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Types of seventeenth-and eighteenth-century Scottish vessels


Bark – large open or partially decked seagoing trader, often with leeboards.


Birlin – West Highland oared open boat capable of crossing major channels.


Brig or brigantine – two-masted, square-rigged, wide-decked seagoing vessel of various sizes.


Bucker – the general name for an armed two-masted lugger as first used by the smugglers of Buckie.


Buss – decked fishing boat within 20-80 tons class as prescribed by the bounty rules which included fishing tackle and nets onboard. The larger hulls had a roller set into the bow gunwhale over which fishing tackle and floats were laid and retrieved.


Coble – Small open boat used in inshore fishing and oared by four men – or more if working further out. Capable of stepping a small sail in the right conditions.


Cutter – single-masted vessel, fore and aft rigged, with ‘sharp’ hull and extended bowsprit.


Doggar – a two-masted Dutch offshore fishing boat.


Fluyt boat – the standardised Dutch medium-sized bulk carrier (up to 600 tons), often flat-bottomed with severe tumble-home and very high narrow stern.


Gabbart – shallow-draft sailing lighter with leeboards suitable for rivers and estuaries.


Galley – A corruption of the term ‘galleon’ (as in high-sterned, three-masted, oceangoing, armed sailing vessel). This use of this term in Scotland died out by the mid-eighteenth century.


Jager – Dutch supply ship to the grand fisheries. Also used as hospital ship or to run high-priced early-season catches back to market.


Lugger – small two-masted vessel with lug square sails that could be set to work high to windward. Much favoured by smugglers and privateers.


Pink – narrow-decked, round-sterned Dutch bulk carrier with a flat floor interior.


Schooner – two-masted vessel, fore and aft rigged, commonly used in American and West Indian waters.


Shallop – small, fast, two-masted open or partially deck vessel, usually schooner-rigged, used in fishing or dispatches.


Ship – three-masted, all square sail, vessel.


Sixtereen – High-prowed open fishing boat oared by six men used in Shetland and Orkney for offshore line fishing and inter-island communication.


Sloop – general term for single-masted vessels without cutter bow or bowsprit.


Snow – variation of brig where the rear mast had a separate upright from which to set the mizzen sail.


Wherry – broad-decked, shallow-draft hull with lee boards and low freeboard suitable for the deployment of sweeps (large oars).


Yacht – a decked hull with superior passenger accommodation, originally of Dutch design, that was used to convey an important person or persons.


Customs terms


Customs precinct – stretch of shoreline under the supervisor of a Collector.


Head port – the reporting port of the precinct.


Creek – general term used to describe other smaller harbours or anchorages within the precinct.


Collector – Customs officer directly responsible to Edinburgh for the precinct.


Comptroller – second-in-line to Collector and responsible for accounts.


Tidesurveyor – Customs officer in charge of tidewaiters.


Tidewaiter – Customs officer put onboard vessels on entry or departure.


Landsurveyor – Customs officer in charge of landwaiters and landcarriagemen.


Landwaiter – Customs officer deployed onshore.


Landcarriageman – Customs officer deployed at the gateways to a port or major city.


Riding Officer – coastal patrol officer to the precinct.


Blue book – the manifest of cargo kept onboard by the captain that was stamped or witnessed by Customs officers at the point of departure and arrival.


Enumerated goods – those regulated goods listed by the Navigation Acts.


Rummaging – searching the vessel for contraband or undeclared goods.


Prizing – the method of packing of barrels and hogsheads.
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GUL Glasgow University Library
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MAP 1. EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY MARITIME SCOTLAND
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MAP 2. EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY CUSTOMS PRECINCTS OF THE FIRTHS OF FORTH AND TAY
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MAP 3. EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY CUSTOMS PRECINCTS OF THE FIRTH OF CLYDE
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This study seeks to demonstrate how state intervention and warfare in the pursuit of mercantilist goals largely determined, intentionally and otherwise, the development of the Scottish marine and its institutions during the period 1650–1790.1


‘MERCANTILISM’ AND
‘THE SYSTEM’ AS HISTORICAL TERMS



Opinions as to the validity of the term ‘mercantilism’ vary greatly between schools of history. Those primarily interested in the foreign policy of this period are generally dismissive of what is, in their view, a retrospective invention that parcels a hotchpotch of reactive and restrictive legislation on trade. As Anderson declares:




Mercantilism, even if it can be spoken about as a unity, was not an inquiry into abstract principles of wealth, in the sense that Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations, published in 1776, was … [it was] a collection of attitudes and assumptions, almost an administrative technology, rather than a science of economics.2





On the other hand, while acknowledging this state of affairs during the formative seventeenth century, many economic historians readily apply the term ‘mercantilist system’ to the administrative regime first introduced in England after 1696. For as Hoon proclaims, the Navigation Act of that year – along with its new regulating agencies – ‘marks at once the embarkation upon the mercantilism that is identified with the eighteenth century’.3


This Act, together with the protectionist wall of high import tariffs and restrictions raised in the following decade, was largely the work of vested interest. They exploited firstly William’s, and latterly Anne’s, dependence on the English Parliament to raise the increasingly higher levels of revenue required to maintain their large standing armies. In this manner the mercantilist system synonymous with the eighteenth century came about as much accident as design. As Parry remarks:




‘System’ is perhaps too tidy a description – of rules and exceptions, many of which were drafted ad hoc to deal with particular situations or to still the outcries of particular groups of people, rather than to realise consistent economic theories. In so far as they dealt with colonial matters, however, they did embody certain clear administrative principles. 4





It is, therefore, with due regard to the limitations highlighted by these quotations that this study employs the term ‘mercantilism’ to encompass those assumptions and attitudes towards seaborne trade that were part of the wider agenda on international relations. The term ‘mercantilist system’, however, is used to describe the post-1696 regime of elaborate controls, restrictions and duties imposed on the foreign-going trade and shipping of the nation and her colonies.


THE ASSUMPTIONS BEHIND MERCANTILISM


The main assumption driving the mercantilist mindset in ruling circles was that political and military power was ultimately derived from wealth (initially perceived as bullion). This widely held stance gained international credence as the Spanish monopoly of the influx of new bullion from the New World was seen to finance the alliances and mercenary armies that threatening the continuing independence, if not the very existence, of many smaller European states.


By the early seventeenth century the spectre of a Spanish ‘universal monarchy’ was a preoccupation of court politicians and the ‘bullionist’ school of political economists. Shifts in the distribution of wealth between the nations were increasingly perceived in terms of potential shifts in the ‘balance of power’ in Europe. This, in turn, largely dictated foreign policy and alliances in the dynastic wars of Europe for the next hundred years.5


By the mid-seventeenth century the debate had advanced to focus on the question: what constituted national wealth and how should a nation state protect and extend its share of the available wealth? Thomas Munn, the leading light of the more sophisticated ‘protectionist’ school, promoted the argument (1664) that ‘the ordinary means therefore to encrease our wealth and treasure is by foraign trade, wherein wee must ever observe this rule; to sell more to strangers yearly than wee consume of theirs in value’.6 He singled out the Dutch who, without most natural advantages or an indigenous source of bullion, thrived by dominating the ‘north-south’ trade of Europe and the Far East. So much so that they were on the verge of assuming the mantle of universal monarchy from the more dissolute Spanish. Colbert, the French Minister of Finance, deftly explained this simple chain of logic to his nephew serving at Rochefort (in 1666): ‘Trade is the source of finance, and finance is the vital nerve of war.’


