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CHAPTER 1
AMERICAN ToBACCO BEFORE 1634

INDIGENOUS AMERICAN TOBACCOS

For one hundred and fifty years tobacco was the
staple of Maryland’s economic life. That dominant eco-
nomic position would seem to justify a more intensive
study of the plant for the Maryland colonial period than
has been undertaken so far. But the very fact that
tobacco entered extensively into all phases of the life of
the province and then the state, makes it advisable to
restrict this study to one aspect of the whole industry,
if possible to the key operation. Concentration on the
history of the regulation of tobacco within the colony
seems to fulfill this requirement. The evolution of the
supervision leading up to the first comprehensive
tobacco inspection act of 1747 covered a trifle over one
hundred years and that act established the base in
Maryland for the continued adaptation of law to eco-
nomic needs up to the present time.

Furthermore, among the central problems in current
marketing of many agricultural products are classifica-
tion and inspection. The importance of these procedures
increases as the processing of such major agricultural
crops becomes less and less a haphazard procedure by
individuals and passes under the directive influence of
private and governmental agencies. Restated, a history
of tobacco regulation in Maryland should give a better
understanding of the present standardizing of this crop
and possibly similar products of the soil.!

1 The word * regulation ” has been selected to include inspgc—
tion or grading as well as classifieation. “ . .. the terms ‘in-
spection’ and ‘ grading’ are largely synonymous.” Letter to
writer from C. E. Gage, Senior Marketing Specialist, Tobacco
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direct connection between the name of the istand and
the tobacco tube might exist was expressed by an anony-
mous writer of the eighteenth century who declared that
Columbus gave that name to the island because he
noticed it was shaped like the Tobago forked hollow
pipe used by the Caribbean tribes.?

According to sixteenth-century narratives the birth-
places of tobacco were in South America and “ the most
careful investigations have tended only to confirm the
idea of the non-existence of any species of tobacco used
for smoking, snuffing, or chewing outside the confines of
the American continents.”® Of some 70 species of
Nicotiana, 14 both wild and cultivated are found in
North America and of these, @ were in frequent use by
the Indian tribes. The Nicotiana rustica was the plant
indigenous to eastern United States and Canada and is
still used as the shag of the French Canadians. But it
was the Nicotiana tabacum native to Mexico, the West
Indies and the eastern areas of South America that
subsequently was introduced as a cultivated plant in
Virginia. “ It is this species which has predominantly
met the demand of tobacco users,” for one of the sub-
types is the Orinoco, a heavy leaf that grows well in the
bottom lands of Maryland, and the other is the smaller

leaf sweet-scented tobacco that is congenial to the sandy

soils of the Virginia peninsulas.®

n (1750}, L. G. Hay,
f the island mentioned
Colony of Tobago,

+ Tobago, or a Geographical Descriptio
Treasurer of Tobago, in a brief history o
the same idea, but did not give references,
p. 5.

* American Anthropol-

5 W, A. Setchell, “Aboriginal Tobaccos,

ogist, N. §., XXII1, 397. Excerpts from early accounts, Gerarde
(1597) and Rochefort (1666), were given by Carrier, p. 125.

o Setchell, p. 398; Ralph Linton,  Use of Tobacco among North
American Indians,” Chicago Field Museum of Natural History,

Anthropology Leaflet, no. 15, pp. 2-3; E. C. Kirkland, History
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other end suck so long, they fill their bodies full of smoke, till
it cometh out of their mouth and nostrils, even as out of the
Tonnel! of a chimney, They say that this doth keep them warm
and in health, . . . . we ourselves have tried the same smoke,
and having put it in our mouths it seemed almost as hot as
pepper.F '

At the other end of the continent John Hawkins a
few years later in 1565 reported that the natives of
Florida satisfied their hunger with tobacco smoke and
“therwith they live foure or five days without meat or
drinke.” *

But the real tobacco region of the American colonies
centered in the grant to the Virginia Company, a large
area between the thirtieth and the forty-fourth degrees
of north latitude. One account of the use of tebacco by
the natives of that territory came from Thomas Heriot,
a scholar and an adventurer who took part in several of
the colonization attempts sponsored by his friend Sir
Walter Raleigh. Heriot introduced his description with
the sentence: * There is a herbe which is sowed apart
by itself, and is called by the inhabitants Uppowoe:
. « . . the Spanyards generally call it Tabacco.” The
balance of the paragraph told of the methods used in
smoking for pleasure and practically duplicated the
quotation from Cartier. Then Heriot took up the func-
tions of the leaf as a ceremonial instrument. Not only
did his words create the atmosphere of the sixteenth
century but they emphasized a use of tobacco by the
Indians that stimulated the cultivation of the plant.

$ H. U. Faulkner, American Economic History, p. 59. Wissler
mentioned that the most prevalent aboriginal use of tobacco was
smoking and this was done in three ways, the true pipe (United
States, Canada), the cigar (West Indies, Amazon area), the
tubular cane pipe (Mexico, Central America). Wissler, p. 30.
® The Hawkins Voyuges, in * The Hakluyt Society Works,”

LVII, 57,
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lar belief that all Indians offered vigorous illustrations
of the hunting and fishing stages of economie livelihood.
Te be sure there were migratory tribes, but as Carrier
pointed out we have * tramps and scalawags in our own
gociety. The historical evidence beyond question proves
that the great majority of the Indians lived in fixed
habitations, tilled the soil, and subsisted fully as much
if not more on their agricultural products, than they
did on those of the chase.” 12 Nor did Captain John
Smith in his fulsome accounts tell about the cultivation
of tobacco, although he seemed impressed by the pipe of
one Indian chief, an instrument * three quarters of a
vard long, prettily carued with a Bird, a Deere or some
such device at the great end, sufficient to beat out ones
brains.”

William Strachey in the accounts of his travels about
the lands of the Virginia Company listed as one of the
many plants subject to cultivation “tobaceco-seed from
Trinidade.” In the chapter describing the Indians’ vil-
lages he wrote: *° About their houses they have com-
monly square plotts of cleared grownd, which serve
them for gardens, some one hundred, some two hun-
dred foote square, wherein they sowe their tobacco,
pumpons, (ete.). . . .. ” He also gave a good idea of
the quality of this particular tobacco and other varieties
that by 1610 had become well known in Europe.

There is here great store of tobacco, which the salvages call
apooke; howbeit yt is not of the best kynd, yt is but poore and
weake, and of a byting tast, yt growes not fully a yard above
the ground, bearing a little yellowe flower, like to hennebane,
the leaves are shert and thick, somewhat round at the upper
end; whereas the best tobaceo of Trynidado and the Oronoque
is large, sharpe, and growing two or three yardes from the

1z Carrier, p. 41. He found no early descriptions of tohaeco
cultivation by the Indians. Ibid., p. 56.

2
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that John Hawkinsg sailors introduced the “ weed”
when they returned to the Isles in 1565." Once known
to the western European countries tobacco spread via
the trading ships of the Portuguese to the Orient and
even to Africa where in 1807 William Finch, a mer-
chant located at Sierra Leone, Africa, wrote: “ Tobacco
is planted about every man’s house; which seemeth
halfe their food.” **

By “the first half of the seventeenth century the
fodder for an Englishman’s pipe might have been seen
growing in his garden, side by side with his marigolds
and hollyhoeks. . . . . Everyman carried a ‘tobacco
box, steel and torch.” There are said to have been 7,000
tobacconists’ shops in London.” ** A petition in 1625 by
grocers, apothecaries and druggists relative to retail
tobaceo licenses showed the numerous channels through
which the leaf found its way into daily user® Addi-
tional evidence of the interest in this new plant was
found in the “ List of Books Relating to America in the
Register of the London Company of Stationers from
1562 to 1638. 2 Among the titles with the dates of

publication were the following:

25 June 1601 Caveat (A) for tobaccho

4 January 1602 Defense (A) of Tobaceco

30 March 1602 Matamorphosis (The) of Tobacco

19 April 1602 Defence (A) of Tabaccho and the true use
thereof

14 December 1609  Gardiners (The) garden or a tryall of
Tabacco . . . .

17 Carrier, p. 55,

18 Ibid., pp. 54-56.

1 J, H. B. Yardley, Before the Mayflower, pp. 189-190; he
drew upon Sir Walter Besant's London in the Time of the Tudors.

20 Acts of the Privy Couneil, edd. W, L. Grant and J. Munro,
1, doc. no. 139. (Hereafter cited as dets P. CJ)

71 P, L, Phillips, Ameriean Historical Association Report, 1896,

I, 1255-1256.



10 Tomacco REGULATION IN COLONIAL MARYLAND

26 N :
ovember 1614  Advise (An) howe to plant tobaceo in
England

Tohaceo tortured or the filthe fume of
Tobaceo refined

tob‘zzc:;hfi?g titles show,.the cultivation and use of
“ Cotnton Blnot meet with universal approval. The
Tame ast to Tobaceo ” put out anonymeously by
1n 1604 hag belconlle well known. And although

Jatio cal ruler, when it came to the regu-
castizal;l;nt;?tl;rown IEE‘I‘f he was undoubtedly sinceregin
hatefal fo jh use as “a custom loathsome to the eye,
the lungs, ang nose, harmful to the brain, dangerous to
ost resen;bli n the blac%c stinking fumes theréof, near-
that is bott ng the”hor“ble Stygian smoke of the pit
: omless.” The practical side of James the

17 June 1616

- eust gdom; this was in addi-
om charge then prevailing. The

reasons were maip] :
that wheregg tob.acy social, not fiscal. He had found

better sort ¢0 used to be bought by only “the
Healthe » bz'h?é{?: (‘i‘ Towe onelie as Phisicke to plj'reserve
Meane and hage condll:f'oml’l’s and disordered Persons of
DOverishing thems 101 were using it to excess, im-

elves and thei Hi

m

w::el; & great part of fne tr.:]r families. Further-
tIng exhausteq 2

€ quantity used within England
. who are of the better
0, and arguments reminiscent

l::ncrd Collections, I, 49-50. That to-
: t‘s:roevep before the new duty of 1604
ad ono Tie€ quotations: in May, 1604,

one quotation of 10s. an ounce; in

tlendy wag on i -
T of Wyng Papers, dge. ::osp r;?;r ilg:n of 3s. an ounce.

- 8 legislat;
* Ebeneyer Hazarq, y;
£CO wag distinctly a’ flf:cs

Was eviden ¢
T
best tobacee inom at leas

AMERICAN TOBACCO BEFORE 1634 11

of the antisaloon leaflets! But King James was not
alone in his attacks. Urban VIII and Clement XI
thundered from the Church against the weed; Grand
Duke Michael Federovitch forbade its use in Russia, on
fire prevention grounds.=®
It was inevifable that as soon as tobacco became an
article of widespread domestic use in England it would
fall under the eye of the mercantilists, especially so as
it rapidly assumed a position of importance in the trade
with Spain which country at the beginning of the seven-
teenth century had control of the commereial tobacco of
Europe. Thus “ the moralists who argued against to-
bacco were joined by the mercantilists who were against
the resulting export of bullion. By 1615 England was
losing £200,000 in payment for these exports [of to-
bacco].” #* Until Virginia was able to make substantial
contributions to the retail tobacco markets of England,
the dilemma of immoral domestic cultivation versus un-
economic Spanish imports was solved by a continuation
of both under offieial displeasure. In the previously
mentioned list of books owned by the London Stationers
was “An Advice” about planting tobacco which in a
suceinet form stated the various phases of the tobacco
problem in England about 1614.2 The writer under-
stood that “ neere the value of two hundred thousand ”

23 Binger, p. 140 and footnotes.

2¢ Kirkland, p. 67. See also C. M. MacInnes, Farly English
Tobacce Trade, pp. 156-163. In 1610 the Spanish ambassador at
London reported te Philip the dire distress of the Virginian set-
tlement and urged a few ships to wipe it out; a possible recogni-
tion of the tobacco potentialities of that area. Ireme A, Wright,
“ Spanish Policy toward Virginia, 1606-1612,” American Histori-
cal Review, XXV, 452.

2 C.T., An Adviee How to Plant Tobacce in England, ete.,
with the Danger of the Spanish Tobacco (London, 1615).
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TOBACCO CULTIVATION AT JAMESTOWN

Virginia Britannia is a country in America; yt lyeth betweene
the degrees of 30 and 44 of the north latitude; the bowndes
whereof may well be thus layd: on the east runneth the great
ocean, or maybe Atlantigne Sea; on the south side, Florida; on
the north, Nova Francia; as for the west, the lymitts thereof
are unknowne. . . .. It is a spatious and ample tract of land.2s

In that fashion William Strachey in very simple direct
language in the year 1618 deseribed Virginia, With this
grant of land in their hands the members of the Vir-
ginia Trading Company went ahead with their plans to
colonize. “ Gain was the ultimate motive, . . . . gold
was the Ioadstar ” in these early settlements by Euro-
pean commercial interests. For instance the first Vir-
ginia charter, 1606, required the Company to pay to the
Crown one-fifth of all the gold and silver and one-
fifteenth of all the copper mined.?” Perhaps it was after
a ship load of vellow dirt had heeen brought back to
London from Virginia, over Captain John Smith's pro-
tests, that the king and the shareholdera of the trading
company began to realize that there was no real gold in
the regions bheing settled. England then began to ad-
minister her colonies for the advantage of her mercan-
tile classes.*®

The first cultivation of tobacco in British colonial
America on a commercial scale oceurred at Jamestown
in the year 1612 and the person generally credited with

28 Strachey, p. 23.

27 G. L. Beer, The Commercial Policy of England toward the
American Colonies, p. 14; W. MacDonald, Seleet Charters Illus-
trative of American History, no. 1, p. 6.

22 Beer, pp. 15-16. See George Chalmers, Political Annals of
the Present United Colonies, Bk. I, p. 24; E. P. Cheney, “ Some
English Conditions Surrounding the Settlement of Virginia,”
American Historical Review, XII, 512.
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power of command.” 32 Meyer Jacobstein in writing of
the South asserted:

No important economic institution remained uninfluenced dur-
ing the eolonial times by the cultivation of tobacco: land tenure,
system of production, slavery, wealth accumulation, currenecy,
publie revenues-—all were directly affeeted. . . . . It was tobacco
which at first unassisted and then in conjunction with cotton
stamped upon the South its chief economic features: a highly
specialized agrieultural community dominated by weslthy land-
lords, who exploited slave labor under the plantation system of
cultivation.ss

The rush to get gold from the tobacco leaf was checked
for a while even after Rolfe had made a few profitable
shipments to England. Sir Thomas Dale coming to the
demoralized colony in 1611 brought the men off the
bowling greens and during the six years of his martial
administration turned the settlement into a resentful
but self-sustaining community. Although he allowed
tobacco to be grown he thought it wise before leaving
for England to order every farmer to have a minimum
of two acres in corn. When he sailed in the spring of
1616 this repression was moderated. He appointed his
lieutenant, Mr. George Yardley, as deputy governor
and the accounts read that that gentleman * applied
himself for the most part in planting tobacco, as the
most present commodity they could devise for a present
gain, so that every man betook himself to the best
place he could for that purpose.” ** One year later upon

32 T J, Wertenbacker, The First Americans, p. 13.

33 Meyer Jacobstein, * Conditions of Tobacce Culture in the
South,” The South in the Building of the Nationm, V, 158, VI,
86-72. .

2 From an account by Capt. Powell in John Smith, General
History of Virginia, reprinted in Pinkerton’s Voyages and Trav-
els, XIII, 119. Yardley was mild compared to Dale, but he had
ability, for although superseded by Captain Argall in 1617, two
years later he was returned by the Cempany as governor. From
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gacre of 1622 the remaining settlers returned at once
to “ planting Tobacco which passes there as current
Silver and by oft turning and winding it, some grow
rich but many poor.”
One found, thus, in Virginia an ideal economie situa-
tion for the development of the tobacco trade. There
was an established European demand for the leaf at
good prices backed by a favorable economic philosophy
of a paternalistic government. A virgin country offered
most suitable soil for a few years of intensive cultiva-
tion and then almost limitless acres for willing pioneers
who had become disillusioned over the prospect of pick-
ing up gold nuggets on the sea shore or having piles of
furs brought to their hands by willing savages. When
one recalls that the land had to be laboriously cleared of.
timber and that danger from Indian raids made it ad-
visable to use to the full the arable acres near the settle-
ments it is understandable that the soil was worked for
a period of about five years to the point of diminishing
returns with tobacco. Then with the fertility weakened,
wheat and corn were planted and new holdings opened
for tobacco.

Slaves entered Virginia, for better or worse, in the
year 1619. As Captain John Smith reported that event:
“ About the last of August came in a Dutch man of
warre that sold us twenty negars.” # At the beginning
of 1625 a census of the colony showed 23 negroes in a
total of 1,232 people of which one-half were indentured
servants, “ and from 1635 onward small lots were im-
ported nearly every year.” In 1649 Virginia had some
300 negroes mingled with 15,000 whites; even by 1671,

2 U, B. Phillips, American Negre Siavery, p. T4. Phillips took
this from Smith’s Works, edited by Arber; he added: *. . . . and
thus, after much antiquarian dispute, the matter seems to stand
as to the first bringing of negroes to Virginia.”
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to look ahead g bit, there were only 2,000 slav
total colony of 40,000, Indeed it wis ;10t uniczli‘l ?:;g léflgfo?
‘tcﬁe seventeenth century that negroes began to “ form
1i n?ig:ilk of the Virginia plantation gangs.” * That u
o monumbex: of slaves quite possibly retarded the
might h;: I‘::pld development of tobacco cultivation
D € been true, but Bruce coneluded that “ the
o 0}111 system v_vould have flourished if not a single
. eI; Iad been {ntroduced into Virginia.” ¢ From
e rly populat.mn statisties one eannot determine
number of conviets, another source of tobacco labor.

ames I, The royal commission read

Wealth In parts abroade.” So the
stay fre exetns vy Council power “tq reprive &
of bodie 0. ... [those] whoe for strength

lie or o her :s:blhties shall be thought fitt to be

. b5 )
overles,” 1 Ag there were

To understand th
in Marylang e devely

it has secno Pment of tobaceo regnulation

desirable tg offer this back-
** Ibid., pp, 74.75,
12 Bruce, 11, 569,

* A, E. Smith, « g
can Colonies iy ;;h o Trans

Review, Xxx1
Roll. X 2
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ground of the original uses of the plant in America in
both the indigenous and cultivated forms. Nor could the
brief sketch of the Virginia experiences be neglected
for not only were the boundaries of Maryland well
within the deprees of latitude originally assigned to the
Trading Company, but also tohacco at once became the
staple of L.ord Baltimore's province. Under those condi-
tions it was natural that the Maryland planters should
draw rather heavily upon the experience of their neigh-
bors to the scuth. Such was the case. Furthermore, by
the time the settlers sent out by Charles Calvert had
made ready their first shipment of tobacco there had
developed a series of regulations governing that trade
between England and Virginia and the handling of the
crop within the Crown colony itself. Maryland both
profited by and suffered from some of these laws, procla-
mations and orders. Itis, thus, necessary to summarize
the development of tobacco regulation in England and
Virginia during the first third of the seventeenth cen-
tury before we can concentrate upon the history of to-
baceo supervision in Maryland.



CHAPTER 1I
EARLY ToBacco REGULATIONS
ENGLISH LAWS AND DECREES

six{‘i]:n?}id? Ese of tobacco in England at the turn of the
tioned. T 1t the seventeenth century has been men-
acres of 0 Slcllpply that demand an increasing number of
but the g0 t?omestlc soll were dotted with the plant,
ports f‘&aJorlt}' of the tobacco entered through the

OI the country. This ig 5 somewhat euphemistie

trade, for it was generally
was landed on out-of-the-way
gled into the towns as came
From 1615 through 1621 the
London and the outports gave
2,086 pounds of tobacco, at the
gradual increase in quantity of

through the customg, !
custom records for both

Sphnish Virginia &

eTmudos Spanish Viewinga &
1615 {Londen) Brrmudos
LARRE W‘"“——a {Out Partes)
1616.., . ra, S) 00,000 (Ibs) GLaEl e e
1617.. ig’g:?g 02,300 ) 01’4(5;“1; (Ibs.) 0,000 {Ibs.)
1618.... 5r'oss 18,839 01797 3»200
1619.... 119634 49,518 08.371 0,000
1620.... 97149 45,764 08,493 0»150
1621. .., 159’873 117,981 122 18 000
' 73777 1 4’520 é,ggg
6 —_— »
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tobacco trade between Virginia and other nations did
not start until 1621, it seems reasonable to assume that
the tobacco brought into England during that period
was for use and not for reexportation. Virginia con-
tributed the lion’s share of the colonial tobacco; the 1618
crop for export was estimated at 20,000 pounds, by 1621
this had increased to 60,000 pounds and in six more
yvears the 500,000 pounds weight had been slightly
pbassed.?

It is, therefore, rather understandable that the fo-
bacco trade of England soon secured the attention of
James I and his councillors. Although the members of
the Privy Council might not to a man have shared their
king’'s personal aversion to the weed, they were con-
cerned with the careless methods of shipment,* the
quality and the price.” Then there was another con-

The medium per annum for Spanish tobaecco, 97,861 lbs, at a
28, impost gave a revenue of £9,786; the medium of colonial to-
bacco, 44,223 Ths., at 1s. yielded £2,21%1; the 6d. subsidy en all
tobaceo gave £2,552. “ Lord Sackville’s Papers Respecting Vir-
ginia, 1613-1631,” no. 6161, American Historieal Review, XXVII,
526-527.

8 A good tabular report on the production and export of to-
bacco from this country for the years 1618-1908 was printed in
the 1908 Yearbook of the U. 8§, Department of Agriculture, pp.
681-684. Acceptable primary and secondary sources were used.

1 Early shipments of tobaceo leaf were in bulk, rolls or hands;
references in the custom entries to “ puddinge Tobacco  proba-
bly meant the leaf in rolls that resembled a sausage. See L. C.
Gray, History of Agriculture in Southern United States to 1860,
p. 219.

5 Above, p. 10, note 22, for prices from the Wynn Papers. Beer
gave some prices from an account book of the Manners family:
in 1598 one purchase of an ounce of tobacco cost 4s., in 1603
one pound weight for 32s, in 1613 one pound for 40s., in 1619
three pounds of tecbacco for £3; all tobaceco must have been
Spanish. Beer, p. 86, n. 2. The U. 8. Depart. Agri,, Yearbook,
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::jdrill:?:lgn-’ at times publicly denicd and at other times that in 1613 one Shipman offered £5,000 to a court noble-
fact ©¢ In an aside, thf_‘t specdily became a dominant man for the tobacco monopoly, but the results were not

+ Tactor in tobaceo regulation, namely, the revenues to be indicated.: Two years later James I granied the s_ole
over the mes could piously roll his cyes toward heaven rights for importation to two people for a consideration
over tbe _DOHUtiOH “of the faire soile of England ” and that although not named was probably about £5,000, as
e o rected efforts of the Jamestown settlers that that sum seemed the current price for such concessions.

