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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

Empire, Reform, and Corruption: José de Gélvez and Political Culture in the Spanish

World, 1765-1787

by

Maria Barbara Zepeda Cortes

Doctor of Philosophy in History
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Professor Eric Van Young, Chair

This dissertation analyzes state modernization and political culture in the

eighteenth-century Spanish Empire. The central paradox unpacked by this study is how

positive reform of the Spanish Empire was achieved by statesman José de Galvez (1720-

1787) employing exactly the sort of nepotism and patronage with was considered

damaging to the old regime. Gélvez was the central architect of the so-called Bourbon
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Reforms, a set of measures addressed at raising colonial revenue to enhance Spain’s
position in the concert of Europe through the renewal of the Empire’s economy,
administration, defense, and general levels of social wellbeing. This was the first (and
probably the most ambitious) scheme of large-scale institutional modernization led by an
authoritarian state in the history of Spanish America. My research proposes that structural
transformations create a moment of vulnerability for state institutions, but also one of
political risk for reformers themselves. This is a case study of how traditional practices of
political culture—the personal acquisition of wealth by public officials, certainly, and
arguably “corruption,” but also the mobilization of patronage networks and nepotism—
can be adapted to transitional political moments, for good or ill. Overall, this dissertation
provides significant explanations to long-asked scholarly questions about the ways in
which the legacy of colonialism determined (or not) certain practices of governance in
independent Latin America and modern Spain, where corruption continues to be a

pervasive problem in public life.
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Introduction
The Gélvez Era

As Spain’s global empire declined into senescence in the late seventeenth century,
a major critique of Spanish colonial and metropolitan observers, and political thinkers,
concerned the ubiquity of corruption within the political structure. Critics and reformers
saw this particularly in the form of governmental inefficiency, illicit commerce, bribery
at all levels, the sale of public offices, and nepotism. As late as the middle decades of the
eighteenth century, Madrid’s chief bureaucrats typically were grim in their evaluation of
the Empire and preoccupied with the widespread acknowledgement of Bourbon Spain’s
decadence relative to her rival powers, namely, England, France, and even Russia. Yet by
1786 the Spanish minister of State, the Conde de Floridablanca, confided to the King’s
ambassador in Paris, the Conde de Aranda: “Believe me Your Excellency, right now our
Indies [i.e., the Spanish American colonies] are better than ever.”* Floridablanca’s
statement represents a high point of optimism in the general attitude of the period’s
Spanish statesmen. What had changed in three decades? The minister’s statement
conveyed what he perceived as positive results from the so-called Bourbon Reforms.
Basically, these reformist efforts were addressed to raising the volume of colonial
revenue to enhance the metropole’s position in the concert of Europe through the renewal
of the Empire’s economy, administration, defense, and general levels of social wellbeing,
culture, and even scientific knowledge. With his positive words, Floridablanca was also
praising the then decade-long work of his protégé, José de Galvez, as head of the Spanish

colonial office (the Ministry of the Indies). The central paradox unpacked by my doctoral

! Conde de Floridablanca to Conde de Aranda, El Pardo, 6 Apr. 1786, AGS, Estado, leg. 4615, fol. 180.



dissertation is how positive reform of the Spanish Empire was achieved by Galvez
employing exactly the sort of nepotism and patronage adduced as some of the most
“corrupt” and damaging practices of the old regime.

Every scholar specialized in late eighteenth-century colonial Spanish America
knows José de Galvez (1720-1787) because sooner or later they have encountered his
name mentioned in historical literature or his signature marking hundreds (if not
thousands) of archival documents. It is surprising, however, that when being offered a
couple of biographical coordinates on him, an educated lay audience in Latin America,
the United States, and Europe, can easily relate to his remarkable legacy too. The U.S.
public reacts when | mention that Galveston, Texas is named after his family; Argentines
feel curiosity when | say he is responsible for the creation of the Viceroyalty of the River
Plate (their country’s direct ancestor) in 1776; Sevillians nod their heads when I explain
that Galvez founded the General Archive of the Indies in 1784; Californians from Los
Angeles and San Francisco smile when I speak of Galvez’s essential support of the
Franciscan missions that originated these cities.” Even scientists get interested in history
when | show, for example, that a genus of plants, the Galvezias, received his name
because his ministry backed numerous botanical expeditions.® This dissertation is,
therefore, an attempt to establish the “Galvez era” as a historical periodization of its own

in the history of colonial Spanish America, meaning the period from 1765 to 1787 during

2 Although | have never interacted with inhabitants of the Ha'apai Islands of Tonga in Oceania, | am sure
they will be surprised if | told them that in the 1780s Spanish explorer Francisco Antonio Mourelle
baptized their archipelago as the Galvez Islands.

® Very early in his career as a colonial bureaucrat, Galvez became a patron for scientists, thus in 1769 he
supported the astronomical observations of Joaquin Veldzquez de Ledn, a remarkable Mexican scientist.
For more on this astronomer, refer to Alexander von Humboldt, Essai politique sur le royaume de la
Nouvelle Espagne, vol. 1 (Paris: Schoell, 1811).



which the Andalusian minister held a position of power in the Spanish colonial
government. Gélvez, however, is not a popular historical figure precisely because of the
grayish shroud of paper and dust that covers bureaucracies in general.* For me, Gélvez is
the quintessential bureaucrat for the impressive amount of official documents he
produced, which, frustratingly, contrasts sharply with his few surviving personal papers.
Sailing through the Spanish Empire—the vast territory from today’s British
Columbia to Cape Horn, and beyond the Pacific Ocean to the Philippines—with the
biography of a man as the vessel’s mast, this dissertation does drop anchors regularly at
the ports of New Spain. There is no doubt that the bureaucratic career of Galvez had a
more compelling influence on the economic and political restructuring of eighteenth-
century Mexico than on other Spanish American territories. For generations, his general
inspection (or visita general, from 1765 to 1771) of New Spain (modern Mexico) has
captured the attention of historians and even the imagination of novelists. The legendary,
wide-ranging discretionary powers delegated to Galvez by King Charles I1l loom large in
both historical and fictional portrayals of the visitor-general. For historian Héctor
Hernandez, Gélvez’s efforts to reform the administration and economy of Bourbon
Mexico can be compared with the nineteenth- and twentieth-century programs of forced

modernization designed by dictator Porfirio Diaz (1876-1911) and President Carlos

* Among historians, however, the mentioning of Galvez’s name may unleash passions. Mexican scholar
Felipe Castro, for example, dedicated one of his books to “the memory of the men and women that were
exiled, jailed, mutilated, hanged, and quartered by orders of Jos¢ de Galvez,” referring to the minister’s
ruthless repression of the popular rebellions of 1767 in New Spain; see his Nueva ley y nuevo rey: reformas
borbdnicas y rebelion popular en Nueva Espafia (Zamora: El Colegio de Michoacén-Universidad Nacional
Autonoma de México-Instituto de Investigaciones Historicas, 1996). In contrast, Spanish historians of the
old school write about Galvez with nationalistic pride, eclipsing the possibilities for intellectual debate and
criticism; such is the tone of Luis Navarro Garcia’s introduction to his Don José de Géalvez y la
Comandancia General de las Provincias Internas del Norte de Nueva Espafia (Seville: Consejo Superior
de Investigaciones Cientificas, 1964).



Salinas de Gortari (1988-1994). For his part, Mexican novelist Agustin Ramos states that
this eighteenth-century official may be regarded as the most powerful authority to be
found in the history of Mexico.” When one takes into account Géalvez’s bureaucratic
career, this penchant for anachronistic comparisons and hyperbole is understandable.
Intellectual interest in his inspection of New Spain continues because the reforms he later
imposed on other regions of Spanish America, as minister of the Indies, were first
conceived or applied locally during this period; it is thus surprising that the most
complete historical account of this period in his life continues to be Herbert Ingram
Priestley’s José de Gélvez, Visitor-general of New Spain, published back in 1916. One
scholarly rationale for expanding my research in the future is to address precisely this
question; that is, how Galvez’s experience during the visita general became a laboratory
for the later reproduction of colonial administrative knowledge during his years as head
of the Spanish colonial office. My dissertation already provides hints at the answer to this
larger question.

Among the key findings of my research is that, during the visita general, Galvez
started to build a network of close collaborators that two decades later had been
transformed into a dense governmental system of personal relationships extending across
the hemispheres, with him at the center. Patronage and nepotism became hallmarks of
Galvez’s appointment practices and administrative activities. Many members of his
family, friends, people from his hometown and region (Méalaga and Andalusia), and

collaborators he met during his inspection of New Spain benefited from public posts

® Héctor Cuauhtémoc Hernandez Silva, La expedicion del visitador José de Galvez al Septentrion
Novohispano, 1768-1770, o, La locura de la modernidad (Hermosillo: Universidad de Sonora, 2000), 40,
and Agustin Ramos, La visita: Un suefio de la razén (Mexico City: Océano, 2000), 77.



conferred by him. Among his most nakedly nepotistic moves was the positioning of his
brother Matias in 1783, and then his nephew Bernardo in 1784, in one of the highest
offices in the Empire: as viceroys of New Spain, the richest of the Spanish overseas
possessions. His network of protégés reproduced itself on diverse levels and in different
sites of the colonial regime. To recognize the participants, density, and internal dynamics
of this social network has been one of the challenges faced by this research.

There are some problematic issues, however, regarding Galvez’s appointment
practices. He was a self-touted enemy of corruption. In effect, in his writings he
vehemently denounced—and then punished at every opportunity—all sorts of
bureaucratic shenanigans, Atlantic and Pacific networks of smuggling, cases of
embezzlement at the expense of the royal treasury, and even instances of favoritism and
nepotism. His official reports, treatises, personal and official correspondence, and even
his actions in the form of public policy pronouncements or actual bureaucratic decision-
making, reveal a constant preoccupation with the multiple ways in which corruption
corroded the structures of the Spanish Empire. On the other hand, not all his dependents,
relatives, or protégés necessarily became inefficient and corrupt as officials. In 1780, for
example, Galvez named Ramon Posada royal attorney for exchequer affairs of New
Spain. A nephew by marriage of Galvez’s brother Matias, Posada became so renowned
for his honesty that even Father Servando Teresa de Mier, a famous creole ideologue of
Mexican patriotism and future participant in the independence movement, praised him for
his integrity. Such was the ambiguous nature of corruption in the eighteenth century that
a nepotistic appointment could produce efficient results in the public administration of

the colonies. The selection of Posada (as well as of other positions filled by Galvez) was



originally meant to function efficiently because of the appointee’s very relationship to
Gélvez. Because Bourbon reformers first exposed, then weakened, and sought to
overhaul long-established colonial state institutions, various levels of Spanish American
society tenaciously opposed their measures. Galvez’s novel guidelines in effect inevitably
clashed with several sectors of colonial society, from powerful, old commercial interests
such as the merchant guild or Consulado of Mexico City, who used all legal means
available to avert institutional change, to violent, massive reactions to taxation policies by
indigenous peoples like the Tupac Amaru and TUpac Catari rebellions in the Andean
highlands of modern Peru and Bolivia in 1780-1783. Under such tense political
circumstances, Galvez employed traditional practices, such as nepotism and patronage, to
form a responsive bureaucracy able to force imperial modernization on a colonial system
that resisted change.

Galvez’s biased appointment system and his parallel resolve to fight
governmental corruption at the moment of structural imperial reforms were not just the
products of individual opportunism or political cynicism. Both his behavior and that of
lower-level bureaucrats outside the formal legal-institutional context took place in an
informal order in which political favoritism was widespread. The Spanish domination
over the New World had in theory always been an extraordinarily legalistic arrangement.
Decrees and regulations mandated from higher offices in distant Spain, however,
frequently encountered resistance, noncompliance, or evasion in the Americas and the
Philippines, especially at the local levels of government. When Bourbon reformers tried
to impose their new laws, policies, and ideals in order to create a more rational,

centralized, defensible, and profitable imperial state, they encountered a colonial society



habituated to disobey. This culture of noncompliance was deeply embedded in colonial
relationships negotiated before Galvez’s generation of Bourbon statesmen came to
power.® The study of José de Galvez’s bureaucratic career illuminates how the jostling
between the informal order and the growth of the modern imperial state (with its new
normative principles and expanded, rationalized bureaucracy) was mediated by an
individual in charge of top-level decision-making.

State institutions become especially vulnerable at the moment of structural
reforms, a circumstance that puts executive agents in a risky and exposed position given
the unforeseeable outcomes such transformations might produce. Acting in a context
where evasion of imperial mandates was common, and as head of the colonial office,
Galvez considered the strength and cohesion of his network of client-relatives to
represent a reliable vehicle to exchange crucial, costly, and potentially unreliable
information. Moreover, through patronage and nepotism Géalvez could control a situation
that required close cooperation across vast distances among trusted allies, such as can be
found within the family (or hometown) circle. From the perspective of the imperial
administration, therefore, a tight-knit network of colonial officials became a secure and
necessary instrument of governance. Here, the logic of the Galvez-directed system of
social-bureaucratic relationships is analyzed through a thick prosopography. Recent
historiography has suggested that the Bourbon Reforms did not signify a rupture with the

older Habsburg forms of Spanish imperialism, thus contravening David Brading’s

® The ambivalent attitude of colonial Spanish American government officials (from viceroys to audiencia
judges to local administrators) toward orders coming from the Crown summarized in the formula obedezco
pero no cumplo—I obey but | do not execute—that was used to delay, dispute, or suspend the
implementation of a royal mandate. John Leddy Phelan discusses the legal origins and practical uses of this
bureaucratic tradition in his “Authority and Flexibility in the Spanish Imperial Bureaucracy,”
Administrative Science Quarterly 5, no. 1 (1960): 47-65.



famous 1971 essay, “Revolution in Government.”’

My study of a leading eighteenth-
century statesman and his entourage recuperates the historical actors’ political
commitment to institutional change through a more intimate and mundane view of
Bourbon reformists: how and what they communicated, what they worried about, how
they confronted political adversaries, what their fundamental ideas and conceptions about
politics and reform were, etc. On the whole, their mission was Quixotic, but they were
fully invested in it and, not surprisingly, most of Galvez’s favorites became
overspecialized colonial officers. Thus, from 1765 to 1787 Galvez and his network of
protegés functioned as a hinge that sustained a large, heavy gate composed of the most
variegated non-Western societies, attached to a common and ominously feeble edifice,
imperial Spain.

For career bureaucrats like Galvez, the extended family contributed toward
achieving administrative ends and also to gaining and accumulating social and material
privileges. The Andalusian minister became a wealthy man, after all, and evidence
indicates that a great part of his fortune originated in the New World. For example, after
his general inspection of New Spain, José de Galvez supported the creation of the
Mexican Mining Guild, a fairly autonomous body in which miners would have the upper
hand in the decision-making process concerning their economic activities; in turn, the
miners of New Spain granted him an annual pension for life of four thousand pesos—a
far from negligible amount. In 1776 one of his critics, Francisco Carrasco, the Marqués
de la Corona, noted that as head of the colonial office the Malaguefio was the best paid

minister of Charles I1I; he also mentioned that in his recent wedding ceremony, Galvez’s

" David. A. Brading, Miners and Merchants in Bourbon Mexico, 1763-1810 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1971), 31-92.



young bride had exhibited jewels the like of which had never before been seen in
Madrid.® Even more suggestive was a concession granted to Galvez by the king in 1779
linked to a type of corruption, smuggling. By this privilege, the Ministry of the Indies
would receive one third of the cash gained from the sale of confiscated contraband goods
in the Spanish Empire, funds at the entire disposition of the minister.? On top of that, in
1785 Galvez obtained another incentive to fight illicit commerce from his office, this
time of a more personal nature. As superintendant-general of the royal treasury of the
Indies he would receive one fourth of the total value of contrabanded goods confiscated
by the imperial state retroactively beginning in 1777. Years after his death his widow was
still collecting the money from this concession.'® In these examples it is difficult to assess
with precision whether there was a line that separated personal and public interests, or if
these were conflated. A measured study of Galvez’s life helps explain his complex
relationship with the phenomenon of corruption.

Through the methods of a historian, and the creative use of concepts absorbed
from other disciplines, | have unearthed from archival documents what corruption meant
for eighteenth-century Bourbon decision-makers, and to what extent an ideal of “good
government” or “clean” governance was part of the political debate and agenda
throughout this era. Were patronage and nepotism particularly characteristic of the

Galvez clan? Or were extensive networks of personal loyalty a logical expression of

® Francisco Carrasco (Marqués de la Corona) to (José Martinez de) Viergol, 13 Mar. 1776, AHN, Estado,
leg. 3211.

® For an example of this decree in circular-letter form, see Galvez to the intendant of Buenos Aires,
Aranjuez, 6 May 1779, BRAH, 9/1763. Indeed, the money was explicitly destined for ministerial affairs but
Galvez could decide its allocation and he usually had it deposited in his personal account; AGI, Indiferente
General, leg. 1834.

10 AGI, Ultramar, leg. 836.
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eighteenth-century political culture at the moment of implementing a public policy or
developing a bureaucratic career? Several documentary collections in Europe and Latin
America and, especially, Spanish archives and libraries became my guide to answering
these questions. Seville’s General Archive of the Indies was the center of my fieldwork in
2008. Before this experience, in late 2007, | also carried out a short reconnaissance of the
sources related to Galvez’s networks of protégés working in the administration of the
viceroyalties of Peru, New Granada, and the River Plate—a vast territory that
encompasses today’s Spanish South American countries. This tour involved the national
archives of Peru, Bolivia, and Argentina. At the center of this work is a focus on his
official visit to New Spain but I also develop a cross-regional comparison of the routine
patterns of administration which, as minister of the Indies, Galvez applied to different
areas of Spanish America. In early 2009 I collected more documentary evidence in
Mexico City.

This dissertation has two parts. The first of these main sections (chapters one to
three) deals extensively with a particular form of political network dynamics surrounding
José de Galvez’s career as an imperial reformer, namely, patronage and nepotism. The
second part relates to the material dividends Galvez could harvest from being a major
participant in Spain’s efforts to modernize its colonial system. In Part One of the
dissertation, entitled “All the Minister’s Men,” chapters one and two are devoted to
patronage. Chapter One is a first approach to José de Galvez’s networks of patronage.
Using a wide-angle perspective, this chapter examines the density of the social
connections Galvez maintained and created during his general inspection of New Spain.

Chapter Two functions as a zoom lens to focus on a case study that reveals a full-face
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portrait of what was discussed in the antecedent chapter. It deals exclusively with the
relationship between Galvez and Pedro Antonio de Cossio, a Spanish merchant resident
in Veracruz. In Chapter Three | discuss nepotism—the topic that brought me into this
research. This chapter not only talks about the Galvez family in power, but also about
how people from their hometown and province in Andalusia benefited from the family’s
strong links with the New World. Part Two, “How to Reform an Empire (and Make a
Fortune in the Process),” includes chapters four and five and is devoted to Galvez’s
material (or economic) life before and after imperial politics defined his career and
allowed him to gain and accumulate social and material privileges.

There should be little doubt that political culture in the Spanish colonial world
deserves serious attention from historians. Although the importance of understanding
how the abuse of public trust has taken place historically is self-evident, this research
provides significant explanations to long-asked scholarly questions about the ways in
which Spanish colonialism determined (or not) certain practices of governance in the
independent Spanish American successor states, where corruption has continued to be a
pervasive problem in public life. In addition, the study of the particularities of Galvez’s
bureaucratic career and his role as executive agent of the Bourbon Reforms necessarily
conveys a re-assessment of the elusive nature of the phenomenon of reformism in
general. Galvez’s rich historical legacy is a guarantee that my dissertation turned into a
book will be attractive for many readers. Taken as a whole, my work contributes to the
underdeveloped fields of the history of Spanish colonial political culture, the history of

corruption in the past, and the history of state reform in Latin America.
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All the Minister’s Men: Patronage and Nepotism
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Chapter 1

All the Minister’s Men: The Origins of José de Galvez’s Networks of Patronage in

the General Inspection of New Spain®

Introduction
1776: a year remembered for the thirteen North American colonies’ decision to
initiate the violent repudiation of British rule. The date thus serves as one of the early

2 More

markers of a period frequently identified by scholars as the “Age of Revolution.
often than not, historians of this era leave Spain and its empire in the Americas out of the
revolutionary equation.® Yet during the decade or so before and after this iconic year, the
largest empire at the dawn of the modern age was immersed in a self-administered
attempt to change the ways in which the state, the economy, and society functioned.
Precisely in 1776 a seemingly minor movement in the higher echelons of the Spanish

imperial government had major consequences. With the arrival of José de Galvez at the

Ministry of the Indies in March of 1776, Spain tightened her grip over her colonies with a

! Title based on the 1946 novel by Robert Penn Warren—A!l the King’s Men—about a corrupt governor in
the state of Louisiana in the 1930s. The central character is arguably modeled after real governor, Huey
Long. Warren got his title from a famous nineteenth-century nursery rhyme about an anthropomorphized
egg called “Humpty Dumpty.” I presented an earlier version of this chapter at the 13th Meeting of
Historians from Mexico, the United States, and Canada held in Querétaro, Mexico in October 2010.

Z Introduced originally by Robert Palmer (The Age of Democratic Revolution, 1959) and reiterated a decade
later by Eric Hobsbawm (The Age of Revolution, 1969), scholars have used this periodization to explain
historical developments in the North Atlantic world, roughly from the 1750s to the 1850s, especially in
relation to the events surrounding the French and American Revolutions up until the late 1840s European
revolutions.

¥ Recently, the Age of Revolution, a rather “Western-centric” nomenclature, has been applied to Latin
American history—a practice not free from controversy. For a thoughtful discussion on the usefulness (or
uselessness) of this periodization see Eric Van Young, “Conclusion—Was There an Age of Revolution in
Spanish America?,” in State and Society in Spanish America during the Age of Revolution, ed. Victor M.
Uribe-Uran (Wilmington: Scholarly Resources Inc., 2001), 219-246; and for a thorough rejection of its
utilization, see Sinclair Thomson, We Alone Will Rule: Native Andean Politics in the Age of Insurgency
(Madison: The University of Wisconsin Press, 2002), 6-12.

13
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project of reform that finally achieved a decisive and coherent tone. During his extremely
dynamic administration of Spanish colonial affairs, Galvez dictated innumerable policies
that inevitably changed Spain’s relationship with her overseas territories. In the year 1776
alone, Spanish Americans witnessed sweeping transformations in the ways they related to
the imperial state. One of these changes was a veritable “geographical revolution.” In that
year Galvez proclaimed the creation of new administrative territories, the most important
of which was probably the new viceroyalty of the Rio de la Plata (modern Argentina); but
he also created an intendancy in Caracas (modern Venezuela), and the Comandancia
General of the Interior Provinces of New Spain.* Other changes in 1776 did not involve
territorial innovations but the expansion of the existing Spanish colonial bureaucratic
system. Galvez ordered an increase in the number of seats in the Audiencias (high courts)
of all capitals—a measure that resulted in the appointment of more judges and one regent
for each court. Trying to reproduce his own past experience as visitor-general of New
Spain, the hyperactive minister also dispatched a general inspection team to the second
most important colonial territory, the Viceroyalty of Peru.

For the new and enlarged administrations the Spanish crown required an army of
royal officials. In his first year at the Ministry of the Indies, one of Galvez’s main
activities was dispensing many of these numerous appointments.® Even if not all of them

can be attributed to Galvez’s personal patronage—since some new and relocated officials

* The Comandancia survived for 45 years. It was a new administrative territory that first unified the
provinces of California, Sinaloa, Sonora and New Biscay, and later incorporated those of New Mexico,
Coahuila, and Texas; see Luis Navarro Garcia, Don José de Galvez y la Comandancia General de las
Provincias Internas del norte de Nueva Espafa (Seville: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas,
1964).

® Although it is difficult to trace the total number of appointments in 1776, from a simple comparison
between legajos it is possible to discern an increase in “appointment activities” during that year; review of
files related to titles to office in Spanish America during Charles III’s reign in AGS, Direccion General del
Tesoro (hereafter DGS), Inventarios 2 (leg. 69) and 24 (legs. 183, 184, and 185).
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were protégés of other Spanish statesmen—many of these nominations reveal that the
minister was relying on people he already knew well. To cite an example, Galvez
recommended José Antonio de Areche for the delicate position of visitor-general of Peru.
Areche had been known to the minister since 1766, when they met in Mexico City during
Galvez’s own visitation of New Spain.6 Galvez helped promote Areche’s bureaucratic
career, and at least for a while Areche proved in return a valuable ally in the process of
reform.” As a man able to dispense patronage in the form of government posts, salaries,
and other honors and privileges, and in the midst of a contested process of institutional
change such as that caused by the Bourbon Reforms, Galvez needed men he could trust.
At the same time an implicit dilemma probably made the minister hesitate before each
instance of recruitment. Besides loyalty, his recruits had to provide evidence of some
degree of expertise; after all, they were about to deal with delicate matters of state. In all,
if Galvez’s choices in allocating government patronage were wise, they would generate
stability for his project of reform; if unwise, the fall of his favorites would certainly bring
on political turbulence endangering his policies as well as his ministry. Furthermore, for
the Andalusian minister it was necessary to take into account the distribution of power

and authority within the imperial state in a way that would not undermine his own

® A native from the province of Biscay, José Antonio de Areche arrived in Mexico City in 1766; he was
travelling on his way to Manila as appointed judge to the main audiencia in the Philippines. Areche made
such a positive impression on Viceroy Marqués de Croix and José de Gélvez that he was stopped and
prompted to occupy the vacant office of fiscal (state attorney) of the Mexican audiencia. Areche’s
performance as fiscal of both civil and criminal affairs stood out and even Viceroy Antonio de Bucareli (an
opponent of Galvez’s reforms) praised him for his work.

"As visitor of Peru, Areche quickly won powerful enemies, including the viceroy, who managed to bring
him down in 1782; in his performance as general-inspector, however, he showed loyalty to Galvez by
following his instructions and plans of reform to the letter. Galvez named a substitute visitor-general in
place of Areche. The destitute inspector general of Peru ended his life as member of the prestigious Council
of the Indies in Madrid but always harassed by the political enemies he won during his visita. The
relationship between Gélvez and Areche deserves more attention. The classic work on the Areche
Visitation only shows glimpses of it; see Vicente Palacio Atard, “Areche y Guirior: Observaciones sobre el
fracaso de una visita al Pera,” Anuario de Estudios Americanos 3, (1946): 269-376.
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position in a political context in which many (Spanish Americans and Spaniards alike)
stood against reform. So, how did Galvez build his administration of the Americas? How
did he create his extensive network of patronage?

The visita general or general inspection of New Spain from 1765 to 1771 is a
good place to start. It is important to recall that for Bourbon society in Mexico generally,
the Galvez Visitation represented the imperial state’s assault upon the relative autonomy
they had enjoyed for decades. Galvez’s first experience in colonial administration not
only affected the internal equilibriums of Mexican society, but also marked his own life
and future career in a variety of ways. In colonial Mexico he met people who would be
his followers (some of them for life); he savored power and the power of influence;
lastly, the position gave him visibility in Spanish politics and thus functioned as a
springboard for his future success. Shortly before Galvez became minister of the Indies,
and certainly as part of the spreading ripples that his actions as visitor-general provoked,
an interesting anonymous document was circulating in Madrid after 1776. The paper
warned that, “Galvez has destroyed more than he has built... [H]is destructive hand is
going to prepare the greatest revolution in the American Empire.”® In this chapter |
present an initial approach to all the minister’s men, a sampler of thumbnail sketches that
shows who these people were and how they related to and served Galvez, first in New
Spain and then elsewhere. In short, this chapter offers a deeper understanding of how the

perceived “destructive hand” of José de Galvez worked by focusing on his “thumb and

& Anonymous, “Apuntes sucintos y practicas de la América Espaiiola,” AGI, Estado, leg. 42, N. 3, undated.
Brading attributes this paper to the years 1775-1776 but the fact that it mentions some of the reforms
Gélvez introduced in 1776 and the American Revolution suggests it was written ca. 1777; David A.
Brading, Miners and Merchants in Bourbon Mexico, 1763-1810 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1971), 38-39.
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fingers,” that is, those men who were central for the minister’s official mission in

Mexico.

Brief Notes on Historiography and on the Concept of Patronage

Since the mid-1970s, Enrique Florescano and Isabel Gil Sanchez underlined the
importance of studying the less known actions of many high imperial functionaries
operating in New Spain and as examples they cited men of Galvez such as “Ramon de
Posada (royal attorney for exchequer affairs), José Fernando Mangino (mint
superintendant), Fausto de Elhuyar (director of the Mining School), and the intendants
and provincial governors.” According to them, these men consciously transformed into
policies the new ideas of the Enlightenment, sometimes provoking serious public
conflicts and even at the cost of great personal crises.’ For decades, historians have
generally ignored the call of Florescano and Gil Sanchez, and they have rarely paid
attention to Galvez’s burcaucratic appointment practices. A major exception is Linda
Salvucci’s “Costumbres viejas, ‘hombres nuevos:’ José de Galvez y la burocracia fiscal
novohispana, 1754-1800,” published in 1983 in Historia Mexicana. In this fairly well-
known article, the author attempts to demystify a vision nurtured through generations of
historical scholarship since it was introduced by H. I. Priestley in his classic 1916 book

on the general inspection of New Spain. Basically, her objective is to tear down the statue

% Enrique Florescano and Isabel Gil Sanchez, “La época de las reformas borbonicas y el crecimiento
econémico 1750-1808,” In Historia General de México, 4th ed. (Mexico City: El Colegio de México,
1998), 1:585. Of the functionaries cited by the authors, we know more about Posada thanks to Vicente
Rodriguez Garcia’s El fiscal de real hacienda en Nueva Espafia: Don Ramon de Posada y Soto, 1781-1793
(Oviedo: Secretariado de Publicaciones de la Universidad de Oviedo, 1986).
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of Galvez as an efficient and progressive administrator.™ Salvucci focuses on the case of
the sales tax reform initiated a decade before the Galvez Visitation and on the visita
general team’s official inspection of the customs house in Mexico City.™ She mentions
that the visitor-general’s major criterion in recruiting his “new men” not surprisingly was
their loyalty to his and the Crown’s interests. She stresses, however, that Galvez tolerated
“old customs” like his appointees’ engagement in corrupt practices, and their tendency to
merge with local interests through marriages and joint ventures. Salvucci’s findings give
credence to certain common notions about Galvez’s bureaucratic appointment routines,
such as his marked preference for Andalusians. By examining through the lens of
patronage other sectors of the colonial administration in the times of the visita general
and later, however, | have developed a more complex picture that gives nuance to her
arguments. Let us take two examples. First, not all the members of Galvez’s entourage
came from the same region in Spain as the visitor-general. Second, Salvucci repeatedly
accuses Galvez of not understanding that the prevalent low wages of colonial bureaucrats
produced a need for “financial supplements” usually obtained through practices
associated with corruption. As this chapter shows, Galvez was a munificent patron, and
perhaps because of his men’s decent wages and added honors they could marry locally
into wealthy families and engage in profitable business. An analysis that is sensitive to
the prevailing political culture, to the deep-rooted patterns of behavior and belief about

how politics worked and the ways of constructing political relationships and bureaucratic

19 L inda K. Salvucci, “Costumbres viejas, ‘hombres nuevos:” José de Galvez y la burocracia fiscal
novohispana, 1754-1800,” Historia Mexicana 33, no. 2 (1983): 224-264, and for the classic work on the
general-visitation: H. I. Priestley, José de Gélvez, Visitor-general of New Spain (1765-1771) (Philadelphia:
Porcupine Press, 1980; first published 1916 by University of California Press).

11| refer to the group of a dozen or so bureaucrats that supported Gélvez during the general inspection of
New Spain as the “visita general team.”
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careers, all in the context of institutional change, seems a good approach to breathe new
life back into the study of “old customs and new men.”

Unlike social anthropologists, political sociologists, and political scientists,
historians have been more cautious (or suspicious) in treating patronage as a historical
phenomenon with sufficient autonomy of its own to become a central topic of research.*?
Patronage is a central component of political culture in the Iberian world,*® and as a
concept it can help us to make some sense of Galvez’s strategies of political association.
Patronage in its broadest sense is a type of social relationship with three basic
components: reciprocity, inequality, and intimacy. Patronage involves a reciprocal
exchange of resources (money, land, security, government posts, honors, loyalty,
information, knowledge, contracts, licenses, votes and other types of partisan support)
among (usually) two individuals; pressures of supply and demand condition the intensity
and longevity of the bargain. The hierarchical or unequal characteristic of patronage
means that one of these individuals (the patron) has more power than the other (the

client) and can determine the nature of the exchange; the degree of unevenness varies and

12 A rapid search in J-stor of the word “patronage” in titles of articles in the Hispanic American Historical
Review (HAHR, from 1918 to 1999) shows only three results: these are all reviews of books on patronage
(two on Brazil and one on Mexico). A search for the word “clientelism,” shows no articles and only two
book reviews, one of a theoretical book and the other on Colombia. A search in the American Historical
Review, 1895-2004, results in 43 entries, of which there are only two articles dealing with patronage, and
the rest are book reviews (most of the examined works are on Europe and the U.S. and those about Latin
America coincide with the ones reviewed in HAHR). In a search for the words “patron” and “clientelism”
in the same academic journal, 1 only found a book review for each. | understand that titles may not reflect
the theme of an article but this exercise serves as a point to illustrate that historians have not been
particularly interested in the subject up until the last decade. Indeed we have examples of recent works
focused precisely on eighteenth-century Spanish American politics, see for example, Victor Peralta Ruiz,
Patrones, clientes y amigos: el poder burocrdtico indiano en la Esparia del siglo XVIII (Madrid: Consejo
Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas, 2006) and Christoph Rosenmidiller, Patrons, Partisans, and Palace
Intrigues: The Court Society of Colonial Mexico 1702-1710 (Calgary: University of Calgary Press, 2008).
3 For a longue durée survey of Iberian political culture see Howard Wiarda, The Soul of Latin America:
The Cultural and Political Tradition (New Haven, CT and London: Yale University Press, 2001).
Patronage, however, is not ascribed to one region of the world or to one period in history.
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only in extreme cases the patron may coerce the client, who then will not be free to
decide whether to enter or leave the deal. Patronage is intimate because it involves a
personal selection on the part of the patron amongst members of his (or her) entourage,
and the language of patronage includes protestations of loyalty, appreciation, and even
affection.™

A social science definition of patronage is the “granting of offices, employment,
contracts, franchises, licenses, and other special favors to allies.”*® In effect, the
discretional allocation of public offices is probably the first image that comes to mind
when thinking about patronage, yet the fact is that it is an ampler concept with deeper
implications for society. In 1737, the dictionary of the Royal Spanish Academy defined
patron as defensor, protector or amparador. As J.M. Bourne notes, English dictionaries
from 1755 to our days have related “patronage” (by humans, saints, and gods) to
protection, benefaction, sponsorship, and/or guardianship.*® Thus, when one of Galvez’s
favorites, Fernando José Mangino, wrote him a secret (reservada) letter in 1787 asking
for the king’s permission to marry, he addressed the minister as “my venerable sir and
loving protector.”"” Therefore patronage is a diffuse social phenomenon with two

dimensions: one cultural (patronage as a common, accepted means of social protection)

14 Patronage has been defined as a “lopsided friendship,” a nice, short definition that clearly evokes the
elements of inequality and intimacy; see Julian A. Pitt-Rivers, The People of the Sierra, 2nd ed. (Chicago:
The University of Chicago Press, 1971), 140. My reflections on the reciprocal, unequal, and intimate
character of patronage come from reading J. M. Bourne, Patronage and Society in Nineteenth-Century
England (London: Edward Arnold, 1986), 1-11, and Simona Piattoni, “Clientelism in Historical and
Comparative Perspective,” in Clientelism, Interests, and Democratic Representation. The European
Experience in Historical and Comparative Perspective, ed. Simona Piattoni (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2001), 1-29.

15 Craig J. Calhoun, Dictionary of Social Sciences (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), s.v.
“patronage.”

1% Bourne, Patronage and Society in Nineteenth-Century England, 4.

7 Fernando José Mangino to José de Galvez, Mexico City, 27 May 1787, AGS, Secretaria de Guerra, leg.
7221, my emphasis.
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and one political (patronage as the distribution of offices). | turn now to our case of study
to test the strengths and limitations of patronage as a means to explain Galvez’s
relationships with his men and to demonstrate that by 1776 he had managed to build
veritable networks of patronage located across the hemispheres.'® But first let me take a
brief detour to show that Galvez’s bureaucratic success was a product of patronage too;

this will place this practice as a reference point in his political horizon.

Visitor-General Galvez as a Product of Patronage

Available primary sources and secondary literature cannot explain with precision
how José de Galvez captured the attention of Spain’s top ministers of state (and
ultimately Charles III’s) to become visitor-general of New Spain. After learning about his
impressive legacy in the colonial administration from 1765 to 1787, it is difficult to
believe that he was not the Spanish king’s first choice for the post, but his third. 9 Even
though the reason why he was chosen as visitor-general of New Spain in 1765 is obscure,
from the little we know of his previous personal and professional life it is possible to
infer that he reached that momentous point in his career thanks to patronage too. It thus
seems appropriate to start a discussion of Galvez’s brand of patronage by highlighting his
origins as a politically influential historical figure in the same type of interpersonal

relation.

18 \Very recently, Mexican and Spanish scholars have developed a battery of studies on social networks, but
the majority of these refer to early modern merchants and their commercial enterprises; see for example
Antonio Ibarra and Guillermina del Valle Pavon Redes Sociales e instituciones comerciales en el imperio
espafiol, siglos XVII a XIX (Mexico City: UNAM-Instituto Mora, 2007) and a special issue of Historia
Mexicana 56, 3 (2007) dedicated to the same topic.

19 When the Crown decided to send a visitor-general to New Spain in 1763, the first nominee declined
without delay the offer to carry out such a thorny task. The Crown practically forced the second choice,
Francisco de Armona, intendant of Murcia, to accept the position but he died at sea. Account in Priestley,
José de Gélvez, 133-134.



22

H. L. Priestley’s biographical sketch of Galvez tells the story of Bishop Diego
Gonzalez de Toro from Malaga touring the mountainous, arid Andalusian region that
surrounds Macharaviaya, and taking the child José de Galvez to receive education under
his protection. Macharaviaya was (and is) a very small village where the old and noble
Galvez family enjoyed social status but suffered from financial inanition.?’ When Toro
was appointed Bishop of Cuenca, Spain, Galvez became the protégé of his successor in
Malaga, Bishop Gaspar de Molina y Oviedo. Molina’s recommendation allowed Galvez
to enter university to study law. Thus, thanks to the patronage of his bishop-sponsors he
turned into a letrado [a lawyer]. King Ferdinand VI named Gaspar de Molina president of
the Council of Castilla in 1742. No doubt the promotion of his patron allowed young
Galvez to have a first contact with the Spanish court.

In 1750 Galvez married Luisa Lucia Romet y Pichelin, the daughter of a French
couple. His marriage, his knowledge of French, and his own merits as a lawyer earned
him a position among the “French coterie at Madrid.”** At some point he became legal
councilor of the French ambassador.?? We also know that up until late 1764, he was a
lawyer of the Royal Councils and perhaps from this position he specialized in
representing foreign interests. No doubt his French connections gave him visibility at the

Court and the minister of State of Charles Il1, the Marqués de Grimaldi, made him his

20 Research in Malaguefio archives by historian Soledad Santos Arrébola has demonstrated that this story of
the Bishop tour is not unfounded; see her La proyeccion de un ministro ilustrado en Malaga: José de
Galvez (Mélaga: Publicaciones de la Universidad de Malaga-Obra Social y Cultural Caja Sur, 1999), 30;
and for Priestley’s biographical sketch, see his, José de Galvez , pp. 1-12.

2! priestley, José de Galvez, 4. More on Galvez’s marriage with Luisa Lucia Romet y Pichelin in chapter 4.
22 For some authors, it was the Marquis d’Ossun who recommended Galvez to the post of visitor-general of
New Spain; see Maria Isabel Pérez de Colosia Rodriguez, “Rasgos biograficos de una familia ilustrada,” in
Los Gélvez de Macharaviaya, ed. José Miguel Morales Folgera, Maria Isabel Pérez de Colosia Rodriguez,
Marion Reder Gadow, and Siro Villas Tinoco (Méalaga: Junta de Andalucia-Consejeria de Cultura y Medio
Ambiente-Asesoria Quinto Centenario-Benedito Editores, 1991), 45.
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secretary around 1763. During this nebulous era in Galvez’s biography a story in which
he obtains direct patronage from the king emerged: according to this popular account, the
lawyer defended brilliantly a foreign business house in a lawsuit against the state. The
case gained such notoriety that Charles 111 summoned him and questioned Galvez about
his temerity in confronting the Crown, to which the lawyer replied: “Sefior, antes que el
rey, esta la ley.”?® This was his springboard to “high patronage.”

The king’s bestowal of patronage upon Galvez may be crucial even if the bold
response of the Andalusian letrado never happened. The truth is that a structural type of
patronage characterized Charles III’s reign: a sort of new “enlightened patronage” of an
imperial administration now turned to recruiting men of modest origins and provincial
extraction.* Several of Charles I1I’s ministers of state were not members of the old
aristocratic families who had served the Crown in both Spain and the Americas for
centuries; some of the most prominent of them—Floridablanca, Campomanes, and
Galvez—were manteistas. The manteistas were university graduates in law of noble but
humble families that did not (or could not) attend the six colegios mayores of Alcald,
Salamanca, and Valladolid, bastions for the education of the sons of the grandees of
Spain.”® One unequivocal show of the Crown’s new enlightened patronage was the

creation of a civil order in 1772: the knights of the Cross of Charles 111, whose motto was

28 «Sir, the law is greater than the King;” Priestley, José de Galvez, 4-5 and n. 4, says this is part of the
cherished local stories of Macharaviaya. When | visited Macharaviaya with a group of scholars interested
in Galvez in 2006, the town mayor told us the same story.

% MacLachlan argues that this trend initiated earlier, during Ferdinand VI’s reign, as an idea of the
Marqués de Ensenada in 1751. According to this author, Ensenada believed that the manteistas (university
graduates who had not attended the colegios mayores) were more prone to the new ideas of reform, and
would serve as a counterbalancing tool against traditionalists; see Colin M. MacLachlan, Spain’s Empire in
the New World. The Role of Ideas in Institutional and Social Change (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1988), 88.

% Brading, The First America. The Spanish Monarchy, Creole Patriots, and the Liberal State 1492-1867
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), 478.



24

“Per virtue et merito.” Indeed, this new patronage would cause the first advances of the
meritocratic middle class. José de Galvez was among the first to receive this cross in the
same year the order was created, and some of the men that worked for him eventually
became knights of the Order of Charles I11 too. The rest of the chapter will show how

Gélvez became a patron himself.