It was, perhaps, inevitable that as an island nation, England (with a forcibly united Scotland in association) should be the first to seek to enhance her maritime power and hence security against the Spanish and Dutch Empires. This was by embracing the exclusive mare clausum stance on maritime sovereignty over her colonial and home waters (including Scottish when it suited). It was but a short step for the supporters of this ideology to actively promote practical measures – principally by Navigation Acts – to exclude the marines of rivals from the nation’s seaborne trade and fisheries.


WAR AS AN INSTRUMENT OF POLICY


Where England led, others closely followed. Scotland, France, the United Provinces, and later Sweden, Denmark and Prussia, created their own systems that increased competition for wealth and, ultimately, the risk of armed confrontation. As the available global wealth was then considered essentially finite, any increase in one nation’s share was assumed to be at the expense of a rival. In such a hostile environment armed trading was prevalent at sea.
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A 17TH-CENTURY DUTCH MAP OF THE COASTLINE FROM BAMBURGH TO ABERDEEN


This predatory aspect of mercantilism increasingly came to the fore as the eighteenth century progressed and explains the support of the mercantile community for the series of dynastic and revolutionary wars that are a hallmark of the era. Between the introduction of the first of the Navigation Acts (1646) and their dissolution by Huskisson (1823), the English and Scottish marines were embroiled in ten major wars. Hostilities at sea dominated trade for over one-third of the period, to which may be added a number of years when international tensions severely affected sailing patterns and frequency. At one time or another, the vessels and seamen loyal to the British crown were pitted against the privateers and naval forces of every other major Atlantic maritime power – with the exception of Portugal, Britain’s oldest ally.


During this era, national security was increasingly viewed in terms of the fighting strength of the navy and the armed merchant marine relative to its rivals. A large navy was not, in itself, a guarantee of survival; much depended on the political will to unleash such a force to retain the nation’s share of overseas trade. As Pitt the Elder declared, ‘When trade is at stake it is your last defence: you must defend it or perish.’7 It was not, however, until the Seven Years War (1756–63) that he came to fully realise the advantages of supporting a European continental war as an instrument in extending Britain’s strategic global ambitions. By merging ‘continental’ and ‘blue water’ policies, he prophetically declared, ‘We will win Canada on the banks of the Elbe’.8 Superior naval power proved its worth as the crushing defeats inflicted on the French fleets at Quiberon Bay and Cape Lagos paved the way for the military successes in the West Indies and Canada – culminating in the capture of Quebec.


The overseas empire seized by Britain from her war-depleted rivals after 1760 vindicated Pitt the Elder and his aggressive brand of mercantilism in the eyes of most contemporary commentators. Johnson went so far as to acclaim him as ‘the greatest statesman by whom Commerce was united with, and made to flourish by, War’.9 Typical of this root-and-branch conversion to the benefits of aggression was the open letter of gratitude sent to the dying King George II in July 1760 by the Convention of the Scottish Royal Burghs. 10


With an empire secured, the mercantilist system grew more complex as Britain sought to monopolise and control the produce of her overseas possessions. This was achieved by channelling their conveyance to the European markets through designated British home ports. By 1784, over a hundred commodities had join the original 1696 list of produce and goods subject to regulation at the ports of Britain and her colonies.11 The promotion of the fisheries – ‘the nursery of seamen’ for the navy in the eventuality of war – fitted readily with the prevailing mercantilist outlook and so received state funding via the bounty system.


The American War of Independence (effectively 1776–83) breached this system, built, as it was, upon a body of piecemeal legislation accumulated over the previous hundred years. In doing so it exposed the contradictions and fallacies of such a restrictive and inhibiting attitude to trade and international relations. This study, therefore, concludes with the aftermath of this war and the first sweeping rationalisation of the mercantilist system (1786–1790) ordered by Pitt the Younger.


While the Navigation Acts survived the review intact – indeed, if anything strengthened – the partial dismantling of the high-tariff customs regime signalled a retreat from the high mercantilist stance. This shift in government attitude laid the foundations for a more flexible order in international trading relations after the French Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars.


THE SCOTTISH EXPERIENCE OF MERCANTILISM AND WAR


The Scottish marine, in terms of number of vessels committed to the great overseas trades, was a relatively insignificant player in the great international mercantilist arena. However, the development of Scotland’s shipping industry and institutions offers valuable insights into the formation and working of British mercantilism.


Prior to Act of Union of 1707, Scotland was an independent trading nation with its own maritime institutions. In seeking to develop their own variety of mercantilism the arguments of the ‘bullionist’ and ‘ballance of trade’ schools of political economy were influential, albeit belatedly, in the deliberations of the Scottish Privy Council and its Committee on Trade.


Scottish overseas trading aspirations were, however, severely curtailed by the powerful alliance of English shippers and the London-based Merchant Adventurer Companies. The former primarily sought to deny Scottish access to the carrying trade of the English plantations, while the latter were to the fore in protecting their monopolies by denying the creation of Scottish equivalents. The ambiguous status of Scotland under the Stuarts – regally joined but commercially and fiscally separate from England – frustrated virtually every attempt at catering for Scottish aspirations within the existing English Navigation Acts.


The succession of William and Mary to the English throne in 1688 radically changed this relationship and unleashed pent-up national aspirations and Jacobitism in the North. The ensuing acrimonious defence of Scottish maritime sovereignty against the outrages perpetrated by English commanders in Scottish waters, and the tensions created by Jacobite attacks, present a unique example of the interplay of aggressive mercantilism and the war dynamic in national affairs.


In the critical decade that followed, the precarious co-existence of the Scottish marine and the enforcers of the English Navigation Acts rapidly deteriorated to the point of open conflict. By the mid-1690s the advocates of the ‘ballance of trade’ school in Edinburgh circles were able to harness the rising tide of national indignation to join the international contest for wealth as a matter of national survival. In the view of one supporter of the newly formed ‘Company of Scotland’:




It’s beyond all Controversie that it is in the Interest of all Nations to increase Trade; the Increase of which begetteth Wealth, and Riches, which in time of Warr doth more contribute to the preservation of a Nation then the multitude and valour of its Men.12





The Company’s failure to establish a trading emporium overseas on the Darien isthmus – together with the great loss of men, ships and capital – effectively ended Scotland’s attempt at forging her own mercantile empire and system.13


After the Union, the fortunes of the Scottish marine were closely tied to those of the emerging British Empire. Government interest in the maritime affairs of ‘North Britain’ was sustained by the recurring Jacobite emergencies and the orchestrated accusations of widespread sharp practice at the Scottish ports made by the influential English mercantile lobby. The result was a series of customs inspections, surveys and reports on the state of the Scottish marine and ports that is second to none in detail and scope.


The impact of conflict is particularly relevant to the Scottish maritime experience during the mercantilist era as the isolated location of many Scottish ports and sea areas in wartime actively encouraged enemy raiders to penetrate deep into Scottish home waters. During the American War of Independence the more outlying coastal communities came under direct attack to the detriment of their seaborne trade. This study strives, therefore, to integrate ‘naval’ with ‘maritime’ history at both the national and regional levels. In doing so it relates and analyses the interplay of mercantilism and war during the period 1650–1790.14


To this end the impact of major events, domestic and international, on Scottish maritime affairs has been placed in the context of changes to the prevailing system. The proliferation of hostilities across one and a half centuries presents, however, too unwieldy a subject to be encompassed in a single seamless chronological sweep. This is particularly the case at the regional level of enquiry where the diverse experiences of Scotland’s maritime communities add a further major variable. The ‘war and peace’ aspect of this study has, therefore, been divided into three periods: 1651–1755, 1756–75 and 1776–90. These divisions encompass three distinct phases in Scotland’s participation in the evolving mercantilist trading system. Each period has at least one major war during which conflict was the principal catalyst for change.