) lfl'Ought them close to starvation, but he smacked his Furthermore, the notes of Sir Lionel Cranfield, sur-
lips over the possibilities of rich returns from farming veyor general of the customs, indicated that “the
out th? tobaceo customs. And when disorder and deceit Farmers of the Imposte upon Tobackoe at my.dsomer
made it necessary to lay by their heels some of those to anno 1615 had an estate in it for 3 yeares which was
whom monopolies had been granted, the Crown took then worth to them cleere (his Majestie's Rente and all
over Tihe business reinforced in 1633 by a domestic retail charges defrayed) above 4000 L. per annum.” ’ Ip that
IICQHSlng 8ystem. It is worthwhile to cxamine the period same year James added another 6d. to the duties (En
of regulation from about 1613 to 1634 and Virginia's tobacco, a measure for revenues and morals. Certaimn
Xperiences during that first third of the seventeenth parliamentary lawyers “insinuated [the purpose] of
ool Ly because the Lords Baltimore, their governors this new duty [that] of rendering the Crown indepen-
anc colonists were affected by those ’I‘GEUIatiOHS- dent of the grants of Parliament, . . . . the courtiers

As this is not 5 treatise on the mercantile system in alleged [the aim was] to protect colonial industries and
England: it is not desirable to do more than again stress redress the balance of trade.” * _ _
the (_iomlnating influence of that economic philosophy The year 1619 was important in a dl_scussmn of to-
and its general application. Just ag soon as tobacco be- baceo regulation. In November James I ,Ss-uefj a p_rog!a-
came an important factop in England’s trade, drawing mation “concerning the Viewing and Distinguishing
bullion acrogg the Channel into Spain, the Stu’arts gave of Tobacco in England and Ireland, the Dominion of

Wales and Towne of Barwicke.” ¢ As provisions by !aw
had been made previously for the garbling of spu':es
and drugs to prevent “ the impayring of [the peoplg 8]
health, or to buy the bad instead of the good, to the im-
pairing of their substance ” the king saw no reason why

g;;rf:;ttegtfon to the commodity. Then when the plant

cultiva:ign o Nor?h America and quickly came under

for the me as a.‘?lcked bu.t profitable crop, the set-up

was faei]jt r;: adntII‘StS was ideal. Regulation of tobacco

a few estaaiylp: hby the entry of much of the leaf through

cial oy Hes tls art o 'And by the royal grants o % Beer, pp. 117-118, and footnotes.
0 court favorites or high bidding commer- o P o

; o srow rtain 3 he Custom-Revenue in England,
_i ' income with the n could be assured of ce %t Hubert Hall, A History of the Cu

minimum of bother, It was recorded 1 176. | |
torg, Tedu d ¢ C. 8. Brigham, ed., British Roypal Proclumations I?elatmg t'o
. tOb?cco s In the colonies to gold for 1661 America, 1603-1783, in * Transactions of the American Anti-

1717; on th et ;
1618 ang 16?;.]328’8 virginia tobaceo at the farm was 54.75¢ in quarian Society,” X1, 15-18.
» O¥ 1639 the price had dropped to 6.08¢ (p. 681)- s
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“the Drugge called Tobacco . . . . daily sold un-
garbled ” should not receive the same protection. So he
ordered that no tobacco should be sold until the custom
and import duties had been paid and “ the same Tobacco
were viewed, distinguished and sealed by the Officers ™
to be appointed.’® Patents were given to three men to
have the entire control of garbling tobacco imports
“ whereby the Goodness or Badness of the said Tobacco
may be discerned, and the Deceipte and Abuse of our
Subjects may he prevented,” yet merchants not be in-
jured in their offering of good leaf.: For those not
acquainted with the term ¢ garbling * the explanation
by Stith is helpful. “ This Garbling was an ancient
Custom of the City of London; and an officer was ap-
pointed, who had Power to enter into any Shop or Ware-
house, to view ang search Drugs and Spices, and to
Garble the same; that is, to make them clean from ajl
_Garbles or Tragh.” '* Qp the basis of available material

another
guardianship of the public’s health.
pgtent had to pay the king a moder-
vilege, and in turn the shippers of
tobacco found that garbling put an additional impost of
6d. a pound on their freight

In December of the sa
offer by Abraham Jaco

1 Ibid., p, 18.
"t Hazard, Collections, 1, 89-91.
I: Eti;h, History of Virginig, p. 199,
i I'H. ggsgogt:; T:_he American Colonies in the Seventeenth Cen-
» 111, 29, T'In a footnote gave the garbling rent as £100

4 year and the date of the Proclamation M.
In Brigham the proet ay 25, 1619 (p. 119).

amation was dated N
15-18). There Were ; €d November 10, 1419 (pp.

nstances of lpea) Tresistance to th :
of tobacco, « Sackville’s Papers,” pp. 531-538, © gurbling
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“ for seaven yeeres from Michaelmas nexte 1620 for thg
veerely Rente of eight thousand pounds per annuf;n.
There were several conditions attache(.i to that offer,
but the most important one for the colomgl planters was
that the king should prohibit the planting :?i]'qtobacc?
“ within the Realme of England and Walesf. ) Jargen
issued on December 30, 1619, a proclamation t(f} 1ﬁe]i
straine the Planting of Tobacco,” apparently to fu f
the above condition.”” Certain reasons for such_dome; }:c
legislation were given for public consumpthn. . th:
king wished to restrain the use of tobacco 1};1'5 e,
Inland” as a needless waste of land and subs anc(i
Also, English tobacco was “ more crude, poysono%s. ar:;
dangerous for the bodies and healt}.ls of 0,}11' Su Je:hs
then that that comes from hotter Climates an‘d ash e
medicinal qualities of the leaf were stressed in tFose
days the foreign plants were, thL}s, mucl.l betterid hulr-
thermore, the cessation of domestic p]a}ntmg would help
both the Somers Islands and Vi}*glma w_here tobacco
plants grew more naturally, allowing Englishmen -t?: uss
their soil for “ divers Roots and Herl_Js, fit for ‘:T‘lc u:;h
and sustenance.” And finally, domestic tobacco “ doe i
. . . . diminish Our Customes.” Although James vvent
on to assure the people of the realm tha‘E, he' Wouldtpo
mind the loss of revenues if the commodity in question
were a necessity, one suspects tha!: he had his tong.L;e
in his cheek when he commanded his secretary to write
that,s

14 Ibid., p. 523. ) )

s Brighzl:m, pp. 18-21. In September, 1619, the Privy sz;u;lé
had ordered the justices of peace in London ?.‘Illd stttmlgs or
prevent tobacco planting in or near those cities. Adefs P. C., I,
nos. 40, 70, 71.

15 From 1619 on difficulties attended the eﬁ'ortslof l.oca.l ;ﬁicsis:-:
in England to stamp out domestic tobacco cultivation; for
stance, “ Sackville’s Papers,” pp. 531-538,
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becanme fo e % ! acco 1I.~tm3, but also in Virginia,
f vias within the same twelve months that the
Howse of Burgesses passed the first colonial tobacco in-
spection law. In fact priority lay with the Jamestown
settlers as their meeting took place in midsummer. The
Journal of the House vead: . . . . and to the ende we
may not onely persuade & incite men, but inforce them
also thffl'oui:hly & loyally to cure their Tobacco before
they bring it to the Magazine, [if four men judge that
any tobaceo] shall not proove vendible at the second
Drlce”that it shall there be burnt before the ownets
fa'(:e, ' The coincidence in time of the English gar-
bln?g act‘and the Virginia law to improve the quality of
their major product must be regarded as without direct
causal relationship. To be sure a ship might havé
reached England with the news of the burgesses’ action
b?ff{re.the proclamation by James in November, but the
dissimilarity of the major reasons behind those two
measures was sharp enough to let the matter stand.”
Beginning the third decade the tobacco trade in Eng-
land was subjected to increasing regulation. During
June, 1620, another royal proclamation was issued “ for
Restraint of the Disordered Trading for Tobacco””
Apparently “certain meane persons’” were buying to-
bacco with bullion in other countries at favorable prices

and then underselling in England the holders of the
16;’9.}0&?‘;‘&;’&[3 of the House of Burgesses {ed. McIlwaine):iLaV:S':
at t}; b. 11 Tf the tobacco leaf could not be classed as * bes
the price of 3s. a pound, it was then offered at the secon
price of 18d.; refusal by a purchaser to pay that second price
br:);aght In the viewers to pass judgment.
vid feer mentioned that in 1620 the Bermuda Asgembly “DTO
tded for the inspection of ali tobacco and the burning of all
rotten tragh” (p. 97),

1? Brigham, pp. 27-31.

e —
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king’s patent. That was profitable to no one except
those directly engaged in the business. Moreover, it
set a bad precedent, especially as about the same time
James was receiving a very lucrative offer for a monop-
oly from another group of traders. Sir Thomas Roe and
a few associates, who were active in the handling of
Spanish tobacco, requested from the Crown an import
monopoly of all tobacco for seven years. For the first
vear the rental was to be £16,000 and for the next six
years £20,000 annually, provided the Virginia and Ber-
muda tobaccos were limited to 50,000 pounds weight a
year because those shipments tended constantly to
break the market for the more favored Spanish leaves.
The same group “ alsoe humbly desire that the Patent
for the Garbling of Tobacco . . . . bee passed over to
us, for haveing that Patent wee will soe marke all our
owne Tebacco as we will not easily bee deceived, and soe
those officers may serve for both uses.” ** James quickly
accepted that handsome offer, an offer prohably too
generous, for it seemed that a year later the patent was
taken over by Abraham Jacobs for £8,000; he in turn
sub-leased it to William Burton and Peter Sandersen
for an annual fec of £150.%

That monopoly at the time it was made stirred up a
lot of trouble. As might have been expected, the Ameri-
ean tobacco colonies vigorously protested the limitation
on their exports because 55,000 pounds of leaf was the
normal trade of the Somers Islands alone. The Vir-
ginia Company after a conference with the officials of
the Islands decided to appoint a factor in Middleburg
in the Netherlands and to ship their entire 1621 crop to

=4 @aekville’s Papers,” pp. 525-526.
21 Ihid., p. 528. See also Edward Channing, History of the
United States, 1, 220-226.
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him.-
r]:ll:?t.iIi.«‘t:“-}:u}gnh a howl at once went up from the mer-
Fdwin Qa;id\'; r:;; th‘é Compam{, represented by St
freedom of l;'l-l(‘i(! \'l'rtr;le hat their 'patents gave thern
s e ot ‘}1) . vother coqnt.rles. The next move
colonial tobu':‘:cu : ”\h}' Councll n an order that‘ ”
it that mmmor(:ﬁ:n'e ’rst to England—the first t.lme
stated thos ; y was enumerated. It was plaml.y
Majusty in h‘open rad:{lg would be “‘f loss unto his
whic}; yin is custooms, ff not the hazarding of the trade
. uture times is well hoped may be of much
Dmht.- use and importance to the Commonalty.” » A
tonta'tn'e compromise was reached in October, 1621; the
colonial trading companies conceded the requirement of
s_endi ng all tobacco first to England in exchange for un-
limited shipments.>* But the compromise really satisfied
neither side. Negotiations broke out anew and the prob-
lem of Spanish tobacco was further complicated by the
King's desire to marry his son to the Spanish Infanta.
Nor was Parliament quiescent. Sir Edward Coke
strenuously objected to a freeholder in England being
told by the king that he “shall not plant what he list
in his own grounds ”*; such basic infringements on per-
sonal freedom were properly the concern of the legis-
lative body.>* In the House of Commons during & debate
on tobacco * there was a general and spontaneous oub-
2 Osgood, p. 32. That jockeying between mother country and
colonies continued for many years. The Crown’s whip was sPan-
ish tobacco and the threat of domestic planting; the Americal
planters countered with diversions of tobacco to outports and
other nations. .
28 4ct8 P. C., I, nos. 71, 96. See also C. M. Andrews, B”"ft"”k
Committees, Commissions and Councils of Trade aﬂd.mmfmtt?mi
1622-1675, in * Johns Hopkins University Studies in Historicd
and Political Science,” XX VI, 11.

24 Reer, pp. 120-132.
25 J. L. Bozman, History of Maryland, 11, 81, footnote.
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burst of feeling against the weed. Member after mem-
ber inveighed against its use as ‘vile’ . . .. but to-
baceo was already a source of revenue which could not
be easily spared.” 2 In the spring a temporary settle-
ment was reached. The Virginia and Bermuda trading
companies were to ship all their tobacco only to Eng-
land; in return they received a monopoly on all imports
of that article except for some 40,000 pounds of Spanish
leaf. Domestic planting continued to be banned.”
During that period of three years, 1621-23, various
problems relative to tobacco had arisen in Virginia, in
particular the devotion of the colony to that get-rich-
quick plant. In one of the communications by the home
officers of the Virginia Company to their governor at
Jamestown complaint was voiced about the * ouerween-
ing esteeme of their darlinge Tobacco, to the ouerthrow
of all other Staple commodities.” And in the same year, -
1621, the Virginia Governor and Council with the con-
sent of the Assembly “ for the drawinge of the People
from the excessiue plantinge of T'obacco ” restricted the
settlers in their cultivation to 100 plants a person and 9
leaves to a stalk. Also they ruled that every artisan
had to practice his trade, by which order they doubted
not *“ butt very much to preuent the Imoderate plantinge

8 Osgood, p. 28.
27 Beer, p. 132. A good summsry of the English merchants'’

point of view was contained in proposals by Sir Nathaniel Rich
about 1623. Disturbed by the increase in tobacce grown in West
Indies, Guiana and Brazil, he saw the course of prices downward
to ruin. Moreover, the foreign tobaccos excelled the English
colonial leaf *in strength, tast and estimacion . ... though
not in wholesomeness.” He urged the king to * take the sole
preemption of all the Tobacco of the English plantations ™ for
delivery at London at fixed prices for three grades, the lowest
at 2a. & pound weight clear of all charges, the middle at 2s. 6d.,
and the best at 3s. Then certain merchants would be licensed
to sell the tobacco at retail. ** Sackvilie’s Papers,” pp. 752-754.
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of Tobaceo,” ** The restriction on the number of plants
f}?g IIf;arson somewhat reflected interest in the quality of
e ;;?S’ 'c:in aspect of cu.ltivation and marketing that
o me dmucl‘f atte_ntlon. The London officers had
A, ?;?e quality with their J amestown representa-
o mann_erngfthat t}'le settlers “ thinke it lawfull 1o use
that they Ut0 fde_celpt and falsehood in their Tobaceo
agent }?oll 0 d[ln] the_Magazine.” Even the tobacco
chall noxt and had written cxeept the tobaceo that

ext come thence [Virginia] proue to be of more

Pfection and goodness
: e than that was se
there is no hope that it will vent at all.” 21’“'5 home last

#E D Nei S,
® 4 B, H:.lr']: ike Virginia, Company of London, p. 282.
172. The erogs ;ur?e?mn Hmt-a i Told by Contemporaries, 1,
colonial, were well tzn s of administrative policies, English and
Stated by Cabell. Relative to excessive tobacco

[ t . X
Planters themsely v would not be difficult to show that the

the measures of thee%mlonial policy of the rnother country and

i rds Om}ll).any In England, and of the colonial
and t,()Wblch sought to force indystry into par-
to regulate the price fo-stht 1ts natural flow in others, and
the naturg) laws of Of ts fruits instead of leaving them to
3gainst theiy ine) SUbply and demand fsicl drove the planters
almost, exelusive Snatmn to this [tobaceo] as the principal and
ture iy Virgine ouree of revenye Early History of Agricul-
Squeezing connnérliirm_n' Paternalistic solicitude one day and
Tecords of hoth the clsm the next were evidenced by those early
when the i, OMpany and the Privy Council. “ By 1621,
that had heen was dissolved, . . . . the colony
_‘;3-1'5. :;.1 fairyland to dreamers in
king entapn » 1S Inhabitants, became a sober
lanthropjgtg » E ‘E’pr;se, Uhitteresting to enthusiasts and phi-
See also W, F, Cr'ave?l-'lngtOn, Beginners of o Nation, pp. 85-86.
for Virginia,” e ’ The Plsso]ution of the Londen Company
+Abs n’:;zzz_ Historieql Review, XXXVII, 14-24;
N,” Hart, T, 99 -231. Ngs of the Virginia Company of Lon-

giniz Company

“Abstract of the
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In 1624 with the compulsory forfeiting of the Vir-
ginia Company’s charter, the London and colonial to-
bacco interests placed added emphasis upon direct
lobbying for favorable regulations. For the next ten
years in England there was a steady stream of contro-
vergy over the subject of tobacco that gave forth a trial
and error system of regulation by royal proclamations,
orders of the Privy Council, administrative rulings by
patentees. Upon the death of James, Charles I came to
the throne on March 27, 1625, and expressed about the
same commercial views as his father. He also disliked
the widespread use of tobaceo by his subjects, but was
perfectly aware of the dependence of the West Indies
and Virginia upon that agricultural product. Nor was
the pressure of Spanish tobacco easy to resist because of
politics, revenues and the domestic demand for the leaf.
And there was the ever-present fact that tobacco from
any external source afforded a substantial revenue to
the Crown, income to the English merchants and freight
for domestic ships. Tobacco was monopolized by the
Crown, then farmed out; foreign tobaccos were allowed
in small quantities, then excluded; colonial leaf was re-
stricted in volume and selling price, then the ports and
docks were thrown open to any quantity; licensing for
the retailing of tobacco in England was tried and there
was unceasing opposition to domestic planting with local
authorities often closing their eyes to violations. “In
its entirety, this many-sided and intricate regulation of
the tobacco industry was a characteristic product of the
mercantile system. . . . . In all of its phases this elab-
orate system implied an adjustment of the economic
life both of the metropolis and of the colony to the
gradually developing ideal of a self-sufficient empire.”

80 Beer, pp. 172, 174. The following summary of tobacco regu-
lation from 1624 through 1634 was derived from these sources:
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Beer, Origins of the Britisk Colonial System, 1578-1660; “ Lord
Sackvilie’s Papers,” American Historical Review, XXVII;
Brigham, British Proclamations Relating to America; photo-
stats of a number of the original proclamations, Library of
Congress; Hazard, Collections; Thomas Rymer, Fadera, in
T. D. Hardy, Syllabus of Documents Relating to England and
Other Kingdoma, I1; Acta of the Privy Council.

1624, September 29, A proelamation to * utterly prohibite the
use of all forreigne Tobacco, which is not of the growth of
Our own Dominions,” and to continue the ban on domestie plant-
ing. Photostat of original.

1624, November 9. Appointment by the king of six London
merchants to market colonial tobacco, Rymer, p. 854.

1625, March 2. Reaffirmed the September, 1624, proclamation
and the monopoly of November, 1624; the marketing plan was
never carried out. Photostat of original; Beer, pp. 137-138, 142.
1625, April 8. (Charles I had come to the throne.) Proclama-
tion renewing previous regulations of domestic tobacco planting
and foreign imports, but not the monopoly for marketing. Brig-
ham, p. 53.

1625, May 24. Order by Privy Couneil to prohibit importation
of tobaceo except from British plantations and to prohibit culti-
vation in England. Aets P. C,, I, no. 148.

_16?6, April 19, Privy Council instrueted Governor Yardley of
Virginia to prevent a fixed exchange value for tobacco in the
tlxélzony and to encourage cultivation of other staples. Ibid., no.

1626, July 7. Privy Council instructed Governor Yardley to
brevent planters shipping their tobaceo directly to foreign coun-
tries. Ibid., no. 165. _

1626, August 17. Privy Council instructed local justices to
Seim;qtgobacco not imported from the American colonies, Ibid.,
no. .

1(127(;, September 3. Similar instructions for justices. Ibid.,
no. \

1627, January. A commission to Wolstenholme and ten others
to confiscate tobaceco imported contrary to proclamations.
Rymer, p. 868.

1627, February 9. Instructions for justices, as above, in certain
counties. Aetg P. C., 1, no, 183,

1627, February 17. Proclamation recognizing domestic de-
mand for Spanish tobacco and allowing 50,000 1bs. of it a year
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for importation, Continued royal monopoly of eolonial tobaeco,
restrieting such cargoes to the port of London. FPhotostat of
original.

1627, March 30. Proclamation to seal all tobacco already in
England at the time of the February 1Tth decree. Photostat
of original.

1627, July 10, Instructions for seizing tobacco, additional
counties. Adets P, C., I. no. 188,

1627, August 9. A final general resolution restating previous
orders; licensed colonial imports; continued the impert menepoly.
Photostat of original.

1627, December 21. Council again prohibits domestic plant-
ing and imports of Spanish tobacco except by the king for his
own use. Acts P. ., I, no. 197.

1628, January 20. Council ordered all American tobacco to be
brought to London; no tobacco to be exported except by his
Majesty’s apecial License. Ibid., no. 198,

1628, March 14, Petition to allow tobacco ships from America
to unload in English ports other than London. Ibid., no. 202.

1628, September 28. His Majesty understood that domestic
tobacco was * unholsome for mens bodies,” (and ruined the Vir-
ginia trade); he agked the opinion on the first point of *the
President and the rest of the Colledge of Phisitions.” Ibid., no.
218,

1630, January 6. Proclamation forbidding cultivation of to-
baceo in England and resiricting imports of American tobaceo
to the port of London. Rymer, p. 880.

{1630, March. There was created a fairly permanent committee
of trade of the Privy Council. “ Fo this committee were referred
all matters of trade which came to the attention of the Council
during the ten years from 1630 to 1640.” Andrews, British Com-
mittees, ete., p. 13; and by same author, “ List of Reports and
Representations of the Plantation Councils, ete.,” American His-
torical Association Report, 1913, I, appendix C, 321-406. See
alsoc Mary P. Clarke, ¥ The Board of Trade at Work,” Americen
Historical Review, XVII, 17-44; W. T. Root, “ The Lords of
Trade and Plantations, 1675-1696,” Americarn Historical Review,
XXIII, 20-41.)

1631, January 6. Proclamsation renewing the 1627 preclama-
tions. Photostat of the original.