The Visita General Team: A Step for Long-Lasting Patronage

Galvez conducted his general inspection of New Spain supported by an “official
family” (as H. L. Priestley calls this group) of secretaries, lawyers, accountants, and other
minor bureaucrats such as clerks or scribes.?® The visitor-general’s dependientes (as the
members of the inspection team are called in documents) were responsible for the day-to-
day business of the visita, and in distant geographical areas they conducted the inspection
in Galvez’s name, as his surrogates. Officially they were state personnel like the visitor-
general himself. This would suggest that they could have been chosen by a “higher
patron” that appointed the whole team, from Galvez to the humbler scribe. Evidence
hints, however, that some of them had a previous relationship with Galvez or, in other
words, that the visitor-general had a hand in choosing his own dependientes. On 11
March 1765 the Marqués de Esquilache (minister of War and Treasury and the statesman
most involved in the launching of the visita general) sent to Julian de Arriaga, the
minister of the Indies, the names of the individuals who would support José de Géalvez.
He mentioned that he was forwarding “the list of subjects that have been named” for the

official mission. The list included five individuals: Francisco Machado, as secretary;

% Priestley, José de Galvez, 135. On the makeup of a typical visitador team see Guillermo Céspedes del
Castillo, “La visita como institucion indiana,” Anuario de Estudios Americanos 3, (1946): 1006.
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Francisco de Corres and Benito Linares, “destined to the commissions José de Galvez
himself chooses to put under their care,” and who eventually became the inspection’s
accountants; Salvador Barrachina and Prudencio Ochoa Badiola, clerks. Esquilache
added a note, which speaks of the role of Galvez in assembling his own team: “The
visitor-general wants to take two lawyers, José Hernandez de Vinuesa and Juan [Antonio
de] Valera; they should go without assigned salary.”*’ In the end, the José Hernandez de
Vinuesa did not accompany Géalvez, and in his place, the second lawyer of the visitation
was Bartolomé de Ortega y Montenegro.”®

If most of the official members of the visita were pre-assigned, Galvez was later
to incorporate other men he met while in New Spain. Here is where direct patronage by
the Andalusian minister enters the scene in a clearer fashion. During the general
inspection’s busiest years, the 1767-1768 biennium, Galvez reinforced his team with
more functionaries.? In early 1768, the visitor-general decided to seek formal recognition
of the enlargement of his official family; he informed Minister Arriaga that the originally
named public servants were now joined by Fernando Mangino (the subject of this

chapter’s subsequent section) as alguacil mayor, and at least two other new individuals.*°

" Marqués de Esquilache to Julian de Arriaga, El Pardo, 11 Mar. 1765, and Arriaga to Esquilache, draft,
Palacio, 13 Mar. 1765, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1245.

28 At the end of March 1765, when Arriaga was making a definitive roll of who would join José de Galvez
in the general inspection of New Spain, Hernéandez de Vinuesa was listed as fiscal and Bartolomé de Ortega
appeared for the first time as lawyer; see note attached to Arriaga to the President of the Casa de
Contratacion in Cadiz, Mar. 1765, ibid. The final list has a handwritten note by Arriaga next to the name of
Hernéndez de Vinuesa that says, “this one is not going,” see “Nota de los sujetos que han de pasar & Nueba
Espatfia con el Visitador g.1 d.n Joseph Galbez Gallardo” (hereafter cited as “Nota de los sujetos”), Madrid,
29 Mar. 1765, ibid.

% During the 1767-1768 biennium Galvez was in charge of enforcing the Crown’s provision for the
expulsion of the Jesuit religious order from New Spain and he prepared a military campaign to pacify the
Northwestern provinces, the so-called Sonora Expedition of 1768-1770.

% Galvez to Arriaga, n. 44, Mexico City, 27 Feb. 1768, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1246. In addition to the original
members of the team and Fernando Mangino, Galvez listed Juan Manuel Viniegra, Juan Antonio Gomez
Arguello, Manuel Santibafiez, Antonio Jauregui, Francisco Saavedra, and deceased alguacil mayor
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Moreover, before leaving Mexico City for a military campaign to pacify the
Northwestern provinces of New Spain known as the Sonora Expedition (1768-1770),
Galvez raised the salaries of his subalterns.®* He also left them well accommodated in the
offices located at his house in Mexico City. They did not have to worry in his absence,
since the rent of this building, the visitor-general determined, was going to be paid from
the king’s coffers. In Madrid, the accountant-general of the Indies, Tomas Ortiz de
Landazuri, an opponent of the Géalvez Visitation, reproved this minister’s measures and
mentioned to Arriaga that the visitor-general already counted with too many dependents.
According to the accountant-general, the visita officers already had competent salaries,
sufficient to pay their living expenses in Mexico City; moreover, Ortiz de Landazuri
asserted that Galvez and his subalterns could pay the rent of the visitor-general’s house
right from their pockets instead of pretending to use monies from the royal treasury.*
The most important thing | want to stress here is that some of these dependientes

advanced their bureaucratic careers spectacularly when Galvez became minister of the

Ambrosio Caballero. Of these, Gomez y Arguello, Santibafiez, and Caballero had joined the inspection as
minor officials before Galvez embarked to the New World, that is, they were original members too; see
“Nota de los sujetos.” Viniegra, Gomez Argiiello, and also Miguel de Azanza, who functioned as
secretaries of the visitor during the Sonora Expedition, would be protagonists in Galvez’s most serious
conflict with his dependents. It is well known that, while in Sonora, the future minister of the Indies
suffered a severe episode of insanity. Vinegra, Gomez Argliello and Azanza informed the viceroy of what
was occurring without hiding any of the shocking details of the visitador’s disease. When Galvez was
returning to sanity and Mexico City, they were incarcerated and then sent to Madrid, arguably because they
had made bad use of some official papers. They defended themselves by claiming that their only
wrongdoing was having told the whole truth of what had happened to the visitor-general in the Sonoran
dessert. This story has been explored by a score of historians but is still waiting for a more theoretically
informed reassessment.

3! Galvez to Arriaga, n. 44, Mexico City, 27 Feb. 1768, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1246. Arriaga approved this
measure in July 1768, but after receiving some complaints from the court of audits (Tribunal de Cuentas)
in New Spain he revoked it at the end of 1769; see Arriaga to Marqués de Croix and Galvez, draft, Madrid,
19 Dec. 1769, ibid.

%2 Tomés Ortiz de Landazuri to Arriaga, draft report, Madrid, 23 Oct. 1768, AGI, Indiferente General
(hereafter Indiferente), leg. 38.
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Indies and even earlier, but in any case always under the shadow of the powerful
Andalusian bureaucrat.

One of them was Francisco Machado, the visitor-general’s secretary. Originally,
he had been assigned a salary of 1,000 pesos per year, but in 1768 Galvez requested a
premium for him of 1,500 annual pesos from the date they disembarked in Veracruz.*
We know little of the activities of Machado during the Galvez Visitation, a remarkable
fact that contrasts with the great number of documents that mention other, arguably less
important members of the inspection team. Most probably his proximity to José de
Galvez eclipsed the functions he performed as secretary that could have left a trace in
official documents. Francisco Xavier de Machado y Fiesco was born in 1730 in the
Canary Islands, specifically in the city of San Cristébal de la Laguna, capital of Tenerife.
He held a military rank and had some bureaucratic experience before following Géalvez in
his official mission. In his father’s last will, dictated in 1764, he was referred to as a
captain, town councilor (regidor) of his city, resident in the king’s court in Madrid, and
elected deputy of the Island of Tenerife.®* There is one rare occasion in which Machado
acted autonomously: when Géalvez put him in charge of the expulsion of the Jesuits from
the city of Puebla in the summer of 1767.%° More interesting is that at one point during
the second half of the period of the Galvez Visitation, Machado became secretary of

Viceroy Marqués de Croix (1766-1771). When the visitor-general began to plan his

% Galvez to Arriaga, n. 44, Mexico City, 27 Feb. 1768, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1246. As n. 31 supra says, the
minister of the Indies, Julidn de Arriaga, managed to block this general raise in the salaries of the visita
team members.

% Details of Francisco Machado’s biography and his father’s last will can be found in “Expediente de
pruebas del caballero de la orden de Carlos III, Justo German de Machado,” 1807, AHN, Estado-Carlos I,
exp. 1345.

% Luis Navarro Garcia, “El virrey Marqués de Croix (1766-1771)” in Los virreyes de Nueva Espafia en el
reinado de Carlos I11, ed. José Antonio Calderdn Quijano (Seville: Escuela de Estudios
Hispanoamericanos-Escuela Gréfica Salesiana, 1968), 1:262.
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return to Spain in 1771, he requested the Crown’s permission to take Machado with
him.% His merits as secretary in the Mexican viceroyalty won Machado a Cross of the
Order of Charles 111 in 1774. When his former patron, José de Gélvez, became head of
the Spanish colonial office, Machado entered the prestigious Council of the Indies as a
capa y espada minister and succeeded Tomas Ortiz de Landazuri in the office of the
General Accountancy of the Indies.

Other dependientes of Galvez are more visible in available documentary evidence.
The lawyers of the visita, Juan Antonio Valera and Bartolomé Ortega y Montenegro, may
be found everywhere in documents concerned with the inspection of the customs houses
in Campeche, Veracruz, and Mexico City. Galvez had named them his subdelegados; that
is, they conducted the evaluations of these nodal economic centers in his name and he
only had to supervise their activities, review the cases, and dictate the final sentences.
Valera and Ortega were in charge of the general inspection during the two years in which
Galvez led the Sonora Expedition.®’” I have not been able to trace what happened to
Valera after the Galvez Visitation, but in the 1780s Ortega was serving as interim head of
the Casa de Contratacion in Cadiz, not a minor position in the imperial administration.*®

Among the members of the official family of the visitor-general, Francisco Xavier de

Corres offers the most puzzling story. A peek into his life shows the image of a dynamic

% Arriaga accepted Galvez’s and Machado’s request on the condition that the latter had to resolve first all
the issues concerning his juicio de residencia as secretary of the viceroy. Arriga to Antonio Maria de
Bucareli y Ursia, and Arriaga to Galvez, Madrid, 25 Dec. 1771, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1246. A residencia trial
was a Spanish judicial instrument that aimed at good governance practices. Each administrator in the
colonial territories, from alcaldes mayores—Ilocal authorities— to viceroys, had to render a residencia at
the end of their tenure in which higher authorities, and also the public, scrutinized their actions.

¥ AGNM, Correspondencia de Virreyes, vol. 12, 12 Apr. 1768, fol. 140.

% In AGI, Indiferente, leg. 1834 and AGI, Ultramar, leg. 836, | found correspondence between Gélvez and
the president of the Contratacion in Cadiz, Bartolomé Ortega, dated between 1784 and 1786. The Casa de
Contratacion was a Crown-appointed body that controlled trade and commerce between Spain and her
colonies; it also enforced regulations on navigation and assessed duties.
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and ambitious royal servant who profited professionally and economically under the
shadow of his powerful Andalusian patron. Galvez appointed Corres as one of the general
inspection’s accountants, but he had a higher salary (1,300 pesos a year) than his
counterpart, Benito Linares (1,000 pesos); moreover, he had the highest wage among all
the visitor-general’s creatures, including secretary Machado.*® When Galvez disembarked
in Veracruz in July 1765, he immediately dispatched subdelegado Valera, together with
accountant Corres, and clerk Ochoa Badiola, to conduct the official inspection of the
Laguna de Términos in Campeche. In 1766, while he was in that southeastern region of
New Spain, Corres composed by order of Galvez a “Descripcion politica y geografica de
las provincias de Campeche and Yucatan.” Showing a great deal of energy, in the
following years he supported the work of the other subdelegado, Bartolome Ortega, by
helping him prepare the secret investigation on frauds by royal officials discovered
during the inspection of Veracruz.*® After the expulsion of the Jesuits in 1767, the
Crown decided to create an office that would administer the properties (or
temporalidades as they were called) confiscated from the banished order. This new
branch, the general direction and accountancy of Temporalidades, had two heads, a
director general and a chief accountant, and the men chosen to fill these posts were

Fernando Mangino and Francisco de Corres, from the visita’s rank and file.*!

% Esquilache to Arriaga, El Pardo, 11 Mar. 1765, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1245.

%0 0n 8 April 1768, just before departing for the Sonora Expedition, Géalvez wrote to the minister of the
Indies, pointing at the wretched state of treasury affairs in Veracruz discovered by the secret investigation
directed by Bartolomé Ortega and demonstrated with documents by accountant Francisco Xavier de Corres;
see summary of Galvez to Arriaga, 8 Apr. 1768, in Consejo de Indias, “Extracto de los autos de visita de
cajas reales y ramos de Real Hacienda de la ciudad y puerto de la Nueva Veracruz,” 1770, AGI, Mexico,
leg. 1250.

*! This double appointment happened in February 1768, by early 1769, accountant-general of the Indies,
Ortiz de Landazuri, criticized it in one of his reports; see Ortiz de Landazuri to Arriaga, draft report,
Madrid, 4 Jan. 1769, AGI, Indiferente, leg. 39.
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Born in the city of Burgos in 1733, Francisco Xavier de Corres had held a minor
administrative position of some kind before 1765. This is revealed in one petition to
Minister Esquilache written by the agents of Corres and Benito Linares in Madrid. In this
undated document they requested a reimbursement “of whatever amount” to cover the
debts the future accountants of the visita general had incurred before departing for the
New World. Apparently, Esquilache had promised Corres and Linares a gratification that
would take care of both their travel expenses to the port of Céadiz, and the equipment
needed for the transatlantic crossing. The agents reminded the minister that their clients
had had a small salary in their “last employment,” and in addition, Corres and Linares
were responsible for the support of their parents and siblings.*? Although the nature of
Corres’ “last employment™ is unknown, I am certain that he had studied, that his family
belonged to the low nobility strata (they were hidalgos), and that his father had worked as
an officer at the Accountancy and General Administration of the Salt Mines in the
province of Burgos.*® Corres returned to Spain after the Galvez Visitation, and soon he
would forget the financial penuries of his past, for he received a very lucrative reward for
his services to the Crown.

1774 was the annus mirabilis for Corres because the king granted him the alcadia

mayor of Miahuatlan, located in Oaxaca’s Southern Sierra and one of the richest in New

%2 The agents also informed that Corres and Linares had not paid them and for this reason they asked
Esquilache to fulfill his promised gratification. The minister brushed aside their request by writing a note
on the margin of their petition: “Turn to the viceroy of Mexico.” Request by Pedro Nufiez de Ameaga and
Joaquin Palacios, agents of Francisco de Corres and Benito Linares, to Marqués de Esquilache, Madrid,
undated, AGS, Direccién General de Rentas, Remesas Il, leg. 2075.

*® Data gathered from “Expediente de pruebas del caballero de la orden de Carlos 11, Francisco Xavier de
Corres,” 1774 (hereafter cited as “Pruebas Carlos III Corres 1774”), AHN, Estado-Carlos Il1, exp.17.
Regarding his education, one witness in this file recalled that after Corres finished his studies, he entered
the king’s service.
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Spain in terms of cochineal dye production.** In addition, the former accountant of the
visita general had conferred upon him a Cross of the Order of Charles I11.** In 1775, a
decorated Corres crossed the Atlantic Ocean one more time and returned to New Spain to
oversee his alcaldia. Some scattered evidence shows that Corres was trading cochineal
between 1777 and 1778 with the support of powerful merchant companies in Veracruz
such as the House of Cossio.*® The head of this trading company, Pedro Antonio de
Cossio, was the Galvez-appointed administrator of the Veracruz customs and one of the
Andalusian minister’s closest allies from the times of the visita general up to 1782.%
There is also evidence of an incident in 1778 in which Corres needed to expedite a
shipment of his cochineal to Spain, and requested permission to use a merchant vessel
without accompanying warship. This situation prompted an official investigation in
which merchant-bureaucrat Pedro Antonio de Cossio supported Corres with an
explanation of the hardships faced at the time by dye traders due to the fact that the new
laws of Comercio Libre (Free Trade) did not apply to New Spain.* It is out of the
ordinary, however, that in one of his letters to Galvez, Cossio wrote that some time in
1776, most probably at the instance of Galvez’s ascent to the Ministry of the Indies,

Corres had left his alcaldia for Mexico City in order to begin the reform of the Tribunal

* This post was a grant for his good services to the Crown; see Jeremy Baskes, Indians, Merchants, and
Markets: A Reinterpretation of the Repartimiento and Spanish-Indian Economic Relations in Colonial
Oaxaca, 1750-1821 (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2000), Appendix A, 200. Miahuatlan received a
first class categorization in an index of 1770 that assigned value to alcaldias mayores according to the
products district magistrates could trade; about this index and Mihuatlan’s classification, see Peter Gerhard,
México en 1742 (Mexico City: José Porrda e hijos, 1962), 19 and 24.

5 Also in 1774, see “Pruebas Carlos III Corres 1774”

*¢ Brian Hamnett, Politics and Trade in Southern Mexico 1750-1821 (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1971), 35.

*" Pedro Antonio de Cossio is the subject of chapter 2 of this dissertation.

“8 Baskes, Indians, Merchants, and Markets, 155. Galvez’s famous 1778 Free Trade law for the Spanish
Empire applied to New Spain only until 1789.
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de Cuentas, or court of audits in Mexico City.* As had happened during the visita
general, Galvez was conferring multiple posts upon his protéges. A letter from Cossio
dated in early 1781 confirms that Corres considered himself a man with privileges in the
Gélvez system. At that time, Cossio had become secretary of the viceroyalty and he told
Gélvez that Viceroy Martin Mayorga (1779-1783) complained that Corres, “not satisfied
with having and enjoying the alcaldia without being there, nor with the commission of
reforming the Tribunal, [he now] wanted [to occupy] the treasury and directorates of
[recently defunct merchant-bureaucrat Juan José] Echeveste.”*® Corres did not obtain
these positions but he became Cossio’s especial aide in the task of reforming the
Tribunal.

Only in May 1782 did Cossio admit that he and Corres had just began to “enter
the forest” of the Tribunal de Cuentas.”® In July 1782 Cossio and Corres finally produced
a highly critical report in which they proposed the abolition of the Tribunal. The
threatened senior auditors responded to the attack by criticizing Cossio and Corres,
mentioning that the latter had been working as an auditor with them for the last month,
but that his talents “left much to be desired.”®* Soon Cossio would fall from Gélvez’s

grace, and we do not know if Corres kept working for the Tribunal or if he returned to

*% Pedro Antonio de Cossio to Géalvez, 28 Feb. 1777, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1511. See description of the court
of audits’ functions in H. I. Priestley, José de Gélvez, 67.

% Cossio to Galvez, 11 Mar. 1781, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1511, my emphasis. Juan José Echeveste was another
favorite of José de Galvez. He was a merchant like Cossio who, from the time of the visita general to his
death served several offices simultaneously. Galvez appointed him as treasurer of the tobacco state
monopoly, director and treasurer of the playing cards monopoly, treasurer of the gunpowder administration,
and treasurer of the Sonora Expedition. He maintained the first three positions until his death in 1781. Find
more on Echeveste in chapter 2.

> Cossio to Galvez, 16 May 1782, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1511.

*2 This conflict appears in Linda Arnold, Bureaucracy and Bureaucrats in Mexico City, 1742-1835
(Tucson: The University of Arizona Press, 1988), 85, she cites from Tribunal de Cuentas to Galvez,
Mexico City, 31 July 1982, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1989. | also talk about this in chapter 2.
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Oaxaca. But evidence hints that he and his family enjoyed Miahuatlan’s alcaldia for a

few decades more.>

The Constant Lawyer: A Prototypical Man of Galvez™*

Fernando José Mangino Fernandez de Lima (1731-1806) was José de Galvez’s
longest-lasting associate among the group of collaborators the minister met during his
visita general of New Spain. Over the years, the Andalusian minister tailored Mangino’s
bureaucratic career to his liking. In fact, in matters of the royal treasury this favorite of
Galvez was a veritable renaissance man, always holding several official commissions at
the same time. By the second half of the 1780s Mangino had become a successful royal
functionary with an ever-ascending career, attained the status of a prominent public
figure in Mexico City, and accrued a substantial personal fortune. Efficiency, that is,
getting the work done, seems to have been the key for Mangino to survive as a member
of Gélvez’s team of reformists. Indeed, becoming a man of Galvez was not enough for
surviving as one. Many of the Andalusian minister’s client-bureaucrats, with brilliant and
promising careers in government fell from Galvez’s grace, as will be seen later.

A decade younger than Galvez, Mangino was born in 1731, in Seville. His
younger brother, Rafael, who eventually would reside in New Spain and become a royal

treasury functionary like him, was not Andalusian, however, since he was born in Madrid

>3 Baskes mentions one Fausto Corres as subdelegate (alcalde mayor) of Miahuatlan negotiating cochineal
prices in 1798; Baskes, Indians, Merchants, and Markets, 103. Hamnett also refers to a Fausto Corres
paying a debt as ex-subdelegate of the same town in 1806. The truth is that Hamnett interchanges the
names Fausto and Francisco Xavier several times to refer to the same person; see his Politics and Trade in
Southern Mexico 1750-1821, 156 and 183.

** | presented a version of this essay on Mangino at the 58th Annual Conference of the Rocky Mountain
Council for Latin American Studies, Santa Fe, NM (8 April 2011).
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seven years later, in 1738. This readily suggests a certain spatial mobility for the
Mangino family which is in fact substantiated by evidence. The parents of Fernando José
and Rafael were foreigners living in Spain: their father, Antonio Mangino, was born in
the city of Genoa and their mother, Juana Ignacia Fernandez de Lima, was a native of
Lisbon.*® The couple married in the Portuguese capital in 1722. At the end of the 1780s
some merchants interviewed in the Genovese town of Nervi, reminded that the Mangino
family used to live there. The interviewees’ families—the Chiapelas, the Ferraris, the
Pencos—had conducted some business with the Manginos who specialized in trading
with Spain since the early seventeenth century. They knew the Manginos owned several
real estate properties in Madrid and that Antonio Mangino had taken the whole family
fortune to Spain.

Fernando José graduated from the University of Alcala and became a law
professor at his alma mater. In 1791, when he applied for a Cross of the Order of Charles
I11 award, he demonstrated that his father, grandfather, and great grandfather were nobles
whose names were kept in the Republic of Genoa’s “Golden Book” of nobility.*® With
his high education and petty noble origins, Mangino reflected a usual background pattern

for imperial bureaucrats of the era. Let us remember that Galvez shared these

*® Biographical data on the Manginos gathered from “Expediente de pruebas del caballero de la orden de
Carlos I11, Fernando José Mangino Fernandez de Lima,” 1791 (hereafter cited as “Pruebas Carlos I1T
Fernando Mangino 1791”), and “Expediente de pruebas del caballero de la orden de Carlos III, Rafael
Mangino Fernandez de Lima,” 1791, AHN, Estado-Carlos I, exps. 500 and 573, respectively. Fernando
José and Rafael had a sister who married twice. Maria Ignacia Mangino Fernandez de Lima was married to
a man with an Italian surname in 1759, as her mother’s last will mentioned. In 1774, she married an oficial
mayor of the Contaduria de Cuentas of Madrid; see “Expediente de licencia de casamiento de Julian Pérez
Farto, Oficial Mayor de la Contaduria de Cuentas de Madrid, con Maria Ignacia Mangino Fernandez de
Lima,” 1774, AHN, FC-Ministerio de Hacienda, leg. 504, exp. 161.

% «pruebas Carlos III Fernando Mangino 1791.” Mangino’s order of Charles III expediente clearly
establishes that his Genovese family was wealthy, while his maternal ancestors had more humble origins
(notwithstanding that his mother was born at the Portuguese court).
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antecedents: he was trained as a lawyer and he had noble, though rather humble, origins.
The truth is that his was a moment of transition when societies were witnessing the
configuration of a modern state and the professionalization of bureaucracies. Since the
sixteenth century, and only progressively, men of modest social backgrounds but with
proper training—specific skills in law, accounting, and administration—were displacing
the traditional nobility from government positions. Thus, the fact that proven nobility and
acceptable social background (that is, purity of blood) remained entrance prerequisites to
high imperial bureaucracy is part of the usual contradictions experienced in transitional
eras like the early modern period.>” Armed with all these credentials, in addition to some
personal connections,®® lawyer Mangino obtained his first job in the colonial
administration in 1762. In July, the king appointed him district magistrate (alcalde
mayor) of Zacatlan de las Manzanas, a town located in the northwest of the modern
Mexican state of Puebla.*®

The Manginos eventually became a powerful family in the city of Puebla de los
Angeles (the second largest in New Spain), but Rafael’s appointment as head of the sales

tax (alcabala) administration of that city in the late 1780s is probably the main cause for

*"In Cross of the Order of Charles III’s applications it was important that the pretendientes demonstrated
they had no Moor or Jewish blood. In the proofs of purity that the Mangino brothers collected in Portugal it
called my attention that some witnesses listed the absence of “mulatto” blood before mentioning Moorish
or Jewish antecedents; see ibid.

%% In the realm of personal connections, according to Luis Navarro Garcia, the Conde de Ricla
recommended Mangino to the Marqués de Cruillas (Viceroy of New Spain from 1760 to 1766), and this
endorsement was his passport for becoming a royal functionary; see his “El Virrey Marqués de Croix
(1766-1771)” 301. Unfortunately, Navarro Garcia does not cite a source and I have not been able to locate
evidence for this assertion. The Conde de Ricla was a top imperial bureaucrat in those times (mid-1960s to
mid-1770s).

% Copy of title of alcalde mayor of Zacatlan de las Manzanas for Fernando José Mangino, 25 July 1762,
AGS, DGS, Inventario 24, leg. 184, fol. 87.



36

this coincidence.®® In fact, the sons of Rafael—Rafael (1788-1837) and Fernando (?-
1873) Mangino y Mendivil—grew to be important members of the Mexican political
class in the post-independence era. Rafael had the honor to crown Mexican Emperor
Agustin de Iturbide and was secretary for fiscal affairs during the first administration of
President Anastasio Bustamante; Fernando, on the other hand, was ambassador to France
at the end of the 1840s.”

Let us return to their uncle, Fernando José. At some point between José de
Galvez’s arrival in New Spain in July 1765 and early 1767, Mangino met the visitor-
general. The first news of collaboration between the two Andalusian functionaries comes
from mid-1767, when Géalvez and his political ally, Viceroy Marqués de Croix,
commissioned Mangino to supervise the expulsion of the Jesuits from the city of
Valladolid (modern Morelia) on 25 June.®® There, Mangino experienced the din of the
popular rebellions that erupted in the province of Michoacan as a result of the banishment
of the religious order. He received orders from Galvez to start the criminal investigation
against the indigenous agitators from the towns of Uruapan and Patzcuaro who had been
captured and taken to Valladolid. Dutifully, Mangino collected the depositions of the
nineteen accused Indians.®® In November, Gélvez and his subdelegado Juan Antonio de

Valera arrived in Valladolid to review the criminal cases set up by Mangino and executed

%0 Rafael Mangino travelled to New Spain for the first time in 1768 to join the dragoons regiment as a
lieutenant according to AGI, Contratacién, leg. 5511B, n. 2, r. 35.

8! |Lucas Alaman, Semblanzas e ideario, ed. Arturo Arnéiz Freg (México: Universidad Nacional Auténoma
de México, 1989), 126; Arnold, Bureaucracy and Bureaucrats in Mexico City, 125; and Rafael Heliodoro
Valle, Un diplomdatico mexicano en Paris (don Fernando Mangino, 1848-1851) (Mexico City: Secretaria
de Relaciones Exteriores-Departamento de Informacion para el Extranjero, 1948).

82 Navarro Garcia, “El Virrey Marqués de Croix,” 262.

8% «Qdno. No. 2°. Declaraciones a 19 yndios de Uruapan por Fernando Joseph Mangino (Corregidor de
Zacatlan)” and “Qdno. 1. Causa Criminal hecha de oficio por Dn Fernando Joseph Mangino en virtud de la
comisién de Galvez sobre los alborotos sucedidos en Patzcuaroy excesos cometidos por el Gobernador
Pedro de Soria, alias Armola,” BRAH, Jesuitas 9-713.
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the tragically famous harsh sentences. Mangino, still alcalde mayor of Zacatlan, received
eulogies for his efficient role in processing the criminal charges against the rebels of
Michoacén.®*

As | mentioned earlier, the Crown created the office of Temporalidades to
administer the properties confiscated to the banished Jesuit order. In February 1768,
Viceroy Croix handpicked Mangino as director general of Temporalidades and the
Californian missions’ fund. The new protégé of Galvez thus began to develop his
expertise in colonial treasury affairs. This was the first of many appointments in branches
of the royal treasury. Double appointments (that later would become triple and
quadruple) characterized the rest of his bureaucratic career. In the same year, Mangino
had become a member of the Galvez Visitation team. In a letter to Arriaga, also dated in
February 1768, the visitor-general mentioned that Fernando Mangino had been appointed
alguacil mayor of the general inspection. The duties of the position were not clearly
defined and Galvez simply remarked that Mangino was working on a “variety of
matters.” Galvez assigned him a handsome 2,000 pesos per year as salary.® With this
sum, Mangino earned more than any other member of the visita general team (with the
exception of Galvez, of course).

During 1768, Juan Antonio Varela and Mangino worked together preparing a
legal suit for fraud against the former officers of the Mexico City customs house.® This

was a hormal task in visita general affairs, also performed by a duo composed by

8 Croix to Conde de Aranda, recommends Mangino to a promotion, 24 Feb. 1769 in “Relacién de mérito
de Fernando José Mangino,” AGI, Mexico, leg. 1161, undated notes taken by Dr. Linda Arnold (graciously
shared with the author).

% See Galvez to Arriaga, n. 44, Mexico City, 27 Feb. 1768, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1246.

8 According to Salvucci, they finished their investigation on 22 December 1768; see her “Costumbres
viejas, ‘hombres nuevos’”, 236n22.
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subdelegado and an accountant for the custom houses of Veracruz and Campeche, and it
only indicates that Mangino was fully integrated to the team as an accountant, along
Corres and Linares. In September 1769 Mangino presented his juicio de residencia as
alcalde mayor of Zacatlan. The residencia concluded with eulogies again, mentioning his
outstanding conduct and that he had collected more tribute than anyone else in his
district’s class.®” His performance as alcalde mayor probably earned him the post of
interim accountant of the royal tribute in 1769. Galvez’s restructuring of the tributes, one
of the accomplishments of his general inspection, completely relied on Mangino’s work
as the visitor-general explained in his Informe General (final report) to Viceroy Bucareli
prepared at the end of 1771.%

Since Galvez conceived the establishment of the intendancy system in New Spain
in 1768 up until the very end of 1786, when he finally managed to reorganize the entire
viceroyalty into twelve intendancies (a new form of administrative territories), Mangino
was instrumental to this major and long-sought reform. In 1770, visitor-general Galvez
commissioned Mangino and the then director general of tributes, Pedro Nufez de
Villavicencio, to prepare a list that classified in three different levels all the
corregimientos and alcaldias mayores in the viceroyalty in order to determine to which
future intendancy each alcaldia would belong.®® On the same year, Croix remitted to

Spain a report prepared by Galvez about how the intendancy territories should be

87 «Relacion de mérito de Fernando José Mangino,” AGI, Mexico, leg. 1161.

% José de Galvez, Informe general que en virtud de real orden instruy6 y entregd el excelentisimo sefior
Marqués de Sonora siendo visitador general de este reino, al excelentisimo sefior virrey don Antonio
Bucarely y Ursta con fecha 31 de diciembre de 1771 (Mexico City: Imprenta de Santiago White, 1867;
facsimile with introduction by Clara Elena Suéarez Arguello, Mexico City: CIESAS-Miguel Angel Porrua,
2002), 86-98.

% Luis Navarro Garcia, Intendencias en Indias (Seville: Escuela de Estudios Hispanoamericanos, 1959),
27-28 and n. 30; also, Peter Gerhard, México en 1742, 19 and 24.
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organized; the report also proposed six functionaries to govern the planned administrative
territories. Several of Galvez’s protégés were candidates and Mangino was pointed to
head the tribute-rich intendancy of Oaxaca.’® The 1768-1770 initial project never fully
materialized, and Mangino would have to wait until 1787 to become an intendant.

Most of Galvez’s appointments during the visitation raised eyebrows in Madrid,
particularly among those who opposed his reformist measures. Minister of the Indies
Julian de Arriaga hinted many times at his suspicions about the performance of the
Andalusian’s favorites. Mangino was only interim accountant-general of tributes and
needed an official confirmation from the Crown to receive the official title. Arriaga
blocked this authorization up until the summer of 1775, so that for six years Mangino
could not enjoy the full benefits of his employment.”™ The process in which Arriaga was
eventually convinced that Mangino deserved the official title speaks of conflicting
networks of patronage in the context of the Bourbon Reforms.

Antonio Maria de Bucareli y Ursta (viceroy of New Spain from 1771 to 1779)
was a friend of Arriaga and shared the minister’s skepticism toward the ways in which
Galvez’s had conducted the reforms during his general inspection. Pedro Nufiez de
Villavicencio, the superior of Mangino at the tributes branch, also headed the mint of
Mexico City. In 1773, Nufiez’s health started to deteriorate and he, Bucareli, and Arriaga
worried about finding a possible replacement. In June, Bucareli told Arriaga in a private
letter that he had had a conversation with Nufiez who thought that Mangino was in a good

position for helping him with the administration of the mint because as “accountant of

" Ricardo Rees Jones, introduction to Real Ordenanza para el establecimiento & instruccion de intendentes
de exército y provincia en el reino de la Nueva-Espafia (Facsimil edition, Mexico City: UNAM, 1984), xxi.
™ Copy of title of accountant-general of Tributes for Fernando José Mangino, 18 July 1775, AGS, DGS,
Inventario 24, leg. 185, fol. 136.
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tributes he has this branch in the best arrangement possible and notwithstanding the
connections he had had with the [Gélvez] Visitation, everybody recognized his abilities,
his disinterest, and his hombria de bien [honesty].” The viceroy finished by adding that
he was also satisfied with Mangino’s performance.’? In his answer, written in October,
Arriaga stated that “he had a very low conception of Mangino” and only because Bucareli
himself had written of his “disinterest and his hombria de bien” he could now “think
about his [future] allocation”.”® Apparently, the health of Nufiez improved and Arriaga
pigeonholed the matter until 1775. In this year, when the Crown finally issued the title for
Mangino, Bucareli even thanked Arriaga with these words: “Mangino is grateful... he
deserves [his reward] since he is skilled and serves the king well.”"

In January 1776 Arriaga died and José de Galvez assumed his office. Not
surprisingly, a rain of titles fell upon Mangino. In March he obtained the title of
superintendant substitute of the mint of Mexico City, which meant that in case Nufiez de
Villavicencio lost his health (or his life), Mangino would automatically assume his
position, this time with a confirmed title in his hand.”™ A few months later he received the
title of honorary minister of the Tribunal de Cuentas.”® At one moment in the 1780s,
Galvez’s protégé was directing the following branches of the royal treasury: tributes, the

Mint (since 1778),”” the mercury monopoly,® and the lanzas and media annata taxes."

"2 Bucareli to Arriaga, Mexico City, 26 Jun. 1773, AGI, Indiferente, leg. 1630, my emphasis.

"3 Probably by “allocation” Arriaga meant Mangino’s confirmation to the post of accountant-general of
tributes and not precisely to an appointment to the Mint. Arriaga to Bucareli, San Lorenzo, 23 Oct. 1773,
ibid., my emphasis.

™ Bucareli to Arriaga, Mexico City, 26 Nov. 1775, ibid.

™ Title of Superintendent Substitute of the Royal Mint of Mexico City for Fernando José Mangino with
options to property, 12 Mar. 1776, AGS, DGS, Inventario 24, leg. 185, fol. 153.

" Title of Honorary Minister of the Court of Audits of Mexico for Fernando José Mangino, 14 Aug. 1776,
ibid., fol. 143.

" In 1778, Nufiez de Villavicencio passed the Mint to the hands of Mangino.
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Also, since 1777 and to enhance his authority, he enjoyed an honorary membership in the
Spanish king’s Treasury Council.®

It is clear that Mangino counted with the direct patronage of the powerful
Minister of the Indies for obtaining his multiple jobs, but Galvez counted with Mangino’s
support in personal matters. Reciprocity is one of the main characteristics of a
relationship of patronage, no matter how unequal this might be. In July 1780, the
Andalusian statesman issued a legal instrument to name Mangino his agent in Mexico
City. Mangino’s main duty, according to the power of attorney, was to draw Galvez’s
annual pension of 4,000 pesos bestowed in 1779 by the newly-created Mining Tribunal.
This was one of the colonial minister’s most cherished sources of personal income and it
is mentioned as one of the main items in his last will given in 1787 since it was a
“perpetual” allowance, meaning that his descendants would receive it t00.%! Thus, when
Galvez died, his widow immediately issued a power of attorney in favor of Mangino to

collect on her and her daughter’s behalf the perpetual allowance of the Mining Tribunal.®

"8 Brading, Miners and Merchants, 65, and Rodriguez Garcia, El fiscal de real hacienda en Nueva Espafia,
137.

™ Galvez to Mangino, draft, El Pardo 12 Jan. 1780, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1510, in this document the minister
of the Indies addresses Mangino as judge of media annata.

8 He was appointed “capa y espada” minister of the Consejo de Hacienda. Becoming a member of a Royal
Council even if you were not physically present in Madrid was a common measure in the Spanish empire
that sought to provide more legitimacy to the functionary abroad. Before embarking to New Spain in 1765,
visitor-general José de Galvez received an honorary membership with seniority at the Council of the Indies.
8 «Poder especial y general para cobrar, otorgado por el Excelentisimo sefior Don Josef de Galvez, a favor
de Don Fernando Josef Mangino. En 9 de julio de 1780,” AHPM, vol. 18670, fols. 111-112, in México en
el siglo XVII1: Recopilacion de Documentos Relativos a D. José de Géalvez Gallardo, ed. Francisco Rodas
de Coss (Mexico City: Secretaria de Relaciones Exteriores-Embajada de México en Madrid-Comision de
Historia, 1983), 125-126. As Galvez’s apoderado, Mangino could also collect any other past, existing, or
future debts in favor of the minister, represent him in a judicial trial, make payments on his name, etc.

8 Galvez’s widow, the Marquesa de Sonora, granted Mangino the power to collect all the pensions and
debts owed to her deceased husband and also to represent the interests of her daughter (Galvez’s only heir)
in any legal suit, if necessary; see “Poder otorgado por la excelentisima sefiora Marquesa de Sonora a Don
Fernando Mangino. En 1° de Julio de 1787,” AHPM, vol. 18673, fols. 74-75, in México en el siglo XVIII,
178-179. Mangino was also the executor of Galvez’s will in Mexico; thus he was in charge of presiding
over the making and donation of an expensive silver lamp the ex-visitor-general had requested in order to
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Mangino received good salaries by the standards of the times. A Real Cédula of
26 November 1776 confirmed that as accountant general of tributes he had to receive
4,000 pesos a year.® In 1778, Mangino earned 7,000 pesos as superintendant of the mint,
the highest salary of all fiscal departments in New Spain.®* The superintendancy of the
mint was not a minor position in the Spanish colonial system. Francisco de Saavedra,
future second intendant of Venezuela and also protégé of José de Galvez, was conscious
of the transcendental role of the Mexico City’s mint for the world economy. He called it
the “sanctuary of the world’s wealth.” When Saavedra travelled to Mexico City as
Galvez’s envoy in November 1781, one of his first obligatory stops was at Mangino’s
mint house. In his opinion Mangino kept the mint very well ordered, but he thought that
the imposing building with arched corridors surrounding a roofless patio located at Calle
de la Moneda was of such a bad taste that it did not keep up to its universal
transcendence.®® The truth is that Mangino presided over a period during which the mint
expanded its coinage production in part because the mines in New Spain were also
producing more silver. According to another contemporary and also protégé of Galvez,
the fiscal de real hacienda Ramon de Posada, in 1783 alone the mint coined 24 million

pesos.®

illuminate the image of the Virgin of Guadalupe; see “Fundacién hecha por el Sr. Marqués de Sonora D.
José de Galvez, para dotar de alumbrado la Colegiata de Nuestra Sefiora de Guadalupe,” Mexico City, 20
Oct. 1787, AGNM, Bienes Nacionales, v. 1906, exp. 1.

8 AGNM, Réales Cédulas Originales, v. 109, exp. 10, 26 Nov. 1776.

8 His predecessor at the Mint, Nufiez de Villavicencio, earned 1,000 pesos less; Arnold, Bureaucracy and
Bureaucrats in Mexico City, 135.

& Francisco de Saavedra, Los decenios (autobiografia de un sevillano en la llustracion), ed. Francisco
Morales Padrén (Seville: Ayuntamiento de Sevilla, 1995), 251.

8 Ramén de Posada to José de Galvez, n. 170, Mexico City, 17 Jul. 1784, AGI, Mexico, leg. 2004, cited in
Rodriguez Garcia, El fiscal de real hacienda en Nueva Espafia, 169.
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From his position at the superintendancy of the mint, Mangino was strong enough
to negotiate with the Crown the establishment of the Royal Academy of Fine Arts of San
Carlos, the fourth of four fine arts academies founded in the Spanish Empire and the only
one in the Americas.®’ Several artists, particularly engravers, worked for Mangino at the
mint. In fact, when he became superintendant in 1778, a school of drawing was founded
there. The school was directed by the recently arrived, iron-fisted Jeronimo Antonio Gil,
a famous engraver, member of the Fine Arts Academy of San Fernando in Madrid, and
responsible for suggesting the creation of such institution in New Spain.®® For its
foundation, Mangino collected money from several powerful institutions like the Mining
Tribunal and the Mexico City merchant guild. Finally, in November 1785, under the
Viceregency of Matias de Galvez (the minister of the Indies’ older brother), he
inaugurated the Academy of San Carlos and became president for life of that institution,
along with co-founder Gil.®

Mangino’s relationship with the arts is indeed fascinating. In a letter of 1774,
Arriaga said to Bucareli that Mangino was married to a famous opera singer known as La

Peruzzi, who was several years his senior.®® Anna Maria Peruzzi was one of the prima

donnas of eighteenth-century Neapolitan opera. In the 1750s she immigrated to Spain and

8 Susan Deans-Smith, ““A Natural and Voluntary Dependence:” The Royal Academy of San Carlos and the
Cultural Politics of Art Education in Mexico City, 1786-1797,” Bulletin of Latin American Research, 29,
no. 3 (2010): 278.

8 Gil became the Academy’s first director. Jean Charlot, Mexican Art and the Academy of San Carlos,
1785-1915 (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1962).

8 Ramén de Posada substituted Mangino as president of the Academy in 1788, and kept that honor until
1794; see, Rodriguez Garcia, El fiscal de Real Hacienda en Nueva Espafia, 49-50.

% Arriaga to Bucareli, San Lorenzo, 26 Oct. 1774, AGI, Indiferente, leg. 1630. According to one author,
she was born at the “beginning of the century,” indicating that she probably was thirty or twenty years older
than Mangino.
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performed at the court alongside other famous singers such as the castrato Farinelli.®*
Mangino was not a good husband, however, since as soon as he left Spain to work as
alcalde mayor of Zacatlan in the 1760s, she had requested his return to her side. There
was a law that protected the wives of royal functionaries from being abandoned by their
husbands. Documents at the Archivo General de la Nacién in Mexico City show multiple
excuses presented on behalf of Mangino by Viceroy Croix himself. It seems that for at
least fifteen years, the Croix-Gélvez duo protected Mangino from complying with this
rule.%?

Mangino’s final rise to high power at the viceroyalty level happened late in
Galvez’s life and it did not last long for natural (the minister died) and political reasons
(Galvez’s detractors reversed part of his intendancies reform). In early 1787 Galvez
named Mangino superintendente subdelegado of the royal treasury. Under the new
intendancy system established in 1786, the superintendancy of the royal treasury was the
second most powerful governmental position in New Spain, just below that of the
viceroy, and signified that Galvez’s favorite was now in charge of all the financial and
economic affairs of the viceroyalty. In addition, Mangino would govern the central
intendancy of Mexico, function as viceroyalty-wide intendant of the army, and have
control over the other eleven intendants. The word “subdelegado” in his title meant that
he would be a direct subordinate of José de Galvez, who was the general superintendant
of the royal treasury of the Indies. In all, this was the realization of one of Gélvez’s chief

projects. With more than twenty years of experience in the management of financial

° Emilio Cotarelo y Mori, Origenes y establecimiento de la épera en Espaiia hasta 1800 (Madrid: Tip. de
la "Revista de arch., bibl., y museos,"1917).

