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the year in England began on 25 March rather than 1 January. 

In this work most of the dates are given in the Old Style 

with the day of the month ten days earlier than in the 

New Style. Dates falling between 31 December and 25 March 

have been written as follows: 3 January 1637/8. The 

only departure from this practice occurs in the citing of dates of 

diplomatic dispatches from English ambassadors on the 

Continent. These ambassadors usually employed a method 

of "double datingand their practice has been retained 

as in the following examples: 8/18 May 1638, 1/10 March 

1636/7. 

A special word of explanation must be given for the 

dating of reports of the Venetian ambassadors in England. 

The Venetians employed the Gregorian dating as to the day 

of the month, but in Venice the year began on 1 March. In 

their reports from England, Venetian diplomats often used 

this system of dating, known as More Veneto or f,M. V." 

Thus, 20 February 1638 M. V. would be 20 February 1639 

in most Continental countries and 10 February 1638 in 

England. In this dissertation, this date would appear as 
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INTRODUCTION 

When Clarendon came to reflect upon the economic 

status of England in the 1630fs compared to the rest of 

Europe, he observed that 

Of all the Princes of Europe, the King of England 
alone seemed to be seated upon that pleasant Promontory, 
that might safely view the tragic Sufferings of all 
his Neighbours. . . . His three Kingdoms flourishing 
in entire Peace and universal Plenty . . . and the 
numerous Shipping of the Nation bringing the Trade 
of the World into his Ports; not could it with un
questionable Security be carried any whither else. . . . 

Trade increased to that degree, that we were the 
Exchange of Christendom, (the revenue thereof to the 
Crown being almost double to what it had been in the 
best times,) and the bullion of all other kingdoms 
was brought to receive a stamp from the Mint of England; 
all foreign merchants looking upon nothing as their 
own but what they laid up in the warehouses of this 
kingdom. 

A more precise description of the reality behind 

Clarendon's statements was made in a petition to the House 

of Lords in March 1641/2 by "the Merchants Strangers 

Residing in Dover, in the behalfe of themselves and their 

Principalis, Subiects to the Kinge of Spaine and other 

Princes in amity with his Majestie.11 These factors stated 

that they had 

for theis many years past inhabited at Dover, where 
they have had great store of Bullion Coyne and much 
merchandise consigned to them yearely from their 
Principalis beyond the Seas, which have produced 
very many considerable advantages to this kingdome, 
by the Custome they have constantly paid upon their 
Composition, by the Bullion and Coyne they have 
imported, and by the imployment of English Shipping 
of all Burthens. . . .2 

1 
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The re-export of foreign commodities at reduced 

customs rates by "Composition1' between the Farmers of 

the Customs and foreign merchants and the re-export of 

Spanish silver "Bullion and Coyne" under special agreements 

between the English government and the Spanish Asentistas 

were the basic elements in the international entrepot 

that developed at Dover during the 1630!s. Both policies 

seem to have been based on experiments initiated in the 

early 16201 s after the end of the Twelve Years1 Truce 

between Spain and the United Provinces. These earlier 

measures had not developed into a large-scale entrepot 

because of England's wars with Spain and France from 

1625 to 1630. 

It should become clear during the course of this 

dissertation that the Dover entrepot possessed various 

shades of similarity to all the traditional categories 

of staples: the medieval "staple town," the "mart town" 

of the great trading companies, and the "national staple" 

3 of the imperial maritime powers. During the agitation 

for free ports in England in the 1650!s the "composition 

trade" at Dover was even cited as an example of this 

most highly developed form of staple policy.^ 

In truth, however, Dover became an entrepot not 

because of the various forms of staple policy that were 

practiced there but because it was strategically placed 

to allow foreign cargoes to be transshipped into English 

neutral carriers. It is the main object of this disserta
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tion to show that while policies resembling those of a 

staple or free port were eventually adopted at Dover, 

the main object of the English government in establishing 

and maintaining the entrepot was to tax the merchants 

of the Continental belligerents for the use of English 

neutral shipping. 

English neutrality during most of the Thirty Years' 

War allowed her well armed ships to compete with the 

relatively vulnerable Dutch fluits for the carrying trade 

of Europe and its Empires. English merchantmen were usually 

built like warships with much of their hold space devoted 

to guns. The Dutch fjLuit was lightly rigged and sacrificed 

nearly all armament to obtain maximum carrying capacity. 

During periods of peace the Dutch easily dominated the 

European carrying trade because the build and efficiency 

of their fluits permitted them to charge lower freights 

than the English. After the end of the Twelve Years' 

Truce in 1621, however, the relative inefficiency of 

English vessels was counterbalanced by the protective 

cover of neutrality, and their superior armament became 

5 
an advantage. Except for the period of active naval 

warfare with Spain and France from 1625 to 1630, English 

ships found increasing employment in the Portuguese Brazil 

and East India trades and in the commercial traffic maintained 

between Spanish, Flemish, French, Italian, and Dutch merchants 

in the Mediterranean and western European waters.By 

1641 Henry Robinson could write that 
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Italian, Spaniard, French, and Dutch doe many times 
freight English ships, whereby good soms of money 
are yearely raised by our Nation abroad, and may 
serve to pay for the advance of forrain commodities 
that we bring in, at least for such a proportion 
as this fraight money imports, which is to a consider-
able vallew./ 

While the carrying trade for merchants of the belligerents 

may have been a great boon to the private sector of the English 

economy, the government found it difficult to realize any 

direct benefit from it. The foreign carrying trade in the 

Mediterranean and outside Europe was in general untouchable 
o 

for tax purposes/ In western Europe, however, the bulk 

of English carrying for foreigners passed through the 

English Channel or began by foreign vessels relading their 

cargoes into English ships in the Downs. This situation 

allowed the government to take steps to obtain revenue. 

Through a combination of naval force, legal agreements, 

and attractive staple policies a great volume of foreign 

cargoes was eventually brought to Dover to be charged 

with re-export duties before being reshipped mainly in 

English vessels. 

That the entrepot at Dover was chiefly an aspect of 

government fiscal policy should become apparent as the 

tasks of this dissertation are accomplished. The first of 

these is to describe the establishment, development, and 

operation of the entrepot in a more or less chronological 

manner from its beginning about 1622 to its final collapse 

in 1.651. No attempt has been made to pursue the history 

of the "composition" system for commodities after its 
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revival in 1661 because its details in this later period 

are fairly well known. It became a unique, though insignifi-

cant exception to the Navigation System until 1674." 

There is, however, only scanty or confused knowledge of the 

operation of the staple at Dover during the earlier and most 

important period of its existence.The second task, under

taken in the final chapter, is to describe the importance 

of the Dover entrepot in relation to various aspects of the 

English economy. This analysis deals with the volume 

of foreign New Drapery re-exports from Dover to southern 

European ports and its competitive threat to English 

New Draperies in those areas, the employment given to 

English shipping by re-exports from the entrepot, and 

the general importance of the entrepot as a revenue measure 

to the government of Charles I until 1641 and then to the 

Long Parliament during the Civil War. 
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CHAPTER I 

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL ENTREPOT AT 
DOVER AND ITS EARLY DEVELOPMENT, 1622-1625 

(i) 

The Establishment of the Entrepot 

The regular use of Dover as an entrepot for the 

reshipment of foreign cargoes in English vessels began in 

March 1621/2, about a year after the end of the Twelve 

Years} Truce between Spain and Holland. On 18 March the 

new Abbott-Garway-Wolstenholme-Jacob customs syndicate, 

which had assumed the Great Farm at Christmas 1621,^ 

informed the Council that 

whereas heretofore greate quantities of forraine 
commodities were wount to be brought into this 
kingdome from Callis, Flanders, and the Netherlands, 
to be reshipped from hence for other forraine partes, 
for which there hath ben yearely much custome paid 
into his Majestie, the said course by the practize 
of some marchantes is now altred by bringing their 
goodes from the foresaid forraine partes into the 
Downes, Gore-ende, Dover-roade, and divers other 
roades and harbores upon the English coast and lading 
the same there into English shipping bound for the 
kinge of Spaine *s domynions and likewise by unlading 
out of English shipping homeward bound in the said 
places divers goodes and marchandizes and trans
porting the same for partes beyond the seas without 
paying any custome or other dutie to his Majestie, 
to the great prejudice of his Majestie in his revenewe 
in that kinde and the losse of the peticioners, now 
formors of the same. . . .2 

The new Farmers could not afford "great prejudice" to their 

revenue because they had assumed the Farm at an increase 

in rent of t 20,000 annually^ despite the fact that customs 

10 
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receipts in general had been declining since the beginning 

of the crisis in English trade to the Low Countries in 

1620. The Council immediately ordered the Lord Warden 

of the Cinque Ports and the Channel fleet to act to prevent 

these evasions. The Council recognized that the illegal 

relading was threatening a great potential source of revenue 

in respect of the greate benifitt the owners of 
those goodes doe receive aswell by the safe conductt 
thereof in English shipping free from dainger of 
pyrattes and imbargement of trade, as also by the 
free libertie they enjoye in lading and unlading 
their commodities within the roades and harbours of 
this kingdome. . . .5 

The Council's action had immediate effect. The Dover 

Port Book for the period from Christmas 1621 to Christmas 

1622 shows that no re-exports of foreign goods occurred 

until 20 March 1622. From that date until 11 April duties 

were collected on imports with the imposts omitted #lby 

Composition made with the Farmers." This meant that 

foreign merchants or their factors paid the 5% subsidy and 

the 1%% petty custom on aliens upon import^ but that the 

usual imposts were omitted because the goods were to be 

re-exported. This procedure thus differed slightly from 

the usual practice established between 1604 and 1611 of 

collecting all applicable duties upon import and then 

rebating the imposts and making no further subsidy or 
o 

customs charges upon re-export. From 11 April 1622 onward 

the collection system was altered still further. Foreign 

goods imported into Dover for re-export were only charged 

the six and one-fourth per cent duty upon reshipment. 
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There was no charge at all recorded in the inward section 

of the Port Book. The revenue realized from forcing this 

illegal relading traffic into Dover was only h 2,585 during 

1622, not a very significant amount.^ It is probable that 

more vessels escaped than were forced into the harbor. 

In January 1622/3 another element was added to the 

Dover entrepot when the Council allowed foreign merchants 

to export English corn at Dover. The export of corn from 

England had been forbidden by a proclamation of 16 September 

1621, but the Mayor and Jurats of Dover petitioned the 

Council for a license excepting Dover from the prohibition 

on 6 January 1622/3. They claimed that before the ban on 

exports there had been 

great benefit to the inhabitantes of the . . . town 
and others by the coming in of come into that porte 
CDovei3 by meanes of forraine merchants who have their 
factors and agents remaining there, which they hope 
will continue if the saide marchants may be permitted 
to export wheate and rye there as formerly they have 
done. *-1 

On 15 January the Council ordered that "the Lord Treasurer 

may by connivance give way to the saide exportacion of 

1 9  corne by the same forraine marchantes.1 

The lack of Dover customs records for subsidies on 

exports overseas from Christmas 1622 until Christmas 1625 

makes it impossible to estimate the volume of this corn 

trade. There is no doubt, however, that foreign merchants 

took advantage of the Council's license. On 18 February 

1622/3 an anonymous Dutch factor at Dover wrote his agent 

in Porto Porto that 
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my Last unto you was per Mr. Moolar of London by 
whom I sent you 400 quarters of reii but I hear he 
is put for the PortDPorto Porto"] now: know that I 
have Laded in coopangne, with 2 other Frindes 200 
quarters of wheat full mesure, frentch wheat now: 
in regard my partners willed me to consigne it to 
Spaine . . . ; my advis is that I thinck the best 
course is to make saell at pris courant and to send 
the retourns per the said schip. . . . 

Toward the end of the reign of James I there seems 

to have been an attempt to attract foreign re-exports to 

Dover by means of reducing the re-export charges to a 

half subsidy of two and one-half per cent. No contemporary 

evidence survives for this scheme. The only extant account 

of it was given by Lord Treasurer Portland in a letter to 

the Officers of the Customs at Dover in 1633. Portland 

stated that 

about the Latter end of the raigne of our Late 
Soveraigne Lord king James . . . by consent and 
approbacion of the Lordes of Ye Councell, ann agree
ment was made betwine ye then farmors of his Majesties 
generall Customes and Subsidies, and the Factors 
residing at Dover on behalf of the Marchants strangeers 
for the bringing into ye port of Dover, Dover Roade, 
and downes divers goodes and marchandize to bee reshipped 
from theare, for other partes beyond the seas uppon 
payment of half subsidy onlye, and because they were 
such goodes, as came in only of purpose to bee shipped 
for foreign partes, and not to bee disposed within 
this kingdome; for avoyding of intricasy in accomptes 
and troble in repayment of Imposte back againe, It 
was then agreed, that all such goodes should bee taken 
up by billes of Store, and then to bee entred outwards, 
and the bookes outwardes only to bee charged therewith 
uppon payment of the half Subsidy. 14-

Th e lack of Port Book evidence between 1622 and 1625 makes 

it impossible to fix a precise date for this project or 

to be certain whether it was ever carried out. 

Finally, there is some circumstantial evidence that 

Spanish silver was secretly imported at Dover in order to 
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avoid the English government!s attempts to tax silver 

re-exports. In 1622 the importers of Spanish silver at 

Brussels proposed to Lord Treasurer Cranfield that silver 

from Spain destined for Flanders should be carried in 

English ships and that in payment for this service part of 

the money would be landed in England and used to purchase 

bills of exchange which could be sold in Flanders.1 Al

though this proposal was never officially adopted by the 

English government, English ships were employed to carry 

Spanish silver to Flanders from 1622 until 1625. Occasion

ally one of these vessels would be seized in an English 

port with the silver still aboard. When this happened, the 

government ordered the silver to be sent to the Mint where 

the owners or their factors were charged seignorage for 

having it coined. The money was not, however, allowed to 

leave the country. The government forced the owners to 

buy bills of exchange on English merchants redeemable in 

Flanders."0 In 1625 the Council ordered the Judge of the 

Cinque Ports Admiralty to seize six chests of Spanish 

silver that had been imported at Dover by James Hugesson, 

a factor for Dunkirk merchants, and to send it to the Mint 

in the usual way.^ When the Judge questioned Hugesson 

concerning the silver, he learned that Hugesson and Michael 

Burnley, another Dover factor, regularly received con

signments of Spanish siIver which they sent to London 

merchants rather than to the Mint. Hugesson stated that 

the chests of Spanish silver were marked with the King of 
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Spain's arms 11 to shew that the Custome of that Silver was 

paid in Spaine, and . . . they passed here into England 

Currantly, and the Like is often done in Spaine." The 

cheif receivers of the silver in London were John and 

Peter Fortry, who were factors for Flemish merchants and 

18 silver importers. No evidence has been discovered showing 

that the Fortrys sent bills of exchange to Flanders for 

the silver they received, but in light of their profession 

such actions seem probable. In any case, there is no doubt 

that the secrecy of the imports was designed to avoid 

having the silver coined at the Mint. 

Without data from Port Books between 1622 and 1625 

little can be said of the general operation of the Dover 

entrepot during that period. The only surviving evidence 

concerning it was generated because of government inter

ference in some aspect of its functioning. On 16 July 

1622 the Counci1 ordered the seizure of five ships in 

Dover Road which seem to have been accused by someone of 

trying to avoid the payment of customs.^ One of the 

vessels was owned by Lord Zouch, the Lord Warden of the 

Cinque Ports, and was regularly engaged in carrying Flemish 

90 goods from Dover to Spain.* Perhaps Zouch informed the 

Counci1 of the true business of the vessels. In any event, 

the Council ordered the release of the ships the next day 

91 with what amounted to an apology.In April 1624 Zouch 

himself interfered with the entrepot when he stayed 15,000 

pounds of gunpowder freighted in a Dover ship for Spain. 
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The vessel was finally ordered released by Secretary Conway 

after Zouch had made it clear that the powder and other goods 

in the ship were not English but of foreign manufacture and 

ownership.22 jn December 1624 the operation of the entrepot 

was temporarily halted when all Dover ships were commandeered 

by the government to transport Count Mansfeld's troops to 

23 the Elbe.""* This stoppage of shipping was the first major 

threat to traffic at Dover resulting from the rapid dete

rioration in Anglo-Spanish relations after the humiliation 

of Buckingham and Prince Charles at Madrid. 

(ii) 

Factors Determining the Selection of Dover as the 
Site of the Entrepot 

Before proceeding to a discussion of the disruption 

of the Dover entrepot by the Anglo-Spanish war from 1625 to 

1630, it is worth pointing out the reasons why the staple 

point for the deposit and taxation of foreign goods 

developed at Dover rather than at some other English port. 

The chief advantage possessed by Dover over all other 

ports was its geographical position. As early as 1436 

The Libel of English Policy described the strategic impor

tance of Dover and the then English port of Calais in 

relation to the trade of Spain and Flanders. The poet 

observed that Spanish merchandize 

Is into F1launders shypped full craftylye, 
Unto Bruges, as to here staple fayre, 
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The haven of Sluse here havene for here repayre, 
Wheche is cleped Swyn, thaire shyppes gydynge, 
Where many wessell and fayre arne abydynge. 
But these merchandes, wyth there shyppes greet, 
And suche chaffare as they bye and gette 
By the weyes, most nede take one honde 
By the costes to passe of oure Englonde, 
Betwyxt Dover and Calys, thys is no doute, 
Who can welle ellis suche mater bringe aboute.2^ 

In 1580 Sir Walter Raleigh re-emphasized the crucial 

value of Dover in relation to the main commercial sea 

routes between northern and southern Europe. In a pamphlet 

addressed to Queen Elizabeth I he wrote that 

in the whole circuit of your Majesty's famous Island, 
there is not any one Q>ortj either in respect of 
security and defence, or traffick or intercourse, 
more convenient, needful, or rather of necessity to 
be regarded, than this of Dover, situate on a promintory 
next fronting a puissant foreign king, and in the 
very straight passage and intercourse of almost all 
the shipping of Christendom. 

For all other Strangers, your Majesties friends, that 
pass the sea from Hamburgh, Dantzick, Lubeck, Embden, 
Scotland, Denmark, or any parts of the Low-Countries, 
to any parts of the world, south and south-west, 
(Whereof there are daily great numbers,) or of Spain, 
Portugal, France, or Italy, bound northward, either to 
London, or any of the Northern provinces, both passing 
and repassing, they must of necessity touch, as it 
were, upon this promontory. . . .25 

The point of Raleigh's argument to the Queen was that if 

Dover harbor could be expanded by artificial means to 

accomodate a large number of ships, then 

infinite commodity . . . may happily grow to the 
whole nation in general, and to your Majesty's coffers 
also, by a staple, that In time, with good policy, 
may be erected there, to serve both Southland North 
countries with their mutual commodities. 26 

The Anglo-Spanish war during the later stages of Elizabeth's 

reign made Raleigh's staple proposal for Dover impracticable, 

but his suggestion for making the harbor useable was taken 
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o 7 
in hand by Elizabeth1s government in August 1580. * 

The new works erected under the authority of the 

Elizabethan "Commissioners for Dover Harbour" provided 

the town with its first permanently dependable harbor in 

modern times, and without this facility it is safe to 

say that the seventeenth-century entrepot could never have 

been established there. In 1495 John Clark, Master of the 

Maison Dieu hospital in Dover, had had some success in 

creating a new harbor southwest of the town by having a 

sea wall constructed eastward from the cliffs to give pro

tection on its lee side from the prevalent southwesterly 

gales. This "Paradise Harbour" had survived until the 

destruction of "Clark's Pier" by a storm in 1530. Henry 

VIII had spent t 60,000 from 1533 to 1541 to rebuild the 

harbor, but after the latter date expenditure on it had 

ceased. Silt had immediately choked the entrance, and the 

port had remained useless until 1580. The engineers employed 

by the Elizabethan commissioners created an entirely new 

harbor by extending the old Clark pier further eastward 

and building a new sea wall from the town southward to 

meet the lengthened pier. The tendency for silt to collect 

at the harbor4s mouth was offset somewhat by the erection 

ot s luices on the two arms of the Dover River which dammed 

up fresh water in the "Great Pent" and the "Paradise Pent," 

Periodically the sluices were opened, allowing the backed-

up water to enter the harbor and flush the debris from its 

mouth. This work was completed around 1588, and the harbor 
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was able to afford adequate protection to merchant ships 
n o  

by the early 1590's. All these changes in the structure 

of the harbor during the sixteenth century may be followed 

graphically in Appendix A. The new sea walls were main

tained without any change in design or additions from 1595 

until at least 1641. 

The main reason why the Elizabethan harbor at Dover 

survived where earlier ones had failed was that the com

missioners and later harbor authorities had a dependable 

supply of money to meet the cost of the continually neces

sary repairs. An unknown amount of money was raised 

initially by granting licenses to the inhabitants of Dover 

to export wheat, barley, mault, and beer but the chief 

source of supply came from an act of Parliament in 1581 

"for the repayring of Dover Haven." It provided 

that for everye Shippe, Vessell, or Crayer, whereof 
any of her Majesties subjects shallbee owners of part 
Owners, of the burthen of twentye Tunnes or upward, 
loading or discharging within this Realme, and passing 
to or fro[mj any forren Country, during the space of 
seaven yeares next comyng from fortie days after the 
end of this Session of Parliament, there shallbee paid 
for every such Voyage, by the Master or Owner of 
such Shipp, or Vessell or Crayer the summe of iii" 
for every Tonne of the Burden of such Vessell or Crayer 
(except Vessells laden with Seacoale or Grindstones) 
and for every Chaldron,of Seacoale or Grindstone, 
Peny halfepeny. . . .31 

The act was renewed for seven years in 1589but there 

is no mention of its re-enactment in the statutes passed 

by the Parliament of 1597. Nevertheless, the duty of three 

pence per ton continued to be collected and was yielding 

"at least One Thousand Marks a Year" by 1601.*^ An attempt 
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to renew the act met with strong opposition in the Parlia

ment of that year, and no action was taken despite the 

pleas of Raleigh, Sir John Fortescue, and Sir Robert Cecil.^ 

The act was finally officially renewed in 1604 for another 

seven year period,-^ but no later statute has been found 

extending it after 1611.^ 

The loss of revenue after the expiry of the tonnage 

act did not mean, however, that funds were no longer avail

able for the repair of Dover harbor. In 1606 James I had 

incorporated the Lord Warden of the Cinque Ports and 

several other local officials as the "Warden and Assistants 

of Dover Harbour." The new corporation was granted title 

to several areas of the royal demesne surrounding the 

harbor, the income from which was to be used to maintain 

the sea walls and docking facilities.Much of this area 

received by the corporation was wasteland,**'^ but its 

properties Immediately adjoining the harbor were profitable. 

William Eldred's survey of the corporation's holdings in 

1641, reproduced in Appendix B, shows that by that time the 

Warden and Assistants had 326 tenants. 

The possession of an adequate harbor along with an 

ideal geographical position worked to make Dover the logical 

place for foreign merchants to send their goods to pay 

the re-export duties demanded by the English government 

as the price of using English carriers.^ The nearness 

of Dover harbor to Calais and Flemish and Dutch ports made 

it the best landing place for small English and foreign 
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vessels carrying goods to be reladed into larger English 

ships after the factors had paid duty.^ Equally important, 

the great roadstead of the Downs lay just to the eastward 

of Dover. In this anchorage the factors could always find 

sufficient English shipping to carry their principals 1 

goods to any European port.14^ 

(iii) 

The Disruption of the Dover Entrepot by the Anglo-Spanish 
War of 1625-1630 

The outbreak of hostilities between England and Spain 

in 1624 after the return of Buckingham and Prince Charles 

from Madrid did not immediately produce any great disruption 

of the Dover entrepot. As late as May 1625 James Hugesson 

the Younger, the chief factor at Dover for the Flemings,£f£ 

. notified Secretary Coke that a 300-ton English ship commanded 

by Robert Watson had just arrived at Dover after bringing 

"her goodes derectly from poortingall to holland" and that 

Mr. Watson entendeth to goe with the said shipp . . . 
for St. Lucars in the kindome of Spayne and hath 
soe Receaved, his Ladinge of marchantes goodes, 
which belonge for the moest part unto forin nations. 

Hugesson wrote that although he had warned Watson "that 

somme in this towne [Dover] would gyve notis thear of at 

his arriuall in St. Lucars, . . . he sayeth he will put 
/ Q 

that in hazard. . . 

Hugesson had reason to protest Watson's continuing to 

trade to Spain. One of his own ships laded for Spain had 
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been pressed for the King5s service in March. Sir John 

Hippisley, the Lieutenant of Dover Castle, had written 

to Edward Nicholas, Buckingham's secretary, that "if you 

take not order that Mr. Hugisons Shipe be relest the 

Towne of Dover will receve great lose by yt."^ The Duke, 

however, seems to have taken no action to aid Hugesson/*-

From the middle of May 1625 Hugesson and the other 

factors at Dover encountered increasing hostility from 

the English government toward the continuation of the 

entrepot trade. On 17 May the Judge of the Admiralty of 

the Cinque Ports granted Theophilus Wright and his partners, 

who had suffered losses from Dunkirk privateers, the 

right to seize goods belonging to Dunkirk merchants at 

46 
Dover. This company fitted out a privateering vessel and 

seized a Scottish ship in Dover harbor laded with goods for 

Dunkirk. The captors, "findeing some opposition in the 

Execution by the Donkirk factors, which live at Dover," 

took their prize to Portsmouth to be unladed in greater 
47 

safety. Late in May Sir Francis Steward, the King's 

agent in Dover, seized the cargoes of two London ships, 

a Hamburger, and a Lubecker as they arrived in Dover from 
48 

Spain. In a petition to the Council made at some time 

before 26 June, Hugesson claimed that the confiscated 

goods had been consigned through him to his English, Dutch, 

and French principals. He stated that the cargoes were 

perishable and would soon be lost if not released.^ 

On 26 June Hugesson received favorable action from 
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the Council. An order was issued stating 

that the saide goodes consigned to James Hughgasson 
. . . shalbe forthwith delivered to him puttinge in 
sufficient securitie to the judge of the admiraltie 
of the Cinque Portes to answere the vallue of the saide 
goodes to his Majestie or such of his subjectes as may 
bee damnefied thereby except the peticioner shall make 
goode proofe to the said judge within twelve monethes 
that the said goodes doe truely belonge to the persons 
alledged. . . .50 

On 20 July another group of Dover factors whose prin

cipals 1 goods had also been seized by Sir Francis Steward 

petitioned the Council for a. release similar to that ob

tained by Hugesson.3"^ This group, headed by Michael Burnley, 

a Dover merchant-freeholder, and Robert and John de Marie, 

resident aliens of unknown origin,also claimed that 

their principals were English, Dutch, and French merchants 

and that their goods were perishable. The Council referred 

their petition to the Judge of the Admiralty of the Cinque 

53 Ports,"" but no further action was taken. The probable 

reason for this was that in August the government found that 

Hugesson had lied to the Council about the ownership of 

the goods released to him and that these goods actually 

belonged to Dunkirk merchants. 

The evidence against Hugesson came in letters of 

protest written to Secretary Conway and the Duke of Bucking

ham by Theophilus Wright and his associates. The Scottish 

ship they had taken and sent to Portsmouth had been recalled 

to Dover by an order from the Duke at the instigation of 

Sir John Hippisley. Wright and his company had complied, 

but they feared sharp practice on the part of Hippisley 
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and Hugesson. They informed Secretary Conway that 

this stay of goodes at Dover hath hitherto served 
onely for private ends, witness the goodes, which 
Hugison (a Dunkirker by birth liveing at Dover, onely 
for such purposes,) gott cleared lately by the Lordds 
of the Councell, professing to give sufficient bond, 
that they did not belong to that State [.Dunkirk] , 
and yet hath sent five shippes since then, laden 
with those goodes, to Dunkirk as wee are able to 
prove and will justify and wee beleeve that these 
thinges and the like courses continually practized 
cannot be unknowene to the Lieutenant of Dover Castle. 

In a similar letter to Buckingham, Wright and his party 

elaborated still further upon the magnitude of Hugesson's 

offences: 

Your petitioners do know . . . that such stayes as 
have been made at Dover, have neither tended to the 
good of the State, nor to your Grace's honor for at 
this Instant they have already certaine knowledge of 
19 shippes, there stayed, haveing above 30th hundreth 
tonnes of goodes, amounting to the value of three 
Hundreth thousand poundes at least, besides greate 
quantities of mony, sent ordinarily away by night, 
in Shallopes , which are all released yett generally 
belonging to that State ̂ Dunkirk]> and are sent away. 
Some imediately for Donkirk, and the rest conveyed 
thither, by a colourable transmission to Callis. 
And Hugison, the prime factor for the Dunkirkers, 
haveing lately procured ye discharge of one [four?J 
of the said shippes, being inioyned by the Lordes of 
the Councell to enter into bond, not to shipp away 
any goodes belonging to yt State, sent of the same 
goodes, five barkes laden with the same, imediately to 
Donkirk, as your petitioners dare undertake to prove.-55 

On 27 August 1625 the Duke of Buckingham ordered 

Sir John Hippisley to send James Hugesson and his kinsman, 

Cornelius Hugesson, to the Duke's residence at Halbury to 

answer these charges, Jt" Hippis ley sent the two Huges sons 

to the Duke, and then immediately began to muster influence 

on their behalf. He wrote to Secretary Conway and Edward 

Nicholas that James Hugesson was too valuable a man to be 
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lost to the King's service because of petty matters. 

Hippisley claimed that Hugesson was advancing the necessary 

credit to fit out four ships for a raid to burn the shipping 

at Dunkirk. The outcome of the Hugessons 1 interview with 

Buckingham is unknown, but Hippisley complained to Conway 

in October that James Hugesson had now been ordered to 

appear before the Council. Hippisley seems to have kept 

Hugesson in protective custody from the Council*s messengers, 

and, with Buckingham's approval, continued to do so until 

57 the end of the following January.~ Soon after that date 

the Council apparently dropped its demand that Hugesson 

come to London. On 24 February 1625/6 the Council appointed 

him along with Sir John Hippisley to the Royal Commission 

for the Sale of Prize Goods in Dover. 

The exposure of Hugesson's activities seems to have 

curbed his zeal in sending his principals 1 confiscated 

property out of Dover. By November 1625 Hippisley's 

stays of ships bound to and from Dunkirk caused the store

houses of Dover to be completely filled, and it was neces

sary to store an increasing amount of the confiscated goods 

in the ships that had carried them. ̂  A note made by 

Edward Nicholas about 1627 records that 

there are many other £goods] belonginge to ye Arch
duchesses Subj ects now in Dover in the hands of James 
and Cornelius Hugesson; Burnley, Mr. Spike, and 3 
brothers called de Monies which are now there staid 
12 monethes in Dover,°0 

After November 1625 only one further attempt was made 

by a Dover factor to have his principal1 s confiscated goods 
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released. This was done in February 1625/6 by Arnold 

61 Brames, brother of the Customer of Dover, Jacob Brames. 

Arnold was a factor for Harman Beckman of Hamburg. Before 

cargoes began to be confiscated at Dover Beckman had sent 

a shipment of copper from Hamburg to Dover to be reshipped 

for Spain. The copper had been reladed, but the English 

vessel carrying it had not been permitted to sail. Brames 

petitioned the Duke of Buckingham for release of the copper 

upon condition that it be shipped to a country in amity 

6 9  with England. There is no record of any action upon 

this petition. It is extremely improbable, however, that 

any export license was granted. In November 1625 the Customs 

Farmer Sir John Wolstenholme had written Secretary Coke 

that the King1s ships should made a special effort to stop 

Hamburg vessels carrying copper from Hamburg to Spain.^ 

It would have been simple enough for Brames to follow 

Hugesson' s example by having Beckman's copper shipped to 

Calais and from there to Spain. 

Despite the efforts of Hugesson and the other factors 

to save as many of the confiscated cargoes as possible, it 

seems likely that most of them were lost. Early in 1642, 

when England along with her other troubles again faced a 

possible naval war with Spain,the factors at Dover 

petitioned the House of Lords reminding them that "in the 

Year 1625 some of your petitioners Principalis estates in 

Dover and ellswhere in this kingdom were seised upon, where 

of they never had restitution. . . . 
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On 24 December 1625 Charles I issued a proclamation 

forbidding English ships to call at Spanish ports upon 

penalty of confiscation.^ On 31 December another procla

mation made the ships of any nation carrying corn to Spain 

67 good prize for English privateers. Although English 

ships were permitted to carry non-contraband goods to 

Spain from April 1626 to October 1627,^ the re-export of 

corn and other foreign goods to Spain from the Dover entrepot 

could not be maintained. A survey of Dover shipping made 

on 9 October 1626 revealed that the town had increased its 

number of vessels from 33 in 1622^ to 58, but 

the most parte of the . . . saide Shipps and Barques 
lye in harbour without imployment for want of Trade 
and men, there being not Saylors in this Towne to 
man a Third of them.70 

With the collapse of the entrepot at Dover, the 

civil authorities at Calais took advantage of French 

neutrality to establish a similar staple point for foreign 

re-exports to Spain and Flanders. During 1626 and part of 

1627 Irish and Baltic grain, Flemish linen, and English 

lead were shipped to Calais as consigned to French merchants. 

At Calais the goods were reladed into French vessels and 

shipped for Dunkirk or Spain. Spanish goods for Flanders 

were carried in French ships to Calais and from there 

transported overland into the Spanish Netherlands.'1 The 

Calais customs officials charged a fee for this neutral 

cover for shipments to Spain in much the same manner as 

had the English Customs Farmers at Dover.^ Although the 
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maritime war provoked with France by the Duke of Buckingham 

in 1626 was a notorious failure from the English point of 

view, English privateers did manage to damage French 

shipping operating from Calais. By November 1627 the French 

found it necessary to have their ships in Spain seized by 

the Spanish authorities in order to get the protection of 

the Dunkirk privateers before they sailed north with Spanish 
70 

goods.' 

By 1630 both England and Spain were ready for a 

cessation of hostilities. English trade had sunk "to near 

paralysis,"7^ By July 1628 shipwrecks resulting from the 

pressing of inexperienced seamen and captures by the 

Dunkirkers and French had resulted in the loss of at least 

390 English ships, 260 of which were of 100 tons or more 

and valued at h 197,000 exclusive of cargoes.7^ Although 

the English may have taken as many as 600 prizes the 

value of the ships captured does not seem to have been 

comparable with those lost. High Court of Admiralty 

prize inventories show that 346 of the captured Spanish 

and French ships were worth only L 23,237.77 They were 

often "olde and rotten" or "fitt onlie for firewood." The 

Spanish carrying trade had fallen mainly to the Hamburgers 

and Lubeckers after 1627,78 but they could not replace the 

loss of English shipping. In 1629 the Venetian ambassador 

in Madrid noted that "four more French ships have arrived at 

Malaga and three from Hamburg; but these realms remain 

poor without the trade of England . . . ,"79 Charles I 
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found it necessary to proclaim peace with France in August 

1629, and peace and normal trade with Spain were proclaimed 

80 on 5 December 1630. The stage was now set for the re

vival of the entrepot at Dover. 
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pp. 88-94; Dietz, English Public Finance, 1485-1641, II. 333. 
4 
John Chamberlain to Sir Dudley Carleton, 20 March 

1619/20, The Letters of John Chamberlain, ed. Norman E. 
McClure (Philadelphia, 1939), II, 295; Cal. S.P. Dom. 
1619-23, p. 255; Cal. S.P. Ven. 1621-23T"P. 434. F^r the 
trade crisis of the early 1620's, see B. E. Supple, 
Commercial Crisis and Change in England, 1600-1642, pp. 52-
58; and J. D. Gould, "The Trade Depression of theEarly 
1620{sEconomic History Review. VII (1954), 81-90. 

5A.P.C, 1621-23. p. 166. 

6P.R.O. E 190/653/6. 

For a full description of all import and export levies 
generally charged in this period, see Dietz, English Public 
Finance, 1485-1641, II, 310-11, 372, and "An Acte of a 
Subsiedie of Tonnage and Poundage1 James I, c. 33, 
Statutes of the Realm (London, 1810-1828), IV, 1062-64. 

8 'The regulation stipulating that if all customs and 
subsidies had been paid inward, no customs and subsidies 
were to be charged outward was contained in a privy seal 
of 24 September 1604. P.R.O. Privy Seal Office 2/25/46. The 
rebate of imposts inward on re-exports other than wines was pro
vided for in a privy seal of 5 September 1610. This is 
printed in the Book of Rates, 1611 (London, ed. of 1618), 
pp. 1-21, especially pp. 14-17. 

9 See Appendix E. 

"^Robert Steele, Tudor and Stuart Proclamations, 
1485-1714 (Oxford, 191*0), I, p. 155. 

11A.P.C. 1621-23. p. 394. 

12A.P.C. 1621-23. p. 324. 

"•'^"Coppie Boek van Brieuen a 162IT-1626"?," P.R.O. 
SP. 9/96/88-89. 
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14 Lord Treasurer Portland to the Officers of the 
Customs at Dover, 20 March 1632/3, Melbourne Hall, Derby
shire , Coke MSS., bndl. 11. 

^H.M.C. Cranfield Papers, 8434, Old. Nos. , (1622). I 
owe this reference to Mr. Harland Taylor's forthcoming 
article in the Economic History Review entitled, "Trade, 
Neutrality, and the English Road.n The portion of the 
Cranfield Papers referred to has not yet been calendared. 

Cal. S.P. Dom. 1619-23, p. 338; Cal. S.P. Veil. 
1621-23, pp. 369, 378. 382; Cal, S.P. Pom. 1625-26, p. 21; 
H.M.C. XII Report, App., Pt. I (Cowper: Coke MSS.), p. 200; 
Cal. S.P. Vent 16'5- pp. 76, 89. 

1?A,P,C. 1625-26. p. 95. 
1 P JP.R.O. SP. 16/3/82. The activities of the Fortrys 

as factors may be followed in the Dover Port Book for 1622, 
P.R.O. E 190/653/6, and Cal, S.P, Pom. 1619-23. p. 422. 

19A.P,C, 1621-23. pp. 289-90. 
20 
See entries for Zouche's Phoenix in P.R.O. E 190/ 

653/6, passim. 

21A.P.C. 1621-23, pp. 292-93. 

22Cal, S.P.Pom, 1623-25. pp. 228, 233, 239, 253, 257. 

Cal. S.P, Pom. '62'-25 pp. 418, 420. 

^The Libel of English Policy £14363 > in Political 
Poems and Songs, ed. Thomas Wright. Rolls Series (London, 
1861), II, 160. 

25 Sir Walter Raleigh, A Brief Discourse, declaring how 
honourable and profitable . . . Dover Haven shall be . . . 
C1580J, in Harleian Miscellany, IV. 307. This pamphlet 
bears no date. I have followed the dating given in 
S. P. H. Statham, History of the Castle, Town and Port 
of Dover (London, 1899), p. 103. 

26 
Releigh, Harleian Miscellany. IV, 308. A similar 

proposal was made for establishing a staple at Ipswich in 
1573. The object was to force the English Merchant Adven
turers to use Ipswich as their staple rather than Antwerp, 
which was beginning to decline because of conflict between 
Spain and the United Provinces. The proposal is printed 
in R. H. Tawney and Eileen Power (eds.), Tudor Economic 
Documents (London, 1924), III, 173-99. 
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27 
Statham,-History of the Castle, Town and Port of 

Dover, p. 103. 

"^This summary of the development of Dover harbor 
has relied upon the following authorities: Statham, History 
of the Castle, Town and Port: of Dover, pp. 90-91, 98-107; 
John Lyon, The History of the Town and Port of Dover, and 
of Dover Castle (Dover and London, 1813), I, 147-71; 
James A. Williamson, "The Geographical History of the 
Cinque Ports,11 History, XI (1926), 112-13; and Dietz, 
English Public Finance. 1485-1641, I, 104, 107, 114? 163. 
The 1 'Pents" and their function may be seen in graphic form 
in Appendix A and especially in Appendix B. 

z^Cf. the view of Dover Harbor in 1595, Appendix A, 
p. 248, with a similar view drawn by William Eldred in 1641, 
Appendix B, p. 251. 

-in 
A.P.C. 1580-81, p. 198; 1581-82, pp. 258, 324. See 

also Dietz, English Public Finance, 1485-1641, II, 45-47. 
31 
*""23 Eliz. I, ca. 6, Statutes of the Realm, IV, 668. 

.,^31 Eiiz» j? ca. 13, Statutes of the Realm, IV, 881. 

33 
Tudor Economic Documents, II, 130. 

34 
Tudor Economic Documents, IT, 130-32. 

J^1 James I, ca. 32, Statutes of -roe Realm, IV, 1062. 
36 
The two standard histories of Dover maintain that 

the act remained in force until 1620. Statham, History of 
the Castle, Town and Port of Dover, p. 115; Lyon, The 
History of the Town and Port of Dover, and of Dover Castle, 
I, p. 173. Neither of these authorities has documented his 
assertion. A study made by the judges of the King's Bench 
and Common Pleas and the Chief Baron of the Exchequer in 
1635 revealed no evidence that the act had been renewed 
after 1604. Cal. S.P. Pom. 1635, pp. 607-8; P.R.O. P.C. 
2/45/152-53. 

37 
" Statham, History, p. 115; Lyon, History, I, 172-73. 

3 8 'Statham, History, p. 115; Lyon, History, I, 172. 

~^It should be pointed out here that another scheme 
for taxing all ships passing through the Narrow Seas 
with Plymouth as the staple point was put forward sometime 
between 1623 and 1625. It is of interest because it 
demonstrates once again the importance contemporaries 
assigned to the English Channel as a focus of the sea 
routes between northern and southern Europe. The document 
states in part that "all the trade from the Sowth, and 
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west, toward the North passeth by the narrow Seas, or 
els must goe round abowte Ierland and Scotland, or betweene 
Ierland, and Ingland, which is dawngerows, In which passage 
I Meant by the narrowe seas if fowle weather come theare 
is hardly any one safe rode upon the French cost, but 
upon the Inglish verye manye. Nowe this well weyghed, 
• . . I shall heere make a feasable proposition, such as 
neuer heretofore was put in practice, which is this, that 
if his Majestie cawse the narrowe seas to be well guarded 
he maye by publick edict signefye that his Majesties 
will is to haue a custome of all shipps, and goods, that 
passeth that waye, to be payed at Plimowth, and what 
this shall doe otherwise, to runn the dawnger of confiscation, 
and this is noe more, then what the king of Denmarke doth 
in the Sownde." John Finch am, ''The manner, and forme of 
estableshing an Admiraltye in the kingdome of Ingland," 
P.R.O. SP. 14/189/13. 

40 For an example of the origins, tonnages, and ports 
of embarkation of ships carrying goods to Dover to be 
reshipped, see below, Chapter VII, note 20. 

41 
The factors sent a considerable proportion of their 

goods into the Downs to be laded into vessels at anchor 
there. See below, Chapter VII, pp. 230-31. The Downs could 
protect an enormous number of vessels. In November 1634 
Sir John Pennington noted in his journal that 140 ships of 
various nations had sailed from the roadstead on a single 
day. H.M.C. X Report. App., Pt. IV (Muncaster MSS.: Sir John 
Pennington's Sea Journals), p. 294. 

42 
See P.R.O. E 190/653/6, passim, where entries made 

for James Hugesson are by far the most numerous. 
43 

James Hugesson the Younger to Sec. Coke, 12 May 1625, 
Melbourne Hall, Derbyshire, Coke MSS., bndl. 25. • 

44 
Hippisley to Nicholas, 26 March 1625, P.R.O. SP. 

14/185/126. 

45 
Hippisley also had written directly to the Duke of 

Buckingham on Hugesson's behalf, but there is no record 
of the Duke's having released Hugesson's ship. See P.R.O. 
SP. 14/185/124. 

46 
I a^» S.P D 3m. 1625-26, p. 24. 

47 
The foregoing is based on a letter written to Sec. 

Conway by Wright and his partners, 18 August 1625. They 
say their actions took place immediately after they were 
granted their license for reprisal. P.R.O. SP. 16/5/54. 

48 
The date of the seizure has been fixed by a petition 

of Dover factors on 20 July which stated that Steward's 
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action occurred "two monethes since." A.P.C. 1625-28, 
p. 123. The vessels involved were enumerated in a petition 
by Hugesson to the Council sometime before 26 June. A.P.C. 
1625-26, p. 102. 

A9A.P.C. 1625-26, p. 102. 

SUA.P.C, 1625-26. p. 102. 

5iA,P.C. 1625-26. pp. 123-24. 

'"For the activities of these men as factors in 1622, 
see P.R.O. E 190/653/6. Michael Burnley was listed as 
possessing a free hold in Dover by a "Petition from the 
County of Kent, to the House of Commons, for Reformation 
not Abrogation of the Liturgy," dated at Dover, 1641, in 
Proceedings, Principally in the County of Kent, in Connection 
with the Parliaments Called in 1640, and especially with 
The Committee of Religion appointed in that Year, ecT L 7 B. 
Larking, Vol. LXXX of the Publications of the Camden Society 
(London, 1862), p. 62. The de Maries were officially 
registered as resident aliens as late as 1624. Maison 
Dieu House, Dover, Dover Corporation Accounts, James I, 
1603-1625, fol. 653. 

53A,P,C, 1625-26, pp. 123-24. 

P.R.O. SP. 16/5/54 (August, 1625). 

55P.R.O. SP. 16/5/53 (18 August 1625). 

5 Cal. S.P. Pom. 1625-26, p. 91. 

5'Cal. S.P. Dom. 1625-26, p. 93; Cal. S.P. Dom. Add. 
1625-49. p. 44; Cal.~S.P. Pom. 1625-26. pp. 122. 234. 

58A.P.C. 1625-26. p. 350. 
cq 
H.M.C. XII Report, App., Pt. I (Cowper: Coke MSS.), 

pp. 225, 226. 
60 
P.R.O. SP. 16/527/88. John Spick had been a factor 

at Dover in 1622. See P.R.O. E 190/653/6, Outward Section, 
passim. 

olpor the Brames family, see Cal. S.P. Dom. 1JVI9-23, 
p. 263; Cal, S.P. Pom, 1623-25, p. 278. 

63Cal. S.P. Dom. 1625-26, pp. 254-55. 
63 
"He also felt cordage and gunpowder shipments should 

be stopped. H.M.C. XII Report, App., Pt. I (Cowper: Coke 
MSS.), p. 231. 
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See Edmund Rossingham, Newsletters to Lord Scudamore, 
31 August 1641, and 7 September 1641, B.M. Add. MS. 11,045, 
fols. 140-41, 142-43. 

65 
Petition of the Merchant Strangers of Dover to 

the House of Lords, 16 March 1641/2, H.L.R.O. Main Papers, 
28 February 1641/2 to 19 March 1641/2, fol. 37. 

66 
Steele, Tudor and Stuart Proclamations, I, p. 171. 

67 
'Steele, Tudor and Stuart Proclamations, I, p. 172. 

68A.P.C. 1625-26, p. 408; 1627. p. 495. 
69 
See Appendix F. 

70B.M. Egerton MS. 2584, fol. 380. 

Cal. S.P. Pom, 1625-26. pp. 268, 349, 403, 411; S. R. 
Gardiner, History of England" from the Accession of James 1 
to the Outbreak of the Civil War .1603- 164T* (London"! 1886) , 
TV, 40-41; R. G. Mars den, ''Early Prize Jurisdiction and 
Prize Law in England,'1 English Historical Review. XXV (1910), 
253; Cal. S.P, Pom, Add7 X525-?f9, p. 201. 

