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3. TRADING REGULATIONS OR FREE TRADE

Several individuals in this chapter at one point or another expressed their concerns about the
rising and intense disagreements between the free trade lobby and the monopoly lobby. The
different parties continued for several years to dispute what was better for the colony, the
Company, and the common wealth. Even though the debates started off with legalistic or
moral arguments, eventually economic arguments decided the political faith of the issue.
This chapter investigates the intense (predominantly) metropolitan lobbying campaign on
the issue of free trade or monopoly for trade to and from Brazil.

On 15 February 1630, a WIC fleet under the command of Hendrick Lonck attacked the
Portuguese in Olinda, a settlement in the captaincy of Pernambuco just north of Recife.
Meeting only feeble resistance from the Portuguese commander Mathias de Albuquerque,
the WIC army quickly established a base from which to conquer the rest of Northeastern
Brazil. Notwithstanding the difficulties in completely expelling the hostile Portuguese for
most of the years 1630 and 1631, the Heeren XIX started making plans for trade with and
settlement of the colony.3¢

Thus, the directors printed the new regulations for the trade to Brazil, confirmed by the
charter of the States General in the fall of 1630. Two identical editions were printed: one in
Middelburg, and one in Amsterdam.’*> These publications stated that ‘inhabitants of the
United Provinces, subjects of the States General, and all Portuguese, Brazilians, and other
inhabitants of Brazil obedient to the High Mightinesses and the West India Company” would
be allowed to trade on the Brazilian coast in all goods except brazilwood.*¢ Merchants
would have to pay a recognition fee though; 50 guilders per ton (vat or tonelada) of cargo

going to Brazil, and 120 guilders per ton of cargo coming from Brazil. One ton equaled 54

364 Boxer, Dutch in Brazil, 36-50.

35 Knuttel 3998: Anonymous, West-Indische Compagnie. Articvlen, met approbatie vande [...] Staten
Generael [...] beraemt by bewinthebberen vande generale geoctroyeerde West-Indische Compagnie [...] over het
open ende vry stellen vanden handel ende negotie op de stadt Olinda de Parnambuco (Amsterdam: P.A. van
Ravesteyn, 1630); Knuttel 3999: Anonymous, West-Indische Compagnie, articvlen met approbatie vande |[...]
Staten Generael [...] provisionelijck beraemt by bewint-hebberen vande [...] West-Indische Compagnie [...] over
het open ende vrij stellen vanden handel ende negotie op de stad Olinda de Parnambuco (Middelburg: Symon
Moulert, 1630)..

366 Kn. 3999: West-Indische Compagnie, articvlen, article L.
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arrobas of sugar.’” In addition to this, article 9 stipulated that only the WIC was allowed to
insure the freight, but that it was a voluntary fee of ten per cent ad valorem of the cargo. This
had to be paid in cash or in sugar. Any individual interested in moving to the colony could
get free transport from the Company, provided they brought “proof of virtuous conduct’ and
were willing to stay for at least three years.** Soldiers were also encouraged to settle in the
colony at the end of their service, and the company further promised that all the inhabitants
would be considered for public offices — ‘in accordance to their [professional] capacity’.*
Last but not least, the settlers were promised liberty of conscience, as long as they would
keep their beliefs quiet and would not “create public scandals with words or actions, but kept
their civil peace’.?? These articles show that from the early beginning the colony in Brazil
had a relative tolerant attitude towards both settlers and trade. However, this was not
considered an unalienable right, but rather a political concession to maximize profit for the
Company.

This chapter shows the details of the decision-making process and lobbying practices in
the Brazilian free trade debate thus clarifying the process that has been a mystery in the
existing literature.?”' This chapter argues that the decisions were controlled by a small but
powerful group in the Republic and that the decisions eventually were based on arguments
of economic consequences rather than humanist ideology.?”? At the same time, the decision-

making process touched upon issues of authority within the Republic.

3.1. THE OPENING MOVES

Despite the advertised advantages for individuals in Brazil and pamphlets celebrating the

victorious efforts of the WIC, it would take until 1634 before the colony was peaceful enough

367 Ibid., article VI and VII.

%8 ‘eoede getuygenis van haren deughdelijcken handel en wandel’, ibid., article XI.

%9 ‘de Compagnie sal mede deselve vorderen, na yders capaciteyt, tot publicque ampten’, ibid., article
XII and XIII.

30 ‘dat niemant van de inwoonders daer te lande in sijn conscientie werde beswaert, mits dat sij hem
stil drage ende geen publijck schandael met woorden of wercken en geve, maer versorgen dat alle,
ende een yder in borgerlijke ruste worde onderhouden’, ibid., article XV.