%2 La Peruzzi either desisted or died in the mid-1770s since | have not found any more evidence pertaining
this marital drama.
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affairs in Mexico City and proven loyalty to Galvez, lawyer Mangino was the man
indicated for the position. He assumed office on 7 May 1787.

According to article 303 of the newly issued Ordenanza de Intendentes of 1786,
Mangino’s salary as superintendente subdelegado would reach 12,000 pesos a year.
Twenty years earlier, Galvez had received the same wage as visitor-general of New
Spain. During that period, Galvez was the best paid functionary in the viceroyalty, only
below the viceroy, and Mangino was in the same situation in 1787. Galvez also secured
the enhancement of his protégé’s power and prestige by getting for him the title of capay
espada minister with seniority at the Council of the Indies. At that moment, the Spanish-
Genovese-Portuguese enjoyed the status of a public figure in New Spain. In December of
1786, he was chosen as godfather of the daughter of recently deceased Viceroy Bernardo
Galvez—the minister of the Indies’s nephew. Mangino graciously offered the god
parenthood of the child to the City Council (cabildo) of Mexio City who had begged for
the honor. A social commentator of the time recalled how, in the solemn public baptism
the “Magnifico Mangino,” as he was called, had exhibited the best carriage and clothing;

he only lamented the discordant pair of glasses he was wearing!®*

There is a portrait of
Mangino by Mexican painter Miguel de Herrera. Painted in 1783, Mangino appears as a
fair-skinned, blue-eyed, double-chinned, well-built man with contrasting delicate facial

factions. Unfortunately he is not wearing his glasses, but his dress is a la francesa, with a

beautifully embroidered waistcoat, and cinnamon-colored coat and breeches. Perhaps

% Description in Isidoro VVazquez Acufia, Historial de la Casa de Galvez y sus Alianzas (Madrid: Vazquez
Acufia, 1974), 1297. At first I thought “magnificent” was simple an adjective that the social commentator
had added, but in a document of 1788 in which Mangino commissioned a clerk to interview people who
knew about his family’s past in the Genovese town of Nervi, the clerk refers to his employer as “Magnifico
Sefior Don Fernando José Mangino;” see “Pruebas Carlos III Fernando Mangino 1791,” fol. 36. “The
Magnificent,” was a common honorary appellation in early-modern Italy.
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alluding to his profession as bureaucrat, Mangino stands next to a tall table, on top of it
there is an inkwell with three quills, and he is holding a note in his right hand.**

Twenty days after assuming his superintendancy, Mangino asked Galvez’s
permission to marry.® Utterly ignoring his failed marriage with opera singer La Peruzzi,
he justified his decision by pointing out that he had never married. A fifty-five-year-old
Mangino intended to marry the daughter of the regent of the Mexico City Audiencia,
Eusebio Sanchez de Pareja, following a known pattern of top bureaucrats marrying the
daughters of fellow top bureaucrats. For an unknown reason the marriage never
materialized and in 1789 he married another woman instead, Josefa Garcia Panés, from
Veracruz, thirty years his junior, and the daughter of engineer, army officer, historian,
and author of “Cronologia de los virreyes de Nueva Espafia” and “Teatro de la Nueva
Espafia en su gentilismo y conquista,” Diego Garcia Panés.®

The superintendancy of the royal treasury was a great, powerful position, but it
was also one that looked for trouble in relation to the viceroy. Minor but multiple
jurisdictional disputes sprouted almost immediately between Mangino and interim
viceroy Archbishop Alonso Nufiez de Haro (1787).°” Moreover, the sudden death of
Galvez in June 1787 signified the end of Mangino’s brief interlude as superintendant of

finances. By October, Antonio Valdés, the new minister of the Indies, reintegrated the

superintendancy’s powers and functions to the prerogatives of the viceroy. In 1788, and

% Painting reproduced in Ricardo Rees Jones, El despotismo ilustrado y los intendentes de la Nueva
Espafia (Mexico City: UNAM-Instituto de Investigaciones Historicas, 1979). The painting belongs to the
descendants of Mangino in Mexico (communication of the author with a descendant of Mangino, January
2011).

% Mangino to Galvez, Mexico City, 27 May 1787, AGS, Secretaria de Guerra, leg. 7221.

° Rodriguez Garcia, El fiscal de real hacienda en Nueva Espafia, 99, n. 13 and Maria Lourdes Diaz-
Trechuelo Spinola, “Diego Garcia Panés. Un autor olvidado,” Anuario de Estudios Hispanoamericanos 23,
1966, 723-755.

°" Brading, Miners and Merchants, 66.
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precisely because of his title of minister of the Council of the Indies, the Crown required
Mangino’s departure from Mexico after twenty six years of being a functionary there. He
was urged to assume his position at the Council in Madrid. Mangino died in that city in
1806 at 75. His widow, Josefa Panés de Mangino, returned to Mexico where the rest of

the Mangino family was still prominent in society and government.

Concluding Remarks (and Epilogue for Mangino)

Several and variegated documents that reacted against Jos¢ de Galvez’s actions as
visitor-general of New Spain circulated Madrid in the 1770s. Authored by known
detractors of Galvez or simply anonymous, these documents decisively opposed his
reformist measures and his style of governance. What is interesting is that these written
shows of disapproval identified and criticized the men of Galvez as a group. For
example, in a highly critical letter addressed to José de Géalvez, a group of minor
dependientes composed by Juan Manuel Viniegra, Miguel de Azanza, and Juan Antonio
Gomez de Argiiello, mentioned that while the visitor-general was in his expedition to the
northern provinces of New Spain, his other dependientes “Valera and Mangino, Corres
and Linares, were strolling around and having fun in Mexico City, full of satisfactions
and luxuries.”® Shortly after Galvez became minister of the Indies in 1776, an interesting
anonymous document criticized José Antonio de Areche.®® Among the negative

comments the recently appointed visitor-general of Peru and also protégé of Galvez

% «y estos se han estado paseando y divirtiendo en México llenos de satisfacciones y faustos,” see Juan
Manuel de Viniegra, Miguel José de Azanza, and Juan Antonio Gémez de Arguello to Galvez, Havana, 6
Dec. 1771, reproduced in “Sobre don José de Galvez en 1774,” AHN, Estado, leg. 2845, n. 10. For the
conflict between Galvez and Viniegra, Azanza, and Gémez Arglello see n. 30 supra.

% Seen. 6and 7, supra.
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received was that he belonged to the faction of “the Valeras, Correses, Manginos,
Machados, Marcos, Cossios and Ortegas,” and was first and main collaborator in “those
calamities” (referring to the reforms).'® These pieces of evidence show that a public
receptive to the making and implementation of reform located these men clearly in the
Galvez’s side of the political arena.

As visitor-general of New Spain, José de Galvez was an ambitious royal
functionary, but he could not have initiated the relationships described in this chapter as
part of a great scheme for reform that he would apply one day to the rest of the Spanish
territories. He did not know that the future held for him the Ministry of Indies in 1776; in
fact, at one moment during the Sonora Expedition he could not even know if he was
going to live.'* Yet, many of the people he met in New Spain would climb the
bureaucratic ladder behind him thanks to their personal connections with the ex-visitor-
general. There is also a certain voluntarism among Galvez’s clients. What was the
rationale of becoming a man of the minister? Royal patronage was a scarce resource.
Galvez’s original or foundational patronage with the king made him an attractive patron.
Indeed, Galvez’s function as a mediator of royal favors made him extremely valuable. All
the minister’s men obtained jobs; Areche, Machado, and Mangino ended their lives as
members of the Council of the Indies; Areche, Machado, Mangino, and Corres received
at one point in their lives the honor of a Cross of the Order of Charles 111;*°? Corres made

good business as alcalde mayor in a rich cochineal-producing region in Oaxaca. With his

100 Aponymous, “Apuntes sucintos y practicas de la América Espafiola.”

lol - -y s - - - -
During the Sonora Expedition Galvez suffered a life-threatening disease that lasted for almost eight

months.

192 The Mangino brothers, Fernando and Rafael, gained their Cross of the Order of Charles 111 until 1791;

“Pruebas Carlos III Fernando Mangino 1791 and “Expediente de pruebas del caballero de la orden de

Carlos 11, Rafael Mangino Fernandez de Lima,” 1791, AHN, Estado-Carlos 111, 573.
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hard and loyal work in treasury affairs, it is probable that Mangino fulfilled his more
personal desire to found the Academy of Fine Arts. Galvez then was a double agent,
acting for the king in the Americas, and acting for his protégés before the king—a
veritable human hinge. By 1776 Galvez’s road toward imperial reform was well paved
with a strong network of clients. Factors such as a previous association and trust (in the
case of the visita team), and expertise and loyalty (in the case of Mangino), were
bargaining chips the minister’s men traded with their patron.

The long-lasting and mutually-constituting character of the relationship between
Galvez and Mangino has tempted me many times to call it a friendship. Unfortunately,
for lack of sufficient evidence—particularly the kind of evidence generated by intimacy
and affection, such as private letters—the particulars of Galvez’s personal exchanges
with Mangino are enfolded in silence. The extremely deferential language used by
Mangino in one letter of 1787 in which he discussed a personal matter with the minister
of the Indies suggests a formal relationship of patronage more than a friendship. % In his
typology of human relationships, Eric Wolf proposes the category of “instrumental
friendship” to differentiate it from an emotional one. Wolf describes this relationship as
one that “aims at a large and unspecified series of performances of mutual assistance.” %
The Galvez-Mangino connection seems to neatly fit in these characteristics. In any case
this relationship may be described as a classic one of patronage if we define it, as Julian

Pitt-Rivers simply but magisterially did, as a “lopsided friendship.”*®

103 Mangino to Galvez, Mexico City, 27 May 1787, AGS, Secretaria de Guerra, leg. 7221.

10% Eric C. Wolf, “Kinship, Friendship, and Patron-Client Relations in Complex Societies,” in Friends,
Followers, and Factions: A Reader in Political Clientelism, ed. Steffen W. Schmidt, Laura Guasti, Carl H.
Landé, and James C. Scott (Berkeley, University of California Press, 1977), 173.

105 pjtt-Rivers, The People of the Sierra, 140.
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Long after Galvez’s demise, his legacy continued to cast a shadow over many of
his former protégés that ended up their careers as ministers of the Council of the Indies. If
we peek at Mangino’s activities at the Council, we found him having common projects
with other men of Galvez, such as José Garcia de Le6n y Pizarro, visitor, president-
regent, treasury subdelegado, and captain general of the Audiencia of Quito from the late
1770s to the early 1780s.'% Furthermore, Mangino and Ramén de Posada succeeded one
another at the presidency of the famous Real Compafiia de Filipinas—a state-led world
trading company created during the Galvez era.'®” Yet, one may also come across
contradictions in the careers of royal functionaries and there is shocking evidence about
an evolution in Mangino’s career after his return to Spain.

In effect, the case of Mangino opens the door to new hypotheses about Galvez’s
legacy, only sketched or suggested tangentially by Stein and Stein in their recent The
Edge of Crisis (2009).'% Galvez’s stance against the Mexico City merchant guild is a
well-known fact. One postulate of his commercial reforms involved the end of traditional
trade monopolies like that of Cadiz, Mexico City, or Lima. Unsurprisingly, for many
years the old merchant guilds (consulados) formed the core of the opposition to Galvez
and his restructuring of the imperial trade structures. According to Stein and Stein,

however, when Mangino returned to Madrid, he worked as lobbyist and agent of the

106 Mangino and Leon y Pizarro, “Extractos Historicos y Cronoldgicos de Ordenes Reales, y Providencias
para los Descubrimientos, Actos, y Posesiones de Costas y Navegacion del Mar del Sur, especialmente del
parte del Norte, y de Californias, y prohibicion de Navegar los Mares de Indias a todas las Naciones
extrangeras.” Madrid, 18 June 1790, 201, available at the Huntington and the Newberry Libraries. For
Garcia de Ledn y Pizarro, see Kenneth J. Andrien, The Kingdom of Quito, 1690-1830: The State and
Regional Development (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 192.

97 Rodriguez Garcia, El fiscal de real hacienda en Nueva Espafia, 60.

198 Barbara H. Stein and Stanley J. Stein, Edge of Crisis: War and Trade in the Spanish Atlantic, 1789-1808
(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 2009). Their information comes from sources | still have
not had the opportunity to review for myself, located in the Consulado section of the Archive General of
the Indies in Seville.
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Mexico City consulado. He vehemently opposed the creation of a new, competing
consulado in Veracruz.® In addition, a rumor circulated that he received 1,500 pesos

fuertes a year from the Mexico City merchant guild.**

Meanwhile, another man of
Galvez, still in New Spain, the fiscal Ramdn de Posada, backed Viceroy Revillagigedo
(in office, 1789-1794) in supporting the creation of more consulados in New Spain.***
What is the meaning of this contradiction? Did Gélvez change his mind in relation to
consulados during his ministry and Mangino acted accordingly? There is room to suspect
this, but more evidence is needed. Or, since Galvez was dead, did Mangino act
autonomously for a new set of patrons (the powerful merchants of Mexico City)? If the
latter is the case, by supporting the creation of a new consulado in Veracruz, Posada was

only continuing Galvez’s imperial trade project and reformist legacy, but Mangino was

not.

1% 1bid., 136-139.
9 1bid., 500n28.
111 Brading, Miners and Merchants, 117.



Chapter 2

The Minister’s Awkward Partner: the Bureaucratic Career of Merchant Pedro

Antonio de Cossio in New Spain during the Galvez Era’

Introduction

In the great tapestry of patron-client relationships that José de Galvez wove
during the general inspection of New Spain, one particular thread is fascinating for its
long-lasting, chiaroscuro-dyed character: his relationship with Pedro Antonio de Cossio,
a Spanish merchant resident in Veracruz. This dyadic connection is a central instance of
the patronage relationships initiated by Galvez during his years in Mexico. Studying it
provides rich insights into the political arena of reform, or in other words, into how the
new imperial policies were negotiated and contested among bureaucrats at different
levels (and locations) of the Spanish American colonial administration. As evidence in
Chapter One suggested, Galvez succeeded in forming long-lasting and devoted
supporters for his project, Cossio was among the most important. The merchant’s
bureaucratic career developed parallel to the process of colonial reform propelled by the
Galvez Visitation, and his activities are examples of acceptance and collaboration with
the ambitious plan of institutional restructuring. This chapter departs from Galvez’s life
history to concentrate on Cossio’s, a move that offers the possibility of learning more
about the people Galvez chose to interact with, and why. | will show how the minister

and the merchant initiated and maintained a relationship of trust across great distances,

! The initial findings in this chapter can be found in my contribution, “El socio incémodo del ministro. La
carrera burocratica del comerciante Pedro Antonio de Cossio en Nueva Espafia durante la era Galvez
(1765-1787),” in De la Colonia al Estado Moderno. Ruptura, cambios y continuidades, ed. José Alfredo
Uribe and Abel Padilla (Morelia, Mich: UMSNH-CONACYT, 2009), 427-442.
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one that survived waves of criticisms. To the enemies of Galvez, Cossio and his
questionable actions in power became an easy target for attacks on the minister’s reforms
in New Spain. Finally, the question of political corruption, always pullulating in Galvez’s
career and his efforts at imperial regeneration, appears at multiple points in this case.
Some conclusions can be drawn from this history as to why corruption became a question
with which Gélvez and his contemporaries can be seen contending both explicitly and
implicitly. The overall objective is to locate not only the cortex of this relationship, but
also the subcutaneous assumptions these bureaucrats shared about being in the service of
the king in a moment of institutional change, and even their expectations for gain from
this program of reform. All of this contributes to my general analysis of political culture
in Spanish America and the Iberian world, particularly in Bourbon Mexico.

It is highly likely that José de Galvez met Pedro Antonio de Cossio immediately
on his arrival in New Spain at the port of Veracruz in the summer of 1765. Already a
successful merchant, Cossio, became a collaborator of the visitor-general by the end of
that year. In 1767 Galvez nominated him to join the colonial fiscal bureaucracy as interim
head of the newly established customs administration of the port. The trader-turned-into-
bureaucrat held that position until 1779, when King Charles 111 raised him up with a triple
appointment as viceregal secretary, intendant of the army, and “secret” superintendant (as
will be explained later) of the royal treasury. Historian Luis Navarro Garcia writes that
with the latter position, Cossio managed to amass so much power that he became, in fact,

a “viceroy in the shadows” who ruled Mexico during the viceregal mandate of Martin
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Mayorga.? For Vicente Rodriguez Garcia, Cossio was the “leading mind, the grey matter
of the viceroyalty” during this period.® The merchant of Veracruz enjoyed the trust of
Gélvez for almost two decades, but suddenly in late 1782, he received a rare royal order
of retirement; Galvez’s signature accompanied that of the king.

To situate Galvez’s relationship with Cossio in its appropriate context, one must
recognize that the latter was not the sole entrepreneur that became a royal functionary
under the former’s aegis. As explained below, Cossio belonged to a group of merchants
that supported the visitor-general with a generous act of financial cooperation at the very
beginning of his official mission in Mexico in 1765. Cossio, Juan José de Echeveste, and
Domingo Lardizabal, among others, donated to the Crown a significant quantity of pesos
to put the state tobacco monopoly on its feet. As the Galvez-directed restructuration of
the colonial fiscal bureaucracy unraveled, the three mentioned merchants obtained
bureaucratic positions in the new or reformed establishments. Thus, in 1767, Juan José
Echeveste, a merchant from Mexico City, received a quadruple appointment from
Galvez. Of Basque origins, Echeveste held the offices of treasurer of two state
monopolies (tobacco and playing cards, of the second fiscal branch he was also the

director), the gunpowder administration, and the Sonora Expedition.* In the same year as

2 Luis Navarro Garcia, “La crisis del reformismo borbonico bajo Carlos IV,” Temas Americanistas, no. 13
(1997): 2. Viceroy Martin Mayorga ruled Spain from 1779 to 1783.

® Vicente Rodriguez Garcia, El fiscal de Real Hacienda en Nueva Espafia: Don Ramén de Posada y Soto,
1781-1793 (Oviedo: Secretariado de Publicaciones de la Universidad de Oviedo, 1986), 72. An earlier
allusion to Cossio as the “grey matter” of the viceroyalty can be found in Joaquin Real Diaz and Antonia
M. Heredia Herrera, “Martin de Mayorga (1779-1783),” in Los virreyes de Nueva Espafia en el reinado de
Carlos I, ed. José Antonio Calderdn Quijano (Sevilla: Escuela de Estudios Hispanoamericanos-Escuela
Gréfica Salesiana, 1968), 2:44.

* The military campaign led by Galvez to the Interior Provinces of New Spain in the 1768-1770 period, also
known as the Sonora Expedition, has fascinated both writers and historians. Echeveste’s four employments
stirred uproar among Galvez’s enemies, such as Tomas Ortiz Landazuri, accountant-general of the Indies
(see below, n. 19). In 1768, Ortiz Landazuri suggested that the Crown should confirm the merchant solely
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Echeveste, another Basque, Domingo Lardizabal, a merchant who functioned as the main
representative of the consulado (merchant guild) of Céadiz in Mexico City, became
treasurer of the viceregal capital’s customs.® A merchant outside this group that received
the direct patronage of Galvez through his friendship with the visitor-general was Pedro
Lorenzo Rodriguez, who ran the meat supply business of the city. Viceroy Marqués the
Croix, a political ally of Gélvez, appointed Lorenzo Rodriguez as interim corregidor
(mayor) of Mexico City in 1766.° The main problem that needs to be addressed here is
the inevitable conflict of interests generated by businessmen in power which Galvez’s
enemies readily identified as a cause of concern: how could a merchant be a just official
if his trade related to the office he had been appointed to? How could Lorenzo de
Rodriguez, as corregidor, perform a fair scrutiny of the meat supply of Mexico City, if
his business was the object that needed inspection? The case of Cossio, I will show,
offers multiple examples of these conflicts.

The protracted Galvez-Cossio relationship is an atypical case of patronage. As
stated in the last chapter, inequality between patron and client is one of the main
ingredients of patronage relationships. But this disparity need not to signify a great gulf
akin to that between lord and peasant. As J. M. Bourne argues for the case of nineteenth-

century England, “patronage relationships could be as important within classes as

as head of the tobacco treasury; see his draft of report to (minister of the Indies) Julidn de Arriaga, Madrid,
18 Nov. 1768, AGlI, Indiferente General (hereafter cited as Indiferente), leg. 38. Despite the accountant-
general’s advice, Echeveste continued administering his multiple offices until his death in 1781; see Pedro
Antonio de Cosio to José de Gélvez, Mexico City, 14 Mar. 1781, AGI, Mexico, leg 1511.

® According to Linda Salvucci, Lardizabal kept this post until his death in 1812; see her “Costumbres
viejas, ‘hombres nuevos:” José de Galvez y la burocracia fiscal novohispana, 1754-1800,” Historia
Mexicana 33, no. 2 (1983): 247n47. Also, Domingo de Lardiz&bal and Luis de Vergara to Galvez, Mexico
City, 20 Dec. 1766, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1245,

® Ortiz Landazuri to Arriaga, Madrid, 1 June 1767, AGI, Indiferente, leg. 38
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between them.”’

A less accentuated asymmetry between Galvez and his client-merchants
created internal dynamics that differed from Gélvez’s typical associations with
bureaucrats like him. In these cases the patron and the client were powerful enough in
their different spheres of influence but still, the rich merchant and the visitor-general
needed each other to attain either particular or mutual benefits.® Cossio was a valuable
partner because he granted loans for the Andalusian minister’s projects and toward the
Crown’s war efforts against other imperial rivals. Moreover, when Galvez left New
Spain, Cossio provided him with valuable, presumably reliable information about
Mexican affairs of state. Finally, Cossio showed unconditional support for the minister’s
program of reform. From a subordinate bureaucratic position in relation to Galvez, but
with an extraordinary economic power, the merchant also derived benefits such as his
spectacular rise within the colonial governmental structure, which undoubtedly translated
into accumulated political power and social prestige. In addition, as will become
apparent, his privileged situation also opened opportunities to expand his business
endeavors. Another aspect to observe is how Galvez’s bargaining position changed
because his merchant follower was a particularly powerful client. Ultimately the Galvez-
Cossio connection ended in the merchant’s political disgrace.

Historians of Bourbon Mexico have paid scant and transient attention to Cossio as

a historical actor.? It is striking, however, that practically all authors who deal with

7 J. M. Bourne, Patronage and Society in Nineteenth-Century England (London: Edward Arnold, 1986), 6,
my emphasis.

& On reciprocity and exchange as constitutive parts of patronage see chapter 1.

® A few works stand out in this respect because they have devoted at least one or two handfuls of pages (a
section of their works at most) to Cossio. No doubt, Luis Navarro Garcia was the earliest historian to
transform Cossio into a subject of historical research in his first major work Intendencias en Indias
(Seville: Escuela de Estudios Hispanoamericanos, 1959); Joaquin Real Diaz and Antonia Heredia Herrera
took the task of greatly expanding and detailing the findings of Navarro in “Martin de Mayorga;” David
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Cossio conclude that the merchant was either a vicious or an incompetent royal official.
David Brading, for instance, describes Cossio as a “peculiarly tactless fellow” and
considers that his relationship with Gélvez is proof of the powerful minister’s fallibility at
the moment of choosing his men of trust.'® In the same venue, Susan Deans-Smith calls
Cossio “talented but erratic.”*! The problems and paradoxes of his relationship not just
with Galvez, but also with administrative power more generally, have been mentioned in
the historical literature, but little has been explained about the significance of the
merchant-bureaucrat’s actions. Perhaps this is due to the fact that only quite recently have
some historians begun to pay serious attention to those local and regional participants
who cooperated and contributed in the application of the Bourbon Reforms.*? This
chapter analyzes a dynamic process spanning almost twenty years, and portrays a
relationship nurtured by its members notwithstanding the complexity of communications

across large spaces.

Brading followed closely Navarro’s work in his classic Miners and Merchants in Bourbon Mexico, 1763-
1810 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1971); Vicente Rodriguez Garcia offered some twists to
previous accounts in his El fiscal de Real Hacienda en Nueva Espafia; and finally, Linda Arnold also
provided some fresh evidence on other aspects of Cossio’s bureaucratic career in her book Bureaucracy
and Bureaucrats in Mexico City, 1742-1835 (Tucson: The University of Arizona Press, 1988). These are all
works from the Spanish and Anglophone bodies of historical literature. In the Mexican historiographical
landscape, heavily dominated by the field of economic history, Cossio appears as an occasional actor in
some works, see for example, Matilde Souto Mantecon, “La transformacion del puerto de Veracruz en el
siglo XVIII: De sitio de transito a sede mercantil” in EI comercio exterior de México, 1713-1850, ed.
Carmen Yuste Lopez and Matilde Souto Mantecon (Mexico City: Instituto de Investigaciones Dr. José
Maria Luis Mora, 2000), 110-139, and her book Mar abierto: la politica y el comercio del consulado de
Veracruz en el ocaso del sistema imperial (México: El Colegio de México-Instituto de Investigaciones Dr.
José Maria Luis Mora, 2001); and also Carlos Marichal’s twin works: La bancarrota del virreinato: Nueva
Espafia y las finanzas del Imperio espafiol, 1780-1810 (Mexico City: El Colegio de México-Fideicomiso
Historia de las Américas-Fondo de Cultura Econémica, 1999) and Bankrupcity of Empire: Mexican Silver
and the Wars between Spain, Britain, and France, 1760-1810 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2007).

19 Brading, Miners and Merchants in Bourbon Mexico, 61 and 63.

1 Deans-Smith, Bureaucrats, Planters, and Workers: The Making of the Tobacco Monopoly in Bourbon
Mexico (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1992).

12 |gnacio Almada Bay and others discuss this recent interest in the regional and local participants of the
Bourbon Reforms in their introduction to Manifiesto de Eusebio Bentura Belefia (Zamora: El Colegio de
Michoacan-Universidad de Guadalajara-El Colegio de Sonora, 2006), 12.
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Origins and Maturation of the Cossio-Gélvez Relationship, 1765-1779

In the analysis of a relationship it is important to learn as much as possible about
the two parties. Before introducing Galvez’s association with Pedro Antonio de Cossio, it
is best to first draw a biographical sketch of the Veracruz merchant. David Brading
identified Cossio as a Montafiés merchant, most likely because the founders of the trade
house of Cossio came from Santander province in Spain."* Matilde Souto later argued,
however, that Pedro Antonio de Cossio y Cossio was Andalusian, son of the municipal
magistrate (alcalde ordinario) of Jérez de la Frontera.'* The debate whether he was
Montafiés or Andalusian matters considerably. It has been suggested earlier in this
dissertation that during the Galvez era, particularly after 1776, a host of Andalusians
benefited from positions in the Spanish American colonial administration. For this reason
it is highly plausible that Cossio’s particular place of birth in this southern Spanish region
became a crucial factor in obtaining José de Galvez’s favor.

The Montafés ancestry of Cossio’s family is relevant too, however. His origins in

Andalusia can be explained because in the early 1700s there was an important migration

13 Brading maintains that the Cossios were Montafieses from the hamlet of Obesso in the valley of Riona;
see Miners and Merchants, 61 and 112. Ortiz de la Tabla corrects the name of the valley to Rionansa; see
Javier Ortiz de la Tabla y Ducasse, “Comercio y Comerciantes Montafieses en Veracruz (1785-1804),” in
Santander y el Nuevo Mundo. Segundo ciclo de estudios historicos de la Provincia de Santander. Octubre
1977, ed. Centro de Estudios Montafieses (Bilbao: Institucion Cultural de Cantabria-Diputacion Provincial
de Santander, 1979), 322. A modern Google Earth and internet search produced the following results: in the
Spanish province of Cantabria, there is a Municipality of Rionansa, crossed by the Nansa River. Near the
head of the municipality, there is a small village called Obeso. Also interesting is that close by there is
another small community called Cossio which in our days offers for sightseers a large “Cossio House” built
in 1723.

4 His parents were Antonio de Cossio y de Agiiera and Maria Josefa de Cossio y Bedoya; Matilde Souto
Mantecon, Mar abierto, 285.
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of Montafieses to this region.*> Andalusia was experiencing important geopolitical
changes at the time: in 1717 Cadiz supplanted Seville as the seat of the official monopoly
of trade with the Spanish American territories. It seems that the Montafieses arrived at the
right moment at the right place because during the eighteenth, and well into the
nineteenth centuries these families formed a tight-knitted merchant community in
Cadiz.™® Immigrant Montafieses (and Basques) also dominated the elite commercial
landscape in eighteenth-century colonial Mexico."’

Carlos Marichal calls Pedro Antonio de Cossio a “respected member of one of the
oldest mercantile dynasties of the [Mexican] Viceroyalty.”18 In a context where great
commercial fortunes waxed and waned in a matter of one or two generations, it is
surprising that the House of Cossio survived for so many years. Indeed, in the mid-
seventeenth century, Mateo Gonzalez de Cossio had already established the family’s
mercantile house in Veracruz. Pedro Antonio arrived in that port as an adolescent in

1736; he belonged to the third generation of the Cossio family to settle in the Americas.

!> This migration acquired historical relevance very soon as the1803 Ordinances for the Montafiés Guild in
Cadiz demonstrates. The first line of the document reads: “As the natives of the Mountains of Burgos and
Santander observed at the beginning of the eighteenth century that their country did not offer them
resources to support themselves, they decided to move to the kingdom of Andalusia in order to employ
themselves in honest establishments and occupations, which would pay the for the support necessary and
convenient for the development of their families;” see complete ordinances in Ma. Luisa de Vitoria,
“Ordenanzas para el gremio de Montafieses en Cadiz (1803-1832),” Altamira: Revista del Centro de
Estudios Montafieses, no. 54, (1998): 225-251.

16 Maria Concepci6n Gavira Méarquez, “El comercio de los montafieses con América. La Casa Gutiérrez a
fines del siglo XVIII” in Redes Sociales e instituciones comerciales en el imperio espafiol, siglos XVII a
XIX, eds. Antonio Ibarra and Guillermina del Valle Pavon (México: UNAM-Instituto Mora, 2007), 161-
186.

7 Brading, Miners and Merchants, part I, chapter 1. An anecdote came to my mind from a study of
Spanish migration to Argentina from the mid-nineteenth to the early twentieth century. In this episode,
Argentine dictator Juan Manuel Rosas asked musician Fermin Gambin if he was Galician (most Spanish
immigrants to Argentina came from the province of Galicia), the musician responded “no Sir, I was born in
Cadiz” and the dictator answered impatiently: “OK, you are a Galician from Cadiz.” We could say that
Pedro Antonio de Cossio was a Montafiés from Andalusia. Read the anecdote in: José C. Moya, Primos y
Extranjeros. La inmigracion espafiola en Buenos Aires, 1850-1930, trans. Maria Teresa La Valle (Buenos
Aires: Emecé, 2004), 27.

'8 Marichal, Bankrupcity of Empire, 99.



60

Following a basic Montafiés pattern to preserve family fortunes, he first served as
apprentice of Juan Domingo de Cossio, his uncle and head of the business. In 1752 Pedro
Antonio married Ana Maria Dominga de Cossio, a widowed older cousin, daughter of
Juan Domingo.* Eventually, in 1770, Pedro Antonio succeeded his uncle as head of a
firmly established trade company.?

There is scarce information about the actual business of the mercantile house of
Cossio, and the data | have gathered comes from the times when Pedro Antonio was the
patriarch. The Cossios were exporters of the few commercial crops New Spain sent to the
Old World: dyes like cochineal and Guatemalan indigo, and vanilla.?* Indeed, during the
1760s and 1770s, the house participated actively in the cochineal dye trade, New Spain’s
second most valuable export after silver.?> From more fragmented and scattered evidence,
it is possible to infer that the Cossios and their closest associates participated in the wheat
flour business developed in the Puebla-Veracruz region; it is not clear whether they were

wheat producers, but at least their commercial house and business partners were

19 According to Souto, in Vercaruz, on 29 January 1719, Ana Marfa Domingo married José de Huergo y
Campillo, infantry captain of the viceregal palace in Mexico City; see Souto, Mar abierto, 286. See similar
life stories for the case of the merchant Gutiérrez family in Gavira, “El comercio de los montafieses con
América.” For this pattern of intra-familial marriages, see also Brading, Miners and Merchants, 103.

20 Information on Cossio’s background comes from Brading, Miners and Merchants, 112; Souto, Mar
abierto, 285-286; Ortiz de la Tabla, “Comercio y Comerciantes Montafieses en Veracruz,”322 and Jackie
R. Booker, Veracruz Merchants, 1770-1829. A Mercantile Elite in Late Bourbon and Early Independent
Mexico (Boulder: Westview Press, 1993), 103.

2! Brian Hamnett, Politics and Trade in Southern Mexico 1750-1821 (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1971), 36-37 and 61. This author also suggests that the merchant house had business partners outside
Veracruz like Mexico City merchant, Pedro Alonso de Ayes, who delivered cochineal to the port for the
Cossios.

22 Booker, Veracruz Merchants, 64. The trade of cochineal in terms of pounds exported to Spain peaked in
1774, around the same time when the House of Cossio was involved in the business; for more on cochineal
trade and production, see Jeremy Baskes, Indians, Merchants, and Markets. A Reinterpretation of the
Repartimiento and Spanish-Indian Economic Relations in Colonial Oaxaca, 1750-1821 (Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 2000).
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intermediaries in this trade.? In addition, the Cossios functioned as agents of powerful
individuals and corporations in the Spanish imperial system such as the Duke of Veragua
and Berwick, the Duke of Atrisco (or Atlixco), the consulado of Cadiz, and the Royal
Company of the Philippines (established in 1785).%* Showing their leadership among the
merchant community in Veracruz, in 1785, when Pedro Antonio was no longer a
bureaucrat, the Cossio House spearheaded the campaign for the establishment of a
consulado (merchant guild) in the port that would compete with their powerful Mexico
City counterpart.”® In this context it is not surprising that before the Galvez Visitation,
Cossio already had held positions of local influence. In 1751 he became town councilor
(regidor) of Veracruz and a title of district magistrate (alcalde mayor) of the old city of
Veracruz was issued in his name in February of 1761. The title highlights Pedro Antonio
de Cossio’s performance at the town council in various commissions he had served:
accountant, attorney general, and alcalde ordinario. The document also mentions the
salary he would get as alcalde mayor (500 pesos a year) and shows one of Cossio’s
typical activities throughout his bureaucratic career: lending money to the Crown. In
1757, during the Seven Year’s War he entered 80,000 pesos into the king’s coffers at

Veracruz in the form of a loan.?®

%% pedro Antonio de Cossio and his brother Joaquin participated in the provision of flour, biscuits, and
hardtack to the Spanish troops in the Caribbean from 1768 t01782, approximately. | examine this case
below.

2 The duchy of Veragua belonged to the descendants of Christopher Columbus and the Cossios were in
charge of collecting their rents in the island of Santo Domingo, and also of channeling to them monies from
the sales tax of Veracruz. The heirs of Aztec emperor Moctezuma were the dukes of Atrisco (or Atlixco)
and they had possessions in New Spain, particularly in the region surrounding the city of Puebla.

%% Souto, Mar abierto.

% Copy of title of alcalde mayor of Veracruz for Pedro Antonio de Cossio, 22 Feb. 1761, AGS, Direccion
General del Tesoro, Inventario 24, leg. 183, fol. 807. Real and Heredia maintain that Cossio took office in
1763 but resigned two months later, see their “Martin de Mayorga,” 44.
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Galvez met Pedro Antonio de Cossio in Veracruz around July 1765.%” Veracruz
was the main port of New Spain and Galvez and his contemporaries considered it “the
throat of the realm,” and also the “key to the country.”?® Yet, in the mid-1760s the port-
city was a backward, insalubrious place that did not offer the comforts of other urban
centers like Mexico City or Puebla.?® Souto explains that from the sixteenth to the mid-
eighteenth centuries, the passengers and merchandise that arrived in Veracruz hurriedly
left the port in order to reach more benign and populated parts of Mexico. During most
part of the year, therefore, the city and its inhabitants sank into lethargy. However, when
the Atlantic merchant fleet arrived, Veracruz suddenly came to life for a few weeks.*
The history of reform that | am telling in this chapter (and dissertation) played an
important role in the future development of Veracruz and its consolidation as a city of
political and economic importance.

It is interesting to note that Galvez and Cossio belonged to the same generation.

Born in 1723, Cossio was 42 years old when a 45-year-old Galvez arrived in New Spain,

%" Galvez landed in Veracruz on 18 July 1765 and left that port for Mexico City in early August. Around
the same time Galvez set foot in Havana on 4 July, waiting for his passage to Veracruz, a homonymous of
Cossio was there too. Indeed, some authors have confused Pedro Antonio de Cossio y Cossio, the
merchant, with another Pedro Antonio de Cossio, in charge of the mail reform of Lima in the Americas
from 1765 to 1770, see for example, Real and Heredia, “Martin de Mayorga,” 44. José Antonio de Armona,
director of the royal mail in Havana, mentions in his memoirs that he met José de Galvez in that Cuban city
when the visitor was in transit to New Spain and from then on, corresponded with him; following that
information he refers to his encounter with a Pedro Antonio de Cossio, who was an extravagant figure who
had traveled around the world. He probably referred to the man that left for the Viceroyalty of Peru; see
José Antonio de Armona, “Noticias privadas de casa, Utiles para mis hijos: recuerdos historicos de mi
carrera ministerial en Espafia y América,” 1787, BNE, Fondo Antiguo, Mss. 23088.

% Summary of Galvez to Arriaga, 8 April 1768, in Consejo de Indias, “Extracto de los autos de visita de
cajas reales y ramos de Real Hacienda de la ciudad y puerto de la Nueva Veracruz” (hereafter cited as
“Extracto de los autos de visita”), 1770, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1250 and Marqués de Croix, instructions to his
successor Antonio Maria de Bucareli y Ursta, Mexico City, 1 Sep. 1771, in Charles-Francois de Croix,
Correspondance du marquis de Croix, capitaine général des armées de S.M.C., vice-roi du Mexique 1737-
1786 (Nantes: E. Grimaud, 1891), 286.

% The Marqués de Croix arrived to Veracruz exactly a year after Galvez and he remarked its burning and
unhealthy climate. Croix to (his brother) Marquis de Heuchin, Veracruz, 18 July 1766 in Croix,
Correspondance du marquis de Croix, 199.

%0 Souto, “La transformacion del puerto de Veracruz,” 110-113.
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perhaps an additional factor that favored cooperation between the two men.* Shortly
after Galvez’s arrival in Bourbon Mexico, Cossio started sending signals that he desired
to become the visitor-general’s associate. The earliest news of collaboration between
them relates to the reorganization of the recently established state tobacco monopoly
undertaken by the visitor-general as soon as he arrived in Mexico City in late August. By
then the project had existed for a year or so, but when Galvez reviewed it he found it
floundering. The first measure taken for the monopoly’s re-launching was a
recapitalization, for which Galvez negotiated loans and donations from merchants of
Spain, Mexico City, and Veracruz. During the negotiation, the visitor-general faced many
problems (among them, the opposition of Viceroy Marqués de Cruillas), but he already
had an ally in Cossio. In November, Pedro Antonio de Cossio wrote a letter to Galvez
and “offered whatever financial help his merchant house could provide.”32 In December
the visitor-general informed the minister of Treasury and War, the Marqués de
Esquilache, that five entrepreneurs had been key in the successful refinancing of the
monopoly: Cossio, Juan José Echeveste, Domingo Lardizabal, Manuel Marco, and
Fernando Bustillo, who together donated 1,200,000 pesos.*

From this initial moment of cooperation on, Galvez’s relationship with Cossio
elicited a series of expressions of disapproval at different levels of the colonial

government that would span many years. Thus, in late 1768 Tomas Ortiz Landazuri, the

3! Cossio figured as the first person in a list of witnesses in a fraud investigation against the employees of
the royal treasury of Veracruz carried out between January and August 1766—an inquiry initiated as a
consequence of the visita general of Galvez. According to this list, Cossio was 43 years old; hence, he must
have been born ca. 1723. See Consejo de Indias, “Extracto de los autos de visita.”

%2 Cossio to Galvez, 23 Nov. 1765, AGI, Mexico, leg. 2256, cited in Deans-Smith, Bureaucrats, Planters,
and Workers, 19.

% Ibid., 20.
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accountant-general of the Indies,* reminded Minister of the Indies Julian de Arriaga that
it was “well known” that Cossio, Echeveste, Lardizabal, Marco, and Bustillo had
“generously supplied the visitor-general with great sums of money without interest to buy
tobacco during the planning of the monopoly.” Moreover, he recalled, Galvez had
informed the king about the munificence of these individuals and proposed to reward
them with mercedes de habito, memberships as knights of a military religious order.
Charles III acceded to Galvez’ request35 and Ortiz Landazuri concluded that “from this
follows the marked protection that the visitor-general has given them, by offering the
lucrative employments that each one is exercising.”*® For some scholars it is obvious that
Cossio’s assistance in the tobacco monopoly earned him the office of director of customs
at Veracruz in 1767. But the merchant had collaborated with the visitor-general on other
fronts too. Cossio financially backed one of Galvez’s main projects during the visitation,
the Sonora Expedition: he figured among the first individual contributors to the military
campaign with 1,000 pesos.*’

In the Galvez Visitation, the inspection of Veracruz embodied the pilot program
of fiscal reform for the entire viceroyalty. Metropolitan authorities in Spain subjected

José de Galvez’s guidelines in that city to strict supervision, not only because it was the

% The General Accountancy of the Indies (Contaduria General de Indias) was an organ of the Council of
the Indies, but it could report directly to the Minister of the Indies. Its consultative functions related to
financial matters in Spanish America.

3% Galvez’s nominated Cossio for the habit of a religious order in 1766 (Souto, Mar abierto, 285); years
later, the merchant thanked Arriaga and the king for his habit—presumably the order of Santiago, since his
signature included the characteristic cross—saying that it represented too great an honor in exchange for
the simple “supplement” he had donated for the establishment of the tobacco monopoly; Cossio to Arriaga,
Veracruz, 20 Mar. 1770, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1250.

% Ortiz Landazuri to Arriaga, draft, Madrid, 18 Nov. 1768, AGI, Indiferente, leg. 38, my emphasis.

%7 LLuis Navarro Garcia, Don José de Galvez y la Comandancia General de las Provincias Internas del
norte de Nueva Espafia (Seville: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas, 1964), 149.
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main port of the richest “tax colony” of the eighteenth-century Atlantic world,* but also
because it was one of the boldest reforms the visitor-general introduced during the entire
inspection of New Spain. Indeed, Veracruz became the first site of what was called an
administration en pie de aduana (on the customs’ foot, literally) which in the broadest
sense meant a renewed way of handling the royal treasury in which the state would
manage the customs directly and centralize all economic affairs, from trade-related
matters to the collection of taxes. The first movement toward this new form of
administration began in late 1765 when Galvez’s visita team made accusations of
embezzlement against three senior treasury officials at the port who had appropriated
15,000 pesos.** From this moment on, it is possible to observe Pedro Antonio de Cossio
cooperating with the official inspection of Veracruz, since he figured as the first listed
witness of the fraud investigation that ensued next year.*® In February 1767 Galvez
decreed the new administration en pie de aduana to be ruled by his plan, Instruccion
provisional para el arreglo en la administracion y manejo de las rentas y derechos de su

majestad en la nueva ciudad de Veracruz.** The visitor-general justified the reform based

% For the concept of “tax colony,” see Marichal, Bankruptcy of Empire, 4.