72The rates of duty have not been discovered. The 
Calais operations were described in a letter from Daniel 
Skinner, an English merchant at Calais, to Sec. Coke, 
dated 12 June 1632. Melbourne Hall, Derbyshire, Coke 
MSS., bndl. 51. 

73 
H.M.C. Xll Report, App., Pt. I (Cowper: Coke MSS.) , 

p. 331. 
74 
The best discussion of the war1s effects on commerce 

in general is Supple, Commercial Crisis and Change in 
England, 1600-1642, pp. 104-5. 

7%he other 130 vessels were of less than 100 tons 
and not valued. All the figures and the relation between 
the war and shipwrecks come from "A Callendar or shedule 
of the shipping of this Kingdome, which have been taken 
by the enemy and lost at Sea, within the space of 3 years 
last past," 10 July 1628, B.M. Sloane MS. 826, fols. 
130-31. The document was attached to "A Remonstrance of 
the Commons against the Duke of Buckingham, as being the 
Cause of all Grievances." See Cobbett's Parliamentary 
History of England (London, 1806-1820), II, 426. Another 
copy of the calendar may be found in print in H.M.C. 
55 Various, Pt. VIII (Clements MSS.)/pp. 199-200. An 
imperfect copy of the MS. is in H.M.C. 73 Report on the 
Records of the City of Exeter, pp. 186-87. 
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Mars den, English Historical Review, XXV (1910), 
256; Marsden, Documents Relating to the Law and Custom of 
the Sea, Vol. XLIX-L of Publications of the Navy Records 
Society (London, 1915-19T6y^ I, 408. 

#^Derived from P.R.O. H.C.A. 4/1-3. The value of the 
cargoes of 451 captured ships was L 536,256. 

^Cal, S.P. Ven. 1628-29, pp. 158-59. The increase 
in the number of Ltlbeckers, Danzigers, and Danes carrying 
from Spain during the period 1625-1630 may be seen from 
N. E. Bang, Tabeller over Skibsfart og Varetransport Gennem 
foresund. 149 7- l6bCT~rKfrbenhavn. Leipzig, 1906-1933), I, 
Tables for 1625-1630. 

/9Cai, S.P, Ven, 1628-29, p. 527. 
80 
* Steele, Tudor and Stuart Proclamations, I, pp. 186, 

192. 



CHAPTER II 

THE EXPANSION OF THE ENTREPOT, 1631-1636 

(i) 

The Entrepot for Spanish Silver and Its Effect on 
Customs Rates for Commodity Re-exports 

After the English wars with Spain and France had 

ended in 1630, the Farmers of the Customs soon received 

an order from Lord Treasurer Portland empowering them to 

establish an arrangement with foreign factors at Dover 

for allowing foreign goods to be reshipped at a two and 

one-half per cent re-export duty during the following 

two years. This order for "compounding" seems to have 

been issued in March 1630/1. ̂ On 2 September 1631 Captain 

Sir Richard Plumleighe wrote from the Downs to the Lords 

Commissioners of the Admiralty as follows: 

I received yesterday a letter from the Farmers of 
His Majesties Customs together with a copy of a warrant 
from your Lordships directed to Captain Pennington 
for the stay of such merchants shipps as shall take 
in any forrayne goods Laden in Vessells out of Holland 
or other partes by which his Majesty is defeated of 
his Customes till they have payed the Composition 
agreed on: according to which order I have made stay 
of the Lilly of London, the master whereof is one 
John Cordett, the merchant one Leuly a Dutchman living 
behind the Exchange, who has taken in divers goodes out 
of Holland and is bound for the Cannaries. They storme 
much at the stay and refuse utterly to pay any Custome 
or composition as a thing unheard of till this time. 
The practice is very common and certainly except there 
bee a good eye upon them his Maj estie will suffer much 
losse in his Customes by goods both exported and im
ported. I desire to know your Lordships absolute 
pleasure how these people shall bee dealt withall in case 
they continue thus obstinate in their refusall to pay 
these dutyes.2 

37 
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Whether the Farmers actually made a composition at half 

subsidy at this time cannot be proved because no Dover 

Port Books for overseas subsidies survive from Christmas 

1629 to Christmas 1632. After the latter date the Port 

Books show that until Christmas 1634 a considerable volume 

of foreign goods was re-exported but at the usual rate of 

3 six and one-fourth per cent. 

The revival of the entrepot at Dover had a considerable 

effect upon the trade of Calais. After Anglo-French 

hostilities ceased in 1629 Calais attempted to revive its 

position as a staple point for foreign merchants to lade 

their goods for Spain into French neutral shipping. After 

1632 the town"s attempt to compete with the Dover entrepot 

was not successful. The plight of Calais was described in 

a letter to Secretary Coke from Daniel Skinner, an English 

merchant resident there, on 12 June 1632: 

This toune hath lost much of the trade yt hath, 
for most of the Linnen cloths manufactured of flanders 
passe from dunkirke to dover, thence are transported 
for Spaine. The Returnes But to dover, thense to 
dunkerke. This Buthean CBorough?! here the better 
to draw the trade back have moderated there (Itheir] 
incidence uppon all goods about one foweth part of 
that part was wount to pay. We Cthey] may doe some 
thinge, butt we have better Shippinge att dover, 
than here on Calais. . . .4 

From 1632 to 1635, however, Calais seems to have saved its 

trade by becoming part of the main route for goods going 

from Dover to the Continent. Appendix C shows that Calais 

was in fact the chief northern port for traffic from Dover 

during the period from Christmas 1632 to Christmas 1634. 

The main products imported from Dover were Spanish wool 
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and colonial produce,Presumably, the bulk of these goods 
6 were then sent overland to Flanders. 

The sizeable re-exports of foreign cargoes from Dover 

from 1632 onward were probably the result of an agreement 

reached by the English government with the Asentistas at 

Madrid sometime after March 1632. This arrangement provided 

that the Asentistas would ship the Spanish government*s 

silver bullion and coin to Flanders in English ships. The 

vessels would first call at Dover where two-thirds of the 

silver would be unladed and sent to be coined at the Mint 

in London. The agents of the .Asentistas would pay seignorage 

and then use the coined silver to buy bills of exchange 

from English merchants redeemable in Flanders. The one-third 

of the silver not unladed could be re-exported immediately 

to Dunkirk under the protection of the Channel fleet. 

The English government also seems to have promised the 

Asentistas that it would apply pressure on the Farmers 

of the Customs to lower the re-export rates on commodities 

transshipped at Dover.^ It seems likely that this formal

ization of the ad hoc procedures of the early 1620®s® 

encouraged Spanish merchants to send commodities to Dover 

to take advantage of the convoy protection afforded silver 

re-exports to Flanders. It also seems probable that the 

vessels returning from Flanders brought the Flemish goods 

which were re-exported from Dover to Spain. 

The government's pressure upon the Farmers to compound 

their re-export rates to lower levels was only half-hearted 
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between 1632 and 1635. On 20 March 1632/3 Lord Treasurer 

Portland simply renewed for three years the previous 

authorization to the Farmers to compound for half subsidies. 

His only other action at that time was to aid the Farmers 

in an administrative dispute which had arisen between the 

royally appointed Customs Officers at Dover^ and the 

Farmers' deputy, the Collector. It seems that the Collector 

had been "perfecting11 goods without the knowledge of the 

royal officials because the latter were often nowhere to 

be found even during the usual working hours. Portland 

ordered that the royal officers should 

quietly and with out any interruption . . . permitt 
and suffer ye bringinge in and reshipping out of all 
such [composition] goodes. And as much as the 
managaige of this service doth pryncypally pertaine 
to his Maj esties said Farmors and theire deputyes 
according to his Maj esties graunt to them made, and 
that, as I am informed, ye said Farmors doe not 
exclude his Majesties officers, in that service, 
but are willinge that they may togeither with their 
deputyes, haue lockes on the store house dore and bee 
present at the viewinge and perfecting of all such 
goodes, yf they will attend ye tymes for the kinges 
service, and the marchantes dispatch which through 
their neglectes ought not to bee retardated, these 
are therefore further to require you, to suffer the 
Collector and other the Farmors officers, whom they 
shall appoynt freely, quietly, and in due order, to 
mannage and execute the said service, and that you 
doe glue your best assistance therein, in such manner, 
as that neither through your negligence, opposicion or 
other interruption the kinges service bee preiudiced, 
or the marchantes uniustly delayed.^1 

In January 1633/4 the King issued a privy seal which 

was designed to give the Farmers a permanent basis for 

redueing their re-export duties. It recognized the previous 

authorizations to compound at two and one-half per cent, but 

this time it permitted the Farmers "to make such abatement 
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of the ordinary rates ... as to them our said Farmers 

12 shall seem meete. . . ." This was a far cry indeed 

from foreing the Farmers to lower their rates. They may 

have in fact used the new privy seal as a legal basis for 

maintaining the six and one-fourth percent charge. The 

government's weak policy toward the Farmers may have resulted 

from the knowledge that the Asentistas were not fully living 

up to their part of the silver agreement.^ 

(ii) 

The Legal Basis for the "Composition System": the 
Privy Seal of 1634 

The privy seal placing re-export rate adjustments 

solely in the hands of the Farmers was issued on 31 January 

1633/4. It provided for no time limit on their authority 

to compound other than "during . . . pleasure." The 

document contains the fullest official description of what 

came to be known as the "composition trade" after the 

re-export rates were finally compounded downward in 1635. 

Its text is as follows: 

Charles by the grace of God king of England Scotland 
France and Ireland defender of the faith & c. to 
our right trusty and well beloved privie Counceller 
Richard Earle of Portland, our High Treasurer of England, 
and to our Right trusty and right beloved Counceller 
Francis Lord Cottington, Chancelloer and under Treasurer 
of our Exchequer; and to ye Treasurer, Chancellor, 
undertreasurer and Barons of our Exchequer for the 
time being and to all others whom it may concerne, 
Greeting. 

Whereas by approbacion and allowance of you 
our said Treasurer on our behalfe, according to former 
president and practice, there hath been for some few 
years past, and yet is continued a certaine settled 
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course, agreed upon by the ffarmers of our generall 
Customs and subsidies, and certaine Factors residing 
at Dover in the behalfe of sundry Merchants Strangers, 
for the bringing into our Port of Dover and Dover Roade, 
divers forraine goods and merchandise from ye partes 
beyond the Seas, to be reshipped from thence to other 
partes beyond ye Seas, upon payment of halfe subsidy 
only to our said ffarmers: which Course according 
to the Agreement (as we are informed) is to continue 
but for a short time, unles it be renued. And whereas 
we are given to understand that Sundry Merchants, 
aswell our naturall borne Subiects as Strangers, 
dealing and trading in forraine goods and Merchandize 
in Seueral partes beyond the Seas, doe much desire 
for the accomodacion and safety in course of their 
said trading to make use aswell of our port of London, 
as of our Port of Dover, Dover Road, as Staple places 
for that trade, in manner as followeth: vizt.: To 
bring into the said Ports or either of them the goods 
and merchandize of Germany France Eastland and the 
Netherlands, there to be shipped and laden into the 
ships of our Subiects bound for Italy and other the 
Southerne parts: and also to bring into our said 
Ports and either of them the goods and merchandizes of 
Italy and other the Southerne parts, to be from hence 
in any ships transported into Germany France Eastland 
and Netherlands; soe as they be not charged with the 
full paymentes of all Customes Subsidies Impositions, 
Summe and Summes of money due and payable to us or to 
our ffarmers upon the importacion and exportacion of 
all such goods and merchandizes into and out of our 
said ports or either or them; but that they may be 
admitted to make some reasonable Composition for the 
said duties of these goods, as for goods and Merchan
dizes not intended either to be vended or disposed 
within this our Kingdome, and which shall not take 
any advantage here of market or sale or benefit other 
then by shipping the said [goods] for the partes beyond 
the Seas as aforesaid, and are willing that all the 
said Goods and Merchandizes shall be layd in Store
houses at or near the seuerall Cus tome houses of our 
said Ports under locks and keys, to be kept by our 
ffarmers and Officers of our Customes, till the time 
of the shipping of them againe for forraine parts as 
aforesaid, and will give Security for their sincere 
dealing therin; and that they shall not make sale of 
any the said goods within this our Kingdome of England; 
but will within a certaine tyme to be lymitted shipp 
the said Goods out againe for the partes beyond the 
Seas without Collusion: We therefore taking into our 
princely consideracion the great benefit which by this 
Course of trade and employment may redound to the 
Navigacion of this our Kingdome, and that our Imposi
tions upon most of the forraine commodityes inwards, 
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are repaid to the merchants upon the reshipping 
thereof out of this kingdom, We lett you know that we 
are graciously pleased that the said Merchantes may 
treate and agree with the said Generall and respective 
ffarmers of our Customes, Subsidies, and Impositions 
for the Custome Subsidy and Impost to them in farme 
for the said goods and merchandize to be brought into 
our said ports of London and Dover or either of them, 
to be exported into forraine parts as aforesaid; and 
that we of our free grace, . . . and certaine knowledge 
have given free liberty licence and authority to the 
several and respective ffarmers and ffarmers of our 
Customes, Subsidies, and Imposts, and Summe and Summes 
of moneys in lieu of Customes Subsidies and Imposts 
due in respect of exportacion and importacion of goods 
and merchandize out of and into this our Kingdome of 
England dominion of Wales, Port and Towne of Barwicke, 
that they and any of them may treate deale and make 
composition and agree with the said Merchants, aswell 
our Naturall borne subiects as Strangers, all, every 
or any of them, for the Custome Subsidie and Impost, 
to them or any of them in farme for the goods and 
merchandizes to be brought into our said ports or 
either of them, from Germany ffrance Eastland and the 
Netherlands to be there shipped in the ships of our 
Subiects bound for Italy or other the Southerne parts, 
and for the goods to be brought into our said ports or 
either of them from Italy and other the Southerne 
parts to be shipped out again for Germany ffrance 
Eastland and the Netherlands as aforesaid, and therein 
to make such abatement of the ordinary rates and 
values of the said goods and merchandizes, and of the 
money to be received by them for the Custom Subsidy and 
Impost thereof, as to them our said ffarmers shall 
seem meete; and to agree upon, settle, and establish 
such order for the due carriage and execution of the 
Service thereunto perteyning, as maybe most convenient 
and fitt. And in as much as these goods and merchan
dizes are such as are not intended to be vended, 
Commuted or any way to be disposed of within this our 
kingdome, but only to take the benefit of our said 
Porte in manner as is before expressed; our pleasure 
is that all and every the Collectors of our Imposi
tions and all other our Officers whom it may coneerne, 
forbeare to recue or demand any of the Impositions 
. . . (being not in farme, but in our own hands and 
possession) for the same goods and merchandize; but 
to suffer the said goods . . . coming into our said 
ports as aforesaid, to be exported againe for the 
parts beyond the Seas, in such manner and order as 
the Agreement for the same shalbe made betweene our 
said ffarmers and the said Merchants; soe as the 
Officers of our Customs Subsidies and Impositions 
whom it may concerne, doe from time to time, take 
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notice of the passage of all the said goods, and 
make due entry thereof in there bookes, Provided that 
noe goods or merchandizes coming into our said Ports 
or either of them to be shipped out againe in forme 
as aforesaid shalbe sold or disposed of within this 
kingdome, but shall be shipped out againe, without 
any alteracion of pproperty for the parts beyond the 
Seas, in maner is as before expressed without fraud 
or guile. And if any Merchant bringing in goods 
into our said ports, or either of them, shall enter 
them as goods to be shipped out againe for parts 
beyond the Seas in manner as is before expressed, 
and shall suffer any of these goods to remaine in 
the storehouse, and shall not export the Same into 
the parts beyond the Seas within 6 monthes next after 
the landing of them in our said ports or either of 
them, that then and from thenceforth any such Merchant 
deferring the shipping out of such goods shalbe un-
capable of the benefit of this our liberty hereby 
before given, and shall not afterwards be permitted 
to bring in any goods to be shipped as aforesaid 
without payment of all Customs Subsidies and Imposi-
cions to the full, upon the first discharge of such 
goods in our said ports or either of them inwards. 
Provided that this our declaration liberty and lycence 
shall continue and be in force during our pleasure and 
noe longer.1/4 

In addition to the latitude granted to the Farmers 

to determine re-export rates referred to above and the 

erroneous assertion that the Farmers had been charging 

only a half subsidy at Dover, this official version of the 

proposed composition system deserves comment in several 

important respects. In the first place, it is worth noting 

that the re-export carrying trade was to be secured for 

English ships only from Dover southward. Goods re-exported 

from Dover to the nearby Continent could be laded in "any 

ships." The reason for this is not clear. It may be that 

the government felt that England did not possess enough 

small vessels to ferry over large quantities of goods and 

that any restriction to English vessels for nearby carrying 
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would reduce the volume of trade. This attitude had been 

taken by Cranfield in 1622 when the Brussels merchants 

proposed that English vessels carry all the Flemish-Spanish 

15 commodity trade as well as Spanish silver, 

A second aspect of the privy seal which requires 

comment concerns the importance it attached to London, 

which was expected to become a major center for the 

composition staple. How firmly this idea was fixed in 

government circles was illustrated in an anonymous memorandum 

written sometime after the issue of the privy seal. The 

writer stated that 

whereas goods are daily brought in by Merchants 
Strangers to London and Dover, with intent to be 
afterwards transported, uppon payment only of half 
Subsidy, which by virtue of a Privy Seale, the Farmers 
doe receive to their owne use, being vi^ uppon every 
pound, as the said goods are vallued in the booke 
of Rates , which doth yearely amount unto at the least 
h 6,000. 

And the King inioyeth nothinge to himselfe in 
leiu of his Imposts being in his owne hands, though 
there bee necessity during the Warrs, for the Marchant 
Strangers to make use of theis two Ports as places of 
Safety for landing there goods in, untill such time as 
they fynd conveiniency of English Shipping to those 
forraigne portes where they are consigned. 

By which meanes the Straingers find their goods 
in Safety from their Enimies, at a lesser chardge then 
it would stand them in, for Insurance of their goods 
in their owne Shippinge. Therefore verry rightfully 
the King should enioy the like proporcion of vi in 
the pound for all goodes brought in as abovesaide unto 
himselfe in Lieu of his Imposts, and for his gratious 
priviledge unto them, or els restrayne them by calling 
in his privy Seale, and make them as formerly to pay c 
the whole dutyes if there goodes shalbee heir landed. 

In his desire to procure an additional half subsidy for 

the impost collectors the author gives the impression that 

London was already functioning as part of the expanded 
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entrepot. A survey of London Port Books during the 16301s 

shows, however, only a few scattered entries of the type 

made at Dover "for compounders."^ The keepers of the 

London Books never developed any special designations for 

goods exported on composition and never gave them special 

sections in their records. Both of these book-keeping 

devices were used at Dover at various times after 1635. 

From 1640 onward references to the composition trade in 

the State Papers, Parliamentary Ordinances, and contemporary 

economic literature all refer to the "composition trade at 

Dover." It would have been senseless for masters of ships 

to tack up fifty-five miles of tidal river to the Pool 

when Dover lay on the direct route between northern and 

southern Europe and possessed sufficient warehouse facilities 

to store goods awaiting reshipment.^ Only one instance 

has been discovered where foreign merchants employed London 

residents as factors to handle commodities on composition, 

and these Londoners themselves worked through a factor in 

19 Dover. The only time London as a port was significantly 

involved in the foreign entrepot trade seems to have been 

during 1634 when the Dover Port Book shows that goods were 

ferried from Dover to London in search of additional 

20 
shipping. All this makes it seem extremely probable that 

London never became an entrep'ot comparable to Dover. 

Finally, the privy seal's guarantee of the composition 

system to 'our natural borne subjects" needs further ampli

fication as to its consequences. On the one hand, only a 
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few English merchants resident in England ever used the 

composition system for re-exports once it became established 

21 
in 1635. This is what one would expect. English imports 

specifically intended for re-export in the 1630*3 consisted 

22 mostly of East India products and colonial tobacco.' "™ 

From 1635 the government began to adopt measures to tax 

East India Company imports and re-exports to the maximum, 

making any composition for lowering duties on these goods 

23 out of the question. As for tobacco re-exports, compo

sition rates of even two and one-half per cent would have 

been superfluous after 1632. The composition charge at 

half subsidy would have amounted to three pence per pound 

of tobacco.^ A royal order of 1632 had established a 

subsidy of only two pence per pound for Virginia and Somers 

Islands tobacco and three pence per pound for all other 

English colonial tobacco.^'3. The only group of merchants 

in England whom the new composition system might have 

benefitted were the "merchantes tradeing for Spaine,11 the 

9 6 remnants of the old Spanish Company, and these merchants 

had already been rebuffed in their attempt to send re

exports to Spain. In 1631 they had sent German commodities 

to Spanish ports in English ships after paying custom in 

England, but the Spanish authorities had confiscated some 

of these and charged a prohibitive thirty per cent impost 

27 on others. On the other hand, English merchants resident 

in Spain made use of the composition system much like 
oo 

native Spanish merchants. From 1635 until at least 
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December 1637 English merchants in Spain sent consignments 

of logwood to France and Holland via Dover.^ By 1641 they 

were regularly exporting Spanish wool on composition for 

30 the accounts of Dutch importers. In late January 1636/7 

Spanish authorities officially denied English merchants 

the right to import French and Dutch goods into Spain, 

but at the same time they granted Benjamin Wright, a 

prominent English merchant in Madrid, a license to import 

200,000 ducats worth of French linen.Wright seems to 

have sold licenses in turn to other merchants to import 

32 the linen by use of the composition trade. 

(iii) 

The Outbreak of the Franco-Spanish War and the Realization 
of the Composition System for Commodities 

The outbreak of war between Spain and France in May 

1635 presented England, as the only remaining major neutral, 

with a great opportunity to expand the scope of her carrying 

trade for belligerents. Between the spring of 1635 and 

25 March 1636 the government took vigorous action to 

realize as much revenue as possible from what indeed proved 

to be a growing shipping business. Its basic policy for 

accomplishing this end was to attempt to attract or force 

as many foreign cargoes as possible into the entrepot at 

Dover. To make Dover more attractive to foreign merchants 

it supported the entrepot against the protests of the 

French government, established a regular convoy system 
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for commodity re-exports, lowered the re-export duties on 

commodities, and exempted the Roman Catholic factors from 

religious persecution and residence restrictions. To 

force more cargoes into Dover it stopped the sale of 

illegal shipping licenses by the Cinque Ports and resorted 

to an increased use of naval power. Each of these policies 

of attraction and force will be dealt with in turn. 

When the French entered the Thirty Years1 War against 

the Hapsburgs in May 1635, French merchants immediately 

began to use the Dover entrepot to continue trade with 

Spain against the wishes of the French government. On 

7 June Anthony Percival, the Lieutenant of Dover Castle 

and the Collector for the Farmers in Dover,wrote 

Edward Nicholas, now Secretary to the Lords of the Admiralty, 

that 

here is settled at Dover a trade for the reshipping 
of French goods from this place to Spaine since 
such time that there hath binne difference betweene 
the Kinge of Spaine and the ffrench King, and that 
very latlie, the Marchants and Agents for ye ffrench 
marchants residing at Dover, who receave the ffrench 
goodes and reshipp them for Spaine, have received 
advice of about a hundred and forty peeces of goods 
from St. MaHowes which were consigned for Dover 
accordinglie as others have formerlie binne and it 
soe fell out that the said ship was chased by a 
Dunkirke man of war uppon the Coast of Sussex and 
forct on ground near Seaford a member of Lewes and 
being there on ground Mr. Chewne, a Justice of Peace 
of that place, tooke all the goods ashore and there 
lceepes the same goodes from being brought to Dover 
for answeringe his Majesties Customes and to the 
great losse of the marchantes, alleadging that hee 
hath advertised the Lordes of his Majesties most 
honorable Privy Councell and wi11 not deliver the 
said goods without their Lordships 1 order, I doe 
therefore intreate your favour in acquainting the 
Lords with this relation, and that you will . . . 
be a meanes that the goodes may be free, otherwise 
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it will occasion much losse to his Majestic by diverting 
the trade that is now begunne, and very liklie to be 
of great consequence.-3^ 

On 12 June the Council ordered Chewne to deliver the goods 

to their French owners. The factors for these French 

merchants in Dover, Arnold Braraes and Henry Booth, sent 

their agent to receive the goods from Chewne, but the latter 

refused delivery because neither the factors nor their 

agent were the true owners. ̂5 At this point the French 

ambassador intervened. He sent his own agent to Chewne 

with a commission for seizing the goods as forfeit to the 

French King because they had been consigned for Spain 

against the edict of Louis XIII. Chewne again refused to 

release the goods and appealed to Nicholas to obtain a 

more direct order from the Council in the matter.' 

Nicholas seems to have given some time to formulating the 

legal nicities of the case,j7 and the Council did not act 

until 4 July. In the meantime the French ambassador, 

changing his tactics, had sent a memorial to the Council 

requesting that the goods be delivered to his agent on 

behalf of the owners. The Council informed the ambassador 

that they could not alter their previous order, and Nicholas 

wrote Chewne to deliver the cargo to the Dover factors in 
o o 

the presence of witnesses.""5° Brames and Booth were finally 

able to collect the goods on 12 July after giving Chewne 

h 10,000 bond for their good faith.''" The whole incident 

demonstrated the Council1 s determination to uphold the Dover 

entrepot even at the risk of having to defend French 
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merchants against their own government. 

Although the Franco-Spanish war did not prevent the 

continuation of trade between the two nations via Dover, 

it did damage the position of Calais as the chief entrepot 

for goods flowing from Dover to the nearby Continent. 

Dunkirk soon became the principal port of entry for traffic 

from Spain coming through Dover. This shift of trade 

away from Calais and the increasing importance of Dunkirk 

were reflected in the changing value of goods imported 

from Dover by the two towns after 1635. This may be seen 

in Appendix C. 

Throughout the history of the Dover entrepot the 

factors attempted to ensure the safe arrival of their 

commodity shipments not only by waiting for silver convoys 

but also by the time-honored method of dividing the goods 

to be sent to a single port into several small consignments 

and sending each in a separate vessel.^1' After the begin

ning of Franco-Spanish hostilities in 1635, however, this 

latter means of protection proved entirely inadequate. 

Dunkirlcers, Dutch men-of-war, and especially Calais 

privateers collected outside Dover and seemed capable of 

stopping every English vessel bound to or from the 

Continent.^^ 

Fortunately for the Dover entrepot, this threat to 

the safety of English vessels in the Channel developed at 

the time when the government had decided to enforce its 

policy of Mare Clausum by the use of large fleets financed 
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/ 0 
by Ship Money, The King1 s Reglement of 1634 forbade any 

attacks on merchantmen in the King's seas, and in May and 

June 1635 the government ordered its fleets to enforce this 

dictum, Toward the end of May Sir John Pennington's 

squadron successfully ended a short blockade of Dover 

harbor by a Dutch privateerOn 25 June Secretary Coke 

ordered the Earl of Lindsey, Admiral of the first Ship-

Money fleet, to give special protection to any English ship 

coming from Spain or Portugal into the Downs, especially 

if it were laden with Spanish money, Lindsey was also to 

provide convoy to English vessels bound for any nearby 

port 

This general order for convoys was not sufficient for 

the needs of the Dover entrepot, On 3 July 1635 Dover fac

tors Arnold Brames and Henry Booth sent a petition to the 

Lords of the Admiralty requesting a more regular convoy 

. system. The stated that 

now in theis times of Warr betweene Holland, Fraunce 
and Flanders, there are divers Shipps of Warr. sett 
iorth from all those severall places, in such multitudes , 
that scarce any Barque or Vessels, which your petitioners 
send to those partes but are by some or other of those 
nations met withall in the narrow Seas, and many 
times carryed away, and when best used, they are 
pillaged to the great losse and hinderance of your 
petitioners. And now your petitioners are most 
of all hindered and molested by the French, who 
being soe neereunto them, doe daily lye with their 
small Shallops in sight of the harbour of the said 
Towne pDover] , and in the way of passage to Flanders, 
That they cannot send any goodes to those partes 
but with great danger which redoundes to the great 
preiudice of the Marryners, imployment of Shipping, 
the whole Towne in generall, and his Majestie*in his 
Customes. 

four Petitioners humble suite therefore is 
that your Lordshipps will vouchsafe to take the 
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premisses into Your noble Consideracions, and be 
pleased to graunt them a warrant, That when any of 
his Majesties Shipps, or other imployed in his highnes 
Service, doe lye in the downes or thereaboutes, 
They may be appointed to Waft such Barques or Vesselles 
of Dover, or other his Majesties Subiectes laden 
from thence, as shalbe bound,co any portes nere unto 
them within the narrow Seas 

On 14 July the Lords of the Admiralty ordered the Earl of 

Lindsey to comply with every request in the Factors 1 

petition. When the Earl received notice from the merchants 

of Dover, he was to provide convoy for their ships bound to 

any ports on the Narrow Seas1 

Despite the relatively rapid response of the Admiralty 

to the factors' petition, the convoy system was slow to 

take effect. During most of August 1635 Lindsey seems to 

have been unable to carry out his orders, and the Dunkirkers, 

Dutch, and French continued to harass English shipping/^ 

By the end of August, however, Sir John Pennington had 

organized convoys on a daily basis,^ and the system 

worked well throughout the remainder of the year. For 

the first time commodity re-exports had guaranteed protection 

without having to wait for the special silver convoys. 

The continued success of the convoy system proved to be an 

essential element in the maintenance of the Dover entrepot.^1 

Little evidence survives concerning the rate of charge 

for convoys and its yield. No official rate was ever 

established or collected by the government itself. Admiral 

Lindsey declared in February 1635/6, however, that complaints 

about warship captains collecting convoy fees as a gratuity 
co 

were not valid because such practice was the usual custom. "*4 
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On 12 March 1635/6 the Council' s Committee for Trade 

declared that it was obligatory for merchant strangers 

transporting foreign silver from Dover to Dunkirk to pay for 
CO 

their convoys.The standard rate for the convoy of 

silver seems to have been about 1/125 ad valorem.There 

is evidence that Anthony Percival had some role in collecting 

convoy money and that he and English captains may have had 

to share it with Sir John Pennington. In 1639 Percival 

and Captain George Carteret were supposed to have collected 

h 1,500 in convoy money between them.^ 

While the convoy system for commodities was developing 

at Dover, the Farmers of the Customs made major reductions 

in the rates of their re-export duties. These reductions 

marked the true beginning of the composition system. It 

is impossible to fix a precise date for this "compounding" 

of the usual rates because the Dover Port Book for the 

period from Christmas 1634 to Christmas 1635 does not 

record customs collections. The rate changes made from 

Christmas 1635 to 25 March 1636 are shown in Appendix D. 

It is immediately apparent that the rates charged on all 

products were not reduced to a half subsidy of two and 

one-half per cent. Wines were reduced considerably more: 

from 6V% or 30s per tun to a flat rate of 13s 4d per tun> 

the same charge made on Englishmen for wine imports in the 
56 

outports. Spanish and Flemish products that might have 

competed with similar English exports were reduced only 

slightly to three and one-third per cent. It is interesting 
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that Spanish tobacco and Brazil tobacco seem not to have 

been considered such a threat, the duty on both being 

lowered to a half subsidy. 

No direct evidence has been found as to why the 

Farmers suddenly made such drastic reductions in their 

re-export rates at Dover. The most probable explanation 

would seem to be that the government put pressure on them 

to do so in order to make the Dover entrepot more attractive 

to foreign merchants.^ The government was also committed 

to work for effective rate reductions on commodity re

exports as part of the silver agreement with the Asentistas t 

and the structure of the rate changes made up to 25 March 

1636 definitely reflects a pro-Spanish policy. Except for 

wines, all French, Dutch, and German goods were still 

charged six and one-fourth per cent, and between 9 January 

and 25 March 1636 all goods of whatever origin going to 

France were charged at the same rate. The Farmers at 

first seem to have had misgivings about the new rates. 

They warned the government late in 1635 that 

the composition of 6d in the pound in the port of 
Dover is but contingent and no way to be built upon 
longer then the warrs doe continue betweene the 
Kinges of Spaine and France and the netherlands. 

Another factor motivating rate reductions may have 

been the government5 s knowledge that English ships carrying 

for foreign merchants had been avoiding the Dover entrepot 

whenever they could. The Spanish ambassador in London 

complained in 1631 and again in 1633 that English ships 

were carrying cargoes directly from Dutch ports to Spain 
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flto the . . . preiudice of his Majestie of great Brittaine 

in his Customes. The State Papers during the early 

1630*8 also contain reports of English vessels carrying 

from Spanish and Mediterranean ports to Flanders and 

Holland without making any effort to call at Dover to 

60 pay duties. u More serious, however, were the illegal 

transfers into and out of English ships in the Downs. 

One English captain reported late in 1632 that this was 

a daily occurrence throughout the year.6^ Beginning in 

September 1631, the Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty 

sent a steady stream of orders to the Channel fleet to 

prevent this practice.62 Had the. fleet succeeded in this 

mission, or in its attempt to prevent direct carrying 

between foreign ports, the Dover entrepot: would have become 

odious indeed to English shipowners. In fact, however, 

Sir John Pennington!s squadron in the Downs managed to 

apprehend only four vessels engaged in direct carrying 

or illegal relading through 1635.^ Appendix E shows a 

decline in re-export duties for the year ending at Christmas 

1634 of just over b 1,000 from the previous year. This 

decrease may reflect the enroachment made by these illegal 

carriers.6"1 In view of all this illicit traffic, it 

seems quite possible that the reductions in the rates of 

re-export duties at Christmas 1635 were made in the hope 

that foreign merchants employing English shipping would be 

encouraged to use the Dover entrepot rather than evade it. Ĵ 

In the midst of these attempts to draw more traffic 
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to Dover the town was beset by a flood of refugees from 

the Continent who desired to escape the consequences of 

the new war between Spain and France. The Council allowed 

them to land but issued a general order that no strangers 

could settle in Dover or the Cinque Ports. All were 
r r 

required to take up residence inland. 

This order for the removal of foreigners from the 

Cinque Ports threatened the existence of the factor community 

at Dover. The Mayor and Jurats of Dover petitioned the 

Council on 9 December 1635 for an exemption from the order 

for the foreign merchants and mariners who came to Dover 

for trading purposes. They pointed out that these foreigners 

were responsible for considerable advances in customs 
67 

revenue. Before the Council could take any action 

the Earl of Suffolk, the new Lord Warden of the Cinque 

Ports, announced on 5 February 1635/6 that foreigners could 

not be allowed to settle in the Port towns because they 

would be a threat in case of invasion, they might bring 

in plague, and they would certainly cause the price 

of food to rise. In the case of Dover, however, the Lord 

Warden was willing to make a small concession. He informed 

his secretary that 

in respect of the great trade at Dover by merchant 
strangers by composition lately made for advancement 
of his Maj esty's customes, yf the Maior can shewe 
me any sufficient reasons for the residence of some 
fewe in that towne only which are protestants and 
whole [whose] abydinge there, may be good for his 
Maj esty's service, I would be ready to endeavour such 
theire accomodation. . . . 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • « • •  
In the performance of this service, yf the Maior of 
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Dover shall desire the stay of any^ they must be 
protestante, and in that case he must take the advise 
of the ministers or preachers of the towne,"8 

The Council found that it could not back the Lord 

Warden in his religious test for the factors if any trade 

at all was to be maintained at Dover. On 16 February 

1635/6 the Mayor and Jurats of Dover presented the Lord 

Warden with a formal petition stating that the factors 

were necessary to the continued great trade of the town 

and requesting that they be allowed to remain. Of the 

fourteen principal factors, however, the town was forced 

to concede that all but one were Roman Catholics.The 

Lord Warden passed the Dover petition on to the Council. 

On 28 February 1635/6 the Board made the only possible 

decision. All "Marchants and Factores and Seafareing 

men" were permitted to remain at Dover regardless of 

religion.^ 

The government kept itself informed as to the religious 

activities of these Catholic factors, but it never exerted 

any serious pressure upon them to behave in a Protestant 

manner. After some deliberation the Council ordered the 

Lord Warden in December 1636 to see to it that the factors 

did not publicJy use Roman Catholic baptism for their 

children,' but this was the limit of governmental inter

ference. When a group of factors was called before the 

Ecclesiastical Court at Canterbury for recusancy in 1637, 

the Court dismissed the case immediately. One of the 

factors reported that the judge had remarked, "goe your 
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wayes, we wold we cold doe as you doe. ^ The factors 

usually heard Mass somewhere just outside the town; but 

when a French bishop was passing through Dover, he celebrated 

the rite in a tavern with 100 people in attendance. When 

the local church wardens arrived to note the number of 

Englishmen present, some of the factors threw the intruders 

out. During their daily meetings on the Bench, a street 

near the market place, the factors often hotly argued the 

merits of Roman Catholicism with Protestant factors and 

expressed the hope that England would soon become papist 

73 once more. To all of these activities the government 

turned a deaf ear. 

By March 1636 it had become clear that the English 

government was prepared to make many concessions and 

grant many privileges to ensure the success of the Dover 

entrepot. There were, however, limits to the government's 

munificence, especially where a foreign privilege was a 

threat to revenue. An example of the government's hostility 

toward such privileges may be seen in the case of the 

sale of shipping licenses by the Cinque Ports. Foreign 

goods laded at Dover in Cinque Ports1 ships were charged 

with composition, but, with the exception of Dover, the 

Ports 1 ships were allowed to carry directly between foreign 

ports without paying the new duty.^ Early in 1636 the 

government discovered that the mayors of the Port towns 

had sold numerous licenses to foreigners to operate their 

vessels as belonging to the Cinque Ports, thus permitting 

them the benefit of English neutrality without the necessity 
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of paying composition on their cargoes at Dover. On 9 March 

1635/6 the Lord Warden ordered an end tc the sale of these 

licenses, and all others previously sold were to be called 
75 

in. " Note e to Appendix F shows a marked increase in 

the number of Cinque Ports' ships carrying goods on compo

sition during the year 1636. This suggests that the Cinque 

Ports may have in fact lost their liberty for direct carry

ing between foreign ports. 

With its naval power increased by the new Ship-Money 

fleets, the English government found that it could also 

exert some pressure on English shipmasters and foreign 

merchants to prevent the previous practice of evading the 

Dover entrep'ot. This naval pressure was mainly exerted 

by having the Channel fleet and the customs officials 

at Dover keep a close watch on the port of Dunkirk, the 

chief Flemish entrep'ot for traffic from Dover. 

In 1636 this surveillance resulted in the discovery 

of a projected evasion of the composition system by English 

shipmasters who planned to sail directly between Dunkirk 

and Spain. On 15 September the Customer of Dover, Jacob 

Brames, notified Secretary Coke that 

there are now aryved in the Downes from Spayne John 
Crowder, William Jenken and Bryant Hamon of London, 
Frederick Scolt, John Rocus and George Hecgman, of 
Lubeck, and I am credible informed that the said 
Bryant Hamon is Consigned wholy for Dunkerke without 
makinge any Composition, which Course I doupt CnotJ 
some of the Rest will also practice. X have received 
intelligence that Thomas Gibbs Master of the Sarah of 
iuondon burthen 350 tons with 26 peeces of Ordnance is 
now in Lading at Dunkerke bound directly for St. Lucar, 
and one Richardson Master of the Hope of London burthen 
110 tonnes with 6 peeces of ordinance now also in 
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Lading at Dunlterk bound for St. Sebastians, and James 
Stowhouse of London in a Shipp of 160 tonnes with 
14 peeces of Ordinance now at Dunkerke Ladinge for 
dipbo Q Dieppe] : --Lykewyse it is certainly reported 
that Adrian Adrianson of this Towne in a shipp of 
three hundred tonns with at least 20 peeces of Ordinance 
is depparted from Mallogo directly for Dunkerke, and 
William Clake of this Town in a small ship from 
St. Sebastians,--all which ships propose to make no 
Composition unless some course be taken to prevent 
their Intentions, and if this practice be not restrayned 
it may Cause a diversion of the greatest part (if not 
all) of the Composition of silver and other goods nowg 
amountinge to aboute thirty thousand pounds per anno.'® 

Ten days later Captain George Carteret, on patrol in 

the Downs, sent a letter to the Admiralty similar to the 

one Brames had written Coke. He warned that Thomas Gibbs , 

master of the Sarah of London, was behind this scheme to 

defraud the Farmers. Carteret felt that if Gibbs succeeded, 

his example would be sufficient to cause mass evasions 

which could ruin the entire composition system.1' Fortunately 

for the Farmers, Gibbs and the Sarah of London were captured 

in the Downs in November. Gibbs was subsequently detained 

78 until he could raise L 2,000 in customs. 

With the failure of Gibbs's plans , the Dunkirk merchants 

proceeded to initiate their own plan for avoiding composition 

payments. On 27 December 1636 Anthony Percival described 

these new evasive procedures to Lord Treasurer Juxon: 

Of late some of the fflanders Marchants by fraudulent 
practices have endeavoured to ffreight English shipping 
from fflanders to Spaine, and soe from Spaine to 
fflanders, thereby utterly to defraud his Majestie 
of his Customes, as now latelie they did by Thomas 
Gibbes who fortunatelie was mett withall. . . . But 
now may it please your Lordship they are upon another 
dangerous practice for the subversion of this trade 
which is by freighting of their owne shippes from 
fflanders to Spaine, which shall bring the proceed of 
their marchandize backe into fflanders without payment 
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of anie Custome to his Majestie. And to cover their 
shippes from anie pretence of the ffrench or hollanders 
they doe intend to man them onely with English men. 

There is now onely two making ready at Dunkirk to 
beginn this plott, one that willbee first ready hath 
one Brookes for Master, who is to pretend himself 
and shipp to be of Scarborough, and according to the 
success of this divers others are to proceed. I 
beinge his Majesties servant intrusted for receipt 
of his Majesties Impositions and for the ffarmers at 
this Porte, thought fitt, (upon credible information 
of an espetial frend that came lately from Dunkirk) 7 
to give your Lordship an account of this practice. . . 

Brookes's fate is unknown, but the revelation of this 

scheme probably strengthened the government's plans to 

exploit the possibilities of the newly declared policy 

Mare Clans tun.°y The Venetian ambassador in London 

had reported on 9 December, just after the capture of 

the Sarah of London, that 

in order to establish their claims to this dominion 
[of the sea] more firmly . . . they have begun to 
seize the ships which come through the Downs, a place 
claimed to be in the open sea, laden with all kinds 
of goods for all kinds of places, even if they have 
not touched at any port of the realm. They did this 
lately with an English ship [the Sarah of London] which 
sailed recently from a port of F lander s~Tcr Spain, 
making it pay just as much for everything as if it 
had sailed directly from this kingdom, and they 
intend to do the same with all others they find in 
the future. 

On this account also the Dutch claim to have 
received fresh injury, and the Dutch ambassador, 
backed by the whole nation, is preparing to make 
a complaint before the king.°b 

On 16 December the ambassador again had reported on the 

strength of the English government's resolution to be 

master or the Narrow Seas. He had informed his government 

that the Dutch ambassador had appeared before the King and 

expressed the universal discontent of his countrymen 
at being burdened with new and unaccustomed imposts 
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on goods which happened to pass through these seas, 
even if they did not touch on the shores of this 
kingdom. The king listened patiently and even accepted 
a paper with the case of the merchants, promising to 
take its contents into consideration. ... He 
assured the ambassador of his good will toward the 
States. The step however is supposed to have produced 
but very small effect, because they are most determined 
to insist upon their lordship of the sea, from which 
they hope to obtain reputation and safety no less than 
very considerable profit. It is therefore vain to 
believe that with the field apparently free to England, 
all the neighbouring nations being in commotion, 
to gain without a struggle the place to which she 
aspires, that she will abandon her advance upon any 
consideration, as she knows full well that if she lost 
the present opportunity things are not likelv to remain 
so easy always or with so little opposition. 

Finally, on 23 December 1636, four days before Percival 

revealed the new "plott11 at Dunkirk, the ambassador had 

noted again that 

they propose vigorously to exact payment of the duties 
from all [italics minej ships that pass through this 
sea in future, and have postponed the reply to be 
given to the Dutch ambassador upon this,83 

The consequences of this new policy of attempting 

to stop "all1* ships coming through the Channel cannot be 

known with certainty. Appendix F shows that in 1636 and 

1638 there was a great increase in the number of foreign 

vessels carrying cargoes on which composition had been 

paid, but it is impossible to tell from the Port Books if 

these ships had been forced into Dover or had come in 

simply to take advantage of convoy. Note f to Appendix F 

shows that the increase in foreign carriers at Dover came 

mostly from the shipping of Hamburg and Lubeck. The 

number of Dutch vessels carrying re-exports actually 

declined from the level of 1635. This seems to contradict 
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the accounts of the Venetian ambassador which leave the 

impression that the Dutch were the chief sufferers from 

84 the new policy. ' In any case, Appendix G shows that 

re-exports in foreign carriers never accounted for a 

significant percentage of the composition revenues. 

(iv) 

The Establishment of a Duty on Re-exports 
of Spanish Silver 

About 12 March 1635/6 the Council!s Committee for 

Trade established a one and one-half per cent duty on 
Q C 

the re-export of Spanish silver from Dover.The factors 

later described this new development as follows: 

The said merchants had (at the first) Permission to 
export all such Silver as was imported without Payment 
of any Duty thereupon: But, the Trade increasing/ 
they were, by special order, obliged to send but 
only One Third Part of what came in^ and to pay for 
that Third One and a Half per Cent.6" 

No evidence has been discovered indicating precisely 

why the silver arrangement was altered, but the probable 

reasons were given in an anonymous memorial sent to Secretary 

Coke on 24 March 1635/6 which advocated an even higher rate 

of duty than the one and a half per cent decided on.81 

This document states that before Spain and France began 

hostilities in May 1635 the Spaniards had sent up to 

h 40,000 a year in silver bullion to the French port of 

St. Malo where it was reshipped for Flanders and England.88 

The anonymous writer claimed that the government could probably 
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increase the l\% duty to 4% because "now the Warres are 

between France and Spayne, . . . the Kinge of Spayne hath 

no other way to transport his silver for Flanders but in 

English ships. 

The unknown memorialist also pointed out that the 

working of the silver agreement had become unsatisfactory 

because of the international monetary situation and the 

duplicity of the factors at Dover. He stated that 

a great marechant told mee that this driing up of 
silver in France would cause much of the barrs that 
come for England from Spaine to be transported into 
France for after they bee at Dover they may easily 
in English bottomes, ship them over for Callis and 
Deepe though by Contract they should not Carrie any 
silver but to Dunkirk, and I could heartilie wish 
that some strict account were kept at Dover that 
they send not away above halfe that silver Q which] 
comes in from Spaine, Whereas in truth they do not 
bring into the Kingdom above a tenth partt of what 
silver comes to Dover. . . .90 

The corruption of the factors seems to be born out by 

Sir John Pennington's remark that from September to December 

1635 L 300,000 worth of silver was sent directly to 

Dunkirk without any being diverted to the Mint.y1 These 

evasions of the silver arrangements may account for the 

fifty per cent decline in the quantity of silver coined 

during the year ending 31 March 1636 compared to the 

9 2 preceding year. 