371 See the unexplained turn of events in Boxer, Dutch in Brazil, 75-82.

372 A. Weststeijn, "Dutch Brazil and the Making of Free Trade Ideology," in The Legacy of Dutch Brazil,
ed. M. van Groesen (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2014).
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to consider serious settlement and profitable plantations.?”* This meant on 12 December 1634
that during the meeting of the Heeren XIX a special committee reported their advice on how
to regulate trade within the charter area. The committee was formed by Reynier Reael,
Willem Bruyn, Pieter van der Velde, Jean Ray, Adriaen van der Dussen, and Edzard Clant.
The committee did not formulate any advice for Brazil specifically, but specified that trade to
New Netherland, Africa, “and other places where the Company is trading” should be kept for
the Company, while trade to all islands within the charter area and the lands west of the
Orinoco river up until the coast of Florida, was allowed to other merchants. The company
requested the States General to confirm this decision. The High-Mightinesses decided to
entrust the decision to its members Arnhem, Pauw, Vosbergen, Weeda, Swartenberch,
Marienburch, en Schatter who made small changes before it was printed and spread on 6
January 1635.%¢ This meant that effectively the company monopoly on trade to an from
Brazil was reinstated through the initiative of the Board of Directors that felt that the
Company should start profiting from increased settlement and stabilized territorial claims.

This did not mean that the issue of Brazilian trade was now resolved as it was point four
on the agenda for the next meeting for the Heeren XIX on 19 March 1635. What put the item
on the agenda was the province of Holland that refused to consent to the new regulations in
the meeting of the States General.?”> The objection from Holland also caused other chambers
in the Board of Directors to change their mind as they knew very well that opposition from
Holland would be tough to counter. The chamber of Zealand was the only chamber that
supported a complete monopoly for the Company, the other chambers favored opening up
the trade to other merchants.

The main argument by Zealand was that free trade conflicted with the original charter.
The chamber insisted furthermore that investors had put in their money anticipating a

monopoly and were now confronted with different conditions, which it deemed unfair. If all

373 Knuttel 3995: D. van Waerdenburgh, Copie vande missive, gheschreven byden generael Weerdenburch,
aende [...] Staten Generael, noopende de veroveringhe vande stadt Olinda de Fernabuco (“s-Gravenhage:
Hillebrant Jacobsz van Wouw, 1630); Knuttel 3996: Anonymous, Veroveringh van de stadt Olinda, gelegen
in de capitania van Phernambuco, door [...] Heyndrick C. Lonck, generael te water ende te lande (Amsterdam:
Hessel Gerrits, 1630); Knuttel 3997: Johannes Baers, Olinda, ghelegen int landt van Brasil [...] verovert op
den 16. februarij a”. 1630. Onder het beleydt van [...] Henrick Lonck. (Amsterdam: Hendrick Laurensz,
1630).

374 NL-HaNA, 1.01.02, inv. nr. 5754, 3-Jan-1635, Extract of the resolutions of the Board of Directors
from 12 December 1634.

35 NL-HaNA, 1.01.02, inv. nr. 5754, 07-Mar-1635, “Poincten van beschrijvinge”.
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the chambers really favored a free trade company, they should have chartered a free trade
company in the first place, argued Zealand. Moreover, if the decision to implement free trade
was taken and included the intended clause that one needed WIC shares to trade, the price of
shares would rise sharply. This would benefit the shareholders in Amsterdam more, as there
were more free traders there to buy the shares than in the other chamber cities, the Zealand
chamber argued. After all, at this point the price of WIC shares was already twenty per cent
higher in Amsterdam than in Zealand, and the Zealand chamber anticipated that the
difference would only increase. The other chambers, advocating free trade, argued that free
trade to and from Brazil had been the Company’s policy from the start, so that it was not
new at all, and Zealand had always approved until now. The other chambers, principally
Amsterdam, decided to give in to some of Zealand’s objections by agreeing to equally divide
the income from recognition fees. Zealand tried to influence the decision by sending a
considerable number of additional delegates to the meeting of the Heeren XIX. This did not
increase their vote, but it did increase their voice. The additional Zealand delegates tried to
sway the delegates from the other chambers by informally conferring with them outside the
meeting room.*

The matter came to a vote and it was only Zealand that voted against free Brazilian
trade. Consequently, they refused to sign the minutes of the meeting. Zealand furthermore
argued that important decisions could not be made by the meeting of the Board of Directors
without a unanimous vote. The 23 article of the WIC charter stipulated that if a chamber
had qualms about outvoting any of the other chambers on an important topic the issue
should be given to the States General for consideration. The other chambers responded that
they did not have any scruples about outvoting Zealand. The delegates from Zealand left
angrily, saying that it would be the States of Zealand who would continue to fight this
decision.’””