Even after the Union with England, the greatest maritime power in Europe, the Scottish fleet remains a clearly discernible entity within the British marine for the remainder of the eighteenth century. Furthermore, prior to 1790, the numbers of Scottish vessels and masters in the customs categories – foreign, coastal and fisheries – are such as to be sufficiently manageable to allow individual elements of the marine to be identified and their wartime experiences collated. This treatment is usually only possible for vessels and commanders of the Royal Navy, the East India Company and Greenland whalers. Through this analysis the pivotal role of a very small number of Scottish masters and their vessels in wartime, notably in the earlier periods, becomes apparent.





1 The term ‘mercantilism’ has been ascribed to an extensive period of European history: namely, from the advent of the voyages of discovery to the repeal of the British Corn Laws (1492–1846); P. O’Brien, ‘Did Europe’s mercantilist empires pay?’, History Today, 46 (1996), p. 32.


2 M.S. Anderson, Europe in the Eighteenth Century (London, 1987), p. 114.


3 E.E. Hoon, The Organisation of the English Customs System, 1696–1786 (Newton Abbot, 1968), p. 3.


4 J.H. Parry, Trade and Dominion (London, 1971), pp. 51–2.


5 J. Black, A System of Ambition? British Foreign Policy, 1660–1793 (London, 1991)


6 Thomas Munn, England’s Treasure by Foraign Trade. Or, the ballance of our Foraign Trade is the Rule of our Treasure (1664), reprinted by the Economic History Society (London, 1928), p. 6.


7 J. Ben Jones, The Hanoverians: A Century of Growth, 1714–1815 (Leicester, 1972), p. 15.


8 Ibid., p. 86. Blue-water policy stressed naval power and colonial and commercial considerations, while continental policy stressed military strength and the balance of power on mainland Europe.


9 Ibid.


10 H. and J. Pillan and Wilson (eds.), Extracts from the Records of the Convention of Royal Burghs, 1759–79 (Edinburgh, 1918), p. vi.


11 Huskisson’s Reciprocity of Duties Act (1823) started the dismantling of the Navigation Acts, which were not wholly abolished until 1849.


12 Anon., A letter from a Gentleman in the Country to His Friend at Edinburgh: Wherein it is clearly Proved, That the Scottish African and Indian Company is Exactly Calculated for the Interest of Scotland (Edinburgh, 1696), p. 3.


13 As Armitage has succinctly concluded; ‘In sum, the Darien Scheme venture was an alternative to dependency and corruption within Britain, and to poverty and universal monarchy in Europe’. D. Armitage, ‘The Scottish vision of empire:intellectual origins of the Darien Scheme’, in J. Robertson (ed.), A Union for Empire: Political Thought on the British Union of 1707 (1995), pp. 97–118.


14 The ‘lack of coherence’ between the differing schools and interest groups has been identified as the primary reason why maritime studies invariably fails to deliver to their full potential, namely as a microcosm of national history. N.A.M. Rodger, ‘Britain’, in J.B. Hattendorf (ed.), The State of Naval and Maritime History (Newport, 1994), pp. 45–58.
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England, with Scotland in tow, was set on a collision course with her European rivals in trade after 1650.1 The Navigation Act of that year targeted the Spanish for expulsion from the English colonial trade while the second Act (1651) extended the exclusion of rival vessels to the domestic carrying trade of England and the fisheries. This highly aggressive move was aimed squarely at the Dutch with the intention of provoking the first of the three Dutch Wars.2


Scotland’s membership of the English camp was effected without her consent. Indeed, the Navigation Act of 1651 was drafted as Monck’s military subjugation of Scotland was being consolidated and hence anticipated the subsequent Union of Scotland and England. The inclusion of the Scots under the terms of the Act was implicit, as vessels ‘that belong only to the people of this commonwealth and the plantations’ had a right of entry to the English plantation trades.3 Scotland was finally declared a full member of the Cromwellian Commonwealth by the Council in State of 12 April 1654 – too late to participate in the first assault on the Dutch marine.4
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OLIVER CROMWELL (SCOTTISH NATIONAL PORTRAIT GALLERY)



TUCKER’S REPORT OF 1656



The Scottish marine was hardly in a condition to respond to the opportunities created by the war at sea or to exploit the access to English trade gained by her membership of the Commonwealth. Monck’s invasion had laid waste many of the seaports of the east coast of Scotland, and a particularly severe winter that year, during which a great storm wrecked many vessels, compounded the losses already suffered by acts of war.5 In the aftermath Cromwell’s agent in Scotland, Thomas Tucker, undertook his Report upon the settlement of Revenues of Excise Customs in Scotland A.D. 1656. Part of that report is his much quoted ‘doomsday’ survey of the surviving stock of Scottish hulls that offers, when consolidated, a baseline for future comparisons.6


Table 1.1. Estimates of Scottish shipping by Customs precinct, 1656
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Source: T. Tucker, Report upon the settlement of Revenues of Excise Customs in Scotland A.D. 1656


This comprehensive survey of thirty ports found approximately 140 vessels, the majority located on the east coast. Their combined tonnage did not exceed 6,400 tons, with the majority of vessels under 60 tons burthen. By contemporary English and European standards this marine was truly insignificant in all aspects and indicative of the retarded state of the Scottish economy.


SCOTLAND’S EXCLUSION AFTER 1660


The diminutive size of the Scottish marine did not, however, protect it from being selected for exclusion by the London merchants and shipmasters. Within a year of Tucker’s report they were petitioning the Lord Protector and the Parliament of 1658 for a redefinition of the terms of the 1651 Act. The eventual outcome of this highly emotive campaign was a new Navigation Act, passed in September 1660 by the first Parliament of the Restoration.7 This Act decreed that the master and three-quarters of the crew had to be of English nationality. The explicit statement that only ‘his Majesty’s subjects of England, Ireland and his plantations are to be accounted English and no others’ recategorised the Scots as a ‘foreign’ nation, along with the Dutch.


This exclusion of the Scots was not an oversight. Article XVI of the Act tacitly acknowledged the plight this legislation would cause the Scottish economy by making concessions on the direct importation of Scottish grain, salt and cured fish. The specified conditions were that this trade had to be carried in a Scottish-built hull commanded by a Scottish captain and a crew three-quarters of whom were to be ‘his Majesty’s subjects’. As it was common knowledge that the Scottish marine was then almost entirely foreign-built, such prohibitions and conditions were blatantly discriminatory: ‘by which means our [Scottish] shipping is in a manner debard from traiding to England, becaus by their Act of Navigation our ships can import nothing but what is the produce of this Kingdom’.8


By December 1661 the Scots merchant community in London had been mobilised to petition ‘in swa farr as it is prejudiciall to the Scotts shipps’ – but to no avail.9 Their mission was certain to fail as the Scottish Parliament had already retaliated with its own Act for the Encouragement of Shipping and Navigation some months earlier. This piece of legislation vainly sought to emulate the English model by ordering that all goods imported ‘from the original places, whence they are in use first’ for domestic consumption or re-export were to be carried by Scottish vessels via a Scottish port. The far-sighted exceptions were companies wishing to trade out of Scotland with Asia, Africa, America, Muscovy and Italy.