1681, July 15. Privy Council ordered that ships lying at anchor
in certain reported places be foreced to unload and pay duties.
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EARLY VIRGINIA TOBACCO REGULATION

Before this historical run results in a jump into the
tobacco regulation experiences of Maryland, it is desira-
ble to briefly bring the laws passed by Virginia up to
1634. Limitations placed in 1621 on the number of
plants and leaves cultivated per person have been men-
deis P. C,, 1, no, 276, (Note: this reflected difficulty of forcing
all tobacco shipments into London; also check on smuggling.)
instructions by Council to justices in

r Counties to suppress tobaceo cultiva-

1 report names. Expressed astonishment
at continued violations. Ibid., no, 278.

1632, February 24, Council allowed tobaceo from colonies to

enter any port where there was g custom house, Reduced cus-
toms from 34, to 24, pe

pound on American colonial tobacco when imported by natural
born Subjects. A drawback of the entire impost on reexported

charge, Ibid, no, 291, ¢
only & short time,)
(1633, August 14,

1634, May 19, Proc? i
ated tobaceo, reaffirmj
Concentrating g tob
London, Brigham,

ng the Prohibitions ¢
acco imports at

pp. 75-78,
1634, June 19, Ag

_ . CommMission issued to a number of men to
:itabl_mh the king’s « golq breemption ” of all colonial tobacco
Prices he saw fjt, Hazard, 1, 373-977
1634, July g, Ship )

) masters bound for tobaceo i

_ plantations to
{gi'_we b_ond for direct return to the port of London, to prevent
version of tohaceq to N o, 33

etherlands, Aty p

183 . - acts P C,, 1, no, 332,

that :; Js‘:znl . InStmc.hons by Couneil to governor of Virginia
Eers (foreigners) trade with that colony, and all

ships be bonde . .
Thid, s 3op d to return with freight directly to England.

n domestic planting,
the Customhouge Key in
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tioned.* Among the laws passed by the Asgembl;i Eg
March 5, 1624, was one that forba'de. the dlspozaﬁed
tobacco by any man “ before the mmliter be satis

. out of the first and best tobaceo.” A forerunne;
of the long drawn out controversy bet.ween_plelx\flltirsi ;r?d
the clergy that became an important issue in Ma yen i;;
Another section provided that * there b?, ffnfi‘eh:]exact
every plantation to censure the j:,obacco. e
meaning of that word * censure was not es z}tl ; beer;
however, in reference to the regula_tlons that- a | been
passed it probably covered the fiutxes of an 1n1§,p(m o
of tobacco of questionable quality and a che}c1 L fhe
number of plants tended by the_farmers. Alt Aoug'mbly
next definite act of a duly constituted General Séeunci]
was not recorded until 1629, the G9ve1:nor andh Oles i
on March 26, 1628, in a communication to Char st
urged a contract for all of their tobacco, 500,00(1) pti:):n o:f
a year, at a favorable, definite rate pluss‘ art efc us n o
the Spanish leaf. To assure good quality: t x:set ave
taken such effectual courses in every respec Fi] bz. e
dare ingage ourselves that our Tobacco shah ory
good and merchantable. . . . . And wee avet s
ordered that there shall be sworne men ap;;ot);]r; o to
be Tryors to that purpose, after the c-urmg;, ?s F same
and before it bee laden al;og:‘d th:rigéplljls-ices : ;lu]d T

to make sure tha e m .

mzi‘ﬁ,tained by a sufficiently small crop they saléihg:;
that year but one-half as many leaves had been ga
as before.

31 Above, p. 29. o ) .

a2 Wbi‘l:)liampw. Hening, Statutes of Virgima, 1’11622331?:;. ?5?47,

33 Journals of the House of Bm:'g?sses, Laws, o ,1 o
For several years after the Virginia Company o Couneil who
the colony was administered by the Gove.rnor an o o,
wisely consulted certain of the representative me
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The C
colony of Virginia wag making progress upon a

progra i
admg;; ig;rc;iiizbzific;rreguslatmn through legislation and
. 8. Such solicitude w
as necessary

becay i igi
8e with negligible ef\cceptions tobacco wag in a ver
ifeblood of the colony. By suc:)-r

the AAA co
. on ! mes
the e 2t Now Viewe; thers mo b b n:ettakfsn down before
H 8 continyed to
bar & bass upon questionabl
rejected leaves; ang finally th:

s
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As Virginia and Maryland were for a full century the
dominant sources of cultivated American tobacco, one is
inclined to forget that the settlers of other colonies also
had an interest in that soothing herb. Quantitatively,
however, other areas were of negligible importance
until after the Revolution. “ Little tobacco was planted
in New England and even then only as a garden crop for
private consumption. . . . . it was forbidden in Massa-
chusetts Bay Colony in 1629, but in New Netherlands
and New Sweden it seems to have been successfully

Governor was authorized to call a special assembly in case of
emergency. Hening, 1, 162-165.

1632, September 4, acts 20, 21. Similar to the 1631/2 legisla-
tion. [bid., pp. 188-190.

1632/3, February 1, act 1. Repealed the 1632 acts. Then for
the first time there were estahlished five stores, located in the
Jamestown region, to which the planters of tobaceo had to bring
their crops before the last day of December. In those stores the
leaves were “ to be repacked, viewed and tryed by sworn men ”
appointed for that purpose. Acceptable tobacco was credited to
the planters account and had to remain in the store until shipped.
Debis payable in tobacco—and about all private and public 0b-
ligations were so stated—were also handled at those stores or
warehouses. As a check on smuggling, shipmasters had to de-
liver invoices before clearing. And finally, cultivation was fur-
ther limited to 1,500 plants per person. Ibid., pp. 205-207. The
same Assembly ordered mechanics to follow their trades and
not to plant tobacco. Act 5, Ivid., p. 208,

1638, August 21, act 1. Repealed the previous act (act 1), then
passed a similar one with a few minor changes. The minimum
exchange value for tobacco was raised from 6d. to 9d. per pound,
and the number of stores increased to seven. Ibid., pp. 209-213.
Act 4 provided for contracts, bargains, pleas and judgments to
be made in money, not in tobacco; but public officials were still
to be paid in the leaf or in corn at set rates. Ibid., p. 216. Act 14
made provision for proper weighing equipment at the seven
stores. Ibid., p. 220.

1634-1638. For this period there were no records of the Assem-

bly in Hening.
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38 TOBACCO REGULATION IN COLONIAL MARYLAND

undertaken as a cash crop.” ¥ Weeden mentioned that
in 1628 the Dutch had been trading linens and stuffs
for tobacco at Plymouth until they found that they could
do better by going directly to Virginia.** The edict
against trading in tobacco in Massachusetts apparently
was not strictly observed, for in 1631 after the price of
Virginia tobacco had tohogganed down the secale from
about three shillings a pound to almost one pence, a boat
of eighteen tons loaded with corn and the forbidden leaf
from the South sold its cargo at Salem. * This inaugu-
rated a brisk trade.” :* And in the Connecticut Valley,
which today is the most important cigar-tobacco district
of New England and one of the best in our country, the
farmers were but slightly interested in the plant, grow-
ing just enough for their own use.™

5 P. W. Bidwell and J. 1. Falconer, History of Agriculture
Northern United States, 1620-1860, p. 15. The ms{:rua:tlon:lmt
Governor Endieott, of Massachusetts, were “to take care

noe Tobacco bee planted by any of the New Planters . . . - 115139:
it bee some small quantitie for meere necessitie . . - : ?Jl;mf:sr

to permit any Tobacco bee laden there upon our shipps.’
Beginnings of Agriculture, p. 142.

3% W. B. Weeden, Economic and Social His
land, 1620-1788, 1, 124,

37 Carrier, p. 128

38 Elizabeth Ramsey, The History of Tobacco Pro
the Connecticut Valley, in “ Smith College Studies,” XV,
also Gage, U. 8. Dept. Agri., Circular No. 249, p. 38

tory Of New Eﬂg'

duction it
101. See

CHAPTER 11
MARYLAND SETTLERS GROW TOBACCO

About the time that Sir Walter Raleigh was planning
his unfruitful settlements in the new world there was
born in Yorkshire, England, a boy christened George;
his surname was Calvert. At the age of eleven he en-
tered All Saints College, Oxford, from which by 1605 he
received a master’s degree. His marriage in the same
year strengthened his political connections which with
his personal ability soon brought him a clerkship under
Sir Robert Cecil and then the position of clerk to the
Privy Council. In 1617 Calvert was appointed to knight-
hood. Two years later a position as Secretary of State
was followed by a grant of the customs of silk for
twenty-one years and a £1,000 pension for life. In the
meantime Calvert had become an active member of the
Virginia Company of Planters. Familiarity with the
affairs of the American colony through that and other
connections placed him on the provisional council to
temporarily govern Virginia when the charter of the
trading company was revoked in 1624. Calvert was
raised to the peerage in 1625,

A few years before that date George Lord Baltimore,
had bought the southeastern peninsula of Newfound-
land from Sir William Vaughan. In 1621 he sent over
Captain Edward Wynne with some settlers and after
subsequent favorable reports applied for and received
a patent from the king to * Avalon” on April 7, 1623.

1J. T. Scharf, History of Maryland, 1, 29-52; Bozman, The
History of Maryland, 1, sec. 9, and 11, ch. i; M. P. Andrews, The
History of Maryland, ch. i.

4 39
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Upon the death of James I in 1625, Baltimore having
left th_e Established Church and joined the Roman
Catholic retired from active political life in spite of the
protes?s of Charles I. He had, thus, ample time to de-
Vo‘te his thoughts to his Newfoundland colony and as
might kfe expected that vicarious adventuring soon be-
came tiresome. In July, 1627, Baltimore sailed for
Afralora, rel_:nained a short time, then went again in 1628
gllth his wife aqd several of their children. Apparently
e previous winters had been unusually mild or the
:&}r:nter of 1628-29 more severe than expected, for during
digs:orlr:lq;l_ths t.he colony and the patron suffered. Nor
e }; tons Improve much with the return of spring,
¢h time Lord Baltimore wrote a rather pitiful
letter to his sovereign.? It read in part:

soe have T mett wip

weh in thig place am greater difficulties & incumbrances heere,

no longer to be resisted but inforce me

inder of my dayes than . . . . the enlarg-

t . . part of the world, I am determined
0 comiit this place to fishermen ... and to remov: my self

with so

it ye oo f‘;ﬁ'i‘m]ms to yor mat'** dominion of Virginia where

priviledges ag 1, P-ease grant me a precinct of land wth such
dge e K: yr father . . . . wag pleased to grant me

heere, T gha)
endea .
and pra, vor to the utmost Of. my power to deserve it
algne,

5 y for yr mag'es long & happy r
altimore with hig family left Avalon on which he
out £30,000 in October, 1629, sailed to

had spent ap

Ja;n;esltoWn, Virginia, where he wag not particularly
Ferryfalﬁe{(i;::gn‘;r ‘il;liicate of the original letter, dated from
nal Maryland Dmlﬁents, :&gsus(tBﬁigr;m]g; Hugh Young’s Origi-

3In .
Some tmnﬁcnpts thig = so0” jg g-iven as “ 50
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welcome because of his religious views, and then after
an examination of the coastal lands to the north of the
James River returned home to England. There he
found a letter from Charles solicitously requesting him
to remain in England and that indirect order together
with failing health kept him on his estate until the date
of his death, April 15, 1632,

His last few years were by no means wasted. One
may feel sure that George Calvert had carefully noticed
the tobacco fields of Virginia when at Jamestown, the
packed hogsheads in the warehouses and the visible
progperity of the more energetic planters. Moreover,
he had helped to settle the affairs of the Virginia Com-
pany. So he applied for a grant of land to the south of
the James River, but after a vigorous protest from
representatives of Virginia he changed his boundary
lines and asked for territory to the north, an area prac-
tically coterminous with the present state of Maryland.
At the King’s request it was named for Queen Henrietta
Maria. But before the charter had received the Great
Seal, George Calvert, first Lord Baltimore, died leaving
his depleted estate and the plans for its rebuilding to his
son, Cecilius, who received the grant, dated June 20,
16324

“ Whereas, our well beloved and right trusty Subject,
CAECILIUS CALVERT, . . . . being animated with a
laudable and pious Zeal for extending the Christian Re-
ligion, and also the Territories of our Empire. . . . . 5
The purpose of the founding of the colony was clearly
stated, though one may doubt that the sequence of objec-

¢ The most convenient source for the English translation of
the Maryland charter is the annual Maryland Manual, e. g., 1932,
Pp. 357-368; the original was in Latin and a copy of that is in
the Maryland Archives, I, 5-12,

s Meryland Manual, 1982, p. 357.
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tives accurately represented the personal ideas of the
ﬁrst_ or second Lord Baltimore. Andrews gave three
mo{;m_es.for the colonization of America: commercial
(Virginia}, religious (Massachusetts) and proprietary
or feudal.® He attributed the third desire to the founders
of Maryland arguing that the Calverts were among
!;hose who, finding that feudalism was breaking down
In Europe, sought large land grants in the new world
(a):V ﬁl;:s}l:?st means to perpetuate the dignities of land
o uit-ltl-)- tI:or were t}}e ec.onomic advantages ignored,
] qshar :n. » 8peculation in rising land values, taxes
B, oﬂ‘ers:e dm expo‘rf;s. of raw materials from virgin
o) ere f;)SSlbllltles of large returns on the origi-
el o ents, Another student wrote “ It is now gen-

¥ admitted that economic motives and not religious
thf: .Calverts to found a provinee in
RellglousArefugees did not flock very
‘ ccounts contemporary with
;::atﬁperl‘t‘)d follqwed the more orthodox ritual of stress-

g1irst “ the Kingdom of Heaven,” s

¢C. M. Andr 1
16, ews, Our Earliest Colonial Settlements, pp. 142-

"L. W. Wilhelm, p
kigsTEni;ersity Sthdi::y;"z%f 1o Inatitutions, in * Jolms Hop-

e . ¥ .
undated cz?;porfmtt;d tract relative to Maryland other than an
London, Febryg 160 charter assigned to 1632 was published in
Ty 10, 1683. Translated from the Latin the title

read: “A Declaraty
tio
Mary-land, nigh vponI;,Of the Lord Baltemore’s Plantation in

Condition, anq rioh Vtt";‘gz.nm.: manifesting the Nature, Quality,
Were stated for the eq) Uitles it contayneth.” Three objectives
Second, to enlarge the i ﬁmt'.to bring the natives to Christ;
sharers with him i themplm; third, “ to make his Country-men
Rentioned ¢ honor and benefit thercof.” Tobacco was

" though net
The same sequence of to be esteemed ” with other products.

more’s instyyet motives again appeared in Lord Balti-
Commissioner:t:);lst,thember 13, 1683, to the ﬁrstngovernora:;,nld
e colony. Reference for both items: C. C.

Hau! Nawat 1
wes of Eurly Moryland, 1633-1684, pp. 5-10, 16-23.

M»ﬁm« [P
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Cecil Lord Baltimore, after the usual political and
economic delays attending the dispatching of settlers to
a new country, placed his little band of about two hun-
dred people in charge of his brother Leonard and got
them off in the “ Ark” (350 tons) and the “Dove”
(a pinnace of 50 tons) on November 22, 1633. By the
latter part of February after a good voyage they landed
off Point Comfort in Virginia.® The king had already
instructed the Governor and Council of Virginia to help
Baltimore’s colonists in settling Maryland, so at that
time and later the palatinate received some direct as-
sistance.”” Fortunately Leonard Calvert did not have to
rely upon his southern neighbors except for minor sup-
plies. The first Lord Baltimore, George Calvert, had
certainly transmitted to his sons the essence of his ex-
periences with American settlements, and Cecil Calvert
made sure that in Maryland there would be no duplica-
tion of the wasteful efforts of the Jamestown adven-
turers to get gold dust from the mica of the Virginia
sands. There was going to be no decimation of his
colony by malaria becduse of inexcusable carelessness in
the choice of a site. Furthermore, in spite of the lure of

? Father Andrew White, “A Briefe Relation of the Voyage
unto Maryland,” ibid., pp. 29-45.

10 Instruetions by the King, July 12, 1633, Calendar State
Papers, Coloninl Series, 1574-1660, p. 170 (hereafter cited as
C. 8. P.). The planters of Virginia countered with a petition,
November, “that Lord Baltimore may seitle in some other
place.” Ibid., p. 172. But the king remained firm, and in another
letter to Governor Harvey, September 28, 1634,—sent at the
request of Lord Baltimore—explained that there was enough
land for all and that the work to be done in the new country
could be * more easily overcome by a multitude of hands.” Ibid.,
p. 190. So opposed were many members of the Virginia Council
to giving aid to the Maryland settlers * that they cry and make
it their familiar talk that they would rather knock their cattle
on the head than sell them to Maryland.” Ibid., p. 193.

e e R 1 dm S+ e A et e e s e
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the heavy green tobacco leaf that dried brown when
cut ansi turned to gold when sold the Governor was to
see tq it that “ all the planters imploy their seruants in
p!afltmg of- sufficient quantity of corne and other pro-
u;smn of victuall and that they do not suffer themp to
goaltll:}t”afyAgther comodity whatsoeuer before that be
move:d S er a short stay at Jamestown the two ships
e e into the Chesapeake Bay and in March low-
e ir anchors_onto the bottom of the St. Mary’s

ver, one of the tributaries of the Potomac. A site for

the first settlement was chosen on well-raised ground

within one-half mi ‘ .
erected i mile of the river and a suitable palisade

TOBACCO CULTIVATION

B +
b Stc?ll::z ;)ft;che scarcity of early records little is known
ement at St. Mary's during the first years.

By charter «
r “Maryland . . . . enjoyed the unrivalled

honoy {
r of becoming the first colony which was enacted

into i
regulzr?;%‘;lll:;; t the English empire, and governed
By the tolerance t;nactf:d in a provincial legislature.” **
to take advanta o (fjecﬂ Calvert the province was able
By the stuhbon? edotethza:t Peculiar legal independence.
initiate legistati €lermination of the free citizens to
Governor and o8, and when necessary to oppose the
nd Council, the people made even more secure

the relative i
elative independence of the American settlement.
1 Ld. Baltim

ore’ i
Maryland Hig 8 Instructio

tori uctions to Colonists, ““ Calvert Papers,”

12 Almoat g ce;l:::-ysjmetq’ Fund Publications, no, 28 plfe;;;).
more the claim wag ater in a petition by Charles Lord Balti-
cost Cecil Calvert made that the settling of Maryland had
£40,000, a very large sum in gose days.

sociation Report, 1899, PP, 2{‘.‘2"2“’%." American Historical As-

® Political Annals, Bk, 1, p. 200

Ridesitidh e e
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One of the very immediate, beneficial results of the
palatinate form of government was the freedom of
trade enjoyed by Maryland compared to the restrictions
imposed on Virginia ruled as a dominion by direct repre-
sentatives of the king. As Scharf pointed out, when
within a year the planters of Maryland were growing
tobacco they were quite free to ship it to Holland and
elsewhere, and by that choice of markets to have an ad-
vantage over their southern neighbor as well as to effec-
tively oppose subsequent tobacco regulations.”

There was no evidence that tobacco in a cultivated
state was found in the Indian village that was turned
over to the settlers as soon as the natives had gathered
their corn.’* Nor were there definite records of tobacco
on Kent Island farther up the Bay on which a trading
post had been established three years before by William
Claiborne, a member of the Jamestown colony. Kent
Island was included within the boundaries of Balti-
more’s grant.® However, within one year from the

14 §charf, 1, 61.

156 In the “ Briefe Relation” Father White wrote about the
Indians’ use of tobacco in their ceremonial pipes then gave no
other details although he described the cultivation of other
commodities. Hall, pp. 44-45.

18 There was no reference to tobacco cultivation on Kent Island
in the *extract from a Letter of Captain Thomas Yong to Sir
Toby Matthew, 16347 (Hall, pD. 53-61); nor in the detailed
descriptions of the trading post contained in the testimony given
in the subsequent dispute between Claiborne and the London
merchant Cloberry. Archives, 11, 19-20, V, 157-230. Latané’s
comment was merely that * the trading post was converted into
a regular plantation.” John H. Latané, The Early Relations of
Moryland and Virginia, in © Johns Hopkins University Studies,”
XIIT, 11. Steiner, however, mentioned that *“in the year 1633
. . .. they had a gardener and planted garden seeds and also
2000 plants of tobacco” without giving the reference. B. C.
Steiner, Beginnings of Maryland, 1681-1689, in ibid., XXI, 47.
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date of settlement there were indications that the mem-
bers of the colony appreciated the personal and market

value of tobacco. A prospectus on Maryland published
in London in 1635 read in part:

The soile is generally very rich . . .
you shall have two foote of black rich
searce find a stone,
that if it be not fir
or some such thin
will not be fitt fo

- and in very many places
mould, wherein you shall
it is like sifted Garden-mould, and is so rich
st planted with Indian corne, Tebaeco, Hempe
g that may take off the rankness thereef, it
T any English graine.

Then several pages later, “ one man may in a season

well plant so much as will yield a hundred bushells of
this Corne, 20 bushells of Beanes and Pease, and vet
attend a erop of Tobacco: which according to the good-
hesse of the ground may be more or lesse, but is ordi-
narily between 800 ang 1000 pounds weight.” 17

There was another description of the palatinate that
as far as can he determined has not been heretofore
known to historians s This was a letter by Robert
Wintour in Englang to a friend setting forth in detail
most of the pertinent fa
letter was dated September, 1635, at least two years

before Wintoyr himself came to Maryland,' so it must

ITHA Rglation of Maryland * (September g, 1635), Hall, pp.
81-82. This account reproduced parts of Father White's notes,
and Hal? remarked that « the remainder is no doybt derived from
the reportg which the commigsi

F mmissioners for the colony were . .
required to send by every ship,”

LErY s.hort Treatise . . . - toneerning the new Plantation
now erectlflg E:lnder the Right Hoble the Lord Balternore in
by Lord B,a]::n tten by R. W. to his friend C. J. R. and endorsed
maore, L u ¥ s D u-
ments, MS (Baltimore). oung’s Original Maryland Doc
F

1# 8. F. Streeter Wrote that

, . s Relating to the Early History
of Maryland, Marylanq Historiea] Society, Fund Publications,
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have represented a compilation of information recelziﬂ
from first- or secondhand sources. As has been Tnd
tioned, a certain amount of material al?qut M‘;I:itiur
had been published in London. ] In addition, lered-
probably had correspondence with Edward s;n el
erick Wintour who had come to_ the settlemen Wlact he
first expedition ; they were relatives though t-he exination
lationship was not established. The play of imag ratior
entered when Wintour wrote: “, . . . for lﬁ mo o
our plantations where they work but upon fo tac}c1is i
cotton an ordinary servants labou_r produces ;) s Ve
[master] at least 50} [lll)sé_stel‘;hn‘%]in(;i u);‘?:rczr n‘(:ment
into purse.” ** Relative to .