Part of the problem for the WIC chamber of Zealand was also that the WIC was
excluded from paying custom duties to the Admiralties, but that the latter felt entitled to

payments from individual merchants trading in the charter area of the Company. Otherwise

76 NL-HaNA, 1.01.02, inv. nr. 5754, 02-Oct-1635 Report by Arnhem and Pauw from the meeting of the
Heeren XIX.
377 NL-HaNA, 1.01.02, inv. nr. 5754, 02-Oct-1635 Report by Arnhem and Pauw from the meeting of the
Heeren XIX.
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all merchants would claim to trade to Brazil when they left ports in the Republic as it meant
that they would be excluded from outgoing duties. As a result, this effectively halved the
recognition fee income for the Company as it only received dues from incoming ships when
the Admiralty claimed fees on outgoing ships. With half of the potential income gone, the
Zealand chamber felt that the income no longer outweighed giving up the monopoly
privilege. By trying to sway the States General to order the Admiralties to give up their claim
to custom duties, the main WIC investors from Amsterdam succeeded in removing this
particular objection from the Zealand chamber because the WIC could now also receive
recognition on outgoing ships.?”® After successfully doing so on 1 August the proponents of
free trade achieved another success on 1 September 1635 when the States General wrote a
letter to all WIC chambers announcing free trade.’”” Even though the WIC now received a
recognition fee from ships trading to and from their charter area, this did not mean that the
chamber Zealand stopped its attempts to convince the States General to restore the
Company’s monopoly. The Amsterdam delegation in the States of Holland made their
contribution in the 1634 financial support for the WIC of 700,000 guilders dependent of free
trade, effectively creating a veto on a company monopoly in the Holland provincial
assembly.380

The directors from the WIC chamber Zealand turned to their provincial states,
complaining that the WIC’s Board of Directors had decided to allow free trade despite
Zealand’s objections. If they could convince this provincial assembly they would have a
good starting point for further deliberations in the States General and at least one ally who
could offer them audience at the States General.®! The States of Zealand were apparently
susceptible to the argument that free trade would deprive the WIC from income needed for
the conquest of more Portuguese territory in Brazil or to resist counter attacks, and decided
to send some of the States’ delegates to Stadtholder Frederik Hendrik, whose

recommendation would provide the Zealand chamber with a significant amount of extra

78 NL-HaNA, 1.01.02, inv. nr. 5754, 01-Sep-1635 request from the main investors from the WIC
chamber of Amsterdam.

39 NL-HaNA, 1.01.02, inv. nr. 5754, 01-Aug-1635 letter to the Admiralties; 01-Sep-1635 letter to the
WIC chambers.

30 A. Langeveld-Kleijn, J.C. Stok, and ].W. Veenendaal-Barth, eds., Particuliere notulen van de
vergaderingen der Staten van Holland 1620-1640 door N. Stellingwerff en S. Schot, Vol. VII, RGP Grote Serie
252 (The Hague: Instituut voor Nederlandse Geschiedenis, 2005), 475.

31 See also Paragraph 6.5.

109



status and socio-political capital.® The delegates requested that he would recommend them
to the States General in order to have their arguments heard by the States General. In his
recommendation letter the Stadtholder admitted that he “had no actual knowledge of this
affair’, but that he felt nonetheless that the States General should hear Zealand’s arguments,
consider them with the usual precaution, and to reach a decision that was most favorable for
the country.3 This example shows how the directors of the WIC chamber could use the
provincial states to contact the Stadtholder, anticipating that the informal influence of the
prince would give them enough clout to change the decision of the States General. The States
of Zealand fulfilled its role as broker between subjects and the Stadtholder with flying colors
in anticipating that an argument on the (potentially) devastating effect of company’s war
capacity would ring especially loud with the Stadtholder in his capacity as army leader.

The letter from the Stadtholder was read by the States General on 29 September 1635,
and the issue of free trade was debated in the general assembly on 5 October. The States
General furthermore received a report from Gerard van Arnhem tot Harsseloe and Jan
Gijsbertsz Pauw?®, their delegates at the meeting of the Heeren XIX, summarizing the
different arguments. Their report ended with the message that Arnhem and Pauw, as
representatives of the States General, had joined the majority vote, and that they now needed
a confirmation on this resolution from the States General. The delegates explained that they
came to this decision primarily because of the great need of supplies in Brazil, and asked the
States General to take that into account. They argued that ‘it should be feared that these

lavish conquests that have been won with so much effort, honor, and reputation shall be

32 See also Chapter 5.

33 “Nu en hebben wij van de gelegentheijt deser saecken geene eigentlijcke kenisse, hebben des
niettemin de vrijheijt genomen van aen u Ho:Mo: desen aff te veerdigen met versoeck dat haer believe
op dese saecke nae hare gewonelijcke voorsichticheijt ende moderatie te lesen, nae dat se bevinden
sullen voor den meesten dienst van de lande te behoiren’, NL-HaNA, 1.01.02, inv. nr. 5754, 29-Sep-
1635 letter from Frederik Hendrik.