With the establishment of the new duty on silver 

re-exports the government decided that steps should be 

taken to ensure the honesty of the factors. Under the 

privy seal of 1634 the government was entitled to demand 

''Security for . . . sincere dealing" from all merchant 
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strangers in Dover, but nothing had ever been done in 

this respect. In September 1636 Dover Customer Jacob 

Brames finally required all foreign factors to post an 

annual bond of L 1,000 as a pledge against fraud and a 

guarantee for payment of duties on both silver and com

modities 3 

Although the one and one-half per cent silver duty 

remained officially in force throughout the summer of 
94 

1636, it seems that there was much agitation in the Council 

to have it raised. On 15 September Jacob Brames took it 

upon himself to stop all silver shipments to Dunkirk until 

the matter was definitely settled."3 By December the 

amount of silver stayed in the Downs and become considerable, 

and the King was forced to take action. On 18 December 

the Council Register records that 

whereas his Majesty this day sitting in Councell was 
advertised by a letter presented unto him by ye Lord 
Treasurer written unto his Lordship by Jaques Brames, 
his Majesties Customer of ye Porte of"Dover, That 
there was arrived there a certaine quantity of Silver 
out oii Spaine, laden in sundry Shipps, amounting to 
ye value of above 110,000 L., The Customer praying 
and desireing to bee instructed and authorised how 
to govern himselfe in ye takeing or receauing such 
Customes or dueties, upon ye said Silver, which unto 
his most gracious Majestie of Right doe appertaine. 
The rather for that of late, he ye said Customer hath 
been left without authority in this kind. His Majestie 
by ye aduice of ye Board . . . did resolve that for ye 
present, ye same dueties should be paid as formerly 
have bin for ye said Silver of one and a halfe in 
ye hundred for so much thereof as should be transported 
over Seas, and not landed in his Maj esties kingdome. 
And for so much thereof as should be landed as 
aforesaid, noe other dueties to bee demanded by any 
of his Majesties Officers but such as are usuall 
and ordinary in ye Minte for Coynage. Reserueing 
to further Consideracion whether or no hereafter it 
might appeare bes t for his Maj esties proffitt to make 
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96 any alteracion m ye premisses. 

This order held without any ̂ alteration in the premisesu 

until April 1638'' 

(v) 

Fiscal Results of the New Entrepot Policies 

The results of all these new policies were forecast 

by the Venetian ambassador in February 1635/6. He wrote that 

the ministers here are much incensed to hear that the 
ships of this nation arriving in the ports of France, 
Flanders, and Holland are searched for goods belonging 
to their enemies. This seriously prejudices the large 
profits they hope to obtain here from the war between 
neighboring princes by freely carrying the goods of all. 
However, they cannot fail to make very large profits, 
because every one has to run risks. . „ .9° 

Jacob Brames informed Secretary Coke in September 1636 that 

the customs from the silver duty and the composition levies 

99 on commodities were running to a total of h 30,000 annually. 

Appendix E shows that this was certainly the case by 1638 

and that the composition duties on commodities for 1636 

were at least bearing their part in Brames's estimate. No 

record of the silver duties has survived for 1636, but there 

is no doubt that the stricter enforcement of the silver 

agreement resulted in a greater volume of Spanish money 

being imported into Dover. Appendix H shows that the 

volume of silver coined at the Mint and the seignorage 

from it for the year ending in March 1637 were over three 

times what they had been in the previous year. Finally, 

Appendix I snows that the harbor duties on shipping at 
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Dover, which the Warden and Assistants seem to have sublet 

to the town and which were its chief source of revenue, 

rose to h 1,188 during 1636. 

In general, it is impossible to determine whether the 

new convoy system for commodities or the compounding down

ward of customs rates for re-exports had the most effect 

in producing the greatly increased volume of traffic at 

Dover during 1636. In the case of French wine re-exports , 

however, there is no doubt that the reduction of rates on 

wines by Christmas 1635 was decisive in attracting this 

trade to Dover. No French wines had been re-exported from 

Dover in 1634, or through Christmas 1635, the first year 

of the Franco-Spanish war. From Christmas 1635 to the end 

of November 1636, however, 3,666 tuns were re-exported, 

paying a total duty of h 2,244.i This sum formed a 

significant part of the total increase in re-export duties 
109 

from 1634 to 1636 of t 7,368. Since convoys had been 

operating from July to Christmas 1635, when no French 

wine had entered the entrepot, one must conelude that the 

reduction of wine rates at the latter date was responsible 

for the great wine trade during 1636. 

In sum, it is clear that the policies of the English 

government from 1632 through 1636 resulted in an enormous 

expansion of traffic at Dover entrepot and in a significant 

increase in the revenue it produced. The chief elements 

in these new policies were the silver agreement with the 

Asentistas and the modified free-port or staple system 
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established at Dover after the beginning of the Franco-

Spanish war in 1635. By the end of 1636 the composition 

system at Dover seems to have very nearly made England, as 

Clarendon put it, "the Exchange of Christendom.ff 



70 

NOTES' 

"^Portland fs letter to the Dover customs officers of 
20 March 1632/3 describing the composition trade of half 
subsidies under James I--see above, Chapter I, p. 13--
stated that "of late the new ffarmors of his Majesties 
generall customes and subsidyes, by my approbacion and 
alowance, haue made the like agreement with sundry ffactores 
and marchantes, for goodes and marchandize to bee brought 
into the said port and places to bee reshipped for forraigne 
partes, uppon payment of half Subsidy outwardes, and to 
bee taken upp by bills of store inwardes, which last agree
ment was to contynue, for the space of two Yeares, now ended 
[ italics mine J . • . ." Melbourne Hall, Derbyshire , Coke 
MSS., bndl. 11. 

?'P.R.O. SP. 16/199/4. 

•^P.R.O. E 190/657/11, Outward Section; E 190/658/1, 
Outward Section. For the official value of this traffic, 
see Appendix C. 

4 
Melbourne Hall, Derbyshire, Coke MSS., bndl. 51. 

Daniel Skinner was a Dover merchant who had close ties with 
the customs officials at Dover. About 1637 he bound himself 
to guarantee that Anthony Percival, the Farmers' deputy 
at Dover, would repay a loan of h 1,200 from Sir John 
Pennington at 8% interest. H.M.C. XII Report, App., 
Pt. II (Cowper: Coke MSS.), p. 127; Cal. Committee for 
Advance of Money, 1642-56, Pt. I, p. 574. 

~'P.R,0. E 190/657/11, Outward Section, passim: E 190/ 
658/1, Outward Section, passim. 

As early as 12 June 1632 Daniel Skinner at Calais 
wrote Sec. Coke that "the Comerce is the same was. ever with 
flanders, and goods passe too and fro without interuptions 
or feare of seizures. ..." Melbourne Hall, Derbyshire, 
Coke MSS., bndl. 11. 

I owe this description of the silver agreement to 
Mr. Harland Taylor's article, "Trade, Neutrality, and the 
English Road, 1630-1648," which will appear shortly in 
the Economic History Review. Mr. Taylor and the editor 
of the Review kindly allowed me to see this work in type
script. This silver arrangement has been known previously 
as the "Cottington Agreement." See Sir Albert Feavearyear, 
The Pound Sterling: a History of English Money, 2nd. ed. 
rev. by E. Victor Morgan (Oxford, 1963), p. 90. Mr. 
Taylor has shown that Cottington in fact had little or 
nothing to do with it. Instead, the negotiations were 
carried on through the English Secretary at Madrid, 
Arthur Hopton. A letter from Antwerp merchants to the 
infanta in late 1632 shows that Spanish silver re-exports 
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from England were considered to be a regular occurrence. 
P.R.O. SP. 77/22/390. 

It is probable that the Asentistasj agents in London 
purchased their bills from English exporters who had 
debts owing to them in Flanders or from resident aliens 
who had large capital holdings abroad. No evidence 
describing the precise nature of the exchange transactions 
has been found. 

8 See above, Chapter I, pp. 13-15. 

^Portland to the Officers of the Customs at Dover, 
20 March 1632/3 , MeIboume Hall, Derbyshire, Coke MSS. , 
bndl. 11. 

* "'These were the Customer, the Controller, and the 
Searcher. During the period of the Great Farm, from 
1604 to 1641, they only kept accounts of the duties 
collected. The farmers1 deputy, the Collector, received 
the money. The royal officers' accounts, especially those 
of the Customer and Controller, are extremely valuable 
because they constitute the vast majority of the Dover 
Port Books. See Dietz, English Public Finance, 1485-1641, 
II, 338. Elizabeth E. Hoon, The Organization of the English 
Customs System, 1696-1786 (New York and London, 1938), 
p. 6, also contains a well documented discussion of the 
role of the royal officers during the Great Farm. A list 
of the port officers who kept the Dover Port Books from 
1621 to 1638 is given in N. J. Williams (compiler), 
Descriptive List of Exchequer, Queen's Rembrancer, Port 
Books. Part 1. 1565-1700 (London" 1960). pp. 195-^04.— 
TEe~ only one of these officials who can be positively 
identified as holding office in 1633 is Jacob Brames, who 
served as Customer of Dover from 1621 to his death in 
!641. Cal, S.P. Pom. 1619-23, p. 263; P.R.O. A.O. 3/297/5; 
Cal. S.P. Pom. 1641-43, pp. 30, 39. A certain Robert 
Rookes had been Searcher in November 1632, but he was soon 
committed to the Fleet for illegally seizing and selling 
silver imported into Dover under the silver agreement with 
the Asentistas. Cal, S.P. Pom. 1635, pp. 17, 80. 

Llportland to the Officers of the Customs at Dover, 
20 March 1632/3, Melbourne Hall, Derbyshire, Coke MSS., 
bndl. 11. 

12 
A copy of this privy seal, dated 31 January 1633/4, 

is in P.R.O. SP. 105/109/81. 

13 In 1633 it was reported from Madrid that English ships 
which were usually employed by the Portuguese were carry
ing some of the Asentistas silver to the Downs and then 
relading it into other vessels for Dunkirk without landing 
any in England. The English shipmasters charged a 1% fee 
for risking this evasion of the silver arrangement. Arthur 



72 

Hopton at Madrid to Sec. Coke, 16/26 October 1633, P.R.O. 
SP. 94/36/352-53. Hopton later informed Sec. Coke that 
the English shipmasters had to engage in this illegal 
carrying because "if they do not carry the money to Flanders 
others will." Hopton at Madrid to Sec. Coke, 8/18 November 
1633, P.R.O. SP. 94/36/361-62. 

14 Copy of a Privy Seal authorizing the ffarmers to 
make Composition for Goods brought in to be Transported,11 
31 January 1633/4, P.R.O. SP. 105/109/81. 

^H.M.C. Cranfield Papers, 8434, Old Nos. , (1622). 
For a discussion of this source, see Chapter I, note 15. 

I £' 

P.R.O. SP. 14/124/138. This document somehow became 
mixed in with a group of miscellaneous State Papers for 
the reign of James I and was miscalendared as being from 
the year "1621?". Cal. S.P. Pom. 1619-23. p. 331. The 
internal evidence in the document, i.e., the references 
to the privy seal and to London, place it sometime after 
31 January 1633/4. For other errors in the State Paper 
calendar for the reign of James I which date documents from 
the 16301s as being from the 1620's, see Michael Oppenhiem, 
"Maritime History Qof KentJ ," Victoria County History (Kent) , 
ed. William Page (London, 1908-1932), XI, 334, n. 643. 

17 
The London Port Books surveyed were those showing 

exports by aliens. Some Spanish wool was re-exported in 
May 1633 and a few cwt. of white and muscavado sugars in 
October 1637. P.R.O. E 190/37/9; E 190/41/3. 

18 
For the strategic location of Dover in relation to 

the north-south routes for sea-bourne commerce, see above, 
Chapter I, pp. 16-17. When negotiations were in progress 
to revive the composition system in 1661, the Council of 
Trade informed the Lord Treasurer that "to suppose that 
this trade may be promoted in other Portes, we humbly con
ceive will beget little Advantage and great Confusion, for 
in this Porte [Dover] all Warehouses are prepared for this 
trade, The Situation of the Porte withe the Road and the 
Downs is naturally a Seat, and indeed a Strand for trade. . . 
B.M. Add. MS. 25,115, fol. 119. A composition agreement 
made in 1638 between Flemish factors and the Farmers of 
the Customs refers to "the Kings Majesties Storehouse" in 
Dover, and a survey of the property belonging to the Warden 
and Assistants of Dover Harbor in 1641 shows the location 
of the "Towne of Dover Storehouse," which was over 100 feet 
long and more than 70 feet wide. The survey also shows 
that a large open storage yard was located in front of this 
warehouse. B.M. Stowe MS. 325,fols. 176-78; Appendix B, p. 260. 

19 
Deposition of Soloman Gooris of Heneage [Harwich?J 

House, London, merchant, 6 April 1637, P.R.O. H.C.A. 13/53/ 
221-22. 
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on 
P.R.O. E 190/658/1, Outward Section, passim. 

21 "^In August 1635 the Searcher's Book for Dover shows 
that Sir William Curteene re-exported French goods for 
Barbary and that Humphrey Slaney sent some Flemish linens 
for Guinea. Unfortunately, the Searcher did not indicate 
the precise nature of the duties paid. P.R.O. E 190/658/7, 
Outward Section, entries for 21 August and 30 September 
1635. For a general summary of Courteene1s activities 
in colonial and financial affairs, see Sidney Lee in 
DNB s.v. "Courten, Sir William"; Ashton, The Crown and 
the Money Market. 1603-1640, pp. 21-22, 24, 96, 160, 169-70, 
179-94, 195-96. The wide-ranging activities of Humphrey 
Slaney are conveniently summarized in T. K. Rabb, Enterprise 
and Empire: Merchant and Gentry Investment in the Expansion 
of England, 1575-1630 (Cambridge, Mass.. 1967), p. 377. 
John Breclcenden and Henry Carleston, merchants of London, 
employed the Sarah of London to bring goods from Spain to 
Dunkirk after paying composition at Dover in January 1636/7. 
Ca 1.., S.F. Pom, 1.636-37 , p. 345. 

22 " "As early as 1615 Letters Patent granted to the East 
India Company held that a staple of East India goods was 
beginning to be established in England and that "besides 
the Store which aboundantly serveth our owne Subiectes, 
a greate parte thereof is carried, out into Germanie, 
Italie, Turkie and other places, to supplie the want of 
our Neighbors, and other Countries.if Sir George Birdwood 
and William Foster (eds.) , The Register of Letters and C. 
of the Governour and Company of Merchants of London trading 
into the East Indies. 1600-1619 (London, 1893), p. 4707 
It seems that only a minority of the Company's investors 
engaged in re-exports. Ethel B. Sainsbury (ed.), A Calendar 
of the Court Minutes, etc., of the East India Company, 
1635-1639 (Oxford, 1907), p. viii. By 1640, however, Sir 
Sbomas Roe could argue "that nothing exported, of- our 
own growth, hath balanced our riotous consumption at 
home, but those foreign commodities, which I call natural
ized; that is, that surplus of our East-India trade, which 
being brought home in greater quantities than are spent 
within the kingdom, are exported again. ..." Roe, 
"Sppech to the Council in 1640," Harleian Miscellany. IV, 
435. Virginia tobacco was required to be brought to England 
before being reshipped to a foreign country by an order 
from the Council in 1621. A.P.C. 1621-23. p. 73. Somers 
Island tobacco soon came under the same regulation. A.P.C. 
1621-23, pp. 434-35. By 1636 the Farmers of the Tobacco 
Impostclaimed they were losing money because of the rebates 
they had to make for re-exports. Cal. S.P Pom. 1635-36, 
p. 551. On 8 March 1638/9 London tobacco "manufacturers" 
complained that leaf tobacco was re-exported to such an 
extent that Englishmen whose work it was to process it had 
to go abroad to find employment. Cal. S.P, Pom. 1638-39, 
p. 546. The best account of tobacco re-exports for this 
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period remains G. L. Beer, The Origins of the British 
Colonial System, 1578-1660 (New York, 1908), pp. 215-16. 

""The new Book of Rates of 1635 doubled the import 
imposts on pepper, cinnamon, cloves, and indigo. For 
purposes of comparison, see the Book of Rates of 1611 
which was in force to 1635. Copies of both books may be 
seen in the Goldsmith!s Library housed in the Senate House 
of the University of London. Edmund Rossingham's Newsletter 
to Lord Scudamore of 14 February 1639/40 summarized the 
further troubles of the Company: "The merchants pretend to 
have bine much discoraged partly by impositions layd upon 
the trade but more speacially by his Majesties giveing 
waye to the late Sir William Courtyne to trade into those 
parts as alsoe, his Majesties giveing some of the Hands 
beyond the Cape de bona Speranza to my lord martiall and 
to the Earle of Southampton, to plant there some english 
collonees, as alsoe, for not restoreing the impositions 
of all such goodes , as the Company does export, which 
belonge to that trade, the yeare after they import them, 
(the imposition was denyed them) if they exported those 
goodes within the year. ..." B.M. Add. MS. 11,045, 
fol. 93. 

o / 
Most tobacco was imported in pudding form, valued 

at 10s/lb. before 1635. See the Book of Rates of 1611. 
25 
See Beer, Origins of the British Colonial System, 

1578-1660, pp. 

26„ 
See Lipson, The Economic History of England, XI, 

366, for a summary of the history of the Spanish Company 
after its dissolution by Parliament in 1606. 

27 , 
These merchants claimed that in the Anglo-Spanish 

Treaty of 1630 there was "an article subscribed by the 
conns table Cof Spain"] whereine he did agree that the 
Englishe nation should carrie into Spaine all the Commodities 
of high Germanie etc being landed in England and ye Custome 
here paid. And nothinge paid to them of Holland and 
Zeland. Contrarie thereunto the officers of the kinge of 
Spaine take noe knowledge of any such article, neither 
doth the kinge in his shedul to the officers, make anie 
relatione therof nor glue them anie order therein. Wherebye 
the officers proceed in confiscation of some lcindes of 
highe Germanie Commodities, as Lynnens etc and exacte 
30 per Cent on the rest albeit they haue here bin landed, 
custome paid, and Certificat sent accordinge to the said 
article subscribed by the Connstable." Petition of the 
"Spanish Merchants of England" to Charles I, 1631, P.R.O. 
SP. 94/35/386. There was actually no such article in the 
Treaty of 1630. See Articles of Peace, Entercourse, and 
Commerce. . . in the names of . . . Charles, etc. . . . and 
Philip ... of Spaine (London, 1630), passim. 
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28 There is also some evidence of English merchants 
in France using the composition system for trade with Spain 
after the beginning of the Franco-Spanish war in 1635. 
See, e.g., Daniel Skinner's shipment of perpetuanoes from 
Calais through Dover to San Lucar on 31 August 1635. P.R.O. 
E 190/658/7, Outward Section. For an example of imports 
from Spain to France by a resident English merchant, see 
Ca1, S.P. Pom. 1640-41, p. 369. 

29 Logwood re-exports seem to have been permitted by 
a license from the Lord Treasurer issued about 30 July 
1635. See P.R.O. E 190/658/7, Outward Section, 21 August, 
25 August, and 15 September 1635 for references to this 
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lamation in 1630. Steele, Tudor and Stuart Proclamations, 
I, No. 1275; Thomas Rymer, Feedera (London, 1726-1735), 
XIX, 155. For the further progress of the logwood trade, 
see Shilton and Holworthy, High Court of Admiralty Examina
tions , 1637-1638. pp. 209, 210. 

30 "See the Petition of the "Spanish Merchants" resident 
in England to the House of Commons, 5 January 1640/1, 
B.M. Portland Loan 29/173, fols. 42-43. 

31 
Lord Aston at Madrid to Sec. Coke, 28 January/7 Feb

ruary 1636/7, P.R.O. SP. 94/39/25. 
32 

Wright's activities as a dealer in licenses whose 
position would be hurt by those bringing in French imports 
not on composition is described in a letter from Arthur 
Hopton at Madrid to Sec. Coke, 8/18 May 1639, P.R.O. SP. 
94/41/101-2. 

33 
For Percival's position, see Cal. S.P. Dom. 1635-36, 

p. 541. — 
Q / 

"P.R.O. SP. 16/290/47. Chewne had written to Arch
bishop Laud on 1 June stating that the French sailors of the 
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merchants who professed to be factors for the French owners, 
Cal. S.P. Dcm, 1635. p. 103. 

35 
Cal. S.P. Pom. 1635. pp. 144, 148. Booth was ranked 

among the "gentlemen" of Dover in 1641. See Proceedings, 
Principally in the County of Kent, in connection with the 
ParliamentaCiTred in 1640. ed. L. B. Larking. Camden 
Society, Vol. LXXX, p. 62. 
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which hath in a manner blockt up our harbor and hath 
much iniured trade betweene us and the Flanders, chasing the 
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47Cal. S.P. Bom. 1635. p. 274. 
48 

Cal. S.P. Ven. 1632-36, pp. 432-34, 441. 
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England1s Safety in Trades Encrease (London. 1641), pp. 

It is just possible that Wolstenholme could have 
had some influence in convincing the other members of the 
Farming syndicate to lower the re-export rates at Dover to 
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38P.R.O. SP. 16/306/28. 
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A meraoriall of the Resident of Spaine to his Maiestie 
of Great Brittaine," 1631, P.R.O. SP. 94/35/384; "A second 
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done in retaliation for the Portuguese seizure of English 
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Lisbon. P.R.O. P.C. 2/44/92-93, 204. This measure un
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SP. 14/120/126. 
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any more such Certificates." B.M."Portland Loan 29/173, 
fol. 83. 
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Melbourne Hall, Derbyshire, Coke MSS., bndl. 39. 
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the minimum figure because the returns for 1636 in Appendix 
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CHAPTER III 

CRISES AND POLICY CHANGES, 1637-1641 

(i) 

Crises and Adjustments in Re-export Rates, 1637-1638 

By the end of 1636 the fortunes of war and the policy 

of the English government had made Dover something of a 

staple town for the English foreign carrying trade. During 

1637, however, the Dover entrepot suffered a series of 

crises which nearly destroyed what the war had created. 

In February 1636/7 the plague in London caused Spain 

to prohibit all London ships from entering her ports, and 

Dover ships were subjected to a forty-day quarantine. ** 

The Venetian ambassador in London reported in May that 

since they began to exact duties even at sea from 
goods which only stopped in the Downs on their way 
through, it seems that trade has suffered great 
deterioration, as many avoid coming here, and those 
who are obliged to, make great complaint and raise 
difficulties about the payment, the Flemings who 
benefit the most, make more disturbance than others.z 

By October Venice had embargoed Dover vessels altogether, 
o 

also because of the plague. On 7 October Lord Aston 

reported from Madrid that some Spanish silver shipments 

|fare sent to this Court, and are to be remitted by the way 

of Genua to fflaunders.A group of merchants in London 

negotiating for the Farm of the Customs warned the government 

on 9 October that they could take it over only if 

they may have liberty to make some abatement out 
of the 6d in the pound in the portes of London and 

82 
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Dover for that it is conceaved that that duty of 
Composition will cease unlesse there be some abatement 
or mittigation.5 

The incumbent Farmers, however, made no attempt 

to adjust their rates downward at this time. There 

appeared to be no need to do so because on 7 October 

Lord Aston had written from Madrid that the King of Spain 

had reopened his Mediterranean ports to English ships and 

that the Duke of Conde had promised that Portuguese ports , 

6 Cadiz, and San Lucar would soon be reopened as well. 

Aston continued to press the King of Spain concerning 

these Atlantic harbors, and on 1 November he wrote Secretary 

Coke that he had finally succeeded in obtaining the King's 

order "for the opening of all these Portes. 

Although the end of the Spanish embargo permitted 

the revival of the composition trade between Spain and 

8 Flanders, two other major crises soon threatened the 
/\ 

Dover entrepot. The first occurred on 3 November 1637 

when the French impounded all English ships in their ports 

in retaliation for the activities of an English privateer 

in the Mediterranean. ̂ The second was revealed in a 

petition to the Council on 13 December. The petitioners, 

London agents of the Asentistas, made requests which showed 

that the end of the Spanish prohibition on English shipping 

had not immediately restored the silver trade to Dover. 

The Council Register records that 

this day was read the humble peticion of Peter Rycard 
and John Eland in behalfe of themselves and other 
marchantes in Spayne, humbly shewing that the moneyes 
which were lately accustomed to bee imported from 
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Spayne into this kingdome, are now sent to Genoa, 
and from thence in Coyne and Bills of Exchange made 
over to Flanders, to the great hinderance of his 
Majesties and his Subiects Shipping.10 

The merchants in their petition desired a change in the 

silver agreement to rectify this situation. Specifically, 

they requested 

that their Lordships would be pleased, to order that 
all such moneys as shall hereafter come from Spayne, 
to this kingdome, may at the choyce of the owners 
thereof, either bee exported in the same Specie, 
(paying his Majestie one and an halfe in the hundred 
for Convoy) or bee brought to his Majesties mint for 
coynage, whereby the Trade of money might bee reduced 
hither againe, to the great and good benefitt of 
his Majestie and his Subjectes.TI 

In other words, the merchants conceded that the one and 

a half per cent duty might be retained, but they wanted 

the importers of the silver to be given the option to 

re-export it all immediately without taking any to the 

Mint if they so desired. The Council referred the scheme 

to Lord Treasurer Juxon and Lord Cottington, the Chancellor 
12 of the Exchequer. 

The government took no immediate action with regard 

to changing the silver arrangements, preferring to con

centrate on the French crisis. The Earl of Leicester, 

who was in Paris at the head of the delegation negotiating 

for a French alliance, was instructed to ask whether the 

French would negotiate the release of the confiscated 

English ships. The French delegation agreed to consult 

with Louis XIII in the matter, and Leicester advised that 

the English merchants who had sent out the privateer should 

send an agent to Paris to represent their grievances. 



85 

The Venetian ambassador in England stated on 1 December that 

it is to be hoped that an adjustment will soon follow, 
allowing free passage to the English ships, without 
which France loses the convenience of trade, as with 
this war she is obliged to make use of ships of this 
nation entirely. 

The ambassador seems to have diagnosed the French position 

correctly because by the end of February 1637/8 the French 

had settled accounts with the English privateering group 

and released all the detained English ships.1*-5 

This settlement left the Farmers with the Venetian 

embargo and the alleged Spanish diversion of the silver 

trade to Genoa as the only immediate threats to the Dover 

entrepot. Shipments to Venice did not resume until July 
1 £ 

1638, but this delay was not particularly damaging to the 

Farmers because the volume of goods re-exported to the 

17 Republic had never been great. As for the fears that 

the Asentistas had begun to send most of their silver to 

Flanders by the overland route from Genoa, they came to 

nothing. As Appendix H shows , the volume of silver coined 

at the Mint for the year ending in March 1638 in fact 

increased over the preceding year. 

During the course of 1638 the progress of the Conti

nental war again aided the entrepot at Dover. Breisach, 

a key city controlling the trade route to Flanders from the 

south, was besieged by the French early in March 1637/8 

and fell on 17 December. Its siege and fall ended Spanish 

18 communications with Flanders from Italy. ° There was now 

no practicable alternative to the Dover entrepot. 
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On 27 April 1638 the English government took advantage 

of this new situation while yielding somewhat to the 

demands of the Asentistas for greater direct silver re

exports. Two-thirds of the silver sent to Dover was allowed 

to be re-exported directly to Flanders with only one-third 

to be sent to the Mint. The price exacted was that the 

two-thirds re-exported should now pay a duty of two per 

cent.The Dover Port Book for 1638 shows that L 824,144 

worth of silver was imported f#per store" and that L 432,981 

20 was re-exported. The change in the re-export arrangements 

thus came late enough in the year to allow only half 

rather than two-thirds of the silver to be sent directly 

to Flanders. The fall in the amount of silver coined at 

the Mint during the year ending in March 1639 from the 

level of the previous year also reflects the results of 

the new system. L"L 

During 1638 the new syndicate led by Lord Goring 

which was preparing to assume the Great Farm of the Customs 

at Christmas of that year2- made plans to ensure that the 

profits of the composition system would go to them when 

they took over the Farm. On 31 May they secured a license 

authorizing them to compound with the factors and specifically 

stating that the revenues of the composition trade would 
9 *3 

be for their own use." The new Farmers1 desire to secure 

the profits of the trade is understandable. During 1636 

the revenues had been L 18, 367 exclusive of the silver 

duty, a sum which would have paid Lord Goring's rent on 
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the Tobacco Farm nearly twice over. 

Despite the thriving condition of the composition 

2 5 system during 1638,"*" the new Farmers finally decided to 

use their negotiating license to make significant reductions 

in the composition rates. On 8 December they negotiated a 

new composition agreement with the Flemish factors at Dover 
7 6 which was to take effect at Christmas. As may be seen 

from Appendix D, the effect of this agreement was to 

reduce the rates on French, German, and Dutch goods to 

parity with those levied on Spanish and Flemish commodities. 

No evidence survives for the syndicate 's motives in 

making these reductions, but it seems likely that increasing 

competition from Dutch carriers was the chief cause for 

action. As early as April 1637 the Farmers had informed 

Lord Treasurer Juxon that the Dutch were beginning to 

obtain licenses to sail their ships as vessels belonging 

to the neutral King of Poland. They had pressed Juxon 

to have Charles I declare all such vessels subject to 

composition in England, but no special action in regard to 

the Dutch seems to have been taken for fear of offending 

27 the Poles.^ It is extremely probable that the Dutch 

increased their competitive pressure under the cover of 

Polish neutrality during 1638. A letter from an English 

merchant at Seville to the English ambassador in Madrid 

in 1639 stated that the Dutch disguised as Poles were making 

inroads into the English carrying trade by freighting some 

of the Asentistas1 silver.^ 
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The new composition agreement of 8 December 1638 

was mainly concerned with establishing rules for the 

operations of the factors and is quoted in extenso in 

29 Chapter IV." One of its provisions, however, merits 

discussion here. Article 11 stated that "no man is to 

take benefit of this Agreement but such ffactors as reside 

in Dover for the Said Merchant Strangers and shall sub

scribe hereunto." Although the privy seal of January 

1633/4 had guaranteed access to composition privileges 

to all English as well as foreign merchants, this article 

seems to have been aimed at preventing English merchants 

both in England and Spain from making use of the composition 

system. When the re-export rates had been 5% plus 1^% on 

aliens, the Farmers could not have objected to Englishmen 

shipping their goods to factors at Dover because the total 

charge for re-exports by a native English merchant was also 

5% after rebatement of imposts. During the period from 

Christmas 1635 to Christmas 1638, however, the re-export 

rates had been "compounded" downward to 2-|% or 3 1/3% 

for most items. This meant that the Farmers would lose 

revenue if English merchants made great use of the composi

tion trade for re-exports. In the event, this attempt to 

exclude English merchants was only partially successful. 

Early in 1641 the "Spanish merchants," i.e. , the English 

merchants resident in England trading to Spain, claimed 

that "English men residing in Spaine which are revolted 

from their obedience to his Majestie,f were exporting 
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Spanish wool to Holland on composition at ''but half the 

dutyes that wee are inforced to peie. . . .,r The loyal 

English merchants believed that "it is manifest that the 

Dover Composition with Strangers hath brought forth all 
*5 A 

this mischiefe." 

(ii) 

The Menace of Hostile Fleets in the Bay of Biscay 
and the Downs, 1638-1639 

Toward the end of 1638 the new prosperity of the 

Dover entrepot began to be threatened by the operations 

of hostile fleets in the sea lanes used by English ships 

in western European waters. Trouble came first from the 

French. Richelieu deeply resented the English carrying 

31 Spanish silver to Flanders, and by October 1638 he was 

taking steps to give Charles I a token warning. The naval 

force based at Bayonne under the command of the Archbishop 

of Bordeaux began seizing English vessels carrying naval 

32 supplies to Spain,In July 1639 the Venetian ambassador 

in London reported that the French had informed the King 

that the ships of the Archbishop would continue to attack 

English vessels as long as "English captains . . . persevered 

in taking munitions and money to help Flanders, under the 

pretext of merchandise. . . ."33 

By this time the Archbishop of Bordeaux's fleet seemed 

a minor matter. During April and May 1639 the merchants 

of Dover received news that the main part of the French 
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fleet was sailing for Flanders to support the French 

. 34 army's projected attack on Dunkirk. The pressure of 

the French as a threat to English shipping between Dover and 

Dunkirk was greater than it normally would have been because 

in early April Charles I had ordered all but twelve ships 

of the Channel fleet to Newcastle to support the army 

engaged against the Scots.On 3 June Captain George 

Carteret wrote to Sir John Pennington that trade had come 

to a standstill at Dover. The rumor of the approach of 

the French fleet toward Dunkirk had caused imports into 

Dover to cease, and it was his opinion that the Dover 

warehouses were empty. He admitted that he could no longer 

carry on convoy duties on a large scale because the Lord 

Admiral had left instructions that the remaining warships 

in the Downs were not to separate. 

The French fleet had in fact entered the Downs about 

37 1 June." Its object, however, was not Dunkirk. It de

parted immediately for Corunna with the intention of attack

ing the Spanish fleet assembling there to carry troops to 

Flanders. Weather conditions would not permit the French 

Admiral to use his fireships, and he returned to the Downs 
o o 

before the end of the month. 

The presence of the French fleet continued to cause 

anxiety to English merchants until August 1639. On 28 June 

the Venetian ambassador in London observed that the merchants 

interested in traffic with Spain had pleaded with the 

ministers to recall the fleet from Scotland to the Channel. 
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The merchants were "all afraid that if the Dutch and 

French fleets unite they will completely destroy the trade 

of Spain, which is so profitable to this mart.The 

English fleet finally returned at the end of July/f ~ 

but the danger from the French proved illusory. In August 

they once again sailed southward and never returned in 

sufficient force to constitute a danger to English shipping/4' 

After the French fleet had sailed on its first expedition 

to Spain around 1 June 1639 another crisis came to a head 

which had been building up since early in the year. In 

February 1638/9 Benjamin Wright, an English merchant in 

Spain who sold licenses to import French linen on composi-
42 tion, " had made an asiento with the Spanish government to 

transport Spanish soldiers from Cadiz to Dunkirk.^* In 

April Lord Admiral Northumberland had officially forbidden 

any English merchant to send ships to Spain to carry troops 

to Dunkirk/1*4 but several shipmasters led by Captain Thomas 

Davis had defied the order and sailed for Spain.^ By the 

beginning of May, Davis had decided to sail for Dunkirk 

with his cargoes of soldiers and silver without waiting for 

the main Spanish fleetTo avoid intervention Charles I 

had ordered the Lord Admiral to withdraw the prohibition 

on English ships carrying Spanish troops, but the King had 

publicly declared that any English vessel that did so 

would proceed at its own risk.'4 ̂  

As Davis and his flotilla of nine vessels laden with 

troops and silver approached the English Channel, the 
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factors at Dover became alarmed. On 3 June Anthony Percival 

wrote a letter on their behalf to Captain John Povey in 

the Downs stating that the money Davis carried was consigned 

to Dover and that many would be ruined if the ships were 

taken by the Dutch. Povey wrote to Pennington that there 

was indeed some danger because thirty Dutch men-of-war 

had been sighted in the Downs.^ Edward Peters^ and 

other Dover factors , claiming to be friends of Sir John 

Pennington, persuaded Captain William Byng to write another 

letter to Sir John on 7 June. The factors wanted the 

Rear Admiral informed that their money was in danger. 

Sometime during the next week the factors appealed directly 

to Lord Admiral Northumberland to send part of the Channel 

fleet to protect Davis 5 ships, but the King refused to 

empower the Admiral to act.51 

What happened to Davis himself is uncertain, but the 

fate of his fleet was reported by a London newsletter on 

25 June: 

The last weeke 4 shipps of Dover, full of Spanish 
souldiers, and good store of Spanish treasure a board 
them fought a while with 12 Shipps of holland in the 
narrowe Seas, and after some slaughter on both sides, 
the dutch offered Parlie, promiseing, if the Spaniards 
might bee delivered a board them, not to medle at all 
with the Spanish treasure which was agreed uppon: 
ffive london shipps agreed in Spaine to take in soe 
many Spanish souldiers and for 5 L a man, to land 
them safe at Dunkerke, the Spaniards to putt in 
victualls to feede them thither: two of these Shipps 
were sett uppon in the narrowe Seas, the smaller shipp 
of 300 tun delivered upp their Spaniards forthwith; 
but the other shipp of 500 tuns refused, and prepared 
for defence, . . . all the Spaniards 400 getting 
uppon the decke with their Swords drawne, promiseing 
the Seamen to fight it out to the last; 
the master was valiant, and would have fought, but 
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when the seamen should have given fire to the ordinance, 
the cowardly Rogues, they putt out their live matches 
and profest yt that they would not fight uppon such 
disadvantage soe all the poore Spaniards were taken 
prisoners, save 8 or 10 that gott into the hold, and 
the principall don, a man of quality, whoe had a 
red beard, whoe was lett goe, because hee lookt 
nothing like a Spaniard, but the Master stood his friend 
and kept him backe for an Italian: the owners of this 
shipp require their fraight but it is denyed them, 
because they fought not, to make good their agreement 
to land these Spaniards aboard at Dunkerke: Twoe 
other london shipps full of Spaniards, the one is 
putt into Plymouth, the other into the lie of Waight, 
but till they heare from the Court, they knowe not 
howe to dispose of these Spaniards. . . . 

The most important aspect of the whole affair was 

that the Dutch Admiral, Tromp, had not seized the money 

on board the ships. On 21 June the Venetian ambassador 

in London reported that "the restraint shown by the Dutch 

captains in taking the men and leaving the money, has done 

much to assuage the ill feeling caused by overhauling the 

53 other English ships. . . .,{ Why Tromp did not seize 

the silver is unknown. The States General at the Hague 

considered recalling Tromp to defend his action, but 

then decided against it. It would have been unwise in the 

extreme to recall their ablest seaman when the main Spanish 

fleet was expected at any moment. 

By the beginning of July the Spanish ambassador in 

England decided that the Spanish soldiers in the ships 

following Davis 1 fleet who had escaped the Dutch and landed 

in England could finally be transported to Dunkirk. He 

proposed to send them over one or two at a time in the 

English ships which plied daily between Dover and Dunkirk 

in the course of the entrepot trade.This project had 
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its difficulties. The States General was considering 

using the Davis incident for a pretext to stop all English 

ships carrying money to Flanders.Nevertheless, the 

Spanish soldiers landed in the western ports were sent to 

Dover for transport.^ Late in July Sir John Pennington 

seized five Dutch men-of-war patrolling the mouth of 

Dover harbor on the pretext that they had taken a Hamburg 

vessel while in the King's seas. The Dutch view of the 

maneuver was recorded by Edmund Rossingham in a newsletter 

to Lord Scudamore as follows: 

The last weeke, Sir John Pennington, Admirall in the 
narrowe seas, brought into the downes five States shipps 
of warr, because they had taken an hamburger within 
the comande of Dover Castle: after those shipps 
had bine in the Downes 4 or 5 days, uppon complaint 
of the States Ambassadour, my lord Admirall sett them 
free againe: but the dutch suppose, the takeing of 
the hamburger whome the States men of warr sett free 
forthwith, was not the cause Sir John Pennington 
brought them in, but hee did yt, that some shipps in 
Dover roade, full of those Spanish souldiers, which 
landed at Portsmouth for feare to bee taken by the 
States shipps off Beachee ['HeadJ, and marshed 
by land to Dover, where they tooke ship to goe for 
Dunkerke; how whilst the States five shipps laye at 
an anchor under the command of the kings ffleete, 
they sett Saile for Dunkerke, thus saye the Dutch 
did Sir John Pennington befreind them. . . .58 

The Council claimed that Pennington had acted without 
59 

royal authority.* This is difficult to believe. The 

seizure of five men-of-war was no small matter, and Pennington 

was by nature a timid seaman. He had previously recommended 

that no action be taken against the Dutch for stopping 

Davis 1 ships because the English were in the wrong and his 

own force was too weak to risk an encounter with the Dutch 

60 
fleet. In any event, this was not the last time Admiral 
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Pennington was to prove a friend to Spanish interests in 

the Downs. 

The capture of Davis 1 ships and its consequences 

formed a prelude to the Battle of the Downs. According to 

the Venetian ambassador at the Hague, the Dutch believed 

that the Spaniards had sent Davis and his ships into the 

Channel 

in order that they might estimate the chance of sending 
the rest of the fleet, believing that by sending these 
on they would serve as couriers along the .route 
and to test the possibility of following.61 

In fact, this was not the intention of the Spaniards. 

They had offered Davis and his captains nearly L 1,000 

apiece if they would sail with the main Spanish fleet.^ 

The upshot of the whole affstir was that Spaniards ignored 

Davis' failure. Their Atlantic war fleet entered the 

Downs on 9 September 1639. Tromp immediately brought 

the Dutch fleet to anchor between the Spaniards and Dunkirk.63 

With the Spanish and Dutch fleets confronting each 

other in the Downs, trade through the Channel naturally 

ceased. Lord Admiral Northumberland ordered Sir John 

Pennington to commandeer all English merchantmen in the 

Downs and to incorporate them into the English battle 
. 64 
fleet. To complicate matters even further for shipping 

in the Channel, it was reported in London that the French 

fleet was again on its way from Belle Isle to support Tromp.63 

The !iDunkirk Squadron" of the Spanish fleet was 

carrying most of the money and troops destined for Flanders.06 

This squadron anchored off the North Foreland. Tromp 
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wished to station some of his ships close to the headland 

in order to prevent these Spanish vessels from escaping 

during the night. On 11 September Pennington sent one of 

his captains aboard Tromp5s flagship with an order forbidding 

the Dutch men-of-war to come so close to the English coast. 

The message officially conveyed Pennington's word of honor 

that the English fleet would prevent the Spaniards from 

escaping during the night. Tromp complied with the order. 

The next morning it was discovered that fourteen vessels of 

the Dunkirk Squadron had sailed during the night and had 

reached Dunkirk with the silver and troops the Dutch had 

wanted to prevent from arriving there. Tromp accused 

Pennington of having broken his word, and Pennington never 

denied the charge. 

Pennington's breach of faith allowed the Spanish fleet 

to accomplish its purpose. Money had once again reached 

Flanders with the help of the English. The Dover entrepot 

trade, however, was approaching a desperate crisis. Sir 

John Manwood, the Lieutenant of Dover Castle, wrote to 

Secretary Windebank that unless free commercial traffic in 

the Downs were soon restored, the trade at Dover would 

be ruined. 

The decisive defeat inflicted by Tromp upon the 

Spanish fleet on 11 October^ seemed to cast grave doubt 

upon the future of Anglo-Spanish political and commercial 

relations. By 21 October it was known in London that the 

Dunkirkers felt themselves betrayed when the English failed 
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to defend the Spanish fleet. It was reported that Englishmen 

in Dunkirk were suffering bodily attacks.^ The ill 

feeling on the part of the Dunkirkers is understandable. 

Charles I had secretly promised to protect the Spanish 

fleet in English ports before it had sailed.'^ 

The long-term result of the battle, however, was that 

Spain became even more dependent upon English carriers than 

she had been previously, In early November the Spaniards 

refloated ten of their vessels beached on the English 

coast, and together with some English barks previously 

laded with Spanish soldiers they successfully reached 

Dunkirk. On 30 October English ships again began to arrive 
7 9 from Cadiz with Spanish silver for Flanders. At the 

same time negotiations started between the Spanish government 

and English merchants for the hiring of forty English vessels 

to carry troops to Flanders and for the employment of 

fourteen others to be sent to carry silver from the West 

73 Indies.'- By the middle of December it was reported in 

London that the Spanish ministers at Brussels had become 

very obsequious toward the English and that Spain had 

decided not to take affront at the lack of English support 
74 

against Iromp. By May 1640 the Spaniards were even 

proposing that an alliance could be made in which Spain 

would pay four million ducats for the maintenance of thirty-

five English warships in the Channel. The financial arrange

ments would be guaranteed by allowing the English to seize 

Spanish bullion in the entrepot trade to Flanders.#J 
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The lease of English ships for Spanish use in the West Indies 
7 6 

and the projected alliance never materialized, but they 

reflected the vital importance the Spaniards placed on 

cultivating good relations with England after 1639. 

The total effect of the crisis in the Downs during 1639 

with respect to the English government's revenue from the 

Dover entrepot is difficult to assess. Appendix H shows 

that the amount of silver coined at the Mint for the year 

ending in March 1640 increased by 15,237 pounds troy over 

the previous year. It may be that most of this silver 

was brought in after shipments resumed in November 1639. 

There is no surviving evidence for the amount of composition 

duties collected on commodities. It seems probable, 

however, that these must have been almost non-existent. 

(iii) 

The Attempt to Bring the Spanish-French "Permission 
Trade11 under the Composition System, 1639 

The congestion in the Downs during 1639 seems to 
% 

have caused a great many English ships to stay abroad and 

engage in shuttling goods between southern French Atlantic 

ports and Spain under Spanish licenses for a "permission 

trade." On 8 May 1639 the English Secretary at Madrid, 

Arthur Hopton, communicated to London a letter that he 

had received from Benjamin Wright at Cadiz. Wright's 

letter stated that 
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If our kings Majestie were well informed of the 
greate Benifitt, it would bee to his Customes, to 
prohibitt any Inglishe Shipps, to bring Goods directly 
from France hither, or to returne from hence to 
France, with out paying Customs in England as the 
Flanders goodes doe, he would neuer permit his Subjects 
to serue the French in the manner they doe. They 
come with French Goods and French Marchants, as free 
as if there were no Warr, and ly out at Sea, and sell 
their Goods unlawfully, and the Damage Lighteth uppon 
the Englxshe because the Shipp is Inglishe. I assure 
you if this were remedyed, it would increase his 
Majesties Customes above fifty thowsand pound starling 
a yeare. . . ,77 

Hopton commented that Wright was 

a discreet man, but perchance may bee Ledd something 
with a Consideration of his owne profitt, for hee is 
a Dealer in Lycences which are prejudiced by this 
Free Trade of the Frenche.78 

The 'Tree Trade of the Frenche" was futher explained 

by Hopton in Augus t 1639. He communicated to London another 

letter from an English merchant in Seville, a "Mr. Mars ton." 

Mars ton stated that the King of Spain had permitted English 

vessels to bring in French goods and merchandize despite 

the war. He continued that 

another thing which 1 have admired, hath not hitherto 
Cbeenj taken in consideration, and is yt our Shipping 
bringing and Carrying backe ye whole permission trade 
of the ffrench and Hollanders into these parts haue 
benn permitted to doe itt, with out anie acknowledgmente 
or Cus tome paid to our kings Majestie; whereas the 
king of Spaines Subiects though they lade there ttheir] 
goods in Dunkerlce and goe directly from hence thither, 
are neverthelesse obliged to pav our king's Cos tomes 
in Douer both in and out. . . .79 

This information led the English government to take 

action. On 2 October 1639 the King issued a privy seal 

which required all. English ships going out light or in 

ballast from English ports to post bond for payment of 

80 
composition duties. Juxon sent an order for the enforcement 
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of this privy seal to the customs officers of Dover on 

8 October.^ 

By early December the news in London commercial 

circles was that the Farmers of the Customs were planning 

further measures to tax the Spanish-French ''permission 

trade." It was reported on 3 December by Edmund Rossingham 

that 

our Merchants, that are greate owners of shipps, 
here in london are in some disorder upon this rumour, 
that all English shipps what soever, which shall take 
fraight of french goodes in anye part of ffranee to 
carrye them into Spaine, or into the Straights, shall 
first come into some of the kings Ports in England, 
and paye halfe customes for all those goodes, which 
the Merchants apprehend will bee of infinite damage 
unto them. . . .°2 

The enforcement of a rule requiring all English ships 

carrying from "anye part of France" to Spain to first 

come to England to pay composition would have ruined not 

only the new "permission trade" but also the carrying trade 

which the English had begun to build up between Marseilles 
o o 

and Barcelona. 