Ia];ﬁgttc::;tgnl,) there is * little evidence that the In_(Iilmnii
ever cultivated [it] and we do not find the_m usfl 1g607
north of where it is perennial.” * In the spring oden o
the colonists at Jamestown had prepared 2 g;a.r I
which cotton was included, but that partui:l a:cl;J rcn n
modity did not figure as a cash crop un-tﬂ t1 e urn of
the century in any of the southe'rn colonies, leas T
Maryland.22 Wintour was possibly on ﬁz'me:l:1 t%rto e
when he observed that * toba(fco and the pro i Lo be
made off it is a thing so conspicuous I neecll no 11:1 pake
of it, it being alreadylbut itloo co;r;lcélfl 11:;((; t?;c 3:11‘; fgether

ions.” In another place he sp
E??}f other products of the soil-stored by th; fl‘?rvl:}?;i
not only for their own use but in exchange fo
no, 9, p. 63. T. W. Griffith mentioned that. Wirﬂ;ou:}; vt\;ahse ?;dih:
coum’-.illor early in 1638 * having lately arrived.” Ske

1 and, p. 1- o

Eﬁl%ﬁ;};?ghgrﬁ;&:y itndical':ed the material in b:raﬁ::?oghf;
quoting Wintour is mine, necess:iifated by the abbre
the uncertainties of the handwr’ltl?f.m -

:: g::?,erf}g:f::n;?g;;{iigx:: ;:1 éouthem United States,
pp. 15, 26, 46, 77, 183.
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commodities soever he may desire from any other part
91‘ the world.” This previously unknown letter was of
11}‘L:efest, but of qt_lestionable value in establishing defi-
?r: ; grs ;l.w economic development achieved by Maryland
The loss of the records of the first Asgsembl!

ary 29,1635, added to the difficulty of forming}; di?il:i.ltle
?wture of the activities of the villagers at St. Mary’s
hc;r several years, _It was probable that under the firm
nd of Lord Baltimore and hig brother Leonard, the
governor, tobacco as a non-essential crop was not w’idely
cultivated at first. In December, 1637, there was a
refer;nce t_o a debt of “two hundred thirtie and seven
Eou;hs weight of go?d m[erchan]table tobacco” owed
Ps;o rtimtlas Cornwazlhs, one of the commissioners, to the
debi? be or. And in January, 1638, another tobacco
Januay ?nfo James Baldridge was recorded.® From
Marylgdnl l\tlllarch was held the second Assembly of
1635 s hottega]y the first becanse the one that met in
thern oo _([:ia led by the governor. In the proceedings
establishedew ence that tobaceo had become somewhat
s as the medium of exchange within the
¥, Tor on the second day it was voted that members

I . (11
ate for the meetings “ should be amerced 201/1 [pounds

weight] of tobace
the bills passed crw 1;01' every such default,” and one of

tobaccos,” 2 8 for “ordering the paym’t of

Tobaeco wag

English saary not faring very well at that time in the

ets. A royal proclamation in March, 1638,

to return home unlegs his patron

1638, o lys to Lord Balti i
8, “ Calvert Papers,” pyng Publications, nﬂt;gm;el%pm N
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opened with a recital of the low prices from excessive
crops and the low quality. The good leaves were mixed
“ with rotten fruits, stalks . . . . and other corrupt in-
gredients.” With a good mercantile touch it was an-
nounced that the plantings in the colonies would be
regulated as well as the cutting of the crop; the quantity
of the imports would be supervised to prevent market
gluts, and the price adjusted to reasonable levels. Also
all tobacco from the colonies consigned to other coun-
tries would first have to pass through the port and
customs of London.?® Furthermore, the king authorized
some traders to call 2 meeting of those living near Lon-
don who had an interest in tobaceco.?® Such a group was
to do as much as possible to reduce quantity, advance
prices for planters and merchants, and to arrange for
the sale of merchandise in America at reasonable
charges. Although not so stated the objectives of that
authorized trade association in order of importance
were state revenues, merchants’ profits, planters’
welfare,

Maryland’s contributions of tobacco to the surplus
stocks in the English warehouses at the end of the fourth
decade were probably not much over 100,000 pounds
weight a year.?” It was from Virginia that the supplies
of the leaf kept increaging at a rapid rate, from about
500,000 pounds exported to England in 1628 to an
annual average of 1,395,063 pounds for the years 1637-
1640.2* During the year 1638 Charles I negotiated an

5 Brigham, British Proclamations, pp. 82-87,
- 28 Aetg P. C., 1, no, 380.

27 The U. S. Dept. Agri., Yearbook, 1908 (p. 681), gave the
total U, 8. production and exports of tobacco for 1639 as 1,500,000
Ibs. and 1,300,000 Ibs. for 1640. A correlation of these amounts
with the figures taken by Gray from the British trade statistics
indicated that Maryland was supplying about 100,000 lbs. annu-
ally at that time.

28 (3ray, p. 213.
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agreement with George Lord Goring, one of the farmers
of the customs, to take 1,600,000 pounds of tobacco at
6d. in Virginia or 8d. in England. It was hoped that
such commereial supervision would improve the quality
and sufficiently restrain the quantity in all the British
western colonies to encourage the growth of other
staples. Although the Governor and Couneil of Virginia
urged cooperation in this plan of their king, the bur-
gesses expressed doubf that other tobacco producing
colonies would really@t their planting./ Further-
more, there was little use in trying to control the num-
ber of tobacco plants in the fields ag long as the stream
of immigration continued, for the newcomers always
turned at once to the cultivation of the fragrant leaf.>
The proceedings of the Maryland Assembly during
the s?ring of 1639 contained more evidence of the in-
creasing part played by tobacco in the affairs of the

colony. It wagin terms of tobaceo that values were set

by law on corn in trade with the Indians. Penalties
for the violation of court orders and disturbance of the
peace, fees for public officers and judges, tax rates,
contributions for the erection of a town hall and funds
to establish a necessary ferry,—all those sums were
payable in tobagceg 20 To allow cloge supervision over

shipping no vesgels were to be loaded except at desig-
nated places; * ap order that also aided the collection of
customs. There was

Some uncertainty about those
nmeasures becoming laws, though Bozman gave evidence
that many of them were regarded by the people as obli-
gaory.”” Among the lawsg definitely approved were two

29 Beer, Origina, p.

167. Also O ‘ les &
the Seven.teentk Century, II1, 203, "ot American. Cotonies in
:10 ;ifckwes. I, 42.44, 49, 53, 58-59, 76, 78.
. ui.,' P.T6. A bill # g5 publique ports ” wag enacted in 1638;
Just the title wag given. Ipid p. 20
32 s of
Preced ¢ recorded laws of 1639 wag this note by Sec’y

ing th
Lewger: « Memorandym that these billg were engrossed to be

T I
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giving proof that tobacco had ffntered into gade fw;;c};

other countries and was occupying the attention ri?duty

planters. The first was the imposition of an expo L duty

of five pounds of tobaccto on ever};;;n,l’dll;icl ‘gg;gg ane

he second was the ‘“two acre

P‘ every person planting; tobaalclecotsilalil rr?:)?)l;taict:rg}" t;;lg
Corne.” #* Internally

gzgsw(:fs partly shown by a letter from Lewgeihtoug;g

Baltimore in which credits of two to five toof e

pounds of tobacco were placed on the ac‘(‘:(})un 8 o one

Proprietor.?* Father White alsc,), reported “ large

this yeare of Corne & Tobacco.

THE FIRST MARYLAND INSPECTION LAW

) Maryland’s first law providing for an 11‘;31;::2"51({1;4%15
tobacco was passed by the Assembly of Oc f;) e (,1 corly
A bill to stint (curtail)te?e ;;OP g;a‘c:r ;Jseggc(;d :;io eary
in the session but rejected. Then .

Lpta measure providing for the destl‘-‘uctlon otf ;ﬁiﬁgg
tobaceo and the next day was read “ the Ac Souching
Tobacco.” An act by that title was passed, su;i)g) en; e
by another one that gave the oath and dil:‘ltfs Ry
tobacco “ veiwer.” ** The initial sentence o ; afl nspec-
tion law was mandatory: “ No Tobacco tsh be e
ported or attempted to be exported out of the pr

» Ibid.,

read the third time but were never read mor pasieatined b
P. 89. But the essence of some of the bills was 60;12-84 E S
final general enactment that did pass. ‘fiﬁé :fpthl . Session.”
Riley listed the measures in question as o, 1695180, 1. 9.
A History of the General Assembly of Maryland, cmued wntil

83 A rehives, 1, 84. The * two acre law ” was con
1654. 9, “ Calvert
GE* John Lewger to Lord Baltimore, January 5, 1638-9, “ (a
Papers,” Fund Publications, no. 28, p. 196.

a5 Archives, I, 90-91, 97-98.
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untill it have been Sealed by a Sworne veiwer upon pain
of treble forfeiture.” But the next sentence detailing
the work of the viewer made such an inspection wait
upon a demand by “ any one that . . + . hath or may
have interest paying the fee.” Exceptions to the decision
of the viewers were referred to a third person. “ Bad
tobacco shall be Judged ground leafes Second Crops
leafs notably brused or worm eaten or leaves house
burnt sun burnt frot bitten whether beaten in the house
800ty wett or in too high Case g0 that the veiwer upon
his conscience Mmay reasonably think that it is not likely
to last sound untin mid-Summer Tollowing.” (If one

supplies the necessary commas that sentence makes
better sense.) In case the

One may feel sure that

4 the Virginia legislation at-
tem.ptmg to restrict output

and improve the quality of

; acco and the resulting low price, had pro-
vgded that the Crop of that year “pe viewed by sworn
e ro‘,c’ten and unmerchantaple and half the
ned.” 3 By that drastic meagure they ex-
¢ Above, p. 8.

T Hening, Statuteg of Virginig
226; and the next 8even acts, !
ments to protect the debtorg
for tobacco. Italies mine,

good to be byr

, 1, Session 1639, act 1, pp. 224-
With one exception, were supple-
and to establish minimum prices

. s s e -
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pected to limit the current output to 1,500,090 upou:(;lﬁ
and to 1,300,000 for the following two years; :la.l c;red
tors were to take forty pounds of tobacco on a ] un the,,
a reduction in quantity that was expectc?d to ba ?.Elceems
improvement in price. Althougl_l a.cgnJecture, i ieould
rather improbable that the Vlrgmla_planteis oo
have even considered such self-restraints unles ey
had received some encouragement from resgont o
administrative authorities in Maryland. The0 rsas o
introduced in the Maryland Assembly of 164 wnder-
stint tobacco and thus seemed 1':0 confirm such1 ]an;.; e
standing. But that the majorlty of the sma I; antors
in the palatinate would lend their §up.pt.)rt was nother
matter. The unfriendliness of Virginia was r o
bered; furthermore, even at that early date icfon nie
and social lines had begun to form,. separa 'llngThuS
Lower House from the Governor-and his Counﬁl . iy
without Maryland’s cooperationsin crop reduction,
inia’s attempt proved abortive. _ .
g'u;{.elaat’cive toptobacco there was little ewden(c:]e tl};‘:li ‘:;Il.lse
beheading of Charles I affected the Marylan .tpns kepi,:
although politically Claiborne and the Puri ah o
the colonists well occupied fronz 1652 tpro;g rovin—-
The Dutch continued their active mf:el:est int he pe o
cial trade.®® In England after the Civil War ther

38 The Governor, Council and Burgessfes of t‘}fllrg;;lég ::tdand
ceived the approval of the Privy Council forf :od R ing
for limiting production to 1,200,000 pounds o dg od leaf dur ne
1640 and 1641. They requested that .Marylan d?i;iona] el
to stint cultivation. That request re(ir;l;ed a condi

i . Aets P, C., no. . "
eff;c g?%.aégn}aiﬁdaiywnd under the Cmmnwsagk, ::; ni :l:lfs_
Hopking University Studies,” XXIX, 54. Maryclla; ee‘: s ok &l
fected by the Navigation Acts of 165(')-1.651, s;\:nd O on:
that for the other eolonies trade restrictions un e?:'th e Commer
wealth were sufficiently relaxed for commerce wi :
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genewa_ls of ]:he _attempts of the Stuarts to prohibit
g (:»tr)nestlc. cultivation (_:\f the plant because the growth of
acco in Great Britain diverted attention from the

1642, the Archive
_ 5 were void of referen irect
;‘ggtllllleatlc;n of toba.cco until 16574 Prices fi)e: t;c;; ;1:;‘9;3:
bl t:v?; (;1;3; I;:onf:mued low at the turn of the half cé)n-
. Tee pence a poynd Tor the best leaf at the

The reason lay i :
eXport ' lay In the increasin
tha . Plus the poor quality o much that wags t;::gg

43 SO
e me measure commeon to all the planters
€ T In amity with England.»

townrd . Commerei, .
tory of me Amfaq “an Colonies, p. 403 Qe al Policy of -E'nglm'zd
¢ United States, 11 31,89 1 ¢ also Channing, His-

C. 8. P, 1574.166 2; Bozman, 11, 363,
862 8150 Beer, Origing, oy 1331440?75’ 415, 417, 422424, 466-467.
A Proclamation of th
English ships e
any foreign ve
be fully frajte

Govern.;;r i
full 0T In 1843 sought
eargoes by prohibiting gJ) exportg of ]t:a? is;::

ssels ¢ yqti]] the sai . ®
d.” For g re sa1d ship or ships [from England]

hand, ang und ason he mentioned
petition for ¢ s Cedly had in mind the e short crop on
t or freight, Archiv Pressure of Dutch com-
Gray, p, 263,
Gaps in the records

¥ Year com ar
were 1,500 Parisons, }

€8, III) 144.

13
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in the tidewater region of the colony had to be passed.
“ In the Name of Highness the Lord Protector of Eng-
land & by the Authority of this Present General Assem-
bly ” a bill concerning ground leaves was enacted in
1657.*+ Ground leaves were the coarse ones nearest the
soil. Algo second crops from the roots the same season
were prohibited both on the score of adding to the
quantity of exportable leaf and of lowering the quality
of Maryland shipments to the foreign markets. He who
Dpacked such tobacce “ or by any other wayes or meanes
shall beguile or deceive any thereby” was fined 1,000
pounds of tobacco and cask for every hogshead so
packed, with the informer and the county sharing
equally the penalty. That law was continued until 1676,
an imperfect inspection measure depending upon in-
formers or private legal suits for enforcement.*s
The following year the Governor and Council decided
to ask the Assembly “to appoint som fitt persons to
treate with the Government of Virginea concerning the
future stinting of Tobaceo.” ¢ Nothing came of that
intention, though within three years serious negotia-
tions between the two colonies were undertaken, How-
ever, the representatives of the planters did pass the
first of a long series of acts to regulate the size of the
tobacco hogsheads. So succinctly were the motives
stated in the first sentence that it follows: “ Whereas
severall Complaints have bene made by divers Masters
of Ships of the vnreasonable Size of Tobacco Caske
the sixth decade must have witnessed a remarkable expansion of
the cultivation of the leaf that was predominantly from Virginia
and Maryland. U. 8. Dept. Agri., ¥Yearbook, 1908, p. 681,

& Archives, 1, 360.
5 Ibid., pp. 372, 446, 537, II, 150, 215, 200, 336, 543. Steiner

recorded several court actions, “ Kent County and Kent Island,
1656-1662," Maryland Historical Magazine, VIII, 6-T.
18 Archives, 111, 340.
b
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made in this Province, whereby they are disabled fo
answere such fraight as they engage for, and thereby
discouraged to bring their Shipps here which may
tourne to the apparant decay of Trade, if not tymely
brevented.” * There was more to that complaint than
appeared on the surface. Many ships in the tobacco
trade were built just for such cargo with small cabins
and large holds, the maximum utilization of which de-
p?nded upon uniformity of the casks. If a vessel could
pick up its entire load from one planter then casks of
about the same size were usually assured, but few
growers could offer a full load, 200 to 600 hogsheads
averaging 400 pounds of tobacco apiece. Not only, then,
dldomost of the captains have to pick up freight from
various plantation warehouses in Maryland, but also
was it necessary at times to load from some of the Vir-
gina docks if the ship was to get back to England
within a reasonable time. And as Virginia had already
enacted a law to provide uniformity of hogsheads,*
MarYlanq was rather forced into the same path of
standal_'dlzation. There was another phase of that prob-
lem which was independent of the vagaries of individual
coopers. Transportation charges and custom duties
:)eret(l))as:fd on the hogshead as a unit with four casks
. a ton. Na}turally that induced the tobacco growers
0 gradually increase the size of the hogshead and to
;:Cmeeze as much tobacco into it as their presses could
oree. About the only redress of the ship officers was
either to press odd size casks into the holds with a heavy
pe;ill;ﬁy for any damage done to the tobacco or to boy-
COTt those areas known for such irregularities. So Mary-

47 Ibid,, 1, 371-372.

8 Act 49, 1685, Hening, I
1® Ibid., p. 225. &b 8
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land found it to her interest to establish standards for
the tobacco hogsheads. The law of 1658 gave a size of
42 te 43 inches for stave length and 26 to 27 inches for
the head; at a later date the bulge was also specified.
He who did not observe that legal gauge forfeited his
casks and was “ sensured for his default by each re-
spective County Court.” For almost a century all parties
concerned continued the controversy on this subject
with the Maryland Legislature showing an indepen-
dence of spirit that was not always financially
beneficial.®®

PLANTATION LIFE IN MARYLAND

Before going farther it might be of interest to give a
description of plantation life at that time in so far as
tobacco was concerned, The writers of Maryland his-
tory draw varying amounts of color from “A Char-
acter of the Province of Maryland ¥ written by George
Alsop in 1666. The man was a poorly educated inden-
tured servant and his pamphlet was written apparently
to induce English people of his class to ship to Mary-
land as servanis: nevertheless, the accuracy of his ob-
servations of many customs has been confirmed by care-
ful historians. There follows his account of tobacco

cultivation:

Tobaceo is the only solid Staple Commodity of this Province:
.+ . . . It’s generally made by all the Inhabitants of this Province,
and between the months of March and April they sow the seed
{which is much smaller than Mustard-seed} in small beds and
patches digg’d up and made so by art, and about May the Plants

5 The following references carry the gauge and cooperage
legislation in Maryland up to 1700: Archives, 1, 446, 538, II,
150, 215, 288, 290, 336, 412, 465, 529, VII, 84, 216, 247, 330, 437,
XIII, 141, 212, 552, XIX, 104, XXII, 560, XXIV, 102, See also
Gray, pp. 220-221.
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commonh.,' appear in those beds: In June they are transplanted
from their beds and set in little hilloeks in distant rowes dug
up for the same purpose; some twice or thrice they are we,eded
fmd succored from their illegitimate Leaves that would he peep:
Ing out of the bod_y of the Stalk, They top the scveral Plants
?:etlf;gdil‘indfoccaswn in their predominating rankness: About
sl ;3 of September they cut the Tobzceo down, and carry
g 5:5}; (made‘for that purpose) to bring it to its purity:
o erfl t‘as a'tt&?lned, by a convenient attendance upon time,
b hp ection 1t is then tyed up in bundles, and packt inte
ogsheads, and then lajd by for the Trade.st

1;hTht;):e is very li!;tle that need be added. The tops of
heiogeagtsd ;‘:ere nipped off by experienced hands just
tapping Lt]hr Ing to assure hetter center leaves, but the
that oy ate:; some of the plants’ vitality into shoots
hoots Tad o EJuncture of the leaf and the stalk. Such
though e ft; remove-d by hand as did the worms,
o les th tuork ¢ more indolent planters were inclined
tobaoco Tt eys do the latte1.- work, At first the cut
s pile o i were cured by just letting them lie in
n the groundgout of doors, a very unsatisfactory

gave way to stringing the leaves
:1;1;21? SIEIUTES, the predecessor of the preseit fflay tobacco
-~ Tobaceo wag shipped in various forms, in bulk,

in rollg weighing i :
ﬂat. n hOgSheadi. 10100 pounds and in bunches placed

on casks to actual wei _
Iigﬁter for the sar:;veelgl}llli because str ipped leaves were

r .
beforeec;}ggs()f Over a thousand freehold grants made
from 100 to 40%ave the usual gize for plantation
acres, although there were about sixty

°t Hall, . 363.
52 Br : .
uce, Economip History of Virginia, 1, 253.
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grants of over 1,000 acres each.”® Fifty acres were
given each indentured male servant at the end of his
term of service. The system of guit-rents payable to the
Lord Proprietor discouraged the holding of much idle
land, especially as speculation in rea] estate had not yet
entered the economy of the colony. As has been men-
tioned, land for agriculture tended to be cultivated in-
tensively with tobacco until the soil was exhausted for
that purpose and then abandoned or turned to less
draining erops. Such transitory farm development was
encouraged by the emphasis on the middle leaves of the
tobacco stalk. Those were the best, and if the {otal num-
ber of leaves on each plant could be restricted and the
number of plants on each farm limited in number it
seemed that the problem of low prices might be solved.
Thus was the theory, but when the obstinate planter
found himself legally limited to a market for only center
leaves, he decided to grow bigger ones by clearing the
rich forest lands jJust as soon as hig arable acres showed
malnutrition. (A reaction again experienced in 1933-
1935 when some farmers used their crop-destruction
checks to buy more fertilizer for the remaining acre-
age.} The influence of that method of cultivation on the
opening of new sectionsg of the province was, of course,
marked, and in it “ the system of large plantations had
its origin.” ** Furthermore, because the desertion of
such partially exhausted lands in Maryland proved “ to
bee very inconvenient to the Common wealth and a
great Injury to the Lord Prop’ry in the losse of his Rents
and otherwise” the Assembly in 1650 provided that
land deserted for four years might be regranted by

53 H. D. Richardson, Sidelights on Marylund History, 1, ch.
xliii, See J. T. Adams, Provincial Seciety, 16%0-1763, pp. 194-
105,

5¢ Bruce, IT, 567.
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?aﬁnmore, unless owned by minors or redeemed by the
HT}I::ym-ent of arrears before March 25, 16515
) re is no evidence that the neer , .
lm'portant part.in the cultivation of gaboasé?)‘;i ﬂiﬁ;&i&ig
f}féoant? ;;he eighteenth century. Bozman wrote that
firet S;af ng'r;))up of settlgrs at St. Mary’s brought the
Fathor “?hit ,Ut“no .mentmn of such was contained in
sonate ase 8 “ Briefe Relation.” However, it is rea-
oradual inﬁlium? that almost from the first there was a
e i ration of negroes from Virginia and by
evon Afri:aylto Mary.land from the Barbadees and
Leonarg Cal;r 11 1642 it was recorded that Governor
manird ert sold three manors tg one John Skinner
» Payment for which was to be made preferabh;

with fou
rteen negro men slaves and three women slaves

between the g .
gesof g .
& sound in hody & ﬁﬁﬁz.n and twenty-six years, * able

_ ” If the slav

. es could not be

seew ;Sd,vil;n}lll;er agreed to a levy by Calvert of 24,000
ght of tobaeco on lands, goods or chattel.*”

of Februar ¢
e coria y i}fff framed “ An Act for the Liberties of
oo th excepted slaves without defining the
groes & other Sla?::z %?t ot Pas§ed established ther
servitude dyrgns ” ot deﬁmtely ctor the olonsts
nie vita.® Seven years later the colonists
f-" Archives, I, 288-289
;ﬂ Bozman, 111, 288, n(l)te
o IAbs‘;hivIes. IV, 189,
estab]ishéd., 41, The bassage of this act was not definitely
Qredl ﬁ;fi.éhip.wiii-&?‘f;. There were
went 28 prpare :0 t}?ther Slaues,” for those captured in war
_ . > e captor, and there was even some selling

. J - R Ilirackett, The Negre in
20, University Studies,” extra vol.

brobably some Indians cov-
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sought to encourage the importation of negroes and then
in 1695 imposed an import duty on them,® for by then
the legislature had seen the inconsistency in trying to
restrict tobacco cultivation and at the same time seek
more plantation slaves. The statistical position of white
servants, voluntary and conviets, in Maryland was diffi-
cult to determine. At first the ratio of servants to free-
men was probably 6 to 1; by 1637 it had changed a
trifle, 7 to 3, influenced by the expiration of the time for
the initial groups and by immigration of freemen from
Virginia, The influx from Virginia continued and to-
gether with more people from Great Britain turned the
ratio by 1660 to approximately 1 to 11.°* One scholar
remarked that his research had “ filled him with sur-
prise that our colonial convict element was so large.” ®
The inimitable George Alsop not only described the
cultivation of tobacco but also gave a brief sketch of the
trading between the merchants and the planters.