34 It does not specify which Pauw is meant here. Jan Gijsbertsz Pauw (?-1638) was delegate for
Holland in the States General between 1634 and 1637, and Adriaan Pauw (1585-1653) was as well from
1631 to 1636 in his function as Grand Pensionary of Holland. However, Adriaan was with Johan de
Knuyt at the French court negotiating as extraordinary ambassadors on behalf of the Stadtholder
Frederik Hendrik from June 1634 to at least until September 1634. It thus seems unlikely that he
drafted this report. A treaty was signed in February 1635. See: ].A. Worp, De Briefwisseling van
Constantijn Huygens, Vol I (1608-1634) ("s-Gravenhage: Martinus Nijhoff, 1911), 466-467; H.].M. Nellen,
Hugo Grotius: A Lifelong Struggle for Peace in Church and State, 1583 — 1645 (Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2015),
563-564.
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utterly lost’ if not supplied with basic needs.?* The delegates appealed to the fear of losing
honor and reputation (through a loss of the colony), rather than to delve into the technical
discussion on what was, or was not, allowed according to the WIC charter. The problem was
the possibility of losing honor and reputation, the solution was to bring sufficient supplies to
Brazil. Since the WIC had difficulties arranging swift and efficient transportation to not only
Brazil but also North America, allowing other merchants to trade to and from Brazil seemed
the best solution. It meant that the States General could save its reputation and honor, thus
preventing a loss, without making any costs. There was no ideology dictating a laissez-faire
policy, but it was a pragmatic solution. Interestingly enough the rationale of the report thus
highlights the trade to, rather than the trade from, Brazil as a decisive factor to support free
trade. On Walcheren around fourty per cent of the slave trade expenditure was used for
purchasing locally produced goods, which made local suppliers the primary beneficiaries of
this trade. It is, therefore, understandable that the seventeenth-century trade to Brazil was as
least as important as the trade from the South-American colony.¢ Consequently, the
interests of the local suppliers were important to city governments.

It was primarily this report by Arnhem and Pauw that made the States General decide
on 5 October 1635 that the Board of Directors of the WIC should convene again and make a
decision on the free trade issue. Whatever the directors decided would be affirmed by the
States General for the rest of 1635, and for 1636.3% If the Board of Directors would not be able
to do so, all the parties would be requested to write down their arguments which would be
presented to the States General and the Stadtholder. Awaiting this decision, the chamber
Zealand would need to allow free traders to use its ships to trade to Brazil.** In other words,
the States General refused to be dragged into the fight between the WIC chambers and did

not take a side in the meeting of the Board of Directors. On the other hand, the High-

35 ‘js seer te bevresen dat soo royale conqueste met soo veel moeijten eer ende reputatie gewonnen
teffens ende te enemael sullen verlooren gaen’, NL-HaNA, 1.01.02, inv. nr. 5754, 02-Oct-1635 Report
by Arnhem and Pauw from the meeting of the Heeren XIX.

3% G. de Kok, "Cursed Capital: the Economic Impact of the Transatlantic Slave Trade on Walcheren
around 1770," Tijdschrift voor Sociale en Economische Geschiedenis 13, no. 3 (2016): 16.

%7 NL-HaNA, 1.01.02, 1.01.02, inv. nr. 5754, 05-Oct-1635 Letter to the presiding WIC chamber of
Amsterdam.

388 NL-HaNA, 3.01.04.01, inv. nr. 1358¢, 05-Oct-1635 Extract from the Resolutions of the States General;
NL-HaNA, 1.01.02, inv. nr. 5754, 05-Oct-1635 Letter to the WIC chamber of Zealand.
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Mightinesses established their power by enforcing that they did need to confirm the
decision.

The fact that the argument presented in the delegates’ report made sense from the
perspective of the States General does not mean, however, that the decision in the general
assembly was made on a purely rational basis. This becomes clear from a memorandum for a
representative of Zealand in that meeting, Johan de Moor. His instructions stated that if a
majority of the States General voted against the ‘lawful request’ of the Zealand chamber, he
should emphasize the impending doom for the company, argue that this was a Company
affair and not a Generality affair, and to make sure that this was all in the minutes of the
meeting.

Johan de Moor (1576-1644) is an interesting figure in this respect. He not only
represented Zealand in the meeting of the States General (since 1629), but he also
represented Flushing in the meetings of the States of Zealand (since 1633), indicating he was
a member of the city council of Flushing. From 1633 to 1644 he was also on the Admiralty
board of Zealand. Moreover, he was a director for the WIC in Zealand and one of the first
and largest investors there, as well as a director of the Northern Company.*® The Zealand
chamber allowed him to establish a patroonship®' on Tobago in 1628, but that failed.*> He
had been involved in the establishment of a fort called Kijkoveral and a small settlement in
Essequibo on the Wild Coast in 1616 together with the wealthy London-based merchant
Peter Courteen.’?® However, when De Moor himself, as a Zealand WIC director, had
requested to supply some provisions to this settlement in November 1623 during the second
meeting of the Board of Directors, the other directors deemed it not “tolerable’ to breach the

WIC monopoly to allow him to trade.®* In other words, the issue of free trade had a very

3% NL-HaNA, 1.01.02, inv. nr. 5754, 05-Oct-1635 Memo for De Moor. These points all feature in the
resolution of the States General, so he was successful.