A stormy Council meeting considered the whole matter 

on 9 December 1639. Many of the Council members joined 

with the merchants and shipowners in opposing the bond 

system enforced upon masters to guarantee payment of 

composition duties. Only the Farmers of the Customs 

stoutly defended the policy, claiming that without it 

"the kinges costomes would abate.,,8/+ After hearing both 

sides, the King agreed to suspend the operation of his 

privy seal for one year. The suspension would become 

permanent, pending its effects on the composition revenue. 
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On 27 December Lord Treasurer Juxon officially 

implemented the King's sign manual revoking the bond 

system. The copy of the King's order communicated to the 

London customs officers by Juxon also stated that the 

composition system would only apply to merchants using 

English ships on the Atlantic side of the Straits of 

Gibraltar. The "permission trade" between Spain and 

France could go on as long as the previously "settled trade" 

between Spain and France and between Spain and Flanders 

was not interrupted and continued to yield composition 
86 

revenue at the previous levels. Despite these attempts 

to guarantee the existing income of the composition system, 

there can be no doubt that the King1s order placed an 

important part of the English neutral carrying trade out 

of reach of any possible taxation. 

(iv) 

The Crises in the Silver Trade, 1640 

On 28 February 1639/40 the Venetian ambassador in 

London reported the loss of the Rebecca of London to Algiers 

pirates. The Spaniards were reported to be extremely 

distressed because she carried 400 chests of silver for 
87 

Flanders. ' A full account of this loss and its ramifications 

was given by Edmund Rossingham's newsletter to Lord Scudamore 

on 26 March 1640: 
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The letters from Lisbone tell us, That the good 
shipp the Rebecca of london of 200 tuns, haveing a 
board her above 200 thousand pounds in Silver, being 
in consortshipp with one hamburguer, was sett uppon 
by a fleete of Turkish Pirotts, both which shipps 
after halfe the english men a board the Rebecca, 
with the master slaine, were taken and carried to 
Algeires, but for ioye of the greate treasure, the 
english which remained alive were freed with all the 
letters belonging to the merchants which were returned 
baclce into Spaine, intending this as a courtesey 
to the Merchants, it proves their greater ruyne, for 
the letters doe discover, whoe have bine the transporters 
of Spanish monye, which is noe lesse then death, and 
confiscation of all their goods: many of these 
dilinquentes are already sent for to the Court at 
Madrid to aunsweare it there, where their owne letters 
are to rise upp in Judgment against them: The treasure 
most of it belongs to the merchants of Antwerpe, and 
some to our merchants, besides it falls heavy upon 
many of our Assurers, whoe insured the shipp"at 
3. per C. some o thousand pounds of that treasure. ° 

This account of the taking of the Rebecca shows that 

it was not only the Asentistas who sent silver to Flanders 

by means of the entrepot at Dover. Much of the Rebeccafs 

silver cargo seems to have been exported illegally by 

private merchants. The Venetian ambassador at the Hague 

reported that in truth the silver had belonged to merchants 

of Amsterdam as well as Antwerp.8y Despite the Spanish 

government's discovery of the names of the illegal silver 

exporters, it is certain that private shipments continued. 

In 1650 London Alderman Thomas Violet stated in a memorandum 

to Parliament that at least one-third of the silver exported 

from Spain was never registered ,rat the Bar" in San Lucar.90 

The loss of the Rebeccafs silver also may have had 

an adverse effect upon the London money market. On 14 

April 1640 the knowledgeable Rossingham reported to Lord 

Scudamore that the Dutch financiers in London were calling 
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in their loans to English merchants. The reasons for this, 

as Rossingham had heard in the City, were that foreign 

exchange rates had risen three per cent in favor of 

Amsterdam, that the Dutch were frightened by English 

preparations for a prolonged war with Scotland, and that 

the losse of the 200 thousand poundes in the Rebecca 
which the Turkes tooke ... is said to bee one 
cause; for many of our Merchantes suffered great 
losse in that treasure, therefore their creditors 
maye call in their monye.91 

Although the capture of the Rebecca caused serious 

losses to some English merchants and insurers, it did not 
•\ 

pose a threat to the existence of the Dover entrepot for 

silver. What did pose such a threat, according to contemporary 

observers, was the King5 s seizure of about h 100,000 in 

silver at the Mint on 27 June 1640. This seizure was 

quickly mitigated in July when two-thirds of the money 

was returned with the remainder taken on loan at eight 

per cent, the principal being guaranteed against the 

92 Farmers of the Customs. Nevertheless, a long series 

of complaints survives from London merchants, goldsmiths, 

and other "divers citizens" extending to 24 April 1641. 

Nearly all these protests claimed that the King?s tampering 

with the Mint had discouraged foreign merchants from sending 

silver to be coined and that the result was a serious 

shortage of money in the City.93 Typical of these statements 

was Rossinghamfs report on 25 November 1640 that "the Citty 

doth pretend great scarcity of money" because 

the seising upon the Merchantes money the last Somer 
in the minte . . . hath beene the only Cause, that 
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soe little Bullion hath been brought into the kingdome, 
ever since, whereas but for that, great quantityes of 
treasure in Bullion had beene brought in which hath 
beene disposed of to other places.94 

A petition of London citizens to Parliament on 24 April 

1641 still insisted that "the stopping of money in the Mint, 

which till then was accounted the safest place, and the surest 

Staple in these partes of the World, still doth hinder the 
95 

importation of Bullion. . . ." 

Appendix H reveals the truth behind all this controversy. 

The amount of silver coined for the year ending in March 

1641 was actually greater by 25,794 pounds troy than it 

had been during the previous year. One might suspect that 

the City was trying to paint the gloomiest possible picture 

of the stop of the Mint in order to escape whatever 

financial schemes the King might be planning to meet the 

pressing needs in Scotland. 

(v) 

The Decline in Commodity Re-exports and the New Baltic 
Traffic, 1640-1641 

No Dover Port Books or Customs Books survive from 

Christmas 1638 to 15 February 1642/3. Nevertheless, 

other indicators of traffic at the Dover entrepot tend to 

show that by 1640 the volume of shipments other than silver 

going through Dover declined sharply from the levels of 

1636 and 1638. Appendix I shows that during 1640 the 

port dues on shipping and the "crane money" charges for 
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unloading cargoes were not even half of what they were 

in 1636. During 1641 these duties yielded even less. 

The unitemized yield of all customs at Dover from Christmas 

1640 to 10 August 1641 was only L 12,150.^° Because the 

composition duties were only some fraction of this figure, 

one seems justified in coneluding that the revenues of 

the composition system were declining during 1641 relative 
97 

to what they had been in 1638. 

The decline in the commodity trade would have been 

even greater during 1640 and 1641 had it not been for the 

vigorous traffic in the re-export of Baltic naval stores. 

Details surviving from a set of records for the collection 

of a special levy on composition goods for the repair of 

98 Dover harbor make it possible to compare the traffic in 

naval stores during 1638 and 1641. The results of such 

a comparison may be seen in Table 1. 

TABLE 1 

RE-EXPORTS OF NAVAL STORES FROM DOVER DURING 1638 and 164la 

Years 
Pitch 
in h 
lastsu 

Tar 
in , 

lasts 

Hemp 
in 

cwt. 

Cordage 
in 

cwt. 

Masts 
nos. 
of 

Xm 1637-
Xm 1638 . . . . 0 4 220 420 0 

29 Sep 1640-
29 Sep 1641 . . 20 86 1,482 905C 24 

aSource: P.R.O. E 122/212/34; E 122/212/36; E 122/222/ 
77B/28. During 1641 numerous shipments of cables, cordage, 
and hawsers were also re-exported, but no constant unit of 
measure was used in recording them. 
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"The last was either 12 barrels or 4,000 lbs. The 
record keeper continually mixed lasts and tons. It seems 
probable, therefore, that here the last should be taken as 
4,000 lbs. 

c 
"During 1641 the records for cordage used "peeces" 

rather than cwt. The standard unit used for cordage in the 
Book of Rates of 1635 was cwt. It has been assumed, therefore, 
that the "peece" was equal to a cwt. 

Another indicator of this new Baltic traffic around 

1640 may be derived from the Sound Tables, which show a 

great increase in the number of Dover ships leaving the 

Baltic and in the number of Baltic ships sailing homeward 

from Dover. This increased flow of shipping traffic is 

represented in Tables 2 and 3. 

TABLE 2 

DOVER SHIPS PASSING WESTWARD THROUGH THE SOUND, 1635-1645a 

1635 2 
1636 5 
1637 9 
1638 6 
1639 7 
1640 11 
164 1 31 
1642 ....... 11 
1643 14 
1644 7 
1645 6 

Source: N.E. Bang, Tabeller over Skibsfart og 
Varetransport Gennem 0resund, 1497-1660, I, notes to 
Tables for 1635-1645. 
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TABLE 3 

SHIPS OF BALTIC NATIONS PASSING EASTWARD THROUGH THE SOUND 
FROM DOVER, 1635 -1645a 

40 

Lubeck Danzig Denmark 
Years ships ships ships 

1635 . . 0 0 0 
1636 . . . 2 0 0 
1637 0 0 
1638 1 0 
1639 2 0 
1640 . . 3 6 2 
1641 . . 8 16 2 
1642 . . 0 3 0 
1 6 4 3  . . . . . .  2 0 
1 6 4 4  . . . . . .  1 1 
1 6 4 5  . . . . . .  0 0 

^Source: N.E. Bang, Tabeller over Sklbsfart og 
Varetransport Gennem 0resund, 1497-1660, I, notes to 
Tables for 1635-1645. 

No direct evidence has been found to explain this 

increase in the re-export of naval stores from Dover, 

it is not even possible to determine the destinations of 

these re-exports during the years 1640 and 1641, the 

period when the traffic was heaviest.^ The most likely 

explanation for the new traffic is that Spain had increased 

her demand for naval stores in order to build enough ships 

to replace those lost in the Battle of the Downs. On 

17 December 1639 Rossingham reported that "the Spaniards 

are building of more Gallions, and doe hope to have as 

greate a ffleete the next sommer, as they had last.11 

In any case, there can be no doubt that the re-export of 

naval stores was a welcome addition to the declining 
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fortunes of the Dover entrepot. ^ 

In general, it is clear that the success of the Dover 

entrepot was greatly affected by the vagaries of the 

Continental war. In 1637 the plague, invariably associated 

with protracted warfare in this period, nearly ruined the 

Spanish-Flemish commodity traffic, which was one of the 

chief elements in the entrepot. In 1638 the ending of the 

embargoes on account of plague and the closing of the 

overland route from Italy to Flanders for Spanish silver 

coincided with the highest level of re-exports ever achieved 

at Dover. The operations of hostile fleets in the Downs 

during 1639 seem to have damaged the traffic in commodity 

re-exports but not in silver shipments. Although the entrepot 

traffic in silver continued to increase into the 1640 's, the 

volume of commodity re-exports appears not to have revived 

in 1640 or 1641 with the same vigor that it had in 1638. 

Part of the difficulty in the latter case was the approach

ing Civil War in England. Before proceeding to a discussion 

of the Dover entrepot during this domestic crisis, it will 

be appropriate to examine its operations in more detail and 

to describe the various projects initiated to exploit it. 

These two aspects of the history of the entrepot form the 

subject matter of the next two chapters. 
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^Lord Aston at Madrid to Sec. Coke, 15/25 February 
1636/7, P.R.O. SP. 94/39/34-35; Cal. S.P. Ven. 1636-39^ 
p. 154. English ships were reported being at Malaga for 
four months without being able to lade goods. John Harris 
to Lord Aston, 23 September/3 October 1637, P.R.O. SP. 
94/39/229. For the effect of the embargo in Portuguese 
ports, see Shilton and Holworthy, High Court of Admiralty 
Examinations .. 1637-1638 . pp. 236-37 , 253. 

Cal. S.P. Ven. 1636-39. p. 210. 

JCal, S.P. yen. 1636-39. pp. 285-86. 
4 
Lord Aston to Sec. Coke, 7/17 October 1637, P.R.O. 

- SP. 94/39/237. 

^Minute of a Proposal for the lease of the Great 
Farm, 9 October 1637, P.R.O. SP. 16/369/48. 

°Aston to Sec. Coke, 7/17 October 1637, P.R.O, SP. 
94/39/237-38. 
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'Aston to Sec. Coke, 1/11 November 1637, P.R.O. SP. 

94/39/253. 
g 
See the Dover Port Book for the year beginning at 

Christmas 1637, P.R.O, E 190/659/12, Outward Section. 
No Port Book survives for the year Christmas 1636 to 
Christmas 1637. None may have been kept because of the 
Spanish embargo. 

9 
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CHAPTER IV 

THE OPERATION OF THE ENTREPOT 

(i) 

Regulations for the Operation of the Composition System 

The only detailed account of the rules governing the 

transshipment of commodities at Dover occurs in the 

agreement concluded between the Farmers of the Customs and 

the Flemish factors on 8 December 1638. It is the only 

such agreement to survive before 1660.* Because it was 

made at a time when the composition trade was at its 

height, it should contain nearly all the regulations 

applicable to the factors1 operations. Its articles were as 

follows: 

Articles agreed upon between the Farmers of His 
Majesties Generall Customs, Customes, and Subsidies 
and the Factors Residing in Dover for and in the 
behalfe of the Merchant Strangers in Flanders and ca, 
Subjects to the King of Spaine, trading into and from 
Spaine, by and into the Port of Dover, Dover Road 
and the Downes. 

1.^ Imprimis. All Goods and Merchandises of the 
said Merchant Strangers (which shall be brought 
into the Port of Dover, Dover Road and The Downes 
to be reshipped into other Ships and Vessels to be 
transported) shall be permitted to be brought in, 
reshipped and transported by Virtue of this Agreement, 
for and upon Payment of via upon every xxs worth of 
the said Goods , valued according to the Boolce of 
Rates, for the Custome and Subsidy of those Goods 
soe brought in and reshipped out as aforesaid Except 
certaine Goods and Merchandises here after in an 
Article mencioned not to be imported upon the Termes 
of halfe Subsidies. 

116 
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2. If any Ship bound for fforeigne Parts (and not 
for Fllanders , and laden with goods and Merchandises, 
whereof some part cometh to be consigned and delivered 
at Dover, Dover-Road or the Downes, Shall arrive 
in any of these Places and discharge that part of 
her Ladeing accordingly not haveing any of the said 
Flanders goods) by Virtue of this Agreement Shee is 
to depart with the rest of her Ladeing bound for 
fforeigne Parts, without Payment of any Custome or 
Subsidy for the same. And that Part of the goods 
and Merchandises that hath been soe landed and 
discharged as aforesaid Shall pay vi° in the pound 
is C'as] abovesaid Except as is hereafter excepted, 
if afterwardes they shall be reshipped to be trans
ported ; But if all or any of the said goods and 
Merchandises shall be landed and sold or otherwise 
disposed of there or within this Kingdome, then 
to pay Customes, Subsidie, Impost and other Duties 
to the full. 

3. No English Ship Shall be entertained or laden 
with Goodes from Spaine to fflanders or other fforeigne 
Partes or from fflanders to Spaine or other parts 
by any of the said ffactors and Procurementes or 
Consentes, But the goods soe laden Shall answer the 
Composition according to this Agreement. 

4. If any Ship bound for London or any other Port 
of this Kingdome, shall discharge part of her Ladeing 
in the Port of Dover, Dover-road, or the Downes to 
be reshipped and transported for fforeigne Parts, 
The Custome and Subsidy for such goods soe discharged 
to be reshipped Shall be paid after Six pence in the 
Pound as abovesaid (Except as hereafter). 

5. If any ffactors residing in Dover for the Said 
Merchant Strangers (Delivering in his Entry into the 
Custome House of the Port of Dover for Goods brought 
in to be reshipped as aforesaid) Shall at any time 
be mistaken in the kind, Quantity and Quality of the 
Goods, (Whereby the Said Goods shall not be truely 
and duely entred); In such a Case soe mistaken it 
is agreed that Such Goods so misentred Shall by [bej 
lyable to Seizure and that any Officers whome it Shall 
concerne, may lawfully Seize the Same according to 
the Lawes of this Land: But if any Such Goods shall 
be viewed in the Presence of any of the ffarmers 
Deputyes Wherein notwithstanding there shall be Some 
Mistake either of the Quantity or Quality of the 
Goodes , In this Case there shall be no advantage 
of Seizure taken by any the ffarmers Deputyes, Only 
the Entry to be certified. And yet if it shall 
appeare that Connivance or Corruption between the 
Officer and the Factor C has occurred.], then the 



118 

Officer to lose his place and the goods to be lyable 
to Seizure. 

6. If any Ship shall suddenly come from London or 
elsewhere, and arrive in the Port of Dover, Dover-road 
or the Downes in an afternoone to take any Such 
Goods in, as are there on Shore to be transported, 
the ffarmers Deputyes shall give their attendance 
in every Such afternoone at the Custome QhouseJ, 
and shall give present dispatch thereunto, Whereby 
the Merchant may receive no hindearces. 

7. For Landing of Goods to be weighed, It is left 
to the discrecion of the ffarmers Collectors and 
Deputyes to see the same justly and duely done; 
allowing 5s per Cent on all Such goods and Merchandizes 
as the Book of Rates Setteth forth, But no allowance 
to be given for dust, garble or exhorbitant Saxes. 
And for avoiding of ffraud and Sinister Dealings 
that may be practiced to the Great prejudice of his 
Majestie in his Customes and Dutyes, it is agreed 
that all such Goods and Merchandizes as shall be 
brought into that port of Dover to be landed and 
reshipped by Virtue of this Agreement, and to pay 
6d in the pound for Custome and Subsidy, shall be 
laid in the ICinges Majesties Storehouse, and there 
to be kept by the ffarmers Collectors and such 
Deputyes appointed for the Same until the Same be 
perfected. But if it shall happen at any time that 
the Kinges Storehouse shall be full, and that there 
shall be more goods than can be received thereinto, 
In this Case the ffarmers Collector shall doe his 
endeavour to provide such other Storehouse for laying 
up of those goods at the Merchants Charge as may be 
fitt and safe for his Maj esties Service, the same 
to be kept under Locks and Keys, whereof one Key of 
every such Store-house soe to be provided, shall 
be kept by the ffarmers Collector, And that all 
Goods to be landed as aforesaid, shall be landed at 
the usuall and lawful1 Queyes most convenient for 
his Majesties Service and not elsewhere. 

8. If any person, Merchant or Factor subscribing to 
these Articles shall afterwards by himself or Qwithj 
others unlade or relade in any the Ports aforesaid 
any Goods or Merchandises without order in writing 
from the ffarmers Collector, or in his absence from 
his Deputye Expressing and declaring the dutyes of 
the Same (according to the present Agreement) to be 
paid or compounded for; In this Case, the said 
Merchants or Factors and everyone of them, so unladeing 
or reladeing without order as aforesaid Shall be 
(from and after the Time the said Collector shall 
give Notice of that Abuse to the said Merchant or 
tractor) excluded and debarred from the benefit of 
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this Agreement, and shall then and after pay the full 
Custome and Dutye of all such goods as he shall 
henceforth unlade or relade in any the said places, 
these Articles or anything therein contained to the 
contrary notwithstanding. 

9. And it is agreed that the Goods and Merchandizes 
mentioned in the first Article to be excepted, shall 
not be brought in to be exported on the termes and 
conditions of halfe Subsidy as followeth (vizt) 
Spanish Woo11 
Cochenill All which are by virtue of 
West India Hides this Agreement to pay 8" 
Tapestry with SiIke on every xxs valued according 
Hunscet Sayes to the booke of Rates. 
Narrow double Buffins of the Course Sort to pay 
6d per pound and no more. 
Spanish Tobacco by this Agreement to pay 3" per pound 
QweighcJ . 
Brazile Tobacco to pay 3-|-a per pound [ weightJ. 
For fforeigne Corne and Salt [_*theyj may be exported 
on payment of the whole Customes. 

10. And it also CisH agreed That all Such ffees 
and Allowances formerly agreed to be paid to the 
ffarmers Collector and Deputyes, shall continue to 
be paid without further dispute or Question. 

11. And no man is to take benefit of this Agreement 
but such ffactors as reside in Dover for the Said 
Merchant Strangers and shall subscribe hereunto. 

12. All others refusing to subscribe are to pay 
full Custome and Dutyes for all Such goods as by 
them shall be unshipped and reshipped in the Ports 
and Places aforesaid, and this Agreement to continue 
for three Yeares from Christmas next, if the ffactors 
and Merchants Strangers doe honestly and faithfully 
perform those Condicions of this Contract which on 
their Parts are to be performed, [andl otherwise to 
be paid. 
Sugars are to pay halfe Subsidies to the ffarmers 
of his Majesties Customes, and the like Summe more 
to the ffarmers of the Impost. 
Wines as well Spanish as French are to pay 13s4^ 
per Tunn according to a former Agreement (vizt) 
10s to the ffarmers of his Majesties Customes, and 
3s4d to his Majestie in Lieu of the New Impost. 

CDatedJ 8 December 1638. 

The same Articles renewed in December 1641. for 
3 Yeares longer.2 
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Several of these articles point out general features 

of the composition system that deserve further comment. 

Article 1 shows that it was not necessary for composition 

goods to be brought into Dover itself. They could instead 

be taxed during transshipment in Dover Road or the Downs. 

The Dover Port Books indicate such transshipments outside 

the harbor by prefacing the appropriate entry by phrases 

s u c h  a s  " o u t  o f  t h e  R o a d "  o r  " i n  t h e  R o a d . I t  i s  

especially significant that neither Article 1 nor any 

other article in the agreement requires the use of English 

ships as carriers from Dover. This would indicate that the 

Farmers were more interested in their revenues than in 

promoting the English carrying trade. This attitude of 

the farmers also seems to be born out in Article 3 which 

attempts to commit Spanish and Flemish merchants through 

their factors not to use English ships unless composition 

was paid. 

Article 7 seems to indicate that often the King's 

storehouse was not large enough to accommodate the composition 

goods which were landed to await reshipment. The survey 

of Dover Harbor made by William Eldred in 1641 shows that 

this storehouse was over 100 feet long and more than 

75 feet wide with a large open storage yard in front of 
. 4 TTt it. When extra room was needed,private individuals 

sometimes offered their own warehouses for a fee.D The 

need to ensure sufficient space- for the storage of composi

tion goods suggests that fairly large quantities were 
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landed "per store.11 Thus, it might be said that Dover 

actually became a "staple town" somewhat along the lines 

desired by several London merchants."' 

A few additional practices governing the operation 

of the trade may be derived from the Dover customs records. 

If composition duties were paid upon goods which subsequently 

were not shipped, the factor responsible for those goods 

was allowed to ship a cargo of equal value at a later 

date free of charge.' If goods shipped on compos ition 

from Dover were found to be damaged by wet upon their 

arrival in a foreign port, they could be returned to Dover 
o 

and reshipped without any additional composition payment.^ 

Finally, if composition goods were lost at sea, the owner's 

factor received the same exemption from duties on future 

9 shipments of equal value as in the first two cases. This 

latter privilege had traditionally been granted to all 

10 exporters under the Tonnage and Poundage Act of 1604. 

(ii) 

Techniques Used in the Composition 
Trade after 1635 

The methods by which Spanish and French merchants 

utilized the composition system were revealed in testimony 

before the High Court of Admiralty in July 1637. The 

evidence was given in connection with litigation concerning 

the capture of two Hamburg ships, the Salvadore and the 

Pelican, by Captain John Man. Man had taken the vessels 
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in Hay 1637 by virtue of letters of marque granted to 

London merchants. The ships had been freighted from 

Lisbon to Dover with goods to be reshipped on composition.^" 

The capture caused considerable furor among the factors 

at Dover because the ships were taken only a mile and a 

half from Dover in violation of an order of the Lords of 

the Admiralty which forbade English privateers to operate 

in the Narrow Seas. The factors warned the King that if 

their ships were taken within sight of Dover, the composition 

12 trade would be endangered. *" When the High Court of 

Admiralty began to hear the case, it was soon discovered 

that there was a great deal of confusion as to whom some 

13 of the goods in the two ships had been consigned. ~ To 

clarify the matter Edward Peters, a Dover factor, and his 

servant, John Baptista Nicholas, were called to testify.J'* 

In the course of their depositions they disclosed the 

manner of making composition shipments from Spain to 

France and Flanders. 

Nicholas 1 description of the working of this trade 

was summarized by the Court Clerk as follows: 

That he verilye beleiveth that in case it should be 
knowne in Spayne since the warrs began betwixt Spayne 
and ffranee, that any merchant should order laden 
any goodes for the accompte of any ffrenchmen livinge 
in ffranee, or directe their letters for delivery 
of any such goods to any ffrenchmen in ffrance, all 
such goodes beinge seized uppon there fin SpainJ would 
be confiscate and the Lader of them would be in much 
trouble about the same. . . . 

That since the warrs began betwixte ffrance and 
Spayne there hath been trade and commerce betwixt 
the merchantes of ffrance and Spayne, and the merchantes 
of ffrance doe usuallye send their goodes to Dover to 
be from thence sent to Spayne or Portugall or for 
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Antwerpe or some other parte of fflaunders, and many 
tymes there are goodes Laden in Spayne consigned to 
Dover which are from thence sent into ffrance and that 
since the sayd warrs begann Gerard Van Tenen and 
Edward Peters have received sugers and moneys sent 
from Lisbon from . . . Bastian Johnson, and have sent 
the same usuallye to Callaie, and the sugers for 
Rochell, and other parts of ffrance for the accompte 
of some ffrenchmen. . . . That the sayd Gerard 
Van Tenen and Edward Peters if they received any 
goodes or moneys or letters out of Spayne directed 
or consigned to merchantes at Antwerpe or other 
places in fflaunders doe send such goodes and letters 
to the place for which they are directed unlesse 
they have private notice or intelligence out of 
ffrance or from the Lader of such goods that they are 
for the accompte of some ffrench merchantes dweHinge 
in ffrance. . . . 

T h a t  . . .  i t  a p p e a r e t h  b y  d i v e r s  l e t t e r s  .  .  .  
by . . . James Bibaud and Henry Bardett to the sayd 
Van Tenen and Peters, the sugers in this cause . . . 
did belonge unto them the sayd Bibaud and Bardett, 
and . . . which letters certifyeing the Ladinge of 
the sayd goods abord the shipps the Salvadore and the 
Pellican for the accompte of the sayd Bibaud and 
Bardett came to the handes of the sayd Van Tenen 
and Peters the five and twentie daye of Aprilie last 
past. . . ,15 

The deposition of Edward Peters was even more detailed. 

It stated 

that since the month of April1 last past and before 
the takeing of the late shipp called the Salvadore 
of Hamborowe, Henry Grell Master, he this deponent hath 
received many letters from the said Jaques Bibaud and 
Henry Bardett of JXochelie in France whereby the said 
Bibaud and Bardett have often advised him among other 
thinges that they were advised by a letter which they 
received from Bastian Johnson of Lisbone dated the 
27th of March 1637 Stil Novo, that there was Laden 
for their accompte by the said Johnson aboard the 
ship ye Salvadore fifty chests of sugar marked as 
in the margin of the < > whereof twentie five chestes 
were white sugars and the other twentye five chests 
Muscavado sugers alsoe that there was laden for their 
accompt aboard the shipp Pellican of Hamborowe (whereof 
Charles Richter is Master) iiftye other Chests of White 
Sugars, marked with the same markes, and that the 
said Johnson intended to have twentye cannisters of 
Synamon aboard the sayd Shipps the Salvadore and 
Pellican, under the same marke for their accompte, 
and he QPeters] also sayeth he was ordered by the 



124 

said Bibaud and Bardett that the sayd Johnson in 
regard of the Warres between Spayne and France had 
consigned all the sayd sugers and Sinamon to be 
delivered to Gerard Vantenen and this deponent at 
Dover for the accompte of . . . John Gorion of 
London merchant, and the said Bibaud and Bardett 
gave this deponent and his Partner Gerard Van Tenen 
order and directions that as soon as the said goods 
came to their hands , they should send them to Rochell 
unto them the said Bibaud and Bardett. ... He 
sayeth that . . . the sayd Gorion had or hath no 
interest in them, which he is induced soe to believe 
by reason of many letters which he hath received from 
the sayd Bibaud and Bardett concerning the same goods , 
and for that he hath had correspondence with them 
for these two yeares last past, and hath since the 
warrs betwixte Spayne and ffrance received a great 
quantitye of goods and moneys to the value of fourtye 
thousand pounds Sterling and upwards, laden aboard 
severall Shipps at Lisbone and other portes of Spayne 
and Portugall and consigned to him this deponent and 
the foresaid Gerard Van Tenen which goods have beene 
expressed in the bills of Ladinge to be for the 
accompte of Baltazar and John Martines of Antwerpe, 
and the letters sent with such goodes have bene 
directed to the sayd Baltazar and John Martines, 
and some of the goods soe received by him and his 
partner have beene sayd in the Bills of Ladinge 
to be for the accompte of the sayd John Gorian, and 
yet all the such goods and moneys were reallye and 
trul.ye laden for the proper accompte of the sayd 
Bibaud and Bardett (by their orders) and were sent 
unto them to Roche lie and other Portes of France by 
the deponent and his sayd Partner, and that upon all 
such letters sent in packetts to this Deponent and 
his sayd Partner and directed to the sayd John Martines 
and Baltazar Martines there is B. B. on the back of 
such letters whereby this deponent and his sayd 
partner knewe that all such letters concerned the 
sayd Bibaud and Bardett, and sent them with the 
goods which came with them, and for that he never 
received any letter from the sayd Baltazar and John 
Martines concerninge any of the goods in question 
in either of the sayd shipps the Salvadore and the 
Pellican and believeth that the sayd goods were so 
consigned in the sayd Bills of Ladinge, for that 
in Spayne or Portugal if it should be knowne that 
any goods were consigned to any French men livinge 
in France it would be the confiscation of alle the 
Laders |pods, and hazard of his life, or libertye, 
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The basis for selecting "dummy1* importers seems to 

have been more than just a random knowledge of foreign 

merchants ? names. Nicholas testified 

that the name of the sayd Baltazar and John Martines 
was used colourablye in reguard of the warr betwixte 
Spayne and ffrance . . . and for the sayd Baltazar 
and John Martines are reputed to be men of that 
quality and estate to have such a great quantitye 
of goods laden to their accompte as is expressed., „ 
in the letter of the sayd Bastian Johnson. . . .L' 

The advices or letters from Bibaud and Bardett to 

Peters and Van Tenen ordering them to deviate from Bastian 

Johnson's false bill of lading were also disguised. Nicholas 

deposed 

that on or about the xxvth day of Aprill last past 
Stilo veteri the sayd Vantenen and Peters received 
a letter from the sayd Bibaud and Bardett wherein 
they were advised amongst other thinges that there 
were laden for the accompt of the sayd Bibaud and 
Bardett aboard the late Ship the Salvadore in the 
port of Plymouth fiftye cases of Sugers , , . and 
aboard the shipp Pellican . . . fiftye . . . and 
in both the shipps twentye cannisters of Synamon 
and that all the sayd sugers and synamon as in the 
margent of the sayd schedule astated and consigned 
j^werej to be delivered at Dover to the sayd Van Tenen 
and Peters and the sayd Bibaud and Bardett did give 
the sayd Van Tenen and Peters order and direction 
that assoone as the sayd goods came to their hands 
they should remitt them to Rochell to the sayd Bibaud 
and Bardett, and since the receipte of the aforesayd 
the sayd Van Tenen and Peters have received divers 
letters from the sayd Bibaud and Bardett concerninge 
the same sugers, and that by the word Plymouth is 
meant Lisboune and soe the sayd Van Tenen and Peters 
in the letters which they wrote to Rochell to the 
sayd Bibaud and Bardett when they meane Lisboune doe 
write Plymouth in reguard of the warrs betweene 
France and Spayne for feare that their letters should 
be intercepted by the waye or be seene in France. . . . 8 

Finally, other evidence from High Court of Admiralty 

records shows how Spanish merchants used London factors 

to manage their trade with France. The latter, however, 
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seem to have worked through the port of Dover rather than 

London. On 6 April 1637 Solomon Gooris, a London merchant, 

gave testimony before the court which was recorded as 

follows: 

that in or about the month of December last past 
this deponent received a letter from Guillamo Becquer 
dweHinge in Sivill in Spayne, dated from Sivill the 
23th of November 1636 Stilo novo whereby he was 
advised that there was laden aboard the shipp called 
the ffortune of Dover (whereof Cornelius Newporte 
was Master) fourtye little bagges or saekes of Spanish 
Wooll marked as in the margent C V G J, which were 
consigned to be delivered at Dover to Samuel ffortrey 
of London merchant and this deponent or their assignes 
and that they should followe the order of one Jaques 
Van Groll alias Jaques Scott of Roane merchant . . . 
and after the receipte of the sayd letter this deponent 
inquired after the sayd shipp and heard uppon the 
Exchange of London that she was caste awaye uppon 
the coast of Sussex and there uppon he this deponent 
wrote to Daniel Porten of Dover merchant to desire 
him to look after the foresayd bagges of wool and to 
see what was saved of them and then the sayd Porten 
returned him answer that Charles Raepert of Dover 
merchant was gone to look after the sayd shipp and 
her ladinge. . . .19 

Daniel Porten and "John" Raepert had been factors at Dover 

at least since 1636.^ 

On the basis of all these depositions and some 

additional evidence from other cases in the Admiralty Court 

and from the State Papers it is possible to obtain a 

fairly accurate general picture of the operation of the 

composition trade from Spain to Flanders and France. 

Spanish exporters consigned their goods to Dover factors 

to be reshipped for the accounts of merchants in London 

or Flanders. The consignment and reshipping instructions 

were specified in the bills of lading. The bills of 

lading were sent in the same ship as the goods in the form 
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of letters addressed to the factors. Before the ship 

landed the master sent his purser ashore at Dover with 

the letters. The factors assembled at some central place 

and collected the letters addressed to them. They would 

then present the bills of lading to the master of the 

21 ship and receive the goods. In some cases, as in that 

of the goods shipped by Bastian Johnson from Lisbon, the 

factors would ship the goods to the English or Flemish 

merchants designated in the bill of lading unless they 

had an advice from a French importer diverting the shipment 

or the bill of lading itself was secretly marked by the 

exporter to designate such a diversion. In other cases, 

such as Becquer's shipment from Seville to Gooris in London, 

the exporter would specifically state in a letter sent 

so as to arrive before the ship that the factor was to 

follow advices from a specified French importer. As the 

first deposition quoted from Nicholas indicates, letters 

as well as goods were handled by this advice system. 

Many of these letters in transit were bills of exchange^ 

which were probably used to effect payment for goods 

shipped on composition."-^ 

Silver shipments from Spain to Flanders via Dover 

also seem to have been consigned initially to London 

merchants in order to disguise their true destination. 

In 16J9 Ambassador Hopton in Madrid noted that 

this Commerce . . . Consistes cheefely in that the 
Assentistas Monny (although it bee conueighed in 
the name of the Inhabitants of London) should bee 
understood, not to have^altered Propertye, as in 
deed it hath not. . . .24 



128 

As for shipments to Spain from France, Flanders, 

and other countries, no detailed evidence for the manner 

of making consignments has been discovered, but it seems 

logical to assume that such operations were carried out 

along the lines of those just described. It is certain, 

for example, that gunpowder carried to Dover in Hamburg 

ships in 1637 and 1639 was consigned directly to the 

factors, who reshipped it for Flanders and Spain.^ 

(iii) 

The Operation of the Convoy 
System 

During 1636 convoys for commodities as well as silver 

became an integral part of the working of the entrepot. 

As many as ninety vessels were convoyed on a single day, 

27 and the average was twenty a week. On one occasion 

Captain George Carteret advised the Dover factors that 

the fleets were too large for safety and suggested that 

they should be split into smaller groups. The factors 

refused the idea because there was too much competition 

to get their goods onto the Flemish market.^ 

As might be expected, the French and Dutch governments 

made attempts to counter the convoy system. In January 

1635/6 the French concluded a peace with the Turkish 

pirates, and the French Admiral gave the corsairs warrants 

to operate in the Channel under French protection.^ 

The French also offered a gratuity to any English master 
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who would allow himself to be cut-out of a convoy. As 

an added inducement, the French would pay such a master 

double freight for his cargo and double wages for his 
30 

crew. There is no evidence that either of these measures 

was particularly effective. Captain Rainsborough1s 

operations against the Turks at Sallee in 1637 removed 

31 them as a threat to Channel shipping, and there is 

some indication that the attempted French bribery of 

merchant captains simply made convoys more difficult to 

32 guard rather than wrecking them. The Dutch had been 

3 3 considering a continuous blockade of Dunkirk since 1636, 

and there seems to have been increased pressure for this 

at the Hague after Sir John Pennington convoyed forty 

ships from the Downs to Dunkirk in a single day in May 
34 

1637. The blockade was begun but was not particularly 
35 effective. 

In the face of the increasing dangers in the Channel, 

the Spanish government desired to supplement the convoy 

system for the transport of silver by the use of English 

warships as carriers. When the Convertine had brought 

Lord Cottington home from Spain in early March 1630/1, 

she also had carried a shipment of Spanish silver, valued 
Q f 

at h 80,000. The Spaniards had proposed in 1632 that 

English warships should continue to be used to freight 
3 7 

Spanish silverbut they had no success until late in 

1635. In December of that year Sir John Pennington 

confided to Edward Nicholas, the Secretary to the Lords 
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of the Admiralty, that Spain was offering English warship 

captains a 37a fee to carry silver directly from Spain 

to Dunkirk whereas the rate being paid them for delivering 

it at Dover was only 27a. Pennington stated that Captain 

Thomas Porter had just arrived from Spain with a t 100,000 

in silver aboard the Henrietta Maria and that through the 

influence of his brother, the court favorite Endymion 

Porter, he had been allowed to carry it to Dunkirk to 
oo 

receive the higher rate.* ! The anonymous author of 

"Concerning transportation of Coyne" claimed that "Captaine 

Porter transported soe much silver in the Kings shipps, 

which Cthat] in a yeare hee receaved 2,000 L for fraight."^ 

The carrying of Spanish silver in an English warship 

led to a minor crisis in the silver trade early in 1637. 

In February 1635/6 the King had authorized four English 

men-of-war to proceed to Spain to convey the new Spanish 

ambassador, the Count of Onate, to England. The French 

claimed that one vessel would have been sufficient and that 

the others were merely going to freight money for Flanders.^ 

When the English ships arrived at Coruna, a squabble resulted 

over which of them should carry the Spanish money. The 

result was that Captain Walter Stewart of the Victory 

managed to lade most of it to the exclusion of the others. 

When Stewart arrived in Dover Road in early July with about 

two million francs, the King issued an order that the money 

should be seized outright to pay debts of the King of Spain 

to the English Crown. Secretary Windebank and Lord Cottington, 
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both of whom received annual pensions from Spain, counter

manded the royal order and sent Stewart on to Dunkirk after 

42 requiring him to pay the composition. " In early October 

the King ordered the seizure of another Spanish silver 

shipment at Dover worth about one million francs to make 

up for the money lost through the duplicity of Cottington 

and Windebank.^ In January 1636/7 the King of Spain 

in retaliation prohibited any further lading of Spanish 

silver in English ships This prohibition was lifted 

in mid-February 1636/7 after the English had willingly 
/ r 

convoyed Spanish money sent before the embargo, and 

English warships again became important carriers of Spanish 

money. Of the h 824,144 worth of silver imported at Dover 

during 1638, L 92,600 was carried in English men-of-war."40 

By 1638, however, the role of English warships as 

carriers of Spanish silver had undergone a significant 

change since the activities of Porter and Stewart. They 

no longer delivered silver in large quantities directly 

to Dunkirk. During 1638 only h 2,000 in bullion was 

sent from Dover to Dunkirk in men-of-war In 1639 

Charles I yeilded to French pressure and refused to allow 

any vessels of the fleet to carry silver directly from 

_ 48 Spam to Dunkirk. 

Despite their operations as silver carriers, the 

main benefit provided for the Dover entrepot by English 

warships was the enforcement of Mare Clausum. The Ship-Money 

fleets were not always successful in carrying out this 
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policy, as Trompss activities in the Downs in 1639 and 

49 1642 were to demonstrate. ' In general, however, from 

1635 to 1642 the English government managed to keep about 

twenty ships in the Channel in summer and four in winter 

and these vessels regularly escorted convoys of merchantmen 

51 safely to their destinations. 

In fact, by 1641 English shipowners operating at Dover 

found that the convoy system was almost too efficient. They 

complained in a petition to the House of Commons on 2 March 

1640/1 that the factors at Dover employed foreign vessels 

and that 

by reason that these Strangers receive the benefitt 
of Convoy by his Majesties Shipps aswe11 as English 
they have in a manner drawne the whole trade to 
themselves and your petitioners lye still without 
imployment to the great impoverishment of them their 
poore wyves and children and some of them forced to 
seeke imployment abroad and twoe of their Shipps 
lately taken by the Turks with whome their men nowe 
remaine in misserable captivity.52 

The shipowners requested 

that the [carrying]] trade of Strangers may bee in
hibited that noe goodes merchandize or other thinges 
may bee transported from Dover in Strangers Shipps 
or Vessells but in English and that the Strangers 
may not have the benefitt of Convoy of his Malesties 
Shipps which if they had not such Strangers would 
never bee imployed, and your petitioners doubt not 
but to make it appear by this meanes that his Majestie 
shalbee noe way preiudiced in his Custumes and the 
benefitt of Convoy wilbee as greate by English Shipps 
and Vessells as by Strangers. • 

No further action seems to have been taken on this 

petition, but it is significant as a reflection of the 

attitude of Dover shipowners towards the entrepot trade 

and the convoy system. In the first place, their desire 
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to eliminate foreign carriers indicates that they resented 

the freedom granted to the factors by the privy seal of 

54 1634 which had allowed them to employ foreign shipping.' 

In the second place, the shipowners anxiousness to guarantee 

the government that no decrease in composition revenue 

would result from excluding foreigners from convoy suggests 

that they realized that the government's main motive for 

convoys was revenue rather than protection of English 

shipping. Their bitterness over the convoying of foreigners 

is easily understood. The Ship Money they had paid since 

1634 had been used to provide protection for their com

petitors . 

Although some question must remain concerning the 

precise advantage of the convoy system to English vessels 

operating from Dover, there can be no doubt that the 

presence of the Ship-Money fleets was vital to the continued 

success of the Dover entrepot after 1635. The revival 

of an effective English naval force in the Downs surely 

must have aided in preserving the confidence of foreign 

merchants in English shipping at a time when France was 

joining the Dunkirkers and the Dutch in putting pressure 

on English neutral carriers. The complex regulations for 

the operation of the composition trade at Dover and in 

the Downs and the elaborate system of advices employed by 

the factors for shipments between Spain and France would 

have been useless without the relative safety provided 

by convoys for all vessels, English and foreign, carrying 

between Dover and the nearby Continent. 
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NOTES 

draft of the agreement to be used for the proposed 
revival of the trade in 1661 is in B.M. Add. MS. 25,115, 
fols. 129-32. 

%.M. Stowe MS. 325, fols. 176-78. This copy of the 
document is among the papers generated by the Committee for 
Trade when it was considering renewal of the composition 
system in 1661. 

^See for examples, P.R.O. E 190/653/6, E 190/657/11, 
E 190/658/1, E 190/659/7, Outward Sections, passim. 

*/4See below, Appendix B , p. 260. 

~*E«g. , in April 1633 the Mayor of Dover, Thomas 
Tydemann,received h 7 from the corporation "for the Rent 
of his bame or Storehouse hired for the housage of goodes 
and merchandize for one whole yeare. . . .fi Dover, 
Maison Dieu House, Dover Corporation Accounts, Charles I -
Interregnum, 1625-1660, fol. 182. 

The London merchant Lewes Roberts wrote in 1641 
that "a staple of trade is a place . . . where large 
immunities and priviledges are granted to all Merchants 
of what nation soever, sometimes extending to native 
commodities onely, and sometimes to forraine, and sometimes 
to both, with free liberty, to export and import all manner 
of wares custome free, when, whither, and by whome they 
please, paying a small acknowledgement onely in lieu of 
the . . . custome to the Prince, and wheresoever the same 
hath thus been seene to be settled in a Kingdome, it 
hath beene noted much to encourage the inhabitants thereof, 
and force them in a short time to become either great 
Merchants , or industrious Furtherers thereof; for the 
same would yeeld them occasion to be sharers in the traffike 
of other Countries, whereof before they neither had any 
profit, nor yet the Prince any customes thereby: the 
benefit of this staple of Trade may be the better discerned 
by looking upon the practise of . . . our Neighbours the 
Netherlanders, where the same is practiced with wonderfull 
industry, paines, care, and considerable profit." Lewes 
Roberts, The Treasure of Traffike (London, 1641), pp. 57-58. 
Another London merchant, Henry Robinson, remarked in the 
same year that England should be "the Emporium or Warehouse 
from whence other Nations may be furnished with forraine 
commodities of all sorts, and this may likely have effect, 
if such forraine wares bee not onely exported free of 
charge, but most of the duties which were paid at their 
importation bee restored againe. ..." Henry Robinson, 
Englands Safety in Trades Encrease (London, 1641), pp. 20-21. 
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'See P.R.O. E 190/659/12, section, "Forraine Silver 
Exported per Store," entry 21 June 1638, which reads as 
follows: "In the Robert of Dover, Robert White master, for 
Dunkirk: Budier and Letten forrain silver ad valorem 
702 L free of duty for soe much Left behind of an entry 
made upon John Miller the xxvii of Aprill Last appeareth.,f 
See also two similar entries made on the same day. 

°P.R.O. AO 3/304 (4), Outward Section, entry for 
2 March 1642/3, states that factor David Hempson was to 
be allowed to ship ''thirty-six peeces of houndescote 
Sayes: in the same packett for those uppon a certificate 
of Mr. Morrall and Mr. Walsgrames that the like percell 
paid the Composition about the fourteenth of July 1642 
and being weett were sent back: to be new accomodated.1t 

9 
"See P.R.O. AO 3/304 (4), Outward Section, entry for 

8 Augus t 1643: "Nicholas Budier . . . qt. four thousand 
four hundred sixty eight pounds allowed for goods lost 
being taken from ye Convoy in August 1642. ..." 

"^/rAn Acte of a Subsiedie of Tonnage and Poundage," 
1 James I, ca. 33, Article VI, Statutes of the Realm, IV, 
1062-1064. — 

'^Shilton and Holworthy, High Court of Admiralty 
• Examinations, 1637-1638, pp. 84, 104; Cal. S.P. Dom. 1637. 
pp. 316, 550; 16T8-39, pp. 2-3. "— 

^Cal» S.P, Pom. 1637, p. 316. Archbishop Laud 
seems to have thought the captured vessels were Dutch. 
In a letter to Sec. Conway on 7 July 1637 he remarked 
that "I am clearly of opinion that if they which have 
the Letters of Marte, take goodes out of Dutch bottomes 
it will, and that suddenly destroy ye Kings Customes at 
Dover. . . ." P.R.O. SP. 16/363/61. 