Between November and January there arrives in this Province
Shipping to the number of twenty sail and upward, all Merchant-
men ioaden with Commedities to Trafique and dispose of, truck-
ing with the Planters for Sitks, Hellands, Serges, and Broad-
clothes, with other necessary Goods, priz’d at such and such rates
as shall be judg'd on is fair and legal, for Tobaceco at so much
the pound, and advantage on both sides considered; the Planter
for his work, and the Mcrchant for adventuring himself and his
Commodity into so far a Country: Thus is the Trade on both
sides drove on with a fair and honest Decorum. . . .. Tobacco
is the currant Coyn of Mary-land and will sooner purehase Com-
modities from the Merchant, then money.5?

¢ FPor the act of 1671, Archives, LI, 272; the act of 1695, ibid.,
XIX, 167. Governor Seymour in 1708 reported that before 1689
small lots of slaves, seven to ten at a time, were supplied from
the West Indies and New England, €. S. P., 1708-1709, ne. 197.

st B. I, McCormae, White Servitude in Muryland, 1634-1820,
in * Johns Hopkins University Studies,” XXII, 28-29.

2 J, D. Butler, “ British Convicts Shipped to Ameriean Colo-
hies,” Ameriean Historieal Review, II, 15.

o Hall, p. 363.
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I?eligl{tful as was that account of the amicable rela-
tionship between the planter and merchant for the sake
of accuracy it will have to be modified. More details
of the London tobacco trade will be given later, but a
few comments will be helpful at this time.

T?}e plantfer who had tobacco to sell either shipped it
at his own risk on consignment to a foreign commission
I.nerchant or disposed of it outright to the trader’s factor
n the colony at the farm or local store. In either case
fayment was almost always taken in whole or in part
al;erélzxgggldme, though the large shippers of leaf cre-
oy cou]é t:;ccounts gbroad (usually London) on which
wors pana ! en sell bills of exchange.* Of course abuses
ooy the nd. When salgs were consummated in the col-
of Squa}?tlty of available leaf relative to the number
Vantalg)e in 1;hami and expected threw the bargaining ad-
hippes 00 e Dl_anter or the factor, When tobacco was
heh hadl;hconmgnment the foreign commission mer-
he reported 1{3 upper hand both on the score of the prices
made fop o orhthe s.‘,ale of the cargo and the charges he
the colonin 21}'1(: andise to be sent on the next sailing to
of the Fin lishl‘?per. Recognition of the sharp practices
in 1635 1 &80 trader was found in a Royal commission

0 Sir William Russel] and others to handle the

+ of the same tenor and date

or order, at the
xehange coffee h i
one hundred pounds sterling; whj ouse in Glasgow, the sum of

carge of th : ch place to the account of the
most obediEEtS}}}np Peggy, as per advice from, Gentlemen, Your
third ang fourt}?rgpille servant, (signed) J— M—.” The second,
allow for losses at1 } WEI:? duplicates sent by diffcrent ships to
William ang Mary (js's?{'e Description of Virginia Commerce,”
€. P. Gould, Money ang pr 2 7171t O. 8., XIV, 93. See also

in “ Joh : ~ Transportation in Maryl 1765
nsg Hopking University Studies,” XX;;]I; a:hd‘ if?go 760

not paid, pay to Mr. A— B—,
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king’s monopoly. The colonists suffered, the commis-
sion stated, by the secret and indirect trade of particu-
lar merchants and shopkeepers, who make a prey of
them and their labours, by supplying their necessities
with commodities at unreasonable rates; which uncon-
scienable course . . . . had been so grievous to the
planters, that they had been forced not only to petition
for an abatement of the customs and imports, but to
send the most part of their tobacco to foreign parts.” ®*

Such solicitude was prompted in part by a human in-
terest in the planters’ welfare, but it was based more
upon the Crown’s desire to kecp the trade of the Ameri-
can colonies in the hands of English merchants and not
let it wander “to foreign parts.” In furthering that
ambition the mother country was more successful in the
tobacco areas than in New England, To be sure some of
the most prominent men in Maryland were active mer-
chants keeping stores at convenient shipping points in
the provinee, buying tobacco from the one o five hogs-
heads neighbor planters and sending it to their London
agents from whom in turn they received merchandise
shipments of astonishing variety. But for the most part
the tobacco trade within the colony was handled during
the seventeenth century in a rather unorganized man-
ner by tobacco factors or the officers of the ships that
came after freight. At first the factors or agents were
mainly concerned with the collection of debts from
Maryland planters who had overdrawn their London
accounts; often they remained in the colony as agents
for a foreign house, or several merchants, with a ware-
house store at a convenient place selling goods on com-
mission or on a straight salary.*

¢t Bozman, II, 82,

96 See Kirkland, History of American Economie Life, pp. 121-
129; P. R. Kelbaugh, “ Tobacco Trade in Maryland, 1700-1725,”
Maryland Historieal Magazine, XXV, 12; Gray, chs. x, xviii.
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CHAPTER IV
THE EcoNoMIC CRISIS OF 1663-1666
INTERCOLONIAL TOBACCO REGULATION

It was not until the seventh decade of the seventeenth
century that Maryland and Virginia made formal efforts
to cooperate in the improvement of the market for their
mutual ?,taple, tobacco. There was no one reagon for the
crysi.:alhzati_on of a crisis in those two colonies at that
pglf'tlcular time. Rather was it the accumulation of mal-
:‘h gt::stments. that simply‘ became too great a burden on
; d’ommodlify that dominated the economic life, Eng-
an tss war with Holland was rapidly closing the Dutch
i);)arr ll;o golomal tobaceo, a blockade that especially hurt
scarg'e :n ébtecg.use both Dutch and British ships became
Thoseod fh acco hogsheads began to pile up on the
thore mo ¥ e Chesapeake, Furthermore, in London

[ chippine e;i:l:lurrence of the plague that demoralized
B surm(;u t?t €0 no sooner had the farmers planned
{ ety (Illart}}ose' obstacles than,tobaceo became an
e 1_cle in tht:*z year 165.0/) Such a mercantilist
¥ was not in practice extre ely harmful, because
drawhacks were allowed on t ,

he tobac rted
fr - €0 Teexpo
om England and such shipments were from two-thirds

t -

p(::ﬁi zef fourths Of.the total imports of the leaf.! On that

me that :}lllumeratmn Beer wrote: “ It does not seem to
¢ enumeration in itself was by any means the

1 Beer, (. ; .
Colonies oﬁ?”m‘l Policy of England toward the American
tory of ;‘Ig)rl;fat 46, See also W. H, Browne, Maryland, the His-
of Domestio a,n:zﬂ?;vt:;.ef' 11(;,7; E. R. Johnson and others, History
165-167. gn Commerce of the United States, 1, 40,
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main cauge of the decline in [tobacco] prices,” which he
ascribed to the familiar economic principle of supply in
excess of demand.?

In America there were also several disturbing factors.
Virginia continued to find that most of her immigrants
who came pouring in from 1656 to 1670 turned to the
conspicuous money making crop of tobacco.? The pro-
duction from that plant in the tidewater regions of
Maryland and Virginia was approaching the 23,000,000
pounds mark recorded for the year 1664,* and even
freely flowing international waters of trade could not

arry off such quantities at a profit to the producers.
Within Maryland the decline in tobacco prices to 13

-pence or less a pound * seriously hurt all creditors whose

payments were in previously fixed amounts of the leaf,
namely landlords, officials, the clergy,—the group domi-
nant in the government and economic life of the
palatinate.\_ Various expedients were tried. In three
counties & half bushel of corn per person was levied for
the support of the governor; powder, shot” and guns
were used for currency and for port duties.® Tobacco

z Beer, p. 0.

3 Channing, History of the United States, II, 65.

4. 8, Dept. Agri., Yearbook, 1908, p. 681. The contributions
of tobacco from other areas were still negligible. Delaware was
growing some mainly for domestic use, but at times shipping =
few thousand pounds. G. B. Keen, “ New Sweden,” Winsor’s
History of America, IV, 454-455, 462, The same situation was
found in New England. Ramsey, “ Smith College Studies,” XV,
114-115. In 1650 Parliament provided that all tobacco from New
England pay the same duties that were levied in other planta-
tions, Hazard, Collections, 1, 636. It was not until between 1670
and 1680 that the Carolinas began to average 2,000 hhds. a year,
but much of the leaf was shipped to other colonies rather than
directly abroad. Beer, Old Colonial System, 1660-1754, II, ch. ix.

5 Gray, History of Agriculture in Southern United States, p.
264,

s Scharf, Maryland, II, 273,

————
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leuasen;??;rln of exchang_e became so unsatisfactory be-
et ts 0“; and varying value that Lord Baltimore’s
bl ufm;hy a coin for t_he colony were encouraged
2y o do e {Lssembly in May, 1661, that prayed
o or Proprn.etary + » « « to take order for the

Ing vp of a Mint for the Coyneing of Money [be-

?ﬁgdera::}? t.o thg Advancement of this Collony.” 7 Onece
necy 8ot their coin a forced circulation was found to be
essary and the law wag repealed in 1676.¢

tin?;}e}g lE'IC:I(‘;:EH.'cléhre.f;ulatlcm _ot: tobacco in Maryland con-
and Drescri;jn e acts prohibiting ground leaves, seconds
sesgion, of 1661g the gauge for the hogsheads.® In the
measure pengli ‘Ehe Council attempted to get through a
tobaceo penalizing the scratehing out of marks on the

casks, but the Lower House dissented both that

"In Octobe .
warrant fop i0:§5193, the English Couneil of State had issued a
nsporteac.lltzmore who, they heard, with others had
month before that Baltmess 1, Y- A7chives, 11, 365, The

altimore had sent samples of a ::oin ;:0 his
mote all yoy eap . 1e Maryland Council that it “ pro-

making it current for all

values. Ihid, ip 286 reulating within the colony at stated

subsequent to 1709 I -1?87‘ Gould wrote: .. ., in the records
a o

to a Marylang o, Vs Jlever zeen an indisputable reference

XXXIII, 12, “ Johng Hopking University Studies,”
® For the got Are

13

hi .
" Above, pp, 5557 1, 444; the repeal, ibid,, 11, 544.
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year and again in 1663.:° Apparently the smaller

planters found it profitable to juggle weights, initials of

owners and marks of quality! Compared with Virginia,

the regulative efforts of Maryland were most casual.

The trend of the tobacco laws of that southern neighbor

has been mentioned from time to time. Not only did the
planters of Jamestown constantly attempt to restrict

cultivation of the leaf, but their Assembly of March,
1658, passed an act to prohibit the planting or replant-
ing of any tobacco after July tenth of that year.®* There
was no evidence that it was enforced. To divert atten-
tion from tobacco, bounties (in tobacco) were offered
for raising and exporting silk, flax and other staples.?
Maryland also tried a lure by passing an “ Act for En-
couragemt of soweing English Grayne” that included
wheat, barley, English peas, rye, oats. All were given
definite values in shillings and could be offered in pay-
ments of rents, levies or money debts and on tobaceo
debts at the rate of two pence per pound.®?

In 1662 the two colonies got down to business, en-
couraged, perhaps, by the termination of the Common-
wealth and the restoration of the more customary royal
personage. Apparently Virginia initiated the coopera-
tive movement. In March the Assembly of that colony
renewed its attacks on the problem of excessive planting
by several measures, one of which exempted artificers
from taxes for three years (minister and church dues
excepted) if they would refrain from planting tobacco
and would pursue their trades.’* Then followed an act
that again sought to prohibit tobacco planting after

10 Arehives, 1, 401, 474.

11 Hening, Statutes, I, 488.

12 I'bid., p. 470.

13 Archives, I, 445; repealed in 16786, ibid., 11, 544,
14 Hening, IT, 85.

|
|




68 Tosacco REGULATION IN COLONIAL MARYLAND

July ten‘th.‘." In the preceding discussion the legislators
seemed inclined to restrict the number of plants, rather
than prohibit all cultivation, but they finally ’decided
that such a move would be unfair to Virginia “ while
Maryland remains a distinet government,” and there-
fore Lfncontrollable. Total cessation, one inferred, would
sufﬁclently curtail the American output to strengthen
prices even though Maryland did not follow suit. That
piece. of legislation was supplemented by a petition to
the k.mg on May 14, 1662, from the planters and traders
of V:rg'l'm.a in which possibly Marylanders had a part.’*
The pet{tlon set forth the deplorable condition of the
cc-)n?modlt_y, prayed that the planting of tobacco be in-
hibited within the Capes of Virginia after the tenth of
June, 1663, until such time that the crop surplus be
remedied by planting other commodities. Also the re-
quest was made that no ship be allowed to clear the
Ca.pes before May, 1663. The Privy Council called the
grievances “ pretended,” rejected the petition and said
that they would receive no more on that subject. Their
attitude met with such protests from ship owners,
tradef's and merchants in London, a powerful group,
that_m June the Council backed down and reopened
hearings.’* As a result of those hearings, probably sup-
ported by lobbying, the Council ordered Governor
Berkeley of Virginia to confer with the Governor of
Maryl_and on a plan for tobacco regulation that would
be suitable to both colonies.” Another petition from

M Ibid., p. 119,

1% In the Saintsbury abstracts of the C. S. P., Col. Ser., 1661-
:ﬁss.' no. 301, the petition was recorded as from the planters of

irginia and Maryland; but in a review of the petition one
month later only Virginia was mentioned. Archives, 111, 459-460.

17 ¢ 8. P., no. 308,

:: Ibid., nos. 311, 312, Given in full in the Archives, IT1, 460.

C. 8. P, no. 332; the month was probably July.
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prominent planters in Virginia was presented to the
Privy Council in August of the same year ** and the
records showed that the king supported the cooperative
idea. He so instructed Berkeley ** and recommended
that Lord Baltimore should give directions to his gov-
ernor in the palatinate along the same lines.*

If one follows the sequence of the dates just given, it
will be noticed that there was some overlapping caused
by the slow acean voyage from England to America, at
best a matter of two months; a full exchange of ques-
tion and answer might well take a half year. Asaresult
of the royal instructions, diplomatic machinery in
America started to move in the spring of 1663. About
April Sir William Berkeley wrote to Governor Calvert
of Maryland.”® The first paragraph is well worth
quoting:

Right Honourable.

‘What necessities the Jnhabitants of these parts of his Ma''*
Dominions groane under by reason of the contemptible ualue of
Tebaceo, The only Cofodity wee haue yett fownd to subsist by.
J thinke yo" owne sufferings as well as ours giue yo” such sensi-
ble though sad experience of, that J haue noe need to use any
other Arguments to eunidence the truth of the Demonstradn.
And as little to proue That the greate quantity made, is the
only cause of the inconsiderableness of the price.

Berkeley then gave the king’s instructions and the
names of the commissioners who would represent Vir-
ginia in a conference with a group from Maryland.
Calvert acknowledged both the need for a meeting and
the invitation testifying that tobacco “1is of so meane a

20 fbid., no. 358.

21 [pid., no. 368.
22 The letter was mentioned in Governor Calvert's communi-

cation to his Council at St. John’s maner, Maryland, May 9,
1663, Archives, III, 479.
23 Ibid., pp. 476-471.
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e et . 1
{J](T’i_i\::;j‘“;:::.(i\:‘l.__lf‘:;;il.”“jji?‘ilf}: Hilltjﬁl‘wt ‘by‘it, & this cheifly
m Virginga .& A\];“.‘{,-I.mi}h.in_.,1 1;”&‘__‘\_ ?al e‘ly planted, both
Baltimors aind the .\I.'l;'\'l’l‘ 1¢ ”ht'l I-:I-Ftlons fr?m L(-)rd
POV the tn s r-u; 1};]‘-11»{- m'mlml 5 0Wn dgsu‘e to im-
‘ S nieco made the appointment of
Comnri==inners ¢ pleasure,
mrt:f‘”\{lj:j:[;‘;:.‘il‘ \:;JI:-\’ illl:“-[ :11‘,;1 .\f‘l'.. Allerton's in Wiceoco-
Lot i o gt o i Ay 12, 1663, It was agreed that
: Ny ways *“a Stint to Certaine dayes of
'I{Iimflfj:{ to hee the most fitt, and of easiest practice.”
Fherefore, the conferees proposed to their respective
afsemblim that no tobacco be planted in either colony
wffor June 20, 1664, * uppon such forfeiture & punishm*
as shull bee thought by the s7 Assemblies,” * The re-
straint was to continue for one year only unless later
It was deeided to extend the period. To confirm the
agreement the Governor of Maryland was to call a
s;_aecml assembly in September and at once notify Vir-
ginia of the decision. The governors and councils of
both eolonies were sworn to aive active support to the
agreement if it went into effect. Several years later
Lord Baltimore in reviewing the question gave more
details than were offered at the time of the conference.”
Maryland had apparently proposed a total cessation of
planting for one year. To that Virginia objected on two
counts. First, all masters in both colonies were require
to give cvery servant upon the termination of his time a
year's provision of corn, clothes and planting tools;
with a total cessation of tobacco cultivation such €x-
penditures could not be made by most of the planters

b, . 4T
b, pp. 480-481. See also C. S 1%, no. 454,
“Arekives, V16,
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because they would notl have the credit or tobacco with
which to buy such equipment. Second, with no tobaceo
there would be no ships and it might be hard to reentice
the ship officers from their *“ new waics of Trade,” when
the colonies again planted. The compromize stopped
all planting after the middle of June by which time the
first erop would have becn transplanted, with no chance
for a scecond crop from the same stalks that season. The
“ seconds " had always burdened the market and forced
down the prices on the prime leaves.

But the Lower House in Maryland upset the apple
cart by dissenting and their action received the subse-
quent support of Lord Baltimore himself. At that time
the House sent a sealed explanation to the Governor ask-
ing him to forward it to the Proprietor and not to break
open the envelope until after the Assembly had ad-
journed.?” From subsequent information it seems rea-
sonable to conclude that the small planters, who were
represented by the House, felt that they could not make
ends meet without a second crop no matter how if over-
loaded the market, no matter how poor the quality of
the leaves. Moreover, Maryland was farther north than
Virginia and it was argued that that disadvantage in
climate would not allow the planters of the palatinate
as much time as Virginia for cultivating their legal crop.
Another reason, “ the people of Maryland were uncapa-
ble of carrying on any other worke to procure a livly-
hood.” And finally, cessation in Virginia and Maryland
would do no good unless his Majesty put restrictions
on the tobacco planting areas in the West Indics.** The
dissenting by the House increased the lack of sympathy
between it and the Council.

TIhid, 1, 484.
8 Ihid,
6
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e ]
lan‘dlrﬁ]ln;i h;(i provided for just such a veto by Mary-
tobacco stintii of September, 1663, that established
their northern £ for June. of the following year unless
there were to r{)elghbm' did I_mt follow suit. Tn that case
tending of sec (e].‘no re:‘ﬁ'tl‘illnts on planting time, the
However Maro.rlil 3 or slips, = .A wide open enltivation!
ginia planter 3bam 8 rebuff did not discourage the Vir-
more solid boideg}‘lveun whom there must have heen a
August of 1664 V1 an was found in the palatinate. In
land and ashed thlf‘m'nla, protested the action of Mary-
Privy Council e king’s aid.” Upon an order of the
sentatives of th at C‘Onfererfce was held hetween repre-
land and » groe Wo colonies, Lord Baltimore for Mary-
Henry Chichel U(p of Several gentlemen headed by Sir
reached go thee}CS for. Virginia.”* No agreement was
from both sides .-Ohu-nc” then requested written briefs
Virginia streSS{;dv‘;h ich were submitted a month later.®
and in the fieldg,s ‘igreatquél.ntities of tobaceo on hand
customs coyuld hz;1 dl n fact prices were so low that the

the transportat; Tdly be paid and it was expected that

gross returng é)n charges would not be covered by the
tobacco COIOni.es ;Ch Ireduced purchasing power in the
tailed ordeps for EOu 1‘:-i necessarily lead to greatly cur-
for which annuall Nglish manufactured goods, the bills
bounds ster; Y came to about two hundred thousand

Ng. To the contention that the Virginians

** Hening, 11, 200.291,
3. P, no, 454
" Ibid, b 504

“Ibid., pp. 503506,

i Archives, II1, 510,
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seemed to thrive on poverty the answer was given that
for several years they had specialized in the sweet
scented tobacco that did bear a good price until every-
one began to plant the same variety. The solution of
the difficulties? Jamestown proposed “ that some way
may be thought on” for diverting many people from
planting tobacco to other pursuits, that the arrival of
ships be regulated to prevent the disorganization of the
London market and that the stinting of tobacco be
equally imposed upon Maryland and Virginia.