30 Nijenhuis et al., Resolutién der Staten-Generaal 1626-1630, [Johan de Moor]; Israel, Dutch Primacy, 150-
151.

¥1 A proprietary colony.

32 ], Venema, Kiliaen van Rensselaer (1586-1643): designing a New World (Hilversum: Verloren, 2010),
217-220.

33 E. Mijers, "A natural partnership? Scotland and Zealand in the early seventeenth century," in
Shaping the Stuart world, 1603-1714: the Atlantic connection, ed. A.I Macinnes and A.H. Williamson
(Leiden: Brill, 2006); Joosse, Geloof in de Nieuwe Wereld, 381-382.

34 K. Ratelband, De Westafrikaanse reis van Piet Heyn: 1624-1625, Werken uitgegeven door de
Linschoten-Vereeniging (Zutphen: Walburg Pers, 2006), ciii-civ.

112



personal undertone for Johan de Moor and he most likely held a grudge towards some of the
other directors. The WIC chamber Zealand had, through its director Johan de Moor, a direct
voice in both the States of Zealand and the States General, which helps explain the clout the
WIC chamber in Zealand apparently had with its respective provincial political body.
Moreover, his personal experience of a strictly enforced monopoly that contributed to the
decline of his proprietary colony can help to explain the stubborn position of Zealand to
maintain the monopoly.

It was also Johan de Moor, in his function as chair of the meeting of the States General
that same week in October, who had accepted the discussion points and the invitation for the
next meeting of the Heeren XIX in Amsterdam starting on 8 October 1635. De Moor had
replied that the date was problematic for the Zealand chamber as its directors had to travel
home first and consult their principals. It was thus decided to postpone the meeting by one
week. However, when that day arrived no delegates from the States General appeared. The
Amsterdam directors enquired about this and learned that the general assembly had been
unaware of a meeting of the Heeren XIX, and had thus not nominated any delegates yet. The
Amsterdam directors quickly sent an envoy asking for delegates from the States General to
urgently nominate their delegates, especially considering that the delegates from Groningen
had been waiting in Amsterdam since the 8" for the meeting to start.>> This incident shows
clearly how one individual in a particular position could largely influence the run of affairs.
De Moor, being both a WIC director and the chair of that week’s meeting of the States
General, used his power as chair to keep certain information from reaching the meeting of
the States General. What exactly motivated him remains unclear. Perhaps he anticipated that
he could influence the selection procedure for the High-Mightinesses” delegates, or perhaps
he wanted to increase the pressure on the decision-making process of the Board of Directors.
In any case, he succeeded in delaying the meeting of the Heeren XIX by several days. As
such, de Moor tried to serve his own interests, and those of the WIC chamber of Zealand,
tirst.

From the fact that the issue of free trade to Brazil was on the agenda for every following
meeting of the Heeren XIX, it becomes apparent that the directors did not reach an agreement

in October 1636. However, because every chamber other than Zealand supported free trade,

395 NL-HaNA, 1.01.02, inv. nr. 5754, 15-Oct-1635 Letter from the WIC chamber of Amsterdam.
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and because the States General had ordered Zealand to allow free traders to use its ships,
that meant that effectively free trade was allowed during 1636. This all changed on 27
December 1636 when the States General decided that it would reinstate the Company’s
monopoly completely. They did so because ‘they had realized with great sorrow the terrible
effects free trade had had on the empty warehouses in Brazil’.** They did not even care to
investigate whether this had happened because of malign practices or because of
contingencies, but it had to be taken care of immediately. All ships leaving for Brazil after the
27% would be impounded and the WIC was responsible to cover possible damages to the
private traders. Furthermore, the States General ordered the Company to swiftly resupply
the warehouses in Brazil.>”

The reason the States General reached this decision is because of a very lengthy and
detailed anonymous argument why a monopoly was better. In the archive of the States of
Holland moreover, there is a seventeen-page abridged version of this same report from
November or December 1636. It includes a collection of letters from Brazil to the WIC on
several issues, including the free trade or monopoly debate. All the letters came from
members of the High Council in Brazil (Hoge Raad van Brazilié: Balthasar Wijntgens, Willem
Schotte, Ippo Eijssens, Elias Herckmans), the Political Council in Brazil (Politieke Raad van
Brazilié: P. Serooskercke, Jacob Stachouwer, Jan Robbertsz.), and the Admirals Jan Lichthart
and Cornelis Jongeneel. They either wrote letters as members of the ruling council or on their
personal title. The letters are unanimous in their advice: the trade should be kept to the
Company to prevent the ruin of the colony and the extremely empty warehouses. Robbertsz:
‘free traders are no friends of the Company’. Serooskercke: ‘the Company is being eaten by
the free traders’. Schotte: “The Hollanders cannot stop their subprime trading (kladden) (...)
these Amsterdam merchants are one problem, agents from directors another’.>® The original
unabridged report for the States General further asks: “What are the arguments of the free

traders, that have succeeded in obtaining a majority vote in the Board of Directors?’. The

3% ‘met droefheijt ende groot leetwesen bespeurt de quade effecten die het openstellen van de vrijen
handel op Brasil heeft gebaert ten regarde van het ontblooten van de magasijnen van de compagnie’
NL-HaNA, 3.01.04.01 Staten van Holland, 1358¢, 27-Dec-1636 Extract from the Resolutions of the States
General.

