers). One can
          imagine a Caroline empire in which plantation became the dominant overseas mode not
          just in the Atlantic world but also in Madagascar, India, and Sumatra, and in which English ships sailed
          under royal colors instead of corporate arms.5 It turned out that the Courten adventurers were not the best tools for implementing such
          changes, but perhaps another means would have effected the desired transition.
        


        
          Regardless of what may have been possible from the viewpoint (or perhaps in the daydreams) of the late 1630s,
          Charles’s imperial East Indies ambitions languished as a civil war intervened. Both merchants and monarch
          found themselves facing entirely different problems in the 1640s.6 The civil war years saw the London-based Company floundering in
          turbulent times. The membership was split between royalists and supporters of Parliament, with the latter
          eventually gaining control. In 1643, for example, the Company’s governor, Sir Henry Garway, was removed from
          office by Parliament on account of his royalist sympathies.7 Additionally, the political uncertainty made members reluctant
          to invest, so Company trade faltered. By the end of the 1640s, Company ships were recruited to the war effort
          and had joined the side of Parliament. Thus, a fundamental realignment seemed to be have occurred, as
          traditional loyalties to the monarch, already stretched by the events of the 1630s, appeared to have
          disappeared.8 Certainly,
          after Charles’s execution, there was no monarch at hand to be loyal to.
        


        
          Yet even in the absence of the monarch, the Company’s patent and privileges remained a contested issue. Both
          Charles and Parliament had licensed people outside of the Company to venture to the East Indies during the
          1640s. Charles needed revenue and had already shown himself willing to circumvent the Company’s exclusive
          rights. Many members of Parliament had an ideological problem with monopolies and patents issued through the
          royal prerogative and thus had few qualms about licensing interlopers. Indeed, with the abolition of the
          monarchy and Charles’s execution, with the result that no royal prerogative existed any longer, the power
          guaranteeing the Company’s patent was at an end and the patent effectively voided. Additionally, because
          patents had always been granted through the prerogative, it was not clear how Parliament would go about
          issuing a patent, even if members were inclined to do so. The result was that by the early 1650s, Oliver
          Cromwell had repeatedly declined the pleas of Company leaders to renew the Company’s patent, and even people
          within the Company were not sure what form the body should take.9 The Company still sent ships to the East Indies, but its
          exclusive access to the region was at an end. Far from driving the prices of East
          Indian goods down (as critics had long claimed ending the monopoly would do), the increased competition
          without central organization created instability at several points of the trade: English competitors in the
          East Indies drove up prices in East Indian ports, while at times English markets were flooded with particular
          goods, or goods had to be reexported to European markets too cheaply to prevent such flooding. All the while
          Company leaders worried that the diplomatic arrangements they had negotiated in the East Indies would be
          rendered null by the actions of so many English competitors who, they claimed, were not always scrupulous
          about observing negotiated rules and norms.10
        


        
          The trade disorganization was so great that in 1657 Cromwell gave the Company a new patent, notwithstanding
          concerns about the abuse of monopolies. Neither the actual patent nor copies of it have survived, though
          contemporary Company descriptions argued that it was little different from the 1609 patent it replaced. It
          did have some key alterations that we know about. It revoked several of the privileges Company leaders had
          secured years before, in some ways constraining the Company’s use of state authority (for example, by
          repealing the Company’s authority to use martial law) and its ability to establish bylaws. In other ways it
          augmented Company powers: evidence suggests it granted the power to claim and fortify land, which was a major
          change from the earlier patent and could greatly alter the Company’s operations on the ground in the East
          Indies.11 Indeed, over the
          coming decades, the Company made use of those new powers.
        


        
          The Company’s experiences in the 1640s and 1650s reflected the same concerns that had shaped the early
          decades of its history although they played out in different political contexts and set the stage for later
          changes. The role of the patent and the questions of self-government, order, and authority were all familiar
          from the first decades of the Company’s history. Tensions between the public and private roles of the Company
          still lay at the heart of the venture, and competing arguments for the benefit or otherwise of the Company
          for the commonwealth still framed debate about it. When Company leaders were proposing new forms the Company
          could take, for example, one proposal was to have a Company president in the East Indies who would be
          “qualified with the authority and style of a public person and reside in those parts as an agent from His
          Highness on behalf of the nation.”12 In other words, even after the civil war, after the Company’s loss of its patent, and
          with the trade in chaos, Company leaders still saw themselves as state agents with the capacity of benefiting
          the state.
        


        
          The issues explored in this book, therefore, remained central to the Company’s history, though Company
          leaders of the 1650s and 1660s operated in a vastly changed institutional world as the civil war,
          interregnum, and restoration reshaped the structure and function of the English state. Historians studying
          the Company’s actions in the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries have demonstrated that it began to act
          as a sovereign body in the East Indies, a “company-state” that exercised its own sovereign authority over the
          territories it governed.13
          The well-known story of the Company in the late eighteenth century is mainly one of attempts by Parliament to
          extend and exert its authority over Company activities, culminating in the mid-nineteenth century with the
          incorporation of the Company’s empire into the British empire. In other words, the relationship of Company
          and state remained problematic and central to the Company’s existence throughout its history.
        


        
          In the early seventeenth century, the later history of the Company could not even be imagined. The fact that
          England’s prosperity would depend on overseas ventures would have come as no surprise to Company leaders,
          however. They were convinced that trade would bring wealth and honor, and they worked diligently with members
          of the regime to bring that to pass. Far more than trade took place at Company meetings, and the Company
          itself represented more than the potential for profit. The East India Company’s “business of state”
          (sometimes frustratingly for both the regime and Company leaders) commanded the action and attention of the
          early seventeenth-century political nation and revealed and enabled the expanding reach of the early Stuart
          state.
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