Lord Baltimore filed his answer with the Privy
Council three days later, November 19, 1664.** He con-
curred with any plan to encourage other staple com-
modities. The regulation of shipping, however, did not
meet with his approval because such restrictions would
work harm upon so many masters of vessels especially
the ““ lesser Traders.” But it was upon the last proposi-
tion, stinting, that he opened fire. As his arguments
well covered the controversial points relative o tobacco
regulation at that period of the serious depression they
are briefly summarized :

First, a slight lessening of the quantity would do no good, and
a great curtailment would seriously impair his Majesty’s customs
and excises, a revenue of about £20,000 yearly.

Second, such restraints upon the colonists’ liberty “ which
they conceive is their Birthright as Englishmen ” would cause
more unrest than is now expericnced from low tobacee prices.
Furthermore, an able man could raise four hogsheads of leaf
that at current prices would sell in England for £14 or £15,
enough to provide the master and a servant their necessities
with something left over. The industrious lived in plenty; “if
there be any that live in a poore manner it is . . . . from their
owne sloth, ill husbandry, and profuscly spending their cropps
in Brandewine, and other liquors.”

1 Apghives, I11, 506-510; C. 8. ., no. 8b5.
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Third, he sug N
’ pected the v i
of Maryland’s later summerwsglmmS or rving to take advantage

stinti el season, especially as th £
For.?lf:thaff;‘leg iuﬂehtwen!; leth rather than total cesesitli}:s. erred
3 eather might we) play both colonies tricks, and

a late spy; . .
first cml?lt‘::i :‘hou:id necessarily extend the cultivation of the
h e dead line, Also, to enforee such a regulation

Im against the other, and if
ht well he “ negligence, cor-

e
days after the yv‘i":;;llgaall‘?w Maryland an extension of twenty
He scoffed at the i Stinting date to equalize the climates.

idea that the Marylanders should use hot-beds.

opinion i . .
s to his Majesty, First, that a cessation or stint

of planti

lanters :5 dttoob;c'co Wf_ls “inconvenient both to the
, o 18 Maties Customes.” Second, restric-
\'Phing Wffre condemned on the same two

hemp, pit
Ditch, tar, so they Suggested that those articles

be admitteq i
ed lllclitg the kingdom free of customs for five
; tgeafssgnted. In the meantime Virginia
ailure to gaip 5 stinting agreement

Y Tepealin
. g all ieti
cultivation 1 restrictive measures on tobacco

THE CESSATION AcoT OF 1666

65 conditiong
e It was not
of the fina] gt

During 14
bef:ame Wors ln_the two tobacco colonies
ntil spring that a ship could

lon of the King in Council,

¢ in London had become so

% 8ession of 16'64 ;;ftl?g; g S P., nos, 862, 863.
? » dening, IJ, 209-210,
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gevere that the tobaceo fleet did not even go to America.®
Cecilius Lord Baltimore wrote to his son, Charles, who
was then Governor of the province, to busy himself in
the discovery and establishment of good ports on the
Maryland rivers for “ the Benefit of Trade and for the
Ease and security of Merchants.” ** There was a cer-
tain phase of the provincial merchants’ activities about
which the Marylanders were not so keen, namely, en-
grossing or in more modern terms, monopolistie extor-
tion. The first act against “ Ingrossers & Forestallers ”
passed in 1642 prohibited a price mark-up within a
year on corn, goods or servants unless the merchandise
was confracted for seven fo twenty-ecight days after
arrival.®® A similar act directed against foreign masters
and merchants of ships was passed in 1666. It pro-
hibited the buying of great quantities of tobacco to be
used in exchange for necessities of plantation life on
which prices would be sharply raised or the whole lot
exported “ to the great losse damage and detryment of
the Inhabitants of this Province.” +* Some of the rascals
even made purchases of servants and goods not covered
by consignments and then quick sales, swinging the
deals without any initial capital in the form of eash or
tobacco. Tt was not until 1735 that the last of the en-
grossing laws was taken off the statute books.!

37 Gray, p. 264,

8 Archives, XV, 15.

3¢ Ihid., I, 161-162. This was preceded by a proclamation in
1640. Ibid., III, 94,

0 Ihid., 11, 132,

# Ibid,, XXXIX, 199, The sequence of engrossing laws from
1642 to 1735 follows: 1642, Archives, I, 161-162; 1650, ibid.,
. 294; 1654, ibid., p. 351; 1666, ibid., II, 131-132; 1681, ibid.,
VII, 253-254; 1692, ibid., XIII, 526-528; 1704, ibid., XX VI, 323-
324; 1729, ibid., XXXVI, 474-476; repeal in 1735, ibid., XXXIX,
199.
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tra]flzlt{)rﬁlgﬁnit only wanted to set up channels for
From ,his coIZO obestab]1§h the identification of tobacco
“ Maryland.” m-']h' ¥ making u trade-mark of the name
papers e’ w ich hame was to be used in all “ bills,
not, want it ;‘hr;t{nzc{fj (shipping documents). He did
or Bay Tobace Wi “ by the name of Virginia Tobacco,
Soeve o Cer(‘)c’ ?rl by any other name or names what-
pression was . El;y the Proprietor in a period of de-
N revx biting aggressiveness to get his main
lerge comst, tenue .to market! Weeden mentioned a
Ametorun. d:l‘i_de In tobacco with the Dutch at New
Maryland ang ‘;ng 'tl‘lose years that was helpful to
e Irginia but too small in quantity to
ess the Engl ;:BC to basie maladjustments; in the proc-
£10,000 to £IOSO Oorcﬁvn lost revenues estimated from
During the swin,

Virginia firey Ofn; er of. '1665-1666 the Governor of
with Marylang he futility of polite correspondence
urge COOperationc%me I person with a few friends to
At both Jamens 131 their mutually desperate situation.
faced with lap e caman St Mary’s the planters were
planting of IGgg mouly er crops. With the spring
tobaeco wharveg ;VOuld the Jnore hogsheads to the
exhausted credit’ ecause the small poor planter with
vicious circle fnat poo o, AT0rd t0 stop planting,—a

e that has beep experienced in sim,ilar

Periods

qtlestiOngl?;:?ftt‘il the present, Moreover, it was even
ested in tobagecg ]e average planter was sincerely inter-
very real ang imr:igls-latmn- The restrictions would be
greatest gaing woecilate’ the profits uncertain and the
OWners of thoys uld probably go to those who as

ands of toba
“Dhid, XV, 14 ¢co plants could lessen pro-
5 Weeden, Koo -
1262, “onomic and Soeigl History of New England
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duction, pay provincial rents, fees, taxes, pack only
prime leaves for the London trade and yet have enough
merchantable tobacco left for domestic trading.

On April 10, 1666, the Maryland Assembly met to
consider the affairs of the province. Toward the last of
the month the House signified its wish to adjourn, but
a reminder came from the Council that one of the rea-
sons for that session was to remedy the condition of
tobacco which was responsible for “the present de-
plorable State of the Province reduced to almost ex-
treme Poverty.” * There was much sparring between
the two Houses with not a little display of ill feelings.
Two bills were presented, one “ for the Advance of other
Commoditys more staple than Tob®” and the second,
“ An Act for Encouragem® of Trade” that involved to-
bacco cessation. Finally the Lower House sent their
reasons for opposing the stoppage of tobacco cultiva-
tion.* They first maintained that as all the American
plantations were suffering from the depression, other
areas would quickly turn to tobaceco if Maryland stinted;
only a total cessation enforced in all tobacco sections,
colonial and foreign, would be effective. Then there was
the familiar argument that shipping would forget the

ports of Maryland and Virginia, for there would not be
time to produce other articles of trade; the result,—
“ our Country ruined, Ourselves Wives & Children Ex-
posed to little better than a Pagan & Salvage manner of
living.” Connected with the diversion of shipping was
the assertion that as seamen had always made such a
good thing from smuggling tobacco through the customs

14 Arehives, 11, 35.

95 ILbid. The title of the second act expressed the conviction
that low tobacco prices had discouraged foreign merchants. Ivid.,
pp. 143-144,

i fhid., pp. 43-44.
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Council set its heel. If such were the causes there was
little prospect of immediate relief, therefore all the more
need for cessation; if there were not enough ships in
the American trade then obviously the one method of
control open to Maryland was to reduce the tobacco
shipments to the vessely’ capacities.

Objectively convineing as that rebuttal seemed to be,
the Council pressed two more arguments, both designed
especially for the representatives of the pioneers and
small planters of the province. It was a period of rather
active Indian warfare. To wage war or even send com-
missioners to negotiate peace with the savages required
funds at the disposal of the authorities; but tobacco
levies were without value as long as the price of the leaf
remained so low. Thus the exposure of the frontier
must continue with the slaughter of innocent people,
The second argument openly declared the great advan-
tage of the rich in securing freight and credit in such
periods of strain. Relieve the strain, then “ the poor
will [not] be sacrified to the rapacious Avarice of the
Trades.”

In the end the economic pressure of a tobacco supply
in excess of current and potential demand forced
through “ An Act for Encouragemt of Trade.” ** The
two chambers gave their consent to a total cessation of
tobacco cultivation for the period from February 1,
1667, to February 1, 1668, provided designated com-
missioners from Maryland secured the promise of simi-
lar action from the representatives of Virginia and the
Southward Plantations (North Carolina). The latter

colony had been irregularly producing tobacco since the

4 fbid., pp. 143-144, Debtors were to be protected during the
cessation (ibid., pp. 142-143) and the Governor’s tobacco poll of
25 pounds could be paid in commodities (ibid., pp. 149-150).
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considered the great Inconveniences we® may follow
from the same Not only to the Poorer Sort of the
Planters within our sayd province but alsote . . . . his
Matie Customes.” ** Governor Calvert upon receipt of
that dissent early in 1667 gave it for publication to the
High Sheriff of St. Mary’s County.

As might be expected the Virginians were outraged
by the action of Baltimore. In June of 1667 the Gover-
nor and Council of Jamestown sent a complaint directly
to the king and Privy Council, their petition reciting
the history of negotiations with Maryland from 1662
to that date.s It was a clever document, well framed
to emphasize the distress of their conditions until the
1666 agreement “ filled [them] wtb the contemplacon of
future happiness & prosperitys.” Then their great
hopes were shattered by Lord Baltimore who “in Ab-
solute & Princely Tearmes ” forbade the establishment
of such regulations. By stressing the *“independent
power and authority of the Lord Baltimore ” they tried
to bring the jealousy of kingly prerogatives to their
aid; by intimating the possibility of internal riots they
appealed to the royal sense of decorum and injured
revenues. And they wound up by asking for a thorough
review of the whole controversy between Virginia and
Baltimore. In the interval they prayed that his Majesty
“will be graciously pleased to protect this yor Mati
Loyall & most ancientest Collony from the violent &
ruinous attempte of our Neighbours.”

Lord Baltimore by no means took that attack lying
down. On October 16, 1667, he answered the Virginia
complaint in a carefully worded astute letter addressed
to the Privy Council.** In that letter many of the argu-

8¢ Archives, 111, 561; C. 8. P., no. 1325.
o5 Archives, V, 5-9; C. 8. P., no. 1509,
56 Archives, V, 15-19; C. S. P., no, 1610.
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There was no need for the planters of either province
to immediately reopen the issue, granting that could
have been done. By an Act of God rather than Parlia-
ment the problem of surplus tobacco was temporarily
solved in August, 1667, by “a mighty wind” that ac-
cording to Governor Berkeley, of Virginia, destroyed
four-fifths of the crop of that summer, ruined the corn
and blew down 15,000 houses in the two colonies.* Hail
stones as large as eggs were reported with forty days of
rain following on the heels of the wind to make sure
that the destruction would be complete. Whereas during
1667 about one hundred ships had sailed from the plan-
tations loaded with tobacco of previous years and had
left much behind, in 1668 some eighty vessels weighed
anchor for England, and of those thirty were able to
handile all of the 1667 tobacco leaves that had been res-
cued from the terrible storm.® Marketable tobacco
prices somewhat improved, the Maryland Agsembly
giving expression to that improvement by allowing one
pound of tobacco “att the Rate of Three halfe pence
sterling ” to be offered in payment of money debts.*
The same rate for tobacco prevailed in Virginia.®®
When an agricultural area is faced with an acute crop
problem as has been described, it would be most unusual
to be able to ascribe the difficulty to any one cause.
Such was the situation in Maryland in the third quarter
of the seventeenth century. This chapter has enumer-
ated the influences that closed in around the tobacco
plantations to bring about the major depression in the
trade. Whereas Beer did not consider the Navigation

8 Letter to Sec’y Lord Arlington, ibid., no. 162T.

61 Letter from Thomas Ludwell to Sec'y Lord Arlington, ibid.,
no. 1800.

82 Archives, II, 220

83 Gray, p. 266.
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Whatever value there might be in an historical ac-
count of tobacco cultivation must lie in part in its con-
tribution to a firmer grasp of similar subsequent
problems. Perhaps the major significance up to this
point was the scries of struggles of Maryland settlers
to effect a regulated economy suitable to their own
needs in the face of an externmal mercantilistic policy
and a surge of a nascent domestic laissez faire

philosephy.




CHAPTER Vv
THE BuLk TOBACCO CONTROVERSY

TOBACCO LEGISLATION, 1668-1690
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decentralized economy. London, Bristol and Glasgow
merchants wanted definite trade centers where their
factors could establish stores through which could pass
the profitable exchange of colonial products for the
manufactured goods of the mother country.

The Maryland Assembly of 1639 had passed a bill
“ for publique ports ” that was allowed to expire in the
next session.? For several decades the subject lay idle
in the legislative discussions, then in 1665 Lord Balti-
more reopened the question.? With the revival in the
tobacco market following the storm of 1667 the atten-
tion of freeholder and official was again brought to the
establishment of ports within the colony. In June,
1668, the Governor and Council issued a proclamation
“ concerning the appointing of certeyne places for the
vnladeing & selling of all goods and m’chandizes brought
into this pvince.”* Eleven sites were established at
which all shipping would have to take place with * one
whole yeares Imprisomt without bayle ”” as a penalty for
violation. Possibly more effective than the threat of
jail was the provision that those who bought goods from
ship officers at unauthorized ports could refuse payment
and the seller could not have access to his Lordship’s
courts for remedy. For three years the provision for
ports was continued by proclamation.® (It wasnot until
1683 after much bargaining between the two Houses
that the Assembly by legislation established a system of
port towns,) There was no definite indication that
Baltimore urged the centralization of shipping solely
for the sake of tobacco, although as the principal staple
it dominated commercial and revenue considerations.

2 Above, p. 50.
* Above, p. 75.
* Archives, V, 31-32.
i Ibid., pp. 93-94.
7
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Several acts of the General Assembly of March, 1671,
Indicated that all wag not well with the tobacco trade.
For instance there was introduced into the House a bill
“for the Encouragement of Trade,” © the title under
which the 1666 attempt at tobacco cessation had been
made, but neither was the content of the measure given
nor did it get to the second reading. Of decided perti-
Nence was an act “ for the Advancement of fforreigne
Coynes.”” * The price of tobacco had sunk so low that
merchants refused to accept it freely, so to prevent an
impairment of trade within the provinee that act pro-
vided that foreign coing then in circulation should bhe
accepted at specified values in terms of English cur-
rency. And then some trouble with the makers of hogs-
heads had arisen. The Coopers “either through Idle-
nes or willfulness” were greatly inconveniencing
planters and shippers by their dilatery attitude in com-
pleting orders, A law seemed the best way to take care
of that problem so the Assembly imposed a fine on those
who neglected to fyuf)) their contracts” Also of im-
portance was the direct Cicouragement given to domes-
tic manufacturers of flax and hemp by » bounty of one
hundred pounds of tobacco for every similar quantity
of either of the fibers.® Such an anti-mercantilist prac:
tice received increasing emphasis in Maryland, result-
ing somewhat from the peculiarly independent legal
position of the province, somewhat from an aggressive
individualism and immediz:tely fomented by the low ex-
change value of the staple, tobaccg, Before the ad-

“Ihef, 11, 249,

FIhdL pp. 2R6-287.

*Ihid pp. 2r8.080.

IR pp. 3r0Lana,
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journment of the Assembly the previously enacted and
renewed measures of 1658 concerning the gauge .01"
hogsheads, the prohibitions on packing ground leaves
and seconds were extended for three more vears, the
only tobacco regulations then in foree.” .
glthough according to a note from Lord Baltimore
tobacco prices in London in the year 1672 were somt?-
what higher than usual, Governor Callvert in reply ex-
pressed the fear “ that [such prices] will pc.)t holq Lon.ge
for we are like to send home great Quantltle.? this :Sh‘lp-
ping.” At the same time he agreed to Baltimore's in-
structions to disregard a previous order from the Lord
Commissioners, in line with the Navigation Acts, that
“ noe Master shall bee permitted to Transport Tobacrfoes
for Ireland.” 2 Calvert’s predictions about low prices
for tobaceo proved to be correct not only for 1673 7 but
for about the next ten years. The Mary‘lan.d_crop for
1678 was the largest on record and the Virginia outppt

courage cultivation of the leaf in Gt. Britain. Aeis /. C., I, nos.
923, 925, 946, 1161, 11, nos. T, 299,

Y Archives, 11, 290-292, ] _

'* Charles Calvert to Cecilius, Lord Baltimore, AP“'{)E;L 1672,
“ Calvert Papers,” Fund Publications, no. 28, pp, 270-27 f .

'* An act preseribing charges to be made b}' kcnperst:w e
naries (inns) allowed strangers to settle their accou}n ..C e
rate of cne to one and a half pence per pound of {obac o ](uw-'-'
chives, 11, 408. The records for colonial tohar;m,‘ fa]rrngi\‘; ]0;{-
per pound, showed a price of 6.08¢ in 1647, 3.00¢ in f} )t‘h,c co;-
in 1684, and then prices about 3.10¢ for the bf’-?"“:f';)o Even the
tury. U. 8. Dept. Agri., Yearhook, 1908, pp. 681- ‘]-"' ‘p .dowr;
retail prices for Spanish tobacco in England }‘ﬂfl;f’;“t'o loms
from 10-12s. a pound to 6-8s. during t‘he years from : 5} AP
In 1674 Rogers recorded a retail price in Lond{(m FO;' HCnh’i}.-hial
Spanish leaf @ 8s. and 1 Ib. best Virginia @ z”-t,;" the ond of
tobacco hung around the 2s. a Ib. level, retail, un : oo
the century. J. E. T. Rogers, History of Agrieniture an
in England, VI, 440-448, 673,

o T il el
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destruction fn- egdl- brecedent for the authorized crop
of the nineteen thirties! There were also
N} Gl‘ay, Hn’:-‘jtory
pp. 263-266.
5 Ibid., p. 266,

15 Bruce, E . pps
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17 Hening, Statutes, II, 413,
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social implications in that miniature civil war, for the
mobs drew their recruits mainly from the poorer
classes,

Lord Baltimore was in Maryland when the distur-
bances in Virginia oceurred and as might be supposed he
kept an eye on that colony. On March 26, 1682, he wrote
William Blathwait at Whitehall, England, admitting
the serious cconomic conditions of the planters in his
provinee ; however, no action would be taken until after
the April Assembly at Jamestown from which was ex-
pected another move toward tobacco cessation. If such
a move were made Baltimore was inclined to favor the
stoppage of tobaeco cultivation for one year even though
prejudicial to himself if two conditions were met: first,
his Majesty’s revenues must not be diminished (that is,
some substitute income must be found}, second, all other
tobacco areas must also cease planting.” Marking time
until the Virginia burgesses made a decigive step, the
short session of the Maryland Assembly, April 25 to

May 13, 1682, was prescnted a detailed bill by the Upper
House to prohibit the usc of hogsheads both of unsea-
soned staves and of excessive weight, and to place under
heavy penalty “ false & Deccitfull packages of hhds.” **
Such practices had * not only Glutted all Marketts with
bad Tobacco but hath wearied the Merchants out of the
Trade.” Although the measure proposed to improve the
quality of the tobacco leaf shipped from the palatinate
it had a serious administrative defect. The discovery
of violations and the enforcement of the penalties de-
pended upon informers or upon the receivers of the
questionable tobaceo and not upon a sysiem of inspec-
tion by permanent officers. Failure to agree postponed
action by the two Houses of the Assembly to the next

2 Archives, V, 351-352.
2 Thid., VII, 309-311.
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*2Ibid., pp. 367-268.

2 Ihid., p.
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» bork, beef, bacon; and each was given a definite

value in stey];
ng and tob . .
of one pence per pound aceo, the ratio placing a value on tobzeco

2 Ibid., p. 393,
“Ibid., pp. 324-325, 895.306.
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Assembly to pass a law restraining tobacco cultivation.
In spite of such inaction Baltimore informed Sir Lionel
that he would not initiate a stinting measure himself
until he had learned the attitude of his Majesty for he
recalled that the Privy Council’s 1664 disapproval of
cessation remained in force.*® The reversal of infen-
tions given in his previous letter to Blathwait arose in
part, one must infer, from a subsequent expression of
displeasure by the king over apparent insults to the
Crown’s customs officers in Maryland.”* In August
Lord Baltimore received from a royal secretary a state-
ment that the king wished the administration of Mary-
land to cooperate with Virginia in framing and passing
“ such rules and instructions about the planting of To-
bacco, as shall be found most suitable to the present
exigency.” > His Majesty had been so advised by the
Privy Council.

Nothing resulted from the royal advice for the Lords
Baltimore and Culpepper to get togcther on the tobacco
problem. In part the explanation lay in the personali-
ties of the men involved. Culpepper in his annual re-
port to the Lords of Trade and Plantations in 1681

5 Thad., WV, B6T-058.

*1 Ibid., p. 358.

2% Ipid., pp. 370-371. Sece also C. S. P, 1681-1685, no. 630.
From 1680 to the date of this order of cooperation, August 1,
1682, the officials of Virginia had been petitioning the king and
councils for aid. The Commissioners of Customs in England in
a report to the Lords of Trade and Plantations said that a cessa-
tion of tobaceo planting would benefit only the wealthier planters
and the merchants with large stocks, and at the same time would
encourage Spanish, Dutch and French cultivation; the customs
would also be reduced by a serious sum. The Commission dis-
approved the creation of ports in Virginia unless Maryland
passed a similar law without which settlers would flow into
Baltimore’s province. Ibid., 1677-1680, nos. 1453, 1434, 1483;
1681-16835, nos. 2, 104, 186, 318, 319, 448.
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“for Advancement of trade.” ** Previous measures *
lacking popular support had proved ineffective in the
establishment of definite ports through which all the
trade of the colony had to pass, so this time the program
was going to be different. In each of ten counties two
to four places of one hundred acres were designated
for development under the direction of some twenty
planters, names given, of the respective counties.
Streets were to be laid out, lots sold, space left for
warehouses and wharfage,—all to be completed by
August 31, 1685, after which date all trading, domestic
and foreign, had to be conducted at those towns. Suita-
ble penalties were assigned for disobedience. Among
other provisions the owners of storehouses at the ports
had to house tobacco brought in by planters if there was
room; also the Proprietor’s rents payable in tobacco
could be discharged at the same places and at a 5 per
cent discount. Inducements to bring residents to the
towns and to encourage marketing were included.