397 NL-HaNA, 3.01.04.01, inv. nr. 1358¢, 27-Dec-1636 Extract from the Resolutions of the States General.
3% NL-HaNA, 3.01.04.01, inv. nr. 1358¢, xx/xx/1636 Anonymous report concerning the affairs of Brazil,
1636.
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author then presents three ‘well-known” arguments: [1] Free trade had been offered to the
Portuguese in 1630; [2] The free traders and their families would not want to stay in Brazil
and no new individuals would want to live there; [3] The task is too large for the WIC to
complete by itself. The anonymous author of the report provided a very structured, but
mostly lengthy counterargument to these three points, concluding in favor of a Company
monopoly because he considered himself ‘not wiser than those living in Brazil, and the
impartial merchants, skippers, and honest officers” who had presented the arguments for a
monopoly so clearly already. The States General had been persuaded by this report on what

was best for the state, not necessarily what was best for the Company.

3.2. SELECTING THE PLAYING FIELD

Upon arrival of the news of the decision of the States General to reinstate the Company
monopoly at the meeting of the Amsterdam directors, the Amsterdam chamber agreed that it
was important they needed to lobby for reopening of the trade. In order to do so, they sent
Albert Coenraats Burgh, Pieter Jansz Blauwenhaen, and Eduard Man to the Burgomasters of
Amsterdam to point their attention to this issue. Ferdinand Schulenborch and Henrick
Hamel were sent to the Board of Directors to prevent the Directors from changing their
opinion.*” Schulenborch and Hamel were very effective at the meeting of the Heeren XIX as
they resolved on 1 January 1637 to send six delegates to the High-Mightinesses asking for an
exception for the monopoly for at least a short period.*?® The gentlemen Albert Coenraats
Burgh, Pieter Jansz Blauwenhaen (Amsterdam), Abraham Bisschop (Zealand), Johan de
Voocht (Maze), Allart de Groot and Jacob Volckertsz (Norther Quarter) arrived in The Hague
on 3 January. At the States General, they presented a letter arguing that there were seventeen
ships ready to leave for Brazil that had already paid the recognition fee, and ships that were
already loaded with a combination of Company goods and private traders” goods. The WIC
thus asked for a permission for the four ships from Amsterdam, four from Zealand, five from
Maze, and four from Norther Quarter to be allowed to leave under the previous free trade

conditions. The directors argued that allowing these ships to trade was a more efficient way

39 NL-HaNA. 1.05.01.01, inv. nr. 14, 31-Dec-1636, [scan 442-443].
400 NL-HaNA, 1.01.02, inv. nr. 5754, 01/02-Jan-1637 Extract from the Resolutions of the Heeren XIX.
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of doing business, but the fact that the Company did not have the financial means to
compensate the free traders also played an important role.*’! It is also striking that even the
Zealand chamber had ships from private traders ready to leave for Brazil. This indicates that
even though the chamber advocated a monopoly and had considerable clout within the
province, there were multiple free traders happy to start trading in the WIC charter area on
their own accounts. This indicates that the decision to completely reinstate the WIC
monopoly on 27 December 1636 was not anticipated by several traders who had ships in the
Atlantic or ready for departure in Dutch harbors. The fact that the Zealand chamber of the
WIC was now the beneficiary of a resolution by the States General, while private merchants
in that province had enjoyed the prospect and practice of free trade, changed the dynamic
and the character of the debate and lobbying process. Firstly, it changed the playing field,
moving the attention to other provincial states than Holland and Zealand. And secondly, as
will become apparent in what follows, it increased the number of lobbyists.

The Heeren XIX might have been united on the temporary permission of free trade, but
when the chambers of Amsterdam, Maze, and Norther Quarter suggested sending a
delegation to lobby for a permanent free trade, this was vetoed by Zealand and Groningen.4
The fact that Groningen changed sides can be explained through the low amount of
recognition fees paid by free traders to the chamber Groningen, making it clear that at least
for that chamber; free trade did not generate enough income to allow the company to operate
and that local producers in Groningen were not benefiting as much as other regions. Without
a mandate from the XIX, both the directors and the meeting of the main investors of
Amsterdam sent a joint delegation of no less than nine Amsterdam directors and eight main
investors. It is important to spend a little more time exploring who these individuals were in

order to show the importance of the composition.