This stance was taken as a hostile act by the English Merchant Adventurer Companies who were then actively seeking royal charters from Charles to enshrine their monopolies in those areas of the world. Furthermore, the Scottish Act defined a ‘Scottish’ ship as one navigated by a crew of whom three-quarters, as well as the master and owners, were of Scottish domicile. There was no requirement that the hull be British-built.10 These conditions had to be verified by certificate under pain of confiscation of the vessel. The only tangible effect of this Act was, however, to encourage a few Dutch and English masters to seek naturalisation as Scottish burgesses.


Further extensions to the English Navigation Acts, in 1662, 1663 (the Staple Act) and 1664, completed the Scots exclusion from the domestic and plantation trades. The first decreed that all coastal trading must also be in hulls built in the King’s dominions (the Scottish coastal fleet was then mostly foreign-built). This brought a renewed outcry for ‘relief ’ from Scottish ‘merchants, mariners and coal and salt owners … debarred from all trade and commerce with England’.11 The second Act established the means of enforcement of the English Acts abroad. It authorised colonial governors to appoint deputies, known as the ‘clerk to the naval office’ (later shortened to the ‘naval officer’) to police all aspects of colonial seaborne trade within their jurisdiction.12 The last Act imposed the strict requirement that all European goods and manufacture destined for the colonies must pass through an English or Welsh port in an ‘English’ hull as prescribed by the Statutes. This was the final blow to Scottish trading aspirations that were already reeling from the introduction of the Book of Rates that increased English customs import duties on most Scottish goods.
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LEITH’S FORTIFICATIONS DATING FROM 1565


This deadlock between two trading nations tied by a common allegiance to the Stuart monarchy prompted urgent diplomatic efforts to claim exemption for the Scots from alien status. The matter was first referred to a small ad hoc committee (July 1664) headed by Lord Lauderdale, then the Lord Treasurer.13 There it was argued that the favourable balance of trade that England enjoyed with Scotland could allow ‘the admission of the Scotch’ to the home market, without prejudicing English trading interests or customs. This opinion was duly presented to the Council for Trade who proposed lowering the domestic market duties on a reciprocal basis. The Council, however, remained adamant that any such relaxation of trading restrictions should not concede access to the English plantations or encroach on the trade preserves of the Royal Chartered Companies.


The whole sovereignty issue was finally referred to a Royal Commission, set up in 1668, ‘for settling the freedom of trade between the two countries’. Predictably, the Scottish Commissioners cited the Union of the Crowns (1603) as entitling the Scots to participate in the domestic carrying trade of England. As to access to the colonies, they proposed a compromise whereby all colonial commodities imported by Scottish vessels, but not destined for consumption in Scotland, would pass through English ports.


THE EXCLUSION OF IRELAND, 1664


This proposal came too late to substantially change the hardening attitude within the vested interest groups of English manufacturers and merchants. Only the year before, the English parliament had voted to renege on the inclusion of Irish shipping as ‘English’ under the original terms of the 1660 Act. In 1664, a new Statute forbade the exporting of anything other than ‘horses and victuals’ to the colonies by Irish traders and, by inference, from receiving imported commodities directly from the colonies. This rigid interpretation of the English Navigation Acts was subsequently confirmed by a further Act in 1671 and remained in force until 1705 when a concession was made on the direct exporting of linen from Ireland.


In between times Irish-Scottish trade suffered a further blow when an Act of Scottish Parliament (1703) re-established the prohibition on the importing of Irish meal and livestock. As this protective measure served the interest of the landowners on the west coast of Scotland, it was destined to remain on the statute books for the next fifty years. Such selective discrimination in trade was not wholly one-way. The Scottish linen industry faced periodic bans on exporting to Ireland (1667 and 1704–5) and incurred an import duty until 1716–7.


On balance, however, the west-coast Scottish shippers would appear to have openly benefited from the general exclusion of Irish shippers from the British colonial trades and were able to exploit their geographic location to secure a sizeable share of the re-export market in colonial commodities to Ireland.14 Such market opportunities were, however, largely unforeseen in 1668 when the Royal Commission on Anglo-Scottish trade affairs pronounced.


THE SECOND DUTCH WAR


The resumption of war (1664) against the Dutch and their allies temporarily allayed the internal squabbling over trading access, as the glittering prospect of plundering Europe’s greatest fleet struck up a common esprit de corps between the erstwhile rival marines. The outcome was a truly dramatic windfall of mainly Dutch prizes taken by a few determined Scottish privateering masters. This elite group of war-hardened mariners are worthy of individual note as they later served as the captains of guard ships and masters of foreign-going armed traders in subsequent wars.


Less tangible, though more significant in the long run, was the legacy of judicial reforms stemming from this and the following third Dutch War. These were crucial to the Scottish marine’s future participation in the new international system of passes at sea which produced major dividends during the following years of peace.


Table 1.2. Known Scottish letter-of-marque vessels and privateers during the Second Dutch War, 1666–7






	Vessel


	Port


	Captain(s)







	Adventure


	Burntisland


	Andrew Reioch [or Reiode]







	Adventure


	Leith


	John Mortoun







	Agnes


	Leith


	Hendry Donaldson







	Ann


	Anstruther


	Anstruthers







	Anna


	Prestonpans


	John Kerr







	Anthony


	Leith


	William Wood







	Barbara


	Leith


	James Bennet







	Batchelor


	Bo’ness


	William Mather & James Waterstown







	Batchelor


	Kirkcaldy


	William Bosewell







	Bell


	Leith


	John Keir







	Benjamin


	Montrose


	Ephraim Ruchinson







	Boniventur


	?


	Robert Orrock







	Bonaccord


	Aberdeen


	John Seaton & Francis Anderson







	Bruce


	Pittenweem


	John Acheson [or Aitchison]







	Catherine


	Leith


	Andrew Hall







	Charles


	Kinghorn


	James Wood







	Chambers


	Glasgow


	?







	Chieftain


	Anstruther


	Wm Anstruther & John Alexander







	Chieftain Rothes


	Leith


	Rbt Chenie & Rbt Marshall & Alex Stewart







	C[h]ristian


	B’ness


	Alexander Allan







	Dauphin


	Inverness


	William Geddes







	Dove


	Kirkcaldy


	David Groat







	Fisher


	Bo’ness


	James Gib







	Fortun


	Glasgow


	George Dishington







	Fortune


	Burntisland


	James Seatoun & Robert Angus







	Fortune


	Leith


	Thos Dishington, Jas Dawnie & Geo Cheyne







	George (friggato)


	Glasgow


	Robert Allan [or McAllan]







	Gift of God


	?


	John Robertson







	Good Fortun


	East


	William Ged







	Greentree


	Montrose


	George Wilkinson [or Walker]







	Hopewell


	St Andrews


	Wm Mortoun & John Black &







	 


	 


	John Mastertown







	Hound


	?


	William Buchan







	Hunter


	Kirkcaldy


	David Hunter







	Isobel


	Kirkcaldy


	Matthew Anderson & James Brown







	James


	Leith


	Patrick Logan







	Jean


	Greenock


	John Hunter







	Jean


	Leith


	Thomas Binning (Younger)







	Jennet


	?