If one can picture Maryland at that period, reasons
for such a specific port act would be apparent. Water-
ways formed the natural, indeed almost only, channels
of social, political and economic intercourse between the
plantations spread over large tracts of land. The mer-
cantilists saw to it that the needs of the colony were
predominantly met through trade with the mother-
country and not through a self-sufficient economy.
Furthermore, with an emphasis on individualism there
seemed to be a direct encouragement of social irre-
sponsihility that proved annoying to the lay and clerical
officials because a loosely tied colony was not easy to
administer either as a political unit or as a source of

# Ibid., pp. 609, 619.
3 Above, . 87,
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revenues. Virginia had the same problem which she
tried to solve under a series of cohabitation acts, one
purpose Of: which was to modify “ the wild and rambling
molde of living " of isolated country life.* Giving full
weight {o a}l such considerations it seems necessary to
find the.basm reason for the port development act in the
economie needs of the province. Revenues for the king
and Proprietor, trade channels for the prominent plant-
ers and merchants,—and in all of that tobacco con-
tinued to provide the arterial blood.*

Oppqsed to the port legislation were two groups, both
s!:rategically encugh placed to hamper the administra-
tion of laws passed against their wishes. Small tobacco
Erowers comprised the first, English manufacturers
the secqnd. The attitude of the poorer planters toward
Eegula;t.mn of tc'Jbacco cultivation and marketing has
rslz. I‘linésil;sf}fdtm tracing the evolution of legislation
Asserably th at crop. Lacking effective control in the
Mar lan}c; €y vViewed with suspicion additions to the
tobagco statutes. A penny in hand for a pound of
ftor r;"as WOr'Fh more the_m a promised three pence
thes “Ijouﬁioied stinting. An informal, scattered market
was easior ¢ uy ground leaves, seconds and even stalks
lets for oerl (;)please t.han specified merchandising out-
ers saw nn ¥y best quality tobacco. Thus the small farm-
throneh o DTOﬁt for themselves in being foreed to trade
perh g1 established ports. Economic shortsightedness
) aps, but also economie necessity ! And in England

ére were protests from the manufacturers who feared,

*+ Lotte
wo. Toms r of Secretary Spencer, July 9, 1680, C. S. P., 1677-1680,

35 I N
n the 1682 Assembly this trade bill had been titled ¢ for

advanei
roing the trade tobacco,” but the House thought that just

the word “trade»
shoul ; X
commerce. Archives, VI}I, %42? need to include all articles of
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Justly enough, that with the growth of towns there
would alsc develop handicrafts to displace the merchan-
dise of the British Isles. Maryland's port legislation
continued intermittenily up to the tobacco act of 1747,
and although many of the original sites were left unde-
veloped or were soon abandoned, towns did grow where
there was a coincidence hetween the inclinations of the
inhabitants and natural geographic advantages.™

THE BULK TOBACCO CONTROVERBY

It was just prior to the establishment of the royal
government in Maryland that the question of bulk fo-
bacco became a subject of controversy and continued as
such for a number of years. As in previous and subse-
quent discussions over tobaceco practices opinions about
bulk tended to reflect economic interests, and there were
many parties concerned with the tobacco trade. The
king looked out for his revenues, his patents and abuses
of royal dignity; the planters were divided according
to riches or poverty; the foreign merchants reflected
nationalities and also sources of incomes from commis-
sions or ownership. Probably it is not far off the mark to

5 For conciseness the history of port development in Maryland
to the end of the seventeenth century is summarized: slowness
of the commissioners in certain counties in laying out towns
brought a reprimand from Baltimore and an extension of time.
Ibid,, XVII, 219-220, 838, 403, 406-409. There were supple-
mentary acts in 1684, ibid., XIII, 111-120; in 1686, ibid., pp. 132-
13%; and in 1688, ibid., pp. 218-220; with an enforeing proclama-
tion by the Council, ibid., VIII, 3. With the repeal of all laws
in 1692 ang the reenactment of new ones the port act was omitted,
but two years later two ports were designated with their use
optional, {bid., XIX, 110. A few more ports were established in
1695, ibid., p, 211. The next legislation came in 1704. See also
H. J, Berkeley, “ Extinct River Towns of the Chesapeake Bay
Region,” Maryland Historical Magaine, X1X, 125-134.
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fg}iiirloze the problem offered by the shipments of bulk
— (1111. t?ese words: such tobacco could easily be
and when u?tﬁ—EngIand’ thus reducing royal revenues
on the Iea?lthm the country it lowered the market price
was offered that had passed through the customs and
In Aurost 1rough'the established channels.

owners vgvhi w 687, sixtecn English merchants and ship-
land and V'“ ére engaged in the tobaceo trade of Mary-
exportati lt{‘glma petitioned the king to prohibit the
they suffgll}edmm thefolqonies of bulk tobaeco “ by which
well-organi m.UCh' ’" Backing that request was a

ganized list of reasons which hecause of their

long conti ;
nued pertinenc
e to the commerce i
are worth summarizing.s in tobacco

L. The king’s interest:
a

N A
b A ;’:esatgnils;:olzicco that was run through the customs.
n

Tunners, Ity was so smuggled by seamen and

¢. To supervi
Woull)gl‘::se. rather than prohibit imports of bulk
d. Much of thqu}l]re three times the number of ship officers.
e hulk tobacco went directly to other coun-

tries in violati
on [ .
mentary actg, of the Navigation and supple-

¢. Ships in that {lle

T businesses.
. The ki -

whlerrlxg suffered a 25 per cent loss in revenues on bulk
g. The mastcecf:pai‘rei to hogshead shipments.
s of shi

- their cargoes, ips could not make true reports of

- Yewer ships were r i .

g _the ratio five toe.v?il:;l_red for bulk tobacco than easked,
- Shipments of loose leaf led to false oaths.

1. Bulk tobacco sy iy
when packelé. ered greater damage in shipment than

k. Ships were often w
lal?d smugeled
ship owners,

—_—

gal trading were kept from legitimate

recked in secking hidden places to
cargoes,—losses to merchants and

1396; Acts P, C., 11, :n-(-)..242.

: C.8. P, 1685-153;,-:10._.
*C. 8. P, no. 1397,
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II. Colonial interests:
a. As bulk tobacco was smuggled out of the plantations

there were substantial losses of export revenues.
b. Five ships for bulk tobacec compared with six for leaf
in casks meant less port duties.
¢. Such a decrease in ships also lessened sales of pro-

visions to vessels.

I1I. Shipping interest:
a. In addition to the above injuries, bulk tobacco created

disputes between officers and men beeause bulk was
more difficult to handle, took longer time to load and
gave rise to charges of malfeasance.

b. Many suits at law arose over fraudulent dealings caused

by bulk.

IV, Merchants’ and planters’ interests:
a. The larger loads of bulk tobacco depressed the market
prices for all the crop.
h. Fair traders wecre hurt, the * ungenerous ¥ were

cncouraged.

But little packaged leaf could be sold until the bulk

c.
was off the markets; that delayed shipments and
“lost ” the best markets,

d. Every planter could fill at least one hogshead.

e. Bulk encouraged stealing by servants who could not

ship enough tobacco to make up a cask.

The petition of the sixteen merchants and shipowners
was turned over to the Commissioners of Customs for
their consideration and in October they expressed to the
Lords of the Treasury the opinion that a prohibition of
bulk tobaceo from the plantations would be advan-
tageous to his Majesty’s customs.* By the end of the

0 Ihid., no. 1461. Ielative to the procedure for handling com-

munications between the colonies and the mother country An-
drews wrote: “ The business of looking after the British colonies
in America and elsewhere was intrusted in largest part to men
who occupied in the British system of government a place no
higher than that of advisers to the Crowmn. .. .. in the greatf:r
number of cases the ultimate authority, the King in Council,

l_._n.w s o
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;?lon;{h thle King in C{?uncil ordered bulk laws passed

Counc?lri’vantd and Virginia> Although the Privy

don, he d‘go etin Nove.mber, 1687, to Baltimore in Lon-

nors until July 14, e CrCHOnS to his deputy gover-

Maryland (‘jl ¥ 14, 1688 ; the orders were received by the

Assoms) touncﬂ in ,October, and a meeting of the

the folloriy St Mary’s was called for the twelfth of

Council in ‘;c’r mf)n.th, Some six months before that the

2 bulk Jaw alrgmla had convened the Assembly to pass
taken, s 8 requested by the king, but no action was
e e oF G e Morslond Aty
cil, William Joseph, in unctu-

tobacen Tone Dressed the desire of the king for a bulk
such wishes nd the 2 bligation of the legislators to obey
likewige 3 A,f_t_ Provided the Virginia Legislature did
Houses .the 1 €T an exchange of notes between the two
against such ower branch gave its considered opinion
lines. First & measure* It reasoned along several
the loss of r’eas might l?e expected, the House stressed
tobacco e ]\lfen}le ta his Majesty, for most of the bulk
there payiia tjl; Imported by England was consumed
roy.‘a.l,l:tt:ﬂi‘ersg Ie full duty of five pence a pound into the
bacco was e CtTast a great part of the cask to-
48 reexported on a drawback that left the king

accept ‘1
knov.\lr] iga?:ﬁzuz cha1_1ge the reports of itg committee, and we
though there arem:mltt‘?es fof the Privy Council] as a rule,
vice of the adv] ome lmportant exceptions, followed the ad-
Andrews, Amear:'.:csaor};q?oar(-l In making up its report.” C. M.
294, % tstorieal Association, Report, 1913, 1, 321,

“C. 8. P, nos, 14

., nos, 148 ,

3 Ibid, p. 46, 1, 1482, 1489, 1498; Arehives, VIII, 45-46.

#C. 8. P, no 1

18 Ibid,

“ Ihid., pp. 198-199.

617; Archives, XIII, 151,
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only one half penny a pound. Then the members of the
Lower House called attention to the heavy losses that
Lord Baltimore would have to sustain in the lessened
quantity of exports on which he was entitled to two
shillings per hogshead or equivalent, and a fourteen
pence per ton (ship burden) port duty. The third argu-
ment was one nearest their hearts. Bulk tobacco was
generally the dark leaf that found special favor with
the outport ships. To buy that dark leaf the Scotch and
other non-London traders brought serviceable goods to
the province at better prices than the metropolitan
merchants. Thus, if a bulk law were passed the greatest
part of the provinee’s crop © would Iye and rott upon the
Owners hands and they thereby perish for want of such
of those Goods these small West and North Country
Ships bring,” And after all the outport merchants who
would be injured were from British ports even though
they did not have the influence of the London prestige.
Again the representatives of “ the people ” blocked con-
structive tobacco legislation.*’

45 No record of the bulk tobacco controversy during the last
decade of the seventeenth century would be complete without
mentioning the “ Essay on Bulk Tobacco” often ascribed to
William Byrd, of Virginia, though the authorship probably lay
with one of the London merchants. The “ Essay ” was included
in the History of the Dividing Line and Other Tracts, 11, 140-
158, At the date of that essay, April 15, 1692, Byrd although 2
resident of Europe for eight years was only eighteen years of
age and had in other letters shown no marked interest in tobaceo.
J. 8. Bassett, ed., The Writings of William Byrd, p. v. There
were a few points brought out that have not been included in
the previous discussion. For instance, the designation “bulk”
allowed a lower shipping classification carrying port duties and
freight charges much below those attached to tobacco in casks.
That advantage allowed the leaf to be sold subsequently at retail
at low prices and also induced sailors to break open hogsheads

T B n & § = s ;LR b
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THE CLOSE OF THE CENTURY

. é;lgl‘-i:]:l]rffland - - - . at the time of the Revolution
obace ’h p aws to control the production and export of
Nor d'(c)I ti expired, failed to pass, or proved ineffective.
of v id the Royal government bring relief, for the evils
Thatar were ad.ded to the misfortune of the planters.”
land a‘:iia falr_sur vey of fobacco legislation in Mary-
tuty oo e z?cll‘lovm_ce entered the last decade of the cen-
fore o er o e direct supervision of the Crown. For
They);r::es €re was no record of tobacco regulation.
land and iny;‘_.ars disturbed by a brief civil war in Mary-
the Protest tn}glland by thfe bassage of the Crown into
Copley was n :ilnds of William and Mary. Sir Lionel
land in Ma aphpomted the first royal governor of Mary-
early sprin I'Cf, 1691, and came to St. Mary’s in the
som. of Virg'o s 1692, In Fhe meantime Governor Nichol-
Tra de and 81‘)1;113% h{id voiced complaints to the Lords of
lang commercan ations about lax supervision of Mary-
Potomac were. tAp_parent.Iy the neighbors north of the
bances! Fop l? t}flklng advantage of political distur-
was again raj o 1 colonies the question of bulk tobacco
engaged in t}iset when seventy-two London merchants
testing such e tobacco trade submitted a petition pro-

& such shipments and declaring that the previous

oppositi .
:E of the American plantations had given way
durin

cargogs aw\:;ﬁaﬁﬁ' AISO’-the :SmaH ships that specialized in bulk
Furthermore \vheconomlca] In serious commercial development.
point in ever; :- o a p]ante_r sent tobaeco in bulk there was he
be mixed togethouf:hly grading his different lots, for all would
land and Vipgj °r; and th_e distinetion already gained by Mary-
(?) Teccmmefén:ja for their casked leat would be ruined. Byrd
records kept b ¢ a £1,000 penalty for bulk shipments, and fuli

B8 G S}ir customs officers at both ends of the voyage.
1750, in “ John russat, Economics and Politics in Maryland, 1720-
s Hapking University Studies,” XXII, 12.
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to a better understanding of the question.”* There was
attached a list of arguments that duplicated the brief
of 1687.#* By June, 1692, instructions came from the
Lords of Trade to the respective governors of Maryland
and Virginia to pass a bulk tobacco law; in July orders
to the same effect came from the queen.®® No action was
taken by Virginia, nor by the Maryland General Assem-
bly of May-June which repealed all laws previously
made in the province (except private acts) and estab-
lished a new list of statutes, many of them nothing more
than reenactments of pertinent legislation. Certainly
the measures relating to the regulation of the tobacco
industry showed no progress toward bhetter control over
the staple.” In addition to the reasons previously given
for the absence of an unified policy on that problem
there now developed among the Maryland planters a
feeling of domestic irresponsibility. For the next
twenty-five years the allegiance of the province was
nominally to the throne of England with the Baltimores
relegated to the position of absentee landlords, though
in addition to the proprietary rents Charles Calvert
continued to receive one-half of the two shilling export
duty Jaid on each hogshead of tobacco.** During that

Y8 P, nos, 2075, 2140,

‘% Above, pp. 98-99.

# C. 8. P, nos. 2300, 2308, 2348, 2349; Archives, VIII, 335.

5 The laws were: an act resiricting damages on protested bills
of exchange to twenty pounds per hundred, Archives, XI1I, 449;
safe housing of tobaceco by vender until buyer took possession,
ibid., pp. 469-470;: an act concerning coins and tobacce, ibid,
Pp. 493-495; an act against engrossers or unscrupulous mer-
chants trading in tobacce and goods, ibid., pp. b26-528, H44; an
act to encourage commodities other than tobacco for use and
e€xport, ibid., pp. 532-533; an act regulating the size of hogsheads,
weight and seasoning, ibid., pp. 552-554.

1 Ibid., p. 439.

8



104 ToBACCO REGULATION IN COLONIAL MARYLAND

period from 1689 to 1715 the colonial policies of Eng-
land were under the direct supervision of committees
of the Privy Council which in turn was responsible to
the Crown.®

Itlicit trading was another problem with which the
tobacco trade had to concern itself at the end of the
.seventeenth century. An incentive for smuggling lay
in tlhe heavy duties and burdensome regulations of that
period a{ld tobaceo, especially in bulk, offered an excel-
lent medloum for the traffic. London was receiving about
twelve million pounds of the brown leaf a year, the other
ports of England fully four million.” At 5d. a pound
the duties offered a gross yield of over £300,000; the
net was much less, for on the 70 per cent reexported
there was a drawback of 4id. a pound. With the price in
London for colonial tobaceo about 2s. 6d. a pound smug-
gled leaf brought good returns to the vendors.™ And
certainly the records of the period indicated that the
r}elsentment of the planters about the excessive total
f arges was matd}ed by the wiilingness of outport ships
'o eévade the Navigation Acts, the custom regulations
End‘share the savings with the makers of, tobacco.

dward Randolph, who came to America in 1632 as sur-
veyor a.f the customs, sent home gloomy reports of many
1nt:ract10ns. He found very little trouble in unearthing
fﬂ’ldenee because violations were quite open; * but when
1t came to convictions then hig path was usually blocked.

! See C. M. ] istort
T 3191-\fclloéndrews, American Historical Association Report,

k]

- go Se P-,r1689—1692, no, 594, 593 (Custem House Report).
o angars, V, 467-468; Spanish tobacco was bringing 9s. 3id.
o 20 tZcountdot'dsome of the fraudulent methods used in Gt.

¢vade duties on toh : '
Muagazine, I11, 121, 560-589. raceo refler to the Gentleman's
(. 8. P, no. 2295; 1700, no. 908,
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In a request to Governor Nicholson of Maryland for
leave to go back to England to recommend reforms he
wrote:

After my great Endeavours te Surpress the illegall Trade Car-
ried on in Virginia Pensilvania & [this] Province I find that
by the partiality of Juryes & others that I can obtain no cause
for his Ma"®* upon the most apparent Evidences . ... but
that by such partiall proceedings the Trade of Importing Goods
from Scotland and the earrying Tobacco directly from said
plantations to Scotland &°* is increased, and as yet no Remedy
appears for regulating such apparent breaches of the Severall
Acts of Trade.ss

Channing gave the impression that although England
was making headway in the supression of illegal trad-
ing, the Navigation Acts were rather generally evaded,
that ships were loaded * without any thought [by the
masters] of giving bonds or paying the penny duty
required by the Act of 1672.” ** On the other hand, Kel-
baugh coneluded “ that illegal trade during the pericd
was comparatively small and the offenders very often
apprehended.” * And Morriss summarized a careful
survey of materials with the words, “on the whole
breaches of the Navigation Acts, and apparently also
of the several colonial acts were comparatively rare.” *
Beer confirmed the trend of those opinions by empha-
sizing the advantage to the southern celonies in using
the active English tobaceo markets, the drawbacks, the
manufactured goods of the mother country. In inter-

W Archives, XX, 236. (Nichelson, late governor of Virginia,
had been transferred by the Crown to Maryland, replacing Sir
Edmund Andros.) Col. Quary who came as Surveyor General in
1702 gave about the same reports. C. S. P., 1702-1703, no. 260.

°T History of United States, 11, 2563,

58 Maryland Historical Magasine, XXVI, 32 i

st M, 8. Morriss, Colonie! Trade of Maryland, 1689-1715, in
“Johns Hopkins University Studies,” XXXII, 133,
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colonial trade, however, there was more evasion by the
South of duties on enumerated articles imposed by a
statute of Charles II, and there was also some contra-
band trade with the West Indies, ¢ It seems reasonable
1‘.0 conclude that although illicit trading was conspicuous
LI; i\;[z}ryflanq because of its very illegality, the quantity
et ;Igtoclalegn commerce was by no means a threaten-
thi):(;;l;g thfel\liast five years of the seventeenth century
e color r):go ;ryland meved along without any major
Spryar es. The question of bulk tobacco was re-

pened by Queen Mary and finally settled by a parlia-

mentary prohibition in 1699. Tobacco prices slightly

Improved as the result
of several
weather, years of unseasonable

but as usual the advanta i

. | ges from such condi-
21:()):; fiay more with the wealthy planters who at times
rumors of a scarcity of ships thereby creating

a buyers market in which they could at low cost gather

odd lots of tobacco from the poorer farmers.®* Two

gfcoilﬁj\!rf?;yi)and counties with a good proportion of
ot o Ix 8 deg:an to turn quite actively to the making
bt Tt i agl llngns from domestic sources and “ plant
e aoc accq; There was even a consideration of
on 45 & rop. ecause of its increasing cultivation in

glnia.” Inclined as were the Marylanders to paint

% Commercial Poli

ey of E
81 Some details of f England, pp. 132-133,

interest relative to th

s et ve to the enforcement of cus-
bt tradin;-.i were recorded in the Archives, XX, index

G2 T

o ﬁ;i;iSXSIX, 90-91; C.‘ 8 P, 1693-1696, no. 1897.
0 2 0 gave the price range on colonial tobaceo from 1id.

2 I.Jetir the years 1697-1700 (pp. 38-39).

er by Governor Nicholson to the Lords of Trade and

Plantations, 1695
o, » C. 8. P., 1693-1696, no. 1896, See also Gray,

% €. 8. P, no 1918,
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rather gloomy pictures in their official reports to Eng-
land, the answer of the Assembly in 1697 to queries
from the Council for Trade and Plantations gave a fair
presentation of conditions at the close of the century.

Generally all the Inhabitants of this province being Labourers
are imployed in planting Tob" except Coopers and Carpenters
and some few [others] which make not above the 60th part of
such Labourers. . .. . The Trade of this provinee ebbs and
flowes according to the rise and fall of tob® in the Markett of
England. But yet it is manifest and apparent that universally
less Cropps [of tobacco] are made of late than formerly. .. . .
The Sole and only Manufacture or rather production of this
province for Merchants and Shippers Supply is Tobacco . .
except in inconsiderable Quantity of Furrs and Sassafrix Roots.®®

Hard pressed as were many of the planters for cash
crops or credit “there was no lack of food and the
colony had been made self-supporting partly by natural
means and partly by legislation ” without preducing a
surplus of food erops for other colonies.®”

The irregular growth of legislation in Maryland for
the regulation of the dominant crop, tobacco, has been
detailed. Mid-century attempts to restrict the number
of plants and to control the quality of shipments had
failed. By 1700 the direct supervision of that basic
industry was confined to a designation of the size of the
hogsheads and the seasoning of the staves that went
into them. Absence of enthusiasm by the colonists for
close supervision over their husbandry arose in part
from reoccurring periods of mild improvement in the
prices for tobacco. But more fundamentally it lay in the
individualism of the settlers, the absence of effective

% Archives, XI1X, 580-581. It was estimated that tobacco pro-
duetion per planter had declined from 4,000 pounds to 2,000 a
year, but the total colonial output was greater because of the
contingyed immigration. Morriss, p. 26.