13 
Shilton and Holworthy, High Court of Admiralty 

Examinations, 1637-1638, p. 84. 

" 'Peters had been identified as a composition factor 
by Jacob Brames in 1636. Brames to Sec. Coke, 17 September 
1636, Melbourne Hall, Derbyshire, Coke MSS., bndl. 39. 
He first appears as a factor in the Dover Port Books 
with his partner G. Vanteine or Vantenen on 15 July 1634. 
P.R.O. E 190/658/1, Outward Section. Nicholas identified 
himself to the Court as a copiest employed by Peters. 
P.R.O. H.C.A. 13/53/252. 

^"Deposition of John Baptista Nicholas, of Dover, 
merchant, 15 July 1637, P.R.O. H.C.A. 13/53/238. 

16 
Deposition of Edward Peters, of Dover merchant, 

12 July 1637, P.R.O, H.C.A. 13/53/250-51. 
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^Deposition of John Baptista Nicholas , 13 July 
1637, P.R.O. H.C.A. 13/53/252-53. 

18 Deposition of John Baptista Nicholas, 13 July 
1637, P.R.O. H.C.A. 13/53/252. 

19 "'"'Deposition of Solomon Gooris of Harwich House, 
London, merchant, 6 April 1637, P.R.O. H.C.A. 13/53/221-22. 

o r\ 
See Jacob Brames to Sec. Coke, 17 September 1636, 

Melbourne Hall, Derbyshire, Coke MSS., bndl. 39. 

21 For the method of shipmasters1 delivery of letters 
and bills of lading at Dover, see Shilton and Holworthy, 
High Court of Admiralty Examinations, 1637-1638, pp. 126-27 , 
136, 213. It was the general practice for a master to 
deliver goods to anyone who produced the bill of lading 
which the master had signed before the voyage began. 
Shilton and Holworthy, High Court of Admiralty Examinations, 
1637-1638, pp. 126-27, 139, 155; Cal. S.P. Pom. 1637-38 , 
pp. 222-23. A ship's book made by Henry Powell, master 
of the Greenfield of London, contains the following entry 
for a voyage made from Venice to the Downs about July 
1644: "Laden by Sr. Vandevorte and Consigned to him that 
presents the bill for dover or Amsterdam, 1 box, fraight 
4s or 2 gilders." P.R.O. H.C.A. 30/638. 

22  
This is known because the foreign letters of Dover 

merchants were illegally opened at Rochester in 1643, 
and they were found to contain bills of exchange. H.M.C. 
XIII Report, App., Pt. I (Portland MSS.), p. 152. 

23 " Private merchants in Spain, i.e., those other than 
the Asentistas, sent silver to Flanders by means of the 
Dover entrepot, and it is of course possible that some of 
this silver paid for composition imports by Spanish merchants. 
For private merchants 1 shipments from San Lucar to Flanders , 
see Cal. S.P. Pom. 1635, p. 17; 1635-36, p. 80. For Spanish 
silver being sent toHamburg merchants, see a letter from 
the merchants of Antwerp to the Infanta. 1632, P.R.O. SP. 
77/22/390. See also Chapter III, pp. 101-2. No evidence 
has been found, however, indicating that any money was 
ever sent from Flanders to Spain to pay for Spanish imports 
on composition. It is probable that Flemish importers 
sent Spanish exporters bills of exchange redeemable from 
the Asentistas. 

^-Arthur Hopton at Madrid to Sec. Coke, 8/18 May 
1639, P.R.O. SP. 94/41/102. 

25Cal. S.P. Pom, 1637. pp. 340-41, 377: 1639-40. 
pp. 16, 42-43. 
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For reports of convoys, see H.M.C. X Report, App. , 
Pt. IV (Huncaster: Sir John Pennington's Sea Journals), 
p. 296; Cal. S.P. Dom. 1635-36, pp. 228-29; Cal. S.P. Ven. 
1632-36, pp. 526. 535, 543; Cal. S.P. Pom. 1635-36, ppi 
390-91, 413, 447-48; Cal, S.P. Ven. 1632?36, pp. 566-67; 
H.M.C. XII Report, App., Pt. II (Cowper: Coke MSS.), p. 119; 
Ca 1. S. P7 D'om. "T&36-37 , p. 33. 

C. XII Report, App., Pt. II (Cowper: Coke MSS.), 
p. 151. 

Ca1. S.P. Pom. 1635-36, pp. 44 7-48. 
29 
Cal. S.P. Pom, 1635-36, p. 183. 

30 
Cal. S.P. Pom. 1635-36, pp. 561-62. 

31 
The best description and appraisement of Rainsborough's 

expedition to Barbary is in Michael Oppenheim, A History of 
the Adminis tration of the Royal Navy and of Merchant 
Shipping in Relation to the Navy from 1509 to 1660 with an 
Introduction Treating of the Preceeding Period (London and 
New York, 1896), pp. 

^^Cal. S.P8 Pom. 1635-36, pp. 561-62. 
33 

William Boswell at the Hague to Sec. Coke, 28 
November/ 8 December 1636, P.R.O. SP. 84/151/380-81. 

34Cal. S,P. Ven. 1636-39, p. 209. 
35 
"See Cooper, "Sea-Power,lf The New Cambridge Modern 

History. IV, 229. The reason for the inadequacy of the 
blockade was probably the same one that had been encountered 
in 1636, viz,, that the best Dutch naval officers opposed 
a continuous blockade through the winter. The English 
ambassador at the Hague had noted at that time that "there 
hath lately been a great dispute in the States of Holland 
about the possibility and means of blocking up of Dunkerck 
by water continually: besetting the Coast of Flandres: 
and Securing those Seas in winter; Wherein Admirall Dorp, 
Vice Admirall Liefhebfer, with 7 or 8 more of their 
Principall Sea-Captains held the Negative and aduised 
(as best expedient:) for aduantageing their Sea-Actions 
to build a Dock at Helvaet Sluys, being a place where 
they could best goe out and in, as occasion should require 
. . . ." William Boswell at the Hague to Sec. Coke, 
28 November/8 December 1636, P.R.O. SP. 84/151/380-81. 

36 
H.M.C. XIX Report, App., Pt. I (Cowper: Coke MSS.), 

p. 427; Cal. S.P. Pom. 1629-31. p. 528. 
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37Cal. S.P. Ven, 1632-36, p. 46. 
38 

Cal. S.P. Dom. 1635, p. 526; cf. Cal. S.P. Ven. 
1632-36. p. 492. 

j9F.R.O. SP. 16/317/10. 

4GCal. S.P. Ven. 1632-36. pp. 518-19. 
41Cal. S.P. Ven. 1632-36, p. 568; H.M.C. XII Report. 

App., P't. II (Cowper: Coke M^S.), pp. 119, 120. 
42 "This incident generated an enormous tangle of 

conflicting claims as to who was responsible for sending 
S tewart on to Dunkirk. The account above relies on the 
Venetian ambassador!s sorting out of the evidence in 
Gal. S.P. Ven. 1636-39, p. 59 and note. For the composition 
payments, see H.M.C. XII Report, App., Pt. II (Cowper: 
Coke MSS.), pp. 125, 142. Most of the evidence pertinent 
to the case may be seen in the following: H.M.C. Ill Report, 
App. (Northumberland MSS.), p. 73; H.M.C. XII Report, App., 
Pt. II (Cowper: Coke MSS.), pp. 125, 126; Cal. S.P. Pom. 
1636-37, pp. 69-70; Cal. S.P. Ven. 1636-39TPP. 24-25, 37; 
H.M.C. XII Report, App., Pt. II (Cowper: Coke MSS.), pp. 
133, 134, 141; Cat. S.P^ Pom. 1636-37, pp. 99, 116/ 125, 
132-33; H.M.C. 77 Report on the Manuscripts of the Right 
Honorable Viscount De irlsle, Vol. VI" (Sidney Papers) , ed. 
G. Dyfnullt Owen, p. 5U, H.M.C. XII Report App. , Pt. II 
(Cowper: Coke MSS.), pp. 121-22. 

43 
Cal. S.P. Ven. 1636-39, p. 83. 

44 
Lord Aston at Madrid to Sec. Coke, 28 January/ 

7 February 1636/7, P.R.O. SP. 94/39/25. 
45 
"Aston at Madrid to Coke, 15/25 February 1636/7, 

P.R.O. SP. 94/39/35. 

46perived from P.R.O. E 190/659/12, Section, ?*Forraine 
Silver Imported per Store," entries for 23 April, 24 April, 
and 18 July 1638. 

^P.R.O. E 190/659/12, Section, "Forraine Silver 
Exported per Store," entry for 24 April 1638. 

Cal. S.P. Ven. 1636-39. p. 562. 
AQ 
"See above, Chapter III, pp. 92-97; and below, 

Chapter VI, p. 188 . There were numerous examples of seizures 
of individual merchantmen not in convoy by the French. 
Cal. S.P. Pom. 1635, pp. 466-67; Cal, S.P. Ven. 1632-36, 
pp. 566-67; "Cal." S .'P. Pom. 1640-41, pp. 559 , 578-79. 
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Cal. S.P, Pom, 1634-35, p. 75; 1635 , pp. 140, 400, 
559; 1.637, p. 46; 1639, pp. 398-99; Edmund Rossingham, 
Newsletter to Lord Scudamore, 9 December 1639, B.M. Add. 
MS. 11,045, fol. 80; Cal. S.P. Dom. 1639-40, pp. 355-56; 
1640, p. 372; 1641-43, p. IZT. 

51 For records of convoys through November 1636, see 
above, Chapter II, notes 49-50, and note 26 of the present 
Chapter. For the period 1637-1641, see Cal. S.P. Yen. 
1636-39, p. 209; Cal. S.P. Dom. 1637, pp. 347, 393-94; 
Cal. S.P. Ven. 1636-39, pp. 274, 415; Cal. S.P. Ven. 
Y641F42, pp. 44, 49-50; Cal. S.P. Dom. T640-41, p. 559. 

Portland Loan 29/173, fol. 83. The petition 
itself bears no date, but it was "preferred to the Grand 
Committee for Trade11 on 2 March 1640/1. ''Minute Book of 
the Committee of Trade for the first months of the Long 
Parliament ,ft Bodleian, Harleian MS. 4277, fol. 10, printed 
in Wallace Notestein (ed.), The Journal of Sir Simonds 
D'Ewes from the Beginning of the Long Parliament to the 
Opening of the Trial of the Earl of Strafford (Newhaven, 
ly23) , p. 5TT. 

B.M. Portland Loan 29/173, fol. 83. 
r / 
3'See above, Chapter II, p. 44 ; see also Article 1 

in the composition agreement of 8 December 1638, above, 
p. 116. 



CHAPTER V 

PROJECTS FOR THE EXPLOITATION OF THE ENTREPOT 

(i) 

Monopolists and the Dover Entrepot 

The first half of the seventeenth century was the 

great era of monopolists in English economic life. In 

order to raise money from the fees and perquisites which 

accompanied the grant of a patent of monopoly, the Crown 

granted monopolists control of nearly every organized 

economic activity.^ Under these circumstances, it is not 

surprising to find that attempts were made to monopolize 

certain aspects of the Dover entrepot. 

The first projector to benefit from the operation 

of the entrepot trade seems to have been the lighthouse 

monopolist Sir John Meldrum. On 9 February 1634/5 the 

King granted Meldrum a license to build lighthouses on 

the South and North Forelands, the two headlands forming 

the roadstead of the Downs. The King's action was taken 

in response to a petition from several inhabitants of 

Dover, Sandwich, and Margate—all of whom desired the 

prevention of shipwrecks on the Godwin Sands. The petitioners 

had offered to pay one penny per ton each way when their 

2 ships passed the lights.~ This petition may have been 

3 originally circulated by Meldrum himself." 

140 
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Meldrum soon discovered that his project had some 

considerable opposition. The Dover branch of Trinity 

House, the corporation in charge of erecting lighthouses 

since the time of Henry VIII,4 wrote to the London branch 

at Deptford complaining that Sir John's license was not 

in the best interest of shipping in the Channel. Dover 

Trinity House stated that the Mayor and Jurats of Dover 

feared the adverse effect on trade which might result from 

an increase in shipping charges in the form of lighthouse 

tolls. The letter also stated that the lights would 

attract privateers into the Downs at night, endangering 
c 

the ships at anchor there.* Despite these warnings, 

Deptford Trinity House offered to build the lights itself 

and charge only a half penny per ton on ships passing them.^ 

Meldrum was successful in countering this opposition. 

He protested to the King that no man could safely hold 

a monopoly if every adverse party was allowed to 

underbid him after he had obtained his grant.No action 

was taken to revoke Meldrum!s license, and Sir John Pennington 

began the process of surveying the site of the South 
8 

Foreland light in December 1635. By 1637 Meldrum had com

pleted two lighthouses on the South Foreland and had begun 

to build another on the North Foreland. He charged a penny 

per ton on English vessels and double that on foreigners.' 

No further protests concerning the lights have been discovered 

after 1635, and it is probable that they aided rather than 

hindered the flow of shipping through the Downs. 
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Meldrumfs monopoly on the Forelands lighthouses only 

had the effect of exploiting the Dover entrepot indirectly. 

In February 1637/8, however, another projector put forth a 

scheme which would have placed the most vital part of the 

entrepot directly under the control of one man. The 

potential monopolist was David Hempson, a Flemish factor 

at Dover who had principals in Seville, Lisbon, Madrid, 

San Sebastian, Antwerp, and the Hanse towns . ̂  Hemps on 

proposed to the King that he only be permitted to conduct 

the re-export of Spanish money from Dover to London and 

Flanders. To ensure success, Hempson also promised Secretary 

Windebank a bribe of L 500 in silver plate if he would use 

his influence with the King.~ 

No evidence survives relating precisely to the fate 

of Hempson *s petition, but a general declaration by the 

King in the Star Chamber in 1639 would have had the effect 

of denying it. The King declared that silver was a commodity 

and that its import should not be in the hands of one man. 

If this were to happen, other merchants would be discouraged 

from importing silver. The supply of silver would dwindle, 

its price would go up, and the new English silver thread 

industry would soon consume all domestic reserves.^ In 

addition to this indirect denial, it should be pointed out 

that by 1639 the grant of new monopolies was virtually 

impossible. On 15 April the King had been forced by the 

general hostility toward monopolists to issue a proclamation 

revoking many of the more obnoxious patents.^' The grant 
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of Hempson*s petition would have been a dangerous affront 

to the merchant community. 

(ii) 

Projects for a Boom across the Mouth of Dover Harbor 

Not quite in the same category with monopolies, but 

with the same potential effect, were the projects to erect 

a boom across the harbor's mouth at Dover. The first of 

these attempts occurred in May 1635, just after the French 

entry into the Continental war had begun to expand the 

scope of the entrepot trade. About 1 May one Daniel 

Smith petitioned the Lord Warden for the establishment of 

a boom with Smith to be boom-master and to receive reasonable 

fees for passage. Smith justified himself by claiming 

that such a boom was in use at Dunkirk and other foreign 

14 ports. 

On 11 May 1635 the Mayor and Jurats of Dover petitioned 

the Council in opposition to Smith. They requested that 

if such a boom was to be erected, they should be allowed 

to maintain it at their own expense without charging any 

passage fee. They claimed that charging a fee for passing 

the boom would discourage masters of ships from entering 

the harbor and would make it impossible for vessels in 

the Channel to take speedy refuge if attacked by their 

enemies in the Downs. Finally, they stated that Smith had 

initiated the v?hole project simply for his private profit. ̂  
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The Council decided on 27 May not to permit the 

establishment of a boom at that time. It provided, however, 

that if it should become expedient in the future to erect 

a boom, ffthe said Towne shalbe preferred before any other, 

for the keeping and maintaining thereof" without fees.^ 

The Farmers of the Customs soon decided that a boom 

would, after all, be a good idea. They informed the 

Council that it would aid in "securing ye Customes at 

Dover." On 10 July 1636 the Council ordered the Corporation 

of Dover to carry out its earlier pledge. The town was to 

make, keepe and maintaine ye said Boome at their 
own Charge, without any fee at all from his Majesty 
his Subiectes , or any other person for ye generall 
good of Trade. . . .17 

.The position of the new boom may be seen in William Eldred's 

18 graphic survey of Dover harbor made in 1641. u 

No further attempt was made to exploit the boom for 

private gain until 1638. In June of that year Sir John 

Manwood, the Lieutenant of Dover Castle, petitioned the 

King for custody of the boom and the right to charge 

duties for passing it comparable to those levied in other 

countries. He claimed in his petition that the boom had 

become too important to be entrusted to the town and that 

it ought to be given over to him because he governed the 

harbor for the Lord Warden, whose authority stemmed from 

possession of admiralty jurisdiction over the Cinque Ports. 

Manwood further contended that he was the best man for 

keeping the boom because he "hath not any Ships of his 

owne to lett in or out at the said Boome nor standes in 
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any particular relacion to the Marriners of the said 

Towne. . . ,"19 

Manwood filed a separate brief with his petition 

stating in detail why the boom .was important and why it 

should be removed from the control of the Corporation of 

Dover. The boom could be used to stay passengers such as 

Jesuits and traitors. In case of war between England and 

France or another power, it would prevent night attacks 

on the harbor and town. It would also prevent ships from 

carrying out forbidden exports and keep seamen from escaping 

the press. Control of the boom by the town had prevented 

or delayed the Lord Warden from getting notice of depreda

tions by Calais and Dunkirk privateers upon English ships 

in the Downs. Finally, Manwood held that booms were kept 

at Dunkirk and other foreign ports, Hand fees for the 

same allowed to the chiefe Officers that command their 
20 Boomes there.11 

It seems clear that Manwood was trying in his brief 

to justify his request for collecting fees by emphasizing 

the strategic importance of the boom to the defence of 

the Kingdom. There was no mention of its more prosaic use 

as a means to enforce the payment of composition duties. 

Manwood's petition was taken in hand by Secretary 
21 

Windebank. On 23 June 1638 Manwood received a letter 

from the King under the signet seal which rehearsed the 

entire previous history of the boom and then proceeded to 

grant its custody to Manwood during the time of his 



146 

lieutenancy of Dover Castle. The commissioners of the 

harbor, i.e., the Warden and Assistants, were to determine 

the fees on the basis of those charged abroad. After 

Manwood ceased to be Lieutenant of Dover Castle the Lord 

Warden was to award the office of boom-keeper to each 

22 successive Lieutenant. 

The Corporation of Dover temporarily thwarted Manwood's 

grant through the influence of the Farmers of the Customs 

combined with some highly unethical administrative practice. 

On 7 July 1638 Sir Paul Pindar and Sir John Wolstenholme, 

the most influential of the Farmers, wrote to Secretary 

Coke stating that Manwood fs plan to charge fees for passing 

the boom would endanger trade at Dover. They asked the 

23 Secretary to see to it that no new charges were laid. 

There is no evidence for Coke's role in subsequent events, 

but there is no doubt that someone with considerable 

authority took action. On 17 July the town procured an 

order in the King's name commanding Manwood to return the 

boom to the custody of the town. The reason given in the 

order was that Manwood had not reminded the King in his 

petition that a previous order of the Council had awarded 

the keeping of the boom to the Corporation of Dover. Manwood 

immediately drafted another petition to the King which he 

sent to London on 20 July. He stated that both he and the 

King had been the victims of sharp practice because his 

original petition as well as the King 's signet of 23 June 

had taken full notice of the earlier Council order granting 
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the boom to the Town. He also noted that neither he nor 

any representative of the Lord Warden had been heard when 

the town obtained its new order relieving him of the boom. 

Manwoodls new petition requested that the King regrant the 

boom to him. He also sent along an authorization from the 

commissioners of the Harbour allowing him to establish 

boom rates equal to those at Calais, Dieppe, and Dunkirk.^ 

The whole matter received a full airing before the 

King and Council on 5 August 1638. After a full debate 

the King ordered that the boom be given into the custody 

of the Lord Warden. The order expressly stated, however, 

that the Lord Warden and his subordinates were not to 

charge any fees whatever, ffas if noe such Boome were 

att all there kept." This state of affairs was to continue 

while the whole question of fees was given further considera-
25 

tion. Lord Treasurer Juxon and Lord Cottington then 

received an order to make an investigation. They were 

to determine precisely what benefits accrued from the 

boom and what Englishmen paid aborad for passage of booms 

in foreign harbors. They were also to find out what 

charges had been made at Dover and whether or not the 

boom-keepers were guilty of abuses.^ 

While Juxon and Cottington were making their investiga

tion, the dispute between Manwood and the town continued. 

On 24 September 1638 the Corporation of Dover petitioned 

the King requesting another hearing before the Council. 

The corporation stated that it had just become aware that 
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the King1s grant of the boom to the Lord Warden was made 

upon Manwood's contention that the harbor was in the 

jurisdiction of the Admiralty of the Cinque Ports. The 

town claimed that it was in their own jurisdiction by virtue 

of their charter. The King decided to hear the case again 

on 30 September. 

The new hearing resulted in the Lord Warden being 

confirmed in his custody of the boom. Juxon and Cottington 

were now specifically charged with determining what fee 

should be fixed. Once the fee had been determined, the 

Lord Warden and Manwood were 

required to take effectual care and Order not onely 
that the same bee not exceeded by whomesoever shalbee 
imployed to keepe the said Boome, but that the same 
bee soe duely and well attended, and the Marchantes 
of that Towne (aswell Strangers as other) soe well 
treated, as they may have noe just cause to complain. 

Juxon and Cottington finally made their report on 

11 December 1638, three days after the new Farmers had 

reached their agreement with the factors for making signifi-

29 cant reductions in some of the composition rates.In 

their report the two lords could not bring themselves to 

settle the issue of a fee for the boom. They were of the 

general opinion that any fee would damage trade and decided 

to refer the whole matter back to the King. The report 

describes the danger to the composition trade posed by the 

imposition of fees for passing the boom. It also contains 

a new proposal by the town and the Farmers of the Customs 

for avoiding such fees. The full text of the document is 

quoted below: 
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May it please your Majestie: Your Majestie being 
present in Counsell the 3rd [I30thj of September 
last, was pleased to order that the keeping of the Boome 
in Dover Harbor, should be in the charge and appointment 
of the Lord Warden of the Cinque Ports for the tyme 
being, and that the fee for keeping the same should be 
settled by us. 

Upon which order, we conferred with Sir John 
Manwood Lieutenant of that Castle--who appeared for 
the Lord Warden. And with your Majesties Farmers of 
your Customes, and thay of the Towne desired for your 
Majesties service to be heard, before we appointed, 
what fee should be taken. And upon the result of 
all, we finding the same both of difficulty and 
consequence, thought it our humble duty to present 
the State of this business at Large, to be setled 
by your Majesties Comand or returned with your further 
pleasure to us, as in your Wisdome you should think 
fitt. 

Upon Conference first with Sir John Manwood, 
we find he desires a fee upon all Strangers (as 
well where Booms are kept as where there is none) 
and upon English likewise. The first part whereof, 
we conceaue very dangerous, since there being noe 
Booms neither in France nor Spain, a like duty (or 
rather a greater) might be layd upon your Maj esties 
Subjects in those Parts (where by reason of the warrs 
betwixt these two Crowns the English shipping is in 
so numerous and advantageous a manner imployed). 
For the second, for laying of it, on all your Majesties 
subjects, there being soe great a trade in that Port, 
and so many small vessels, that make soe often returns 
thither, we apprehend the burthen wilbe great. But 
Sir John further prayed, there might be an injunction 
on all shipps, not to go out with out the Lord Wardens 
passe, alleaging the like in those Places, where noe 
Booms were, and said he hoped we would make this a 
braunch of our Reference. But our chief care being 
to sett no greater a fee upon this Boom than might 
we11 defray the charge, and modestly reward him that 
kept it, we did not harken to him therein. . . . 

Your Majesties Farmers, gave many reasons how 
dangerous it might be for trade if any great fee were 
layd upon Strangers, Or, any, upon English. They 
further alleaged that their Composition which was 
intended to increase Trade (they feared made it 
seeme soe easy, that it invited on these burdens) 
which was, not withstanding, upon the now [new] setlment 
thereof, faine to be abated upon Some Comodities So 
that if new dewties were now Layd, they should be 
torced to resume the old and full Cus tomes. And that 
not only they, but your Majestie would suffer by it, 
in Your Impositions. 

The Townsmen brought in many reasons, presented 
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a Bill of the Sundry charges on a shipp, receaved 
viz., Slusage, Tonage Capstenage Ballastage Harbarage 
Cranage and all droits of the Towne and for repaire of 
the peere: They showed that in Queen Elizabeth's tyme 
a Boome was in that Tome, but layd down againe, though 
but two pence per shipp demanded. They used some 
of the former reasons that a new dewty might decay 
trade, and soe the shipping, and disable them in 
keeping the peere in soe good a sort |_asl they now 
doe, and at last offered, That whereas trie keeping the 
Boom formerly stood them in but 10 1. per anno they 
would now allow 40 1. per anno, to the Boomkeeper, 
the Lord Warden should appoint. The Farmers likewise 
praied the charge of keeping it might be reduced to 
an annuall fee, and not be leavied by tonnage or any 
charge of Trade; Wherein (if need required) they 
would undergoe some charge. 

So that by these offers the Custody being left 
where your Majestie in your Wis dome had disposed it, 
and the charge thereof, desired to be defrayed, both 
by the Towne and Farmers, and the reasons they used 
being of waight with us, we hope your Majestie will 
interpret it our dewty, to demonstrat it, as we have 
done.30 

Although Manwood, acting for the Lord Warden, continued 

to make plans to charge fees for passing the boom equal 

to those imposed abroad,^ there is no evidence that any 

such duty was ever collected at Dover. Instead, it appears 

that Manwood agreed to accept the offer of the Corporation of 

Dover as reported by Juxon and Cottington, under which 

the town would pay him L 40 a year in lieu of any fees. 

The Dover Corporation Accounts show that payments to 

Manwood of 1 10 a quarter for custody of the boom were 

made retroactive to Michaelmas 1638 and continued until 
32 

Midsummer 1640 when he was replaced as Lieutenant of 

33 
Dover Castle by Sir Edward Boys.' Boys continued to 

receive the same h 40 a year until Michaelmas 1641. 

The action of the Corporation of Dover thus prevented 

an increase in charges on shipping in the composition trade 
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at a critical moment and ended the continuous pressure 

exerted by Manwood for some sort of perquisite from the 

boom. The Farmers were forced to keep a close watch on 

the town boom-keepers, who occasionally allowed ships to 

35 pass the boom before composition had been paid, " but 

in general the boom seems to have been efficiently operated 

without any protest from the factors or the town. 

(iii) 

Exploitation of the Duty for Repair of Dover Harbor 

Juxon and Cottington had reported that the townsmen of 

Dover objected to a fee on the boom because of the many 

duties already required of any shipmaster entering the 

harbor, among them the charge "for repaire of the peere." 

The history of this duty shows that it was a levy made 

specifically upon foreign merchants using the composition 

trade and that it was exploited by various officials as 

a source of revenue for many other projects besides repair 

of the harbor. 

Toward the end of December 1635 the Mayor, Jurats, 

and all other inhabitants of Dover sent a desperate petition 

to the King. It recited that in October violent storms 

had made breaches in the harbor walls. These had been 

nearly repaired when another series of storms from 14 to 

17 December had newly destroyed all the previous work on 

the sea walls* All the able-bodied inhabitants were at 
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that moment working to repair the breaches. The petition 

stated that the normal harbor duties were only E 250 a year 

and that the Warden and Assistants had already borrowed an 

additional E 500 for repairs. It was estimated that the 

entire rebuilding project would cost E 2,000. The petitioners 

suggested that the money could be raised by reviving for 

three years the act of 23 Elizabeth I which had provided for 

a three pence per ton duty on all shipping entering and 

leaving every port in the kingdom. It would only be necessary, 

however, to levy the new rate at one penny per ton. It 

was alleged that the whole project would be worthwhile 

because the customs of Dover were then running to about 

E 16,000 a year. 

On 29 December 1635 the Council referred the Dover 

petition to Sir John Brampston and Sir John Finch, Lord 

Chief Justices of King1s Bench and Common Pleas, respectively, 

and to Sir Humphrey Davenport, the Lord Chief Baron of the 

Exchequer. These men were to decide it the act of 23 

Elizabeth I was still in force. If it was not, they were 

to confer with the Lord Warden and the Farmers to find 

another means of raising money. They were also to give 

their judgment as to whether the proposed penny per ton 

37 duty might not constitute too heavy a burden on trade. 

On 31 December the referees reported to the Council. 

They held that the Elizabethan tonnage levy for repair of 

the harbor had expired after its seven-year extention in 

1604. They also submitted that its proposed revival for 
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three years with a duty of even one penny per ton would 

endanger English trade. The three referees suggested that 

the best plan for raising money would be to increase the 

harbor duties levied upon goods of foreign merchants engaged 
38 

in the composition trade/ 

No further official action was taken to implement this 
39 

proposal until 19 February 1635/6. On that date the 

King issued a privy seal for letters patent which prescribed 

in detail how the new duty was to be levied upon the 

composition trade. It provided that 

from henceforth all Strangers shall answer and pay 
to the said Warden and Assistants of the said Harbour, 
and their Officers and Assigns, over and above 
the Duties which they now pay unto them, an increase 
upon all Goods and Merchandizes whatsoever, going 
out of or coming into the said Harbour, for the term 
of three years now the next following, That is po 
say, whereas they now pay four pence for a Packcf^ of 
Goods, that hereafter, during the said term of three 
years , they shall answer and pay by way of increase 
twelve pence more, in all sixteen pence, and so 
after that rate and proportion for all Goods and 
Merchandizes within the Composition . . . , paying 
greater or lesser Summs ... ; no such Stranger as 
aforesaid, shall by our said Officers be permitted 
to make Entry inwards or outwards, for the landing or 
shipping of any of their Goods and Merchandizes in the 
said Harbour, before the said Strangers, or other person 
for him, shall have.answered and paid the said duty 
hereby laid. . . 

There still seems to have been some concern that the 

levying of this new duty might damage the composition trade. 

To ensure that the new charge would be for as short a time 

as possible, the King1s letters patent declared that 

if at any time before the said three years shall be 
incurred, there shall by vertue of these Presents 
be levied so much Monies, as together with the proper 
Rents and Revenues of the said Harbour, and the 
allowance to be made by the said Town of Dover . . . 



154 

will sufficiently repair the same Harbour: That then 
and from thenceforth the said increased Duty and 
Payments hereby levied . . . shall cease . . . any 
thing in these Presents contained notwithstanding. 

And to the end, it may be certainly known, 
when there shall be so much levied and raised by 
the means aforesaid, as shall and will perform the 
said Work, Wee do therefore hereby require and command 
our Customer of our said Port of Dover . . . that he 
from time to time, during the said term of three 
years, do make and keep a just entry of all such 
Summs of Money, as by the said Warden and Assistants 
. . . shall be received ... to the end, that when 
and as soon as sufficient Summs of Money . . . shall 
be so raised and received, and before the said three 
years shall be so incurred as aforesaid, this our 
present Grant may cease.^2 

Anthony Percival, the farmers 5 Collector at Dover, 

was the first to see the possible benefits of this duty for 

his own ends. Percival, in addition to his other duties, 

was Captain of Archcliff Bulwark, a small fortress immediately 
/ Q 

adjacent to the harbor."1" In June 1636 he wrote to Edward 

Nicholas requesting that he inform the Council that all the 

Downs castles and Archcliff Bulwark needed repair 

In September the Council agreed to the general repair of 

all these fortresses and ordered Lord Treasurer Juxon to 

45 rind the money. ** Percival offered to solve this problem 

for Juxon, at least as far as Archcliff Bulwark was concerned. 

He formally petitioned the Lord Treasurer late in 1636 to 

obtain for him a privy seal from the King which would 

continue the levy of sixteen pence per pack and divert it 

to the repair of Archcliff Bulwark as of Michaelmas 1637,"i0 

In addition, Percival presented a certificate from Lieutenant 

Colonel Paperill, the King's engineer, stating that the 

repair of Dover harbor was complete. In terms of the 
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original letters patent establishing the duty, this 

certificate should have been the basis for the cessation 

of the levy, but Percival obviously submitted it in support 

of his case for diversion of the revenue. On 31 August 1637 

Percival received his privy seal. It granted him the right 

to collect the sixteen pence per pack for the repair of 

Archcliff Bulwark after the duty had gone for repairing 

the harbor for one year and three quarters. After Percival 

gained control of the duty, he did not use it exclusively 

to fortify the Bulwark. In 1639 the Warden and Assistants 

of the Harbor charged that ''he hath employed much money in 

unnecessary buildings, making the same his private habita

nt 7 tion. 

Once the precedent for diverting the duty for harbor 

repair to other purposes had been established, the Lord 

Warden, the Earl of Suffolk, decided that the money Percival 

was wasting might just as well be spent to repair Dover 

Castle. He petitioned the King in February 1637/8 for 

permission to impound the money, stating that the harbor 

was repaired and that trade was not being damaged by the 

new charge.^ 

The Lord Warden!s request was denied in favor of the 

needs of Sir John Pennington, the commander of the squadron 

in the Downs. Sir John held the captaincy of Sandown 

Castle, and the King privately granted him the use of funds 

from the sixteen pence per pack duty for its repair after 

work should be finished at Archcliff Bulwark. Pennington 
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wrote Secretary Windebank on 22 October 1638 to request 

that a privy seal be issued formally embodying the King1s 

49 promise. " The desired document was forthcoming on 16 

January 1638/9. It officially continued the duty of 

sixteen pence per pack and directed that Engineer Paperill 

receive the money for repair of Sandown Castle. 

During 1639 the problem of the distribution of the 

proceeds of the duty and the purposes for which they were 

to be used became a great administrative tangle. Paperill 

secured an order from the King to the Lord Warden directing 

the latter to place the entire repair of Dover Harbor under 

Paperill, who was also to receive the duty of sixteen pence 

51 per pack." " At the same time Paperill continued to repair 

Archcliff Bulwark.^ Whether he used any of the money 

raised by the duty to begin work on Sandown Castle is 

unknown. The Warden and Assistants of the Harbor claimed 

before the Council on 4 December that Percival5s diversion 

of money from harbor repair to the repair of Archcliff 

Bulwark had been made before work on the harbor was finished 

and that PaperillJs certificate in support of Percival had 

not described the true state of the harbor. They felt that 

unless some measure was taken to refinance repairs the 

harbor in its present state would be endangered by winter 

53 storms. 

On the same day that the Warden and Assistants made 

their charges against Percival and Paperill, 4 December 1639 , 

the Council acted to clear up the muddle. Dover harbor was 
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to be repaired forthwith, arid the sixteen pence per pack 

duty was to be used exclusively for this purpose along with 

the ordinary harbor revenues. Lord Admiral Northumberland 

and the Earl of Newport, Master of the Ordnance, were to 

send a man from Trinity House and an engineer to make a 

new survey of the port. They were also to investigate 

the work done by Paper ill and Percival. ̂  

The Council did not again consider the matter of the 

duty and harbor repairs until 29 May 1640. The certificates 

of Captain Xrenchfeild of Trinity House and Captain Rudd, 

a royal engineer, were the basis of its new action. The 

reports held that Dover harbor must be repaired immediately 

and that Archcliff Bulwark was also of sufficient importance 

to justify speedy renovation. The Council ordered that 

repair of the harbor and Archcliff Bulwark were to go on 

simultaneously, with Rudd completely in charge of work 

on the harbor. The usual harbor dues and the sixteen pence 

per pack duty were to be used to cover the expenses of both 

projects, but repair of the harbor was to be given priority. 

If harbor repairs consumed all the sixteen pence per pack 

duty, then work on Archcliff Bulwark was to be stopped 

until the harbor works were finished. 

There is little surviving evidence as to the results 

achieved under the Council"s new order. Rudd complained 

to the Board that the Warden and Assistants were impeding 

his work on the harbor by claiming that the sixteen pence 

per pack duty should go to them until they had regained 
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L 400 advanced for previous repairs." A Remonstrance 

from the town of Dover to the House of Commons early in 

1642 states that the harbor was still unrepaired because 

of Percival's original diversion of funds.^ Rudd was still 

engaged in repairing Archcliff Bulwark in December 1640. 

The Council's last surviving order regarding the duty was 

made on 7 February 1640/1. It authorized the proceeds to be 

used to repair Dover Castle and other Cinque Ports fortifi-
CQ 

cations after work was completed on Archcliff Bulwark. ' 

The continuation of the duty of sixteen pence per pack 

after 1639, despite the guarantees of the original privy 

seal in 1636, shows that the government itself was willing 

to exploit the composition system at Dover. It was basically 

opposed to the schemes of Hempson and the boom projectors 

for making private profits at the expense of the entrepot, 

but it could not afford to relinquish the additional 

revenue of what had originally been a temporary emergency 
60 

measure for repair of the harbor. 

(iv) 

The Composition Trade as a Source of Reprisals for 
Losses Suffered by the English Fishing Industry to 

Dunkirk Privateers 

Potentially more dangerous to the Dover entrepot 

than any of these projects for additional duties was the 

desire of powerful elements in the English fishing industry 

to recoup their losses to Dunkirk privateers at the 
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expense of Dunkirk merchants engaged in the composition 

trade. The presence of Dunkirk merchantmen in Dover 

harbor and large quantities of Dunkirk cargoes in Dover 

warehouses seemed made to order for reprisals. From 

1637 to 1640 two attempts were made by victims of the 

Dunlcirkers to make such reprisals. 

The first of these attempts came from Jacob Brames, 

the Customer of Dover and Sandwich, who had been in the 

fishing business since his youth. He had inherited a 

quay, wharves, and "herring houses" at Dover from his 
61 

father in 1611. During the 1630 's he had spent L 3,000 

"in building of houses at Dover to fit and accomodate this 
6 9 

ffishing busines. . . ." William Eldred's survey of 

Dover Harbor in 1641 shows that Brames had leased a consid

erable amount of property from the Warden and Assistants for 

these houses and that a street at the base of the harbor had 

even become known as "Braems, his Street.M 

Brames's first serious losses occurred in September 

1637 when two of his busses were taken by Dunkirk privateers. 
66. 

Through Flemish friends he heard that the vessels had 

been sold, and he tried unsuccessfully to buy them back. 

In the end he lost ships and fish worth L 2,000 and had 

to pay h 1,000 in ransom for the fishermen.^ 

Brames naturally desired to recoup his losses. On 

21 October 1637 Sir Henry Marten, Judge of the High Court 

of Admiralty, recommended that letters of reprisal be 

issued to Brames authorizing him to recompense himself 
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66 at the expense of Dunkirk shipping. J The Lords of the 

Admiralty would not, however, grant him letters of reprisal. 

Instead, on 25 October they ordered Sir John Pennington 

to stay enough Dunkirk ships to make restoration to Brames. 

Pennington acknowledged the receipt of this order on 

2 November. He stated gloomily that most Dunkirk vessels 

were built as men-of-war and were faster and better cared for 

than his own ships. He felt that it would be impossible 

67 for his relatively slower vessels to capture any of them. 

The business of reprisals did not in fact proceed 

happily for Brames. A small Flemish vessel laden with 

salt was taken at Plymouth in January 1637/8, and Brames 

petitioned the Council that he should have her. His 

petition was referred to the High Court of Admiralty, 
6R 

but the issue of it is unknown. In July 1638 Brames 

took matters into his own hands by seizing the Jerome of 

Dover and the St. George of Sandwich as the two vessels 

entered the Downs to pay customs on their cargoes from 

Dunkirk. He used as his authority the order of 25 October 

1637 which had been given to Pennington. The merchants of 

Dover petitioned the Council on 22 July to have Brames 

relinquish the ships, and the Council ordered him to 

appear before it on 29 July. After a full hearing Brames 

was ordered to restore the two vessels to their owners, 

he was advised that he could, if he wished, proceed against 

the owners in the High Court of Admiralty. At the same 

time, however, the Council ordered the Attorney General 
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to proceed against Brames in the Star Chamber because he 

had made fraudulent use of Pennington!s warrant and had 

also seized some Dunkirk ships and goods while they were 

69 in Dover harbor. * 

There is no record surviving in the Star Chamber 

Proceedings of Charles I relating to Brames and his seizures 

70 of Dunkirk shipping. Fortunately, however, a brief 

against Brames on behalf of the merchants of Dover has 

been preserved in the State Papers, Domestic. It describes 

the case against Brames regarding his seizures and discusses 

other unrelated charges brought against him in the Star 

Chamber. It also describes the general importance of the 

entrepot at Dover. The parts of this brief having to do 

with the composition system and Brames' s tampering with 

it are as follows: 

Mr. Jacob Brames is att present his Majesties Customer 
at the Porte of Sandwich and the members thereof. 

This Port comprehends Dover, Sandwich, ffeversham, 
Milton, and Rochester, being all porte townes; where 
Custom houses are lcepte, and much profittable busines 
for the said Customer in points of fees there dispatcht. 

The Composition Trade att Dover for Spanish 
silver and other rich goods hath of late years extended 
to a vaste busines of proffit, both to his Majestie, 
and the respective officers there, but especially to 
the Customer. ... 

All the dispatches of goods in and out with in 
the downes, is done by warrant from this Customer, 
and is very beneficiall to him in pointe of fees. . . . 

At Dover all the Bollion and other goods which 
doe passe out and home for the kinge of Spaine's 
subiects in the Netherlands, doe pay Customs, Composi
tions , and Convoy Monyes, which . . . doth bringe a 
greate yearely benefitt to the Customer by ffees and 
ca. . . . 

The said Customer is upon evident grounds 
iustlie prosecuted in the Starre Chamber, for . . . 
unwarrantable stayinge, and Compoundinge for divers 
Marchants Shipps and goodes at dover, to the valew 
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of 10,000 L, under Collor of two fishing busses taken 
by ye dunkerkers because fraughted by Hollanders. . . . 

Most of these offences doe already evidentlie 
appeare upon Record and otherwise, and it is by 
conference with ye wittenesses before examinacion 
conceived that the charge ... of disturbeinge ye 
Composition trade at Dover (which is of exceedinge 
greate consequence) is already suffitiently proved. . . . 

The Marchants at Dover interessted for the 
kinge of Spaine's Subiects in the Composition Trade 
there, doe amongst other things complaine against Mr. 
Jacob Brames for the followinge perticulers [:] 
1. That his pretended Losse by the Dunkerkers was 
but 1800 L. 
2. That he hath possessed himselfe of Dunkerkers 
goods for satisfacion thereof to the value of about 
5000 L. 
3. That he hath stayed sundry other Shipps and 
goods belonginge to Dover, and bound thither, according 
to the Treaties and agreement with the Merchants 
concerninge the Composition Trade there. 
4. That by the said Mr. Brames his unwarrantable 
doeings in stayinge their Shipps and goods and 
threatninge to doe the like to others with out 
lymittacion: the Trade there hath bynn in dainger 
to bee wholie diverted, and much Bollion and Rich 
goods hath bynn conveyed other wayes: whereby his 
Majestie hath susteyned greate losse. 
5. That Mr. Brames did alsoe threaten by force to 
take their goods out of their storehouses at Dover 
in soe much as sundry of those Marchants did wrighte 
to their principalis beyond the Seas to forbeare 
sendinge their goods thither doubtinge [not] a 
generall Embargo from the State here; for soe 
Mr. Brames carryed it, though he had not warrant 
[foddirecions in that kinde. 
6. They doe alsoe affirme that the two Bussess taken 
by the Dunkerkers, did a greate parte of them belonge 
to the Hollanders, and although that he doth sett 
out fishing Busses from Dover in the name of the 
English yet it willbe proved that the Hollanders 
have the greatest benefitt by their fishing and 
imployment, and not the kings Subiects. 
7. The said Marchants doe likewise complayne of 
divers other foule Matters against the said Mr. Brames, 
and it is very probable that they are well able to 
prove it, being all men of good worth and creditt. ' * 

No record of the sentence in the Brames case has 

come down because no Star Chamber sentences survive.^ 

Although Brames retained his position as Customer of 
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73 Sandwich and Dover, there is no evidence that he ever 

again molested the composition trade. It is probable that 

he suffered a heavy fine. 

After Brames lost his means of effective retaliation, 

the Dunkirleers resumed their attacks upon his fishing vessels. 

He complained before the Council in 1640 that since November 

1638 he had lost six busses which cost him in terms of 

cargo and ransoms paid h 8,400.^ He had tried to secure 

immunity from the Dunkirkers1 attacks by having the Dutchmen 

he employed as fishermen made English denizens, but this 

7 5 maneuver had failed. Brames died in June 1641 before he 

7 fi could take action to recoup his new losses.' 

The second attempt by English fishing entrepreneurs 

to effect reprisals upon the Dunkirkers through the composi

tion trade was initiated by the Royal Fishing Association. 

By 1640 the Association had lost an undetermined number 

of busses to the value of h 5,000.'^ After the loss of 

two busses in 1639 Lord Admiral Northumberland had been 

ordered to make reprisals upon the Dunkirkers, but only 
70 

one Dunkirk merchantman had been taken.'c On 9 February 

1639/40 the-Earl of Pembroke, the Lord Chamberlain and a 

key member of the Association, delivered a Remonstrance to 

the King in which he requested a lottery to refund the 

Association and letters of marque against the Dunkirkers 

to make good the L 5,000 loss. The King and Council agreed 

that if the Association1s agent in Flanders could not secure 

restitution, then letters of marque might be issued.^ 

The Association immediately used its new privilege to 
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press another petition upon the King for an order which 

would allow it to take its reprisals by seizing the goods 
O Q 

of Dunkirk merchants at Dover. 

The Farmers of the Customs naturally objected to 

this new threat to the composition system. An anonymous 

memorandum on their behalf stated their case as follows: 

His Maj estie by his Privy Seale graunted to ye Farmers 
of his Customs power to compound with the Marchants 
Strangers of Flaunders and c., for half-Subsidie for 
all goodes brought in and shipped out at Douer having 
Libertie of English Shipping and Conuoy for their 
Safetie, and hereuppon ye Farmers QmadeJ article with the 
Marchants, Whereuppon the saide Marchants are inuited 
to that trade, have their owne Factors residing at 
Douer? and have free Libertie of bringing in and 
carrying out their goodes from that place. 

The Lord Chamberlaine and ye Adventurers in ye 
Fishing, for some iniury don them by the Dunkerkers, 
in taking away some of their busses and detaining the 
persons of severall men, sue to his Maj estie for 
satisfaccion to be given by the staying of the goodes 
of Flaunders Marchants in Douer to the value of 
5000 L which goodes came in upon ye Composition as 
aforesaid. 

If this course take effect that trade would 
instantlie be destroid, which is soe considerable 
and advanced Revenue to his Majestie, besides the 
loss of the imployment of English Shipping, and give 
occasions to ye Marchants Strangers in all partes 
to beleave they were surprised wherein these Marchants 
of Flaunders have not only an interest but those of 
Fraunce, Spaine, and Italie, and the knowledge thereof 
would soon spread to the manifest ruin of that trade 
which is now well-settled. 

The Farmers humblie desire that the goodes uppon 
the Composicion of Douer may be free as formerly, 
otherwise they must suffer much in their undertaking, 
and be forced^ to sue for defalcacion, and that they 
Cthe Association J may seeke satisfacion otherwise then 
uppon those composeion goodes. 

There is no evidence that the Association ever received 

letters of marque or that any Dunkirk vessels or goods were 

ever stayed at Dover on their behalf. The Association had 

proved a financial failure by 1641,82 and the developing 
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domestic political crisis left no time for protecting the 

ailing fishing industry. 