401 NL-HaNA, 1.01.02, inv. nr. 5754, 03-Jan-1637 Letter from the Heeren XIX.
402 NL-HaNA, 1.01.02, inv. nr. 5754, 27-Jan-1637 Remonstrance from the WIC chamber of Amsterdam.
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Table 3-1: Representatives of the WIC chamber of Amsterdam to the States General in January 1637

Name Role Representing/Background

Albert Coenraats Burgh Director Amsterdam; City Council; New Netherland
Reijnier Reael Director Amsterdam

Johannes de Laet Director Leiden

Henrick Hamel Director Amsterdam

Jean Raye Director Amsterdam; Investor director

Pieter Jansz. Blauwenhaen Director Deventer

Ferdinand van Schulenborch Director Amsterdam

Eduard Man Director Amsterdam

Simon van der Does Main Investor Amsterdam; Alderman

Henrick Broen Main Investor Amsterdam

Frederick de Bercq Main Investor Amsterdam

Kiliaen van Rensselaer Main Investor Amsterdam; New Netherland; Investor director
Marcus van Valkenburgh Main Investor Amsterdam

Jacques de la Mijne Main Investor Amsterdam

Jacques van Hooren Main Investor Amsterdam, roots in Zealand and Flanders
Elias de Raet Main Investor Amsterdam

Source: NL-HaNA, 1.01.02, inv. nr. 5754, 27-Jan-1637 Remonstrance from the WIC chamber of Amsterdam

The most prominent members on this list are probably Burgh, van der Does, and van
Rensselaer. The first two held public offices in Amsterdam, while van Rensselaer and Burgh
both had shares in the patroonships of New Netherland. Kiliaen van Rensselaer was one of the
main proponents of the ‘Charter of Freedoms and Exemptions’, granted in 1629, allowing
any shareholder in the Company to establish a colony in North America in the name of the
Company.*® That charter also allowed free trade from North America to the Low Countries
for these settlers, with the exception of beaver fur, in exchange for a 5 per cent recognition
fee. It has been argued that it was in fact van Rensselaer who authored the charter allowing
patroonships and limited free trade in the WIC charter area. His advice to the company was

to ‘open up the country with agriculture, that must be our first step’, because settlement was

403 Knuttel 4000: Anonymous, Vryheden by de vergaderinghe van de negenthiene vande geoctroyeerde West-
Indische Compagnie vergunt aen allen den ghenen, die eenighe colonien in Nieu-Nederlandt sullen planten
(Amsterdam: Marten Jansz. Brand, 1630).
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an essential tool for a profitable colony.** The argument that settlers were of decisive
importance for a flourishing colony and could only be attracted by free trade was mirrored
by the proponents of free trade in Brazil. The supporters of this ‘colonial argument’ deserve a
little more attention.

Van Rensselaer has been called the leader of the ‘colonial faction” within the WIC by
historian Willem Frijhoff. The colonial faction was inspired by the ideals of Usselincxs and
advocated free trade to proprietary colonies in the Americas. Other members of this faction
were Willem van Wely, Samuel Blommaert, Samuel Godijn, Johannes de Laet, Michiel Pauw,
Albert Coenraats Burgh, Henrick Hamel, Jonas Witsen, and Pieter Evertsz Hulft from
Amsterdam and Gerrit van Arnhem from Guelders. The colonial faction was the primary
force behind the patroonships in New Netherland, while an opposing faction, the ‘trade
faction’, advocated a strict monopoly in beaver and other pelts without the burden of costly
colonies in the North America. They had less interest in other goods coming from North
America. Members of the trade faction included Marcus de Vogelaer, Marcus van
Valckenburg, Cornelis Bicker, Guillelmo Bartolotti, Henrick Broen, Simon van der Does,
Daniel van Liebergen and Abraham Oyens.*> These two factions heavily debated the
privileges of the patroonships in New Netherland resulting in the trade faction gaining the
upper hand after van Rensselaer was forbidden to combine his positions as director and
patroon in 1631 and was consequently forced to step down as a director. After the trade
faction gained control over the WIC they purged the colonial government in New
Amsterdam in 1632.4¢ Tensions between van Rensselaer and De Vogelaer ran so high that
when they met each other by chance on the Dam in Amsterdam in 1633 it nearly escalated
into a fist fight. Van Rensselaer reportedly ‘went at De Vogelaer in such a way (...) that he
will not soon forget it’.4” It is thus all the more interesting that these two factions jointly
operated on the issue of free trade to Brazil: Burgh, De Laet, Hamel, van Rensselaer, van

Valkenburgh, Broen, van der Does represented both factions. There seems no other

404 M.W. Goodwin, Chronicles of America, Vol. VII: Dutch and English on the Hudson: a chronicle of colonial
New York (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1919), 32-33, quote on page 33.