	Ronald Murray







	John


	Leith


	John Gillies







	Katherine


	Leith


	John Hendry







	Lamb


	Ayr


	John Blair







	Lamb


	Leith


	John Brown(e)







	Lesley


	Leith


	James Alexander & James Binning







	Lion


	Glasgow


	George Breddon(e)







	Marcell


	Kirkcaldy


	John Sympson







	Margaret


	Peterhead


	James Seatoun







	Margaret


	Kirkcaldy


	William Martin







	Margaret


	Leith


	James Martin







	Margaret


	Linlithgow


	David Wilson







	Margaret


	Queensferry


	Alexander Stewart







	Mary


	Kirkcaldy


	Peter Gedd







	Mayflower


	Ayr


	John Kennedy







	Morton (cutter)


	Wemyss


	Peter Winchester & David Blyth







	Nonsuch


	?


	Andrew Smeaton







	Prince Rupert


	?


	Davis Coustoun [or Cowstoun]







	Providence


	Dundee


	John Masteroun & David Forest &







	 


	 


	Thos Gray







	Providence


	Glasgow


	John Scot







	Rainbow


	Glasgow


	George Chambers [or Chalmers]







	Revenge


	Leith


	Thomas Binning







	Rothes


	Leith


	William Hamilton







	Speedwell


	Burntisland


	Michael Seton







	Swallow


	Burntisland


	John Allan







	Thistle


	Leith


	Gideon Murray & John Black







	Thomas


	Dundee


	Thomas Bower & Thomas Lion







	Union


	Inverness


	Thomas Lion







	Wemyss


	Burntisland


	John Wemyss








Source: GCA, Maxwell of Pollock MSS T-PM 107/7/20/4; RPC; Stair’s Institutions; London Gazette.


THE SCOTTISH PRIVATEERS


At first the new-found patriotic fervour in the North for the prosecution of the King’s war at sea against the Dutch was inhibited by the idiosyncrasies of the Scottish Admiral – then the heritable office of the Duke of Richmond and Lennox. His lengthy absence from Scotland and initial lack of interest resulted in only three privateering commissions being issued by the spring of 1666.15 This bureaucratic impasse was resolved, without loss of face, when the Scottish Privy Council undertook the necessary administration in his name. In this way, some twenty-five commissions were issued during the three months of April, June and July. By then, the early successes of two captains – Gideon Murray on the Thistle and William Hamilton on the Rothes (both commissioned 5 April 1666) – had fuelled a short but intense public mania for privateering:




The people of Leith and Edinburgh are very hearty and zealous for the service of his Majesty in this war with the Dutch and the French and a general rendezvous is appointed in this city for the putting into a positive way as may be most appropriate for the publick good.16





During the course of this war over sixty Scottish vessels, a sizeable proportion of the Scottish marine, sailed with a letter of marque commission.17 It is, however, highly likely that the majority of these vessels were opportunist armed traders rather than dedicated privateers. Indeed, the relatively higher costs incurred to fit out a small vessel as a cruising privateer prohibited most owners from speculating in such ventures.


For those who did, most of the outlay went on victualling and equipping the large crew required for fighting at close quarters. Cannons on Scottish privateers at that time were generally of very small calibre and ineffective at range. Prizes were, therefore, secured by closing and boarding rather than by stand-off bombardment. The George ‘frigatto’ of Glasgow (60 tons) provides a good example of the stores and armaments of a privateer of the period. She departed with provisions for six months for her crew of sixty men, who were heavily armed for boarding: thirty-two muskets, twelve half-pikes, eighteen pole-axes, and thirty swords. By way of contrast she carried only three barrels of gunpowder for her five cannons on this extended cruise.18


On the west coast the highly speculative venture of sending out a privateer attracted a select group of local merchant burgesses and landed gentry. The promoters of the George numbered sixteen, led by Provost William Anderson of Dowhill, John Walkinshaw and Sir George Maxwell of Newark.19 On the east coast, the nobility would appear to have taken the lead. For example, the Bruce ‘frigatto’ of Pittenweem (size unknown) was owned by: Charles, Earl of Haddington, Sir William Bruce of Kinross, Sir James Stanfield of Newmilns, Sir Robert Baird of Saughton Hall, Mr John Dempster of Pitliver and Mr Thomas Stewart of Blair.20


During the early stages of this war the expectation of a quick and exceptional return on their investment was fully justified. The rate of capture by Scottish privateers, cruising as far a field as the Spanish and Norwegian coasts, quickly reached a peak in August 1666:




Nor are our privateers wanting to make the Hollanders sensible of the war, having brought in here nine prizes in eight days to or about Leith and many more expected daily besides six or eight more we are informed are taken about Brasse Sound in Jutland.21





In the seventeen months of hostilities (April 1666 to August 1667) successive reports in the London Gazette recounted to its mainly southern readership, as a matter of national pride, the exploits of a dedicated core of around twenty Scottish privateers. These reports listed at least 108 Dutch, French and Danish prizes brought into the east coast ports of Scotland that, apparently, vied for the business.22 This tally was approximately a fifth of that taken by their English counterparts for that war (552 vessels) and so was a remarkable achievement for such a small number of masters.23


The impact of such an influx of prize hulls into the Scottish marine over the following decades can hardly be overstated. Though only a quarter of the prize reports in the London Gazette incidentally mention the tonnage of the captured vessel taken into a Scottish port, their combined tonnage amounted to c.6,150 tons. This figure virtually matches the entire tonnage of the Scottish marine surveyed by Tucker ten years earlier. The value and size of the prizes and their cargoes were equally impressive. Heading the list were: a Dutch East Indiamen (900 tons) carrying silks; an Archangel trader (400 tons) with potash, ‘turkey leather’ and furs of great value; and the ex-HMS Convertin[e] (58 guns).24 These were in addition to; four hulls over 400 tons, six over 300 tons, five over 200 tons and ten over 100 tons burthen – and their cargoes.25


But the easy pickings were rapidly coming to an end. By the spring of 1667 the Scottish privateers started to encounter a more resolute enemy. In one incident the most active flotilla – comprising the Bruce (John Acheson), the Rothes (William Hamilton) and the Lamb (John Brown[e]) – was brought to action by a Dutch man-of-war from which they only just managed to extricate themselves. Indeed, the Lamb was so badly holed along the water line in the engagement that Browne was forced to transfer his crew to a prize.26 Furthermore, on their return to Leith, Hamilton’s hard-won prize sank in the mouth of the harbour.27 This was not an isolated incident, Gideon Murray on the Thistle was forced to disengage having received a similar mauling from two large Dutchmen.28 One unnamed Scottish privateer (22 guns) was less fortunate and was sunk, having refused to surrender to a man-of-war. Likewise, two prizes taken by ‘Scots companies’ cruising off Galicia were retaken by a warship (40 guns).29


The Dutch offensive also carried the war back to the east coast of Scotland. On 30 April 1667 a Dutch naval expedition in excess of thirty men-of-war appeared off Leith intent on wreaking havoc and retribution on the ports of the Forth. In the midst of the panic that ensued onshore, Leith looked to its meagre and neglected defences. As fate would have it, the sunken wreck of Hamilton’s prize probably did as much to keep out the fireship sent in by the Dutch as the chain boom strung across the harbour mouth. The three warships of the Stuart navy, then in the upper Forth, prudently kept away until such time as a southerly wind took the Dutch fleet across to the opposing Fife shore where they attempted to bombard Burntisland. This scheme was also foiled as a company of local privateering captains managed to unship their heaviest cannon in time to mount a defensive shore battery. After a feeble exchange of shot the Dutch abandoned the entire project and stood out to sea sailing north, belatedly chased by the naval squadron under the command of Sir Jeremy Sands.30


The Dutch never again returned in force and by June of that year the balance had fully swung back in favour of the Scots privateers: ‘of late scarcely a day has come passed in which there has been two or three prizes sent in, so much that the harbour [at Montrose] is so thronged that they are forced to send several of them to other places’.31 It was, however, a short-lived revival as hostilities were concluded in August.