Although the Fishing Association1s plans for retaliation 

against the Dunkirkers came to nothing, their permit for 

private letters of reprisal against Dunkirk shipping marked 

a significant change in government policy. From 1637 to 1639 

both Brames and the Association had been legally enjoined 

to rely on the Channel fleetfs capture of Dunkirkers as their 

sole means of reprisal. As Pennington had warned, the fleet 

proved totally inadequate for this task. That the Fishing 

Association in 1640 was allowed to use private vessels, 

which probably would have been more effective, indicates that 

the government was moving toward a more belligerent policy 

to protect the English fishing industry. It may very well 

be that only the English Civil War prevented an Anglo-Flemish 

privateering war in the Channel which would have ended the 

operation of the Dover entrepot. As it was, the coming 

of the Civil War seriously curbed the composition trade in 

commodities but did not totally destroy it. It is now time 

to trace the history of the entrepot trade in both silver 

and commodities during its last phase from 1641 to 1647. 
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copy is calendared in Cal. S.P. Pom. 1638-39, p. 319. 
A copy in the University of Keele, Staffordshire, Raymond 
Richards Collection of Miscellaneous Historical Material, 
Hatton Wood MSS., M 72/20:10, is dated 15 January 1638/9. 
See National Register of Archives , "Richards/1 1085. 

51 "See the charges made against him by the Warden and 
Assistants on 4 December 1639. P.R.O. P.C. 2/51/54. 

52P.R.O. P.C. 2/50/177. 

"'"P.R.O. P.C. 2/51/54-55. In addition, the Warden and 
Assistants stated that silt was building up hehind a faulty 
timber head built by Paperill to protect the harbor's mouth 
from the windward side. As a result, the sea was rising 
so high behind the head that it threatened to flood the 
Great Pent immediately behind the harbor used for shipping. 
The timber head built by Paperill in 1638 on the seaward 
side of the Great Pent may be seen in William Eldred's 
survey of 1641. See Appendix B, p. 252. 

54P.R.O. P.C. 2/51/55. 

55P.R.O. P.C. 2/52/253; Cal. S.P. Pom. 1640, pp. 238-39. 
r /" 
Cal. S.P. Pom. 1639-40, p. 65. The Calendar dates 

Rudd's letter to the Councilas being from "October, 1639," 
but this is an error because Paperill was still in charge of 
harbor repairs at that time. 

57 A true Pvemonstrance of the Cause betweene the 
Inhabitants of Dover Plantive, and Sir Anthony Percifall, 
Defendant, now depending in the Honorable House of Commons 
Assembled in Parliament, (l"642), in Petitions, Remonstrances, 
1636-75, B.M. 190-g-12, sheet 194. This document is quoted 
below, Chapter VI, pp. 185-87. 

"8P.R.0. P.C. 2/53/39. 

'P.R.O. P.C. 2/53/43. 
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^For the amounts of money collected from the 16d/pack 

duty for various years for which records survive, see below, 
Chapter VI, p. 186. 

61 
"Last Will and Testament of Charles Brames, Merchant 

of Dover, 18 July 1611, Kent County Archives Offive, 
Maidstone, Kent, P.R.C. 32/42, fol. 90. 

''"P.R.O. P.C. 2/53/50. 

^~'See Appendix B, p. 257. 

^Brames ox̂ ned property near Dunkirk and one of his 
ancestors had been a secretary to the Imperial authorities 
in Flanders. The Visitat .on of Kent, Taken in the Years 
1619-1621 by John Philipot, Rouge Dragon, Marshal and 
Deputy to William Camden, Clarenceux, ed. Robert Hovenden, 
Vol. XLII of the Publications of the Harleian Society 
(London, 1898), p. 215. 

6 S 
"P.R.O. P.C. 2/53/50; Shilton and Holworthy, High 

Court of Admiralty Examinations, 1637-38 , p. 173. 

t>6Cal. S.P. Pom. 1637. p. 490. 

67Cal. S.P. Pom. 1637. p. 511. . 

^Cal. S_.P. Pom. 1637-33. p. 151; Shilton and Holworthy, 
High Court of Admiralty Examinations, 1637-38, p. 245. 

69 , , 
P.R.O. P.C. 2/49/169, 174. 
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71P.R.0. SP. 16/408/153 (undated). 
72 
See G. R. Elton, England, 1200-1640, Vol. I in 

The Sources of History: Studies in the Uses of Historical 
Evidence. ed. G. R. Elton (London, 1969)" pp. TfttZT. 

73 
See the Declared Account authorizing his x^ages for 

1639 and 1640. P.R.O. A.0. 3/297/5,19. 

74P.R.0. P.C. 2/53/50-51. 

P.R.O. P.C. 2/53/50. Brames had been granted the 
right to have 50 people made denizens, and he first used 
the pox^er to grant denization to 16 fishermen in February 
1637/8. Denizations and Naturalizations of Aliens in 
England amTTreTand, 1605-1700,"id. William A. Shaw, 
Vol. XVIII ofThe Publications of the Huguenot Society 
of London (Lymington, 1911), p. 58. 
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CHAPTER VI 

THE ENTREPOT DURING THE ENGLISH CIVIL WARS AND THE 
EARLY COMMONWEALTH, 1641-1651 

(i) 

The Long Parliament's^Policies for Maintaining 
the Silver Entrepot and Their Ultimate 

Failure, 1641-1647 

Spanish silver continued to be imported into England 

until 1647. In October of that year the factors at Dover 

informed the House of Lords that over the preceding four 

years ''many millions have been imported," but none re

exported "by reason of the height of the Exchange." Re

exports had only resumed "because of the Fall of the 

Exchange."'" As Appendix H shows, vast quantities of silver 

continued to be coined at the Mint until 1647, giving solid 

proof of the factors' assertions. It is probable that all 

this silver had to be remitted to Flanders by bills of 

exchange after the French besieged Mardyk in 1645, and 

especially after the fall of Dunkirk to French forces in 

October 1646. Resident alien financiers and English 

"moneymen" had sent great quantities of liquid capital 

abroad during the Scottish wars and at the beginning of 

the Civil War in August 1642. '* This would indicate that 

there was sufficient English money available abroad to 

allow the exchange mechanism to continue to operate. 

This interpretation of the silver-import situation 

provides an essential perspective for any consideration of 

172 
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Parliament *s policie s toward the silver entrepot. The 

large volume of Spanish silver imports coming into the 

hands of London merchants for bills of exchange explains 

why Parliament, which was almos t totally dependent upon 

the City for liquid funds until the establishment of the 

3 Excise in 1643/* was anxious to give all possible guarantees 

of State protection to the Spanish silver factors and 

their principals. The continuous prosperity of the silver 

entrepot during the early 1640!s also makes it possible 

to dispel much of the propaganda put out by the City and 

the House of Commons which blamed the lack of money in 

London on the failure of the agents of the Asentistas to 

bring their silver to the Mint.4 Finally, the dependence 

of silver imports upon foreign exchange rates favorable 

to English bills shows that Parliament!s actions were not 

chiefly responsible for the continued use of the Dover 

entrepot by the Asentistas. After the summer of 1647 

Parliament Js best efforts could not prevent unfavorable 

exchange rates and Dutch competition from destroying the 

entrepot. 

Parliament first demonstrated its interest in preserving 

the Spanish silver trade during the late summer of 1641. 

In early August, near the end of their great reforming 

session, both Houses made a public declaration stating 

that neither of them had any intention of seizing foreign 

bullion or coin and that all the liberties of previous 

times would be guaranteed.5 No action was taken to withdraw 
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these assurances when the House of Commons learned on 

31 August that the King of Spain had seized all English 

ships at Cadiz. The House did, however, begin to plan 

a war with Spain. Hostilities were to be confined to 

the West Indies and based on the principle of flno peace 

beyond the line.u A committee was instructed to draw up 

a constitution for a West India Company on the Dutch 

model. Although this project posed no direct threat to the 

Spanish silver entrepot at Dover, its indirect consequences 

could have been disastrous. English attacks upon homeward 

bound Spanish silver fleets might have greatly reduced or 

ended Spanish silver exports to Dover and London. In the 

event, the Commons took no further action to make war on 

Spain or to found a West India Company. Evidence for their 

sudden loss of interest is lacking, but it may be that the 

City would not support a war which would ultimately lead to 

the loss of bullion imports. It is also possible that 

the whole scheme simply became lost in the growing domestic 

turmoil. In any case, the Spanish Asentistas seemed to 

be convinced of the good intentions of Parliament in main

taining the Dover entrepot. On 20 September the Venetian 

ambassador reported that -rmany ships from Spain have arrived 

. . . and have brought rich provision of silver, destined for 
•j 

the requirements of Flanders.H 

Early in the second session of the Long Parliament 

the entrepot for Spanish silver proved particularly useful 
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in the case of a pressing financial emergency. In November 

1641 the revolt in Ireland became extremely serious* and 

it was necessary to make sure that the English garrison 

had enough money to finance its own defence. On 9 

November two London merchants, "Mr. Henley and 

Mr. Hawckridge,^ submitted to the House of Commons a pro

posal to send L 20,000 to Ireland to pay the army. The 

money was to be sent in Spanish coin. Some of the House 

objected that the profits of the Mint would be damaged if 

this were allowed, 
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but Pym managed to secure approval of the scheme despite 

these misgivings. Upon Pym's motion, the House guaranteed 

the merchants repayment from the loan of L 50,000 coming 

8 in from the City. The authorization for the transfer 

of funds to Ireland was accompanied by a general order 

permitting the two merchants to continue such exports of 

Spanish silver provided they were registered in the customs 

house in London and receipted for in Irish ports. There 

is no evidence, however, that Spanish coin or bullion 

continued to be sent to Ireland in this manner. 

On 23 December 1641 the House of Commons announced 
A 

that a crisis had arisen with regard to the entrepot for 

Spanish silver. The pro-Parliament Lieutenant of the 

Tower, Sir William Balfour, had been replaced by the King 

with a certain Colonel Lunsford. The House claimed that 

Lunsford was a scoundrel and that the London agents for 

foreign silver exporters had already withdrawn their money 

from the Mint in the Tower and would send no more. All 

this would mean a shortage of money in the City. The 

Commons unsuccessfully tried to enlist support in the Lords 

for the removal of Lunsford and his replacement by a man 

friendly to Parliament, Sir John Conyers. The King 

removed Lunsford on 26 December, and substituted Sir John 

Byron, a man whom he knew to be loyal to the Crown.J ' 

Byron's term as Lieutenant of the Tower lasted until 

February 1641/2. During that time the Commons led by Pym 

produced a steady stream of complaints against Byron from 
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the City, including a petition from some of the agents of 

the Asentistas. All these protests stated that "fears and 

jealousies'1 of Sir John were causing the importers of 

Spanish silver to withhold it from the Mint and that the 

resulting dearth of new coin was provoking a liquidity 

12 crisis in the City money market. " In testimony before 

the Lords a few of the City silver dealers did admit that 

some Spanish agents, such as Sir Peter Richaut, were 

13 continuing to bring their coin and bullion to the Mint. 

At one point the Common Council of London even reported to 

the Commons that Byron's tenure had had no adverse effect 
1 / 

on the "bringing in,f of silver. Nevertheless, on 25 

January 1641/2 Pym delivered a Speech on behalf of the 

Commons before the Lords in which he read out a petition 

from the Common Council of London requesting to be excused 

from a loan of L 100,000 because of the general decay of 

trade, the failure of Parliament to repay an earlier loan 

of L 50,000, and the scarcity of money caused by the silver 

15 importers' distrust of Byron. Byron claimed on 28 January 

that enormous quantities of silver had been coming to the 

Mint from the very men who were supposed to be afraid of 

16 him, and Clarendon supports him in this contention. 

Appendix H shows a tremendous increase in the amount of 

silver coined at the Mint from 1 April 1641 to 25 November 

1642. Part of this increase may have been the result of 

Parliament's ordinances of June and August 1642 which 

called for private plate to be brought in for coinage to 
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17 bolster government finances/ but it seems extremely 

unlikely that all this silver could have been obtained 

from private households in five months. Most of it must 

have been of Spanish origin. Clarendon felt that the furor 

raised by the House of Commons had as its real object the 

embarrassment of the King and the securing of the Lieutenancy 

of the Tower for Parliament.The House succeeded in this 

latter purpose on 11 February when Byron asked to be 

19 relieved and Sir John Conyers was finally appointed. 

All this is not to say that the Spanish Asentistas 

did not have any qualms at all over the political upheaval 

going on in England. On 16 March 1641/2 the factors at 

Dover petitioned the Lords on behalf of their foreign 

principals for a guarantee of the safety of their bullion 

and coin, the continuation of the two and one-half per 

cent composition duties on commodities, and a full six 

months period of grace for all factors to leave the country 

should war break out between England and Spain. They warned 

that unless these guarantees were provided ,rthe whole 

trade they now drive wilbe diverted to ffrance and holland 

and other places as it appeares most manifestly to your 

petitioners . . . .,f/Jj 

Although Parliament took no immediate action upon 

the factors * petition, the Asentistas continued to send 

their silver to Dover. In July 1641 the Venetian ambassador 

in London reported that 
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many ships from Spain have put into the ports here 
.... They have brought 500 cases of ready money, 
which has afforded relief to the exigencies of this 
mart whose customary trade has been cut '~o the quick 
by the disturbances of the present day. 1 

The advantages of a continuous flow of Spanish silver 

to the Hint in the midst of a trade depression and the 

ever increasing financial demands resulting from the war 

against the King were not lost upon Parliament. On 1 August 

1642 its ordinance for maintaining the customs provided 

that 

for the Encouragement of Merchants Strangers trading 
in the Port of Dover, to continue their intercourse 
of trade, and the Importation of Bullion and Foreign 
Coin; it is ordered . . . that the several Officers 
in the Port . . . shall and may, from Time to Time, 
give unto all merchants Strangers the like Respect and 
Allowance, in their Customs, as they have formerly 
Done. ̂  

On 5 December the Committee for the Navy and Customs 

ordered a full survey of the port of Dover, perhaps to 

determine the effect of the Parliamentary guarantee.^ 

During the early part of 1643 a series of incidents 

occurred which seemed to indicate that the Parliamentary 

guarantee was not going to be fully effective. In January 

1642/3 a group of London merchants stated in a petition 

to the House of Commons that Royalists had been seizing 

ships from Spain whenever they were forced into Falmouth 

on account of storms. This was particularly dangerous at 

that moment because the merchants were expecting h 200,000 

worth of silver from Spain and the shipmasters were not 
r\ t 

aware of the danger."" Parliament seems to have been 

unable to deal with Falmouth,^3 but fortunately for the 
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London merchants their vessels appear to have avoided the 

Port. More serious for the silver entrepot was the trouble 

precipitated by the beginning of operations of Royalist 

privateers from Dunkirk. In April 1643 the King "arranged 

for twenty frigates to be fitted out for him in that 

port, and in May Tromp allowed these vessels to pass un-

26 molested into the open sea. On 12 May the Earl of 

Warwick seized a Spanish treasure ship laded with silver 

for Flanders on the pretext it was going to Ireland. The 

Venetian secretary in London reported that Parliament 

was going to retain the silver exempt from restitution 

in order to cover any losses Parliamentary shipping might 

91 suffer from the King ?s privateers.~' 

After these hostile actions Parliament was forced 

to issue new guarantees for the safety of the silver 

entrepot. On 26 August 1643 it passed an ordinance stating 

that the Lords and Commons 

having received information by a Petition of Merchant-
Strangers , and others, concerned in the Importation of 
Plate and Bullion into this Kingdome, That their 
correspondents inhabiting in the parts beyond the Seas, 
have conceived many feares and jealousies which might 
discourage them in the usuall importing of Bullion into 
this Kingdome, doe Declare and Ordaine, That Bullion 
and Coyne, that shall be brought into this Kingdome, 
by any English shipping, shall have free and safe 
passage and protection, as in any former Times; both 
by Sea and Land into the Ports of Dover and London: 
and accordingly, into and out of his Majesty's mint 
in the Tower of London, without any interruption.28 

On 26 February 1643/4 this ordinance was repassed with a 

few additions. It declared that 

no seisure or detention from this State shall upon 
any pretence whatever be layed upon the same £silver 
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imports] , or any part thereof, in whose hand so ever 
the same shal be intrusted either Stranger or Native. 

It was also specifically ordained that two-thirds of the 

silver imported could be re-exported after payment of the 

traditional two per cent duty as long as the remaining 

third was sent to the Mint to be coined. The factors 

were guaranteed that "from the Downes they shall have 

Convoy as usually heretofore, or free Liberty to Transport 

the said Two parts in shipping of their owne.11^ it is 

not clear whether this part of the ordinance meant that if 

the factors used foreign ships they would not receive convoy. 

It apparently did not make a great deal of difference 

because re-exports in bullion and specie ceased sometime in 

1644 and did not resume until 1647. 

Despite these attempts to guarantee the silver entrepot, 

the Asentistas were not satisfied. In February 1644/5 the 

Venetian ambassador in Madrid stated that the Spanish 

government feared that the exchange system in London was 

becoming dangerous because the Parliament might seize all 

Spanish silver at any moment. The ambassador reported 

that Spanish authorities were seeking to make arrangements 

for other carriers to replace the English. 

In 1647 the shift of the foreign exchanges against 

England finally drove the As en t is tas to make use of Dutch 

carriers for the transport of their silver to Flanders. 

With the fall of the foreign exchange rates for English 

bills it was no longer profitable for the Asentistas to 

have all their silver minted in England and then remitted 
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by exchange to Flanders. There was no way the English 

could carry the silver directly to Flanders because of 

the French occupation of Dunkirk. In July 1647 the Zeelanders 

agreed to carry Spanish silver to Flushing and other 

Zeeland ports despite the official state of war between 

the United Provinces and Spain. The Zeelanders allowed 

the silver to be carried overland duty-free to the Brabant 
O 1 

after one-third had been coined at the Zeeland mint.JL 

Although the Commons began new negotiations with the Spanish 

agents in London in September and a Parliamentary ordinance 

removed the two per cent duty on silver re-exports in 
o o 

October, the Asentistas were not dissuaded from accepting 

the Dutch offer. The great decline in the volume of silver 

coined at the Mint in London after 1647 is proof of the 

Zeelanders success in capturing the carrying trade in 

Spanish silver. 

(ii) 

The Collapse of the Composition System for Commodity 
Re-exports, 1641-1648 

The composition trade for items other than silver 

lasted at least until 1645, but its volume never recovered 

to the levels of the 1630!s. Some trickle of goods probably 

continued to be re-exported on composition until the end 

of the silver trade in 1647, but precise statistical 

information for measuring this traffic is lacking after 

1645. The moribund state of the composition trade from 
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1641 through 1643 is reflected in Appendix I, which shows 

that the port dues at Dover on shipping and docking and 

warehouse facilities continued to decline from the level 

of 1640. That the decline continued during the years 

1643 through 1645 is confirmed by the dwindling level of 

composition customs shown in Appendix E. The records for 

the collection of harbor duties become extremely spotty 

after 1644, but they do indicate that no great use was 

made of warehouse facilities in 1646, 1649, and 1651. 

The causes of this decline are treated more or less 

chronologically in the following discussion, but in general 

they fall into four categories: the administrative corruption 

of the Dover Customs Controller, Sir Anthony Percival, the 

increasing hostility and competition of the Dutch, the 

ambivalent policy pursued by Parliament toward the composi

tion system, and the French siege and capture of Dunkirk. 

One of the reasons for the decline in the composition 

trade through 1641 may have been the proj ects of the 

newly knighted Sir Anthony Percival, the Farmers v Collector 

and Controller of the Customs at Dover. After the abolition 

of the Great Farm in May 1641 Percival was directly respon

sible to the Parliamentary Committee for the Customs. The 

lesser Dover customs officials, the factors, and the resi

dents of the town in general took advantage of this 

opportunity to expose what they considered Sir Anthony's 

corrupt and dangerous practices. The Searcher, backed by 

the testimony of the factors, sent a brief to the House of 
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Commons late in 1641 stating that Percival, lfconiveing 

with the Merchants for their owne lucre but to an unesteem-

able value losse to his Majestie, hath faulse perfected 

hundreds of packs of goods.?? They also claimed Percival 

had been bribed to allow goods to be shipped outwards 

5'without any perfecte or at short rates perfected or by 
oo 

merchants perfected." 

Even if Percival was guilty of these sharp practices, 

they would only account for some decline in composition 

revenue and not for the decline of the trade in general. 

It soon became clear, however, that the merchant community 

of Dover felt that Percival was guilty of far more serious 

offences which did pose a threat to the composition system. 

Early in 1642 the inhabitants of the town had a "Remonstrance" 
Q / 

to the House of Commons drawn up and printed.wh In it 

they accused Percival of a long list of abuses, and these 

are worth examining in some detail. 

The Remonstrance began by restating the charges made 

by the Warden and Assistants of the Harbor before the 

Privy Council in 1639. It was again alleged that Percival 

had diverted the sixteen pence per pack duty for repair 

of the harbor to the repair of Archcliff Bulwark before 

the harbor was finished. ° The town re-emphasized that 

Percival had used this money not to repair Archcliff, 

which was of no strategic importance anyway, but to build 

"for his own pleasure, a faire house to dwell in, a Stable, 

Coach-house, a faire Garden, and pleasant walks for pleasure. 
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The Remonstrance pointed out that on 27 November 1641 

Parliament had ordered Sir Anthony to pay the Warden and 

Assistants h 500 for harbor repairs by 16 December, but 
oo 

he had failed to comply. As a result of all this, the 

harbor was still unrepaired and in some danger of being 

lost.39 

Besides being responsible for the decay of Dover harbor, 

the town!s Remonstrance stated that Percival had endangered 

the composition trade by his excessive charges in collecting 

the sixteen pence per pack duty and other fees and per

quisites . Specifically, the town charged that 

the said Sir Anthony, as he is Comptrouler there, for 
his Majesties Customs and Collector for the farmers: 
did contrary to his Majesties grant, force the Merchants 
to pay three shillings apeece upon some of their 
goods, and two shillings six pence upon other some 
peeces, and soe upon all their goods in general, 
and he did also force the merchants for to pay this 
money in other places for goods which never came to 
Dover, and also to worke his owne ends did contrary to 
his Majesties grant, and without order force the 
merchants to pay it almost six yeares to the great 
decay of trade in Dover. 

The said Sir Anthony, hath besides his Majesties 
due Custome, raised unto his owne use, unjust and 
unlawful1 impost upon the Merchants goods , viz.. 
upon every chest of silver that is transported, ten 
shillings, or upon every 100 pound of bullion silver or 
gold that is transported two shillings, and eight pence 
upon every tunne of wyne that is transported. 

Sir Anthony doth take unj us t fees of the merchants 
in the Custome House, more than ever was taken before 
his time; viz., upon every Cochett cross the Seas 
two shillings, and upon every bill inwards one shilling; 
by which unjust meanes, the said Sir Anthony hath 
raised to himselfe great summes of money, to the 
great oppression of the Merchants, and to the decay 
of Trade, and the loss of Much Customes to his Maj estie. 

The said Sir Anthony doth most unconscionably 
take two shillings sixe pence in the pounde for the 
collecting of the Harbour Money; whereby an eighth 
part of the money goes to his owne purse. '1 
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It is apparent from these allegations that Percival 

must have retained the power to collect the sixteen pence 

per pack duty even after Paperill and Rudd were designated 

as the recipients of the proceeds Z*1 The surviving accounts 

of Percival' s collectors show what the duty yielded at 

certain periods, as may be seen in Table 4. 

TABLE 4 

YIELDS FROM THE 16d/PACK DUTY FOR HARBOR REPAIRS AT DOVERa 
(EXCLUSIVE OF THE 2s6d PER L CHARGE FOR COLLECTION), 1637-1641 

Period L 

Mich. 1637 - Xnw 1638 1,805 
25 Mar. 1640 - Mich. 1640 714 
Mich. 1640 - 25 Mar. 1641 589 
25 Mar. 1641 - Mich. 1641 607 

aSource: P.R.O. E 122/212/34; E 122/212/35; 
E 122/212/36; E 122/222/77B/28. 

Although the sums collected were not large compared to the 

regular composition duties, it is clear that they would 

have been more than enough during any of the six-month 

periods shown in the Table to provide the L 500 Parliament 

thought necessary for harbor repairs in 1641. The collec

tors ' accounts also show that Percival had indeed levied 

excessive charges. During 1637 and 1638 he had charged 

two shillings six pence per pack on Spanish wool. By early 

1640 this rate had been reduced to six pence per pack, but 

in late June 1641 the charge was again two shillings six 

pence per pack on many shipments/4^ The raising of the 

rate in June 1641 also bears out the town's contention that 
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the said Sir Anthony doth strive to continue the 
afore-named heavy charges upon the Merchants and their 
goods, thinking thereby now to raise money to repaire 
his Majesties Harbour, and so to colour over his former 
oppressions and wrongs done to his Majesties Harbour, 
and the Merchants. . .43 

As a final warning to Parliament, the townsmen asserted 

that if Percival was not stopped, !,the trade will be quite 

gone from Dover, for a great part is by this means already 

gone to Amsterdam. . . .They also held that 

this trade that is at Dover, is not a home bredd 
Trade . . . but is of Strangers, and of forraine 
goods from other parts beyond the Seas. Either fneither] 
doe the Merchants . . . have any profit other wayes 
then to land their goods, and ship them out againe, 
LforJ which Customes is as good as so much money 
given, and this Trade, if you meane to have it continue, 
must be used tenderly, because it is not to be commanded, 
for if you lay more charge upon them Lthe Merchant 
Strangers] then the Trade will beare, they are gone 
like Chapmen at a Fayre; where they can be best used, 
thither they will resort. . . .45 

The House of Commons finally sent for Percival to 

answer these charges in November 1642.^ Before any action 

could be taken on the town's allegations concerning his 

abuses of the composition trade, the House also discovered 

that he had embezzled h 6,500 in general customs revenue. 

His estates were sequestered in 1643, but he was not 

officially removed from his customs post until 1645.^' As 

for Dover harbor, no action was taken other than the survey 

ordered by the Committee of the Navy and Customs in 

December 1642.^° 

During 1642 Parliament was slow to encourage the 

composition trade while the hostility of the Dutch did 

much to discourage it. The petition the factors had sub
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mitted to the Lords in March seeking guarantees seems to 

have become buried in Commons1 committeesToward the 

end of July Tromp seized .1 convoy of ten or twelve merchant

men from Dover along with the two English warships escort

ing them. The Parliamentary Admiral, the Earl of 

Warwick, seized five Dutch men-of-war in retaliation. He 

officially warned the House of Lords that the factors at 

Dover had sent him notice that they would "give over their 

trade" if effective protection was not provided. The Lords 

ordered Warwick to restore the five Dutch vessels, and 

he quickly complied. ̂0 In a private letter to the "Speaker" 

of the Lords he stated that he felt the revenue from the 

composition trade was not worth harboring Catholics at 
C I  

Dover who corresponded with Flanders and Ireland.-~ 

While the Lords seemed to have been indifferent to 

the composition trade, the Commons finally tried to strengthen 

it. The new Book of Rates published on 1 July 1642 and 

enacted into law on 1 August declared that all Englishmen 

were to be admitted to the composition system on an equal 

footing with foreign merchants. English merchants in 

future were never to be excluded by "any private agreement 

or composition . . . made with the Merchants Stranger. 

This guarantee of composition privileges to Englishmen 

proved to be of little value. In the first place, many 

English re-exporters no longer needed it. Parliament had 
CO 

removed all impositions in 1640, and the new Book of Rates 

of 1642 guarnateed that all re-exports should have a rebate 
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of one-half of the inward subsidy upon reshipment. 

Although the new subsidy valuations were higher than in 

the Book of Rates of 1635 to compensate for the loss of 

impost revenue, re-exporters were still better off under 

the new system. The King had withheld his approval from 

the ordinance of 1 Augus t 1642 which enacted the Book of 

Rates, and the new ordinance was thus not a statute. As a 

result, Parliament was forced to guarantee all merchants 

a fifteen per cent defalcation if they would pay the new 

customs duties.*'0 This defalcation plus the rebate of 

half subsidy made re-exports through normal procedures 

more profitable than the use of the composition system, 

even though the latter still valued goods on the basis 

56 of the 1635 B o ok or Rates. ° In the second place, many 

English re-exporters could not use the composition system 

after 1642 because of the collapse of their trade. From 

23 September 1643 to 4 March 1643/4 the re-export charges 

on colonial tobacco after rebates would have been two 

pence per pound of tobacco compared with a composition rate 

of one pence per pound. Tobacco re-exporters could not 

take advantage of this situation, however, because most 

of the tobacco colonies became Royalist and their trade 

fell increasingly to the Dutch after 1643.^ The East 

India Company was nearly moribund during this period,^ 

and it could make no significant use of the composition 
6n 

system. In the third place, the "Spanish Merchants" 

of England did not take advantage of their new opportunity, 
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despite their complaints on 5 January 1640/1 of having 
6 1 

been excluded from the Dover composition system." The 

new Book of Rates of 1642 had denied rebates of half 

subsidy upon "Spanish Wools or any other outlandish Wools, 

Wines and Currants.11"*" This situation would have made 

composition the ideal solution for re-exporters of Spanish 

goods. Nevertheless, only one resident Englishman shipped 

any Spanish wool on composition during 1643,and this only 

63 amounted to 139 hundredweight for Amsterdam. 

In 1642 the Commons could not foresee the lack of 

results of their new measure admitting Englishmen to the 

composition system. In any case, their chief concern 

was to maintain the entrepot for commodity re-exports in 

order to reassure the factors at Dover who handled the 

trade in silver. As has been pointed out, the ordinance 

for the continuation of the customs passed on 1 August 

guaranteed the foreign merchants "Allowance in their 

Customs" in order that they might "continue their intercourse 

of trade, and the Importation of Bullion and Foreign Coin."®"* 

On 21 August 1642 the weak Royalist garrison in Dover 

Castle was easily overcome by local residents, and Parliament 

sent a strong force to occupy the Castle and to ensure the 

safety of Dover.®"* 

Despite this show of Parliamentary good will toward 

foreign merchants and the proof of its capacity to defend 

the entrepot, many of the factors decided to withdraw. 

On 23 September it was reported in the House of Commons 
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that many of the factors "were now removing into Flanders.11 

All the House could do was to order the customs officials 

at Dover to make sure they did not depart without paying any 

arrears they owed on harbor duties. 

During the years 1643 and 1644 Parliament abandoned 

its policy of encouragement of the entrepot in favor of 

67 one of exploitation. On 15 November 1643 it levied a 

ten per cent surcharge on all customs paid in England to 

provide money for the defence of Plymouth against the 

Kingss forces. This levy was raised to twenty per cent on 

23 September 1644 and was to continue for six months more. 

Both of these new duties were extended to the composition 

trade in commodities at Dover despite the earlier guarantees 

6ft of the two and one-half per cent composition duty. 

These new levies were particularly damaging to the 

Dover entrepot because of the shortage of money in the 

town. From February to May 1643 the Dover Customs Book 

shows that Arnold Brames, the brother of the former Cus tomer, 

and a small group of factors had undertaken to pay customs 

not only for the rest of the composition factors but also 

for most of the smaller Dover merchants engaged in the 

69 regular import-export trade. Thomas De La Val, the 

collector of the new surcharges, later informed the Parlia

mentary Committee for Plymouth that 

ye trade of this port differing from that of any 
other in the Kingdome your petitioner hath bin enforced 
to give Credit to divers marchants for this duty 
. . . some whereof being gone out of ye Kingdome 
your petitioner humbly hopes this honorable Committee 
will consider how unavoydably he was forced to Credit 
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them in respect of ye scarcenesse of money there, ye 
whole Towne sometimes not affording 10 L in good 
money: and it being ye course which ye collector of 
general Custome is likewise faine LwontJ to observe./J 

Early in 1645 Parliament attempted to save the composition 
71 

system by new guarantees.""* On 28 January 1644/5 it passed 

an ordinance levying another one and one-half per cent 

surcharge on the customs to raise money to ransom captives 

in the hands of Turkish pirates. The ordinance specifically 

stated, however, that "the said Duty be not demanded or 

levyed to the Merchant-Strangers, Trading upon the Composition 
79 

Trade at Dover." The ordinance for continuing the general 

customs passed on 20 February 1644/5 also contained a 

declaration that no levy would be laid upon merchants in 

the composition trade "more than the per Cent. which 

usually heretofore was by them paid for that Composition 

Trade, any Ordinance to the contrary notwithstanding. 

The Dover Customs Book for the period from November 

1643 to September 1645 shows that no goods were shipped on 

composition from 18 February 1644/5 to 11 September 1645. 

There is some evidence that Royalist privateers were operating 

near Dover in June but the major factor causing the end 

of the traffic surely must have occurred in July 1645 

when the French besieged Mardyk near Dunkirk. In August 

the Venetian ambassador in Paris received advices from 

London stating that the situation around Mardyk had stopped 

English trade to Dunkirk because the French had threatened 

7 5 to sink any English ship trying to enter the harbor. 

Although Dunkirk itself was not taken by the French until 



193 

October 1646,•^ its value as an entrepot for commodities 

and silver coming from Dover seems to have ended with the 

first appearance of the French at Mardyk. 

There is some evidence that the composition system 

may have revived near the end of 1645 and continued to 

operate during 1646. On 27 December 1645 a factor at Dover 

complained that Parliamentary officers had seized his 

77 goods despite his payment of the lawful composition. 

On 27 April 1646 the Committee for the Navy and Customs 

allowed the Warden and Assistants to appropriate h 1,000 

78 from the cus toms of Dover for repair of the harbor. In 

early June the Dover Corporation Accounts reported news 

of a scheme by London merchants which "indeavoured to 

have taken away the Trade of Merchandize in Dover.11 The 

town sent a special representative to Parliament to protest, 

but, unfortunately, nothing more is known of this project.'' 

Another vague reference to the fortunes of the composition 

trade occurred in a letter from John Boys, the Lieutenant 

of Dover Castle, to the Parliamentary Committee for the 

Admiralty and Cinque Ports. Dated 20 September 1646, the 

letter stated that the harbor had been heavily damaged by 

storms and that unless repairs were effected immediately 

it would be lost. Such a loss, Boys stated, would "much 

prejudice the Kingdom in respect of the great Benefit that 

80 comes by Customs and Otherwise to the State#" 

The destruction of the harbor would have threatened 

the silver entrepot as well as the composition system, 
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and Parliament quickly acted to avert the danger. On 

23 September 1646 the Commons ordered the Committee of the 
O 1 

Navy and Customs to provide t 1,000 for repairs. ~ The 

Committee did not obtain the money until 12 November, 

probably because of the Commons1 stipulation that it 

reimburse itself from the proceeds of Royalist composition 
o *y 

fines in Kent. 

It is extremely probable that the composition system 

for commodities collapsed completely only with the end of 

the silver trade in October 1647. No Port Books for Dover 

survive from 1645 until the Restoration, but the unitemized 

returns for all Dover customs from 1645 to 1650 show that 

the annual volume of all goods paying customs at Dover did 

83 not become negligible until sometime after 1647. On 

9 October of that year, however, the factors at Dover 

informed the House of Lords that the Zeelanders were attempt

ing to take over the Dover commodity trade as well as its 

traffic in Spanish silver. The factors stated that 

the States of Zeland, finding it a known Truth, That 
wheresoever Silver is imported, the rest of the Trade 
must necessarily follow, . . . have taken the very 
Instant of time, to invite the [silvei^ Trade thither; 
and they forsee so much benefit by it, that they choose 
to serve their Enemies herein, and offer them also 
the same Composition for other,Goods which is allowed 
Merchants Strangers at Dover.84 

The effectiveness of the Zeelanders attempt to attract 

the composition trade away from Dover is shown by the fact 

that Parliament renewed its guarantee of the two and one-half 

per cent composition customs for the last time on 16 December 

1647.85 
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By the end of 1647 and the early part of 1648 it was 

clear that the composition system had ceased to function. 

At Christmas 1647 the cumulative arrears in Dover customs 
Q f. 

amounted to L 17,732, and their was little prospect of 

their being paid. On 4 April 1648 the Commons finally 

ordered the Dover Customs Collector to clear his accounts. 

The Committee of the Navy and Customs was instructed to 

consider methods of reorganization for the entire composition 

- 37 system. 

(iii) 

The Failure of Projects for the Revival of the Dover 
Entrepot, 1648-1651 

Before Parliament could give any serious consideration 

to the revival of the Dover entrepot the town became a 

center for Royalist intrigue and rebellion. Arnold Brames, 

who had been one of the chief factors for Spanish silver 
Q O 

at Dover and was a man of known Royalist sympathies, 

became the leader of the Royalists in Dover. As early as 

27 March 1648 his son Walter had carried a warrant from 

Prince Charles in Ghent to the Lieutenant of Dover Castle 

promising the latter the captaincy of the place if he would 

declare for the King. The Lieutenant refused, and the plot 
89 

failed. ' When a general uprising of Kentish gentry against 

90 Parliament began in May 1648,' Arnold Brames took up their 

cause in Dover and was in charge of circulating their 

petition of protest against Parliament. He found much 
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support because Dover had become "a Towne exceedingly 

malignant, and by reason of the decay of Trade, and poverty 

91 of Seamen, rude and barbarous beyond belief. ... "* The 

92 Royalists took over the corporate offices of the town, 

and the Royalist commander placed Brames in charge of the 

siege of Dover Castle.The siege failed when Colonel 

Rich arrived with superior Parliamentary forces on 6 June, 

and the last vestiges of Royalist resistance in Kent were 

94 finally crushed by September. Neither of the Brameses 

was prosecuted, and eventually both were permitted to 

9 S compound for delinquency. 

The Kentish rebellion had further consequences which 

made it impossible in 1648 to revive an entrepot trade 

dependent upon English shipping in the Channel. In late 

May the captains of seven Parliamentary ships from Vice 

Admiral Rainsborough1s squadron announced their support of 

the Kentish rebellion and sailed for Holland where the 

96 
States protected them." In July and August these ships, 

now under the command of Prince Charles, stationed them

selves in the Downs and played havoc with Parliamentary 

shipping. Much to the exasperation of Parliament, they 

found a ready market in Holland for their numerous prizes.^ ̂ 

When these ^Revolted Ships'^ returned to Holland in November, 

their crews soon deserted. By 17 November five of the 

vessels had been brought back to England by the Earl of 

Warwick. The others eventually joined Rupert's fleet in 

Ireland.^ 
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By the end of 1648 the consequences of the Peace of 

Westphalia contributed still other factors working against 

the revival of the entrepot trade at Dover. The Peace 

had placed the Dutch in the position of neutral carriers in 

99 the continuing Franco-Spanish war/ and the English 

merchant marine did not possess any type of vessel that 

could compete with the Dutch f luit during peacetime.J ̂  

In 1650 it was observed in London that 

the Hollanders and Zealanders . . . carried the 
trade from the English merchants and Seamen but 
more especially since they have concluded a peacen 
with Spayne So much to their honor and advantage.101 

More significantly, the entrepot for Spanish silver soon 

became firmly fixed at Amsterdam under precisely the same 

arrangements that had been in effect at Dover after April 

1638.102 

During 1648 and 1649 the lack of trade at Dover was 

itself a factor in the declining hopes for reviving the 

entrepot. The Warden and Assistants of the Harbor complained 

to the Committee of the Navy and Customs of 3 October 1648 

that storms had done severe damage to the artificial heads 

at the harbor!s entrance and that they could not collect 

enough money for repairs, "all trade being decayed which 

was formerly the chiefe maintenance and Support of the 
103 

said harbour. . . ." The House of Commons immediately 

ordered the County Committee of Kent to divert L 1,270 of 

delinquency payments to the Warden and Assistants to cope 

104 with the damage. * The Navy Committee also ordered a survey 

of the port to assess the exact some needed to ensure the 
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safety of the harbor, and on 4 November the surveyors 

105 reported that at least L 2,210 would be required. 

No further funds could be obtained immediately, and by 1649 

the harbor was still in poor condition. The Corporation of 

Dover complained to the Council of State on 3 October 1649 

that the composition trade could only be revived upon !lthe 

harbour L'sJ being preserved," and that "the nowe yearly 

repaire of the harbour will cost more then in 20 yeares 

before. . . .!f The Corporation also informed the Council 

that the loss of trade and subsequent inability to maintain 

the harbor had resulted in "upwards of 200 dwelling houses" 

standing empty and the loss over the previous seven years 

of "more than 50 saile of Shipping with goods and marchen-
..106 

dxzes. The Commons on 4 October 1649 authorized the 

expenditure of an additional h 1,200 of public money for 

harbor repair, but the depressed condition of the town 

lasted until 1651. 

The prospects for the Dover entrepot and for the 

English carrying trade in general grew even bleaker during 

1649 and early 1650. In 1649 an undeclared naval war broke 

out between England and France, and the Dutch were quick 

to see their opportunity. They immediately assumed the 

role of "neutral" carriers for the bulk of Anglo-French 
108 

trade. Royalist privateers began to harass Parliamentary 

109 
shipping from the Baltic to the Canaries,"'*^ and Rupert's 

fleet of marauders was loose in the Mediterranean and 

taking Commonwealth vessels.*J 0 The area from the mouth 
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111 of the Thames to Dover became infested with pirates. 

From September 1649 through January 1649/50 many Dover 

shipmasters were imprisoned by Royalist agents in Dunkirk 

and held for ransom. At the same time Royalist "Dunkirkers" 

112 captured many English vessels in the Channel. The 

situation finally improved when Rupert's fleet dissipated 

and Parliament withdrew its fifteen per cent defalcation on 

customs payments and applied the new revenue to the finance 

of convoys. 

In the face of all this adversity only one serious 

proposal was made for reviving the Dover entrepot. London 

Alderman Thomas Violet complained to the Parliamentary 

Committee for the Mint on 29 May 1650 that the Dutch 

"have made their Country the Magazine of the native Commodities 

of all other Countries; wherein our own nation had not 
11/ 

many yeares past a considerable share."*"M The next day 

Violet sent a written proposal to Parliament for reviving 

the silver entrepot at Dover. He suggested that Parliament 

pass an ordinance which would permit two-thirds of all 

silver imported into Dover to be re-exported "without paying 

any Composition whatsoever" so long as one-third was still 

sent to the Mint. Under'Violet's proposed ordinance the 

State would also guarantee "constant Convoy in the Downes" 

for silver re-exports and publish a promise "not to make any 

stop of any merchants gold or silver upon any warrant 

whatsoeuer. ..." The most novel feature of the new 

proposal was that Spanish silver exporters through their 
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factors would be permitted to export English bays, serges, 

and perpetuanas in an amount equal in value to the silver 

they deposited at the Mint. For these cloth exports they 

would be charged customs at rates equal to those levied 

upon English merchants. Violet concluded his proposal 

by stating that Parliament should copy the Dutch in its 

treatment of foreign merchants. He claimed that 

if you were pleased to use them so cheap in their 
Customes and to give them the like Priviledges and 
Incouragements as the Hollanders doe; and to see to 
give them a constant Convoy as hath beene heretofore 
used within these twenty yeeres at Dover, Then I 
humbly conceave the Spanyards and other Traders from 
forreigne parts would make our English Ports their 
Scale of Trade which would be a great improvement to 
the Composition Trade, which within these twentie 
yeeres made this Commonwealth Some score of thousand 
pounds yearely and now maketh little or nothinge by 
reason the Merchants Strangers have not those incourage
ments as they finde in other Countreyes. Plymouth 
lying for the West and Dover for the East, more 
advantageous than any towne in Holland or Flanders, 
wee might here have the same starrs of Silver and 
peeces of Eight, which they have in Holland; which 
monies are for the most part invested in our Commodities 
there, because they can buy them there cheaper (by 
reason of thegreat Customes here layd on the Merchants 
Strangers).115 

This final statement of Violetfs proposition to Parliament 

shows that he was advocating not so much a revival of the 

Dover entrepot as such but an expansion of the entrepot 

system for silver and commodities to all English ports. In 

effect, Violet fs plea for an entrepot on a national scale 

was a way of expressing the growing agitation by some of 

the London merchant community for free ports on Dutch and 

Italian models. 

Parliament showed considerable interest in both the 
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broader arid narrower aspects of Violet's proposals. On 

1 August 1650 it passed an ordinance which empowered "the 

Commissioners for regulating Trade" to make a full study 

of the feasibility of free ports in England. ̂"l/ The 

Council of State also began negotiations with the United 

Provinces in February 1650/1 for a close alliance which 

would involve permitting the Dutch free trade in all 

English ports if they would grant similar concessions to 
1 ip A 

Englishmen. ~ As for the Dover entrepot, Parliament 

decided to attempt to revive the silver trade while making 

it produce revenue. An ordinance of 9 January 1650/1 

stated that two-thirds of all silver imported into Dover 

could be re-exported after payment of a one per cent duty. 

The remaining one-third would still have to be sent to 

the Mint. The State would also provide convoy for silver 

re-exports in English vessels. If the factors chose to 

use other shipping, however, they would have to arrange 

119 for their own convoys» Unfortunately, the new policy 

for silver traffic proved totally ineffective. As Appendix 

H shows, the volume of silver minted between 16 May 1649 

and Christmas 1651 was negligible compared to similar 

periods before 1647. 
• 

Despite the failure of the silver entrepot to revive, 

Dover1s prospects did not appear utterly bleak during 

1651. Given the town's strategic geographical position, 

it seemed a certainty that it would again become a great 

entrepot if free ports were adopted on a wide scale. On 
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26 May 1651 the Council of Trade asked Trinity House to 

give its opinion on free ports, and the Brethren replied 

on 14 June that Dover, London, Newcastle, Kingstone 

upon Hull, Barwick, Southampton, Plymouth, and Bristol 

would be ideally suited for becoming free staples.^0 

In September Dover sent a special lobbyist to London 
191 

ffabout ffree trade." About the same time Violet 

published a tract on free ports in which he cited Dover as 

a prime example of their advantages and predicted the 

122 town would revive if the free-port plan was adopted. 

When Parliament finally passed the so-called First 

Navigation Act on 9 October 1651, it became clear that the 

"increase of Shipping and Encouragement of Navigation" 

were not to be effected by means of free ports. Instead 

of establishing a national staple for intra-European 

trade by reducing customs and providing storehouses, the 

act only intended to damage the Dutch carrying trade and 

entrepot in such a way that England would benefit. This 

was to be accomplished, first, by restricting all foreign 

imports to the Commonwealth and its possessions to English 

ships and ships of the countries which produced the imports, 

and second, by restricting the carriage between any two 

ports of the Commonwealth to English vessels. The only 

imports left free to all ships were bullion and goods in 

prize ships. The act thus had the effect of monopolizing 

the foreign carrying trade to the Commonwealth and central

izing all trade routes to England and her possessions so 
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as to prevent goods being sent to Amsterdam and reshipped 

.  -  u  , 1 2 4  in Dutch vessels. 

The resons for the omission of free ports from the 

navigation system after so much official interest had been 

125 shown in them can only be a matter for speculation. 

It may be that after the refusal of the United Provinces 

in May and June 1651 to unite with England on the basis 
•f 

of mutual "free trade""*' the Council of State saw no 

reason to support the Parliamentary establishment of 

127 free ports. In any case, while pamphleteers continued 

to advocate free ports during 1652 and to use the Dover 

128 composition trade as an example of their benefits, 

they were never again given serious consideration during 

129 the Commonwealth and Protectorate.' 