% The team designed by Galvez to conduct the visita of Veracruz was integrated by lawyer Bartolomé
Ortega y Montenegro, accountant Francisco Xavier de Corres, and clerk, Salvador Vicente Barrachina
(more information on these men in chapter 2). The three accused senior officials were dismissed on 16
February 1767. A summary of this case can be found in “Abstract of enquiry of the Council of the Indies of
1 February 1768 relative to the proceedings caused by the new workforce of the Administration of the
Royal Treasury by visitor Galvez in New Spain” (hereafter cited as “Enquiry of the Council of the Indies”),
1767-1771, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1245 and for the complete record of the Veracruz visita, refer to AHN,
Consejos, leg. 21463.

%% See n. 31 supra.

* Provisional instruction for the administration and management of the revenues and duties of His Majesty
in the New City of Veracruz. In addition of state centralization of customs’ functions, the Instruccion
involved other measures such as: the lowering of sales taxes, the reduction of taxes applied to flours and
wine (revenues usually employed for fortifications), and the permission to trade directly (with other
provinces of New Spain) some Spanish products (caldos y géneros, alcoholic beverages and cloth) that
arrived in Veracruz.
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on the original case of embezzlement but also as a solution against other corrupt practices
such as contraband.*

After the removal of royal functionaries and the creation of the customs
administration the need for a new workforce (planta) naturally emerged. In addition to
the accused, other officials were also suspended, but at least two kept their jobs and they
would eventually become Cossio’s subaltern officials: accountant José Fajardo
Covarrubias and cashier Pedro Ildefonso Trujillo. For the main office of “general
administrator of the Royal Treasury and new Customs of Veracruz” Galvez proposed
Martin José de Alegria, whom he considered an individual of “accredited conduct.” This
selection created an immediate problem: Alegria was a royal official in Havana and it
would take time to arrange his relocation.** Galvez decided to create the position of
“interim administrator,” therefore, and chose for it Pedro Antonio de Cossio, whom he
described simply as a “vecino [resident] of Veracruz, a hard-working man, honest, and
able.”** In this way, thanks to an express recommendation by the visitor-general, Cossio
obtained his first, not inconsiderable job in the colonial bureaucracy. He stayed in that
position from February 1767 until his next official appointment in 1779, with a brief
interlude out of office between September 1769 and late 1770.%°

From his office of customs administrator of Veracruz, Cossio became a defender,

a veritable bulwark, against hundreds of attacks against the Instruccion provisional.

%2 Change was necessary and expedient because, according to Galvez, “fraudulent introductions [of
contraband products] happened through the most unimaginable means;” Galvez to Arriaga, Mexico City,

27 Feb. 1767, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1245.

* Ibid.

* Galvez cited by Ortiz Landazuri in his report, Madrid, 16 Oct. 1767, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1245,

** Apparently in the second period from 1770-1779 Cossio was no longer “interim” but the administrator on
a permanent basis. In a letter of 1775, however, Minister of the Indies Julian de Arriaga still called Cossio
“interim” administrator of Veracruz, see Arriaga to Antonio Maria de Bucareli y Ursua, draft, Madrid, 9
Dec. 1775, ibid.
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These complaints originated on diverse fronts and focused either on the rules of the new
administration en pie de aduana, or on Cossio’s performance as administrator. Merchants
of the consulados of Mexico City and Cadiz, particularly opposed the new state
interventionism in commercial and fiscal matters. Most of the attacks finished up in the
same office in Madrid: the Contaduria General de Indias.*® In other words, no matter if
the grievances came from Veracruz, Mexico City, or Spain; or if institutions like the
customs administration of Veracruz itself, or the merchant guilds of Mexico City and
Cadiz, or the Tribunal de Cuentas (the court of audits in Mexico City) initiated them,
sooner or later they reached the Ministry of the Indies, and Julian de Arriaga always
asked the analysis and opinion of accountant-general Ortiz Landazuri, who ended up
gathering and systematizing the negative views on the reformist activities of José de
Galvez.”

Actually, it is possible to trace Galvez’s relationship with Cossio through Ortiz
Landazuri’s reports. In multiple written accounts the accountant-general of the Indies
displayed forceful arguments to cast doubt on the effectiveness of Galvez’s reforms in
Veracruz. Pedro Antonio de Cossio was an ubiquitous target for Ortiz Landazuri, who
centered most of his attacks on the inappropriate fact that a merchant, with obvious
vested interests, dealt with monies of the royal treasury. Among many criticisms, one of
particular importance was that Cossio had moved the site of the newly established
customs administration to his own residence. Ortiz Landazuri noted this repeatedly in his

reports, indicating the disadvantages of the arrangement: the merchant charged rent to the

“® See comments on the Contaduria’s functions supra, n. 34.

*" The Arriaga-Ortiz Landazuri duo functioned as one of the main adversaries of the restructuring of New
Spain’s treasury affairs since both officials were sympathetic to the traditional monopolistic interests that
the reforms were targeting: those of the powerful consulados of Mexico City and Cadiz.
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Crown for the use of his house; he had moved the customs archives to his personal office,
and controlled the access to official documents, among other things.*®

Ortiz Landazuri frequently accused Cossio for having favored members of his
own family with jobs in the administration. For example, in July 1767 Viceroy Marqués
de Croix appointed Gaspar de Cossio to the minor post of alcaide in the new customs
house of Veracruz.* In October, the Tribunal de Cuentas sent to Spain the news of this
designation, qualifying it as irregular, even more so, perhaps, because the relative of
Pedro Antonio de Cossio had received a salary from the date of his appointment, a few
months before actually occupying his position. Ortiz Landazuri repudiated the viceroy’s
action as a clear transgression of the law. For the accountant-general this was an
“irregular,” “extraordinary,” and unprecedented practice and he recommended that the
customs alcaide, Gaspar, should return to the royal coffers the whole salary he had
received from his designation to the date he took office.>® Even more striking is that
around the same time that Pedro Antonio obtained his own job in Veracruz, his brother
Joaquin de Cossio assumed the office of customs administrator of Puebla.>! In addition,
Joaquin became the purveyor general of supplies for the army, and of food supplies for

Havana.>® From this commission it is possible to infer that the Cossio family participated

*8 Ortiz Landazuri to Arriaga, draft report, Madrid, 25 Sep. 1771, AGI, Indiferente 39. What is clear is that
the Crown did not take measures to remedy this situation until 1784, when the merchant was no longer a
bureaucrat. Indeed, the customs of Veracruz remained in Cossio’s house until Viceroy Matias de Galvez
ordered its change to a different location; see Rodriguez, El fiscal de Real Hacienda, 263.

*9 1 still need to find out what the functions of this position were and who Gaspar de Cossio was.

%% Ortiz Landazuri to Arriaga, draft report, Madrid, 23 Feb. 1768, AGI, Indiferente, leg. 38.

*1 1t is not clear under what conditions or exactly when Joaquin de Cossio obtained his job but as Deans-
Smith rightly points out: “Two brothers were placed in the two most strategic customs offices in Mexico
for internal and external commerce, Puebla and Veracruz;” Deans-Smith, Bureaucrats, Planters, and
Workers, 284n42. Let us remember that Puebla was a region rich in wheat haciendas.

*2 Souto, “La transformacién del puerto de Veracruz,” and Johanna von Grafenstein Gareis, “El abasto de la
escuadra y las plazas militares del Gran Caribe, con harinas y viveres novohispanos, 1755-1779,” in El
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in the flour business, an activity that would later become an obstacle in the bureaucratic
career of Pedro Antonio, as | will explain later.

Therefore, merchant-bureaucrat Pedro Antonio de Cossio, like Gélvez himself,
headed his own network of relatives in government. The coincidence with Galvez’s own
strategies of governance has even led historians to make somewhat problematic
assertions, such as that “Cossio could have inherited one of the more distinctive
behaviors of the actions of the visitor-general in Mexico: the practice of nepotism.”> The
truth is that Cossio maintained these nepotistic traits throughout his career in government.
Take for instance some of the private letters that Cossio addressed to Galvez when he
was superintendant of the royal treasury in the 1779-1782 period. In late 1780 and early
1781 Cossio tried to convince Galvez to send one Mexico City official named Francisco
de la Rocha to the administration of the treasury of Acapulco. Cossio claimed that in that
“ugly position” Rocha would be closely surveyed by a man of “tested conduct,”
Francisco de Cossio Velarde, no doubt one of his relatives, who was already working in

the customs administration of that port in the Pacific.>*

Pedro Antonio de Cossio had to leave his post of interim general administrator of
the customs of Veracruz, when the original appointee, Martin José de Alegria, finally

arrived from Havana to assume his position in late 1769. Alegria and Cossio’s ex-

comercio exterior de México, 46 and 60. After Pedro Antonio’s fall from power, his brother Joaquin
continued to be administrator of alcabalas (sales taxes) in Puebla. In 1783, Viceroy Matias de Gélvez
requested the minister of the Indies, the admission of Joaquin de Cossio in the retirement fund for royal
officials. See Matias de Galvez to Galvez, 28 Oct. 1783, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1401, cited in Rodriguez
Garcia, El fiscal de Real Hacienda, 255.

>3 Josep Maria Delgado Ribas, Dinamicas imperiales (1650-1796): Espafia, América y Europa en el
cambio institucional del sistema colonial espafiol (Barcelona: Bellaterra, 2007), 324n12, my emphasis.

** Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 26 Nov. 1780, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1511. | have not been able to determine
what office Rocha occupied and why Cossio wanted to oust him from Mexico City.
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collaborator, José Fajardo Cobarruvias, quickly began to criticize the former interim
director. This situation revealed that the first offensive line against Cossio’s performance
as administrator had been located inside the customs house. To be sure, in 1770
accountant José Fajardo Covarrubias reminded Arriaga that since 1767 he had been
sending representations to Spain denouncing Cossio’s disorderly management of the
customs.>® The accountant’s comments contrasted ironically with the merchant’s rosy
account of 1768, when he described to Viceroy Marqués de Croix that the working
relationships at the customs administration were cordial, adding that this was due to his
“own natural propensity to harmony.”*® Certainly, when Cossio left office all traces of
cordiality among coworkers disappeared. Another controversy that emerged during the
period was that Cossio allowed limited access, sometimes even denying it, to the original
documents generated by the customs during his administration, papers that he zealously
kept by his side. Alegria and Fajardo Covarrubias issued a complaint to Croix, asking
him to order Cossio to give them the original papers and not just certified copies.®’

Always allied with Galvez’s causes, the viceroy, elbowed this request aside.>®

Cossio’s return to private life after his interim office in Veracruz coincided with a
two-year absence of José de Galvez from the center of political power, Mexico City. In

April 1768 the visitor-general left the capital for the Sonora military expedition in the

*® Note that Fajardo Covarrubias was a royal officer of the treasury of Veracruz who traversed the pre-
reform, Cossio, and brief post-Cossio periods; see José Fajardo Covarrubias to Arriaga, Veracruz, 31 May
1770, AGlI, Indiferente, leg. 39.

*® Copy of Cossio to Croix, Veracruz, 30 April 1768, AGNM, Correspondencia de Virreyes, 2da. serie, vol.
16, fol. 192.

> Martin José Alegria and Fajardo Covarrubias to Arriaga, Veracruz, 2 June 1770, AGI, Indiferente, leg.
39. It is unknown if, during the Alegria administration, the offices of the Veracruz customs continued to be
in Cossio’s residence. This would mean that the merchant kept the original papers in a private archive
under the same roof.

%8 Copy of Croix to Governor and Royal Officers of Veracruz, Mexico City, 4 Mar. 1770, ibid.
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northwestern provinces of New Spain, and he would not return until May 1770.
Moreover, in late 1769 and early 1770, news of the deteriorating health of the visitor-
general had reached Mexico City and Madrid: Galvez’s power was ebbing. It was a
strategic moment for the enemies of his reforms, who unleashed a veritable acid rain of
criticisms upon Galvez and his favorite Cossio, who by that time had proved to be a key
piece in the plan of colonial restructuring. It seems that accountant Fajardo Covarrubias
was determined to bring Cossio down, so in May 1770 he wrote to Arriaga saying that
the merchant had exercised his job “with total ignorance of what the administration of the
royal treasury really was.” Cossio, according to Fajardo, “was obsessed with the
extinction of the former method” (the pre-instruccion provisional way of doing things in
the customs of Veracruz), but at the same time he did not follow the new instructions:
“He interpreted some rules freely, without subjection to practices, methods, and even
reason... his own will was his only guide.” Worse yet, Cossio had suppressed the public
announcement (pregones) of government contracts (contratas y asiento) in order to
benefit his preferred bidders.®

For his part, in several pieces of correspondence, Cossio maintained that the royal
treasury had benefited enormously from the reforms introduced by Géalvez. In March
1770 he wrote to Arriaga boasting that during his tenure the Crown’s revenue at the port
had increased 450,000 pesos annually.®* But conflict was in the air and Cossio’s

detractors always challenged the numbers he presented to imperial authorities. Cossio’s

%% «Con total ignorancia de lo que es administracion, cuenta y razon de Real Hacienda;” Fajardo
Covarrubias to Arriaga, Veracruz, 31 May 1770, ibid.
60 H

Ibid.
81 Cossio to Arriaga, Veracruz, 20 March 1770 and copy of certificates by treasurer Pedro Ildefonso
Trujillo and lieutenant accountant Andrés de Quintela, Veracruz, 7 Sep. 1769, both in AGI, Mexico, leg.
1250.
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account balance of the Veracruz treasury for the year 1768 provoked a frontal clash
between the Alegria-Fajardo duo, the Tribunal de Cuentas, and accountant-general Ortiz
Land&zuri on the one side, and Cossio and Viceroy Croix on the other. The 1768 balance
controversy also provides a single, but revealing example of the effects that Ortiz
Landazuri’s reports could produce when they reached Bourbon Mexico. Problems began
when Alegria sent Cossio’s accounts to New Spain’s court of audits, noting irregularities
and errors. The Tribunal informed the minister of the Indies, who in turn asked for the
analysis of the Contaduria General in Madrid. In his report of June 1769 Ortiz Landazuri
displayed all his argumentative weapons and ranted against Cossio.%? The report of the
accountant-general reached Veracruz in early 1770. Undaunted and even offended by
Ortiz Landazuri’s informe, Cossio went to Mexico City to address this matter personally
with the viceroy. The available records show a silent José de Galvez, but we know that by
this time he had just returned to Mexico City and Cossio probably also used his trip to
pay his respects to the visitor-general. Croix sided completely with Cossio. The viceroy’s
long, impassioned letter to Arriaga in late August defended the merchant, whom he
considered had been an honorable, loyal, disinterested, exact, and hardworking officer.
Croix framed the debate in political (anti-reformist against reformist) terms: according to
him, no doubt the affair was an “operation to minimize the advantages of the new planta
in Veracruz, the merits of don Pedro Antonio Cossio, and to contravene in part my own
and the visitor-general’s rulings.” The letter painstakingly detailed how the Tribunal de
Cuentas had recognized the 1768 account balance as accurate; it also asserted that the

royal officers in Veracruz were wrong in accusing Cossio of producing defective

82| found references to this document of 22 June 1769 in Ortiz Landazuri to Arriaga, draft report, Madrid, 1
Nov. 1770, AGlI, Indiferente, leg. 39.
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numbers.®® In November, however, Ortiz Landazuri informed Arriaga of a representation
from Fajardo Covarrubias (the same cited above, a document that arrived in Spain in
September) in which the accountant of Veracruz demonstrated that the defects in the
balance of 1768 were “true and truthful.” Notwithstanding that Fajardo Covarrubias had
worked with Cossio that year (that is to say, he also helped to craft that balance), he
thought the 1768 accounts were “obscure and confused,” and the Veracruz accountant
demonstrated that the office of Ortiz Landazuri had showed the “legitimate and truthful”
results after separating out the debts of 1767 that had been paid in 1768.%* In fact, for
Fajardo, Cossio’s attitude of not sharing the original documents of his administration
with him and Alegria only demonstrated that he wanted to hide the “artifices” he had
used to fabricate increases in the royal treasury.® | am not sure about how this crisis
ended, but it is obvious that the Galvez-Croix due won the battle against Ortiz
Landazuri’s reports because Martin José de Alegria was transferred to another
employment in the colonial administration and in 1770 Cossio returned to his position of
general administrator of the royal treasury in Veracruz.

After Galvez completed his visita in 1771 and returned to Spain early the

following year, the complaints against Cossio continued to flow from both sides of the

% Croix to Arriaga, Mexico City, 25 Aug. 1770, AGNM, Correspondencia de Virreyes , 2da. serie, vol. 15,
fols. 253-284. In his letter Croix mentions Cossio’s trip to Mexico City. The merchant had brought all the
necessary papers to prove that his 1768 account balance was right, but the viceroy said: “don Pedro
Antonio” took “the road to this capital, bringing the papers that by curiosidad [chance] he kept since the
time of his administration and the papers that those ministers [the royal officers of Veracruz] gave him in
virtue of my orders” (my emphasis). It is interesting that the affair of the documents Cossio concealed from
Alegria and Fajardo kept resounding—a problem that the viceroy’s words softened by attributing the matter
to “curiosity” or chance. After returning to Spain in 1772, Croix maintained correspondence with Cossio as
the latter’s letters to Galvez show; see especially Cossio to Galvez, Veracruz, 30 Jan. and 28 Feb. 1777,
AGI, Mexico, leg. 1511.

% Ortiz Landazuri to Arriaga, draft report, Madrid, 1 Nov. 1770, AGI, Indiferente, leg. 39.

% Fajardo Covarrubias to Arriaga, Veracruz, 31 May 1770, ibid.
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Atlantic. Minister Arriaga and Viceroy Antonio Maria de Bucareli (1771-1779) shared a
great distaste for the customs administrator, because they viewed him as a political
creature of Gélvez, whose reforms and style of governance they both opposed. In their
personal letters, they referred to the same questions that Ortiz Landazuri had reported for
years. In December 1774, Minister Julian de Arriaga wrote in a private letter to Bucareli
that day by day it was becoming “more and more” clear that it had been a mistake to put
a merchant in charge of the Veracruz customs; the Tribunal de Cuentas had verified
“excessive” payments to Cossio’s personal accounts, by reason of commissions.®®
Arriaga trusted that soon this case could be resolved, including the amalgamation of “so
many relatives” of Cossio’s in the management of the customs. This matter had worried
Arriaga since October, when he promised Bucareli that in his next letter he would send a
project for a general enquiry (antecedente de consulta general) on the prohibition of this
(nepotistic) practice so as “to put a stop to such inconvenience.”®’ The letters of 1775
express even more directly that Arriaga and Bucareli were trying to orchestrate the
dismissal of Cossio. On 24 February 1775, Bucareli wrote Arriaga that he was entirely
convinced that Cossio’s removal from office was necessary; this was the only way in
which the orders from Arriaga could be executed strictly in Veracruz.®® On 9 December
1775, Arriaga prompted the viceroy “one more time [...] to resolve all the matters with
Pedro Antonio de Cossio.” The minister was cautious and warned Bucareli that, even if

his findings merited the customs administrator’s dismissal, he must not proceed to do so

% Arriaga to Bucareli, Madrid, 24 Dec. 1774, AGlI, Indiferente, leg. 1630. Unfortunately he did not explain
the nature of the “commissions.”

87 Arriaga to Bucareli, San Lorenzo del Escorial, 26 Oct. 1774, ibid.

%8 Abstract of Bucareli to Arriaga, 28 Sep. 1775, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1245.
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without informing the king in advance with the correct legal procedures (autos).®® While
Arriaga and Bucareli conspired against him, Cossio did not rest on his oars, since
between 1773 and 1775 he repeatedly informed the Spanish minister of the Treasury,
Miguel Muzquiz, that he was the object of defamation campaigns, and that the yearly
accounts the viceregal government of New Spain presented to the king had been
manipulated in order to conceal the real advantages of the new administrative system in
Veracruz, positive changes effected under the aegis of José de Gélvez.”

The flotsam of criticisms finally submerged in the deep waters of the Atlantic
Ocean when Géalvez became minister of the Indies in early 1776, after the death of
Arriaga in January. But even in 1777 echoes of opposition to Cossio still resounded. In
Madrid, some anonymous observers pointed fingers at how the “minister’s creatures” in
charge of Veracruz, instead of preventing contraband had created more of it.”* In the light
of all these claims, the actions of Cossio in power look incompetent, illegal and, as I will
show below, they contradict the merchant’s own discourse. Unfortunately, evidence of
Galvez’s reactions is scarce, but Cossio’s spectacular bureaucratic promotion in 1779
shows that the ex-visitor-general was still satisfied with him and his work at the Veracruz
customs. Two letters from 1777 belonging to a collection of eleven private letters from
Cossio to Galvez, spanning from that year to 1782, reflect the Andalusian minister’s

|.72

approval.’” Dated in January and February, these are the only two in the series of letters

that Cossio wrote from Veracruz; they provide a window to the sort of information the

% Arriaga to Bucareli, draft, Madrid, 9 Dec. 1775, ibid.

" Delgado Ribas, Dindmicas imperiales, 324.

™ Anonymous, “Apuntes sucintos y practicos de la América Espafiola para quien mas interesa en su mejor
Gobierno,” ca. 1777, AGI, Estado, leg. 42, no. 3.

"2 The letters are preserved in AGI, Mexico, leg. 1511. Unless otherwise noted, the next primary source
citations come from this legajo.
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general customs administrator could provide to his patron José de Galvez. Although the
Instruccion provisional had been introduced a decade earlier, in 1777 Cossio reported
that their project was in constant danger. Without bringing up particular names, he
asserted that there was an ongoing crusade against the reforms in Veracruz, and in
consequence against him; he claimed that there was a great chain of harms suffered by
the royal treasury due to the persecution he had suffered, “persecutions... that have tried
to destroy these establishments and, as it is often said, to return the nuts to the jug” (that
is, to revive a dispute or argument supposed already to be settled).”

The most striking feature of the customs administrator’s communications with
Galvez is that they show a merchant-bureaucrat with an acute case of psychose de
fraude—the phenomenon described by Pierre and Huguette Chaunu for the sixteenth- and
seventeenth-century Atlantic trade.”* We know from the dissertation’s introduction that it
was a “disease” that affected Galvez too; one has only to remember that in one of the
visitor-general’s first letters about the reform of Veracruz he mentioned the word “fraud”
an unbelievable number of times.” In his letters Cossio wrote in great detail about frauds
and contraband against the royal treasury. For example, in early 1777 he told Galvez that,
“the vice of contraband in sailors is an evil that is not easy to extinguish,” he then added,

5976

“functionaries serve as a cover up of these frauds.””” The administrator’s words were

"8 Cossio to Galvez, Veracruz, 28 Feb. 1777, my emphasis. For the proverb translation see Sara Cary
Becker and Federico Mora, eds., Spanish Idioms with Their English Equivalents Embracing Nearly Ten
Thousand Phrases (Boston: Gin and Company, 1886), 257.

™ Pierre Chaunu and Huguette Chaunu, Seville et I’Atlantique 1504-1650, 2 vols. (Paris: Colin, 1955-
1959).

"> Gélvez to Arriaga, Mexico City, 27 May 1767, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1250.

"® Cossio to Galvez, Veracruz, 28 Feb. 1777.



77

music for Galvez’s ears since they confirmed the Andalusian minister’s own perceptions

about the Spanish colonial system and its problems.

The “Honeymoon” in the Relationship: Cossio Becomes Superintendant, 1779-1782
In the spring of 1779 Viceroy Bucareli died in office and the incumbent captain-
general of Guatemala, Martin Mayorga, “inherited” the viceroyalty.”” In June war broke
out against England. At this critical juncture, Gélvez decided it was time to insert his
long-time protégé Cossio into the very heart of New Spain’s power structure. In August
1779, the king designated Pedro Antonio de Cossio as chamber secretary of the viceroy
of New Spain, army intendant, and superintendant of the royal treasury, offices he
occupied from March 1780 until his fall in early 1783 (his retirement had been decided in
Spain in late 1782). The first two positions in the viceregal government were official and
public, the third secret (reservada); only Cossio and Viceroy Mayorga knew about this in
Mexico, and only Charles 111 and Galvez in Spain. As superintendant, Cossio would
make all decisions related to the treasury and the viceroy would only ratify them with his
signature; additionally, the merchant-bureaucrat had to keep Galvez informed of
everything related to the viceroyalty’s finances. When Galvez suggested to the king the
creation of this secret position, he described the profile of the person who should occupy
it—without ever mentioning Cossio’s name—as “an intelligent subject with practical
knowledge of the revenues of the Indies and the particular constitution of those
dominions.””® Three days later, in a rapid response to this consultation (consulta) of 11

August 1779, Charles 111 granted the three offices mentioned above to Pedro Antonio de

" Read more about Bucareli’s sucession in chapter 3.
8 Galvez to King, San Ildefonso, 11 Aug. 1779, cited in Real and Heredia, “Martin Mayorga,” 40.
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Cossio. Clearly, Galvez justified his proposal of the candidate by underlining the valuable
expertise of the subject he had in mind.

In the following paragraphs I rely heavily on the analysis of nine of the eleven
private letters from Cossio to Galvez mentioned above. Detailed commentary upon these
letters is necessary, because they are a reliable source from which to explore the nature of
the relationship. Most of them held more than ten folios, while a couple of them have
almost forty pages. Historians have used them as sources but there has been no serious
commentary. For example, Brading highlights Cossio’s colloquial language but notes that
the letters were “‘saturated by wild claims” against different officials, complaints that
showed Cossio’s minimal understanding of his “peculiar situation.”’® Cossio sent his
correspondence to Galvez by confidential mail, the so-called “via reservada,” but with
his penchant for hyperbole, the merchant marked his letters with the word
“reservadisima” (extremely secret), and one of them is even “reservadisima muy mucho”
(very much extremely secret). This conveys an idea that Cossio was exchanging crucial
information with his patron. The “extremely secret” letters show a personal connection
between Cossio and Galvez too—one of the characteristics of patronage relationships—
because the merchant did not hesitate to send his respects to Galvez’s young wife and the

couple’s daughter, and he also referred to Fernando Jos¢é Mangino, another man in

Galvez’s confidence, as “our Mangino.” The typical asymmetry of patron-client

™ Brading, Miners and Merchants, 61. The multiple sayings or proverbs used by Cossio in his letters reflect
how people spoke at the time. This kind of language, however, was typically kept to a minimum in official
letters. For this reason, Cossio’s colloquial style in these private official missives is special and should be
of interest for linguists.
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relationships is shown in Cossio’s deference toward Géalvez to whom he addressed as his
“dearest favorer and honorer.”*

It is crucial to note that this correspondence has a uniform character in terms of
content. One of the main characteristics, in consonance with Cossio’s previous work as
director of the Veracruz customs, is that he shows himself an undisputable follower of
Galvez’s reforms, such as the implanting of the intendancies. Established in 1786 in New
Spain, the intendancy system was conceived as a solution for the problems in local
administration in charge of district magistrates known as alcaldes mayores. In the
original proposal of this system, authored by Gélvez and the Marqués de Croix in 1768,
they characterized the alcaldes mayores as a “ruinous plague of more than 150 men” that
enriched themselves “at the expense of the miserable Indians [and] the royal tribute of
which the King loses nearly half owing to the usurpations and illicit pacts of the
alcaldes.”®* In one of his letters, Cossio championed the system of intendancies, using
almost the same terms that Galvez and Croix had employed more than a decade before.
Indeed, Cossio shared with Galvez an aversion to alcaldes mayores. In 1781 there was a
revolt in Izucar, a town close to the city of Puebla. According to Cossio, the alcalde
mayor Francisco de Paula had caused the commotion since “he had been living as a

Heliogabalus” (a Roman emperor, epitome of moral corruption). He added,

Your Excellency knows very well there are many alcaldes mayores in this kingdom.
They treat the inhabitants of their provinces without compassion and commit other

8 1t is true that in eighteenth-century letters, this type of opening was not particularly strange, but it was
reserved to correspondence between close collaborators, not to official letters.
8 Brading, Miners and Merchants, 45.
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atrocities... A remedy for this problem could be found in the establishment of the
intendancies—if they are staffed with the right men.®

In closing one of his letters in the same vein, Cossio related completely to Galvez’s
reformist endeavors: “[I wish] God keeps you alive for the many years I need, because if
| attend to all that we have to do, we will not finish in two hundred years.”®

The missives Cossio wrote from Mexico City demonstrate the diversity and
multiplicity of affairs he dealt with from his tripartite office, and therefore offer a unique
window into the inner workings of the colonial state. Or perhaps it would be better to say
that Cossio’s letters are a privileged balcony from which to observe the malfunctioning of
the colonial state. Again, the main topics he discussed related to forms of corruption
(fraud, contraband, embezzlement, favoritism) and other bureaucratic inefficiencies
(excessive salaries, defective management of the different fiscal departments, and
instances of officers who contradicted superior orders). As did his patron José de Gélvez,
Cossio continued to worry about how the dishonest practices of officials could potentially
undermine the operation of the colonial government in this moment of reforms. What
David Brading dismisses as Cossio’s “wild claims” are in fact plausible, even fascinating
accounts of inefficient and immoral bureaucratic behavior. Take, for instance, Cossio’s
report to Galvez about problems in the department of the royal lottery: he mentioned that

the lottery’s functionaries formed thick and confused bureaucratic records to bog down

the original dispositions, thus contravening royal orders. Cossio’s denunciation in this

8 Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 17 Nov. 1781. Roman emperor Marcus Aurelius Antoninus, also known
as Elagabalus or Heliogabalus, scandalized Rome from 218 to 222 with his disregard for government and
his decadent behavior, especially with regard to his religious rites, which were orgiastic and which the
emperor promoted manically.

8 Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 20 Feb. 1781, my emphasis
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case reveals the everyday strategies of minor bureaucrats to disobey the mandates from
Spain.®

From his position as superintendant, Cossio attacked other fiscal agencies, like the
administration of sales taxes (alcabalas) and the tobacco monopoly. According to the
merchant-bureaucrat, these offices were in a state of complete disorder, which provoked
great losses for the royal treasury. The men in charge of them did not heed the viceroy’s
recent orders, and acted as if they were the “owners” of their administrations. Cossio only
hoped to receive a royal order that would allow him to restructure these fiscal branches in
such a way that the directors and their constant opposition could not act as “remoras”
(delays) upon him anymore.®® The salaries in the fiscal bureaucracy of Mexico City
became one of Cossio’s major concerns. He particularly criticized Miguel Péez and Juan
Navarro, in charge of the administration of sales taxes, when they complained bitterly of
their yearly salaries of 5,500 pesos. Cossio said to Galvez: “Never, as administrator of the
royal treasury in Veracruz, did | earn more than 4,000 pesos. | did not use a carriage, and
here they use trains of carriages and magnificent coupés, that Your Excellency did not
use when you were here.” Cossio also argued that he disagreed with the travel allowances
and bonuses received by those officers who already enjoyed high salaries. He mentioned
that Pdez in fact earned a total of 7,000 pesos a year. Cossio added ominously that “these
weeds have grown and grow every day to infinity in all tribunals and offices since you

left this kingdom.”® In 1782, therefore, the secret superintendant proposed to Galvez that

8 Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 26 Nov. 1780.

& Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 17 Nov. 1781.

% Ibid. In May 1782, Cossio said that Paez earned not 7,000 but 7,500 pesos a year, see Cossio to Gélvez,
Mexico City, 16 May 1782, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1511. To elucidate the origins of Cossio’s critical stance
regarding salary policies it is perhaps worth mentioning that in one letter from 1770, he mentioned that he
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they could use the war with England as a pretext to cut these unnecessary administrative
expenses.®” Cossio found it amazing that even if he was heading (albeit secretly) the royal
treasury of New Spain, he did not know the yearly salaries of his employees in the
capital. He had tried hard, but without effect, to get this information, even resorting to
what he called “exquisitas diligencias mafiosas” (“exquisitely cunning proceedings”).
The merchant-bureaucrat designed a plan to render the payment of salaries for Mexico
City bureaucrats more efficient, given that the current system seemed to him both chaotic
and obscure. He suggested following Veracruz as a model because in his opinion royal
officers there received lower payments and worked comparatively better, notwithstanding
that the cost of life at the port was higher.®® He noticed that bureaucrats in Mexico City
must visit several offices to pick up pieces of their salaries; hence, he proposed the
crafting of a list of all the royal treasury employees that included their assigned “salaries,
extra payments, and bonuses;” then, following this roster, his office could be in charge of
making all the necessary payments in a more efficient, centralized way.*°

Finally, and rather ironically, Cossio pronounced himself against favoring
relatives with government jobs (or perhaps he simply repudiated hiring inefficient
relatives?). He pointed his finger at several functionaries, among them Audiencia judge
Baltazar Ladron de Guevara. Cossio said that the oidor was in a predicament because one

of his sons was working at the Mint House, and by late 1780 the young Ladrén de

had served “office without interest of salary... with any other interest than to render visible my fidelity to
Charles IIT” and this suggests one of two things: either that he worked as customs administrator of Veracruz
without receiving a wage or that his salary was very modest; see: Cossio to Arriaga, 20 March 1770, AGl,
Mexico, leg. 1250.

8 Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 16 May 1782.

8 Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 26 Nov. 1781.

8 Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 16 May 1782. I do not know if Cossio’s plan for centralizing salary
payments was ever implemented.
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Guevara owed more than 20,000 pesos to the royal treasury. No better off than his
brother-in-law was the husband of Ladron de Gevara’s daughter, who owed 24,000 pesos
to the Temporalidades department (i.e. office which administered the ex-Jesuit estates),
where he worked. A story of nepotism closer to Cossio’s life experience that drew his
attention played out in 1782. First, the superintendant argued that the current governor of
Veracruz was “a locust” whom it was essential to send back to Spain after his five-year
period in office ended. The governor would not leave New Spain with full pockets,
however, since he had already “consumed a lot in vanities,” helped by his two “highly
vicious” sons who, in Cossio’s opinion, could well be sons of the devil. They were
military officers whom the father himself had attempted to promote to higher ranks in the
army. When the governor realized this was impossible, he had “squeezed them” into
Francisco de Saavedra’s retinue, and now they served in Louisiana under the command of

Bernardo de Géalvez—the minister of the Indies’s nephew.*

Under accusations by his enemies of dishonesty for years, Cossio answered by
brandishing the same sword. As Fernando Escalante Gonzalbo suggests, one of the
problems in the study of corruption is that usually accusations are answered with counter-
accusations of the same dishonest practices; in this way, denunciations of corruption are
just a weapon used by political rivals and rarely reveal more prosaic realities of actual
practice.®® In his last letter in the collection, Cossio addressed this phenomenon. The

secret superintendant told Galvez that in order “to preserve the disorderly state of things,”

% Ibid. Francisco de Saavedra was one of Bernardo de Galvez’s closest collaborators in his military
campaigns during the 1779-1783 war against England. More on Saavedra in chapter 3.

°! Fernando Escalante Gonzalbo, Ciudadanos Imaginarios. Memorial de los afanes y desventuras de la
virtud y apologia del vicio triunfante en la Republica Mexicana — Tratado de Moral Pablica — (Mexico
City: El Colegio de México, México, 1992), 238.
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the “bad vassals of the king” united to cover up for each other in judicial proceedings
against them. Corrupt functionaries united despite the fact some of them were enemies, in
a strategy to stop Cossio and other honest functionaries from discovering “more
mischief.”% Even if Cossio’s accusations became more and more acid over time, and that
he pointed fingers at everyone who surrounded him, he assured the minister of the Indies

that

| treat everybody politely and tenderly, yet those who are bunglers live in

fear knowing that the time of perks is coming to an end... I do not pride

myself of remedying much, because there is a lot of undergrowth in this

forest and it has profound roots®

Evidence indicates that Cossio was doing a good job as secret head of the
viceroyalty’s treasury. The merchant-bureaucrat’s letters describe the enormous support
that New Spain was giving to the war effort in the Caribbean and Central America, where
José de Galvez’s brother and nephew, Matias and Bernardo, were respectively engaging
in great, successful battles against the British Empire. Cossio invariably mentioned that
everything that Guatemala (Matias) and Louisiana (Bernardo) asked for would be
provided.** Cossio practically outdid himself with the mission assigned to him of
gathering financial resources for the war effort against England. The Spanish crown
asked for two different types of monetary donations: “gracious” (donativos graciosos—
without refund) and loans. In the so-called universal donation of 1781, gathered from

every head of family in New Spain, the imperial government amassed 800,000 pesos of

which Cossio “gave for himself and the dependents of the said [the viceroyalty’s

%2 Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 16 May 1782.

% «A todos trato con mucha politica y dulzura pero viven azorados ya los que son maletas conociendo que
se va acabando el tiempo de la cucafia. No por esto me lisonjeo de remediar mucho porque es muchisima

la maleza de este bosque y tiene muy profundas las raices;”Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 26 Nov. 1780.

% See for example, ibid.
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secretariat] office, the sum of one thousand pesos.”® For the second form of gathering
funds (the loans), Cossio organized the acquisition of short-term credits in 1781 from
New Spain’s commercial elite. By order of Viceroy Mayorga, in March he called for a
meeting at the viceroy’s palace that the members of the Mexico City consulado had to
attend. The meeting was a success: the majority of the merchants agreed to make
contributions, with just four individuals delivering around a quarter of the sum among
themselves. Later the viceroy’s secretary also met with Veracruz and Xalapa merchants.
In the end, Cossio obtained a loan for the Crown (without interest) of 1,655,415 pesos, a
sum superior to the 1.5 million the authorities in Spain had originally asked for.
Coinciding with the war and with the years of Cossio’s superintendancy, from 1779 to
1783, the fiscal remittances (situados) of New Spain to the Caribbean treasuries reached
their highest historical level. Being not only witness but orchestrator of all these ““streams
of silver and food supplies that were leaving the kingdom” of New Spain, Cossio,
candidly, commented to Galvez in February of 1781 that he considered the universal
donation to be not necessary.*® Notwithstanding his well-known services to the Crown,

Cossio was to fall from power in an abrupt manner.

End of the Symbiosis: Multiple Hypotheses for the Fall of Cossio.
In March of 1782, José de Galvez issued a royal order “muy reservada”

(extremely secret) to Cossio which was unusually harsh.®” The order said that an infinite

% AGNM, Donativos y Préstamos, vol. 17, cited in Marichal, Bankruptcy of Empire, 93.

% Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 20 Feb. 1781.

° One of the main findings in this research is that proven cases of corruption did not receive harsh
sentences. Even Cossio in his accusations against other functionaries proposed to Galvez mild punishments
for corrupt officials.
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number of complaints had reached the king’s desk, all related to the despotism,
harshness, and ill treatment received from the viceregal government since Cossio had
assumed the secret superintendancy of the royal treasury. The royal order maintained that
records sent from New Spain confirmed these complaints. Charles I11 directed Cossio to
change his behavior completely since he was accused of favoring his relatives and “other
subjects, enemies of the men of honor.”*® This severe reprimand originated in an
investigation by the fiscal de Real Hacienda (royal attorney for exchequer affairs), the
new man of confidence of José de Galvez, Ramén de Posada y Soto.*® Some months
later, on 11 October 1782, Galvez penned a royal order of retirement for Cossio. In her
book on the Mexico City bureaucracy from 1742 to 1835, Linda Arnold says that this was
“the only such order for a healthy senior official that the Crown issued” during the entire
period under study.'® Several years later, after Cossio found out that Galvez had died in
June 1787, he hurriedly wrote a brief note to the new minister of the Indies, Antonio
Valdés, in which he claimed his innocence, saying that all the accusations against him
had been unjust.'®* Pedro Antonio de Cossio died in Veracruz in 1791, while his trading

firm continued to enjoy great prosperity. %2

% Royal order to Cossio, El Pardo, 21 Mar. 1782, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1878 in Rodriguez Garcia, El fiscal de
Real Hacienda, 74n3.

% Irony of ironies, Ramén de Posada, married to the niece of the wife of Matias de Galvez, older brother of
José de Galvez, slowly assumed the functions of Cossio as superintendant of the royal treasury. In addition,
Francisco Ferndndez de Cérdoba, nephew of Matias de Galvez, substituted Cossio as chamber secretary of
the viceroyalty in August 1783. In chapter 3 | analize these office transitions and the career of these
bureaucrats.

100 Arnold, Bureaucracy and Bureaucrats in Mexico City, 86.

101 See Rodriguez, El fiscal de Real Hacienda, 77n50.

192 During the 1780s the House of Cossio was sufficiently prosperous to lead the drives toward the
establishment of the Veracruz merchant guild, a goal finally attained in 1795. Even more surprising is that
Cossio’s great grandson, Ignacio Maria del Castillo y Gil de la Torre Bustamante y Cossio (b. 1817
Veracruz, d. 1893, Madrid) became Conde de Bilbao in 1887, one of the grandees of Spain; by that time he
had been senator, hero of the Third Carlist War (1872-1876), governor of Cuba (1883-84), and Minister of
War (1886-1887).
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It is ironic that Cossio fell from Galvez’s and the king’s grace under the same sort
of accusations that his enemies had been making for years, ever since he had assumed the
directorship of the customs of Veracruz: claims that characterized him as authoritarian,
nepotistic, and author of practices less than transparent for the benefit of his business. In
a Rashomon-like divergence of views, scholars who have attempted to explain Cossio’s
fall from power have reached different conclusions. | have identified five hypotheses that
might explain the sudden and unexpected end of the long-term relationship between
Cossio and Jose de Géalvez. | have baptized these hypothesis as the Flour Scandal; the
Cossio-Corres connection against the court of audits; Cossio’s despotism; my own, the
Mayorga Affair; and finally, the most plausible and ironic of all, the Francisco del Real
Affair. Even if, on the surface, they look like very different stories, they are in fact not

mutually exclusive, but part of a typical snowball effect of accumulated grievances.

1) The Flour Scandal: Cossio fell because he used the advantages of his office to benefit
inappropriately from the distribution of flour supplies.

A classic historian of corruption, Jacob Van Klaveren, argued that

a corrupt civil servant regards his public office as a business, the income

of which he will... seek to maximize. The office then becomes a

“maximizing unit.” The size of his income depends ... upon the market

situation and his talents for finding the point of maximal gain on the

public’s demand curve'®®
In the Flour Scandal this perspective seems to apply to Cossio. As stated above, Pedro

Antonio’s brother, Joaquin de Cossio, directed the customs of Puebla and at the same

time functioned as purveyor general of food supplies for the army in New Spain and for

103 Klaveren cited in Arnold Heidenheimer, Political Corruption: Readings in Comparative Analysis (New
York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1970), 5.
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Havana.'® Pedro Antonio himself, however, had participated in New Spain’s supply of
flour, biscuits, and hardtack (galleta and bizcocho) for the Spanish Caribbean island
military forces since the years of the Galvez Visitation (1765-1772). In 1770, Cossio
explained to Arriaga that a year earlier, as a private businessman doing a service for the
Bakers Guild, he donated the cloth bags for the transport of flour to Havana (on the
king’s account). Praising his own efficiency as customs administrator, Cossio also
mentioned that in the same year he had made sure that the statement (extracto) of biscuit
prices for merchant ships reached an “equity never experienced before.” Moreover, in
April 1768 he had given an “advantageous contract” for the provision of biscuits for the
king’s warships that had produced savings for the royal treasury.'%® The advantageous
contract Cossio had negotiated had gone in fact to his compadre Manuel de Lebrija y

Pruna.l%

Matilde Souto argues that the royal warehouses of Puebla administered by
Pedro Antonio de Cossio’s brother, Joaquin, provided the flour used by Lebrija to bake
the biscuits.’®’ In 1776-1777 Lebrija lost his contract. In February 1777 Cossio
interpreted this loss as a link in the chain of damages the royal treasury was suffering at
the time, and as part of the persecutions he was enduring. Apparently, there was a new
purveyor of food supplies in Puebla who, according to Cossio, had “powerful protectors”

and had taken over Lebrija’s job.'%

104 | et us remember too that the House of Cossio functioned as agent of the Atrisco Dukes. Atrixco was a
rich wheat production region outside the city of Puebla.