The Scottish merchant marine suffered only negligible losses as very few Dutch privateers ventured into Scottish waters.32 This situation was the direct result of the Dutch official ban on manning privateers while their navy remained short of skilled seaman. This edict was repeated every summer from 1665 onwards and only relaxed in the winter months. For those Dutch privateers that did sail, the few prize opportunities presented by the diminutive Scottish marine probably discouraged forays so far north and into such hazardous waters in winter.33 Luck would also seem to have favoured the Scots. Their one major loss of the Second Dutch War – the Glasgow (300 tons) – was subsequently recaptured from the prize crew by her own sailors in a daring episode and brought back safely to the Clyde.34



THE THIRD DUTCH WAR



By the end of the Second Dutch War, however, the political and the judicial climate had changed dramatically. Charles II had become deeply concerned at the diplomatic repercussions of the rough handling of neutrals in the North Sea by Scottish privateers. During the heady days of 1666–7, the condemnation of a neutral vessel and cargo as prize was virtually assured at the notorious Vice-Admiralty Court at Cromarty. As Lord Stair later recalled, the rules of evidence accepted in this outpost of Scottish justice were farcical:




It was alleged that the confession of the ship’s company, taken by the Admiral Depute at Cromartie, was extorted by holding swords and pistols to the breasts or that famine was so extorted at sea when they were taken, it was found sufficient to enervat their testimonies.35





Such a wanton disregard for legal process was symptomatic of the general disrepute into which the office of the Lord High Admiral of Scotland had been allowed to lapse under Lennox. His only serious interest was to encourage inflated valuations of the prizes brought in so as to enhance his tenth share as Admiral.


At the outbreak of the Third Dutch War in March 1672 (with France now an ally of Britain) Charles made his displeasure known to the Scottish Privy Council. As a consequence Dutch vessels seized in Scottish ports at the time of the declaration of war were ordered to Leith, from where they were released with a safe conduct pass.36 Obstructions were also placed in the way of the Scottish privateering masters putting to sea. This was achieved by refusing to issue new privateering commissions and granting only a single voyage extension to the holders of old commissions until his Majesty’s pleasure was known. In the interim, securing such an endorsement involved the captain attending on the Lord Chancellor.


In response, two of the most active privateering masters – Bennet and Browne – got up a petition to the Scottish Privy Council (July 1672). This denounced the deliberate policy of keeping them from the sea; ‘seeing that the petitioners are put to vast charges and expense to outreicking of their several frigates and furnishing the same with soldiers, mariners and provisions’.37 Their other grave concern was the number of recent judgements handed down by the new judicial process that found against the Scottish privateer. Consequently reinstating the captured vessel to its rightful owners – with costs. Furthermore, all outstanding and future prize matters were now to be referred solely to the Judge Admiral of Scotland sitting in the Court of Session at Edinburgh, a lengthy and rigorous process. Despite such obstructions, it is plainly evident, from the large number of prize cases relating to this short conflict, that privateering activity was aggressively resumed by Scottish masters.38


CHANGES IN SCOTTISH PRIZE LAW


The timely death of Lennox (April 1673) presented Charles II with the ideal opportunity to bring Scottish maritime affairs within his more immediate control.39 To this end he appointed his brother James – then Duke of York and Albany and Lord High Admiral of England – to the vacant office of Lord High Admiral of Scotland.40 While James consolidated his new position, Charles directly instructed the Scottish Privy Council (in June) to enforce strict observance of the six main English prize rules. These were publicly displayed at Edinburgh ‘Mercat Crose’ and the ‘Custome House’ at Leith and filled the legal vacuum in Scottish prize law until peace was proclaimed in February 1674.41


With the end of hostilities the Judge Admirals, deputised by York to sit at Edinburgh, continued in their task of establishing the new legal precedents in Scottish prize law that would redress the legal excesses of the last two Dutch Wars. This was, understandably, a protracted process, and the last ruling was not handed down until June 1680: ‘There have been many questions as to the rights and Interests of Allies and Newters, very fully and accurately debated … for the clearing of the important points that occur in these controversies and for vindicating of the publick justice of the Kingdom.’42


The following year the precedent-making cases were collated and published by Lord Stair, the President of the Court of Session, as part of his seminal Institutions of the Law of Scotland.43 This new corpus of legal pronouncements finally brought Scottish prize law into line with English and Continental codes of practice established by the Treaty of Breda (1668) and the Anglo-Dutch Maritime Treaty (1674). These treaties ended this series of wars and created a new British-Dutch understanding which lasted until the outbreak of the American War of Independence (1776).


THE ‘BULLIONIST’ AND
‘BALLANCE OF TRADE’ SCHOOLS



As Scottish jurists moved slowly towards the international consensus as to what constituted the ‘Law of Nations’ at sea, so the same spirit of reasoned enquiry inspired moves to unlock the prosperity of the nation. The formulation of Scotland’s national trade policies had, since the Union of the Crowns (1603), been primarily the concern of the Scottish Privy Council. In 1663, however, the Convention of Royal Burghs took the initiative and embraced the ‘bullionist’ approach by promoting an embargo on the export of specie to pay for imports, the only exceptions being payment for essential purchases of Norwegian timber and, in famine years, grain from the Baltic. This embargo had, however, the undesirable effect of hindering the Scottish traders’ entry into the rapidly expanding north–south European trades.44


The Order in Council of 1670, on the other hand, tacitly acknowledged the influence of the more sophisticated arguments of Thomas Munn and ‘the ballance of trade’ school. This edict attempted to redress Scotland’s adverse balance of payments by freeing the small herring industry from all export duties while reintroducing the embargo (previously imposed in 1667) on the import of Irish cattle and victuals. The latter was brutally enforced in July 1672 with the violent capture of an Irish ‘bark’ carrying meal off Arran in the Firth of Clyde that left dead and wounded amongst the Irish crew.45 After 1674, however, such tactics were moderated and redirected against the property of the offenders, with the seizure of cargoes and burning of any Irish boats found in the west-coast ports.46


The benefits of these initiatives were short-lived. The fishing industry initially responded with a significant increase in barrels for export before royal edicts, claiming to conserve the inshore fish stocks of the firths, limited the scale of expansion. Charles’s intervention was almost certainly revenue-driven as he was then actively investigating the prospects of selling patents for the fisheries to large companies.47 This initiative also failed as the local expertise simply did not exist, in Scotland or elsewhere in the British Isles, to match the Dutch in their techniques of offshore catching and onboard curing of herring.


Similarly, the enforcement of the embargo on Irish imports, by the sequestration of their small open boats, only raised a temporary barrier to Irish imports before they resumed as a contraband trade – with the collusion of local officials – through Galloway and Argyll.48 At worst this embargo simply denied the Irish the means to purchase Scottish exports, an elementary lesson in the benefits of reciprocity in trade that was not understood until Queen Anne’s time.