During the years from 1651 to 1660 it even became 

impossible to consider the revival of the old composition 

system. That had depended solely on the neutral status 

of English carriers. This advantage was lost during 

most of the 1650 fs through the First Dutch War and Cromwell's 

war -with Spain. When the composition trade was finally 

re-established in 1661, it was on the false assumption 

that the general European war would soon be revived with 

England again the chief neutral. 

The preceding discussion of the failure to revive 

the Dover entrepot during the period from 1648 to 1651 

has attempted to present the reasons for that failure as 

they must have appeared to contemporary Englishmen rather 
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than as they would to the present-day historian. From the 

perspective of three centuries of hindsight it seems 

obvious enough that all attempts at revival after 1648, 

even in the form of a free port, were doomed. After the 

Peace of Westphalia England no longer possessed a neutral 

status vis a vis the Dutch. The Dutch merchant marine 

was more efficient than the English, and with the Dunkirkers 

no longer a threat nothing appears more logical than for 

the Hollanders to have recovered their position as the 

chief carrier and the chief staple center of Europe. It is 

also easy to see that the English rejection of free ports 

and Cromwell's expansion of the English West Indian empire 

naturally turned the objective of English staple policy 

away from attempts to establish an entrepot for intra-

European trade and directed it toward making England the 

emporium for her own colonial commerce. For contemporaries, 

however, the course of events did not appear so certain. 

There had been many treaties of peace and truces made 

during the Thirty Years r War and the Eighty Years' War, and 

most, of them had been broken. There was no reason to expect 

the new peace to be permanent. For Englishmen in 1648 and 

*1649 the fighting in Dover, the decay of the harbor, and the 

operations of the ''Revolted Ships" and Royalist privateers 

must have seemed the greatest impediments to reviving the 

entrepot rather than the new neutral status of the Dutch. 

By 1650 many English merchants were certain that free ports 

would attract entrepot trade to England despite the increas
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ing competition of Dutch shipping. They were probably wrong, 

but one cannot be certain. As late as May 1652 the Common

wealth government was still seeking to capture the entrep'ot 

trade of Europe by a political union with the United 

131 Provinces. * For the government and many others in 

England in the early 1650's the key to commercial success 

still seemed to lie in becoming the "Storehouse of 

Christendom.11 There can be little doubt that the Dutch 

example and the previous success of the Dover entrepot 

contributed greatly toward the persistence of this attitude. 
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in Parliament in 1646 were growing increasingly hostile 
toward Spain. See S. R. Gardiner, History of the Great 
Civil War, 1642-1649 (London, 1886-9TJ7~Iir~55T! 



208 

31 ''Extract out of the Register of the Honourable 
Estates of Zealand,31 19 July 1647, in Lords1 Journals, 
IX, 473-74. _______ 

oo 
^Commons1 Journals, V, 287; Lords1 Journals, IX, 486. 

33"A Briefe of some few (for Many) foule abuses 
Comitted by the officers for Custome causes in Dover as 
appeareth by examinations taken at Dover by Anthony Keylocke, 
gent., Dover," P.R.O. SP. 16/493/47,1. This "brief" is 
calendared as being from "1642?" Ca1. S.P, Pom. 1641-43, 
p. 426. It is more likely, however, that it was sent to 
the House of Commons late in 1641. A letter from Isaac 
Pennington to Sir John Pennington, dated 18 November 1641, 
mentions that "they lay a great charge upon Captaine 
Percivall if they can make it good." P.R.O. SP. 16/485/91. 
Petitions from the inhabitants of Dover and from the factors 
were received in the Commons on 30 October 1641. Commons 1 
Journals, II, 299. 

o / 
""fA True Remonstrance of the Cause Betweene the 

Inhabitants, of Dover, Plaintive, and Sir Anthony Percifall, 
Defendant, now depending in the Honorable House of Commons" 
Assemblecfin Parliament, in Petitions, Remonstrances, 
1636-75, B.M. 190-g-12, sheet 194. The Remonstrance is 
undated, but it states that an extra 12d/pack duty for 
repair of the harbor was imposed "about sixe years agoe." 
This levy was established by a privy seal on 14 February 
1635/6. T. Rymer, Foedera, XIX, 750-53. See above, 
Chapter V, pp. 153-54. Thus, the date of the Remonstrance 
seems to be early in 1641/2. On 18 February 1641/2 a 
petition of the town of Dover was referred by the Commons 
to its Committee for the "Fort" of Dover. Commons' Journals, 
II, 440. — — 

3%ee above, Chapter V, p. 156 and note 53. • 
3 6 J Remonstrance, Article 1. 

37 
Remonstrance, Article 7. 

3ft 
" v"'Remonstrance , Article 6. 

39 "* Remonstrance, Articles 1, 6, 7. 

^^Remonstrance, Articles 2-5. 

41 "See above, Chapter V, pp. 156-57. 
/ O ' 
While.this inconsistency testifies to Percival's 

corruption, it also makes it risky to use the figures 
in Table 4 for gauging the relative volume of the composition 
trade during the periods covered. 
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^Remons trance . Article 8. 

^Remonstrance, Article 8. 

'4^Remonstrance , Article 9. 

^Commons 1 Journals , II, 843. 

47Commons; Journals, II, 986, 988; III, 505. 
AO 
Gal, S.P. Pom. 1641-43, p. 415. See above, p. 179. 

49 
* Lords 1 Journals . IV, 648; Commons 1 Journals. II, 

491, 523-24. See above, p. 178. 

"^Lords' Journals. V, 238, 240; Ca1. 5,P, Yen, 1642-43, 
pp. 120, 128^ 

5LH.M.C. VIII Report. App., Pt. II (Manchester MSS.), 
p. 58. 

52 
"Book of Rates, 1642» "Orders and Directions," 

pp. 127-28. ThTis and following references are to the 
edition of 1657 preserved in the Library of H.M. Customs 
and Excise in London. For the enacting of the Book into 
law, see Firth and Rait, Acts and Ordinances of the Interreg
num, I, 16. 

53 
16 Charles I, cap. 22, Statutes of the Realm, V, 133. 

54 
Book of Rates, 1642. M0rders and Directions ,,r p. 126. 

55 ""Firth and Rait, Acts and Ordinances of the Interregnum. 
I, 17. 

56 
Cf. the valuations made for composition goods during 

1643-1645 in P.R.O. A.O. 3/304(4) and E 122/212/37 with 
the Book of Rates of 1635. A copy of the latter may be 
seen in the Goldsmith's Library, Senate House, University 
of London. 

57 
The full import subsidy charged on tobacco was 

4d/lb. during this period. Firth and Rait, Acts and 
Ordinances of the Interregnum. I, 361-62. The Book of Rates 
of 1642 valued all tobacco at 3s4d/lb. , making a 2-$% 
charge equal to ld/lb. After 4 March 1643/4 Parliament 
levied a flat Id/lb. charge on tobacco with no rebate 
upon re-export, Firth and Rait, Acts and Ordinances of 
the Interregnum. I, 394-95. 

58 
See J. A. Williamson, A Short History of British 

Expansion: the Old Colonial Empire, 3rd. ed. (London, 
1955), pp. L8f7, 211-12, 243, and G. L. Beer, The Origins 
of the British Colonial System, 1578-1660 (New York, 1908), 
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pp. 352, 356-57. On 23 January 1646/7 Parliament was forced 
to pass an ordinance forbidding foreign ships to carry any 
produce from English plantations to foreign countries. 
On 3 October 1650 the so-called "Navigation Ordinance" 
forbade foreign ships to trade with any English plantation 
colonies without a special license. These ordinances 
seemed to hs ve been aimed primarily at the Dutch. See 
Firth and Rait, Acts and Ordinances of the Interregnum, 
I, 912-13; II, 4TV. ~~ 

59 See W. R. Scott, The Constitution and Finance of 
English, Scottish and Irish Jofnt-Stock Companies to 
1720 (Cambridge. 1910-12). II. 116-20. 

60 
The Company as such made no use of the system. 

It is interesting to note, however, that during the last 
half of 1644 William Courteen the Younger, John Richaut, 
and Maurice Thomson re-exported 8,590 pounds of cinnamon 
on composition from Dover. P.R.O. E 12.2/212/37, Outward 
Section, entries for 26 July and 11 December 1644. 

61 
Petition of the Spanish Merchants of England to 

the House of Commons, 5 January 1640/1, B.M. Portland 
Loan 29/173/42-43. See above, Chapter III, pp. 88-89. 

^"Book of Rates , 1642, "Orders and Directionsp. 126. 
63 
"P.R.O. A.0. 3/304(4) , Outward Section, entry for 

Anthony Lowly, 17 July 1643. 

64 Firth and Rait, Acts and Ordinances of the Interregnum, 
I, 20. ~~~ 

f) s 
"Nicholas Payne, A True Relation of a brave Exploit 

performed by Captain Richard Dawks, in taking of the Castle 
of Dover for the King and Parliament . . , on the 21 
of August 1642 (B.M. Thomason Tracts, E. 115 (8); London, 
1642), p. 5; Gardiner, History of the Great Civil War, 
1642-1649, ed. 1893, 1, 12; Statham, History of the Castle, 
Town and Port of Dover, p. 289. 

'"Commons 1 Journa1s, II, 779. 

67 It is doubtful whether a Royalist plot to seize 
Dover Castle in September 1643 had any bearing on the new 
policy. See H.M.C. XIII Report, App., Pt. I (Portland 
MSS.), p. 129; Commonsr Journals, III, 234. 

68 
Firth and Rait, Acts and Ordinances of the Interregnum, 

I, 342-43, 505-6. The application of the surcharges to 
the composition trade is shown by the "Casting of De La 
Vals Book" left inside the Customs Book for Dover for 
1643-45. This sheet shows that De La Val, the collector 
of the extra duties on behalf of the Parliamentary Customs 
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Commissioners, kept a separate book for the extra-duty 
collections. His totals for the period of the tenth--
from 15 November 1643 to Michaelmas 1644--were checked by 
taking 1/10 of the totals in the main Customs Book for the 
same period which included all the composition payments. 
The same procedure was used for the period of the two-tenths— 
from Michaelmas 1644 to 11 September 1645. During this 
latter period the main Customs Book shows that both full 
subsidies and composition duties were paid up to 18 February 
1644/5. After 18 February the Book shows that composition 
payments ceased. The 20% surcharge continued to be collected 
until 11 September, despite the fact that the ordinance 
establishing it had limited it to six months. As a result 
of these surcharges, the factors and other Dover merchants 
paid, or at least owed, L 3,341 in additional duties. 
P.R.O. E 122/212/37. 

69P.R.O. A.O. 3/304(4), passim. 

' ̂Petition of Thomas De La Val to the Committee for 
Plymouth, 1647, P.R.O. E 122/222/78. This petition and 
other letters and papers of De La Val to the Parliamentary 
Customs Commissioners, Wright and Lenthal, form part of a 
small collection of miscellaneous documents generated during 
Parliament1s investigation of De La Valfs procedures at 
Dover during the period from November 1643 to September 
1645. 

^Another plot to take Dover Castle with the aid of 
ships from Dunkirk had been thwarted in November 1644. There 
is no evidence, however, that this manifestation of unrest 
affected Parliament in its decision to renew the composition 
system. See MA briefe Narration of the late Plott for 
the Surprise of Dover Castle,11 B.M. Egerton MS. 1048, 
fols. 190-91; Commons 1 Journals, III, 733; The Kentish 
Conspiracy: or, an Order and Narration Declaring; The late 
Plot for the Surprising of Dover Castle (B.M. Thomason 
Tracts, E. 25. 6.; Lonaon, 9 January 1644/5), pp. 9-10; 
Statham, History of the Castle. Town and Port of Dover, 
pp. 417-19. 

72 * "Firth and Rait, Acts and Ordinances of the Interregnum, 
I, 611. 

73 *' Firth and Rait, Acts and Ordinances of the Interregnum, 
I, 630. 

^H.M.C. XIII Report, App., Pt. I (Portland MSS.), 
p. 329. On 9 May 1644 the King had authorized shipmasters 
loyal to him to privateer against English ships trading to 
ports held by Parliament and against foreign vessels bring
ing arms, ammunition, and victuals to Parliamentary forces. 
A copy of the proclamation granting this authorization 
is in B.M. Thomason Tracts, Single Sheets, E. 669, fol. 9. 
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75Cal. S.P. Ven, 1643-47, pp. 202, 203. 

/8See The New Cambridge Modern History, IV, 413; and 
Gardiner, History of the~"Great CiviT" War, 1642-1649, II, 
557-58. 

77 MTo the honorable Committee of the Navy and Customes, 
The humble petition of Abraham Vanderhover a fflanders 
marchant now resideing at Dovor upon the Composition 
Trade,11 27 December 1645, P.R.O. SP. 46/122B/56. 

78 'This evidence comes from a petition of the Warden 
and Assistants to the Committee of the Navy and Customs 
dated 3 October 1648. Cal S_JP. Pom. 1648-49, pp. 295-96. 

79 'Maison Dieu House, Dover, Dover Corporation Accounts, 
Charles I-Interregnum, 1625-1660, entry for 8 June 1646, 
fol. 381. 

80Lords ' Journals. VIII, 503. 
O "J 
Commons 1 Journals, VI, 675. 

8 2 
"Commons' Journals, VI, 675; Cal. Comm. for Comp. 

1643-1660, Pt. I, 797, 49. 

83 The total customs duties from Dover, including 
composition payments and the additional 10% surcharge for 
defence of Plymouth, were L 11,863 during the period from 
15 November 1643 to Michaelmas 1644. See the lfCaste" of 
the Customs Book in P.R.O. E 122/212/37. After the latter 
date the total customs revenues declined as follows: 

24 Feb. 1644/5 to Xm. 1645 h 10,716 
Xm. 1645 to Xm. 1646 10,025 
Xm. 1646 to Xm. 1647 9,314 
4 Mar. 1649/50 to 26 Aug. 1650 1,443. 

P.R.O. A.0. 3/298/3; A.O. 3/300/4; A.O. 3/301/4; Cal. S.P. 
Pom. 1650, pp. 315-19. 

84 Lords Journals, IX, 472-73. It is not surprising 
that the Zeelanders could win the composition traffic so 
easily. The Remonstrance of Dover against Percival in early 
1642 had claimed that much of Dover's trade had already 
been diverted to Amsterdam. The factors had feared in 
March 1641/2 that without Parliamentary guarantees most of 
the entrepot trade would be diverted to Holland and France. 
See above, pp. 187, 178. By 1643 the Dutch had taken 
concrete steps to make their shipping more attractive 
despite the war. On 27 October 1643 the Venetian secretary 
in England had reported that ,?under the pretext of insuring 
their merchandise from the Dunkirlcers , they [the Dutchj have, 
with the permission of the States General, set up a company 
of insurers at Amsterdam. These are to arm 24 ships of 
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war, which will be increased at need, and these will scour 
the Channel upon conditions which have been published.,f  
Gal. StP» Ven, 1643-47, p. 37. 

8 5 
'Firth and Rait, Acts and Ordinances of the Interregnum, 

I, 1040. The last mention of the Dover composition in 
a Parliamentary ordinance occurred on 26 March 1650 when 
a 5% surcharge on customs to raise money for redemption 
of captives held by pirates was not to be "demanded or 
Levyed of the Merchant-Strangers, trading upon the Composition 
Trade at Dover." Firth and Rait, Acts and Ordinances of 
the Interregnum, II, 368. It is likely that the ordinance 
was merely repeating the wording of the similar one passed 
on 28 January 1644/5. See above, p. 192. 

P.R.O. A. 0. 3/301/4. 
8 7 
'Commons' Journals, V, 526. 

O Q  
n Brames fs signature heads the list of those of the 

Dover factors who signed the petition to the Lords of 
7 October 1647 describing the plan of the Zeelanders to 
take over the silver and commodity trades. Lords 1 Journals, 
IX, 473. For his Royalist connections, see Alan Everitt, 
The Community of Kent and the Great Rebellion: 1640-1660 
(Leicester, 1966), p. 118. 

89 
Prince Charles His Message Sent From his Court at 

St. Germans; March 27. 1648. to Mr. William Swan Lieutenant 
to the Governour of Dover-Castle. , . , (B.M. Thomas o~n ~~ 
Tracts, E. 435. 39; London, 1648), pp. 1-5; Everitt, 
The Community of Kent and the Great Rebellion: 1640-1660, 
pT 235. Walter Brames had been sent on a tour of the 
Low Countries by his father in 1646 to complete his 
education. He probably came in contact with emigre" 
Royalists during his travels. Anonymous Traveler's Journal, 
B.M. Add. MS. 28,010, fols. 59-62. 

90 
The best accounts are in Everitt, The Community of 

Kent and the Great Rebellion: 1640-1660. pp. 238-39, and 
M. Oppenheirn, "Maritime History f* of Kent! Victoria 
County History (Kent), ed. William Page (London, 1908-32) , 
II (1926) , 320. 

9Tews from Kent. A True and Host Exact Relation of 
the Particular Commotions and Transactions of the Kentish 
Designe. . . . (B.M. Thomason Tracts. E. 448. 5: London. 
1648), p. 1. 

92 
* Gal. S.P. Pom. 1648-49. p. 117. 
93 

Matthew Carter, A True Relation of that Honorable, 
Though Unfortunate Expedition of Kent, Essex, and Colchester 
Tn~lo48, 2nd. ecH (Colchester, 1789), p. 47. 
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tat ham, History of the Castle, Town arid Port of 
Dover, pp. 289-90; Gardiner, History of the Great~Cavil 
War, 1642-1649, IV, 146; Qppenheim, Victoria County History 
TKent), II, 320. 

Cal. Comm. for Comp. 1643-1660, Pt. I, 457-58, 462. 
Arnold Brames held fast to bis Royalist views. In 1660 
he was instrumental in convincing the Parliamentary 
Admiral in the Downs to allow Charles II to land without 
opposition. See Everitt, The Community of Kent and the 
Great Rebellion: 1640-1660, pp. 284, 306. 

^Carter, A True Relation, . . , , pp. 53-54; Cal. 
S. P. Pom, 1648-ZT9 , p. 85; Gal7P7 Ven. 1547-.52 , p. 66. 

97 H.M.C. 77, Report on the Manuscripts of the Right 
Honourable Viscount De L'Isle (Sydney Papers: Diary of 
the Earl of Leicester), ed. G. Dyfnullt Owen, VI, 573; 
Bullstrode Whiteloclce, Memorials of the English Affairs 
(London, 1682), pp. 321, 322; Lords ' JouruaTF, X, 440; 
Cal. S.P. Pom. 1648-49, pp. 261-62, 266-6/, 273, 376; 
Gardiner, History ofThe Great Civil War. 1642-1649, IV, 
173; Qppenheim, Victoria County History (Kent), II,* 319-20. 

98 
Cal. S.P. Pom, 1648-49, p. 375; M. Oppenheim, 

,A History o£ the Administration of the Royal Navy and of 
Merchant SHTpping in Relation to the "Navy f ronTTSffiT" to 
1660 with an Introdi'ction Treating of the Preceding 
"Period (London and New York, 1896) , pp. 248-50, 3Qj. 

99 See Cooper, "Sea-Power,11 New Cambridge Modern 
History, IV, 236. 

^-^See Violet Barbour, "Dutch and English Merchant 
Shipping in the Seventeenth Century," Economic History 
Review, II (1930), 261-90. 

101 
Thomas Violet to the Parliamentary Committee for 

the Mint, 29 May 1650, P.R.O. SP. 18/9/61. 

iO^ai. S.P, Pom. 1650, pp. 421-22; Violet Barbour, 
Capitalism in Amsterdam in the 17th Century (Ann Arbour, 
1963; first pubd., Baltimore, 1950), p. 51. Cf. G. Burnet, 
History of his Own Time (London, 1850), p. 47. 

103 " Petition of the Warden and Assistants of Dover 
Harbor to the Committee of the Navy and Customs, 3 October 
1648, P.R.O. SP. 16/516/92. Cf. Commons 1 Journals, VI, 41. 

1 Common s 1 Journals, VI, 42; Cal. S.P. Dom. 1648-49, 
p. 296. ~~ 

105"The Defects of Dover Harbour taken by one of the 
Admaralls," 4 November 1648, P.R.O. SP. 16/516/107. 



215 

lO^Remonstrance of the Term of Dover to the Council 
of State, 3 October 1649, P.R.O. SP. 18/3/2. 

Commons 1 Journals, VI, 303; Cal. Comm. for Comp. 
1643-IGIjQ", Pt. I, 812, 181; Thomas Violet, The Advance
ment of Merchandize (London, 1651), p. 3; Commons' Journals , 
VI, 609-10. Another L 5,000 was spent on repairs during 
1651 and 1652, and Dover was finally safe enough to serve 
as a base for 4th-rates of 600 tons during the First Dutch 
War. Commons 1 Journals, VI, 610; VII, 115; Cal. Comm. for 
Comp. T64 5' -15 6 0 , P t. I, 821; Oppenheim, Victoria County 
History (Kent)T II, 324. The size of 4th-rates is given in 
Oppenheim, A History of the Administration of the Royal 
Navy, p. 34U Isaac Sailmaker's painting, Men~-of>War off 
Dover Castle in the Rutland Gallery in London shows two 
4th-rates just outside the harbor in 1652 after the defeat 
of the English fleet off Dungeness. 

I OS-See Cooper, "Sea-Power," New Cambridge Modern History, 
IV, 235. 

109Cal. S,P. Pom. 1649-50, pp. 222-23; H.M.C. 51 Report 
on the Manuscripts of F. W. Leyborne-Popham, Esq. of Little-
cote, Co7~Wilts, p. 4a: 

llOsee Admiral Sir Herbert Richmond, The Navy as an 
Instrument of Policy, 1558-1727, ed. E. A. Hughes (Cambridge, 
1953), p. 93. 

Cal. S.P. Pom. 1649-50. p. 390. 

112 H.M.C. 51 Report on the Manuscripts of F. W, 
Leyborne-Popham, pp. 39, 40, 43, 54. 

113., 
See G. J. Marcus, A Naval History of England I. 

The Formative Centuries (London, 1961), p. 136. The 
act providing money for convoys was passed on 31 October 
1650. Firth and Rait, Acts and Ordinances of the Interregnum, 
II, 444. 

114 
Letter of Thomas Violet to the Parliamentary 

Committee for the Mint, 29 May 1650, P.R.O. SP. 18/9/61. 
115 
"Proposal of Thomas Violet to Parliament, 30 May 

1650, P.R.O. SP. 18/9/62. 

II A 
"L"Henry Robinson and Lewes Roberts had advocated 

free ports as early as 1641, and Robinson had published 
an elaborate treatise on their advantages in 1649. In 
the latter he held that the outports, being nearer to 
the sea lanes, would be superior staple points over London. 
See Lewes Roberts, The Treasure of Traffike (London, 1641), 
pp. 56-65, 77; Henry Robinson, Englands Safety in Trades 
Encrease (London, 1641), pp. 20-21; Henry Robinson, Briefe 
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Considerations Concerning the Advancement of Trade and 
Navigation (London, 1649), pp. 6-7. See also the proposal 
to Speaker Lenthal on 11 January 1646/7 that a committee 
of merchants consider how England could become a ''magazine" 
of trade. H.M.C. XIII Report, App., Pt. I (Portland MSS.), 
pp. 405-6. In 1651 Violet claimed that "divers of the 
best Marchants in London . . . have told me, and will 
justifie it to be true, had I effected it to make free 
ports all over the nation fourteen years ago, the Common 
Wealth had got Millions of monie by it before this time. , . ." 
Thomas Violet, The Advancement of Merchandize (London, 1651), 
p. 6. 

117 
"Firth and Rait, Acts and Ordinances of the Interregnum, 

H, 404. ~ ~~ 
IIP 

Clarendon, History of the Rebellion, V, 251; 
Cal. S.P. Ven. 1647-52", pp. 88, 178; S.R. Gardiner, 
History of the Commonwealth and Protectorate, 1649-1656, 
"2nd. ed. (London, 1903), I, 322~ 

119 
Firth and Rait, Acts and Ordinances of the Interregnum, 

II, 495. 
120 

Trinity House, Trinity House Transactions, 1613-1661, 
pp. 82-83. 

121 Maison Dieu House, Dover, Dover Corporation Accounts, 
Charles I-Interregnum, 1625-1660, fol. 409. 

122 
Violet wrote that "as for the benefits of free 

ports wee may see it by experience when our Composition 
Trade was at Dover, what that Town made the State a year for 
half Customs, and how the rents of the houses were raised, 
how all the Towns-men grew rich, and Merchants set the poor 
awork; and also the great imploiment of our Shipping and 
Navigation, and no Town in England lived more happily, (make 
it but a free Port, you will restore it again to its former 
condition) whereas now the poor do infinitely increas on 
them, that many perish for want of means, and all the houses 
in the Town not worth the third penny rent they were ten 
years ago; for at that time the Customs made fifty thousand 
pounds every year, now not four thousand pound per annum." 
Thomas Violet, The Advancement of Merchandize (London, 
1651), p. 3. — ~  

123 
Firth and Rait, Acts and Ordinances of the Interregnum, 

II, 559-62. ~— > 

124 
X owe this point to Gerhard Schmidt, "Mediterranean 

Elements in the British Navigation Act," Speculum, XXII 
(1947), 346. 
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1^%. Ashley, Financial and Commercial Policy under 
the Cromwellian Protectorate, 2nd"i ec H (Oxford, 1962), 
ppl 150-51, conjectures that the government could not 
allow more than a 50% rebate on inward subsidies in view 
of the difficulties of raising revenue. He also thinks 
free ports would have been incompatible with the Navigation 
Act. J. E. Fame 11, "The Navigation Act of 1651, the 
First Dutch War, and the London Merchant Community," 
Economic History Review. XVI (1964), 446-49, believes 
that the Navigation Act and free ports would have been 
compatible. He thinks the reason for the failure of the 
free-port system was that the Committee of the Common 
Council of London, which was to present a petition to 
Parliament for the enactment of free-port legislation, 
was divided on the issue. They could not, therefore, 
exert any effective pressure on Parliament and did not 
submit a petition. There is no surviving evidence in any 
official source corroborating either of these views. 

J~"°Clarendon, History of the Rebellion. V, 251-52; 
Cal. S.P. Ven. 1647-52, p. 180; Gardiner, History of the 
Commonwealth "and Protectorate, 1649-lejfi, I, 252. 

1 0 7  
* Clarendon believed that Oliver St. John, a member 

of the Council of State and the English ambassador who 
had conducted the unsuccessful negotiations with the 
United Provinces for a union, deliberately engineered the 
passage of the Navigation Act out of spite for the failure 
of his mission. Clarendon, History of the Rebellion, V, 
252. This view is also accepted by Gardiner, History of 
the Commonwealth and Protectorate, 1649-1656, II, 146. 
J. E. Fame 11 holds that St. John could not have been 
responsible for the act because it was designed to do the 
same thing that the earlier Dutch negotiations had failed 
to effect: "the establishment of England as the entrepot 
of western European trade." Fame11 believes that Maurice 
Thomson and his associates exerted the most important 
influence upon the government's decision to introduce the 
act into Parliament. The motive of this group was to 
further their interests in colonial shipping against Dutch 
competition. Fame11, Economic History Review. XVI, 443-46. 

It seems to the present writer that the proposed 
association with Holland was motivated to some extent by the 
desire to acquire the entrepot of Amsterdam and that 
St. Johnfs failure to accomplish this end may have caused 
the Council of State deliberately to omit free ports from 
the Navigation Act, if not to initiate the act itself. The 
Council may have hoped that the omission of free ports 
from the act would cause Dutch merchants to come to England 
where, as resident aliens, the government was prepared 
to exempt them from the act's provisions. The result of 
such an emigration of Dutch merchants would have been to 
transfer much of the Dutch entrepot trade to England. 
This interpretation of the omission of free ports from 
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the act is supported by a statement of the Venetian secre
tary in England who was observing the renewal of negotiations 
for an Anglo-Dutch union in May 1652. He wrote that 
''the English feel that the Dutch ought to have the trade 
free and would therefore willingly concede all such privileges 
as are exercised by native Englishmen to the Dutch resident 
in England, with a view to destroying the trade of Amsterdam, 
and removing it by these very politic means, to this country. 
For those Dutchmen who might wish to continue their English 
business, being unable to do so at home because of the 
navigation Act, would emigrate in order to avail themselves 
of English immunities." Cal. S.F. Yen. 1647-52, p. 237. 

128 * "'See Henry Robinson, Certain Proposals (London, 
1652), pp. 11-12. One !,B.W."--probably Benjamin Worseley, 
Secretary to the Committee for Trade--wrote that "Dover, 
which, after the Composition-Trade was settled there 
(that made it in som kind a free Port) did within Ten 
years time arise from nothing to have neer two hundred 
sail of prettie great Shipping; with an Increase of Stock, 
Houses, and all things answerable, Although, having lost it 
now but neer as long, it is quite decaied in all again." 
B.W. , Free Ports, The Nature and Necessitie of them Stated 
(London, 1652), p. 4. 

129 
Free ports were again considered in 1661, but the 

Privy Council!s Committee of Trade opposed them. The 
Committee claimed that Italian free ports were designed 
to attract trade from each other and that England had no 
need to engage in this sort of thing. English shipping did 
not need further employment, having enough from "Our own 
Staple." This was to say that the carrying trade for English 
ships was so plentiful from the colonies and from the 
monopoly of the inward traffic from Europe that "we need 
not decoy it hither." Committee of Trade to the Privy 
Council, 5 February 1660/1, B.M. Add. MS. 25,115, fols. 116-18. 

130 
This was the opinion of foreign merchants at Dover 

expressed to the Committee of Trade in February 1660/1. 
Committee of Trade to the Lord Treasurer, 5 February 1660/1, 
B.M. Add. MS. 25,115 , fol. 118. For a comment on the 
revival of the composition system for commodities after the 
Restoration, see Appendix J. 

131Cal. S.P. Ven. 1647-52. pp. 231, 234, 237. 



CHAPTER VII 

THE ECONOMIC IMPORTANCE OF THE ENTREPOT FOR ENGLAND 

(i) 

Re-exports of New Draperies on Composition as a 
Competitive Threat to English New-Drapery Exports 

Table 5 shows that the most valuable re-exports from 

Dover before and after the realization of the composition 

system were textiles. Most important among these by far 

were New Draperies, 

TABLE 5 

OFFICIAL VALUES OF THE MAIN TYPES OF COMMODITIES 
RE-EXPORTED FROM DOVER -- SELECTED YEARSa 

Main types of 
re-exports 

New Draperies*3. . 

Woollen hosiery . 

Flemish linen . . 

Spanish wool0* . . 

Colonial produce6 

French wine" . . 

All other goods of 
various origins 

Official Value 

Xm 1632- Xm 1637-
Xm 1633 Xm 1638 

h h 

37,552 186,761 

2,839 16,831 

31,471 79,467 

5,403 39,705 

65,504 87,526 

0 123,648 

50,658 188,161 

15 Feb. 1642/3-
Xm 1643 

h 

59,890 

3,195 

30,137 

10,281 

34,399 

3,408 

66,337 

Totals 193,427 722,099 207,647 

219 
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'"Derived from P.R.O. E 190/657/11; E 190/659/12; A.O. 
3/304(4). All goods have been valued by the Boole of Rates 
of 1635, or by the values assigned by the Port Books them
selves for items not covered in the Book, of Rates, Although 
the Book of Rates of 1635 doubled impost valuations for various 
East India products, it did not alter the subsidy valuations 
for them or for any other goods in the composition trade 
from those set down in the Book of Rates of 1611. All 
Dover re-exports were assessed on the basis of subsidy 
valuations, so the rates of 1635 suffice for 1633. Even 
after the adoption of the new Book of Rates in 1642, the 
goods in the composition trade continued to be assessed 
on the basis of the subsidy valuations of 1635. 

b 'These included, in order of importance, 1 Houndscot 
sayes," "new stuffs," coarse buffins, barragons, bombasines, 
borrattoes,' "Bridges QBrugesjj rashes ," "Bridges sayes ,11 
buckrams, "Lile grograrns, mocadoes, narrow Flanders says, 
serges, picotts , and "Flanders bays." For a discussion 
of types of New Draperies, see D. C. Coleman, "An Innovation 
and its Diffusion: the 'New Draperies,5" Economic History 
Review, XXII (1969), 418. 

The main categories were "Flemish linen," lawns, 
cambrics , Damask tabling and napkining, diaper tabling 
and napkining, and strips of linen called "wrought incle." 

d 
Spanish wool was valued at h 3/cwt. by the Book of 

Rates of 1635. 
e 
Spanish and Brazil tobacco and unidentified sugars, 

most probably Portuguese, accounted for most of these 
items. Others included pepper, cloves, cinnamon, indigo, 
cochineal in various forms, West India hides, West India 
ginger, and logwood. 

f 
Valued here at h 24/tun. See Appendix C, note a. 

light half-worsted or "mixed" fabrics of wool." 

It is impossible to tell the origins of most of these 

New Draperies from information given in the Dover Port 

Books. It seems likely that most of them were Flemish 

and went to pay for the large volume of Spanish wool and 

colonial produce and French wine that was imported at 

Dunkirk, but this cannot be certain. Before the beginning 

of the seventeenth century the manufacture of New Draperies 
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9 
had spread from Flanders to Holland, Germany, and France. 

It is possible that the floundering Leiden New-Drapery 
3 

industry' sent some of its says to Dover, but no direct 

4 evidence of this has been found. 

More important for the present discussion, however, 

is not the origin of these New-Drapery exports but rather 

their destination. Table 6 shows that most of them went 

TABLE 6 

GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION OF NEW-DRAPERY RE-EXPORTS 
FROM DOVER -- SELECTED YEARSa 

Destinations 
Official Value 

Xm 1632-
Xm 1633 

Xm 1637-
Xm 1638 

15 Feb. 1642/3-
Xm 1643 

Spanish and Portuguese 
ports 20,526 65,427 29,704 

Italian ports and "for 
the Straits" of 
Gilbraltar 9,607 108,263 28,179 

French ports 6,612 12,339 1,148 

Other ports and un
specified ports . . . 807 732 859 

Totals 37,552 186,761 59,890 

Q 
Source: see Table 5, note a. 

to Spain, Italy, and unspecified ports beyond the Straits 

of Gibraltar. These were precisely the areas where English 

New Draperies found their most important markets. 
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To comprehend fully the importance of foreign New 

Draperies in competition with the English, it is essential 

to point out the significance of the New-Drapery industry in 

England. In the early 16201s the inability of English 

woollen cloth manufacturers to lower costs, the currency 

devaluations by German princes brought on by the spread of 

the Thirty Years1 War, and the increased competition in 

both Germany and Flanders nearly ousted English broadcloths 

from their ancient markets in the Low Countries and the 

southern Baltic area. English cloth producers met the 

crisis by diversifying their output to include the lighter 

New Draperies, which were exported from London and the 

outports primarily to markets in Spain, Africa, and the 

eastern Mediterranean. Although the value of New-Drapery 

exports was still at least forty per cent less than that of 

the Old Draperies by 1640, there can be no doubt that exports 

of the new types of cloth made up in large measure for the 

depressed state of boradcloth exports, which never recovered 

their former volume after 1620.^ 

The precise magnitude of the competitive pressure of 

foreign New Draperies from Dover in markets the English 

were trying to exploit is difficult to measure. Professor 

Fisher has shown that London merchants exported about L 454,914 

worth of New Draperies to "Spanish, African, and Mediterranean 

ports" in 1640.° The value of such exports from the outports 

at about the same time to the same areas amounted to 

h 90,000.' Mr. Harland Taylor has calculated that exports of 
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the main types of New Draperies from London to the Atlantic 

8 ports of Spain reached a value of L 77,440 in 1641. Table 6 

shows that in 1638 re-exports of foreign New Draperies to 

Spain from Dover reached a value of over L 65,000, nearly 

equal to London exports in 1641. It is probable that a 

similar volume of New Draperies reached Spain from Dover in 
9 

1636. The total value of all foreign New Draperies re

exported from Dover in 1638 was nearly half that given by 

Professor Fisher for London exports in 1640. 

It seems fairly clear, despite the scantiness of the 

evidence, that foreign New Draperies re-exported on composi

tion from Dover posed a serious competitive threat to similar 

English exports—at least during the years 1636 and 1638. 

To gauge the total economic effect of this competition 

it would be necessary to compare the freights gained by 

English carriers of foreign New Draperies and the sales 

lost by the English industry because of the presence of 

the rival foreign cloths. Such a comparison would require 

evidence for English freight earnings and a systematic 

counterfactual exercise for estimating English sales of 

New Draperies in Spain and the Levant without foreign 

competition. The former does not exist and the latter is 

a task the present author is not prepared to undertake. 

In terms of factual occurrence, the only adverse 

effect for England of the foreign competition in New-

Drapery exports may perhaps be seen in the depression of 

New-Drapery manufactures in Essex from late 1636 until the 
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spring of 1637. Essex producers had turned out large 

quantities of bays for the Spanish market, but the merchants 

trading to Spain would not export them because of previous 

poor sales of bays in Spain.^ It is possible that these 

poor sales, causing overproduction and depression in Essex, 

resulted from competitive foreign New Draperies in the Spanish 

marke t. 

(ii) 

The Dover Entrepot and the English Shipping Industry 

the observations of contemporaries upon the relation

ship between the Dover entrepot and the English carrying 

trade must be weighed with extreme caution. Most of 

these observers were not disinterested parties, and they 

interpreted the relationship to suit themselves. The 

advocates of free ports in the 1650's, for instance, were 

fond of stating that Dover's composition trade had employed 

English shipping because the reduced customs had attracted 

trade like a free port.^ This thesis is only a half 

truth. One of the principal facts that emerges from the 

preceding chapters is that the Dover entrepot did not 

itself create foreign demand for the use of English shipping. 

It was rather the protection English ships offered as 

neutral carriers that induced foreign merchants to send 

their goods to Dover where there was always a dependable 

supply of such shipping. The Dover entrepot was, despite 
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the liberalization of its re-export duties after 1635, 

still a staple point for taxing foreign merchants for the 

use of English ships. During the early 1630's foreign 

merchants employed many English vessels in western European 

waters that avoided Dover altogether, and even after the 

reduction of re-export rates late in 1635 there were 

still several schemes hatched at Dunkirk for evading the 

_ 12 Dover entrepot.As for the attitude of English shipowners 

toward the entrepot, those with small vessels employed in 

shuttling goods between Dover and the nearby Continent 

no doubt considered the staple at Dover as a reliable 

source of cargoes, even though the government gave convoys 
13 

to their foreign competitors. ~ It seems certain, however, 

that those shipowners who fitted out large vessels and 

wanted to have them carry directly between foreign ports 
A 

could not have viewed the entrepot as a source of employment. 

For them it must have been at best a nuisance tax and at 

worst--as in the case of the attempt to tax the Spanish-French 

''permission trade"--a calamitous threat to their competitive 

position as neutral carriers. 

Another interesting contemporary statement relating 

to Dover and the English shipping industry was made by 

Anthony Percival in a letter to Lord Treasurer Juxon on 

27 December 1636. He claimed that the great quantity of 

goods brought to Dover for re-export "hath caused many 

manie very goode shippes to bee new built within these 

few yeares. . . ." ̂ Percival }s main concern was that 
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Juxon prevent evasions of the entrepot planned by Flemish 

merchants which would reduce revenue, not to mention 

Percival's perquisites as the Farmers' Collector. Nevertheless, 

his statement contains some truth. From 1633 to 1637 

five ships of considerable size were built at Dover, more 

than at any other outport of the kingdom during the same 

period. They were the Alice and Hannah, 180 tons; the John, 

120 tons; the Thomas, 90 tons; the Blessing, 300 tons; and 

the Dover Merchant. 350 tons. It is significant that the 

John, the Blessing, and the Dover Merchant were all owned in 

part by Arnold Brames, the brother of the Dover Customer and 

15 an important factor in the silver trade. All the new vessels 

participated to some extent in carrying traffic from the 

^ ^ 16 Dover entrepot. 

The factors at Dover probably made the most accurate 

general statement concerning the importance of the Dover 
/\ 

entrepot for English shipping. In support of their petition 

to the Lords for aid against the competition from Zeland 

in 1647, they asserted that 

the trade of this town and Port hath been thought 
of so great Concernment, as well for the Advance of 
the Customs in general, as for the Employment of 
the Navigation of the Kingdom in Particular, that 
all possible Care hath ever been expressed for the 
Encouragement and Maintenance thereof.11 

It is certainly true that even if the Dover entrepot was 

established for.revenue purposes and did not attract 

goods chiefly because of its customs duties, it did 

provide a fixed point where English shipping could always 

pick up cargoes of great value. Appendix C shows that 
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in 1636 the value of goods carried on composition from 

Dover was nearly equal to the value given by Professor 

Fisher for all London exports exclusive of shortcloths 

in 1634. The same relationship exists between Dover 

composition re-exports in 1638 and London non-shortcloth 

exports in 1640. If the value of French wines is added 

to the Dover totals in 1636 and 1638, they are greater 

18 than the London totals in 1634 and 1640, respectively. 

The types of goods other than shortcloths exported from 

London by English merchants and their relative values have 

been broken down by Professor Fisher as follows for the year 

1640: woollen fabrics (New Draperies) and hosiery, L 454,914; 

other goods of English manufacture, L 26,973; minerals, 

L 34,555; agricultural produce, L 16,878; and re-exports, 
19 

h 76,402. A comparison of this breakdown of London 

exports with the similar itemized list given in Table 5 for 

Dover re-exports in 1638 shows that the goods of greatest 

value in both cases were mainly New Draperies and other tex

tiles . Although the London exports probably bulked somewhat 

larger than shipments from Dover because of the presence of 

grains and minerals, it does not seem totally unreasonable 

to conelude that both these London exports and Dover 

re-exports employed about the same amount of shipping 

tonnage. Assuming that English vessels were the dominant 

carriers in each case, it is possible that during 1638 , 

and perhaps 1636, foreign goods on composition gave English 

ships as much employment as one branch of London!s export 

trade. 



228 

As for the total number of English vessels employed 

in the entrepot traffic at Dover, there is no completely 

reliable guide. Because the re-export and composition 

duties were charged only upon reshipment, the Dover Port 

Books only show the vessels employed in carrying goods 

outwards from Dover. Appendixes F and G show that large 

numbers of English vessels clearly dominated this aspect 

of the trade. The fragmentary statistical information avail

able on imports of commodities for re-export in 1622 and 

on imports of Spanish silver in 1638 suggests that English 

70 vessels also dominated the import traffic into Dover. 

This is what one would expect. It would not be entirely 

unrealistic to assume that the English vessels carrying goods 

from Dover often picked up cargoes for the entrepot on their 

return voyages. 

Another perspective upon the importance of the Dover 

entrepot in employing English shipping may be obtained 

by comparing the number of English vessels carrying from Dover 

to the nearby Continent with the number in the "distance 

trades" to Spain and the Mediterranean. Such a comparison 

may be made for 1638 by referring to Table 7. 
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TABLE 7 

NUMBERS OF SHIPS OF VARIOUS ORIGINS IN "NEARBY11 AND 
"DISTANCE" CARRYING OF COMPOSITION GOODS FROM DOVER, 

1638a 

Origins 

Dover 

London 

In the Downs 
specified by 
master^ 
name only . , 

Other 
English . 

No. of ships 
carrying to 
nearby 
Continent 

126 

33 

• • • 

Foreign . 

66 

90 

No. of ships 
carrying to 
Spain, Italy, 
6c t he Straits 

13b 

27 

34 

No. of ships 
in both 
nearby and 
distance trades 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Totals 320 83 

aSource: P.R.O. E 190/659/12, Outward Section, passim. 

bThree of these, the Blessing, the Dover Merchant, and 
the Lioness, were owned by Arnold Brames and his associates 
at Dover and London. See Trinity House Certificates in 
P.R.O. SP. 16/17/125, 154, and Cal. S.P. Pom. 1639-40. p. 300 

c2 from Leith, 2 from Sandwich, and one identified only 
as a "Scot." 

^4 Hamburgers. 

Leaving aside the unknown ships specified by master only, 

it may be seen that fifty English vessels carried re-exports 

southward from Dover in 1638. An estimate presented to the 

government in 1635 claimed that 100 English ships were 

employed yearly in the trade to Spain and that another 

60 penetrated further into the Mediterranean to the Levant. 21 
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If this estimate is at all accurate, then one might suggest 

that at the height of the composition trade something like 

one-third of the English ships in the "distance trades" to 

Spain and the Mediterranean received some part of their 

lading from foreign merchants using the composition system. 

Unfortunately, there is no general estimate of the total 

volume of English shipping employed yearly to the nearby 

Continent during this period, but the 230 English vessels 

carrying composition goods from Dover in 1638 to this area 

probably represent a significant proportion of the total 

ships involved. 

The significance of the Dover entrepot in relation to 

the employment of the entire English merchant marine also 

deserves comment. In 1635 the Venetian ambassador in London 

estimated that England possessed at a minimum 540 merchantmen 

22 exclusive of colliers in the Newcastle-London coasting trade.*" 

Appendix F shows that the number of English ships carrying 

outward from Dover reached at least 245 in 1636 and 275 in 
23 

1638." This would mean, assuming the Venetian ambassador's 

estimate to be reliable, that for these two years the 

Dover entrepot gave some degree of employment to about 

half of the English merchant marine. 

Finally, it should be pointed out that many small 

vessels were employed at Dover in transferring goods from 

the Dover warehouses to ships in Dover Road and the Downs. 

It was difficult for vessels of 300 tons or more to enter 

the harbor,'"+ and most of the larger ships carrying composition 
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goods in the "distance trades11 never entered it This 

was especially true of London ships and those in Appendix 

F identified "by masterfs name only." The Dover Port 

Books show that these ships were usually laded in the 

Downs with goods brought out from Dover by the municipal 

"farringboat" and other private vessels.^ Often the 

factors also sent goods into the Downs by this means to 

be laded aboard any ship willing to take them. The number 

and origin of these latter vessels, which appear in Appendix 

F as "unspecified ships in the Downs," must remain unknown. 

Appendix G shows that they did not carry a significant 

proportion of the trade until 1643. However, the volume 

of composition goods ferried out to the Downs to all ships 

was always an important percentage of the trade and employed 

many vessels. In 1638, 28% of the total composition duties 

were paid on goods laded in this manner, and 26 Dover vessels 

in addition to the "farringboat" were employed as ferriers.^ 

(iii) 

The Dover Entrepot and Government Finance 

The revenues realized by the Stuart government from 

levies on foreign cargoes carried to the Dover entrepot were, 

taken as a whole, a significant contribution to the finances 

of the Personal Rule. As Appendix H shows, the profits of 

the Mint from the coinage of silver before the Civil War 

never amounted to more than L 7,000 annually even after the 
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stricter enforcement of the silver arrangements in 1636. 