105 Cossio to Arriaga, Veracruz, 20 March 1770 and certificate Trujillo and Quintela, Veracruz, 7 Sept.
1769, AGlI, Mexico, leg. 1250.

106 According to Souto, the wife of Lebrija y Pruna had grew up with the family of Cossio, see Cossio to
Mayorga, 5 January 1780, AGNM, Marina, vol. 43, fol. 1-27, cited in Souto, “La transformacion del puerto
de Veracruz,” 124n32.

97 Souto, “La transformacién del puerto de Veracruz,” 124.

108 Cossio to Galvez, Veracruz, 28 Feb. 1777. From this, it seems that Joaquin de Cossio was not the
purveyor general of food supplies for the army anymore.
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But there was more trouble on this floury horizon. At the outset of the war of
1779-1783, and apparently even before Mayorga assumed office, the Governing
Audiencia named Pedro Antonio de Cossio director of the collection of supplies for
Havana. In early 1781 Cossio explained to José de Géalvez that before his appointment,
supplies only arrived from Puebla (his brother’s job), and the quantities were usually
sufficient for the needs of the Caribbean port. In the current context of war, he had
proposed to stock and remit food supplies from both Puebla and Mexico City to avoid a
raise in prices. He added that Mayorga had written to bishops and archbishops ordering
them to send the wheat gathered as tithes by their cathedrals to the mills in Mexico City
and Puebla for the king’s use, leaving the prices to their discretion. The mining
millionaire, the Conde de Regla, and the Augustine order in Michoacan had followed
suit, sending wheat from their haciendas, too. In short, Cossio had managed a sufficient
provision without a rise in the price of bread. Cossio informed his patron that the frigates
recently arrived from New Orleans, where Bernardo de Galvez was commanding the
fighting, had been well attended and quickly shipped back with the flour they asked
for.1%?

The rose-colored story began to change its shade quickly, however. In March
1781 Cossio asserted that the intendant of Havana had complained without foundation
that New Spain had only sent scarce resources. Cossio told Galvez that he was remitting a
statement of all the supplies that had been extracted during the war for Havana and other
locations. He insisted that the quantities were not higher only because there were not

enough mules to take the collected supplies that remained stocked in Mexico City and

109 Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 20 Feb. 1781. Cossio began his letter of 11 March of the same year
informing of ships loaded with food supplies on their way to Havana.
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Puebla. For that reason he was working in building carts and leveling roads to get the
flour to Veracruz faster."*° A year later, in 1782, the flow of flour was continuing from
the inland cities to New Spain’s main port, but Havana reported that it was only receiving
cash remittances from Mexico, not food. Cossio explained that this was due to a lack of
ships, and further acknowledged that five thousand tercios of spoiled flour had been
thrown into the sea due to Veracruz’s hot climate. The merchant-bureaucrat attributed the
shortage in transport to the “vice of sailors” who were using the king’s warships for
trading instead of employing them to move the necessary flour.***

According to Vicente Rodriguez, Cossio had created (in practice) a veritable
“royal monopoly” in the supply of flour that curtailed the participation of other merchants
in the (in principle) free trade of wheat in New Spain.**? For Souto, he was responsible
for organizing “a system that had encouraged the speculative trade of flour” in which
“usurer merchants” bought the flour at low fixed prices and resold it at higher prices,
especially at those critical moments in which the flour was stocked in Veracruz on the
verge of rotting."** Apparently, Cossio responded that these “negociaciones ilicitas
usurarias” (“illicit usurious negotiations”) had nothing to do with him and that the
members of the Veracruz cabildo (city council) were responsible.*** In June 1782, fiscal
Ramodn de Posada wrote to Galvez informing him that the viceregal government had sent
spoiled flour to Havana, and adding that Cossio and the interim administrator of the

2 1

Veracruz customs, the merchant’s “creature,” had been little scrupulous in sending flour

110 cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 11 March 1781.

111 Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 16 May 1782. A tercio represented approximately 200 pounds of flour.
That is to say, one million pounds (or 453 tons) of flour ended up in the sea in 1782.

112 Rodriguez, El fiscal de Real Hacienda, 150.

13 Souto, “La transformacion del puerto de Veracruz,” 124-125.
" Ibid., 125.
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“full of maggots and insects.”**® Indeed, according to the Flour Scandal hypothesis, for
years Galvez had been willing to dismiss all accusations against Cossio in return for an
alliance with the powerful merchant, but given the delicate nature of the inadequacy of
flour supplies in times of war, he could not afford this relationship of patronage anymore.
Not surprisingly, Géalvez decreed free commerce of wheat and flour on the same month

he dismissed Cossio.

2) The Cossio-Corres connection against the court of audits: Cossio fell because he
excessively criticized his long time enemy institution, the Tribunal de Cuentas.

Linda Arnold’s hypothesis for the fall of Cossio (or, as she calls it, the “Cossio
Affair”) is related to the complex task set by José de Galvez of restructuring the court of
audits, an institution that had proved to be a long-time enemy of both his reforms and his
ally, Pedro Antonio de Cossio. According to Arnold, in 1780 the senior officials of the
Tribunal asked for an increase in their salaries. Cossio received their petition at an
inauspicious moment, however, when an investigation of this court was already
underway. The inspection originated in an order from Géalvez by virtue of which the
superintendant had to “make recommendations to correct any abuses, and propose ways

116 . . ,
7= Francisco Xavier de Corres was Cossio’s

to improve [the court’s] performance.
special aide in this task. It is important to consider some puzzling antecedents of this case
before tracing it to its conclusion. Chapter 1 presented Corres as a member of the Galvez

Visitation team of bureaucrats. He was the general inspection’s accountant who in 1774

115 posada to Galvez, Mexico City, 10 July 1782, AGI, Mexico, leg 2523, cited in Rodriguez, El fiscal de
Real Hacienda, 151.
116 Arnold, Bureaucracy and Bureaucrats in Mexico City, 84.



92

received, most probably as a reward, the alcadia mayor of Miahuatlan, located in
Oaxaca’s Southern Sierra, one of the richest districts of New Spain in terms of cochineal
production. Scattered pieces of evidence show some type of business relationship going
on between alcalde mayor Corres and merchant-bureaucrat Cossio related to the trade of
cochineal in the 1777-1778 period.'*” Yet, Cossio informed Galvez in 1776, that Corres
had left his alcaldia for Mexico City to begin the reform of the Tribunal de Cuentas.*'®
Cossio had a low opinion of the court of audits; let us remember that many of the
complaints against his performance as customs administrator of Veracruz originated in
the Tribunal. In 1777 he described it as an institution that “intrigued infamously” with the
royal treasury’s accounts.*® From Cossio’s letters it is possible to conclude that the pace
of this reform was really slow. In early 1781 Cossio told Galvez that he was sending him
a proposal from the viceroy with ideas for a “new method” for the Tribunal, adding the
contemptuous description of it as “[a court] where there are no more than aperadores de
cortijo [ranch foremen], ignorant of their ministry, that receive more than 4,400 pesos in
yearly salaries.” He also mentioned that the regent of the Tribunal had recently died,
opening an opportunity to introduce changes, and ended with the statement that “truly,
for reforming [the court, Francisco Xavier de] Corres seems to me perfect and the viceroy
supports the idea.” ?° Only in May 1782 did Cossio reveal that he and Corres had just

began to “enter the forest” of the Tribunal de Cuentas.'*

117 please refer to Chapter One.

118 Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 28 Feb. 1777. | imagine that alcalde Corres was coordinating the
cochineal trade from his district to Veracruz from Mexico City.

119 |n Spanish Cossio used a pun to show his opinion of the court of audits. He talked about Corres leaving
his alcaldia for Mexico City with the objective of carrying out “su comision sobre las cuentas en que el
tribunal de ellas ha cabiloseado tan infamemente;” ibid., my emphasis.

120 Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 20 Feb. 1781. According to Linda Arnold, the senior officials and
auditors of the court earned between 3,500 and 4,000 pesos a year, and that is why they requested a raise in
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Cossio and Corres finally wrote a report in July 1782. In this highly critical
document, they rejected the senior auditor’s 1780 request for increased salaries,
proposing in addition the abolition of the Tribunal and its transformation into “a general
accounting office staffed by lesser-paid auditors.”*?* They pointed especially at the great
number of unaudited files the court had accumulated over the years. In addition, they
made up specific, personal attacks against the court’s ministers. In their own defense, the
auditors of the Tribunal de Cuentas stated that “the Cossio-Corres plan criticized
individuals in the system rather than the system itself,” and that a serious reform should
not begin with a “flippant tirade against royal officials,” but from reflection and analysis.
They themselves employed the same ad hominem attacks when they argued that Cossio
“lacked understanding of the imperial system of governance,” asserting that Corres had
“then worked in the tribunal for one month at Cossio’s request [...and] his talents as an
auditor left much to be desired.”** On 14 August 1782, exactly three years after the king
appointed Cossio to the secret superintendancy, fiscal Ramon de Posada wrote to Galvez
supporting the auditors’ defensive representation and clearly detailing Cossio’s flawed
procedures in the inspection of the court. The Tribunal de Cuentas itself initiated an
investigation of Cossio’s “methods, procedures, and use of authority.”*** It seems that the
Cossio-Corres connection had produced a short circuit and that for the first time the

opinion of the court of audits, combined with Posada’s key support, made an impression

1780. In Chapter 1, | explained that 1776 was an especially important year in the bureaucratic career of

José de Galvez, not only because he reached the high office of minister of the Indies, but also because of

the many changes he introduced in imperial administration, one of these being substantially higher salaries

to officials in Spanish America. Apparently, only some officers had enjoyed a raise in their salaries.

121 Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 16 May 1782.

122 Arnold, Bureaucracy and Bureaucrats in Mexico City, 84.

ij Ibid., 85, citing from Tribunal de Cuentas to Galvez, Mexico City, 31 July 1982, AGI, Mexico 1989.
Ibid., 85-86.
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on Gélvez. Cossio ended up ousted from the administrative system and apparently Corres

returned to Oaxaca to continue profiting from his rich alcaldia.'*®

3) Cossio’s “despotism:” Cossio was extremely authoritarian and this had to come to an
end.

Perhaps the most plausible explanation for Cossio’s fall from the eighteenth-
century political actors’ point of view was related to his “despotism.” After all, as the
secret royal order of March 1782 said:

[A]n infinite number of complaints from all sorts of people has arrived

from that kingdom regarding the despotism, duress, and ill treatment used

by that government since you occupied the secretary of the viceroyalty

and the secret superintendancy of the royal treasury.?

During his tenure, and rather symptomatically, superintendant Cossio asked Galvez to
widen his powers. He thought that to clear the “disorder” that pervaded in the
viceroyalty’s royal treasury he needed to concentrate functions in his office, as
exemplified in the case of the salaries of Mexico City’s bureaucrats cited above.

One of Cossio’s favorite accusations against other officers in the royal treasury was
that they behaved like despots, an attitude that he claimed produced opacity in the
administration; that is, he complained that from his office he could not scrutinize their

performance. Thus, for example, in November of 1780 he wrote to Galvez:

| see that everyone here behaves as an absolutist and for that reason they
suffocate the viceregal government. They want to prevent us from

125 For Corres refer to chapter 1.
126 Royal order to Cossio, El Pardo, 21 Mar. 1782, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1878 reproduced in Rodriguez, El
fiscal de Real Hacienda, 74n3.
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knowing what they are doing; but I am working against this, soon you will
start perceiving some [positive] results.**’

Cossio began his letter of January 1782 voicing the same frustration: “The heads of other
treasury departments proceed with absolute dominion without taking into account the
authority of the superintendancy.”*?® Then he criticized the gunpowder department,
where every employee wanted “to be absolute in command and pillage.”129 Cossio
usually ended his habitual attacks against other members of the treasury administration of
New Spain with some kind of statement conveying that he could tell all of this to Galvez
because he trusted the minister would support him as being a loyal subject of the king.
Cossio understood his secret commission as a step toward a more efficient, centralized
system, which was precisely what Galvez wanted, and what he obtained in 1787 when he

established an official superintendancy.

Cossio’s actions and attitudes seem to be informed by traditional ways, a
pervasive informal order in which this merchant was behaving like the head of a trade
house instead of conducting himself as a “modern statesman,” observant of
administrative rules. As Concepcion Gavira explains, when Montafiés merchants
migrated to Andalusia at the beginning of the eighteenth century, they organized their

130

transatlantic businesses based on authoritarian and patriarchal principles.” Moreover,

Mexican historian Lucas Alaman described Montafiés merchants in New Spain as

127 «Todos aqui veo que estan hechos a ser absolutos con cuyo motivo sofocan al Superior Gobierno,
queriéndole privarle de que tome conocimientos, pero contra esto se va trabajando y alla ira viendo las
resultas.” Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 26 Nov. 1780, my emphasis.
iz Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 16 Jan. 1782, my emphasis.

Ibid.

avira comercio de los montafieses con América .
%0 Gavira, “El del t A . 180
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extremely hard workers, generally austere, almost monastic.**! There is no doubt that
Cossio was a hard worker. In March 1781 he commented to Galvez that he was no friend
of idleness, unlike others:

they complaint that I lock up myself to work; without it, it would be

impossible to get things done, even more in this country where those that

should be more occupied in carrying out their obligations are those who

are the most idle, [always] searching for conversations and social

gatherings. They would like that I attend [these gatherings] in order to
become as useless and disloyal to the king as they are.*®

Although Cossio was extremely rich, that did not mean he lived lavishly or
ostentatiously. His austerity could explain his negative attitude toward the high salaries
(and self-indulgence in riding the streets of Mexico City in “magnificent coupés”) of
other treasury officials. In fact, this seemingly traditional behavior in Cossio composed of
patriarchalism, authoritarianism, hard work, and austerity could be a sign of a modern
attitude toward business, work, and life. In her book on the religious sensibilities of late-
eighteenth, early-nineteenth-century merchants of Veracruz, Pamela VVoekel demonstrates
that the elite of that port-city, the members of the consulado, had anti-Baroque Catholic
mentalities, more prone to austerity and interiorized piety, and ultimately resembled
modern nineteenth-century liberals.** The truth is that in September of 1782 Gélvez
seems to have tired of Cossio’s attitudes, referring in a note to the “regular altaneria y

conocida ojeriza de Cossio” (the “regular haughtiness and known ill will of Cossio”).*%*

131 Cited in Brading, Miners and Merchants in Bourbon Mexico, 109-110.

132 «ge quejan de que me encierro sin lo cual bien conoce V.E. que seria imposible trabajar y méas en este
Pais que los que debieran estar mas ocupados para desempefiar sus obligaciones son los mas 0ciosos
buscando conversaciones y tertulias a que quisieran concurriese yo para ser tan indtil y tan infiel al rey
como ellos,” Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 11 March 178]1.

133 pamela Voekel, Alone Before God: The Religious Origins of Modernity in Mexico (Durham and
London: Duke University Press, 2002).

134 Note dated in 2 September 1782, from AGI, Mexico, leg. 1510, cited in Navarro Garcia, Intendencias de
indias, 58.
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4) The Mayorga Affair: Galvez dismissed Cossio because the merchant had sympathy for
Viceroy Mayorga.

There is a general belief among historians that the minister of the Indies disliked
Viceroy Mayorga. There is plenty of evidence available to sustain this conclusion, the
most salient of all being the placement of Cossio as superintendant of the royal treasury,
stripping Mayorga of one of the viceroy’s main functions.™*> Mayorga always had an
official appointment as interim viceroy and therefore received half of the salary assigned
to that office. Numeros time he asked the Crown for “confirmation” in his post in order to
receive his full pay, but Galvez denied his requests. Linda Arnold argues that Pedro
Antonio de Cossio had “major disputes with the viceroy,”**® but from his letters to the
minister of the Indies a contrasting image emerges: that he actually was very fond of
Mayorga. Cossio’s letters from Mexico City invariably touch this subject. What could be
considered his “most personal letter,” noteworthy because it was marked with the “very
much extremely reserved” (reservadisima muy mucho) warning, is unique because it is
completely devoted to the merchant’s point of view regarding the viceroy’s plight.™*’ It is
obvious that Cossio was conscious that his own position as secret superintendant

undermined the power of the viceroy. Cossio even worried about the people who

135 Mayorga died crossing the Atlantic when he was returning to Spain in 1783. In nineteenth-century
accounts of Galvez’s life it was said that the ex-viceroy did not pass away from natural causes, but that he
may have been assassinated by Galvez’s agents; Carlos Maria Bustamante, Suplemento to Andrés Cavo,
Los tres siglos de México bajo el gobierno espafiol hasta la entrada del ejército trigarante (Jalapa, 1870)
cited in Priestley, José de Galvez, 10.

138 Arnold, Bureaucracy and Bureaucrats in Mexico City, 32.

37 Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 28 Feb. 1781.
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belonged to the closest social circle of the viceroy. He thought they were malign
influences. Cossio asked Gélvez to do everything in his power to change both situations.
In November 1780, the secret superintendant noted that the viceroyalty should be
confirmed to Mayorga at least during the duration of the war. Cossio requested a full
salary for Mayorga salary, in addition to a promotion in rank to lieutenant general. He
argued that the viceroy felt slighted for having a military rank inferior to that of
Lieutenant General Pascual Cisneros, who at the time was in charge of inspecting the
army.™*® In February 1781, Cossio mentioned that “the Devil wanted gossip,” citing
rumors that had strained even more the relations between the viceroy and Cisneros.
Cossio urged Galvez to soften his position because Mayorga was living unhappily, did
not trust anybody, and everything “caused him discomfort.” He added, “with his
complete salary, [Mayorga] would be ready to execute everything mandated from
Spain.”** In his most secret letter of 28 February 1781, Cossio voiced his worries
regarding the viceroy’s feeble position of power. The merchant said he felt pity for
Mayorga, “enslaved” by the people who surrounded him.**° | sense that Cossio knew of
Galvez’s plans to create an official (that is, not secret) superintendancy and he probably
thought this would ameliorate his own irregular situation in power. Thus, Cossio wrote

that, in his opinion, the elevation to the rank of lieutenant general, a complete salary, and

138 Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 26 Nov. 1781.

139 Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 20 Feb. 1781.

140 According to Cossio, Mayorga was under the harmful influence of his majordomo, Guillermo Bargigli,
who “abused the high respects of his Excellency [the viceroy].” Cossio even sent an anonymous popular
verse that was circulating in Mexico City that talked about this situation, entitled “El Virrey
Enguillermado” or, in an extremely liberal translation, the “A Williamized Viceroy.” Cossio to Gélvez,
Mexico City, 26 Nov. 1781. The verse goes like this (in Spanish): “Un Virrey Enguillermado/una
Arzobispa ambiciosa/y una Justicia viciosa/tienen al Reino asolado. /Lo Divino profanado/lo Secular
abatido/a nuestro Rey ofendido/al Principe muy airado/al Ministro ensangrentado/y a Dios en un sumo
olvido.”
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“one of those letters that your Excellency knows how to write” would make Mayorga
happy. The viceroy would then have “good will to [officially] separate [from the
prerogatives of his office] the superintendancy” since he had “agreed to this novelty
without repugnancy,” when he had learned that the viceroyalty of Peru had already an
official superintendancy. Overall, Cossio thought that if the establishment of the official
superintendancy had to be done, it was better if Mayorga did it right away.'** Cossio was
pressuring Galvez to accelerate the establishment of what would be the Andalusian
minister’s most transcendental reform, the intendancy system. But Galvez failed to heed
this advice from his long-time partner Cossio, and delayed the intendancy system until
his brother Matias, and then his nephew Bernardo, occupied the highest viceregal office.
Some years after he fell from power, living in retirement in Veracruz, an elderly
Pedro Antonio Cossio lamented that he had been called to Mexico City to testify in the
posthumous residencia trial of Viceroy Mayorga. In fact, the Crown forced him to
respond to all potential charges raised against the viceroy’s performance during his term
in office. Cossio asked the Ministry of the Indies to issue a permission that would spare
him the difficult journey to the capital of New Spain; his request was denied.*? Cossio
found himself out of the system; it was clear that the “political space” was closed to him
when he could no longer negotiate with Galvez. Notwithstanding this, as | mentioned
earlier, his “economic space” was still open and the business of his trade house continued

to expand.

141 Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 28 Feb. 1781.
142 Residencia trial of Martin Mayorga, AHN, Consejos, leg 20721.
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5) The Francisco del Real Affair: Cossio meddled with the interests of a personal friend
of José de Gélvez.

We know little about what Galvez’s had to say in the matters discussed above, but in
this instance, it is possible to glimpse how angry the Andalusian minister was at Cossio’s
actions. This is perhaps the most ironic explanation for Cossio’s fall, and it all relates to
his probable alliance with the enemies of Francisco del Real. Real was a merchant
resident in Mexico City; he came from Jerez'*® and was a personal friend of José de
Galvez." In the fall of 1765, when the visitor-general decided to preside over the trade
fair of Xalapa, he took Real with him, appointing him “inspector-general” of the tobacco
monopoly. His functions included the collection of tobacco and commanding the revenue
guard in situ; that is to say, his area of operation was to embrace be the tobacco-
producing region of Orizaba and Cérdoba. He married into a family of powerful planters
in Cordoba and eventually became regidor of the Orizaba cabildo.** In his position as
inspector-general Real got himself into trouble with the wealthiest tobacco planters for
three main reasons. First, he turned a deaf ear to their demands for the increase of prices;
second, he supported the project of state-owned plantations; and third, the planters
opposed the 1777 change in the policies of contracting, in which the state was thenceforth
going to negotiate individual contracts with each planter instead of treating them as a

collective body. In 1780 Viceroy Mayorga removed Francisco del Real from his long-

143 probably Jerez de la Frontera, the same city where Cossio was born; there is a town named Jerez de los
Caballeros in Extremadura province, however.

144 This comes from Deans-Smith, Bureaucrats, Planters, and Workers, 42 and 85; she does not delve into
where or when could they have met. Francisco del Real appears as Francisco Gonzalez del Real in
Rodriguez’s El fiscal de Real Hacienda, 110.

145 Gélvez appointed Real to this position, and shortly his decision was confirmed in Spain by the Marqués
de Esquilache; see Priestley, José de Galvez, 149.
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held office and Pedro Antonio de Cossio replaced him in order to negotiate new general
contracts with the tobacco planters.**® Cossio travelled to Orizaba and Cérdoba,
expeditiously negotiating contracts that clearly favored the planters, particularly because
they stipulated higher prices for tobacco while ending (by the sale to private hands) the
state-owned plantations regime. The viceregal government justified Real’s removal
because of pending accusations of maltreatment of Indian workers and embezzlement of
about 70,000 pesos through the mismanagement of state-owned plantations, a project he
had supported wholeheartedly. The Crown approved the new contracts by royal order of
October 1781, but stipulated that Real should be reinstated in his office. In March 1782,
after the celebration of a second, similar contract, the Crown approved it a second time
but again insisted that Real had to return to his position.

In the midst of this, and intervening yet again, the fiscal de Real Hacienda, Ramon
de Posada, reviewed the case. He thought that Real had been treated unfairly and stressed
that Cossio had not obeyed the royal order of October 1781 because, in reality, he desired
a permanent appointment as inspector-general of the tobacco-monopoly. Posada found
that Cossio had persuaded the planters to put a condition to the Crown: they would break
the 1781 contracts unless they obtained the definitive removal of Real first. The planters’
rebellion could damage the royal treasury’s revenue, concluded Posada, since tobacco
production for 1781-1782 was in danger, if the planters rescinded their contracts and
there were no state-owned plantations anymore, who was going to plant and harvest the
tobacco? The minister of the Indies reacted to Posada’s report and noted instructions for

his subordinates in the margin:

146 AGNM, Hacienda, caja 49, vol. 442.
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[Do a]s this minister [Posada] proposes, give the corresponding order to
the viceroy in decisive terms so he can make the contradictors understand
how His Majesty heard with utmost displeasure that some of his vassals
have the temerity to contradict the authority of his inspector.

Gélvez added:

Let Cossio know that from now on the king is making him responsible if
the contracts are not fulfilled, [because] now the king and | know that he is
the real reason behind the failures to comply and behind the punishable
disobediences of those ungrateful and unrecognizable vassals.**’

Even weak Viceroy Mayorga had to react to the situation. According to Deans-Smith it
was Cossio’s effectiveness in generating consecutive contracts that produced Mayorga’s
suspicions that he “was pandering to local vested interests and [...] favoring the regional
interests of Veracruz at the expense of those of the Crown.”**® In his letter, also dated in
March 1782, Mayorga accepted the opinion of Posada and officially dismissed the
planters’ ultimatum aimed at Del Real and the 1781 contracts. Informed of the viceroy’s
decision, the planters called for a meeting in Orizaba in which they decided to continue
their protest and asked for the definitive cancellation of their contracts with the Crown.
Viceroy Mayorga did not respond and limited himself to informing Galvez of this

meeting.
Galvez read Mayorga’s letter on 10 November 1782 and noted in the margin:

This ruling must run without delay, it would have been better if it had not
been postponed by this letter from Mayorga, which is another proof of his
weakness and of the despicable alliance between Cossio and the insolent
Montafiés planters.**°

147 Galvez’s note in the margin of Posada to Galvez, Mexico City, 20 March 1782, AGI, Mexico, leg. 2262,
in Rodriguez, El fiscal de Real Hacienda, 110.

148 Deans-Smith, Bureaucrats, Planters, and Workers, 86.

%9 Galvez’s comment dated 10 Nov. 1782 on Mayorga to Galvez, no. 1672, Mexico City, 25 May 1782,
AGI, Mexico, 2262, cited in Real and Heredia, “Mayorga”, 66n56, mentioned without linking it to the Del
Real case. Also cited in Deans-Smith, Bureaucrats, Planters, and Workers, 86 and Rodriguez, El fiscal de
Real Hacienda en Nueva Espafia, 110.
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With these words Galvez was Killing two birds with one stone. On the one hand, it
reflects Galvez’s personal aversion toward Mayorga (even in this case in which the
viceroy was cooperating), and on the other hand it shows his complete disappointment
with Cossio, a disenchantment the minister even framed in terms of place of origin,
bringing the Montafiés origins of Cossio to the fore. On that date Gélvez sent two royal
orders for New Spain, one for the viceroy, the other for Cossio with an emphatic
warning: “In virtue of the merciful heart of his majesty, the corresponding punishment of
such bastard behaviors have been suspended; but I warn you that if these are not
amended, the arm of justice will subdue you and your favorite planters to comply with
your obligations.”150

The viceregal government exonerated Francisco del Real from all charges and
restored him to his post; in 1784 he even promoted an official request of redress for the
calumny he had suffered from the planters of the Orizaba-Cérdoba region.™* Posada had
absolved him of the accusations of embezzlement in July 1782, arguing that it was very
difficult to prove Real had committed fraud because the event had occurred four years
earlier, and the royal treasury would incur useless costs in trying to illuminate a matter
that would always remain uncertain at best.**> Cossio did not survive his bold attack
against Gélvez’s personal friend. The affair is not alluded to in his correspondence at all.
In the last letter of the collection, however, dated 16 May 1782, Cossio mentioned to

Galvez that their common friend Mangino had not visited him in a month, which was

very unusual; it seemed to Cossio that Mangino was avoiding him for some reason. He

150 Royal order to Cossio, San Lorenzo, 10 Nov 1782, in Rodriguez, El fiscal de Real Hacienda, 110n66.
151 AGNM, Cédulas Originales, vol. 127, exp. 183.
152 Rodriguez, El fiscal de Real Hacienda, 112.
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attributed this to Mangino’s annoyance at Cossio’s recently having reviewed some
mercury business under his jurisdiction. In my opinion, Mangino, a man who never lost
Galvez’s trust, already knew that Cossio’s end was near, and was giving the corpse a

wide berth. ™3

Conclusion: Understanding the Paradox

There is no doubt that up until the final two years of the relationship, Cossio was
a valuable, faithful partner of José de Galvez. First, for a decade at the customs
administration in Veracruz he navigated against a storm of constant criticism directed at
him largely as a proxy for his powerful patron. Second, his letters of the 1777-1782
period demonstrate pure, unadulterated loyalty. His reports kept Galvez abreast of what
was going on in the most important viceroyalty in the Americas. Moreover, Cossio was
ready to donate and/or lend money to the Crown every time Galvez asked for it. How can
we explain the end of Cossio’s bureaucratic career under the shadow of Galvez? Was
Cossio a cynic? That is, did he just write the words Galvez wanted to hear and do
everything in his power to expand his family’s economic interests? Or, was Cossio a
convinced advocate of reform? Perhaps he was, and his problems began when he
inadvertently transgressed a moral economy-like limit—a frontier of norms and
expectations so invisible that he did not notice the snowball that his actions at the
shadowy superintendancy were forming behind his back. At the same time, there is no
doubt that his extensive family business benefited while he was in power, as hypotheses

one (wheat), two (cochineal business with Corres), and five (tobacco) show.

153 Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 16 May 1782.
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Hypotheses one, two, and five also suggest a frank and open attack by fiscal
Ramon Posada against Cossio. It almost seems that he had the mission of bringing him
down. In 1780 Gélvez named Ramon de Posada fiscal de Real Hacienda of New Spain.
He was an Asturian lawyer, nephew by marriage of Galvez’s brother Matias. Posada
became renowned for his honesty. Perhaps, then, Cossio was a victim of Galvez’s
nepotistic style in governance. Gélvez could not advance the intendancy reforms during
Mayorga’s tenure, as Cossio encouraged him to do; he was waiting for his brother Matias
to arrive in power. As hypothesis four shows, Cossio befriended Viceroy Mayorga, who
was not a member of the extended Galvez clan. Even worst, notwithstanding the
merchant was born in Andalusia, he was still identified as a Montafiés. Thus, he became a
disposable ally in Galvez’s strategic thinking.

What about corruption? Was he a corrupt officer, as his enemies claimed for
many years? If so, why at the same time did he see corruption everywhere he looked?
The Bourbon Reforms entailed a massive redistribution of power designed to increase
state centralization and fiscal revenues, which in the end aimed at achieving a general
revival of the Crown’s authority in her American dominions. One relatively unexplored
side of these reforms was their attempt to stamp out corruption. Galvez directed this
effort and Cossio supported him. Early modern European minds recognized corruption as
an undesirable practice in state administration, but failed to interpret it as politically
subversive (or system-threatening).™* In late 1781, however, Cossio wrote to the minister

of the Indies: “Your Excellency also knows that where excesses are stronger than laws,

154 Jean-Claude Wagquet, Corruption: Ethics and Power in Florence, 1600-1770 (University Park, PA: The
Pennsylvania State University Press, 1992), 95.
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soon vassals will have more power than kings.”*>® This phrase—a playful rhyme in
Spanish—constitutes an unusual observation for an eighteenth-century official precisely
because it denotes not just a concern but also a very basic problematization of the ways in
which corruption eroded the authority of the Spanish crown in her American dominions.
The study of the relationship between merchant Cossio and his long-time patron Galvez
shows their constant, seemingly coordinated attempt to dramatize the cases of corruption
in the fiscal administration of colonial Mexico as a venue to introduce and justify the
agenda of innovations that were part of the Bourbon Reforms. In this context it is
possible to observe an early interpretation of corruption as a socio-political problem
grown crucial, which markedly differed from the then widespread views of this
phenomenon as the immoral behavior of devious individuals in government. Ironically,
the prevalence of the latter understanding of corruption seems to have contributed to
Cossio’s fall from political power. After all, if we give credit to hypotheses two, five, and

maybe three, his penchant for personal attacks brought Cossio down.

155 «“También sabe Vuestra Excelencia que donde los excesos pueden mas que las leyes, presto podran los
vasallos mas que los reyes,” Cossio to Galvez, Mexico City, 17 Nov. 1781.



Chapter 3

The Art of Nepotism and Hometown Favoritism

Introduction

One of the most conspicuous aspects of José de Galvez’s bureaucratic career, one
which provoked this research in the first place, was his marked preference for placing
members of his family in government positions in both Spain and the Americas.
Nepotism brought me into this dissertation. My interest in nepotism resides in a personal
fascination with what my meritocratic mind considers an unjust practice. Every time |
read news, such as “contractor X is in fact the brother-in-law of politician Y, who is in
charge of assigning government contracts” or that “senator A is the sister of minister B,”
or even when I learn that “historian N is the daughter of historian M an acute sense of
bewilderment invades me. Adam Bellow, author of one of the few books that deal
exclusively with the topic, reminds us that “nepotism is often said to reek, as though it
were a pile of dirty laundry.” | bear no doubts that my sense of smell is highly developed
in relation to nepotism.

In its broadest sense nepotism means the favored treatment of one’s relatives, but
in politics it usually refers to the positioning of family members in government jobs.
Nepotism is often identified as a type of political corruption. In his Diccionario de
politica, Gianfranco Pasquino identifies three types of political corruption: bribery or the
intent to influence the judgment of a state official; nepotism or the conferral of public

offices or public works on the basis of kinship and not by merit; and, embezzlement or

! Adam Bellow, In Praise of Nepotism: A Natural History (New York: Doubleday, 2003), 4.
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the appropriation of public funds by a functionary.? Within a list of behavioral forms of
corruption, Joseph Nye offers a similar definition of nepotism as “bestowal of patronage

by reason of ascriptive relationship rather than merit.”®

Thus, according to these authors
patronage and nepotism overlap and nepotism can be identified as a form of political
corruption if it means a breach in the law by a public officer in order to obtain a private
gain. On the aspect of merit, however, Pasquino’s and Nye’s definitions are rather
problematic. The phenomenon of nepotism is so complex that it is not entirely divorced
from what we would think is its opposite: merit. In fact, the inclusion of “merit” in their
definition of corruption is not surprising as it simply reflects a widespread belief in the
association of nepotism with the hiring of “grossly incompetent” relatives.* Reality is
more complicated than that. Among José de Galvez’s most nakedly nepotistic moves—or
among his “acts of nepotistic chutzpah” as Bellow would put it—was the positioning of
his brother Matias and then his nephew Bernardo in one of the highest offices in the
Empire: as viceroys of New Spain, the richest of the Spanish overseas possessions. Both
had impressive military careers and became efficient and unexpectedly wildly popular
rulers.

Historian Maria Soledad Santos Arrebola argues that the main problem of

nepotism, as practiced by Galvez, was that “it excluded from positions of power those

figures that were capacitated by their noble lineage or their professional training.””

2 Gianfranco Pasquino, “Corrupcion,” Diccionario de politica, ed. Norberto Bobbio, Nicola Matteucci, and
Gianfranco Pasquino, (Mexico City: Siglo Veintiuno, 1988), s.v. “corrupcién.”

® Joseph S. Nye, “Corruption and Political Development: A Cost-Benefit Analysis” in Political
Corruption: Readings in Comparative Analysis, ed. Arnold Heidenheimer (New York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, 1970), 567.

* “Grossly incompetent” wording borrowed from Bellow, In Praise of Nepotism, 11.

® Maria Soledad Santos Arrebola, La proyeccion de un ministro ilustrado en Malaga: José de Galvez
(Mélaga: Publicaciones de la Universidad de Malaga-Obra Social y Cultural Caja Sur, 1999), 43.
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Indeed, nepotism has the capacity to “displace” other job candidates because it creates an
unfair ground for competition. Commenting on an op-ed that criticized the 2001
appointment of Michael Powell, son of U.S. Secretary of State Colin Powell, to the office
of chairman of the Federal Communications Commission, Bellow suggests that the young
Powell’s qualifications were not in doubt, but the real question was “whether he had
gotten his job over the heads of other qualified applicants on the strength of his family
ties.”®

The references to Galvez’s nepotism in historiography are as numerous as they
are inevitable; sometimes they are accusatory in character, at other times apologetic. The
first allusion that left a profound impression on me was David Brading’s argument that
when Galvez took over the office of minister of the Indies, he “soon became renowned...
for his persistent favoritism toward his compatriots, the Malaguefios, and for his

" One of the oldest references in historiography comes from Jacobo

implacable nepotism.
de la Pezuela, a nineteenth-century Spanish historian, who after praising Galvez’s iron-
willed character and determination, comments “only one defect blemished [the
bureaucratic career of] this statesman, his eagerness of exalting everyone in his family”
and then affirms that “any Géalvez [who was] able to read and write” benefited from a

position in government.® H. 1. Priestley expresses the idea in elegant terms when he

writes that Galvez was not “unmindful of his relatives... indeed his activity for them

® Bellow, In Praise of Nepotism, 4; the op-ed is Andrew Sullivan’s “Hot Heir,” The New Republic, 5 Feb.
2001, 6.

" David Brading, Miners and Merchants in Bourbon Mexico, 1763-1810 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1971), 37.

& Jacobo de la Pezuela, Historia de la isla de Cuba (Madrid: Carlos Bailly-Bailliere, 1878), 3:135n3.
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savors of what we should call today the rankest nepotism.”® In her book about José de
Galvez’s development projects in the province of Malaga, Santos Arrebola deemed it
necessary to use “Nepotism” as a subtitle in her first chapter.’® Malaguefio historians do
not seem to agree as to what adjective describes Galvez’s practices best: if “manifest”
(Maria Isabel Pérez de la Colosia), or “blatant” and “evident” nepotism (Leonardo
Molina Garcia). This line of scholars, however, is also ready to introduce exonerative and
defensive arguments. Pérez de Colosia highlights merit when she writes that Galvez’s
“brothers were capable and able men;” Molina Garcia prefers to talk about a “really close
solidarity among brothers;” and Santos Arrebola introduces an external agent when she
indicates that Galvez’s enemies branded him as being nepotistic.'* The essence of the
latter argument is true as the conclusions in this chapter will demonstrate, but technically,
or linguistically speaking, it is incorrect: “nepotism” was not a word in use in the
eighteenth-century Spanish world. Galvez’s contemporaries could not simply “label” his
actions as nepotistic. The term did not appear for the first time in the Royal Academy

Spanish Dictionary until 1843.% “Nepotism” as such was already used in other

° H. 1. Priestley, José de Géalvez, Visitor-general of New Spain (1765-1771) (Philadelphia: Porcupine Press,
1980; first published 1916 by Universuty of California Press), 9, my emphasis.

19 Marfa Soledad Santos Arrebola, La proyeccién de un ministro ilustrado, 41-44. In his short study on
Matias de Galvez, another Spanish historian writing in the 1930s also included as subtitle, “Nepotismo de
José de Galvez, ministro universal de Indias;” see Francisco Morote Chapa, Notas y noticias sobre don
Matias de Galvez, virrey de Nueva Espafia (Valencia: Instituto Nacional de 2da. Ensefianza de Valencia,
1930), 6.

1 Maria Isabel Pérez de Colosia Rodriguez, “Rasgos biograficos de una familia ilustrada,” in Los Gélvez de
Macharaviaya, ed. José Miguel Morales Folgera, Maria Isabel Pérez de Colosia Rodriguez, Marion Reder
Gadow, and Siro Villas Tinoco (Méalaga: Junta de Andalucia-Consejeria de Cultura y Medio Ambiente-
Asesoria Quinto Centenario-Benedito Editores, 1991), 60; Leonardo Molina Garcia, Historia de la Villa de
Macharaviaya (Malaga: Diputacion Provincial, 1997), 39 and 71; Santos Arrebola, La proyeccion de un
ministro ilustrado, 41.

12 «“Nepote: adj. Lo mismo que sobrino: es voz tomada del italiano, y se aplica especialmente al que suele
preferir el Papa,” and “Nepotismo: m. Voz del mismo origen que denota la desmedida preferencia que
algunos dan 4 sus parientes para las gracias 6 empleos publicos;” Real Academia Espafiola, Diccionario de
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languages, however. Its origins are found in the Latin nepos and in the Italian nipote that
mean grandchildren or nieces and nephews. The Italian word in plural, nipoti has the
broader meaning of “descendants.” Nipote evolved into nepotismo around the fourteenth
and fifteenth centuries to signal a common practice among popes who used to reward
their relatives handsomely with high posts in the church and other privileges, such as
land.*®

Praising the values of brotherhood and solidarity among the Galveces, Leonardo
Molina Garcia ventures to say that Ana Gallardo, the widowed mother that raised José de
Galvez and his brothers, was responsible for keeping her children united.** Molina
Garcia, historian and parish priest in Macharaviaya (Gélvez’s natal village) in the 1990s,
affirmed this most probably because of his own beliefs that the role of a good mother
includes the instilling of feelings of closeness and solidarity among her children. If we
follow these lines and agree to assign this role to Gallardo, we may think that by doing
that she was securing the survival not only of the individual family members but of the
kinship unit as a whole.

The family is an extraordinarily cost-effective unit. According to Eric Wolf, it
provides maximum efficiency for the least amount of cost in providing economic
survival, socialization, exchange of sexual services, and affection. The anthropologist

characterizes Kin filiation as a resource that gives advantages to an individual acting

la lengua castellana por la Real Academia Espafiola, 9th ed. (Madrid: Imprenta de D. Francisco Maria
Ferndndez, 1843), s.v. “nepote” and “nepotismo.”

13 One of the first writings about nepotism as a problem in itself was Gregorio Leti’s Il nepotismo di Roma
o vero relatione delle raggioni che muovono i pontifici all aggradimento de Nipoti (Roma: 1667); for the
English translation see Gregorio Leti, Il nipotismo di Roma, or, The History of the Popes Nephews from the
Time of Sixtus the IV to the Death of the Last Pope Alexander the VII in Two Parts (London: Printed for
John Starkey, 1669).

4 Molina Garcia, Historia de la Villa de Macharaviaya, 37.
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outside the family realm. The years of socialization engender trust and “the private
relation of trust may thus be translated into cooperation in the public realm.”*® In politics
nepotism is not necessary, but it can be useful. In his study of the Renaissance Church,
Richard Hilary writes that “the expediency of nepotistic appointments to solidify reliable
control of church government and to initiate and execute policy was a factor accepted and
adopted by every pope.”® In this chapter | claim that through nepotism Galvez and his
brothers advanced their careers in government and, thus, in a way, enhanced the family
unit in terms of honor and wealth. At the same time, the Andalusian minister’s bias in
favor of his relatives became a reliable instrument to execute policies in a context of
opposition to reform at the local and imperial levels. As the representative of a state that
was actively working toward gaining more access into the everyday lives of the colonial
peoples to increase its revenue, Galvez was in an exposed position. In this sense, Wolf
maintains that “the relation of kin in non-Kin operations... implies a clear balance of
gains and costs, in which the gains outweigh the costs only when cooperation with non-
kin is clearly more hazardous and disadvantageous.”*’

A simple search in Jstor reveals that nepotism is a more popular research theme in
the natural sciences than in the social sciences and the humanities. Studies on nepotism
among bees, wasps, ants, certain kinds of social spiders, and squirrels, abound. It is

precisely the “natural” or primeval character of nepotism that explains this academic bias.

As it turns out, nepotism is the main characteristic of the so-called “social species” in the

'3 Eric C. Wolf, “Kinship, Friendship, and Patron-Client Relations in Complex Societies,” in Friends,
Followers, and Factions: A Reader in Political Clientelism, ed. Steffen W. Schmidt, Laura Guasti, Carl H.
Landé, and James C. Scott (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1977), 170-171.

16 Richard B. Hilary, “The Nepotism of Pope Pius II, 1458-1464,” The Catholic Historical Review 64, no. 1
(1978): 33-35, my emphasis.