THE BARBARY CORSAIRS



After the peace, the favourable trading conditions created by Charles II’s policy of neutrality in a still warring Europe actively encouraged Scottish shippers to venture further afield again.49 During the 1670s the southern European trades offered the best prospect for high value-added trading as Scottish barrelled fish was readily exchanged for salt, spirits, wine, nuts and citrus fruits. Profits in this trade could be very high. Indeed, the irrepressible Glasgow entrepreneur Walter Gibson made enough on his venture out to St. Martin on the Ile de Ré (off La Rochelle), with 300 lasts of Clyde herrings out and brandy back, to purchase his chartered Dutchman – St. Agate (450 tons) – and two other smaller vessels.50 In 1672 another group of Glasgow entrepreneurs, led by Provost John Bell, pushed further south to Cadiz with the Providence which returned safely with a rich cargo of Spanish sherry sack, the first accredited direct import of this luxury commodity through a west-coast port.51


Such returns, however, reflected the high risk of capture by Barbary coast corsairs in the southern approaches to the British Isles and the Bay of Biscay during that decade.52 The absence of an effective French naval presence in the latter sea area had allowed the Barbary galleys (often manned by renegade Christians) to penetrate as far north as the waters around southern Ireland and the Scilly Isles from their bases on the North African coast.


The first report of a Scottish loss to this particular outbreak of piracy was that of the Golden Salmond of Glasgow. Owned by a consortium headed by the enterprising William Anderson of Dowhill, she was taken en route to Cadiz by a ‘salleeman’ man-of-war in March 1671.53 Despite the safe return of the Providence the following year, losses continued to mount as the decade progressed. In 1675 the Mary of Inverkeithing was overwhelmed by ‘Turks’ and her crew were carried into slavery.54 In the following summer the crew of the William & Jean of Glasgow had the good fortune to retake their vessel from the Algerine prize crew put onboard after their capture en route to Cadiz. But their hopes of a safe passage home were short-lived, as a boarding party from a passing Portuguese frigate exploited the presence of the disarmed crew of ‘Turks’ to carry her into Lisbon as prize.55 In September of that year the Isabel of Montrose was carried into Tangiers while attempting the return passage from La Rochelle.56 Sometime before July 1678 the Anna of Pittenween was taken on the same route and her crew imprisoned, despite sailing in the company of three English vessels.57


These incidents, while involving small numbers of vessels and men by English standards, represented a significant reduction of the diminutive stock of Scottish sea-going hulls and a serious drain on the pool of experienced long-haul mariners.


The fate of the unfortunate crews taken captive demonstrated how inferior Scottish maritime prowess and institutions were at this time. Scotland, as an independent nation state, did not have the naval force to emulate Admiral Blake’s bombardment of Algiers and Tunis (1654) or the diplomatic leverage to secure the release of her nationals from the horrors of captivity. Nor did Scots have the customs organisation to levy an equivalent to the English ‘Algerine Duty’ on vessels entering their ports to fund ransoming en masse.58


The ransoming of Scottish crews was therefore left to the charity of their kinsmen at home. This was a very costly and uncertain process that often took years.59 The method of collection involved direct appeals to the principal city corporations, while agents authorised by the Scottish Privy Council toured the maritime parishes touching the Christian conscience of their congregations on Sundays.60
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A ‘SCOTCH’ MERCHANTMAN (D) ASSISTS IN REPELLING ALGERINE MEN-OF-WAR. ENGRAVING BY HOLLAR, 1670



THE NEW INTERNATIONAL ORDER AT SEA



Such an unsatisfactory state of affairs was not allowed to continue, especially when it impinged on the grander schemes of the monarch. In December 1676, James assumed the exclusive right to issue foreign-going passes to Scottish masters, thereby taking full control of Scotland’s overseas trade. During the Barbary corsair emergency of the following year, he went so far as to temporarily place the issuing of ‘Mediterranean passes’ to Scottish traders in the hands of the English Admiralty.61 This move may have been designed to bring them under the protection of English agreements with the Barbary States. It is more likely that his need was to curb the number of diplomatic incidents at this particular time.62


As part of the general accord that followed on from the Treaty of Nijmegen (July 1678) that formally concluded the Dutch Wars, delicate negotiations were undertaken between the major European trading nations and the Barbary States. The outcome was a comprehensive international pass system. This was the first practical dividend of the new consensus on the Law of Nations at sea and signalled an end to the worst excesses of the early mercantilist system in European and western Mediterranean waters.63 At the inauguration of the system the issuing of these indispensable foreign-going passes to Scottish masters was placed under the direction of a new Scottish civil office – the ‘General Surveyor’.64 To facilitate trade Scotland was divided into three administrative districts – the Lowlands, the North, and the Isles – served by issuing offices at Edinburgh, Aberdeen and Lerwick respectively. The new system required separate passes for each leg of a voyage, which were valid for a year and a day. After that time the messengers-at-arms were empowered by ‘Letters of Horning’ to secure old passes so that ‘they do not abuse for covering of foreigne trade or otherwayes therby’.65



THE REHABILITATION OF THE
OFFICE OF LORD HIGH ADMIRAL



Such treaties and advances in international maritime co-operation, however, only served to highlight the general disregard into which the authority of the Lord High Admiral of Scotland had fallen. In the more isolated waters of the Outer and Western Isles, sporadic warfare flared between rival foreign marines in blatant contempt of Scottish sovereignty.66 General lawlessness and acts of piracy were regularly perpetrated by and against the local communities, with judicial retribution rarely seen to be exacted on the transgressors.67 It was, therefore, a matter of urgency that the Duke of York, as Lord High Admiral of Scotland, restore the tarnished credibility of this office.


In 1680 the Scottish Privy Council, no doubt at his behest, reaffirmed the independent and supreme authority of the Lord High Admiral, ‘it being certain that the Admirall has not only a civill jurisdiction but a supream jurisdiction ane imperium marum for judgeing and punishing all thefts, roberies and other crymes committed at sea or within the seamark’.68 The following year his new marine judicial system was enshrined in a statute of the Scottish Parliament that effectively stripped the Vice-Admiralties of their power to hear and condemn prizes. Such matters were now deemed to be the sole prerogative of the Judge-Admiral sitting at the Court of Admiralty at Edinburgh, as the Statute ‘Prohibit[ed] and Discharge[d] all other Judges to meddle with the decision of the said causes in the first instance, except the Great Admiral or his Deputes allenarly’.69


In the international arena the Lord High Admiral of Scotland was seen to hold firm on the issue of Scottish sovereignty. The cause célèbre was the case of John Niven, master of the Fortune of London, who had absconded with his French-owned cargo while en route from La Rochelle to Ostend. When he resurfaced in Burntisland he was imprisoned in the local tollbooth on a holding charge of ‘crimes against the personage of the Lord High Admiral of Scotland’ while the question of jurisdiction was decided. The French laid claim to ultimate jurisdiction in what was, as they saw it, an act of piracy. Failing that, they pressed for a ‘paine of death’ penalty through the Scottish courts. York rejected both demands and had Nevin prosecuted for sedition and breach of contract in the Scottish Court of Admiralty – having first pardoned him of slander.70


THE SHIFT WESTWARD


The establishment of the Law of Nations in Scottish and western European waters did not, however, extend to all zones of the Mediterranean. In the southern and eastern areas elements of the Barbary corsairs and the Sultan’s navy regularly broke agreements. The experience of the Scottish Turkie frigate serves as an example. She was taken on her return passage from Leghorn, in 1681, by six Turkish men-of-war sailing under the French flag. It was a bloody engagement during which the captain and several of the crew were killed and the survivors carried off to enslavement in Algiers.71