87 Jbid., p. 18.
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unity within the palatinate. That lack of harmony en-
ig:endel_*ed by a ha}rdening of social and economic class
ines time after time blocked constructive action by the
legislature in w_hich 1o one group had yet established
zf?}lret]eadershlp. qu was the tobacco problem pe-
11 lar ta Maryland. Virginia’s contribution to the total
plantation exports was even larger and the Carolinas
w.ere? also becoming areas of importanee. If intrapro-
F'ln(:lal regulation of tobaceo cultivation was difficult,
}Illlir::lrcolznlal regulation could prove little else than
fro;f.th nd as far ag E:ngland was concerned, advice
at source was viewed with suspicion, even re-

sentment, ) ]
cgnturan Thus Maryland entered the eighteenth

T
| _4

CHAPTER VI
MISCELLANEOUS TOBACCO LEGISLATION 1700-1725

I have also travelled in Maryland, I cannot but say it is a
good Country, but its poisessed with Debauched, Idle, Lasy
People, all that they Labour for is only as much Bread as serves
them for one Scason, and as much Tobacco as may furnish them
with Cloaths. I believe it is the worst improved Country in the
world, for the Indian wheat is that they trust to, and if that
fail them they may cxpect to starve.l

I put myself and Goods a-shore:

Where soon repair’d a numerous Crew,

In Shirts and Drawers of Scetch-cioth Rlue.
With neither Stockings, Hat, nor Shooce.
These Soi-iveed Planters Crowd the Shoar,

o+

In Hue as tawny as a Moor: ®

Thus they depend altogether upon the Liberality of Nature,
without endeavouring to improve its Gifts by Art or Industry.
They spunge upon the Blessings of a warm Sun, and a fruitful
Soil, and almost grutch the Pains of gathering in the Bounties
of the Earth.?

In general, then, the colony was only self-sufficing, and in
northern Maryland food-stuffs were actually imported. . . . . By
means of legislation Maryland was thus forced to plant at least
sufficient corn to be independent of her mneighbors, but it is
evident that she was always little more than harely independent.?

I Patrick Falconer’s letter to Maurice Trent, 1684, contained
in B. C. Steiner’s Descriptions of Muryland, in * Johns Hopkins
University Studies,” XXII, item 10, a,

* From “ The Sot-Weed Factor, by Eben. Cook, Gent.” (Lon-
don, 1708}, Maryland Historical Society, Fund Publicutions, no.
36, item 2. Sot-weed was tobacco, so called because it made men
besotted.

¢ Robert Reverley, The History and Present State of Virginia,
Pt. IV, p. 83,

s Morriss, ** Johns Hopkins University Studies,” XXXII, 17-18.
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) These quotations give a picture of the tobacco plant-
ing Maryland about the year 1700. To be sure the ex-
tractg scafrcely agree with certain popular notions that
ha}r(? their origins in the elegant furniture and ex-
QI{ISItely detailed rooms of well-preserved houses of the
n_nddle and late eighteenth century. The more substan-
tial plante:*rs had eomfortable homes, usually small but
well furnished with goods from England. Annapolis

was rather wantonly described :
Ebenezer Cook as: ed by the picturesque

A City Situate on a Plain,
Where scarce a House will keep out Rain;

O}ile suspects, hoxyever, that the requirements of a
rayme as well as his personal misfortunes in Maryland
coltored the verse. Moreover, it was just as Maryland
;a}llleejgd. ;he eighteenth century that its capital began
periOde;] a (;iex-relopment whic.h before the middle of the
o e 1t one of the social centers of the American
35T}(;E cgionly a@ that tame had a population of about
ar;ns 0 ;;) llp.e with a third of that number able to bear
seven.t o 1:'111%-1 ‘the years of the royal government some
v i:etve ships entel_‘ed annually into the tobacco
Hode b hwec.en the province and Great Britain, a half
rorte ! aving Lgndon as their home port. The other
P thre principally Liverpool, Bristol, Bideford,

outh, Whitehaven, Chester, Barnstaple, Lyme and

* Gove ,
256, The ; ::rtssey}“"“” report, July 8, 1705, Archives, XXV,
women, free an:j) the total follow: masters of families, 5,172;
men and male g servants, 7,163; free children, 10,935; free-
slaves, young a::'ivants, 5,854; servants, boys and girls, 1,313;
2,290 negroes im old, 4,475, From 1699 to 1707 there were
stated that betvfe':;te:i’x thoudgh In ancther report, 1708, Seymour
C. 8. P, Col Ser., 1708—1?39, f‘i\jell;?}fundred came in annually-
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Exeter, the first five being the most important.® To
thogse ports Maryland planters shipped some 25,000
hogsheads of tobacco a year, ten million pounds weight,
that represented about 36 per cent of the total Mary-
land and Virginia tobacco trade and 34.5 per cent of all
tobacco exports from America.” On the cargoes that
were not reexported England retained the full duties of
61d. a pound, but on most of the leaf drawbacks left
only 1d. per pound for the royal purse; the net income
to the government probably came to £100,000 a year.’
Tobacco was equally important to the palatinate; from
export duties came most of the revenues for the sup-
port of the officials and about £1,500 a year for the
proprietors.?

From 1699 to 1702 relatively good prices for Ameri-
can tobaccos were secured in the foreign markets. Gray
mentioned that the heavy rains of 1698 had helped to
push up the London price of Oronoke leaf to 20 shillings
per hundredweight and of sweet-scented tobacco to 25
shillings.’® At the plantation tobacco was bringing 13d.
a pound.!’ But it must be kept in mind that the general
run of planters even in the good years did little more

¢ Morriss, pp. 87-88.

TC. 8. P, 1702, no. 97; U. 8. Dept. Agri,, Yearbook, 1908,
p. 682, Spain and France were taking 8 million pounds of
Maryland and Virginia tobacco a year from the English mer-
chants. C. S. P., 1708-1709, no. 249. There was a small inter-
colonial trade in tobaceco; Morriss estimated that Maryland
planters shipped about 300 hogsheads a year to northern prov-
inces (pp. 85-36).

5 Ibid., pp. 45-46.

¢ Ibid., pp. 45-49.

10 Gray, History of Agriculture in Southern United States,
p. 268. Rogers, History of Prices, VII, 372-375,

11 Morriss, p. 38. In 1699 the farm prices for tobacco in the
colonies averaged 3.13 cents; for the years 1708-1708 the average
dropped to 2.03 cents. U. S. Dept. Agri., Yearbook, 1908, p. 682.
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than cover growing and shipping expenses with their
occasional meager balances quickly absorbed by neces-
sary purchages in England or at the domestic stores.
Even the mild prosperity soon ecame to an end with
Queen An_ne’s War; until 1714 Maryland again suffered
irom an I{npairment in the trade of the one commod-
;3 grngéld.whlch her more-than-minimum subsistence de-
_ With the outbreak of the War of the Spanish Succes-
sion t.he need for convoys for the tobacco fleets became
a subject f01: discussion both in England and the Ameri-
can plan.tatlu:ms.]lz As men of war could not easily be
spared, 1!; Wwas necessary to gather together as many
3:mmerc1al vessels as possible into one fleet. At once
v;sgﬂx;eogened the old disipute over irregular sailings
diﬁereng Ollpfmm_fel_nents in the tobaceo trade with the
interest:esfo oplmons.closely reflecting the economic
by the 6 0 t}}e respecpve parties, Although an order
o the _uetlan in Couneil provided for two sailings with
o wﬁ- 111: 703 and one _ﬁeet a year from then on during
ot 1 s 'apparEptly little effort was made to carry
- Ofs}eI nﬁtructmns. :Colonel Quary, Surveyor Gen-
) 1 Customs. In America, in a report to the
P f,; L r(le)asurer in 1706 flatly declared that the
coraby o e etxzeen A.merica and England was ex-
theebly n anaged.* An indirect way of writing that
contly £ no }Tanagement at all. He mentioned that re-
oy & t:il:e ad peen th_ree fleets in fourteen months
N 1schar.g1ng their cargoes on the British mar-
s0 demoralized prices that the merchants had to

=8 i ¢
Ma?'ylz,: ?H(: tSte'lner, Repforts of the British Board of Trade,”
storical Magazine, 1907, 11, 363-365; C. S. P., 1702-
1703’ nos. 38, 55, 73. P 5 C.8.P,1
18 fbid., nos. 717, 97. 763
‘@, nos. 17, 97, 768, 777, :
" Ibid., 1706-1708, no. 130, 790, 1293,
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protest many hills of exchange drawn against antici-
pated credits; those protests cut the sale of English
merchandise to the planters by fully one-half. He advo-
cated one fleet a year under convoy. That would sta-
bilize the price for tobacco in England because people
knowing that no more leaf would be offered for another
twelve months would buy briskly. Furthermore, the
ships by sailing for America to arrive in December and
return in April or May would avoid damages to the
hulls by worm, injury to the crews by illness and losses
to the cargoes by the enemy. Finally, to clinch his
arguments he sent a gloomy memorandum to the
Council for Trade: great imports were expected from
Maryland and Virginia during 1706, the market was
already a dismal affair and he heard that the Dutch and
Germang had planted enough tobacco last year to fill
35,000 hogsheads.’®
Quary certainly set the trade on edge! A month later
a petition with the names of twenty-four London mer-
chants and another with twenty-two Liverpool signa-
tures went to the Council, both containing vigorous pro-
tests against the one-fleet idea.’® In the first place, it
was argued, the tobacco crops in America could not be
got ready at the same time, and if the planters were
hurried even worse tobacco would be packed., In the
second place, although one shipment a year would be
advantageous for commission merchants, rich planters
and shippers, those who bought outright in the colonies
would find the English markets sagging from the
weight of thousands of casks of tobacco brought in by
one fleet. Furthermore, in the colonies the stores would
be faced with such a surfeit of imported merchandise
that the residents in Maryland and Virginia could set

16 fbid., no. 225.
16 fbid., nos, 220, 242,
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thEIE own prices. Then to make sure that the cause of
the poor planters " was not overlooked the ability of
the rich land owner to accumulate stocks of tobacco and
hold for one fieet was contrasted with the economic
presstlre on the small farmer who must immediately
cash in on his Crop as soon as it was seasoned. The
Lpndon merchants favored two fleets g year and the
Liverpool group advised individugl sailings. Colonel
Qua}ry replied to those petitions.'” Especially did he
deride the “ tender concern ” of the merchants for the
unfortunate poor of the provinces; more often did the
me.erchants let their factors in America depress tobacco
prices even as low zg one-fourth pence g pound and
c}'large what the traffic coyld bear for the local merchan-
dise. The Council of Trade and Plantations finally
recommended, April 26, 1706, to the Crown that starting
Se.ptember,_ 1707, one convoy a year be approved.®®
“:’113h that judgment the President and Couneil of Vir-
ginia concurred.” Maryland €xpressed no opinion and
gecc;rds did not give the resylt of the order, though in
cliﬂrﬁf;;a;ggh rtil? _I\fIfaryIand Council did withhold
ili i |
be secured from Virginlilaifmatmn ahout  convoy could
A rlecodiﬁcation of most of the Maryland laws in 1704
Eontalﬂed the following statutes that referred to to-
acco. All of the page references are to the Maryland
Archives, volume twenty-six.

An act penalizin
tobaceo hogshead
leaf (pp. 231-232

1% Ibid., no, 289,

1 Ibid., no, 295,

W Ibid., no. 477

¢ Arehives, XxXv, 225; C. 5. P., nos. 824, 990

* The previ .
233, 350300 WS were first repealed, Archives, XXVI,

& t.he unaythorized changing of any mark on
s paid on debts or altering the quality of the
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An act to encourage tillage by allowing other commodities to
be substituted for tobacco in payments of debts (pp. 278-280).
An act prohibiting the importation of tebacco from any other
colony for loading on ships; Virginia excepted (pp. 314-315}.
An act for stay of cxeention of legal ¢laims during the tobacco

season {pp. 324-3253).
An act for the safe keeping of tobacco, sold or pledged (pp.

327-328).
An act specifying the gauge of tobacco hogsheads and the use

of well-seasoned staves with the weight of cask plainly marked

{pp. 331-332). _ ) .
An act requiring ship masters to publish freight rates for

tobaceo shipments {pp. 345-346). for
An act requiring the inspection and approval of scales for

weighing tobacco (p. 354). )
An act limiting damages on protested bills of exchange (p.

356}).

When it was necessary in those acts to establish an
exchange value for tobacco in terms of sterling, the rate
was one penny for one pound weight.*

TOBACCO LEGISLATION BY ROYAL DECREE

Miscellaneous legislation in Maryland and orders by
the Lords of Trade and Plantations continued through-
out the next few years. The provincial Council was ad-
monished to see that the parliamentary act of 1699 pro-
hibiting the exportation of bulk tobacco was more care-
fully enforced.® In 1706 the permissive local port acts
that had been in force since 1694 ** were replaced by a

22 fhid,, p. 279. In 1708 the gauge law in the above list was
disallowed by her Majesty because Maryland’s gauge was _not
the same as Virginia’s and ship officers had trouble_handlmg
casks of various sizes; besides Maryland in 1707 again passed
a law penalizing the squeezing, pressing of hopsheads on bO%rdl
ships by officers or crews. Ibid, XXV, 246-247, XXVII, 157;
Acetz P. C., 11, no. 1056,

23 Archives, XXV, 163, .
24 Above, p. 97, footnote 56; Archives, XXVI, 233, 433.
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comprehensive mandatory law similar to the “ advance-

$?:}?tog tra'de & erecting of ports” act of 1683.2 As

szin ar?de;:pected, t}_1e war England was waging with

from the A rance seriously impaired tobaeco shipments
restrictis merican plantations and worst of all, such
to the euItn‘S- ?:“ trade were given great encouragement
fions o thn?‘ ton of tobaceo by European nations. Peti-
Majosty ee souncil for Trad.e and by that council to her
One O‘f :[hexrpounged the peril of forcign competition.**
Dutch iﬁ i (;iélt}:;r ; on trade cqnflitions declared that the
which 10 mill a rmade 27 million pounds of tobacco of
ket dominat 50;1 went to t}}e French, theretofore a mar-
tho shrewd % ty the English merchants. Furthermore,
alSo stot utch tobacfco traders were reported to be
Pt z?g customers in Norway, Sweden, Russia and
ugal®™ And to add insult to injury even the sailors

23 Abov 5. F
supblementes in 1707 dhny. s ¢t Arahives, XXVI, 636-645;
P 346.500, S o i, XXVIL, 150-168; and in 1708, ibid.,
1706-1708, nos, 84 augoer, o 17041705, nos. 1065, 1085, 12103
try at that tir.ne ,st ) 975, In_Structions from the mother coun-
“bringing people t:e?:ﬂlzd the influence of established ports in
the clandestine trade in It'gb:(e:g;ﬂar settlements ** and lessening

20 3 .

f:bufw]i?iﬁg 0%, mos. 293, 205, 470, 634, 685, 1024,
1750, American “;,‘ tAl.’_lglo-Fre,.mh Commereial Rivalry, 1700-
that during the 1 ttzs orieal Review, XX, 542, Andrews wrote
lish and Feerl, atter part of the seventeenth century the Eng-
not displace the [%Oie;‘n_ments finding that their merchants could
“found the oniy :l:e - Fhe Ameriean calonies by trading skill
the colonial record ;natlve -+ » . deliberate war.” Certainly
capacity of the T § of that period gave ample evidence of the
to Europs Encia I;tch I commerce. If when peace came again
seriously im g an Sho“.ld find her former markets for tobacco

paired one inevitahle result would be the curtail-
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of the English navy used Dutch tobacco. The reason
was of interest. Because of low duties in Holland the
retail price for the manufactured leaf was much less
than in England, so the navy stewards bought in
Amsterdam then sold the tobaceo to the sailors at the
high duty prices established by the Admiralty. Free
trade in tobacco in spite of the war and embargoes was
the theme of the petitions. If Englishmen who had com-
missions from friendly nations and used ncutral bot-
toms were allowed to ship directly from Maryland and
Virginia to the European ports, all would be well. 1f
not, then the tobacco trade would be ruined. There were
several other aids that were desired: free imports into
Spain and Russia; a drawback on tobacco stalks to meet
the competition of the Dutch who flattened the fibrous
stem, cut it into small pieces and mixed it with good
leaf to give the strong smoking tobacco desired by the
northern trade.” Russia was a particular object of
attention at that time. Some English merchants were
supplying the Czar of Muscovy not with Maryland and
Virginia leaf, their original intention, but with Russian
tobacco, the cultivation and manufacture of which they
supervised in that foreign country. A very good thing
was being made from that monopoly when the London
merchants asked her Majesty to call home the traitor-
ous fellows before the Russian demand for British
colonial tobacco should be completely stultified * and

23 The Privy Council ordered that practice stopped, 1708,
Aets P. C., I, ne. 1044.

2 Oldmixon emphasized the preference of northern countriecs
in Europe for the strong tobacco, 2 requirement met by the
Maryland Oronoke type that “no Englishman, who has net a
very coarse Relish in his Smoke, will bear.” The British Empire
in Ameriea, 1, 340,

30 The Privy Council approved a recommendation of the Board
of Trade that the English monopoly in Russia be opened for
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before the colonial planters, desperate in their need
should turn to a self-sufficient economy.®' ’
After the turn of the century Virginia did not give
{nuch attention to tobacco legislation until 1705. Dur-
ing that year the Assembly established ports and towns
to be completed by 1708," a time interval that was
tsifllrewEi f{.)r.although urged on by the Council in England
e Vlrg'n_uans were loath to set up such regulatory
me:;sures if Maryland did not follow suit. (Maryland’s
gg; hll‘?ws of 1704 and 1706 comforted their southern
Chf teor4%n that score.) But of more importance was
the gtar] ;.)f the 1705 laws, “ An Act for improving
tare ofpte 1;) Tobacco; and for regulating the size and
lished soo 2cco hogshead.s.’_’ ° That chapter reestab-
centur :c;ll? of the prohibitions of the seventeenth-
SeCOl‘ldycr ac:.o acts such as a penalty for raising
with stonopsd-he Same year, false packing the casks
Slaint 1 es, dirt, stalks and other trash. Upon com-
e mipectors of tobacco could be brought in to pass
hadgj‘l?oertlakan;;i report to the county court. Creditors
chantable - t}?ba?co for debts if the leaf was “ mer-
by 48 inche e size of the hogsheads was limited to 30
wood plairﬁs and must _be made from dry, seasoned
That ,law reny marked with the initials of the cooper.
system of ¢ ewed Vlrgmfa’s efforts toward a well-knit
of tobaceo regulation which was to culminate in

competiti .
teryp’? L;O?;bzlégothat ne Engl’lsh person “ versed in this Mys-
A?S P.Cy I 1o ;inufacturmg bhe allowed in that country.
1 Gov ;
Couneil Zlf"nl?}fe Sieyirflou{' Tepeatedly warned the English Trade
Planters did mtnc inations toward colonial manufacturing; the
want to get further in debt on merchandise. In

1707 he reported
. that most shj .
C. 8.°P., 1706-1708, nos, 470:61;’?; came to Maryland in ballast.

“2 Hening, Statutes
g ) s 111, 404-419,
8 Ibid., pp. 435-440, ’
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a comprehensive basic law in 1730. There was need for
such legislation! William Byrd wrote that the people
could not clothe themselves and the large planters were
sinking deeper and deeper in debt.*

Until the end of the war Maryland continued in a dis-
tressed economic condition. With tobacco her domestic
medium of exchange and dominant commodity in inter-
national trade the whole life of the colony was thrown
out of adjustment as the price of the fragrant brown
leaf remained at the no-profit level until about 1712.%.
Nor were the occasional substitutions of other commodi-
ties and foreign coins for local money either adequate
or basic. The advantages inherent in the position of the
London merchant were too great to be overcome at
times by even the exceptionally able planter. There was
the handicap of impersonal remoteness between buyer
and seller resulting from three thousand miles of ocean
that immunized the English agent from direct, im-
mediate responsibility for his actions; and of that he
was aware, That he was also sinned against will be
brought out later. Furthermore, Parliament gave con-
stant support to domestic interests. In 1709 a few infiu-
ential London merchants complained to the Privy Coun-
cil about the Maryland laws for the relief of poor
debtors, for lessening the costs on protested bills of
exchange and for ;stablishing ports. Those acts hurt

* (ray, p. 269.

5 On the subject of tobacco prices, Rogers gave one entry for
a retail price in Londen of 83-9%d. per pound in 1709, then one
of 2s. in 1710, and in 1712 a drop to & 1 a pound {VII, 372-
375). As the heavy duties, the freight and merchants’ charges
accounted for fully 90 per cent of those retail prices, the net
return per pound left for the colonial planters was certainly
not over the 1- pence that Morriss gave as the average planta-
tion price from about 1706 to 1711 (p. 39). In that year the
average rose Ad. See also Gray, p. 269,

9
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the merchants, therefore lessened trade with the colony,
conse;quently encouraged American manufacturing.
Implied, at least, was the idea that the Marylanders did
not kn?w what was best for their own interests. The
Queen in Council repealed those laws in 1706-1708, and
the same merchants then requested that the province
be forced to delay the enforcement of any laws relating
to commerce until after eightecn months, during which
period the traders could present their case, if any.®
Afiministrative officials on the ather side of the At-
lantie were by no means quiescent. The President and
Council of Maryland voiced several complaints.”” With
low tobacco prices servants and slaves were a tre-
men!:lous. burden on the farmers and more negroes were
coming 1n every year. All English goods in the palati-
Eate ‘were very dgar; some of the country merchants
ad increased their prices two hundred per cent and
were refusing tobacco that was bringing not more than
four shillings a hundredweight. Many were finding it
necessary to manufacture the essentials of clothing in-
cluding shoes. Distress was increased by the avarice of
cre._-dltors who demanded sterling with threats of im-
;e)ilsonment for those who could not get that scarce coin;
in§n1 endorsers on notes were becoming desperately
olved. _Some of the planters who found themselves
%nmes.hed In debt were escaping by emigration to North
Of?mhdna which colony, according to Governor Seymour,
ered a five-year exemption from such obligations.®®

“C. 8. P., 1708-1709 _
1711, no. 342. » os. 745, 773, 820, 880, 904, 905; 1710-

a1 y
e IAbs"d" 1]710'1711’ no. 474; 17121714, no. 11.
requirinega:hzsa:‘:l? 42 the Assembly of Maryland had passed a 1aw
five days in ady o lnfel_ided to leave the province to post a notice
% pass for a f ance; if not protested, they would be issued
e, and anyone transporting a person cut of the
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Seymour also accused Pennsylvania of raising the
vallue of their coynes ” to draw people from Maryland
by the magnet of inflation, but th