405 W.Th.M. Frijhoff, Fulfilling God’s Mission: The Two Worlds of Dominie Everardus Bogardus, 1607-1647
(Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2007), 418-420.

406 Ibid., 421.

47 O.A. Rink, Holland on the Hudson: an economic and social history of Dutch New York (Ithaca/London:
Cornell University Press, 1986), 110.
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explanation than that van Valkenburgh and van der Does supported free trade to Brazil
because they benefited more through their private trade in sugar and slaves. van der Does
was in business with Hans Bultel, whose uncle, Antoine I’'Empereur had a son, Theodosius
who was the second largest private sugar trader from Brazil in 1637.4%% In other words, even
though some opposed free trade to North America, they forged alliances based on interests
that propagated free trade to South America.

Other groups were missing in the delegation to the States General, however. Closer
examination reveals the absence of several directors from the Amsterdam chamber. As
explained earlier, any group that had invested 100,000 guilders in a particular WIC chamber
was entitled to its own director. For the Amsterdam chamber those groups were the cities of
Leiden, Haarlem, Deventer, and the provinces of Guelders and Utrecht. Who was the
representative of Haarlem at this time is unclear. There are two known Haarlem directors;
Jacob de Key and Matheus Joyen. The latter is completely unknown, and De Key can be
placed in New Netherland in the 1640s, and neither of them appeared in the minutes of the
Amsterdam chamber in 1636.4° The delegate from Guelders, Johan Wentholt, had just been
appointed for six years, starting May 1636 — a decision that had already been made by that
province on 9 December 1634.41° The representative of Deventer, Blauwenhaen, was present
in the delegation to the States General arguing in favor of free trade, but the representatives
of Utrecht, Cornelis van Wijckersloot and Pieter Varlet, were absent from this list as well.
This is probably because part of the debate on free trade took place in the Provincial States of
Utrecht at the same time.

WIC investors residing in Utrecht petitioned the Provincial States of Utrecht in early
February 1637. They wrote that they had ‘noticed that some directors paid more attention to
their own interest than to that of the Company when they made every effort to keep the
trade to Brazil open’ for themselves.#! As has become clear from the example of van der

Does above, the personal trading interests of Amsterdam directors regarding trade could

408 See Appendix A and Elias, De vroedschap, 324-325.

409 Baptism witness. Need a clear reference here. Now Internet link via google.

410 NL-HaNA, 1.01.02, inv. nr. 5754, 17-May-1636 Letter from Guelders to the States General.

411 ‘Gemerckt eenige Bewinthebbers, meer lettende op haer particulier, als op het voordeel van de
Compagnie, gelaboreert hebben den handel op Brasil open ende aen haer ende den haren te krijgen’,
W.G. Brill, J.A. Grothe, and J.I.D. Nepveu, eds., Kroniek van het Historisch genootschap Utrecht, Vol. XXV
(Utrecht: Kemink en Zoon, 1869), 198.
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definitely interfere with the interest of the Company. This was against the WIC charter
according to the suppliants, as the directors had sworn to maintain the interest of the
company. It was now the directors who had made large profits in the free trade to Brazil,
alleged the Utrecht investors, which were trying to make the States General revise its
position to ban free trade. The suppliants requested that the States of Utrecht instructed their
delegates at the States General that the High-Mightinesses maintain the original charter of
the WIC. In the margin of the petition the States of Utrecht wrote on 10 February 1637 that
they resolved to indeed instruct their delegates according to this request.*'

Upon hearing this, the directors of the WIC chamber Amsterdam quickly responded.
They adduced that the suppliants in the aforementioned petition ‘used untruths to smirch
the good name and reputation” of the directors. Thus, the Amsterdam directors felt it was
necessary to justify their actions to the States of Utrecht. They did not deny that they
themselves had profited from the trade to Brazil, they had simply done something that was
allowed by the States General and all the necessary fees had always been paid to the
Company. In reality, they argued, they had done so in the interest of the Company. The
allegations by the Utrecht investors were, in other words, unjust. Moreover, they should
have addressed their issues with the Utrecht directors in the Amsterdam chamber rather
than with the provincial states.*® In addition, the WIC chamber of Amsterdam
commissioned the two Utrecht directors and the Deventer director (van Wijckersloot, Varlet,
and Blauwenhaen) to the meeting of Utrecht’s provincial assembly to support their
argument.4!4

That this issue surfaced in Utrecht is important for three reasons. Firstly, it shows that
the Amsterdam chamber was not undivided on the issue of free trade. Or at least that the
Amsterdam investors, who presented themselves unified at the States General, were not
settled on the issue. All the Amsterdam directors advocated for free trade and some of the
(larger) investors did too, but there was a considerable share of investors with no means of
trading to Brazil themselves, that considered themselves disadvantaged by this decision. The
Utrecht investors had a different interest than the Amsterdam investors. The representa