Given such a volatile state of affairs in that sea region, it was understandable that John Dunlop, a Scottish merchant in London, pressed his younger brother William to secure personal insurance against ransom before sailing for Venice via Cadiz. 72 In his letter John quoted William ‘six guineas per £100 [as] the usual rate on a passage for the Straits [of Gibraltar]’. This was at a time when a new armistice had recently been agreed between the British Crown and the Ambassador of the ‘Emperor of Morocco’ that greatly reduced the threat from the Barbary coast corsairs in Biscayan and Iberian waters. Ominously, he did not attempt to quote a rate for insurance on the highly dangerous second leg to Venice.73 As it was, William duly sailed in September 1682 for Cadiz on the Londoner (22 guns) in the company of two other armed English merchantmen (36 & 16 guns) – ‘so they need not fear no Salee man’.74


Such real dangers were, of course, only one of a number of factors that actively encouraged young Scottish merchant adventurers to look to the Americas rather than the Mediterranean or the Levant when seeking their fortunes. The subsequent actions of William Dunlop typify this westward shift in outlook as he abandoned his planned trip to Venice and took passage westward on an English West Indiaman. His first port of call was New York, a place where ‘he has not heard of any hurricanes there, nor is the hazard of pirates great’. From there, armed with letters of introduction and credit and using the Scottish network abroad, he made his way from West New Jersey to Curacao and Jamaica where he met an untimely death at Port Royal in November 1683.75


The fact that all Dunlop’s passages were made on English vessels and his letters home delivered via England points to the general effectiveness of the English Navigation Acts at this time. His unrestricted progress, on the other hand, demonstrates the accommodation secured by the Anglo-Scottish Commission of 1668 that allowed Scottish merchants to settle and trade within the English colonies. This august body did not, however, concede any concessions on the crucial issue of the exclusion of Scottish vessels and ports from the direct carrying trade to and from the colonies and plantations.


THE EARLY ATLANTIC TRADERS


The Clyde masters had established a direct regular trade with the Caribbean isles prior to the Restoration and the Navigation Act of 1660. As Cromwell’s agent Tucker reported in 1656, ‘here hath likewise beene some who have adventured as farre as the Barbadoes; but the losse they have sustayned by reason of theyr going out and comeing home late every yeare, have made them discontinue goeing thither any more’.76 The surviving evidence supporting his observation is fragmentary but sufficient to indicate that he was referring to the Royal Burgh estuary ports of the Firth of Clyde that served the merchants of Glasgow at this time – Ayr, Irvine and Dumbarton.77


Ayr would appear to have taken the lead with the departure of the Rebecca of Dublin from Ayr for Barbados, Monserrat and the neighbouring isles in 1642.78 Two years later, the bark Blessing of Ayr was sent out ‘towards Barbadois for the importing of tobacao’. This was a wholly local venture commanded by the Ayr merchant Andrew Rowane who subsequently made his way to St.Kitts. This enterprise was cut short by his death, and in 1646 the Bonadventur of Irvine was sent out from Ayr to retrieve his stock from the island. The outgoing cargoes probably included some reluctant passengers, as a general confession was heard in the town the following (plague-ridden) year that sought forgiveness for ‘their ungodlie and unlawful gaine by alluring and cariing of children to the West Indies’.79 Other ventures followed. Three years later, the James of Ayr returned home with ‘a stock of tobacco newly come fra the Isle of Barbadus worth £1533. 6/8d’ belonging another deceased Ayr burgess, William Kelso. During the Commonwealth the Gift [of God] of Ayr was reported arriving safely at Barbados.80


With the Restoration and the strengthening of the English Navigation Acts (1660–3) this trade continued under various guises, primarily by sailing under English colours. As part of the deception, the Ayr burgess owners of the Unicorn arranged a sale of convenience to their English master John Hodgson so that he could pass her off as ‘English-owned’ in his subsequent voyages to St.Kitts (1663–6).81 The capture of St. Kitts, Monserrat and Antigua at the start of the Second Dutch War, however, temporarily halted this trade until the status quo was eventually reinstated with the peace settlement.


Thereafter, the subterfuge was resumed with the replacement of the Unicorn that Hodgson purchased on a visit to Merseyside in 1668. Renamed the Unity, this small ‘English-built’ vessel (28 tons) made three passages from Ayr to the West Indies before she was captured returning from Monserrat in early 1674.82 The Unity’s cargo manifests (sugar, ginger, indigo and tobacco) of her two previously completed voyages throw light on the wider regional interests served by the Ayr network – fronted as it was by Englishmen. Along with local Ayr merchants, the part-owners of the cargo included a Glasgow merchant and two Belfast ‘passengers’. The latter had secured an accommodation with the Collector of Customs and Town Council of Ayr to land their goods.83


By then Ayr’s connections with Monserrat and Barbados were sufficiently well-established to discard the ‘English master’ facade. It may be that the appointment of the Duke of York as the High Lord of Admiral of Scotland (1673) – with his known benevolence towards Scottish trading aspirations – encouraged such boldness. That year, Hodgson took the Unity out to the Monserrat for the last time.84 She probably sailed in company with the Ayr privateer Lamb, under charter to Belfast merchants, heading for Barbados.85 Thereafter it was local masters. In 1678 David Ferguson took out the Swan (40 tons) and James Chalmers (Hodgson’s Scottish brother-in-law) the newly acquired James (100 tons) to Monserrat. Chalmers made one more visit before his death (1681).86


Much of the sugar carried back was declared ‘free of [Scottish] customs’ on arrival as it was destined for the ‘Glasgow Sugarie’ for refining, prior to re-export. By the time of the last voyage of the James, the other ‘creeks’ on the North Ayrshire coast had joined in and risked their best vessel on ventures to such Scots-friendly islands as Nevis, Barbados and Monserrat.87 Their success, however, only served to increase the glut of tobacco and sugar on the home market at this time.


By way of contrast, conclusive evidence that vessels belonging to the upper Clyde made transatlantic passages prior to Tucker’s observation (1656) – and, indeed, for twenty-five years afterwards – remains elusive. While the surviving records of Dumbarton (the only ‘free’ Royal Burgh seaport on the upper Clyde at that time) list the departure of three vessels (1627–8) to support Sir William Alexander’s settlement in Nova Scotia, none was cited as belonging to Dumbarton or a neighbouring anchorage.88 Likewise, the often quoted reference to the Antelope ‘of Glasgow’ arriving in the upper Clyde in 1646 with 20,000 lb. of tobacco ‘fra Martanik’ is sufficiently ambiguous as to be referring to a re-export delivery from France.89 What is known for certain is that Dumbarton was particularly vigilant and aggressive in policing the upper Clyde southern bank anchorages of Crawfordsdyke and Newark Bay. Vessels found in these bays were boarded and searched. Those found trading in breach of the royal burgh’s exclusive ‘right to communicate’ in foreign trade were summarily arrested and their cargoes confiscated. It would seem, therefore, that the vessels of the unfree burghs were not, as yet, in a position to be directly involved in the transatlantic trading. Indeed, it was not until after the building of the first quay at the virgin site of Newark Bay – sanctioned for foreign trade under Glasgow’s status as a Royal Burgh – that the first unequivocal reports of ‘New Port’ Glasgow’s involvement emerge. This was the departure of the one-time letter of marque vessel – the Rainbow of [Port] Glasgow – for the plantations in February 1671, just before hostilities with the Dutch resumed.90
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