After 1635, however, the Franco-Spanish war, the regular 

convoy system for commodities as well as silver, the 

lowering of the customs rates on commodity re-exports, 

and the establishment of duties on silver re-exports all 

caused a sharp increase in the income of the Farmers of 

the Customs. During 1636 and 1638 the composition revenues 

reached about h 30,000 a year. Thirty thousand pounds 

could not have been much compared to the vast sums the 

Farmers must have taken in to cover their rents and loans 

to the Crown, but it still would have been equal to one-fifth 

of the rent on the Great Farm until 1638.^ It may also 

have been equal to about one-half the total receipts from all 

customs, subsidies, and imposts on the regular English import-
29 

export traffic with Spain. By 1640 the Farmers looked 

upon the composition cus toms as an integral part of their 

income. A memorandum among the State Papers for that year 

asserts that if the composition trade were destroyed, the 

Farmers would "suffer much in their undertaking, and be 

forced to sue for defalcacion'" in their rents, 

Although the composition customs had become insignifi

cant by the time of the outbreak of the Civil War, the 

Spanish silver that continued to be carried to the Dover 

entrepot in English ships played an important, though indirect, 

role in the ability of Parliament to raise ready money. 

Before the war began the London merchant community had 

sent great sums of money abroad; -̂ from 1641 to 1646 
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*3 O 
foreign trade was extremely depressed;internal trade 

34 seems to have been at a standstill^ —and yet the City mer

chants were always able to provide liquid capital for 

Parliamentary needs. It has been noted that "in the first 

months of the war the loans and contributions raised in 

the capital provided the bulk of Parliament's re-
35 

sources. . . ." A loan of h 80,000 to launch the New 

Model Army came from the City. "The City had no longer to 

go to the Bar of the House to receive the commands of Par

liament : it virtually summoned Parliament to attend the City.""^ 

There seems little doubt that the availability of hard cash 

in the City despite the major depression in trade must be 

at least partially explained by the continued influx of 

3 7 Spanish silver.* In this sense, it must be coneluded that 

the Dover entrep'ot was a vital element in Parliamentary 

war finance. 

(iv) 

Cone lusion 

The principal importance of the Dover entrep'ot for 

the economic historian is that the records generated in 

connection with it provide a means, albeit an imperfect 

one, of assessing the economic benefits of English neutrality 
O O 

during the Thirty Years 1 War. They show that the volume 

of foreign goods sent to Dover for re-export in English 

neutral shipping during the later 1630's gave increased 
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employment to a significant part of the English merchant 

marine. They also indicate that the revenues from re-export 

customs at Dover covered a significant percentage of the 

Farmers1 rents. In addition, the records for the coinage 

of silver at the Mint confirm contemporary claims that 

great imports of Spanish silver continued at Dover during 

the Civil War, much to the advantage of the London money 

market. 

All this gives credence to Sir Thomas Roe's statement 

before Parliament in 1641 that "our great trade depends 

upon the troubles of our neighbors, and we enjoy almost the 

trade of Christendom." It is significant, however, that 

Roe also saw the basic weakness of England's position. 

He went ahead to inform Parliament that "if a peace happen 

betwixt France, Spain, and the United Provinces, all these 

39 will share what we now possess alone.' The end of the 

Thirty Years 1 War did indeed mean the loss to England of 

all the previous benefits of neutrality. The boom enjoyed 

by her carrying trade in the 1630's was not capable of 

sustaining itself when the Dutch were at peace. It was 

only the increasing prosperity of her colonial empire after 

the Restoration that created the solid basis for English 

economic growth. 
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NOTES 

"The best discussion of the nature of the New Draperies 
is D. C. Coleman, "An Innovation and its Diffusion: the 
'New Draperies, 'u Economic History Review, XXII (1969), 
417-29. 

2 
~See Coleman, Economic History Review, XXII (1969), 426. 
3 
For the Leiden industry, see Charles Wilson, "Cloth 

Production and International Competition in the Seventeenth 
Century," Economic History Review, XIII (1960), 214-15. 

4 Nearly all re-exports of says were designated as 
"Houndscot Sayes," but this term had come to mean a type 
rather than the Flemish town of their origin. See Coleman, 
Economic History Review, XXII (1969), 426, and S. William 
Beck, The" Draper's Dictionary. A Manual of Textile Fabrics: 
Their History*"and Applications (London, n.d.), p. 292 and note. 

5 
The principal studies of the significance of the New 

Draperies in England are F. J. Fisher, "London's Export 
Trade in the Early Seventeenth Century," Economic History 
Review, III (1950), 151-61; J. D. Gould, "The Trade Depression 
of the Early 1620's," Economic History Review, VII (1954), 
81-90; B. E. Supple, "Currency and Commerce in the Early 
Seventeenth Century," Economic History Review, X (1957) , 
239-55; B. E. Supple, Commercial Crisis and Change in 
England, 1600-1640 (Cambridge, 1959), chapters I1I-VII; 
W. B. Stephens, The Cloth Exports of the Provincial Ports, 
1600-1640," Economic History Review, XXII (1969) , 228-48; 
J, D. Gould, "Cloth Exports, 1600-1640," Economic History 
Review, XXIV (1971), 249-52; and W. B. Stephens, "Further 
Observations on Cloth Exports, 1600-1640Economic History 
Review, XXIV (1971), 253-57. 

Fisher, Economic History Review, III (1950), 154. 

'"Stephens , Economic History Review, XXII (1969) . 242 . 
233,239,240. —— — 

g 
See Mr. Taylor' s forthcoming article in the Economic 

History Review entitled, "Trade, Neutrality, and the English 
Road, 1630-1648," note 3. 

9 
The Dover Port Book for 1636 has suffered damage 

from wet in such a manner that the margins of each page 
bearing customs data and official values of goods are still 
legible while the centers of the sheets, enumerating the 
types of goods, are nearly obliterated in many cases. The 

v names of ships are usually discernible by means, of fragments 
of their names or those of their masters, and wines may be 
identified by the peculiar method used to record payments 
for them when on composition. It is impossible, however, 
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to obtain enough data on the New Draperies to arrive at 
an accurate figure for their total value during the period 
covered by the Port Book. See P.R.O. E 190/659/7. 

L®See Supple, Commercial Crisis and Change in England, 
1600-1640, pp. 122^24: 

"^See above, Chapter VI, notes 122, 128. 
12 
See above, Chapter II, pp. 55-56, 60-62. 

13 
See above, Chapter IV, pp. 132-33. 

14 
P.R.O. SP. 16/338/10. 

15 
"This information on shipbuilding in England comes 

from the Trinity House Certificates which were issued as 
authorizations for the installation of ordnance. They 
cover the period from 1625 to 1638 and are the most reliable 
guide available for new construction of large ships during 
this period. See R. Davis, The Rise of the English Shipping 
Industry in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries (London, 
1962), pp. 11 and n. 2, 55. For the overall building pattern 
presented by these Certificates from 1633 to 1638, see 
Cal. S.P. Dom. 1633-34, p. 389; 1634-35, p. 448; 1635-36, 
p. 140; 1636-37, p. 5?5; 1637-38, p. 137; 1638-39~pT~2ff5. 
For specific information concerning the Dover vessels 
armed and their owners, see the Certificates in MS. in 
P.R.O. SP. 16/17/74; SP. 16/17/100; SP. 16/17/120; SP. 
16/17/125; SP. 16/17/154. For Arnold Brames, see above, 
Chapter I, pp. 25-26* Chapter VI, pp. 195-96. 

16For the Alice and Hannah, see P.R.O. E 190/657/11, 
Outward Section, entries from 2 September to 8 October 1633; 
E 190/658/11, Outward Section, entry for 26 September 1634. 
For the John, see P.R.O, E 190/658/7, Outward Section, 
passim; E 190/659/7, Outward Section, entries for 23 June 
to 27 July 1636; E 190/659/12, Outward Section, passim. 
For the Thomas, see P.R.O. E 190/659/7, Outward Section, 
passirrt; E 190/659/12 , entry for 27 September 1638 ; A. 0. 3/ 
304(4) , Outward Section, entry for 30 March 1643. For the 
Blessing, see P.R.O. E 190/659/7, Outward Section, entries 
for 23 June to 17 August 1636; E 190/659/12, Outward Section, 
entries for 4 April to 26 April 1638. For the Dover Merchant, 
see P.R.O. E 190/659/12, Outward Section, entries for 
30 December 1637 to 18 January 1637/8. The Dover Merchant 
also carried Spanish silver to Dover in 1638. P.R.O. 
E L90/659/12, section headed "Forraigne Silver Imported 
per Store," entries for 23 and 26 October 1638. 

17 
Lords T Journals, IX, 472. 
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^The official value of London exports other than 
shortcloths was L 594,849 (by natives) in 1634, and 
L 692,858 (by natives and aliens) in 1640. Fisher, 
Economic History Review, III (1950), 153. If the value 
of French wines at the rate of L 24/tun is added to the 
totals for the value of composition re-exports shown in 
Appendix C for 1636 and 1638, the grand totals are L 605,408 
and L 722,099, respectively. The h 24/tun valuation for 
French wines was that used through the end of 1634 before 
the flat composition charge of 13s4d per tun was adopted. 
See Appendix C, note a. 

19 
Fisher, Economic History Review, III (1950) , 154. 

The non-shortcloth commodity exports by aliens, amounting 
to L 85,136, were not itemized. 

20 The origins, tonnage, and ports of embarkation for 
ships carrying goods to Dover for re-export from 20 March 
1621/2 to 11 April 1622 were as follows: 
Origin of ships No. Total tonnage Ports of embarkation 

Dover 4 92 Dunkirk, Middelburg 
Middelburg 2 60 Middelburg 
Hamburg 1 90 Hamburg 
Unspecified 1 30 Emden. 

One London ship arrived from St. Sebastian on 11 October 
1622 with goods which had the impost omitted "per composition 
with the farmers." The same notation was applied to the 
ships previously listed. See P.R.O. E 190/653/6, Inward 
Section. The period from 20 March 1621/2 to 11 April 1622 
was the only time during the history of the entrepot when 
re-export duties were paid upon import. See above, Chapter I, 
P. 11. 

The numbers of ships of various origins carrying 
Spanish silver to Dover from Xm. 1637 to Xm. 1638 were 
as follows: 

Dover 14 Dunkirk 1 
London 20 Hamburg 1 
English warships 2 Unspecified 8. 

See P.R.O. E 190/659/12, section headed, lfForraigne Silver 
Imported per Store." 

21 
'The complete estimates given were as follows: for 

Spain and its dominions, 100 ships and 3,000 mariners; 
for France, 200 ships and 3,000 mariners; for Turkey and 
the Levant, 60 ships and 3,000 mariners. The writer stated 
that "these be the best shipps both for defence and men 
of Warr and the Commanders and marriners of them are alsoe 
the best of the Kingdome for Service at Sea." These shipping 
estimates were included in "An estimate of the Kings Revenues 
which he receaveth by his Custome Subsidie and Impost upon 
Merchandize exported and Imported to and from the Kingdome 
of Spaine and that Kings Dominions, from the Kingdome of 
Francej and all the Kingdomes and Provinces within the 
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Leuant Seas excepting that belong unto the King of Spaine /' 
1635, P.R.O. SP. 16/306/31. 

22 
Gal. S.P. Ven. 1632-36, p. 365. The ambassador 

placed the number of colliers at 400. 

23 """Many of the ships designated in Appendix F by "master's 
name only" and some of those designated as "unspecified 
in the Downs" were probably English. Among the former, 
English names were prevalent. Nevertheless, the totals 
above make no allowance for these two categories. 

Gal. S.P, Pom. 1631-33. p. 341. 

25 "'The number of smaller vessels the harbor could 
accommodate was enormous. The privy seal authorizing 
the 16d/pack harbor repair duty in February 1635/6 noted 
that when the storm damage had occurred in October and 
December 1635 there "had been moored together, one hundred 
and fifty sail of Ships and Vessels, and divers of them 
laden with Goods and Merchandize. . . .,f Rymer, Foedera, 
XIX, 751. 

26 "Articles 2 and 4 of the composition agreement of 
1638 applied to the lading and unlading of these ships 
outside the harbor. See above, Chapter IV, p. 117. 

^Derived from P.R.O. E 190/659/12, Outward Section, 
passim. In 1636 the number of ferriers in addition to 
the "farringboat" had reached 28. P.R.O. E 190/659/7, 
Outward Section, passim. 

28 "*For the Farmers' loans and the rents on the Farms 
in the 1630!s, see Ashton, The Crown and the Money Market, 
1603-1640. pp. 97-109. 

29 In 1635 all customs, subsidies, and imposts on 
English exports to Spain and Spanish imports into England 
were estimated at L 78,000. "An estimate of the Kings 
Revenues which he receaveth by his Custome Subsidie and 
Impost upon Merchandize exported and Imported to and from 
the Kingdome of Spaine and that Kings Dominions, from the 
Kingdome of France, and all the Kingdomes and Provinces 
within the Leuant Seas excepting that belong unto the 
King of Spaine/' 1635, P.R.O. SP. 16/306/31. 

30 The memorandum is anonymous. See P.R.O. SP. 16/475/51. 
31 

Except for the profits of the Mint, which ran to 
about L 10,000 a year until 1647, the transfer of Spanish 
silver to Ireland in November 1641 was the only direct use 
of the entrepot discovered in connection with Parliamentary 
finances. See above, Chapter VI, pp. 174-76. 
The profits from seignorage after 1642 are shown in Appendix H. 
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32 See above, Chapter VI, p. 172 and note 2. 
33 
The best evidence for this is the relatively low 

yield of the customs for the war years. The figures are 
printed in M. Ashley, Financial and Commercial Policy under 
the Cromwellian Protectorate. 2nd. ed~! (Oxford, 1962), 
p. 57. The gross receipts were never more than h 267,000 
annually. Ashley states that the Civil Wars were not 
damaging to trade because the receipts from 1643 to 1647 
were not appreciably lower than the receipts of the Exchequer 
from customs before the War. Ibid., pp. 56, 60. In truth, 
however, the two sets of customs figures will not permit a 
comparison of the volume of trade before and during the 
War. Ashley compared the annual yield during the war years 
with what the Farmers had paid in earlier as rent. What 
the Farmers actually had collected cannot be known, but, 
in view of their loans and surplusages over rent, it is 
probably accurate to say that they took in L 300,000 
to h 500,000 annually during the peak years of the 1630's. 
See Lewes Roberts, The Treasure of Traffike (London, 1641), 
p. 86; Cal. S. P. Pom. 1644-*45 , p. 214. In this light, 
the customs receipts during the War indicate a considerable 
depression in trade. It is true that the 15% defalcation 
allowed in customs payments by Parliament after 1642 may 
have reduced the level of customs revenue, but it seems 
more likely that this loss was offset by the higher subsidy 
valuations made by the Book of Rates of 1642. See above, 
Chapter VI, p. 189. 

iHSee Lipson, Economic History of England, III, 316-17. 
35 
D. H. Pennington, "The Accounts of the Kingdom, 

1642-49,?l in Essays in the Economic and Social History of 
Tudor and Stuart England, ed. F. J. Fisher (Cambridge. 1961), 
"p~. 191. A list of the more important loans may be found 
in V. Pearl, London and the Outbreak of the Puritan 
Revolution (London, 1961), pp. 198, 199, 202-3, 204^5, 
207-8, 208: n. 38, 252, 267/ 

36 
Pennington, in Essays in the Economic and Social 

History of Tudor and Stuart England, pi/ 184-85. 

37 
It may have been no mere accident that Alderman 

Sir John Wollaston became "the leading figure in the 
engineering of Parliament's borrowing." He had made his 
fortune as the MeIter of the Mint, and from 1635 to 1640 
he had been associated in the monopoly for refining silver 
for wire with Sir Peter Richaut, one of the principal 
agents managing the delivery of Spanish silver to the 
Mint as late as 1642. Pennington, in Essays in the Economic 
and Social History of Tudor and Stuart England, p. 184; 
Pearl, London at the Outbreak of -the/Puritan Revolution, 
pp. 209-10, 328-29. For Richaut, see Cal. S.P. Pom. 
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1635-36, p. 80; P.R.O. P.C. 2/48/40; Lords1 Journals, 
IV, 521. Wollaston would have thus been in a good position 
to know who was in possession of the receipts for bills 
of exchange sold to the Spanish agents. 

38 It has generally been held in the past that the 
chief economic effect of the Thirty Years 1 War upon England 
was the disruption of her cloth trade to Germany and the 
Low Countries. See, e.g., Lipson, Economic History of 
England, II, 211; III, 296, 308, 310, 382; Supple, Commercial 
Crisis~and Change in England, 1600-1642, pp. 59, 61~ 64, 
6.6, 79, 81, 98, 136: n. 3, l40, 163; and Charles Wilson, 
England's Apprenticeship, 1603-1763 (London, 1965), p. 74. 
It has been the intention of the present chapter to show 
that in terms of shipping and government finance England 
received considerable benefit as a result of the Continental 
wars. 

39 
Sir Thomas Roe, Speech in Parliament, 1641, Harleian 

Miscellany (London, 1808-1813), IV, 434. 



APPENDIX A 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF DOVER HARBOR, GA. 1500-1595 

The following photographic reproductions are facsimiles 

of drawings and prints in the archives of the Dover Harbor 

Board, Harbor House, Dover. The first reproduction below 

represents the history of the harbor from Saxon times to 

the mid-twentieth century. The views of the harbor in 

1500 and at the time of Henry VIII are original paintings 

in the Harbor Board!s possession. The diagrams of the 

harbor in 1560 and 1580 seem to have been prepared in 

the eighteenth or early nineteenth century. John Lyon's 

The History of the Town and Port of Dover, and of Dover 

Cas tie, published in 1813, makes use of the diagram for 

1580. The map of the harbor for 1595 also does not seem 

to be a contemporary drawing, but the annotations may 

have been added at a later date. 
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Dover Harbor from the Saxon Period to the Mid-Twentieth 
Century, Dover Harbor Board. No. 9869 
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Anonymous Artist's Painting of Dover Harbor, ca, 1500, 
Dover Harbor Board, No. 7730. 
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Dover Harbor in the Time of Henry VIII--left half, 
Dover Harbor Board, No. 772.8. 
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Dover Harbor in the Time of Henry VIII--right half 
Dover Harbor Board 
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Plan of Dover Harbor, 1560% Dover Harbor Board, No. 7772 
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Dover Harbor--with Alterations Proposed by Thomas Diggs , 
a Royal Engineer, about the Year 1580, Dover Harbor Board, 
No. 7720. 
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The State of Dover Harbor with the New Works, 1595, 
Dover Harbor Board, No. 9638. 
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APPENDIX B 

PLANS OF DOVER HARBOR AND TOWN SURVEYED AND DRAWN 
BY WILLIAM ELDRED, 1641 

William Eldred's survey of the holdings of the Warden 

and Assistants of Dover Harbor—now the Dover Harbor Board-

was discovered among the Harbor Board MSS on 26 April 

1819.^ The archivist has left the following description 

of Eldred and his work: 

William Eldred was a master gunner for 60 years of 
his life and spent the greater part of his time 
stationed at Dover Castle. During his latter years 
he surveyed and drew a series of detailed plans of 
the property of the Commissioners of Dover Harbour. 
In 1641, at the age of 78, he completed the plans and 
dedicated the whole work to the Duke of Richmond and 
2to the rest of the honerable Commissioners of Dover 
Harbour.f 

The work comprises a dedication, an index plan, 
to a scale of 20 rods to an inch (i.e. , 1/3960) and 
five detailed plans to a scale of 48 feet to an 
inch (i.e., 1/576). On the reverse of each detailed 
plan is a schedule giving the dimensions of the 
plots and the names of the tenants.~ 

The "index plan" referred to by the archivist bears 

the title "the Piatt of Dover Castel, Towne, and Harbor." 

It has been inserted into the present reproduction of 

the survey immediately after the dedication. 

*See Dover Harbor Board, Photograph No. 10,665. 
2 
Eldred is mentioned in 0al» S. P. Pom. 1623-25, pp. 350, 

402. 
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Eldred's Survey, Dedication, Dover Harbor Board, 
No. 10,666. 
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Eldred's Survey, "The Piatt of Dover Castel, Towne, 
and Harbor," Dover Harbor Board, No. 7478. 
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Eldred's Survey, Pages One and Two, Dover Harbor Board, 
No. 10,667. 
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Eldred's Survey, Reverses, Pages One and Two, Dover 
Harbor Board, No. 10,668. 
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Eldred's Survey, Pages Three and Four, Dover Harbor 
Board, No. 10,669. 
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Eldred's Survey, Reverses, Pages Three and Four 
Dover Harbor Board, No. 10,670. 
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Eldred's Survey, Pages Five and Six, Dover Harbor 
Board, No. 10,671. 
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Eldred's Survey, Reverses, Pages Five and Six, Dover 
Harbor Board, No. 10,672. 
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Eldred's Survey, Pages Seven and Eight, Dover Harbor 
Board, No. 10,673. 
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Eldred's Survey, Reverses, Pages Seven and Eight, 
Dover Harbor Board, No. 10,674. 
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Eldred's Survey, Pages Nine and Ten, Dover Harbor 
Board, No. 10,675. 
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Eldred's Survey, Reverses, Pages Nine and Ten, 
Dover Harbor Board, No. 10,676. 
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APPENDIX C 

OFFICIAL VALUE OF COMMODITIES RE-EXPORTED FROM DOVER TO VARIOUS PORTS 
("EXCLUDING SILVER AND WINES) - SELECTED YEARSa 

Xm 1621-
Xm 1622 

Xm 1632-
Xm 1633 

Xm 1633-
Xm 1634 

Xm 1635-
22Nov36 

Xtn 1637-
Xm 1638 

Spain-Portugal 
C a a i z  . . . . . . .  
Lisbon 
Malaga 
San Lucar (Seville) 
San Sebastian . . . 
Other 
Flanders 
D u n k i r k .  . . . . . .  
Ostend , 
Other 
France 
Trials 
Rouen 
Other 
United Provinces 
Amsterdam . . , 
Middelburg 
Other 
Germany 
Hamburg 
Other 
Italy 
Genoa . 
Leghorn 
Naples 
Venice 
Other 
"For the Straits" of 
Gilbraltar I ! I 7~. 
Barbary 
Norway 
Unspecified 

1 "_eji le ..... . 

137 1,282 3,847 3,358 32,120 
1,032 11,158 7,925 5,603 18,826 . 1,718 7,984 5,115 23,771 21,545 . 25,855 49,929 60,340 116,162 89 ,036 . 1,940 7,416 3.597 19,590 19,947 

• 2,768 581 2,173 4,325 8,848 

0 11,641 12,222 115,864 129,085 
0 966 0 8,009 19,555 
0 1,284 661 913 5,295 

0 63,653 58,269 7,222 24,624 . 0 522 32 34,045 44,142 
• 45 129 313 1,801 2,448 

0 2,162 775 18,246 20,102 
4,319 9,778 3,971. 8.897 4,325 

169 1,442 1,368 5,350 1,426 

0 9,940 9,897 32,707 29,761 
• 0 0 0 0 3,203 

0 3,334 278 34,198 68,692 
0 446 177 25,860 10,873 
0 3,944 200 0 0 
0 1,230 308 3,349 7,988 

• 0 288 0 0 0 

2,806 676 2,866 22,377 29,418 . 0 0 379 1,866 0 
°b 0 0 37 40 . 3,960 3,642 431 424 4,338 
0 0 0 23,450 2,814 

Totals 44,749 193,427 175,144 517,424 598,451 

aThe figures are taken from the following Dover Port 
Books: P.R.O. E 190/653/6; E 190/657/11; E 190/658/1; E 190/ 
659/7; E 190/659/12. The values given are those stated in the 
Port Books, which were based on the Book of Rates of 1611 until 
it was replaced by a new Book of Rates in 1635. The outward 
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subsidy valuations, which formed the basis of assessment of 
Dover re-exports at all periods , were not changed in 1635 
from what they had been previously. There were, therefore, 
no basic rate changes on the items re-exported from Dover 
throughout the period from 1622 through 1638. The Book 
of Rates of 1635 continued to form the basis of assessment 
for composition re-exports even after the adoption of 
a new Book of Rales by the Long Parliament in July 1642. 

Before Xm. 1635 French and Spanish wines were valued 
at L 24/tun and charged at 6%^. After Xm. 1635, wines 
were not valued but charged a flat 13s4d/tun. Almost 
all wine re-exports went to Dunkirk with a few tuns for 
Hamburg and the United Provinces. The volume of the wine 
trade may be shown for the following years: 

Tuns of 
French 
wine 

Tuns of 
Spanish 
wine 

Total value of 
wine re-exports 
at h 24 / tun 

h 

Xm 1621 
Xm 1632 
Xm 1633 
Xm 1634 
Xm 1635 
Xm 1637 

Xm 1622 
Xm 1633 
Xm 1634 
Xm 1635 
22Nov36 
Xm 1638 

15 Feb 42/3 - Xm 43 
Xm 1643 - Xm 1644 

0 
0 
0 
0 

3,666 
5,152 
142 
42 

0 
38 
14 
195 
186 
496 
0 
33 

0 
912 
336 

4,680 
92,448 
135,552 
3,408 
1,800. 

See the Dover Port Books cited above and P.R.O. E'190/658/7 
for the period Xm 1634 - Xm 1635. For the periods from 
15 February 1642/3 to Xm 1643 and from Xm 1643 to Xm 1644, 
see P.R.O. A.0. 3/304(4) and E 122/212/37. 

3,937 of this figure represents the value of 
re-exports that were charged upon import rather than 
export from 20 March 1621/2 to 11 April 1622. 



APPENDIX D 

RATES OF CUSTOMS CHARGES ON COMMODITY RE-EXPORTS FROM DOVER FOR 
FROM 1622 TO I645a (APPLIED TO FOREIGN FACTORS ONLY 

PERTAIN YEARS 

20Mar21/2 
Xm22; 
Xm32-
Xm34 

X 

Xm35-
9Jan35/6 

X 

9Jan35/6-
25Mar36 

X 

25Mar36 
22Nov36 

X 

- Xm37- Xm38~ 
Xm38 18Feb44/5 
X X 

.JpcltlJLSlS WOUl , . 6* 2b 2b;for France,6i 3 1/3 3 1/3 3 1/3 

Chchineal . . . 6 is 2b 2 bjfor France,6b 3 1/3 3 1/3 3 1/3 

E. & W. India 
h i d e s  . . . .  6 b 2b 2 ̂ for France ,6b 3 1/3 3 1/3 3 1/3 

Tapestry with 
silk 6 b 2b 2b;for France,6b 3 1/3 3 1/3 3 1/3 

"Houndscot" says 6 b 2 b 2b;for France,6b 3 1/3 3 1/3 3 1/3 

Spanish tobacco 6 b 6 b 6b 2b 2b 2b 

Brazil tobacco . 6 b 2H 2b;for France,6b 2b 2b 2 9/10 

Foreign corn and 
salt 6 J* 6b 6 b 6b 6 b 6b 

Sugars 6 b 6 b 6 b 6b 6b 6b 

Spanish 
and 
French wines . , 

6 b 
(30s/ 
tun) 

13s4d/ 
tun 

13s4d/ 
tun 

13s4d/ 
tun 

13s4d/ 
tun 

13s4d/ 
tun 

L o g w o o d  . . . .  6 b 6b 6 b 2b 2b 2b 

St. Christopher's 
t o b a c c o  . . .  6 b 6 b 6 b 2b 2b 2b 

French goods, 
except wines . 6 b 6 b 6 b 6b 6b 2b 

Dutch linens . . 6 b 6 b 6 b 6b 6 b;Sep,2b 2b 

All other Dutch 
g o o d s  . . . .  6 % 6 b 6 b 6b 6i 2b 

German goods . . 6 b 6 k 6 b 6 b 6b 2b 

Norway deals . . 6 b 6 k 6 b 6b 6 b; Aug, 2b 2b 

Foreign gunpowder 6 b 6 k 6 b 6b 6 b; Jun,2b 2b 

All other foreign 
g o o d s  . . . .  6 b 2b 2b'»for France,6b 2b 2 b 2b 
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£ 
The percentages are derived from the valuations and 

charges given in the following: P.R.O. E 190/653/6; E 190/ 
657/11; E 190/658/1; E 190/659/7; E 190/659/12; A.0. 3/304(4); 
E 122/212/37. The composition rates from Xm. 1638 onward 
were also set out in the agreement between the Farmers 
and the factors at Dover. See above, Chapter IV, 116, 119. 

b English subj ects at Dover acted as factors only 
infrequently. When they did so, the re-export charges made 
upon them were not consistent. Usually, they paid 5% on 
goods .for which foreigners had to pay 6h%, i.e., the petty 
custom of lh% on aliens was omitted. From 1636 onward, 
however, English factors were often charged 5% on items 
which foreign factors were able to ship for 2-|-%. 



APPENDIX E 

REVENUE YIELDS FROM RE-EXPORT DUTIES 
LEVIED AT DOVER — SELECTED YEARSa 

From all goods other From Spanish 
than Spanish silver silver 

h h 

Xm 1621 - Xm 1622 . . . . 2,585 

Xm 1632 - Xm 1633 . . . . 12,130 

Xm 1633 - Xm 1634 . . . . 10,999 

Xm 1635 - 22 Nov 1636 . . 18,367 — -

Xm 1637 - Xm 1638 . . . . 22,550 7,830 

15 Feb 1642/3-Xm 1643 . . 5,342 

Xm 1643 - Xm 1644 . . . . 6,619 0b 

Xm 1644 - 11 Sep 1645 . . 2,904c 0b 

Xm 1645 - Xm 1646 . . . . c ob 

Xm 1646 - Xm 1647 . . . . c 846b 

' The figures to Xm. 1638 are totals derived from the 
Dover Ports Books: P.R.O. E 190/653/6; E 190/657/11; E 190/ 
658/1; E 190/659/7; E 190/659/12. The returns for non-silver 
goods from 15 February 1642/3 to 11 September 1645 are 
derived from P.R.O. A.0. 3/304(4) and E 122/212/37. No 
returns from re-export duties have been found for any 
other years. In December 1635 the Mayor and Jurats of 
Dover claimed that the total customs receipts were upwards 
of h 16,000. Cal, S.P. Pom. 1635, p. 607. For the un-
itemized yield of all customs at Dover from Xm. 1640 to 
10 August 1641, see above, Chapter III, p. 105. 

bThe yields from the 2% silver duty during the period 
1644-1647 were stated in a petition of the silver factors 
at Dover to the House of Lords on 7 October 1647. Lords1  
Journals, IX, 472-73. 

cThe total unitemized yields from all Dover customs 
from 24 February 1644/5 to Xm. 1647 are given above, Chapter VI, 
note 83. 
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APPENDIX F 

NUMBERS OF SHIPS OF VARIOUS ORIGINS CARRYING RE-EXPORTS FROM DOVER-SELECTED YEARSa 

Xm 1621- Xm 1632- Xra 1633- Xm 1634- Xm 1635- Xm 1637- 15Feb42/3-
Xm 1622 Xm 1633 Xm 1634 Xm 1635 22Nov36 Xm 1638 Xm 1643 

D o v e r b  . . .  3 3  4 7  6 0  6 5  1 1 4  1 4 4  6 5  

L o n d o n  . . .  2 0  1 8  1 7  2 2  5 3  6 0  1 6  

J.U LUC DonuS 
specified by 
master's 
name onlyc .4 30 28 34 47 39 17 

Unspecified 
in the 
Downs3 . . . ? ? ? ? 1 ? ? 

Other „ 
English . . 2 5 3 20 78 71 5 

Foreign^ . . 7 29 31 46 62 94 7 

Totals 668 129s 1398 187s 354s 408s 110s 

aSources: P.R.O. E 190/653/6; E 190/657/11; E 190/658/1; 
E 190/658/7; E 190/659/7; E 190/659/12; A.O. 3/304(4). 

bThe figures for Dover ships may be somewhat misleading 
b e c a u s e  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  s o m e  v e s s e l s  d e s i g n a t e d  b y  t h e  
Port Books as being "of Dover" were not of English ownership. 
The Hugessons, a Flemish family who were the chief factors 
in the 1620's, owned all or part of 10 of the 58 ships shown 
to belong to Dover in a survey of 1626. B.M. Egerton MS. 
2584, f ols. 375-80; for the Hugessons, see above, Chapter I, 
passim. In 1636 the Mayor of Dover complained in a petition 
to the Lord Warden and the Council that the factors were 
buying small ships abroad and then bringing them to Dover to 
man them with English masters and crews. The Mayor claimed 
that there were at least 14 of these ships then in use. 
P.R.O. SP. 16/314/5, and 5,1. In March 1640/1 a petition 
from the shipowners of Dover to the House of Commons listed 
28 vessels of foreign ownership posing as English and asserted 
that "divers others" were also used by the factors. The 
shipowners complained that "by this meanes and by reason that 
these Strangers receive the benefit of Convoy by his Majesties 
Shipps aswell as English they have in a manner drawne the 
whole trade to themselves and your petitioners lye still 
without imployment . . . and some of them forced to take 
imployment abroad." B.M. Portland Loan 29/173, fols. 83-84. 
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The names of these foreign-owned vessels do not surviver 
and it is impossible to know if the Port Book keepers were 
aware of them. 

cEach master's name has been taken to represent one 
ship because usually only one period of lading occurred per 
year for each master designated. 

"Goods laded for specified ports were often sent into 
the Downs by the "farringboat" of Dover to be reladed into 
ships not specified. The amount of trade carried on in 
this way was relatively unimportant. Sec Appendix G. 

cThe home ports of the "other English" ships were as follows: 

Xm 1621-
Xm 1622 

Xm 1632-
Xm 1633 

Xm 1633-
Xm 1634 

Xm 1634-
Xm 1635 

Xm 1635-
22Nov36 

Xm 1637-
Xm 1638 

15Feb42/3-
Xm 1643 

Cinque Ports 
and members 
1'avershatn 
Folks tone 
Hastings 
Hythe . . 
Lyn . . . 
Milton 
Pevensey 
Rye . . . 
Sandwich 
Other English, 
Scottish, and 
Irish Ports 
Turlington 
Dysart . . 
Gillingham 
Harlepoole 
Hull . . . 
Leith . . . 
Margate . . 
Newhaven 
Scarborough 
Whitby . . 
Yarmouth 
Unidentified 
Other . . . 

3 
3 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
5 
23 

2 
1 
0 
2 
1 
0 
0 
1 
19 

0 
2 
1 
0 
2 
7 
2 
0 
2 
1 

13 
0 
15 

The home ports of "foreign" ships were as follows; 

Xm 1621- Xm 1632- Xm 1633- Xm 1634- Xm 1635- Xm 1637- 15Feb42/3-
Sm 1622 Xm 1633 Xm 1634 Xm 1635 22Nov36 Xm 1638 Xm 1643 

French ports 
Boulogne ~ 
Calais . . 
Nantes . . 
St. Valery 

0 
15 
0 
0 

3 1 
9 10 
0 0 
1 0 
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Xm 1621- Xm 1632- Xm 1633- Xm 1634- Xm 1635- Xm 1637- 15Fcb42/3 
Xm 1622 Xm 1633 Xm 1634 Xm 1635 22Nov36 Xm 1638 Xm 1643 

Flemish ports 
Bruges . . . 0 6- 6 11 3 8 0 
Dunkirk . . 0 3 5 8 10 . 4 0 
Ostcnd . . . 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 
German ports 
Bremen . . . 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 
Friedrickstat 0 0 0 2 2 5 0 
Hamburg . . 1 2 4 6 14 31 4 
iAiueck . . . 0 0 U 2 3 ii 0 
Dutch ports 
Amsterdam 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 
Flushing . . 0 1 3 2 6 3 0 
Middelburg . 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 
Rotterdam 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 
Norway . . . 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 

Other . . . 2 0 0 5 6 13 1 

These totals must be regarded as tentative because they 
are based on evidence which is often vague or incomplete. 
One name was often common to many vessels. Each time a 
particular ship's name occurred with a different master--
except where the masters' surnames were the same--it has 
arbitrarily been taken to signify a different vessel from 
others with the same name. In some cases nearly simultaneous 
sailing dates have allowed vessels with the same name to be 
differentiated. Nevertheless, some double or triple counting 
has no doubt occurred. This error is probably compensated 
for to some extent by the omission of unspecified ships in 
the Downs. Still, the totals may be somewhat inflated. 
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APPENDIX G 

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL ANNUAL RE-EXPORT DUTIES PAID ON GOODS IN THE SHIPS 
SHOWN IN APPENDIX F 

Xm 
Xm 

1621- Xm 
1622 Xm 

1632-
1633 

Xm 
Xra 

1633-
1634 

Xm 
Xm 

1634-
1635 

Xm 1635-
22Nov36 

Xm 
Xm 

1637-
1638 

15Feb42/3-
Xm 1643 

% Z Z Z Z Z % 

D o v e r  . . . .  45 52 62 -- 37 57 10 

London . . . 39 13 8 -- 21 15 16 

In the Downs 
specified by 
roaster's 
name only . . 2 18 17 14 7 10 

Unspecified 
in the 
D o w n s  . . . .  6 3 1 •» «. 6 8 31 

Other Less than 
English ... 17. 1 1 — 6 5 1 

Foreign . . . 8 13 11 — 9 8 3 

Origin 
illegible . . 0 0 . 0 _ _ 7 0 0 



APPENDIX H 

PROFITS OF THE MINT FROM THE COINAGE 
OF SILVER, 1629-16510 

Years ending 31 March 
unless otherwise 
stated 

Weight coined 
to the nearest 
pound troy" 

Seignorage 
paid to the 
Mine (at 
2s/lb. troy) 

Costs 
incurred by 
che Mint for 
coinage (at 
14d/lb. troy) 

Net 
profit0 

Lbs. troy h L h 
1630 . . . 1,171 117 78 39 

1631 . . . 1,629 163 95 68 

1632 . . . 21,789 2,179 1,271 908 

1633 . . . . 49,676 4,968 2,898 2,070 

1634 . . . 61,189 6,119 3,569 2,550 

1635 . . . 88,089 8,809 5",139 3,670 

1636 . . . 42,418 4,242 2,474 1,768 

1637 . . . . 129,574 12,957 7,558 5,399 

1638 . . . . 169,387 16,939 9,880 7,059 

1639 . . . . 119,456 11,946 6,968 4,978 

1640 . . . . 134,693 13,469 7,857 5,612 

1641 . . . . 160,487 16,049 9,362 6,687 

1 Apr 1641-25 Nov 1642. . 530,809 53,081 30,906 22,175 

25 Nov 1642-12 May 1645 . 703,609 70,361 41,044 29,317 

13 May 1645-31 Mar 1646 . 266,357 26,636 15,537 11,009 

1647 . . . . 242,294 24,229 14,134 10,095 

1 Apr 1647-15 May 1649. 31,412 3,141 1,832 1,309 

16 May 1649-Xm 1651 . . 10,184 1,018 594 424 

aSource: P.R.O. A.O. 1/1598/28-34; A.O. 1/1599/35-42; 
A.O. 1/1670/499; A.O. 1/1600/45, 47, 48, 50. 
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It is most probable that not all the silver coined 
for any one year came from Spain. Some coinage no doubt 
resulted from silver brought in from other sources, although 
the amounts coined do not seem to have been large. See, 
e.g., the volume for the years ending 31 March 1630 and 
1631, years when the silver arrangements were not in effect. 
The Mint accounts do not specify the sources of the silver 
which was coined, and it is, therefore, impossible to 
determine its precise origins. There can be little doubt, 
however, that most of it was brought in as a result of 
the government *s arrangements with the Asentistas. The 
main reason for assuming this is that the fluctuations in 
the silver coined varied almost exactly as one would have 
expected after the establishment of the silver arrangements 
in 1632, their stricter enforcement in 1636, and the 
reduction of the amount to be sent to the Mint from 2/3 to 
1/3 in 1638. 

The Agreement between the Warden of the Mint and the 
Master Worker of 7 September 1626 established the Mint price 
of silver at E 3-2s—Od per pound troy. This Agreement 
lasted until 27 July 1649. The Mint accounts for 1649-1651 
show that a new Agreement was reached on that date. It 
retained the seignorage and Mint costs of the 1626 Agreement, 
but no indication is given in the accounts as to whether 
the Mint price also remained unchanged. Thus, until 1649 
the face value of the coins minted may be accurately obtained 
by multiplying the weight coined in lbs. troy by the Mint 
price of E 3-2s-0d. 

c 
"The net profit from the coinage of silver was not, 

of course, the net profit of the Mint. Besides the profits 
from the coinage of silver, the Mint also received seignorage 
from the coinage of gold and had other minor sources of 
revenue. On the debit side, there were numerous expenditures 
that had to be met out of this income. See J. D. Gould, 
"The Royal Mint in the Early Seventeenth Century," Economic 
History Review, V (1952), 240-48. 



APPENDIX I 

YIELDS OF DOVER PORT DUTIES FOR SHIPPING USING THE HARBOR GOODS FERRIED 
TO THE DOWNS , AND GOODS STORED IN DOVER WAREHOUSES, 1621-1651° 

Years "Slussageb Ballast- "Victual "Farring- "Crane • "Hous- Rent Totals 
ending and age lers boat money age when 
8 Sept Tonnage Beere money" money all 8 Sept 

money of money" duties 
Ships" (2d to £n c Ships" 

3d per f nt-r-.1' 
barrel). 

h h h h L L L h 

1621 . . _ 15 26 _ _ 205 246 
1622 . . - - 11 27 - - 227 265 
1623 . . - M - - - - - -

1624 . . 68 2 7 49 43 - 0 169 
1625 . . 61 2 7 45 73 89 0 277 
1626 . . 60 1 2 33 - 44 0 140 
1627 . . 42 1 16 18 58 8 0 143 
1628 , . 14 0 19 4 30 16 0 83 
1629 . . 31 ' 0 13 17 29 29 0 119 
1630 . . 36 - 1 29 46 23 • 0 135 
1631 . . - - 15 17 - - 185 217 
1632 . . _ - 14 18 - - 380 412 
1633 . . - - 18 19 - - 420 457 
1634 . . - - 20 21 - - 410 451 
1635 . . - - 18 27 - - 445 490 
1636 . . 180 31 17 49 571 340 0 1,118 
1637 . . - - - - - - - -

1638 . , - - - - - - - -

1639 . . - - - - - - -

1640 . . 49 3 14 43 217 373 0 699 
1641 . . 27 4 16 36 164 290 . 0 537 
1642 . . 34 1 13 28 140 210 0 426 
1643 . . 31 2 - 29 177 256 ' 0 495 
1644 . . 0 0 0 20 0 89 0 109 
1645 . . - - - - - - - -

1646 . . 4 0 0 21 0 127 0 152 
1647 . . - - - - - - - -

1648 . . - - - - - - - -

1649 . . 0 0 0 11 0 28 0 39 
1650 . . - - - - - - - -

1651 . . 0 0 0 16 0 54 0 70 

aSource: Maison Dieu House, Dover, Dover Corporation 
Accounts, James I, 1603-1625, fols. 552, 553, 574/581, 
582, 603, 648-49, 682-83; Dover Corporation Accounts, 
Charles I-Interregnum, 1625-1660, fols. 23, 46, 73, 98, 123, 
125, 165, 170, 188, 214, 237, 264, 286, 311, 335, 352, 367, 
388, 399, 402. With the exception of "Victuallers Beere 
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money,11 it has been impossible to determine the rate per 
unit for any of these port duties. They probably remained 
unchanged, but this cannot be proven. 

k"Slussage" was the duty collected for maintaining the 
sluices which held back the waters of the pents from the 
harbor. See J. A. Williamson, "The Geographical History 
of the Cinque Ports,rl History, XI (1926) , 112-13. A 
contemporary description of the functions of the sluices 
is given in the survey of the harbor ordered by the Committee 
for the Navy and Customs in 1648. See "The defects of 
Dover Harbour taken by one of the admaralls ," 4 November 1648, 
P.R.O. SP. 16/516/107. 

c Besides the duties listed, the rents from the farms 
usually covered duties for "half passage," "corne money," 
and fines for "opening of shopps" on Sunday. 



APPENDIX J 

A NOTE ON THE COMPOSITION TRADE IN THE LATER SEVENTEENTH 
CENTURY, 1661-1674 

In 1661 the composition trade for commodities was 

re-established at Dover despite the fact that Europe was 

at peace and there was no immediate need for English 

neutral shipping. The duties were lowered from the previous 
1 

general minimum of 2h% to 1% inward and outward. 

Arnold Brames built new warehouses at Dover, and his son 
9 

Walter became Customs Collector."* Unfortunately for the 

Brameses and Dover, the trade seems never to have recovered 

its volume of the 1630's. All English plantation goods 

3 were exempted from the composition traffic , but the main 

reason for the failure of the trade to become important 

surely must have been that England abandoned her earlier 

policy of neutrality during Continental wars. The Dutch 

Wars of 1665-1667 and 1672-1674 made it impossible for 

foreign merchants to send goods to Dover for English 

neutral carriers. The Corporation of Dover attempted to 

have the trade officially renewed in 1674 after England's 

with drawl from the Third Dutch War, but no permanent 

revival proved possible."' The Peace of Nijmuegen between 

France and the United Provinces in 1678 ended the need 

for neutral shipping, but since 1674 England had acquired 

much of the Dutch carrying trade without the composition 

system.5 The harbor at Dover was still useful in 1676, but, 
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as in 1648, the decline of the composition trade and the 

subsequent reduction of harbor duties made it impossible 

to keep the sea walls and heads in repair. By 1682 the 

6 harbor was useless and remained so until 1700. 

Without a thorough study of the Dover Port Books it 

is impossible to say precisely what the volume of the 

composition trade was .in the 1660 's and early 1670 fs. 

It is significant, however, that the port dues for the 

"housage of goods" from 1661 to 1680 ranged between h 17 

and h 77 a year.' Appendix I shows that housage fees had 

been h 340 in 1636 and had ranged between t 210 and h 373 

from 1640 to 1643. Assuming that the rate of the housage 

duty remained unchanged, this comparison would suggest 

that the volume of goods sent to Dover for reshipment 

after 1661 was negligible compared to that of the 1630's 

and 1640fs. 
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NOTES 

^ Ogg, England in the Reign of Charles II, I, 234-35. 

9 "Lyon, History of the Town and Port of Dover, and of 
Dover Castle, I, 148; Maison Dieu House, Dover, Dover 
Corporation Accounts, Charles II to William and Mary, 
1660-1689, fol. 53. 

3 
Harper, The English Navigation Laws: A Seventeenth-

Century Experiment in Social Engineering, p. 70. 

44 Ma is on Dieu Hous e , Dover, Dover Corporation Accounts , 
Charles II to William and Mary, 1660-1689, fol. 225; 
The Mayor and Jurats of Dover to Lord Treasurer Viscout 
Latimer, 9 April 1674, and "An Abstract of what hath beene 
offerred to ye Commissioners of his Majesties Customes in 
order to a Composition trade at Dover," B.M. Add. MS. 
28 ,088 , fols. 22, 24; Andrews , '''Geographical Aspects of 
the Maritime Trade of Kent and Sussex, 1650-1750," p. 161; 
Ogg, England in the Reign of Charles II, I, 235. 

5 
Ogg, England in the Reign of Charles II, I, 235; 

A. T. MahanT The Influence of Sea Power upon History, 
1660-1783 (London, 1965; first pubd. Boston, 1890),p. 167. 

Lyon, History of the Town and Port of Dover, and of 
Dover Castle"7~T7 1/5-79; S~ir Henry Shears, "A Discourse 
of Sea-Ports," (1701), Harleian Miscellany, IV, 311-12. 

^Maison Dieu House, Dover, Dover Corporation Accounts, 
Charles II to William and Mary, 1660-1689, fols. 3, 21, 
.60, 76, 91, 105, 115, 131, 144, 157, 170, 184, 197, 215, 
233, 249, 262. 
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