7 Wolf, “Kinship, Friendship, and Patron-Client Relations in Complex Societies,” 171.
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animal kingdom. In his book Adam Bellow tries to demonstrate that “meritocracy” is a
fairly recent human goal, and therefore it is an artificial social construct that contrasts
with the “natural” character of nepotism. He considers that, differently from animals,
humans can give a cultural twist to this nepotism and “altruism to people who are not
biological relatives.”*® We observed precisely that phenomenon occurring within the
networks of patronage created by José de Galvez studied in chapters one and two. In this
chapter I introduce concepts, such as “hometown favoritism” and “extended nepotism,”
characterized as variations of Galvez’s basic favoritism toward his immediate family unit
composed of his brothers (Matias, Miguel, and Antonio) and his nephew (Bernardo). My
examination relies more on secondary literature, but nevertheless I hope to add new
insights into one of the most controversial aspects of Galvez’s biography, one that has

been widely commented but never before analyzed in depth.

Family Support of the Visitor-General and José de Galvez’s First Nepotistic Strokes
The general inspection of New Spain was a foundational experience for the

architect of the Bourbon Reforms and it also illustrates the early developments of José de
Galvez’s “notorious nepotism,” as John Lynch calls it.*® What is interesting to note,
however, is that in this period the Andalusian minister used his family less as an
instrument of power (as he would do after 1776) and more as a source of support to
advance his administrative career. The first sign of Galvez’s close relationship and

reliance on his brothers appears in the last will he dictated in March 1765 before leaving

'8 Bellow, In Praise of Nepotism, 53.
19 John Lynch, Spanish Colonial Administration, 1782-1810: The Intendant System in the Viceroyalty of the
Rio de la Plata (London: University of London Press, 1958), 73.
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for New Spain to accomplish his official commission. In his testament he named two of
his brothers, Matias and Miguel, as executors. In addition, Galvez chose his younger
brother Miguel as his only heir.” By then, he had been a widower for more than a decade
and had no descendants. The appointed visitor-general justified his decision noting that
he loved his brother very much and that he had reared him.?* Miguel de Galvez was only
five years José’s junior and I have not found evidence indicating the kind of “rearing
activities” the older brother could have performed; it is likely, however, that he was
referring to support in the professional sense. Born in 1725, the third child of the Galvez-
Gallardo marriage followed José into a career in law. It is peculiar that Miguel’s earliest
documented activity is a legal amendment to his baptismal certificate done when he was
22 years old to officially change his given name, Andrés Luis.? José de Géalvez’s
designated heir was a graduate of the University of Alcala de Henares®® who by 1765 had
already achieved a respectable bureaucratic career: he was alcalde de hijosdalgo of the

royal chancilleria of Valladolid and auditor of war of the army and principality of

20 Matfas and Miguel de Gélvez were the two first-mentioned will executors out of a list of seven
individuals; see “Testamento del sefior don Joseph de Galvez Gallardo, otorgado por su sefioria en esta
corte en 6 de marzo de 1765,” AHPM, vol. 18469, fols. 374-377 (hereafter cited as “Testamento 1765”), in
México en el siglo XVIII: Recopilacion de Documentos Relativos a D. José de Galvez Gallardo, ed.
Francisco Rodas de Coss (Mexico City: Secretaria de Relaciones Exteriores-Embajada de México en
Madrid-Comision de Historia, 1983), 5.

2L «por el mucho amor que le tengo, haberle criado, y no tener yo herederos forzosos algunos;” ibid., 5.

22 Miguel de Galvez (née Andres Luis de Galvez) was born on 30 Nov. 1725 and baptized on 1 Dec. His
baptism certificate mentioned that his godfather had been his uncle Juan de Galvez. The certificate had an
addendum that changed his name to Miguel dated on 23 Nov. 1747. The document also rectified that in
addition to Juan de Galvez, Miguel Pérez de Saavedra had been his godfather too. Perhaps he took his new
name from his godfather; see “Expediente de pruebas del caballero de la orden de Carlos III, Miguel de
Galvez,” 1779 (hereafter “Pruebas Carlos III Miguel de Galvez 1779”), AHN, Estado-Carlos I1l, exp. 60
fols. 7v-8.

% |sidoro Vazquez de Acufia, Historial de la Casa de Galvez y sus alianzas (Madrid: Isidoro VVazquez de
Acufia-Villena Artes Gréficas, 1974), 1138. A eulogy of Miguel de Galvez written in 1793 affirmed that he
began his college degree in Alcal& de Henares but finished it at the prestigious University of Salamanca;
see eulogy authored by Miguel Maria Ldpez Pinilla, originally delivered on 19 Aug. 1793 (hereafter
“Eulogy of Miguel de Galvez”), in “Ojeada retrospectiva sobre la Sociedad Econémica de Amigos del Pais
de Malaga,” Boletin de la Sociedad Econdémica de Amigos del Pais de Malaga, year 1, no. 9., 30 Sep. 1861,
3.
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Catalonia.?* In July 1770, while his brother was still in the Americas, Miguel obtained the
position of alcalde de casa y corte in Madrid, the same that José had occupied briefly
from December 1764 to February of 1765 and from which his road to administrative
stardom had initiated.”®

No doubt Miguel was the Andalusian minister’s favorite sibling and he relied on
him to resolve sensitive issues.?® When the visitor-general arrived in Mexico City after
his two-year military expedition to the northwestern provinces of New Spain, his health
was still frail. In the summer of 1770, he decided to request the Crown’s approval for his
return to Spain, if possible, during the next spring. To support his case, he used the
intercession of his younger brother before his immediate superior, the minister of the
Indies, Julian de Arriaga. In October 1770, Miguel de Galvez wrote a short letter to
Arriaga that served as cover letter for a plea (representacion) written by José in which the
visitor-general asked the king for authorization to return as soon as he finished his

commission’s affairs.?” The minister’s vague response to the brothers’ petition—to

2 In his will José de Galvez also indicated that Miguel belonged to the Council of His Majesty, but he did
not explain to which collegiate body (Castile, Indies, War, or Treasury); Galvez, “Testamento 1765,” 5. 1
surmise he was a member of the Council of Castile since the royal chancilleria courts of Granada and
Valladolid had that institution as the final instance for appeals. Both chancillerias had two alcaldes de
hijosdalgo in charge of pleitos de hidalguia (suits and civil legal proceedings related to the nobility).

2 Miguel de Galvez took possession of his post on 20 July 1770. He was promoted to the “audiencia de lo
civil” within the same court in 1771. For the hiring, promotions, and vacancies of alcalde de casa y corte
positions see “Toma de razén de los sefiores ministros de la sala y subalternos de primera clase principia en
el afio de 1668,” AHN, Consejos, bk. 1170; Miguel de Galvez is mentioned in fols. 360v, 363v, and 370-
370v.

%8 Multiple times in in her La proyeccion de un ministro ilustrado Santos Arrebola identifies Miguel de
Gélvez as the minister’s “right hand man.”

" In his letter to Arriaga and attached representacion to the king, José de Géalvez’s claims were truly
pathetic: he was sure that the environmental conditions (clima) of New Spain were killing him and that he
was in danger of suffering more relapses. The visitor-general was also certain that the monarch would not
allow him to “die in a region that was mortal” for him; see Galvez to Julian de Arriaga, Mexico City, 26
Jul. 1770, and Galvez to Charles 111, representacion, Mexico City, 27 Jul. 1770. For his part, Miguel de
Gélvez mentioned that he wished he could present this petition in person but his own commissions did not
allow him to leave his office. M. de Galvez to Arriaga, Madrid, 30 Oct. 1770, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1246.



116

Miguel, he promised to notify the monarch, and to Gélvez, that Charles 111 would resolve
his request and felt sorry for his health problems—prompted Miguel to remind Arriaga in
May 1771 about the visitor-general’s original plea. The alcalde de casa y corte
substantiated his new letter with José de Galvez’s claim that he had finished his
inspection’s duties on the last day of January.”® The joint efforts of the Galvez brothers
were successful this time but success by no means equaled a complete victory for the
visitor-general. Arriaga permitted him to embark on his transatlantic voyage under the
condition that Galvez thoroughly informed the newly appointed viceroy, Antonio
Bucareli y UrsUa, of all the important affairs of state transpiring in New Spain after the
visitation. The minister of the Indies calculated a two- to three-month delay in the
inspector’s departure after Bucareli’s arrival in Mexico City.29

It is in this period after the Sonora Expedition that José de Galvez’s nepotistic
nerve began to glow, if still dimly, at the Spanish court. Alejandro O’Reilly, ex-governor
of Louisiana that had just returned to Spain at the end of 1770, mentioned in a letter to his
friend Bucareli (by then, still governor of Cuba) that Galvez had been asking for his
return for quite a while and had even suggested that Matias, his older brother, could
replace him as visitor-general. Instead, O’Reilly noted, the Crown had decided to bring
the visita general to a conclusion.®® The significance of Miguel de Galvez’s support of

his brother’s pleas and of José’s proposal of Matias as his substitute at this point in time

%8 For the mild response of Arriaga to the original request, see Arriaga to M. de Galvez, San Lorenzo, 29
Oct. 1770 and Arriaga to Galvez, San Lorenzo, 3 Nov. 1770. For Miguel de Galvez’s second effort: M. de
Gélvez to Arriaga, Madrid, 11 May1771, ibid.

2 Arriaga to Galvez, draft, Madrid, 24 May 1771, ibid.

%0 1 will introduce Matias de Galvez later in the chapter. Alejandro O’Reilly to Antonio Maria de Bucareli y
UrsUa, letter, 17 May 1771, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1242, cited in Bernard E. Bobb, The Viceregency of Antonio
Maria Bucareli in New Spain, 1771-1779 (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1962), 21.
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resides in the fact that it was becoming obvious that the Galvez brothers were acting as a
unity. Both the ministers of state and the king of Spain were learning that dealing with
José de Galvez meant a bargain that included his brothers.

Another member of the family, destined to be the most célébre of the Galvezes in
history as we shall see, was slowly making a name for himself under the shadow of the
visitor-general of New Spain: Bernardo, the only surviving child of Matias de Gélvez, the
Andalusian minister’s older brother. Born on 23 July 1746 and named after the patron-
saint of Macharaviaya, young Bernardo de Galvez was in the Mexican viceroyalty
exactly at the same time as his uncle, that is, from 1765 to 1772. It was his first time in
the Americas,** and arguably, the reason for his first stay in New Spain had nothing to do
with his uncle’s appointment. A man of arms like his father, in 1765 he crossed the
Atlantic under the command of Lieutenant General Juan de Villalba, who was in charge
of reforming the army of New Spain.*?

It did not take long before the military activities of Bernardo intersected with

those of his powerful uncle.*®* As member of the army, he participated in the 1767

31 At the end of his short, wondrous life (he died when he was 40 years old), he would become the most
seasoned transatlantic traveler among his relatives. No other member of the Galvez’s clan crossed the
Atlantic as much as he.

%2 New Spain was not Bernardo de Galvez’s first military experience abroad: in 1762, he served as first
teniente de cazadores in a campaign in Portugal during the Seven Years War; Luis Navarro Garcia, Don
José de Galvez y la Comandancia General de las Provincias Internas del norte de Nueva Espafia (Sevilla:
Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas, 1964), 192n150. According to Pérez de Colosia, Bernardo
de Galvez was captain of an infantry regiment under Villalba, see “Rasgos biograficos de una familia
ilustrada,” 92. For the reforms of Juan de Villalba; see Christon I. Archer, The Army in Bourbon Mexico,
1760-1810 (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1977).

% José de Galvez was a lawyer, but during the visitation he also assumed military roles. This was perhaps
related to his original “appointment package,” which included the post of Intendant of the Army. He led
troops and organized militias to quell the insurrections of 1767 in the cities of San Luis Potosi, Guanajuato,
and Valladolid. In addition, he headed the two-year military expedition to the provinces of California,
Sinaloa, and Sonora of 1768-1770.



118

suppression of the Jesuit order.** While José de Géalvez was in the middle of his two-year
expedition to the northern provinces of New Spain (California, Sonora, and Sinaloa),
Bernardo joined a parallel military campaign against Apache Indians in neighboring New
Biscay. Indeed, at the younger Galvez’s request, Viceroy Croix sent him to support the
activities of Lope de Cuéllar, captain of the infantry regimiento de la Corona and newly
assigned comandante de las fronteras de Chihuahua.*® In April 1769, Bernardo reached
Chihuahua and Cuéllar named him captain of one of four compafiias under his command.
Operating from Sonora, José de Galvez was well-acquainted with the campaign
preparations in New Biscay and expressed disagreement about the high responsibilities
given to his young and inexperienced nephew. The visitor-general suggested a more
skilled dragoon lieutenant, Diego Becerril, to head the first compaiiia, with Bernardo
following his orders.*®

Just as the uncle looked after the safety of his nephew, when the visitor-general
fell terribly ill, Bernardo visited him at the Pitic barracks and the mission of Ures in
Sonora. He engaged in the discussions surrounding José de Galvez’s condition with the
people that surrounded and had taken care of him. When Croix ordered the inspector’s

return to Mexico City, Bernardo decided to travel by his side.” Thus, uncle and nephew

% Vazquez de Acufia, Historial de la Casa de Gélvez, 1238. The author does not mention the nature or
level of Bernardo de Galvez’s participation in the suppression of the Jesuits.

% Croix justified his decision before the Spanish minister of war commenting on Bernardo de Géalvez’s
merits, those of his uncle, and the fact that from his own pocket, the young Galvez was paying the living
expenses of two armed men; Croix to Gregorio Muniain, Mexico City, 5 Mar. 1769, AGI, Mexico, leg.
2429 cited in Navarro Garcia, Don José de Gélvez, 192n150.

% Ibid., 189.

%7 Ibid., 192n150. Unfortunately, there is no space to tell the details of Galvez’s disease drama. A
Bethlehemite friar who took charge of Galvez’s health, and whom the visitor-general considered his savior,
asked Bernardo de Galvez to go from Chihuahua to Mexico City to deny the health crisis of his uncle.
When the young captain refused to lie there was tension between the men; see Juan Manuel Viniegra,
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were reunited during those difficult months marked by disease and long-distance travel.
These circumstances seem to have reinforced José de Galvez’s trust in his nephew,
because as soon as he returned to the capital of the viceroyalty, he began actively to
promote Bernardo’s military career.

In 1770, Croix deposed Lope de Cuéllar from his comandancia. The deterioration
of the situation in the north due to the constant attacks by different indigenous groups on
Spanish populations and roads described by the governor of New Biscay, José Faini,
prompted José de Galvez to propose his nephew as Cuéllar’s replacement. The cautious
uncle of 1769 had become a “pushy” one a year later, now ready to deploy Bernardo to
the frontline of the frontier wars. The 24-year-old returned to Chihuahua with the rank
Cuéllar had held as captain of the infantry regimiento de la Corona and the title of
comandante de las fronteras of Sonora and New Biscay. He headed three military
campaigns against the Apaches. In the first one he showed his rethorical powers when at
the rim of the Rio Grande, he convinced his demoralized men to continue going north in
their fruitless search. With the help of indigenous allies, he achieved his fist victory and
gathered valuable booty after a skirmish against an unguarded group of Apaches. In less
than a week, however, his Apache enemies performed a series of spectacular attacks that
devastated Spanish villages and roads. Against the will of Governor Faini, who wanted to
concentrate on defense, Croix supported Bernardo de Galvez’s second campaign which
produced some positive results in the spring of 1771. A setback followed every success,
however. Apaches always responded with more violent assaults and cattle rustling. Luis

Navarro Garcia argues that while Faini criticized the futility of the war against the

Miguel José de Azanza, and Juan Antonio Gomez de Arglello to José de Galvez, Havana, 6 Feb. 1771, in
“Sobre don José de Galvez en 1774,” AHN, Estado, 2845, no. 10, fols. 20-21.
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Indians, Croix extolled Bernardo de Gélvez’s military virtues and asked for his elevation

in rank to lieutenant colonel.®

The third campaign of the visitor-general’s nephew, in
which he employed more auxiliary Indian troops than Spanish soldiers, achieved almost
nothing. In October 1771, the young Galvez was in the city of Chihuahua when he was
told of an Apache raid happening close by. He went alone to confront the assailants and
suffered an arrow wound on one arm and two from a spear on the chest. Bernardo de
Gélvez attempted a fourth campaign, but early on he had suffered a bad fall from a horse
that aggravated his still convalescent condition.

It was obvious that captain Galvez was not solving the Apache problem in
Chihuahua, but his uncle in Mexico City created official propaganda on behalf of his
nephew’s campaigns in the north, as well as, of course, for his own actions while he was
in Sonora. In the summer of 1771, Galvez and Croix printed and published the Noticia
breve de la Expedicion Militar de Sonora y Sinaloa, su exito feliz y ventajoso estado en
que por consecuencia de ella se han puesto ambas provincias. The document announced

in a triumphant tone that Bernardo de Galvez had defeated the Apaches, and that New

Biscay had had three months of peace without any Indian attacks.*® The Noticia’s

% Croix to Arriaga, no. 1028, Mexico City, 17 Jun. 1771, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1269 in Navarro Garcia, Don
José de Gélvez, 195.

¥ Account in VAzquez de Acufia, Historial de la Casa de Galvez, 1238-1240.

“ Navarro Garcia, Don José de Galvez, 201. Galvez sent a copy of the Noticia to Spain, accompanied with
a letter in which he supported the promotion of his nephew to lieutenant colonel. The document was the
second of a series of three published by Galvez and Croix to promote the northern enterprise: the first was
the proposal of a private colonization company; the second was a plan to establish a “cordon de presidios”
(a defensive line of presidios). In his book, Navarro Garcia discusses Croix’s and Géalvez’s motives behind
the launching of this publicity campaign: (1) to promote the idea that their projects were working as
planned in the northern frontier; (2) to account for an enterprise that had been founded mainly by private
hands; (3) to make sure the public and the authorities in Spain knew that the visitor-general had attained his
ambitious objectives, with Croix’s help; see ibid., 202-203. For his part Governor Faini communicated to
Arriaga that Apache raids continued and he argued, “these are news I had to tell you, even though they are
not in accordance with a publication printed in Mexico City that I have read here;” Faini to Arriaga,
Durango, 12. Aug 1771, AGI, Guadalajara, leg. 512, in ibid., 203.



121

affirmations were far from the truth, but coming from such high sources of information
(the visitor-general and the viceroy) as they did, the general public must have given them
credence.

In August 1771, immediately after receiving the Crown’s authorization to return
to Spain, Gélvez asked for a permit that would allow his nephew to travel with him.*
Over the next month, Croix considered who should replace Bernardo de Galvez and
issued the title of comandante de las fronteras on behalf of Hugo O’Connor.*? The
wounded young captain turned the frontier’s comandancia over to his successor in mid-
December and reached Mexico City two months later, on 10 February 1772. Although
Arriaga had accepted Jose de Galvez’s petition at the end of the previous year, when
Galvez left Mexico City for Veracruz in early 1772, he had not yet received the approval.
At the end of February, Viceroy Bucareli wrote a letter informing the minister of the
Indies that he had given Bernardo de Galvez permission to join the visitor-general in his
transatlantic voyage. He had come to this decision, Bucareli told Arriaga, after Jose de
Galvez had insisted upon the issue and had even sent him a reminder from Veracruz.*
Bucareli had a personal point of view of the situation that he wrote in a letter addressed to
his friend Alejandro O’Reilly. First, he acknowledged the general belief that the visitor-
general’s nephew had a brave “spirit,” but he confessed his doubts about the suitability of

a person in his twenties leading a Spanish army against the elusive enemies of the

*! Galvez to Arriaga, no. 80, Mexico City, 3 Aug. 1771, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1246.

*2 Navarro Garcia, Don José de Galvez, 202.

*% Galvez reminded Bucareli as soon as he found out his nephew was in Mexico City, see Bucareli to
Arriaga, no. 213, Mexico City, 24, Feb. 1772, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1246. Galvez’s motive was the safety of
his nephew, he told Bucareli, because “in this way I will have the consolation to take him with me from
there [Havana], and the relief that Father Joaquin [de la Trinidad—Galvez’s personal physician and
counselor] will help him with medications during the navigation which maybe will allow him to reach
Spain alive;” Galvez to Bucareli, Veracruz, 17 Feb. 1772 cited in Santos Arrebola, La proyeccion de un
ministro ilustrado, 85.
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Chihuahua frontier. He was happy to be relieved from that worry after allowing Bernardo
de Galvez’s departure for Spain.** In April, the head of the Veracruz customs, Pedro
Antonio de Cossio, informed Arriaga that the visitor-general’s nephew had embarked on

his way to Havana; the young Galvez joined his uncle at the Cuban port.*

An Inevitable Call: The Search for Nobility

Recall than in Chapter One, José de Galvez’s professional success as a product of
patronage occurred precisely at a time characterized by social mobility among the
impoverished members of the lower nobility. University training became one road to
reach the top ministries and councils of state that had been the traditional bastion of the
high nobility headed by the Grandees of Spain. Professional merit, with the correct doses
of patronage, was thus the driving force behind the widespread phenomenon of upward
social mobility during the reign of Charles I11. This class of professionals, however, was
deeply worried about its social status and invested considerable time and money to be
publicly recognized as noblemen. Its members hoped to be taken as members of the high
nobility or at least to blend with it as much as possible. While José de Galvez augmented
his merits by leaps and bounds in New Spain, his brothers team-worked to raise the
family’s reputation. Miguel de Géalvez was the leader and coordinator of their joint effort

to prove their noble origins.

4 Bucareli to O’Reilly, Mexico City, confidential, 27 Oct. 1771, AGI, Mexico, leg. 1242, cited in Navarro
Garcia, Don José de Galvez, 211.

** Pedro Antonio de Cossio and Pedro lldefonso Trujillo to Arriaga, Veracruz, 11 Apr. 1772, AGI, Mexico,
leg. 1246. Bernardo de Galvez returned with two apaches he had captured in his first campaign named
Quitachin and Piticagan who became his friends and were known later as “Matias” and “José;” according
to his “Noticias y reflexiones sobre la guerra que se tiene con los apaches en el norte de Nueva Espafia,”
undated, Museo Naval de Madrid, cited in Navarro Garcia, Don José de Galvez, 197n164.
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The lawyer began to collect information in 1770.%° By the end of the next year he
had sufficient proof that linked the lineage of the Galvez of the village of Macharaviaya
to a noble and glorious past rooted in the Spanish Reconquista over the Muslim kingdoms
that once dominated the Iberian Peninsula.*” Originally of Basque blood, in the thirteenth
century the Galvezes arrived in Andalusia as members of the Castilian army of King
Ferdinand 111 (future Ferdinand the Saint). They had a prominent role in the conquest of
Santaella, a village in the province of Cérdoba, where they established their residence.
More than two hundred years later, in the emblematic year of 1492, the family gained
prominence as Anton de Galvez helped the Catholic Kings to conquer Granada. In return,
he received rights that only the nobility enjoyed, such as a privileged burial site at the
local church for him and his descendants, in addition to a private, preferential seat—a sort
of “VIP” bench—also in the main church of their town of residence. Anton was the
illustrious source from which the Galvez of Macharaviaya’s hidalguia emanated.*®

The genealogical branch to which José de Galvez and his brothers belonged
settled in the province of Malaga in the sixteenth century as a result of another armed
conflict, the Rebellion of the Alpujarras, a three-year war fought between 1568 and 1571

by Morisco (Muslims converts to Christianity) rebels against an increasingly intolerant

*® No evidence suggests that Miguel de Galvez performed this genealogical research himself. In these
situations, it was usual to assign an agent who would go to the villages’ local parochial archives, interview
witnesses, process all the necessary permits, and collect signatures.

*" It is interesting that the origins of the Géalvez family can be linked to the Reconquista because fiction
writer Manuel Villa Raso refers to José de Galvez as “the last conquistador.” Spanish historiography has
also disseminated this idea by portraying the Andalusian minister’s activities of war and colonization in the
north of New Spain as the last show of Spanish imperial expansionism; see, Manuel Villar Raso, El dltimo
conquistador (Barcelona: Luis de Caralt, 1992), and Mario Hernadndez Sanchez-Barba, La Gltima expansion
espafiola en América (Madrid: Instituto de Estudios Politicos, 1957).

*8 Ramon Zazo y Ortega, Blason y genealogia de la Casa de los Gélvez de Macharaviaya, Madrid, 12 Dec.
1771 (Facsimile edition, Malaga: Instituto de Cultura de la Exma. Diputacion Provincial de Méalaga, 1972).
There is an original edition of Zazo’s Blason attached to “Pruebas Carlos III Miguel de Galvez 1779.”
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Spanish monarchy. Several members of the family, including the direct ancestor of the
Galvez’s brothers and hero of the war, Alonso “El Rubio,” received land grants from
estates expropriated from the Moriscos. Located in the twin villages of Macharaviaya and
Benaque, the properties included 90 homes, mills, and even confiscated silk.** Alonso de
Gélvez became regidor and alcalde of the village in 1612. According to Vazquez Acufia,
the Macharatungo (that is, from Macharaviaya) and Santaellano branches of the Galvez’s
family continued close to each other with episodes of inter-marriage.

The older brother, Matias de Galvez, whom I will introduce later in detail, also
helped to advance the family’s interests, when he applied for a letter patent of nobility
(ejecutoria de hidalguia) at the Royal Chancilleria of Granada that would prove their
noble lineage and purity of blood.>* The brothers needed to establish a clear link with
their ancestor Anton de Galvez of Santaella. The ejecutoria mentions that Matias and his
youngest brother, Antonio de Galvez, were “hacendados” of the village of Santaella.
Thus, even though at the time Marias was captain of artillery in the Canary Islands, it
seems that he and Antonio managed to establish their residence in that village through the
purchase of property, and as vecinos they were entitled to apply for the letter patent of

nobility. As a result of an investigation at the instance of Miguel de Galvez, and through

%9 Sixty per cent of the grant was uncultivated land. Vines and a few olive and almond trees composed the
arable land. Thirty-three Old Christians replaced sixty Moriscos and joined fifty Catholics already living
there. This information is found in the “Libro de Repartimiento de Benaque y Macharaviaya” dated in
1579. The original book was lost and a copy made in the eighteenth century survived at the Archivo de la
Real Chancilleria de Granada; see Pérez de Colosia, “Rasgos biograficos de una familia ilustrada,” 22 and
25.

%% vazquez de Acufia, Historial de la Casa de Gélvez, 1117.

*! |t seems that Matias de Galvez initiated this paperwork in order to be admitted as member of a cofradia,
the Real Congregacion del Dulce Nombre de JesUs of Vélez-Malaga, created in 1768 and that was a
noblemen-only organization; see ibid., 1213 and for his and Bernardo’s certificate of admission dated on 18
Mar. 1771 see “Expediente de pruebas del caballero de la orden de Carlos III, Bernardo de Galvez,” 1777
(hereafter “Pruebas Carlos III Bernardo de Galvez 1777), AHN, Estado-Carlos Il1, exp. 49, 45-47.
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Matias’s request, on 13 July 1770 the town council of Santaella ratified the four brothers
as hijosdalgo de sangre and accredited their noble ascendancy for 250 years in their
village, Macharaviaya, and neighboring Benaque. After reviewing the case, the
Chancilleria of Granada issued the royal provision and ejecutoria on 18 September
1771.%

At the end of the same year, Miguel de Galvez obtained a 90-page printed
certificate that traced four lines of noble descent distinguishing the male lines (varonias)
of Galvez and Garcia on the paternal side, and of Madrid and Cabrera on the maternal
side. Chronicler and King of Arms Ramon Zazo y Ortega issued the document entitled
Blason y genealogia de la casa de los Galvez de Macharaviaya after examining 89
exhibits (instrumentos) that Miguel de Galvez had submitted for his consideration.>®
Zazo’s Blason allowed the Galvez brothers (and Bernardo de Géalvez, too) to display their
armorial bearings in any accustomed way they wanted. The genealogy expert dictated
that the most elaborated coat of arms would correspond to José de Galvez because of “his
military rank.”* Let us make the point again that Galvez was not a man of arms, but his

high administrative position was sufficient to outrank his brothers.

%2 | have not found the gjecutoria but it is summarized in Zazo’s Blason, 20-23. In “Pruebas Carlos III
Miguel de Galvez 1779 (fol. 38), it says that a copy of the patent letter was admitted into the books of the
town council (cabildo) of Malaga in December 1771. Bernardo de Galvez’s application for a cross of the
order of Charles 111 also mentions the ejecutoria and that his father Matias de Galvez requested it after
establishing his residencia in Santaella; see “Pruebas Carlos III Bernardo de Galvez 1777,” fols. 58-62v.
>3 The instrumentos were a variety of official documents such as baptism and marriage certificates,
testaments, ejecutorias, deeds of sale and donation, powers of attorney etc. The King of Arms reveals that
Miguel de Galvez had been busy gathering information in both Santaella and Macharaviaya since 1770; see
Zazo, Blasén, 16-20. In 1779, when he was applying for a cross of the Order of Charles 111, Miguel de
Gélvez showed these 89 exhibits which, according to the notary, he kept bound in leather; see “Pruebas
Carlos III Miguel de Galvez 1779,” fols. 84v-85.

% Zazo, Blason, 88.
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The Chancilleria’s ejecutoria and Zazo’s certificate were central pieces of
evidence in Bernardo’s, Miguel’s, and Antonio’s future applications for crosses of
pensioned knight (caballero pensionista) of the royal order of Charles 111, obtained in
1777, 1779, and 1783 respectively.>® Their brother and uncle José had already been
awarded with this honor, and at a higher rank. Indeed, when Géalvez returned from New
Spain he was named Caballero Gran Cruz of the recently-created order; he must have
used the ejecutoria and the King of Arms’ Blason collected by his brothers to prove his
hidalguia.”® I found surprising that in both Zazo’s certificate and the Gélvez brothers’ and
nephew’s applications for knighthood in the order of Charles III, the preferential seat and
burial site at the local church granted by the Catholic Kings to ancestor Antdn de Galvez
was an issue of considerable weight.>” This occurred because the honor could be passed
on to his descendants and was valid in whatever town they resided. The documents thus
cited a seventeenth-century judicial suit (pleito) before the ecclesiastical tribunal of the
city of Méalaga between Ana del Péstigo y Galvez (representing her cousin and nephews,
Simén, Francisco, and Martin de Gélvez)>® against the parish priest of Macharaviaya and
Benaque, who had questioned her family’s right to the privileged seat. The original

written concession (the real merced) had been lost in a fire at the house of Diego de

*® See “Pruebas Carlos I1T Bernardo de Galvez 1777,” “Pruebas Carlos I1T Miguel de Galvez 1779,” and
“Expediente de pruebas del caballero de la orden de Carlos III, Antonio de Galvez,” 1783, AHN, Estado-
Carlos 111, exp. 165.

*® Unfortunately, I have not found in the archives a similar “book of proofs” (as the applications were
called) for José de Galvez’s “great cross” of the order of Charles III.

*" Zazo, Blason, 19.

%8 Francisco de Galvez was the grandfather of Matias, José, Miguel, and Antonio. His brother Martin and
his uncle Simén paid 1,800 reales de vellén to Ana del Pdstigo for her services of representation according
toan escritura de obligacion dated on 20 December 1680; see “Pruebas Carlos III Miguel de Galvez
1779,” fol. 32.
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Galvez (grandfather of Francisco de Galvez) decades ago in the “year of the contagion.”*®

In January of 1677, the general vicar of the bishopric of Malaga resolved that the family
could maintain the possession of the “banco decente arrimado a un entierro y sepultura”
because they were the legitimate heirs of Anton de Galvez. In 1773 José de Galvez paid
for the restoration of the seat and burial vault. In a public ceremony celebrated in July, his
youngest brother, Antonio de Galvez, “took possession” of the family’s exclusive
privilege in representation of his siblings, ancestors, and descendants. A testimony of
1777 described the special bench as located below the second arch of the church, at the
transept’s crossing, and it was attached to the columns by iron rings and locks. Both the

bench and the burial place beneath it had the family’s coat of arms engraved.60

More than the Family: Hometown Favoritism after 1776

José de Galvez let his nepotistic instincts break loose when he replaced Julian de
Arriaga at the Ministry of the Indies. Around 1776, however, more than promoting the
career of his relatives, he concentrated on favoring Malaga and his natal village,
Macharaviaya. Through Galvez’s protection and promotion, the economies of the port
city of Mélaga, its hinterland, and his hometown boomed and were transformed into
nodes connected in formerly unthinkable ways to the Spanish Empire and to the larger

world as well. In his study of Pope Pius Il (1458-1464), Richard Hilary explains that the

% Around 1613-1617, there was an epidemic in the town of Macharaviaya that one of the documents calls a
“peste.” In the disruption of the village’s life created by the disease, several houses burned to the ground,
including Diego de Galvez’s and the residence of the parish priest. Thus, the baptism and marriage
certificates issued before 1617 of the Macharatungo ancestors of the Galvez’s brothers were lost in the fire;
see references to the epidemic in ibid., fol. 16v and Zazo, Blason, 32.

80 «“pryebas Carlos III Bernardo de Galvez 1777, fol. 35v, and testimony from 13 Mar. 1777 signed by
Pedro de Burgos, Clemente Cabrera, Santiago Gonzalez, and clerk Antonio Castillo y Ledn in ibid., fol. 29.
A similar testimony dated on 21 Apr. 1779 can be found in “Pruebas Carlos III Miguel de Galvez 1779,”
fols. 31-31v.
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high prelate’s favoritism toward his place of birth, the village of Corsignano (renamed
Pienza in the pope’s honor), and Siena (the main city of Corsignano’s region) calls for
“an extension of the concept of nepotism to include Pius’ Sienese compatriots as well as
his relatives.”®* | would consider not only the addition of the compatriots but of the actual
towns as well. Indeed, hometown favoritism, as | decided to call this phenomenon,
resembles nepotism in the sense that office holders display a marked preference for the
natal town, its region, and its inhabitants at the moment of assigning development
projects, implementing new policies, or distributing employments. The number and
quality of benefits for the town is expected to increase as the fellow citizen climbs to
higher positions in government. In 1777, for example, a chronicler from the Canary
Islands heralded good times for the archipelago given that José de Galvez was at the
Ministry of the Indies, his brother Matias was the second-in-command in Tenerife, and
fellow Canarian Francisco Xavier Machado (Galvez’s secretary during the visita general)
had been appointed as accountant-general at the Council of the Indies. It was the best
time to ask for “any favor” on behalf of the islands, the chronicler wrote.®

Eric Van Young identifies allegiance to the native village as “the primordial
element in the social and political identity of rural people in late colonial Mexico,

specifically of indigenous peasants.”® One could extend this argument for eighteenth-

®! Hilary, “The Nepotism of Pope Pius II,” 34.

%2 |_ope de Antonio de la Guerra y Pefia, Memorias: Tenerife en la segunda mitad del siglo XVI11, ed.
Enrique Roméu Palazuelos (Las Palmas de Gran Canaria: Ediciones del Cabildo de Gran Canaria, 2002),
425. Even today, in contemporary Mexico or Spain, people anticipate good times for their pueblo, city,
province, or state if the country’s president was born there. Before the 2006 Mexican presidential elections,
I remember having conversations with many Morelianos who expressed their intention to vote for Felipe
Calderon (a native of Morelia, Michoacén) because they believed his presidency would assure better days
for the city in terms of development and jobs.

% Eric Van Young, The Other Rebellion: Popular Violence, Ideology, and the Mexican Struggle for
Independence, 1810-1821(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2001), 28.
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century Andalusia, and for that matter to the Spanish world and across time all the way to
include contemporary immigrant communities of Latin American origin in the United
Sates, where an “intense love” and “unshakable loyalty” for the so-called patria chica
was and is conspicuous.®* Thinking about Van Young’s book about indigenous
participation in the Mexican wars for independence and the individual willingness to die
defending one’s community, there is space to concoct a contra-factual statement: what
would have happened if a lower-level insurgent leader of indigenous ethnicity, for one
reason or another, had reached a position of relevance in the newly independent Mexican
government? For sure, he would have benefited his community above other towns. In this
chapter, hometown favoritism originates in a widespread cultural allegiance to the place
of birth and is intimately related to political power.
1) Macharaviaya

Located 771 feet above sea level, Macharaviaya is a tiny village nested on top of
an elongated steep hill, the Iberos ravine flanks its left side, and more hills and small
valleys surround it.*> A document of the sixteenth century described its geographic
location as four leagues to the levante (east) of Malaga and one league away from the
sea.®® In our days a 16-mile drive is sufficient to reach the town from the port of Malaga.
Macharaviaya’s twin village, Benaque is only a mile north and rests in a valley. Both

belong to the Axarquia comarca.®’ The dominant landscape of this region is arid, with

% Richard Nostrand and Lawrence E. Estaville, Homelands: A Geography of Culture and Place across
America (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2001), 164.

% The name of Macharaviaya derives from the Arabic “maschar Abu Yahya,” that means farmstead
(alqueria) of Abu Yahya; see Molina Garcia, Historia de la villa de Macharaviaya, 9.

% Eighteenth-century copy of the Libro de repartimiento de Benaque y Macharaviaya (1576) cited in Pérez
de Colosia, “Rasgos biograficos de una familia ilustrada,” 22.

%7 The Axarquia’s capital is Vélez-Malaga. Comarcas did not have administrative powers.
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dust and dry vegetation. Its proximity to the ocean makes this location good for wine,
particularly the Malaguefio wine, which is sweet and strong. In Gélvez’s times the
landscape was livelier, dotted with the green of the Muscat vines. A British traveler
touring the region between 1786 and1787 described his trip through the Vélez-Malaga
hinterland on his way from Méalaga to Granada as a delightful ride in which he saw
pointed hills “all rich and cultivated to their very summits with the vine.”®® In the second
half of the nineteenth century, a plague of the North American insect phylloxera wreaked
havoc across the vineyards of Europe. Toward the 1870s, the blight hit the Axarquia in a
brutal way, devastating the economy and leaving the region with its still visible barren-
land character. Today, Macharaviaya is home to some artists and it also offers rooms and
houses for rent to sun-starved visitors from Northern Europe who wish to have a taste of
rural Andalusia.®®

Formerly an indistinguishable village of impoverished wine farmers in the
Malaguenian sierra, Galvez’s place of birth became known at the end of the eighteenth
century as “Little Madrid” for the prosperity it reached under his and his brother’s
patronage. According to a document written in 1793, before the Galvezes’ patronage,
Macharaviaya was a village of 57 scattered homes that the author described as “wretched
albergues that could not even be considered casas.” After the favors of the Galvez

brothers, Macharaviaya had 332 well-ordered homes.”® Thus, under their auspices, the

% Joseph Townsend, A Journey Through Spain in the Years 1786 and 1787; with Particular Attention to
the Agriculture, Manufactures, Commerce, Population, Taxes, and Revenue of that Country; and Remarks
in Passing Through a Part of France (London: C. Dilly, 1791), 3:44.

% Indeed, Macharaviaya remains tiny but well maintained. There have been many efforts by the town
council to restore the Galvez family-related landmarks. | visited the village with a couple of scholars
interested in Galvez in 2006 and the mayor gave us a tour of the whole town.

"0 «“Eulogy of Miguel de Gélvez,” 7-8.
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transformation of Macharaviaya occurred rapidly, one change after the other. Their
policies of favoritism toward their own town centered on three main aspects:
productivity, education, and infrastructure (both civil and religious). Immediately after
assuming his office at the Ministry of the Indies, Gélvez designed an ambitious plan to
offer the Macharatungo population an alternative way to earn their living. The crucial
development that connected Macharaviaya with the rest of the Spanish Empire was the
establishment of a playing cards manufactory. It was not just “any factory:” the
Andalusian minister transformed his hometown into the exclusive supplier of official
playing cards for all the Spanish colonial possessions.

The Spanish Crown established a state-run monopoly to manage the production
and sale of cards in the colonies in the mid-sixteenth century. Local workshops printed,
wrapped in paper and duly stamped with the royal seal the needed decks of cards. In 1578
there was already talk of a card factory in Mexico City.”* Galvez’s project changed the
two-century-old system. On 12 August 1776, Charles 111 ordered the establishment of a
playing card manufactory in the Andalusian minister’s place of birth. The origins of José
de Galvez’s keen interest in the playing cards state monopoly can be traced back to the
visita general of New Spain, specifically to the reports written for Julidn de Arriaga by
accountant-general of the Indies, Tomas Ortiz Landézuri.”

During his first month in Mexico City, in September 1765, Galvez created a

centralized administration in charge of managing the viceroyalty’s playing card

™ For a history of the playing cards department of the royal treasury see Maria de los Angeles Cuello
Martinell, “La renta de los naipes en Nueva Espaia,” Anuario de Estudios Americanos 22, (1965): 231-
335.

"2 Tomés Ortiz Landazuri to Julidn de Arriaga, report, draft, Madrid, 24 Sep. and 20 Nov. 1768, AGI,
Indiferente General (hereafter Indiferente), leg. 38, and Madrid, 12 Feb. 1770, AGI, Indiferente, leg. 39.
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monopoly. He took this measure after finding out that a protégé (criado) of Viceroy
Cruillas was leasing the playing cards department (ramo). The visitor-general rescinded
the contract due to the “vicioso e irritante” state of the leased ramo.” The Crown
approved his actions in 1766 and by mid 1767, it asked for some results. Galvez had
chosen merchant Juan José Echeveste as director-treasurer of the playing cards
administration. In January 1768, the merchant-bureaucrat sent a report to Arriaga. The
document painted in clear strokes the card market situation.”* Despite the official
prohibition of games of chance (juegos de suerte y envite), it recalled, there was a
viceroyalty-wide consumption of approximately 100,000 card decks a year. Smuggled
and forged cards were a serious problem that took up one third of the market. The
difference in prices was alarming and damaging to the Crown monopoly: decks of cards
acquired through illicit venues cost two or two and a half reales, while those produced by
the state were more expensive (8 reales or 1 peso) and had a very low quality. This
report, fully backed by Galvez, proposed the elimination of the local factory and the
importation of “fine playing-cards” (“baraja fina”) from Spain produced in the factories
of Barcelona and San Sebastian. In the first years of the new policy, it proposed, the cards
made in Spain had to be offered at the same price as smuggled cards. Overtime, the
quality and price of the imported cards would be enough to banish the playing cards

contraband.”

8 According to Ortiz Landazuri’s reports on the matter, Cruilla’s criado initiated a law suit against the
authorities for the breaking of his leasing contract. The accountant-general disapproved Galvez’s quick
movements and thought the visitor-general thus demonstrated his poor grasp of crucial matters such as how
the ramo had been administered over time and its historical yields.

™ For Juan José de Echeveste please refer to chapter 1.

" Ortiz de Landazuri dismissed the idea of importing cards from Spain and advised that the best thing to do
was to return to the leasing system or at least to a non-centralized mode of administration run by local
authorities.



133

The idea of flooding the American markets with cards of (arguably) better quality
made in Spain materialized with Gélvez’s project for Macharaviaya. ° The proposed
system incorporated the private sector. The royal cédula of 12 August 1776 was in fact a
ten-year contract with Feélix Solesio, a Genoan card maker resident of the village of La
Adrada in the province of Avila. According to the edict, every aspect of the production
fell under the Italian’s care: within the next six months, Solesio had to set up a factory
with the appropriate equipment and workers; in the following four months, the first
20,000 decks of cards had to be ready for shipping in the port of Méalaga; from then on,
the Italian had to produce 30,000 decks every quarter.”” The cédula also ordered Solesio
to set up paper mills to supply the manufactory.’® In return, the Crown would buy all the
cards Solesio delivered at the ports of Malaga or Cadiz. Charles 111 and Galvez justified
the measure as necessary and beneficial to the public and the state because it would

curtail excessive foreign contraband and would end the lack of supply of official cards in

® Another reason for this reform, according to Cuello, was the shortage and high price of paper in New
Spain that in turn elevated the selling price of cards; see Cuello, “La renta de los naipes en Nueva Espaiia,”
311

" Charles 111 and José de Galvez, royal cédula for the establishment of a playing card factory in
Macharaviaya, San lldefonso, 12 Aug. 1776, AGlI, Indiferente, leg. 1750. The 1793 eulogy of Miguel de
Galvez, attributed to the minister’s brother the start of business negotiations with Solesio since 1775; see
“Eulogy of Miguel de Galvez,” 8. Solesio did not have sufficient money at the time of the contract. At the
end of August 1776, he formed a company with two investors from Madrid, Manuel de Palacios and
Francisco Suarez, that would only provide the capital (274,541 reales de vellon), and therefore would not
get involved in the playing cards production process. Solesio would give half of the profits to his financial
partners. In September 1777, the company dissolved at the offices of José de Galvez’s favorite notary,
Antonio Ruseco. To pay his debt, Solesio promised to pay 24 maravedies de vellon for each deck of cards
shipped to the Americas from the city of Mélaga. In July 1784 Solesio paid off his debt; see “Escritura de
sesién que otorgaron don Manuel de Palacios y don Joseph Ignacio de Mendoza en favor del sefior don
Francisco Suarez Valdés, marzo 17 de 1779,” AHPM, vol. 20451, fols. 618-620, in México en el siglo
XVI11,119-121. | have not found documents that relate Solesio (or Palacios and Suéarez) to Gélvez in an
extra-official way, but the use of the Andalusian minister’s notary in this private transaction could be an
indicator of something.

"8 In 1784, Solesio bought a spacious country house and lands by the sea, relatively close to the city of
Malaga, specifically in a place known as “Arroyo de Miel.” He designed the property for the production of
paper for the card manufactory. When British traveler Joseph Townsend visited Solesio in the second half
of the 1780s, he calculated 12,000 acres of land and observed thousands of recently planted trees, and one
paper mill; see his A Journey through Spain in the Years 1786 and 1787, 3:35-39.
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the Americas. Lastly, the factory would remain under the sole protection and supervision
of the minister of the Indies, who would name two officials: one direct subdelegate in
charge of all the judicial aspects related to the plant and its employees, and one inspector
(or interventor) to make sure the cards had a secret security marks, and the decks official
seals, as well as to prevent the sale of Macharaviaya-made playing cards in Spain.”

On 25 October 1777 the Crown shipped to Mexico the first 15,000 sets of cards
printed in the minister of the Indies’ hometown; an annexed royal order mandated that,
from then on, the viceroyalty had to stock up on playing cards made in Spain, forcing the
factory in Mexico City to close. Bucareli executed the order in early 1778.%° According to
Santos Arrebola, the implementation of José de Gélvez’s playing card factory project was
beset with difficulties of every kind.®' As Macharatungo cards began to arrive in the
Americas, complaints returned to Spain about defects in manufacturing and low-quality
material. Moreover, official retailers in the Indies soon accumulated stocks of unsold and
defective card sets. A dismayed Galvez requested the dispatch of samples to the Court.
He proved the inferior quality of the paper employed and the poor printing. When the

minister questioned Solesio, he asked for 3,000 arrobas of charcoal a year, sold to him at

™ As his subdelegate, Galvez chose the governor of Mélaga and as interventor he named José de Madrid.
Santos Arrebola also mentions the appointment of a comisario in charge of receiving the cards in the port
city of Malaga; see her La proyeccion de un ministro ilustrado, 298. José de Madrid was a neighbor in
Macharaviaya. After his appointment as interventor of the playing cards manufactory, in 1781, Galvez
signed a proxy letter that gave Madrid powers to administer his “haciendas, houses, and other real estate” in
the village; see “El excelentisimo sefior don Josef de Gélvez a don Josef de Madrid, para administrar en 19
de junio de 1781,” Aranjuez, 19 Jun. 1781, AHPM, vol. 29412, fols. 245-246, in México en el siglo
XVI11,128-129.

8 Fabian de Fonseca and Carlos de Urrutia, Historia general de real hacienda escrita por D. Fabian de
Fonseca y D. Carlos de Urrutia, por orden del virey, Conde de Revillagigedo (Mexico City: Imprenta de
Vicente Garcia Torres, 1849), 2:313-314. Cuello argues that New Spain kept producing cards but given that
it was now mandatory to buy a great amount of Macharatungo sets, the majority of cards circulating in the
market came from Spain; Cuello, “La renta de los naipes en Nueva Espaiia,” 21.

8 The rest of this paragraph and the entire next one are based on Santos Arrebola, La proyeccién de un
ministro ilustrado, 299-301.
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a good price, and from close to the location, in order to improve his production standards.
Gélvez acquiesced to his request, but his decision fueled protests by the municipalities
that surrounded Macharaviaya because they began to suffer an acute drop in their
charcoal and firewood balance.®

As for the overstock of defective card sets, José de Galvez ordered that they be
sold at a lower price. In 1781, he requested a report from all the governments of the
Indies about the conditions in which the cards arrived in the Americas. The survey results
repeated the same old song: bad paper quality, defects of fabrication, and damages during
transportation. Eventually, there was a glut of card packages at the ports of Malaga and
Cadiz, too. Galvez then ordered a study of the consumption patterns in each Spanish
American region that revealed a problem in prices. Although each audiencia and
viceroyalty managed different prices, these were always higher than those of smuggled
cards. José de Galvez held Solesio, and the other minor authorities in the monopoly,
answerable for the disorder. Perhaps hoping that new measures would resolve everything,
the Crown renewed Solesio’s contract in 1781, and again in 1789, and 1798. Almost two
decades later, in 1815, the Italian’s sons, who were suffering the consequences of the
Spanish American wars of independence, and were plagued by debts, received a royal
order that opened the playing cards market, and therefore suppressed the state monopoly.
The Solesios closed the factory, and it was sold in public auction. A British traveler,
Joseph Townsend, touring the Méalaga region in the 1780s, summed up the terms of
Solesio’s “advantageous contract,” as well as some of the difficulties confronted by the

system designed by Galvez:

8 The original cédula had ordered Solesio to negotiate with the appropriate jurisdictions in order to get
charcoal and firewood from their communal lands (the montes de sus communes).
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In his [Solesio’s] card manufactory, in honor of the Marquis of Sonora, he

employs two hundred people, to fulfill his engagements with the minister,

being bound to supply a given quantity for the service of the colonies.

There he delivers at two reals the pack, and government sells them in

America for twenty, that is, for a dollar, or four schillings sterling,

although better might be had for less than two pence half-penny, or one

real. In consequence of this extortion, the demand falls so short, that there

remain undisposed of four thousand boxes, each containing four thousand

packs, yet the contractor continues to deliver the same quantity as usual,

receiving monthly on account, through [merchant José] Martinis of

Malaga, one hundred and fifteenth thousand reals, or eleven hundred and

fifty pounds.®

In spite of the mountains of useless cards rotting in the Spanish ports and inside
the monopoly warehouses in the Americas, of colonial consumers buying low-quality
products at high prices, and of the charcoal shortages in Macharaviaya’s neighboring
towns, the remittances to Spain generated by the playing card ramo in its overseas
possessions increased over the years.®* For the Andalusian minister’s place of birth, the
playing card plant was a great success in terms of employment. Townsend reported of
200 workers. The truth is that initially 60 skilled foreign families (around 200
individuals) immigrated to the town to take care of the manufactory operations while the
locals learned the trade. In the mid-twentieth century local people still talked about how
ltalian artists had come to teach their ancestors the card making techniques.® By 1793,

however, only two foreigners were left at Macharaviaya, meaning that the plant had

achieved the desired native majority in a workforce that benefitted in salaries and wages

& Townsend, A Journey Through Spain in the Years 1786 and 1787, 3:39-40.

8 See Cuello’s numbers for New Spain in her “La renta de los naipes en Nueva Espaiia,” 327-328.

& Angeles Rubio Argiielles after visiting the town in the 1940s; see her Un ministro de Carlos I11: D. José
de Galvez y Gallardo, Marqués de la Sonora, ministro general de Indias, visitador de Nueva Espafia
(Mélaga: Diputacion Provincial, 1949), 10.
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with 15,000 to 18,000 reales distributed every week.®® After the Crown closed the factory
momentarily in 1791, and then in 1815, when it shutdown entirely, there were protests in
Macharaviaya against the threat of unemployment.®” Galvez had successfully used his
power to incorporate his village into the Atlantic economy. His and his brothers’
patronage did not stop there. The other examples had no external repercussions, however,
as they were purely local in nature.

Macharatungos attested notable changes in their village’s civil and religious
infrastructure during the few years the Galvez family was powerful. Just outside the
town, a small, square tower-like structure has a commemorative plaque dated January
1786.%8 The sign reminds the passer-by that after forty years of absence, in 1785, Miguel
de Galvez returned to his “patria” in an effort to recover his health. Indeed by that year,
the lawyer had been working as togado minister at the Council of War for a little more
than a decade.®® His 80-day stay at his place of birth turned him into Macharaviaya’s
greatest patron. While there, the inscription attests, the brother of the minister of the
Indies presided over the conclusion of the works on the parochial church; embellished the
town with three public fountains, a laundry with roof, and a butcher shop; in addition, he

paved all the streets which were now suitable for the transit of carriages; finally, two new

8 «Eulogy of Miguel de Galvez,” 8. The royal cédula for the establishment of the factory allowed Solesio
to choose his employees freely, under the condition that they were Spaniards, particularly from
Macharaviaya.

8 Molina Garcia, Historia de la villa de Macharaviaya, 59 and Santos Arrebola, La proyeccion de un
ministro ilustrado, 301.

® The majority of authors agree that this monument is a calvario (a station of the cross) used for religious
purposes. Pictures from Holy Week celebrations in the 1920s show a religious procession stopping next to
it. Priest Molina Garcia, however, rightly points out the non-religious nature of the inscription in the
plaque, signaling, therefore, that it was just a civil commemorative monument to celebrate the Galvez
family’s patronage. For a full transcription of the inscription see Molina Garcia, Historia de la villa de
Macharaviaya, 88-89, and 69 for the picture of 1920s.

# Indeed, Miguel de Gélvez left his job as alcalde de casa y corte to join the Council of War in
Januaryl774; “Toma de razén de los sefiores ministros de la sala y subalternos de primera clase principia
en el afio de 1668,” AHN, Consejos, bk. 1170, fols. 370-370v.
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roads had been built, one for horses and the other for carriages, both connected
Macharaviaya with the “general road” to Malaga. In a town that suffered from chronic
thirst—the Iberos ravine at the foot of the town’s hill did not carry water during the
summer—° the three fountains with their aqueducts were surely a great benefit, but
perhaps the public work that brought greater joy for the population was the complete
renovation of the local parochial church of San Jacinto under the auspices of Matias,
José, Miguel, Antonio, and Bernardo de Galvez.™

The brothers commissioned a friend-priest, José Ortega y Monroy, to direct and
administer the entire project. For the design, Ortega hired Miguel del Castillo, a
prominent Malaguenian architect at the time.* A marble plaque inside the church, dated
in 1785, mentions that the funds to build the church came from the playing card factory
and the personal wealth (caudal) of the sefiores Géalvez.*® Molina Garcia reveals,
however, that the project had additional benefactors. The Bishop of Malaga, José Molina
Larios, donated 300,000 reales. In addition, the Crown also contributed through the
reallocation of funds from the cathedral chapter of the city of Malaga. A royal order
communicated by José de Galvez asked this religious corporation to contribute with
6,000 reales every month, starting in January 1784 up to the completion of the church

(achieved the following year).*

% pérez de Colosia, “Rasgos biograficos de una familia ilustrada,” 23. According to the “Eulogy of Miguel
de Galvez” (8), before the construction of the public fountains and laundry, women had to carry water from
a distant well and walk to the deepest point of a valley to wash their family’s clothes.

°% |t seems that the new church completely replaced the older, smaller religious building, where the
Erivileged —VIP”— seat of the Galvez family (discussed above) was located.

Z The praise on Castillo comes from Molina Garcia, Historia de la villa de Macharaviaya, 71n66.
% Marble commemorative plaque inside the church dated in 1785, my photograph.
% Molina Garcia, Historia de la villa de Macharaviaya, 67-68. The author also reproduces José de
Galvez’s royal order dated at El Pardo on 22 Mar. 1784 and the cathedral chapter’s response. In his letter
the minister reminds the cabildo catedralicio that he, his brothers, and nephew had sponsored the church
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Santos Arrebola remarks that the new religious building had the dimensions of a
cathedral if put in perspective with the number of inhabitants in the village.*®
Demonstrating the regalismo of the times, a royal coat of arms of Charles 111 crowns the
church’s entrance. In the past, eight statues representing the Galvez brothers, their
mother, and two unidentified relatives stood in the small atrium. The white marble
sculptures rest today inside and outside the family’s burial chamber. % The Gélvez
brothers also financed the construction of a crypt below the church’s main floor. The
large burial site (its size almost equals the church’s surface above) has a division to
separate the vestibule from the family’s private final resting place. José de Galvez tomb
and his mother’s niche, both located on the right of the main altar, are the chamber’s
emblematic monuments.”” The sobriety, simplicity, and gloomy atmosphere of the crypt
must have contrasted with the originally sumptuous decoration of the church’s interior,
which is spacious and well illuminated. The original ornamentation included a variety of
objects made of precious metals, rich textiles, and, arguably, paintings from seventeenth-
century master Bartolomé Murillo. Each of the Galvez brothers dedicated and financed
an altar in honor of the saints after whom they were named (Saint Michael, Saint
Matthew, Saint Anthony, and, of course, Saint Joseph). Bernardo de Galvez seems to
have donated a number of religious objects of gold and silver. During the Liberal

Triennium (1820-1823), the Crown confiscated many of these treasures to finance the

project with their own money. The Malaguefio corporation readily complied with the order and thanked
Galvez for being a “padre y protector de esta patria” (dated on 16 Apr. 1784).

% gantos Arrebola, La proyeccion de un ministro ilustrado, 294-295.

% The statues show the Galvezes from their hips up. The mayor of the town told me in 2006 that in his
youth, children played with the unattached heads. Who knows, he wondered, if the persons in charge of the
restoration of the statues attached the right head to the right body.

°" The size of the Galvez crypt and its prominence in the whole church complex earned the nickname of
“Macharatumbos” to the inhabitants of the town, according to Molina Garcia, Historia de la villa de
Macharaviaya, 19.
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Spanish army’s efforts to keep the Americas attached to the Empire. The greatest damage
to the church’s decorative and artistic treasures, however, occurred in the twentieth
century during the Spanish Civil War (1936-1939). An anticlerical group ransacked the
church; practically all the original objects of devotion and decoration were destroyed or
lost.

The final example of hometown favoritism on behalf of Macharaviaya performed
by José de Galvez and his brothers was the founding of two elementary schools (escuelas
de primeras letras), one for boys and the other for girls. In 1783 a royal cédula
authorized the institutions’ establishment and approved the related norms.*® With his
signature, the king was only confirming a fait accompli. The cédula itself narrated that
for some years José de Galvez had been supplying funds for such a school for boys.
Some students had graduated successfully and, in consequence, the minister, his relatives,
and other village notables organized a foundation to secure the school’s permanence,
create another one for girls, and give monthly awards to stimulate the children’s learning.
The organization could be joined by public, voluntary subscription. ** For “some time,”
the royal document continued, all the boys and girls from Macharaviaya and its
neighboring towns attended “these schools ” (implying, therefore, that the school for girls

had been opened, too). Despite the royal cédula’s praise for the central role of José de

% Ibid., 76. Molina Garcia includes an inventory of the original church’s treasures in 92-93. Another victim
of the Spanish Civil War was the parochial archive.

% Charles 11T and José de Galvez, “Real cédula y reglamento para las escuelas, premios y socorros
establecidos en la villa de Macharaviaya,” Madrid, 6 Jan. 1783, reproduced in Rubio Argiielles, Un
ministro de Carlos 11, appendix 1, 49-58.

100 According to Santos Arrebola each Gélvez and twenty other contributors paid eight annual pesos to
support the school. The foundation’s number of contributors varied each year. The Malaguefio historian
identifies 1782 as the year with more subscriptions, that included a donation of 250 pesos by Pablo Ortega,
district magistrate (alcalde mayor) of Villa Alta, in Oaxaca. Santos Arrebola, La proyeccion de un ministro
ilustrado, 304.
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Galvez in the schooling project, Malaguefio historians and a 1793 biography of Miguel de
Gélvez maintain that the minister at the Council of War was in fact the chief architect and
manager of the school project.'®* Surprisingly, the youngest sibling of Miguel and José,
Antonio, was the main benefactor in terms of money as he had given from his personal
funds 300,000 reales (15,000 pesos fuertes). %2

The king’s aid for both elementary schools came from the royal playing cards
factory, which had to participate with 300 ducados (approximately 413 pesos) a year. It is
interesting to note how the different development projects in the village complemented
each other: the schools promised to provide regular maintenance to the town’s fountains
and water pipes that not only benefited the villagers but also were essential for the
production of the manufactory. The cédula gave ample powers to a board (junta) to
administer the school resources, employed to pay the salaries of the two teachers (one
man and one woman), supplies, and the student monthly awards.'® If at the end of the
year, there were enough funds, the elementary schools turned into an “agricultural bank”
that could extend low-interest loans to peasants in need. Finally, if the project progressed
as was expected, the schools of Macharaviaya would pay college scholarships for poor

pupils interested in pursuing a professional career in law, commerce, the military, or the

191 bid. and “Eulogy of Miguel de Galvez,” 8.

192 |n the cédula the amount of Antonio de Galvez’s donation was not disclosed, it only acknowledged that
it had been “generous.” Santos Arrebola provides the 300,000 reales number in her, La proyeccion de un
ministro ilustrado,311.

193 The schools’ director, the mayors of the villages of Macharaviaya and Benaque, the parochial priest
(alternating yearly with a beneficiado, a non-parish priest), the sindico del comin, an accountant (the
interventor of the playing cards manufactory), and a secretary (the male teacher) integrated the junta.
According to the rules outlined by the 1783 royal cédula, the director could be elected in a popular vote,
but the candidate Ohad to be a native of Macharaviaya, and a member of the Galvez family was preferred.
The first director was, not surprisingly, Miguel de Gélvez and the mayor of Macharaviaya presided over the
meetings in his absence. Every first Sunday of the month, the board had to meet to address the schools’
needs and to examine and give prizes for boys and girls.
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arts. Around 1793, 150 to 200 children from Macharaviaya and its neighboring villages
attended the schools and, even more interesting for this research, 47 graduated young
men had gone to “different honorable destinos (jobs) in Spain and the Americas.”**

No doubt being a Macharatungo became an asset in those times. | have found
evidence that José de Gélvez benefitted with a variety of positions all kinds of his fellow
countrymen. In his study of Pope Pius I, Hilary found that 14.9% of 820 appointments
recorded in bulls during his tenure corresponded to the prelate’s Sienese compatriots and
relatives.'® Unfortunately | do not have reliable numbers on the totality of positions in
government distributed by José de Galvez or his brothers to Macharatungos but there is
evidence sprinkled here and there, such as the school graduates mentioned above. In
another example, the register of passengers to the Indies shows that a lad from
Macharaviaya, Matias Fernandez Gallardo, traveled in the retinue of the newly-appointed
Bishop of Sonora (Fray Antonio de los Reyes, a man of Galvez from the visitation) to
work as his page.’® To cite one more case, architect José Gutiérrez, director of the
construction of Guadalajara’s massive Casa de la Misericordia (today popularly known as
Hospicio Cabafias, and officially named Instituto Cultural Cabafias), was born in

Benaque and crossed the Atlantic as a child under the protection of Matias de Gélvez.®’

2) Malaga

104 «Eylogy of Miguel de Galvez,” 9, my emphasis.

195 Hilary, “The Nepotism of Pope Pius II,” 34.

106 «Expediente de informacion y licencia de pasajero a Indias de personas al servicio de fray Antonio [de
los Reyes], obispo de Sonora, a Sonora,” AGI, Contratacion, leg. 5525, n. 8, r. 5.

197 According to two articles delving on the work of art historian Adriana Ruiz Razura; see “Macharatungo
y padre del neoclasico mexicano,” YMalaga.com Periddico Digital, 25 Jun. 2010, available online at:
http://mww.ymalaga.com/somos+101//andalucia-malaga-una-conferencia-destacara-la-figura-del-
arquitecto.43214.html, and Celia Duran, “Un libro devela al discreto artifice de la arquitectura tapatia del
siglo XIX,” La Jornada Jalisco, 18 Aug. 2011, available online at:
http://archivo.lajornadajalisco.com.mx/2011/08/18/index.php?section=opinion&article=002alpol
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The extension of José de Galvez’s patria chica was larger than Macharaviaya: it
embraced the totality of the province of Méalaga and its coastal capital. The port city
benefited enormously from the Andalusian minister’s favoritism. Santos Arrebola’s La
proyeccion de un ministro ilustrado en Méalaga (1999) is entirely devoted to the topic.
Before pursuing his career in law, Gélvez attended the seminar in Malaga. As an attorney
in Madrid, from the mid-1740s to the late 1750s, he represented the city’s cabildo (town
council) and the interests of Malaguefios in a number of judicial cases.'®® 1776 witnessed
a veritable ballet of favors exchanged between the city and José de Galvez and his
brother Miguel. What bears attention is that the ex-visitor-general’s first accomplishment
on behalf of Malaga occurred on 11 January 1776, just a few weeks before occupying the
office of minister of the Indies.'® On that date, the king issued a royal cédula creating the
so-called Montepio de Vifieros, a fund to support the productive activities of Malaguefio
farmers (mainly wine growers) with low-interest loans. The early timing suggests that
José and Miguel had been preparing the project from their respective offices at the
Councils of War and the Indies and War.**° Grape vines were the chief crop of the
province and wine was the most important export, while Northern Europe was the port’s
leading market.** Chronic debt and lack of export venues in times of war constituted the

local producers’ foremost difficulties. The Montepio targeted the first problem by

198 Santos Arrebola, La proyeccion de un ministro ilustrado, 47-50.

109 jylian de Arriaga died in office on 28 Jan. 1776; Gélvez replaced him a few days later, on 30 January.
119 1hdeed, Santos Arrebola cites two regents of the Malaga’s town council writing in early 1776 that the
city was well aware of the “incansable desvelo, constancia y celo patri6tico” of the Galvez siblings for the
attainment of the Montepio’s grace; ibid., 120-121.

1 The Montepio’s complete name gives a good idea of the variety of crops produced in Mélaga: Real
Montepio de Socorro a los cosecheros de vinos, aguardiente, pasas, higos, almendra y aceite del Obispado
de Malaga.
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disbursing four million reales de vellén a year in loans.**? As we shall see later, José de
Galvez took on the task of diversifying the market for the provinces’ products.

The Montepio was established in January, a month later the Malaguefio authorities
hurried to grant the new minister of the Indies and his brother Miguel the position of
regidores vitalicios (regents for life) of the port city, with the highest honorific seats at
the town council’s mee‘[ings.113 Three years later, in 1779, and as the sibling’s favors for
the city increased, José and Miguel de Galvez went from regidores vitalicios to
perpetuos, indicating that they could pass on their positions to their descendants. From
the time of the original appointment, it was obvious that they could not attend the cabildo
meetings—Miguel lived in Madrid and José followed Charles III’s peripatetic court. In
May 1776, therefore, the brothers named Joaquin Pizarro y Despital, a regidor perpetuo
already, as their representative in Malaga.'** From their residence at the Spanish court,
however, the Galvez brothers attended the city’s needs and concerns.

The Malaguefio cabildo memorialized the creation of the wine grower’s Montepio
with a painting and the minting of eight gold and silver medals. Designed by Jeronimo
Antonio Gil,*** the commemorative medals were such a success that more had to be
coined. Joaquin de Inza’s painting depicts the moment in which the Galvez brothers

present the royal cédula before the king. Charles 11 is seated high at the throne. Two

112 According to “Eulogy of Miguel de Galvez,” 6.

13 The king approved the brothers’ appointment on 30 Apr. 1776. The seats were located to the right (José
de Gélvez) and the left (Miguel) of the provincial governor; Santos Arrebola, La proyeccion de un ministro
ilustrado, 121.

14 «poder otorgado por el ilustrisimo sefior don Josef'y el sefior don Miguel de Galvez para tomar una
posesion en 6 de mayo de 1776,” AHPM, vol. 18668, fols. 70-71 in México en el siglo XVIII, 117-118. In
his youth, Géalvez had collaborated with Pizarro’s father, José Pizarro y Eslava. Pizarro y Eslava was the
agent of the port city’s cabildo in Madrid and he assigned young lawyer José de Galvez his first important
judicial cases; see Santos Arrebola, La proyeccion de un ministro ilustrado, 48.

115 \We met Jerénimo Antonio Gil in chapter 1. Let us remember that, in the early 1780s, he became the first
director of the Royal Academy of Fine Arts of San Carlos in Mexico City.
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Greek nymphs are at his feet: one represents Malaga and the other the city’s agricultural
hinterland. Facing this group, Miguel de Galvez, dressed with the black robe of a lawyer,
holds a box containing the Montepio medals with his left hand and with the right he leads
the way to the monarch to his brother. José, wearing a full military red outfit, is holding
the royal cédula that Charles I11 is about to sign. The siblings are surrounded by kneeled
male and female peasants symbolizing gratitude from the Malaguefio people.**°

José de Galvez’s plan to diversify the available markets for Spain’s exports in
general, and Malaga’s wines in particular, was his famous Reglamento de Comercio
Libre of 1778. With the opening of a number of Spanish ports to trade with all the
Spanish American colonies (with the exception of New Spain), more than two hundred
years of a fleet system monopolized by the merchants of Seville and Cadiz came to an
end. Malaga, along with Alicante, Barcelona, Cartagena, Gijon, La Corufia, Los Alfaques
de Tortosa, Palma de Mallorca, Santander, and Santa Cruz de Tenerife, joined Cadiz’s
and Seville’s exclusive club of imperial commercial exchange.

From the first comercio libre laws of 1765 that opened several Spanish ports to
Caribbean trade, the idea of expanding commercial freedom in Méalaga had been in the air

and in actual petitions to the Crown.**” Even before becoming visitor-general of New

Spain, in the late 1750s and early 1760s, José de Galvez discussed the problem in his

116 According to a chronicler from the Canary Islands, the ceremony in which Miguel and José de Galvez
presented the Montepio medals to the king occurred on 8 March 1777; Guerra y Pefia, Memorias, 418.
Santos Arrebola includes the original written description of both the painting and the medal, and the
sketches and black and white pictures of both in her, La proyeccion de un ministro ilustrado, 115 and 359-
362. The painting decorates the book cover of José Miguel Morales Folguera’s, Maria Isabel Pérez de
Colosia Rodriguez’s, Marion Reder Gadow’s, and Siro Villas Tinoco’s Los Galvez de Macharaviaya
(1991). In the painting, José de Galvez seems to have strabismus, but | have not found any reference that
indicates this was the case.

117 Santos Arrebola writes that the impact of the 1765 free trade law in Malaga’s export economy was
negligible and for that reason Malaguefios were interested in exploring other markets; see her La
proyeccion de un ministro ilustrado, 144.
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Discurso y reflexiones de un vasallo sobre la decadecia de nuestras Indias espafiolas. In
his treatise, he used Malaga as a case-study to argue against Spain’s restrictive
commercial policies represented by Cadiz’s commercial monopoly, and in favor of the
opening of alternative ports. Allowing Malaga to export its products to the Indies, Galvez
wrote, would benefit not only the wine growers and other exporters, but would stimulate
the creation of a silk and taffeta industry. He condemned the fact that foreigners
controlled Cadiz’s trade and argued in favor of bringing back commerce to Spanish
hands.*®

Santos Arrebola provides a fascinating account of how the minister of the Indies
carefully guided the Malaguefio town council in its writing of free trade petitions to the
Crown during the couple of years that preceded the October 1778 Reglamento de
Comercio Libre.™*® José de Galvez offered advice in terms of the topics that their pleas
should cover, criticized and returned drafts, and even sent reference materials written by
more powerful merchant communities in Spain, such as that of Santander. The more
effective petitions reached the desk of the Andalusian minister, the best chances to get the
king’s approval of his projected reform. Moreover, the close partnership between Gélvez
and the town council allowed the creation of a merchant mining guild in Malaga. The
1778 Reglamento suggested the creation of consulados in the newly “habilitated ports”—

as the free trade ports were called—in order to advance local agriculture and industry, as

well as to extend the knowledge and skills necessary for a successful transoceanic

118 José de Galvez, “Discurso y reflexiones de un vasallo sobre la decadencia de nuestras Indias espafiolas,”
La politica americana de José de Galvez: segun su “Discurso y Reflexiones de un Vasallo,” ed. Luis
Navarro Garcia (Méalaga: Algazara, 1998), 146-147. For more about Galvez’s opera prima refer to chapter
5, n. 62.

119 santos Arrebola, La proyeccion de un ministro ilustrado, 146-149.
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exchange with the colonies. To attain this objective, José de Galvez first recommended
that the cabildo write a report covering the history of an old merchant guild funded in the
1630s that had failed to survive in the Andalusian port city. After the approval of the
1778 Reglamento, the minister ordered the Malaguefio town council to write a draft of the
ordinances that would rule the internal life of the city’s merchant guild.*® The royal
cédula for the creation of the merchant corporation did not materialize until 1785,
however.'?!

Also related to the new status of Malaga as a “habilitated port” in the Atlantic
trade economy, Galvez supported the creation of a joint-stock merchant company and a
school of maritime pilots. The idea of a merchant company responded to the shipping
needs of the playing card factory in Macharaviaya. In 1779, the minister of the Indies
signed a contract between the Crown and the trading company of San Ginés, a thriving
merchant house from Cadiz which had recently established a branch in Malaga. The five-
year agreement granted the company the monopoly of the shipping not only of
Macharaviaya’s cards but also of paper for the tobacco factories in New Spain.*?? When
the exclusive contract ended, Galvez supported the creation of the Compafiia de Navieros

de Malaga. Financed by local stockholders, it enjoyed the cards and paper transportation

29 |pid., 181-184.

121 According to the statutes of the new consulado, the minister of the Indies was the ultimate authority if
grave matters transpired; no doubt, Galvez wanted to have influence in the internal matters of the
institution. Interestingly enough, the old Jesuit complex housed the initial offices of the guild, together with
those of the wine grower’s Montepio, and the Sociedad Econémica de Amigos del Pais—an organization in
which Miguel de Galvez was very active; ibid., 191-192 and 201.

122 Aurora Gamez Amian writes that the owner of San Ginés was a personal friend of Galvez who in return
promised to establish two factories in Macharaviaya, one of hats and the other of stockings. Apparently,
these additional manufactories never came into being, but, as Gamez Amian ventures to say, it would have
made tiny Macharaviaya the most industrialized town in Spain in per capita terms; see her “Las grandes
compafiias malaguefias para el comercio con América (1785-1794),” Revista de Indias 51, no. 191 (1991):
62.
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monopoly until 1790.% Finally, almost at the end of his life, in March 1787, José de
Galvez obtained Charles I1I’s approval for the founding of the San Telmo Royal College

124

for the training of maritime pilots in Malaga.™" The college’s royal cédula sustained

there was a great need for navigation specialists after the opening of trade with the Indies
in 1778. San Telmo had the capacity to recruit one hundred and fifty young students.*?
The first director of the school was a friend of the Galvez family, the same person that
had directed the construction works of the parochial church in Macharaviaya, priest José
Ortega y Monroy.*?°

Infrastructural works with the Galvez’s signature on them proliferated in Mélaga,
as well. In 1782 Bishop José de Molina Lario sponsored the building of the aqueduct of
San Telmo to bring water to the city. It was finished in 1784, when Molina had died. José
de Galvez contributed with 4,000 reales from his pocket to add watermills to the
aqueduct in order to guarantee the port’s flour supply. 127 Again, Mélaga’s new status as
an Atlantic port demanded better roads to communicate with satellite cities interested in
exporting their products to the Americas, such as Antequera and Vélez-Malaga. The

funds allocated for the Antequera road must have been meager because they evaporated

in the project design. After the Malaguefio cabildo received the bad news, Miguel de

123 santos Arrebola, La proyeccion de un ministro ilustrado, 207.

124 Charles 111 and José de Galvez, “Real Cédula de S.M. expedida en el Pardo a 19 de marzo de 1787, para
la fundacion de este Real Colegio de San Telmo y sefialamiento de la consignacion de 250 mil reales de
vellén anuales para su subsistencia,” reproduced in Rubio Argiielles, Un ministro de Carlos 111, appendix 4,
100-102 and 109-156 for the ordinances. There was a navigation college with the same name in Seville.
According to the royal cédula of 1787, the Malaga San Telmo college would enjoy the same privileges as
its sister institution.

125 A hundred of the students recruited had to be orphans, or children from poor families (preferably the
sons of pilots); the final third of the pupils could come from well-to-do families who had to pay a school
fee of four reales a day; Santos Arrebola, La proyeccion de un ministro ilustrado, 206-207 and 213.

126 pedro Ortega y Monroy, his brother, was a man of José de Gélvez as we shall see in chapter 5, n. 174.
127 santos Arrebola, La proyeccion de un ministro ilustrado, 259-260. A plaque written in Latin attached to
a water distribution point in the aqueduct recognizes Galvez’s patronage.
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Gélvez came out with the idea of organizing a public subscription and expressed his
confidence in “the generosity and spirit of his beloved compatriots that would never let
the Galvezes down.”*?® Next, the minister of the Indies sent a circular-letter to all the
towns that would benefit from the road, prompting them to participate voluntarily in cash,
kind, or with laborers.*® The works began in the early 1780s, but the road could not be
completed until 1788.

Miguel de Galvez also devised an astute plan to finance the Vélez-Malaga route

that included the branches to Macharaviaya (mentioned above).'*

Again, it is possible to
observe how the different Galvez-made institutions supported each other: the Montepio
de Vifieros’ mission statement included the promotion of roads to transport the wine
grower’s products to Malaga. The brother of the minister of the Indies thus proposed to
strip the Malaguefio cathedral chapter from one of its sources of funding: a Crown
concession of one fourth of a real (a cuartillo) for each arroba of wine, raisins, or oil
shipped out of the province. Galvez suggested that the cuartillo grant should go instead to
the Montepio’s road fund. In July 1782, the monarch approved the proposal and allocated

the concession “in perpetuity” to the Montepio despite complaints from the cathedral

chapter. According to the plan, when the road was completed, the funds would be used

'8 Cited in ibid., 262.

129 The town council of Mélaga contributed with 300,000 reales; the wine growers’ Montepio, 100,000;
Antequera, 66,000; Bishop Molina Larios donated 90,000 distributed in three payments; and the cathedral
chapter of Malaga loaned 45,000; ibid., 262-263.

130 Soledad Santos Arrebola affirms that the real motive for building the road branches to Macharaviaya
was Félix Solesio’s request for better infrastructure to transport his loads of playing cards and materials to
and from Malaga; ibid., 302.
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for its maintenance. At the end of 1787 the route that communicated Vélez-Malaga,
Macharaviaya, and the provincial capital was ready.*

In the city of Malaga itself Miguel de Galvez promoted, at the residents’ request,
a park for promenades (an alameda) to embellish the city. The funding for this project
was again very ingenious: a voluntary public subscription among the neighbors that
would benefit from the development added to the rent of new snack, fruit, and fish stands
for sellers who previously sold their products in scattered huts on the beach.'*? Finally,
the Galvez brothers also lobbied for Crown support in infrastructural projects addressed
to improve the capacity of the port of Malaga, such as the dredging of the port—a serious
problem due to the sediment deposited by the river Guadalmedina.'**The patronage
exhibited by José and Miguel de Galvez on behalf of Malaga was impressive; it was
different, however, from the hometown favoritism exerted over their natal village. With
the exception of the creation of the Montepio de Vifieros in early 1776, which clearly
looks like a case of favoritism extended to their home region, it is likely that the rest of

the Galvez brothers’ activities in favor of Malaga were part of their job as regidores

131 Another source of funding to build the road to Vélez-Méalaga that Miguel de Galvez proposed was the
initiation of a housing development in reclaimed land in Méalaga (the barrio of La Caleta is located there
today). For all the road financing issues see ibid., 206, 270, 281-283 and 302. The cathedral of Malaga is
famous for its unfinished state. Malaguefios affectionately call it “La Manquita” (“The One-Armed Lady™)
because, despite its massive construction, it only has one tower. | have a hypothesis: that the Galvez
brothers are responsible for the uncompleted state of the cathedral. Works stopped in 1782 and a plaque at
the base of the unfinished second tower reads that it was never built because the funds were used to help
the United States obtain independence from the British. Modern Malaguefio historians argue, however, that
the greatest loss of cathedral construction funding came from the diversion of resources to the road works
of Antequera and Vélez-Mélaga. According to Santos Arrebola, the cuartillo concession on provincial
exports was precisely an endowment assigned for the completion of the cathedral; ibid. 281-282. The road
to Vélez-Malaga, with its Macharatungo branches, was crucial for the development plans the Gélvez
sibling’s had for their hometown. Perhaps to silence critics, in 1784 José de Galvez ordered engravings of
the cathedral to be sold to the public in New Spain in order to collect funds to finish it; this happened
exactly when his brother Matias was the viceroy in Mexico; ibid., 283.

132 |bid., 267. The Alameda of Malaga is actually a tree-lined avenue today.

133 bid., 270-275.
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perpetuos. Santos Arrebola writes that during the first two years after their designation,
the cabildo assigned “everyday” (or “normal,” if you wish) tasks to José and Miguel de
Gélvez as if they were councilmen residing in Malaga. In 1778 their specific assignments
disappeared, and therefore she argues that their appointments became purely honorific in
nature from that time on. Yet, she concedes, both Galvezes were well aware of the city’s
problems and “they addressed them directly and tried to find solutions.”*** I would say
that, through very informal channels if you wish (that is, perhaps not following the long-
established cabildo protocols), José and Miguel de Galvez were simply carrying out
typical regidor duties. One final point on the 1778 Reglamento de Comercio Libre: this
case is also different because José de Galvez pressured the cabildo to produce a high-

quality petition of free trade that would help him advance the Empire-wide new policy.

The Ascending Career of Matias de Galvez and Nineteenth-Century Accusations of
Nepotism against His Powerful Brother

Permit me to return to the issue of nepotism after a long digression on hometown
favoritism. No doubt Matias de Galvez and his descendants were the side of the family
that thrived most under the minister of the Indies’ protection. The oldest brother, Matias
Diego was born on 24 July 1717.*** During the second half of the 1740s, when José and
Miguel had already left Macharaviaya to pursue their law careers, he was still living
there. In October 1745 he married a relative (his prima segunda y tercera), Maria Josefa
de Madrid, and their first child Bernardo de Galvez y Madrid was born in the same

village a year later. In 1748, Maria Josefa died while giving birth to their second son,

34 1bid., 123.
135 He was named after his maternal grandfather, Matias Gallardo y Eslava.



152

José.*® The widowed primogenitor of the Galvez family re-married in 1750. Matias’s
new wife, Ana de Zayas y Ramos, was also his relative.**” When his younger son José
died in 1756, Galvez and Zayas were living in Madrid; the couple’s only child did not
survive infancy either.™*® Zayas, she declared years later, raised Bernardo as her own
son. ¥

Matias de Galvez’s contributions to the glory of his family in the late 1770s and
early 1780s occurred in the military arena. Usually, a career in the armed forces began
very early in life but it is hard to determine exactly when Matias initiated his. His martial
credentials do not figure in his first recorded occupation. In 1757, aged forty years, he
began to work as administrator (mayordomo) of the hacienda La Gorvorana in the isle of
Tenerife.*® For the next twenty years (up to 1778), most of his life elapsed in the Canary
Islands. His promotions in the army, as well as in the bureaucracy, occurred there. In
1771, he obtained the coveted employment of “principal administrator” of the tobacco
141 In

revenue and also rose to the rank of captain of artillery of the provincial militias.

early 1775, Matias traveled to the Iberian Peninsula and a ship sailing from Malaga

136 Copy of marriage certificate of Matias de Gélvez and Josefa Gallardo, Macharaviaya, 20 Oct. 1745; and
last will of Matias de Galvez, Santa Cruz de Tenerife, 18 Mar. 1775, both in “Pruebas Carlos III Bernardo
de Galvez 1777,” fols. 12-12v and 32. In the marriage certificate, Matias de Galvez and his wife appear as
relatives of “tercer” and “cuarto grado.”

37 Ana de Zayas was his “pariente en doble grado de consanguineidad” according to Vazquez de Acufia,
Historial de la Casa de Gélvez, 1235.

138 pgrez de Colosia, “Rasgos biograficos de una familia ilustrada,” 34.

139 «Copia del testamento de la Excelentisima Sefiora Dofia Ana de Zayas, Virreina de México” (hereafter
“Zayas 1785 Testament”), Mexico City, 23 Dec. 1785, reproduced in Rubio Argiielles, Un ministro de
Carlos 11, appendix 9, 193-195.

140 | a Gorvorana belongued to the Marquisate of Brefia (descendants of the first conquistadors of the
Canary Islands). Matias de Galvez was pretty old by the time of his first recorded occupation. Perhaps he
obtained this job through his brother’s patronage.

141 According to Canarian chronicler Lope Antonio de la Guerra y Pefia, this position had such a good
salary that it beat the income received by many mayorazgo-holders in the island; Guerra y Pefia, Memorias,
282-283. Thanks to this valuable source (Guerra y Pefia’s Memorias), | am offering entirely new evidence
on the life of Matias de Galvez in the Canary Islands.
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brought him back to Tenerife in December.**? He returned with the appointment of
governor of Santa Cruz’s Paso Alto fortress and the higher rank of lieutenant colonel of
infantry. Canarian chronicler, Lope Antonio de la Guerra y Pefia, explained that when the
former fortress governor died, members of the islander elite presented their merit and
nobility certificates to the Crown to apply for the job, yet Matias had got it thanks to the
“protection of his brothers,” the councilors of War and Indies, Miguel and José.
Nevertheless, De la Guerra added, people loved Matias because, in his times as
mayordomo of La Gorvorana, he had taught the locals how to cultivate grapevines and, in
1775, had carried with him good quality vine shoots and the first stocking-loom of the
Canary Islands.*** In November 1776, when José de Galvez already occupied his office at
the Ministry of the Indies, his older brother received the appointments of King’s
Lieutenant and sub-inspector of militias. Five months later, he earned the rank of
colonel.**

The Central American phase of Matias de Galvez’s military and administrative
career, from 1778 to 1783, developed under the shadow of his powerful brother.

Affirmations, such as that of Pérez de Colosia, who writes that José de Géalvez

“programmed” the appointment of Matias as second commandant-in-chief and inspector

42 H.1. Priestley reports that José de Galvez begged for a two-month “vacation” in June 1775 because of
“fevers in his head;” Priestley, José de Gélvez, 6. | wonder if he visited the Malaga province and saw his
brother Matias there, perhaps for the last time.

%% Guerra y Pefia, Memorias, 364-365.

144 Ibid., 391 and 418. The new title included a salary of 150 escudos a month and 50 more during times of
troop review. Mariana Rodriguez and Angeles Conejo write that Matias de Galvez was the first appointed
King’s Lieutenant of the Canary Islands; see their Mariana Rodriguez del Valle and Angeles Conejo Diez
de la Cortina, “Matias de Galvez (1783-1784),” in Los virreyes de Nueva Espafa en el reinado de Carlos
111, ed. José Antonio Calderon Quijano (Sevilla: Escuela de Estudios Hispanoamericanos-Escuela Gréafica
Salesiana, 1967), 2:227.
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general of troops and militias of Guatemala, should not surprise us.**> A military
inspector was necessary at the time in Central America because in 1777, José de Gélvez
had sent additional troops to protect the Spanish possessions in the region that were at
risk from a British attack from the start of the American Revolution.*® On 25 April 1778,
the ship taking Matias de Galvez and his family to the Americas left the port of Santa
Cruz. By mid-June, he was in Guatemala.**’

Martin de Mayorga (1721-1783) had been captain-general, governor, and
president of the Audiencia of Guatemala since 1773.2* Far from his wife and children,
and with his health broken, Mayorga petitioned to be relieved from his post in early 1778.
In January 1779, the minister of the Indies informed the captain-general that the monarch
had named Matias de Galvez as his replacement and that he was free to return to Spain.
On 6 April, Mayorga thanked the minister, adding that on the 4™ he had turned power
over to Matias, and that he was already preparing his trip to return home as soon as
possible. Three days later, however, Viceroy Bucareli died in office in New Spain. On 24
April Mayorga found out that he had been designated as his successor. This rapid
sequence of events gave rise to a story used by historians since the nineteenth century to
demonstrate the unbridled character of José de Galvez’s nepotistic impulses. Allow me to

introduce the legend first and then talk about how it was discredited in the mid-twentieth

century.

145 pgrez de Colosia, “Rasgos biograficos de una familia ilustrada,” 34.

1481 ight Townsend Cummins, “The Galvez Family and Spanish Participation in the Independence of the
United States of America,” Revista Complutense de Historia de América, no. 32 (2006): 185.

147 Guerra y Pefia, Memorias, 451, and José Joaquin Real Diaz and Antonia M. Heredia Herrera, “Martin de
Mayorga (1779-1783),” in Los virreyes de Nueva Espafia en el reinado de Carlos 111, 2: 28 and 31.

148 Mayorga had been appointed on 11 May 1772. He assumed office on 12 June 1773 and seventeen days
later, on 29 June, there was a horrendous earthquake that completely devastated the city of Guatemala; see
ibid., 2:28.
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Mexican historians in the nineteenth century, such as Carlos Maria Bustamante,
Lucas Alamén, Manuel Rivera Cambas, and Vicente Riva Palacio, argued that the
minister of the Indies wanted his brother to replace Bucareli in the office of viceroy of
New Spain, but chance—*“una casualidad” (Alaméan) and even “una rara casualidad”
(Rivera Cambas)—prevented the realization of the complicated scheme he had designed
to achieve his nepotistic end.**® The chief protagonist in this story was a paper called
pliego de providencia or pliego de mortaja. It was a secret parcel of three separate, sealed
documents each containing the name of a potential interim successor in case the viceroy
died in office, or a disease or accident impaired his rule. The Audiencia kept the sealed
pliegos marked “one,” “two,” and, “three” to indicate the king’s order of preference: if
the first named person happened not to be in New Spain or its adjacent territories, or if he
was already dead, the oidores opened the second pliego, and they could break the seal of
the third one in the case that the second elected person was not available either.
Obviously, the monarch designated the three candidates but he did it with the advice of
the minister of the Indies.**

Usually, Spanish monarchs appointed viceroys for a period of five years. Bucareli
became ruler of colonial Mexico in 1771, but Charles 111 asked him to stay in power past

his normative period, despite the repeated requests of the viceroy who wished to return to

149 Carlos Maria de Bustamante, Suplemento a la Historia de los tres siglos de México durante el gobierno
espafiol escrita por el padre Andrés Cavo, vol. 3 (Mexico City: Imprenta de la Testamentaria de D.
Alejandro Valdés, 1836); Lucas Alamén, apendix of his Disertaciones sobre la historia de la Republica
Mejicana desde la época de la conquista que los espafioles hicieron a fines del siglo XV y principios del
XVI, de las islas y continente americano hasta la independencia, vol. 3 (Mexico City: Imprenta de Lara,
1849), 71-72; Manuel Rivera Cambas, Los gobernantes de México, vol. 3 (Mexico City: Citlaltépetl, 1964;
first published 1872); and Vicente Riva Palacios, México a través de los siglos (Barcelona: n.e., n.y.), 2:855
cited by Diaz and Heredia, “Martin de Mayorga,” 24n10.

%0 The interim position could become a “full” appointment of viceroy if the Crown so approved after the
successor elected by the pliego de mortaja assumed office. The whole process is well explained in ibid.,
19-21.
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Spain. If Bucareli died before being relieved from his post (a big possibility since he was
born in 1717, was in his sixties, and his health was not strong), the pliego de mortaja
system would allow José de Gélvez to indirectly choose “his first viceroy.”*** Moreover,
many historians have pointed out that the Andalusian minister felt frustrated with
Bucareli because he had repeatedly blocked many of his reformist initiatives, notably the

establishment of the intendancy system in New Spain.**?

Moreover, his experience as
visitor-general had taught Galvez that in order to advance profound reforms, an ally in
the viceroy’s seat was absolutely necessary.**® In other areas of the Empire, the changes
driven by the Spanish colonial office were advancing at a great pace: in 1778 Galvez
began to introduce the intendancies without any major opposition in a viceroyalty he had
created, the Rio de la Plata; and in Peru his ally José Antonio de Areche was conducting
his general inspection. Stakes were high and the viceroy’s succession in New Spain could
become the opportunity Galvez was waiting for to introduce changes in the viceroyalty.
In June 1773 the Mexican Audiencia received Bucareli’s pliego de mortaja, with

candidates suggested by the then minister of the Indies, Julian de Arriaga. In late 1777,

Charles 111 approved three new nominees, this time recommended by José de Galvez. The

151 1 borrowed “Galvez’s first viceroy” idea from ibid., 9.

152 1 briefly explore how Bucareli delayed Galvez’s plan for establishing the intendancy system in my
paper: “The Territorial Reconfiguration of the Spanish Empire during the Galvez Era (1765-1787): A First
Approach,” presented at the 127th Annual Meeting of the American Historical Association, New Orleans,
LA, 3 Jan. 2013; see also, Luis Navarro Garcia, Intendencias en Indias (Sevilla: Escuela de Estudios
Hispanoamericanos, 1959). John Lynch talks about a veritable “paralysis” of José de Galvez’s intendancy
project orchestrated by the Arriaga-Bucareli duo; see his Spanish Colonial Administration, 55-56.

153 Indeed, Galvez’s first six months in the position of visitor-general were miserable. He had encountered
numerous jurisdictional problems with Viceroy Marqués de Cruillas, who simply blocked every attempt to
introduce reforms initiated by the visitor-general. In December 1765 Galvez described his situation to
Arriaga in poignant words; he even asked for his immediate return if the Crown did not offer him
immediate solutions. When the Marqués de Croix replaced Cruillas in 1766 the political landscape of the
visitor-general improved dramatically because the Belgium-born viceroy was willing to cooperate with
him. For a detailed account of Galvez’s controversies with the Marqués of Cruillas refer to Priestley, José
de Galvez, chapter 4; and for the visitor-general’s letter referred above, see summary of Galvez to Arriaga,
Veracruz, 20 Dec. 1765, AGI, México, leg. 1245.
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minister sent the new pliego to New Spain and the Audiencia acknowledged its reception
in February 1778. The judicial body sent the sealed 1773 pliego, now invalidated, to
Spain and placed the new one in an alacena containing the secret archive protected by
four locks and keys.™* Given all the above mentioned circumstances, the story created by
nineteenth-century historians in Mexico makes a lot of sense. Bustamante writes, for
example, that after the death of Bucareli, the Audiencia judges opened in a solemn
meeting the pliego de providencia that “minister Galvez had sent in the last days” of the
viceroy. The document named “the President of Guatemala” as interim viceroy. Galvez
had made this decision, the historian argued, “thinking that his brother Matias de Galvez
would obtain the employment.” Instead, what occurred was that the minister “was sorely
disappointed” (“se llevo un chasco”) because his relative had not arrived in Guatemala on
time, and therefore Mayorga, who was still the president of the Audiencia, became
viceroy of New Spain.*> In the appendix of his famous Disertaciones sobre la historia
de la Republica Mejicana (1844-1849), Alaméan suggested that Galvez had chosen the
“president of Guatemala” option so that his brother “pasase a México sin llamar la
atencion.” The Mexican historian and statesman added that the Andalusian postman in
charge of carrying the news of the appointment rode the 400 leguas between Mexico City
and Guatemala so fast (in only seven days), that his name ended up in the historical
record (F. Varo), but left Matfas out of the viceregal throne.**® Riva Palacio attributed the

whole incident to the “stain” of Galvez’s “unbridled nepotism.”*’

154 |t was mandatory to return to Spain unused, still unopened pliegos de providencia; Real and Heredia,
“Martin de Mayorga,” 21-22.

155 Bustamante, Suplemento a la Historia de los tres siglos de México, 3:29.

156 Alaman, appendix of Disertaciones, 71. In 1916, Priestley picked up the story and changed it quite a bit;
“when Antonio Bucarely, successor of the Marqués de Croix, died in 1779, an order was issued conferring
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In the 1960s, José Joaquin Real Diaz and Antonia M. Heredia Herrera debunked
the myth.*®® First, they noticed, Matias de Galvez was already in Guatemala working as
inspector-general of the troops by the time the news of Bucareli’s death reached
Mayorga; in addition, the latter had already transferred power to the minister’s brother on
4 April. Then, Real and Heredia analyzed a copy of Bucareli’s pliego de mortaja and
they also broke the seals of the papers containing the names of nominees “two” and
“three” that were never opened and had been duly returned to Spain.™® The first surprise
was that the pliego containing the king’s number one option did not grant the position of
interim viceroy to “the president of Guatemala,” as the nineteenth-century historians had
argued, but simply to “Martin de Mayorga,” without even mentioning the title of his
position or the fact that he was in Central America. The other two candidates were Diego
de Navarro (captain-general of Cuba), and Teodoro de Croix (nephew of former Viceroy
Marqués de Croix, commandant general of the Provincias Internas, and future viceroy of
Peru). The Andalusian minister’s sibling did not figure at all. I believe that, in the late
1770s, José de Galvez’s plans for his brother were more related to the war that loomed on
the horizon since the thirteen United States of America declared independence. Before
Spain declared hostilities against Britain in 1779, it seems that Galvez was preparing the

warfare scenario in the Americas and conferring the leading roles on his relatives.

succession to the post of viceroy upon ‘the President of Guatemala.” Matias de Galvez had just been
appointed to succeed Mayorga as President of Guatemala, and was en route thither. The expectation of the
Minister of the Indies undoubtedly was that Matias would become possessed of the presidency before the
order appointing a successor to Bucarely would be received. But by an unusually quick transit of the
Atlantic the appointment outdistanced the elder Galvez, and Mayorga was thus fortuitously named
viceroy;” see Priestley, José de Gélvez, 9-10.

57 Riva Palacio, México a través de los siglos, vol. 2, cited in Real and Heredia, “Martin de Mayorga,” 24-
25n10.

158 Many historians continued to use the story, however; see for example, Pérez de Colosia, “Rasgos
biograficos de una familia ilustrada,” 38, and Vazquez de Acufia, Historial de la Casa de Gélvez, 217.

159 Real and Heredia, “Martin de Mayorga,” 23-26.
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The Wonder Years of Military Glory

There is a general belief among historians that José de Gélvez reached the zenith
of his power during the Anglo-Spanish War of 1779-1783.*° His admission to the
Council of State (the king’s top advisory body) in 1780 was a reflection of his amplified
influence. In fact, at one moment, there was serious speculation that the Andalusian
minister could succeed the Conde de Floridablanca at the Ministry of State.*®* The war
against Britain provided a context in which Galvez and his relatives shone. According to
Light Townsend Cummings, 1776 and the advent of the American Revolution split the
Spanish ministers in two factions. One side, led by the Conde de Aranda, argued in favor
of an immediate declaration of war against the British. The other group, which included
successive ministers of State (the Marqués de Grimaldi and Floridablanca) and also José
de Galvez, considered that Spain needed time to mobilize its troops in key positions in
Europe and the Americas.'®” The second point of view prevailed in the end. In the 1776-
1779 period, therefore, the minister of the Indies placed his nephew and brother in
strategic Louisiana and Guatemala. As noted in Chapter Two, just as the war started, in
August 1779, he also created the “secret superintendancy” of the royal treasury in New
Spain to be occupied by his ally Pedro Antonio de Cossio in order to secure that
sufficient money and supplies would reach Matias and Bernardo de Géalvez. No doubt

their brilliant victories on the battlefields of Central and North America increased the

160 priestley, José de Galvez, 7-8.
161 |bid., for the speculation. Galvez functioned as an honorary member of the Council of State since 1777.
162 Cummins, “The Galvez Family,” 182.
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collective prestige of the family and the individual influence of José de Gélvez at the
Spanish court.

Bernardo de Galvez returned to the New World in 1776 and in a short period of
time, as he became a hero of the American Revolution, he earned his place as the most
popular Galvez in history. There are several portraits of him that show he was a little bit
overweight, which is odd because his biography exudes sweat and energy.*®* At his
return to Spain in 1772, he served for some time in the Cantabria regiment in Pau,
France.’® In 1775, when he was captain of an army regiment in Seville, he began a long-
life friendship with Francisco de Saavedra y Sangronis (1746-1819), a lawyer who had
joined the military and would become one of José de Galvez’s favorite protéges, as well
as, a prominent Spanish statesman in the 1790s and early 1800s. In his memoirs,
Saavedra wrote that he and the young Galvez rode together to Madrid in order to put
themselves under the orders of Alejandro O’Reilly, in charge of preparing a military
expedition to capture the North African city of Algiers. Both had the same age, they were
29 years old, but at the time Francisco thought that Bernardo’s life had passages that

belonged to a work of fiction.*®®

163 As we shall see, he lost weight at the end of his life because of a gastrointestinal disease. The most
remarkable visual representation of Bernardo de Géalvez, however, is an equestrian portrait found at the
Museo Nacional de Historia housed in the Chapultepec Castle in Mexico City. It is an emblematic work of
Mexican colonial art, as well as an enigmatic painting in itself. Bernardo de Galvez appears on top of his
horse but only his head, his hands, his hat, the ruffles of his white shirt, a medal, the head of a little dog
(coming out of a bag?), and the base of a staff of office are painted, the remainder of the composition (the
rest of his body and clothes, his horse, the bridle, the saddle etc) is a complex design of white lines over a
black background. The lines seem like scribbles; they are also reminiscent of an intricate Baroque iron
work.

164 pérez de Colosia, “Rasgos biograficos de una familia ilustrada,” 92.

165 Francisco de Saavedra, Los decenios (autobiografia de un sevillano en la llustracion), ed. Francisco
Morales Padrén (Seville: Ayuntamiento de Sevilla, 1995), 81.
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After Bernardo de Gélvez participated in what turned out to be the disastrous
Algiers Expedition,*® he served shortly as professor of the recently-created Royal
Military School of Avila. After promoting him to the rank of colonel, the king appointed
Bernardo as commander of the regiment of New Orleans and governor of the province of
Louisiana. He assumed office on 1 January 1777. Very skillfully, in cooperation with
merchant Oliver Pollock, and without compromising Spain’s neutrality, Bernardo de
Gélvez transformed New Orleans into an important source of supplies for the American
rebels.'®” On 21 June 1779, Spain finally declared war on Britain. Bernardo de Galvez
headed three important campaigns in which he conquered Baton Rouge and Natchez
(1779), Mobile (1780), and the crowning jewel in his military career, Pensacola (1781).
From his office at the Spanish court, José de Galvez followed these developments. To be
absolutely certain that his nephew was receiving adequate support, he convinced Charles
I11 and the Conde de Floridablanca to send one of his officials at the Ministry of the
Indies, Francisco de Saavedra, as king’s emissary to Cuba, Mexico City, and New
Orleans. Saavedra is a model of what I call the “extended nepotism” of José de Galvez.
The story of how the Andalusian minister recruited him is one of the most revealing of
how the Gélvez’s patronage machinery operated.

In Seville, in late January 1776, Bernardo de Galvez informed his friend Saavedra

that his uncle had replaced Arriaga as head of the Spanish colonial office and he

186 1 T. Cummings argues that the 1775 expedition led by O’Reilly ranks “as one of Spain’s greatest
military failures of the era;” see his “The Galvez Family,” 187. According to Eric Beerman, Spain prepared
a fleet of a hundred Spanish warships. O’Reilly directed the landing of 22,000 soldiers on a small rocky
beach where Algerians awaited patiently because they had been warned of the attack. 2,000 Spanish lost
their lives, and thousands, like Bernardo de Galvez, were hurt; Eric Beerman, ““Yo solo’ not ‘solo:’ Juan
Antonio de Riafio,” The Florida Historical Quarterly 58, no. 2 (1979): 176. Indeed Bernardo was wounded
in combat on one leg; Saavedra, Los decenios, 97.

167 Cummings, “The Galvez Family,” 187-188.
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promised to introduce him to the minister at the first opportunity. A few months later,
Bernardo invited his friend to Miguel de Galvez’s house in Madrid and finally, when the
itinerant court was at the city, the friends dined twice at the José de Galvez’s home.*® In
mid 1778, the Conde de Fernan Nufiez invited Saavedra to join him as his secretary at the
Spanish embassy in Portugal. A day after the young man told Miguel de Galvez about his
job offer, the councilor of War called on Saavedra to inform him that his brother José had
spoken with the king about him and Charles III had approved his appointment as “oficial
cuarto” at the Ministry of the Indies. Saavedra accepted the job immediately. 169 The
Andalusian minister trusted his new protége with the polishing of the Reglamento de
Comercio Libre and the subsequent policies linked to its implementation.*”® Two years
later, Galvez selected Saavedra as the Crown’s representative in the Americas. One of his
tasks was to help Bernardo de Galvez to capture Pensacola, a notorious center of British
smuggling in the Gulf of Mexico.'™ José de Galvez’s nepotism could extend enough to
cover also the friends of his relatives, forming a relationship that was more intimate and
personal than the patronage described in chapters one and two.

The appearance of Saavedra in the war scenario in early 1781 meant that
Bernardo de Gélvez now had the Crown’s full support for his undertaking. After a great

show of bravery that included taking command of a frigate and sailing it through a

dangerous strait under heavy fire from British guns to invade the bay, the young Galvez

168 Saavedra, Los decenios, 99 and 102.

169 p|ease refer to chapter 5, for the functioning and number of oficiales at the ministry of the Indies.
"% 1bid., 109-110.

' bid., 118-119.
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conquered Pensacola in May 1781.*" For this achievement, the minister of the Indies’
nephew earned the first title of Castile for his family after the monarch named him first
Conde de Gélvez.'” Bernardo also received the encomienda de Bolafios of the military
order of Calatrava.’’* His father, Matias de Galvez, was also busy routing the British out
of Central America. José¢ de Galvez’s concern for the presence of foreign powers (and
smugglers) in the isthmus dated back to the late 1750s when he wrote his Discurso y
reflexiones de un vasallo. In a way, the elder Gélvez accomplished what his brother had
envisioned for that region of the Empire decades ago. Although fighting in a remote
tropical region, Matias de Galvez did not suffer from neglect from the Crown. The
minister of the Indies pressured viceroy Mayorga (and secret superintendant Cossio) to
send all the help requested by the captain-general of Guatemala.*” In 1780, José de
Galvez also instructed Saavedra “to help the president of Guatemala to expel the enemies

from various coastal zones occupied in that kingdom.”176

172 According to Cummins, the Siege and Battle of Pensacola was crucial in the history of the American
Revolution and one of “the last major military victories for Spanish arms during the long history of Spain’s
colonial empire of the Americas;” see his “The Galvez Family,” 190-191.

173 Charles 111 allowed the Conde de Galvez to include in his coat of arms a ship weaving a flag that said
“Yo solo” commemorating his bravado during the Siege of Pensacola. The Crown issued the title on 20
May 1783; see “Bernardo de Galvez, Conde de Galvez, asiento por lanzas de la merced de titulo de Castilla
que S.M. le concedio...,” Contaduria General de Valores, Madrid, 1783-1837, AHN, FCM Hacienda, leg.
7306/2. Some authors have mistakenly assigned the Conde de Galvez’s denomination to José de Galvez;
see for example Alexander von Humboldt, Political Essay on the Kingdom of New Spain, trans. John Black
(London: Longman, Hurst, Rees, Orme, and Brown, 1811), 1:220.

7% The military order of Calatrava established an encomienda in the town of Bolafios de Calatrava (in the
Castilla-La Mancha province today) in the 1530s-1540s. In this quasi-feudal institution the comendador
was in charge of the administration of its castle, church, urban nucleus, and lands. For Bernardo de Galvez
it basically meant a source of income because he put it on a lease according to Galvez to Conde de
Floridablanca, Aranjuez, 15 Apr. 1787, AGI, Estado, leg. 40, n. 4.

175 At one point, Matias de Gélvez wrote to Mayorga not to send any more money because he thought the
600,000 pesos he had received were enough; Mayorga to José de Gélvez, Mexico City, 8 May 1780, AGl,
Mexico, leg. 2422 cited in Rodriguez and Conejo, “Matias de Galvez,” 230-231n32.

176 Saavedra, Los decenios, 119. In late 1780, when Saavedra was in Havana and found out that all the
generals of the region asked for his help, he decided to prioritize his concerns as follows: Pensacola,
Guatemala, and the prompt dispatch of the fleet from Veracruz with remittances to Spain; ibid., 140-141.
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Before succeeding Mayorga at the captaincy-general, Matias de Galvez inspected
the presidio of Omoa (in modern Honduras), conducted reforms in the militia structure,
and formed bodies of infantry and cavalry in various towns throughout Central
America.!”” He assembled an impressive force of 15,000 troops.'’® After assuming the
presidency of Guatemala he began to prepare his first attack against the British in Belize
with the larger objective of capturing the Gulf of Honduras for the Spanish. Yet, the
enemy struck first with a successful expedition against the fortress of Omoa in October
1779. According to Cummings, after Matias de Galvez learned about the fall of the
presidio, he “personally led one of the most daring forced marches” of the Anglo-Spanish
war. With 1,000 men he traversed rainforests and mountain ranges and managed to
reconquer Omoa after a short siege in late November.'”® Then Galvez concentrated his
efforts upon defending Nicaragua and its lakes. In April 1780, the British attacked the
Spanish fort of Inmaculada Concepcidn in the mouth of the San Juan River that today
separates Nicaragua from Costa Rica. The minister of the Indies’ brother built another
fort upriver, at the entrance of Lake Nicaragua, and from there, he recovered Inmaculada

Concepcion.'®® As a reward, Charles I11 promoted Matias de Galvez to the prestigious

Y7 Most of the information on Matias in Guatemala comes from Cummings, “The Galvez Family,” 185-
186, and Rodriguez and Conejo, “Matias de Galvez,” 227-232.

178 Rodriguez and Conejo, “Matias de Galvez,” 229. Cummings, however, elevates the number of enlisted
men to 30,000 in his “The Galvez Family,” 185.

79 Cummings, “The Galvez Family,” 186. Historian José Antonio Calderén Quijano considers that the fall
of Omoa into British hands greatly embarrassed Matias and the real motive of the amazing forced march to
recuperate it was to avoid that the bad news would reach and disappoint his powerful brother; cited in
Vazquez de Acufia, Historial de la Casa de Gélvez, 1214.

180 |t is also interesting that José de Galvez instructed his brother Matias to explore if a canal
communicating Lake Nicaragua with the Pacific Ocean could be built. In 1781 an engineer performed a
study, and determined it was impossible; see Pérez de Colosia, “Rasgos biograficos de una familia
ilustrada,” 35-36. In cooperation with the Conde de Aranda (then embassador of Spain in Paris), in 1786
Gélvez studied the possibility of building an inter-oceanic canal in Panama; see my paper “The History of
the Panama Canal: An Imperial/Latin American Counterpoint,” presented at the 92nd Annual Meeting of
the American Association for the Advancement of Science, Pacific Division, San Diego, CA, 13 Jun. 2011.



165

rank of field marshal. Finally, in May 1782, his forces captured the British-occupied
island of Roatdn. Spain’s dominion over the Gulf of Honduras did not last long but at
least Matias de Galvez’s military activities gave him great fame and added more to the

prestige of his family. ™

Matias de Galvez at the Viceroyalty of New Spain and the Galvezes’ interest on the
Banco Nacional de San Carlos

In February 1783, Matias de Galvez received a royal order signed in October that
named him interim viceroy of New Spain.*®* Spain had just signed a peace treaty with
Great Britain at Paris; the war was over. It has been mentioned earlier that José de Galvez
did not have the intention of replacing Bucareli with his brother. It seems that he was
more interested in placing Matias de Galvez in an area that would be a war scenario and
that he was confident his brother would advance the interests of Spain. By replacing
Bucareli with Mayorga from Guatemala, however, he was perhaps establishing a
precedent for the future succession of the Mexican viceroyalty: new viceroys come from
Guatemala and, by the way, my brother happened to be there. Accompanied by his family
and retinue, in 52 days, Matias de Galvez travelled from Guatemala City to the capital of
New Spain. For the second time in their lives Matias received a staff of office from

Mayorga. While Mayorga kept his status of interim viceroy during his whole tenure, the

181 The royal cédula that bestowed the title of Conde de Gélvez on Bernardo de Galvez listed and
celebrated his father’s military accomplishments; see Reales Cédulas en que el Rey se sirve hacer merced
de Titulo de Castilla, con la denominacion de Conde de Galvez... al Teniente General de los Reales
Ejércitos Don Bernardo de Galvez, etc. (Madrid: Imp. de Don Pedro Marin, 1783), fols. 1-2, cited in Pérez
de Colosia, “Rasgos biograficos de una familia ilustrada,” 37-38.

182 The cabildo of Malaga did not lose the opportunity to congratulate Miguel de Galvez, for his brother’s
appointment as viceroy of New Spain and asked him to extend the felicitations to José, Antonio, and
Bernardo; Pérez de Colosia, “Rasgos biograficos de una familia ilustrada,” 38.
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Andalusian minister’s brother earned his office’s “property” (as it was called) in August
1783. As full viceroy he was entitled to an annual salary of 60,000 pesos, applied
retroactively to the date he assumed office.'®

On 29 April, Matias de Gélvez entered Mexico City and took possession of his
office. Nineteenth-century historian, Carlos Maria de Bustamante wrote that the capital of
New Spain welcomed Matias with shows of “refined flattery out of respect for his brother
the minister, who ruled the Americas at pleasure.”*®* He was right. On 8 February 1784
the city organized a grandiose and expensive entry ceremony to receive the “new”
viceroy. During the Bourbon period in New Spain, Linda Curcio-Nagy calculates, the
average entry ceremony for viceroys cost around 19,000 pesos. Matias de Galvez’s
reached the outstanding sum of 60,350 pesos.'®® The “excess of celebrations” pitted the
Mexico City cabildo and the viceroyalty’s Audiencia against each other. The latter body
even proposed to abolish “solemn entries” or at least to have just one celebration—the
public had received Viceroy Galvez twice, when he first entered the city with his interim

appointment, and then in the lavish ceremony organized after he received his full

183 1 do not know if this “retroactivity” was normal, but he was also spared to pay the half annata tax as a
way to cover his traveling expenses; Rodriguez and Conejo, “Matias de Galvez,” 234. Matias received his
full title of viceroy on 19 November 1783, according to José Gémez, Diario de sucesos de México del
alabardero José Goémez (1776-1798), ed. Ignacio Gonzalez-Polo y Acosta (Mexico City: UNAM, 2008),
114.

184 Bustamante, Suplemento a la Historia de los tres siglos de México, 3:56. Rivera Cambas practically
transcribes word by word Bustamante’s phrase, but instead of saying that the people of Mexico City did it
“for respect to the minister,” he argues that they did it “just for being the brother of the minister that ruled
the Americas at pleasure”—nice language inflexion that reveals Rivera Cambas’ stance on the issue of
nepotism; see his Los gobernantes de México, 3:30.

185 |inda A. Curcio-Nagy, The Great Festivals of Colonial Mexico City: Performing Power and Identity
(Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 2004), 82. We would say in Spanish that the authorities in
Mexico City “tiraron la casa por la ventana” to please the Andalusian minister. For a description of the
tremendous ceremony see Véazquez de Acufia, Historial de la Casa de Galvez, 1218-1219; and for a
witness that was disappointed about the celebration’s fireworks (especially after so many expectations
about their spectacular nature had been bred for weeks), Gdmez, Diario de sucesos, 124.
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position—and to stick with the budget allowed by the law (8,000 pesos for these
ceremonies). %

It seems that Matias, Miguel, and José de Géalvez had a penchant for works of
infrastructure. | already mentioned how Miguel and José changed the infrastructural faces
of Malaga and tiny Macharaviaya. Matias did the same in Guatemala and Mexico City.
According to Pérez de Colosia, Guatemalans named him one of the country’s Founding
Fathers because of his contributions to the establishment of the new Guatemala City.*®’
After an earthquake destroyed the capital in 1773, the Crown mandated the foundation of
a new city in 1775, but the archbishop and other vested interests blocked the order’s
implementation. After five months in power, the elder Galvez expelled the opposing
prelate and the works to build the new city began. As captain-general of Guatemala, he
built a Mint House and on 25 July1782, he placed the first stone of the new cathedral that
years later would become the impressive massive building we see today. In New Spain,
his public works record is similarly remarkable, particularly in Mexico City where streets
were lighted, cleaned, paved, connected with bridges, and drainage systems were
installed. Matias de Galvez obtained funding from the powerful merchant guild and the
Crown to reconstruct the Chapultepec Castle as a recreational villa for viceroys and to
rehabilitate its surrounding forest. Finally, he contributed with an additional initiative for

the drainage of Mexico City’s lakes. Under his aegis, the cultural life of the capital

benefited with the royal approval for the establishment of the Royal Academy of Fine

186 In 1785, the king approved the Audiencia’s proposal of having just one entry ceremony adjusted to the
assigned budget; Rodriguez and Conejo, “Matias de Galvez,” 234.
187 pérez de Colosia, “Rasgos biograficos de una familia ilustrada,” 35.
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Arts of San Carlos (generous endowment included), and the publication of the
government-funded Gazeta de México, Mexico’s first official newspaper.'®

During their elder brother eighteen-month administration of New Spain, the
Galvez siblings joined efforts to promote a novel institution in the Spanish world: the
Banco Nacional de San Carlos, the direct ancestor of Spain’s National Bank. Francisco
de Cabarrus, a French-born, creative businessman conceived the bank and received the
Crown’s approval to found it in June 1782. Surprisingly, the new institution essentially
shared the same business structure that the playing cards factory of Macharaviaya: it was
established “under royal protection” but was privately owned. The difference was, of
course, that the bank’s owners were its stockholders. Holders of 25 or more shares could
attend the annual meetings and cast one vote regardless of the number of stocks they had
purchased. Anyone could become a stockholder: the Crown, individuals of all classes in
Spain and the colonies, towns, businesses, religious orders, and even foreigners. The
yearly conventions became “massive” events of 300 to 600 attendants.*®® Initially, the
bank issued 150,000 shares with a value of 2,000 reales de vellon each. 75,000 shares
were going to be offered in the Indies. From his privileged seat, José de Galvez closely
followed the establishment of the institution and he was an enthusiast shareholder right

from the beginning. In December 1782 his brother Miguel, who also owned stocks,

188 In the 1930s, Francisco Morote Chapa wrote a short history of Matias de Gélvez’s rule at the viceroyalty
of New Spain just by listing and classifying in topics the Gazeta de México’s news on his
accomplishments; see his Notas y noticias sobre don Matias de Galvez, 5-18.

189 Earl J. Hamilton, “The Foundation of the Bank of Spain,” Journal of Political Economy 53, no. 2
(1945): 97-114.
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became his proxy to attend the bank’s annual shareholders meetings and to cast votes on
his behalf."®

In spite of an aggressive official publicity to promote the bank, the shares did not
have an enthusiastic reception in both Spain and its colonies. For the case of the
Americas, the Crown urged colonial authorities “to use all their influence and power... to
induce businessmen and other residents to subscribe to the bank stock.”*"* Through
advertisements and, most importantly, actual governmental pressure on indigenous
communities, Matias de Galvez and his right-hand man, the fiscal de real hacienda
Ramon de Posada, positioned New Spain at the top of the Spanish overseas possessions
in terms of investments in the San Carlos National Bank.'** In January 1784, Viceroy
Galvez took 50,000 pesos out of his own pocket to buy shares in order to set the example
or, in his words published in the Gazeta de México, “para dar un testimonio publico de la
eficacia con que procuro el fomento de este importante establecimiento.” % Almost at the

same time, Indian communities began to purchase stocks; eventually twenty town

190 «poder otorgado por el excelentisimo sefior don Josef de Galvez Gallardo en 15 de diciembre de 1782,”
Madrid, 15 Dec. 1782, AHPM, vol. 18671, fols. 357-358, in México en el siglo XVIII, 135-136. Galvez’s
signed the proxy letter right on time because the first meeting of shareholders took place on 20 Dec. 1785.
In 1787, José de Galvez’s last will mentioned that he incorporated into his daughter’s mayorazgo his shares
at the San Carlos National Bank; “Testamento otorgado por el Excelentisimo Sefior Marqués de Sonora en
10 de abril de 1787,” Madrid, 10 Apr. 1787, AHPM, vol. 18673, fols. 34-41(hereafter “Galvez’s testament
1787”), in ibid., 170.

101 Hamilton, “The Foundation of the Bank of Spain,” 110.

192 Calderén Quijano devotes an entire section of a chapter to outline Posada’s pressures on indigenous
communities; see his EI Banco de San Carlos y las Comunidades de Indios de Nueva Espafa (Seville:
Escuela de Estudios Hispanoamericanos, 1963), 27-30. Likewise, as an example of Posada’s support for
innovation in economic policy, Stanley Stein and Barbara Stein cite “he pressured Native American
communities to divert funds retained in their cajas de comunidad to investment in shares in the Banco de
San Carlos (1783);” see their Edge of Crisis: War and Trade in the Spanish Atlantic, 1789-1808
(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 2009), 110.

193 Matias de Gélvez to Consulado, Mexico City, 21 Jan. 1784; Matias wrote to the editor of the Gazeta that
he was sending copies of a royal order and his letter to the merchant guild “para que Vm. las inserte en la
proxima Gazeta y el Publico tenga en mi espiritu nacional un ejemplo, y una viva y eficaz exhortacion,”
Matias de Gélvez to Manuel Antonio Valdés, Mexico City, 22 Jan. 1784, both documents reproduced in
Gazeta de México, 28 Jan. 1784, 16.
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associations (for example, 73 Oaxacan pueblos bought 189 assets together) owned a total
of 1,343 shares.*® In Spain, the king appointed Melchor Gaspar de Jovellanos as the
agent (or trustee) of these communities. Beginning in 1785, when the accounts of the
Mexican villages began to generate yields, Jovellanos and José de Gélvez initiated a
voluminous correspondence on how to return the profits to the investing villages.®
Hence, the minister of the Indies became the mediator between Indian (and also Spanish)
stockholders in the Americas and their proxies and bank authorities in Madrid. The
relative success of the Banco Nacional de San Carlos in New Spain was possible through
active cooperation among the Galvez brothers whom, as investors, also desired the
success of the infant institution.

An extremely expressive, raised right eyebrow was the distinctive feature of
Matias de Galvez’s face. In a painting at the Museo de América in Madrid, he appears as
an elderly statesman, seated in front of his desk, right hand tucked inside his vest, and
holding a paper on his left.*®® Matias was almost 66 years old when he became viceroy of

New Spain and he was already very sick. He had gout that he arguably acquired during

19 Hamilton, “The Foundation of the Bank of Spain,” 110; Calderén Quijano, El Banco de San Carlos,
113. After writing that at least 63 communities in Oaxaca bought stocks, Bustamante gives his point of
view that the entire banking scheme was a cruel joke (a “burla”) played upon the Indian peoples;
Bustamante, Suplemento a la Historia de los tres siglos de México, 3:51.

195 As trustee, Jovellano was entitled to receive 2 percent of the yields produced by the Indian communities’
stocks; Calderdén Quijano, El Banco de San Carlos, chapter 3.

19 This depiction painted by Ramén Torres and dated in 1783 sharply contrasts with the half-length portrait
(ca. 1783) belonging to the viceroy portrait gallery currently at the Museo Nacional de Historia in Mexico
City and the posthumous full-length portrait (ca.1790) to celebrate his patronage of the Royal Academy of
Fine Arts of San Carlos, both painted by Andrés Lopez. In Lopez’s paintings Matias de Galvez appears as a
younger vigorous man; for an analysis of these paintings, see Michael A. Brown, “Portraiture in New
Spain, 1600-1800: Painters, Patrons and Politics in Viceregal Mexico” (PhD diss., New York University,
2011), 169- 177. Brown points out that the painting of the Museo de América in Madrid and the two works
by Lopez bear no resemblance, but | disagree because both have the raised eyebrow.
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his famous forced march to conquer the Omoa fortress in 1779.'%” By mid-September
1784, his health deteriorated to the degree that the Audiencia allowed him to use a stamp
to sign his official documents. Within a month, he transferred power to the high court,
and he died on 3 November 1784.

Obviously, the death of his brother must have been painful to José de Galvez. As
happens with networks of patronage, nepotism runs through informal structures and
disregards the modernizing state’s efforts to develop “impersonal bureaucratic
processes.”**® Ironically, Géalvez belonged to a group of eighteenth-century state
reformists that were trying to increase the “professionalization” of the royal service, and
therefore it is very telling that the minister of the Indies always kept his bureaucratic
manners in line and never, ever slipped a word of affection in his official correspondence
with his viceroy brother (or later, with his nephew).'*® No doubt brotherly love was in the
air, however, because José de Galvez persuaded the king to issue a royal order that spared
Matias from a posthumous residencia trial based on the “purity, rectitude, and prudence”
he had displayed as a ruler.?® Nevertheless, the edict allowed for a call for witnesses who
wished to declare in favor or against the late viceroy, a feature typical in residencia
procedures but this time the reason was Charles III’s desire to learn about how Matias de

Galvez had served him. The resulting witnesses’ declarations were all cream over roses, a

197 Or, at least that is what the bishop of Valladolid, Fray Antonio de San Miguel said, cited in VVazquez de
Acufa, Historial de la Casa de Galvez, 1214-1215 and Morote, Notas y noticias sobre don Matias de
Galvez,

198 Sysan Rose-Ackerman, “Corruption: Greed, Culture, and the State,” The Yale Law Journal Online 120,
no. 125 (2010): 128.

199 See for example, diverse correspondence between Matias de Gélvez, viceroy of New Spain, and José de
Gélvez in 1784 in AGI, Mexico, leg. 1409. In their letters they addressed each other as “Mr. Minister
Galvez” and “Mr. Viceroy Galvez.”

20 Galvez to Eusebio Bentura Belefia (regent of the Audiencia), Madrid, 26 Mar. 1785, reproduced in
Morote, Notas y noticias sobre don Matias de Galvez, 27; see also Rodriguez and Conejo, “Matias de
Galvez,” 303-304.
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symphony that extolled the virtues of the elder Galvez. To cite only one example, the
Tribunal de Cuentas declared that never before had New Spain sent so many remittances
to the metropole as under Viceroy Galvez.””* The Andalusian minister also took care of
protecting his widowed sister-in-law, the virreina Ana de Zayas. First, he secured for her
a one-time payment of half the annual salary of Matias de Galvez (that is, 30,000 pesos)
to pay the expenses of her trip back to Spain. In addition, he got her a lifetime pension
from the yields generated by her late husband’s stocks at the Banco Nacional de San

Carlos.?%

Extended Nepotism: the Political Family of Matias de Géalvez

The power acquired by the Matias side of the Galvez family was not constrained
to his son Bernardo de Géalvez, who succeeded his father as viceroy of New Spain. The
family of Ana de Zayas was the source of two crucial examples of Jos¢ de Galvez’s
“extended nepotism.” Dorotea de Zayas y Ramos was the older sister of Ana. In 1752,
when she was living in Macharaviaya, she married José Fernandez de Cérdoba y Ortega
(a resident of the town of Almogia, also in the province of Malaga).?®® The couple had
three children: Maria Josefa, Francisco, and Ana Maria. For an undetermined reason,

Matias de Galvez and Ana de Zayas took two Fernandez de Cérdoba y Zayas siblings

2% At the Archivo Histérico Nacional in Madrid, other contemporary viceroy residencia trials are usually
just bundles of paper, but the “mock™ residencia of Matias de Galvez is beautifully bound in leather; see
AHN, Consejos, leg. 20722.

22 Ana de Zayas wrote a testament before returning to Spain. In her last will she renounced her inheritance
from the joint assets earned in marriage in favor of her step-son Bernardo de Galvez and declared she was
satisfied with a lifetime pension granted by the king on the interests of the 50,000 pesos her husband had
deposited in the Banco Nacional de San Carlos, “as long as this was convenient and the collection was not
delayed;” “Zayas 1785 Testament,” 194.

208 «Expediente de pruebas del caballero de la orden de Carlos 111, Francisco Fernandez de Cordoba y
Zayas,” 1786 (hereafter “Pruebas Carlos III Fernandez de Cordoba 1786”), AHN, Estado-Carlos 111, exp.
246, fols. 60-61. Matias de Galvez signed as witness at the Zayas y Fernandez de Cérdoba wedding.
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under their care: a nephew and a niece which were living with them in the Canary Islands
around 1775.2% One for sure was Francisco and the other must have been Ana Maria
because Maria Josefa married Antonio de Mora y Peisal, a regent in the cabildo of
Malaga and future intendant of Oaxaca.

The nephew of Ana de Zayas advanced his bureaucratic career under the Galvez
brothers’ patronage. Francisco Fernandez de Cordoba was born in 1756 in the village of
his father, Almogia. He had a military background and it is not clear when, but at some
point after 1776 José de Galvez appointed his political nephew as one of his oficiales at
the Ministry of the Indies. On 3 August 1783, the Andalusian minister designated
Fernandez de Cdrdoba to the position of chamber secretary of the viceroy of New Spain
in order to fill the vacancy caused by the forced retirement of merchant-bureaucrat Pedro
Antonio de Cossio.?® Fernandez de Cérdoba took possession of his new office on the
first day of February 1784. At that time he was lieutenant colonel and “oficial cuarto” in
José de Gélvez’s ministry.?°® When the Audiencia ruled in favor of allowing Matias de
Galvez to sign his official documents with a stamp, they did it under the provision that to
validate each print, it had to have Francisco Fernandez de Cordoba’s signature below.”"’

What seems truly extraordinary about Zayas’ nephew case is that, at the same time he

204 1n 1775, when the elder Galvez traveled from Malaga to Santa Cruz, Tenerife to begin his appointment
as governor of the Paso Alto Castle, Lope Antonio de la Guerra y Pefia reported that his wife, a nephew and
a niece were accompanying him; Guerra y Pefia, Memorias, 364.

205 v/icente Rodriguez Garcia, El fiscal de Real Hacienda en Nueva Espafia: Don Ramén de Posada y Soto,
1781-1793 (Oviedo: Secretariado de Publicaciones de la Universidad de Oviedo, 1986), 40n93.

26 Gazeta de México, 11 Feb. 1784, 21. The newspaper dates his entrance to Mexico City on 31 January,
while the memoirs of José Goémez say it was a day earlier. The latter source mentions that Fernandez de
Cordoba was coming from Lima, where he had been secretary of the visitor-general; Gdmez, Diario de
sucesos, 123. In her study of the viceroyalty’s secretariat, Linda Arnold identifies Fernandez de Cérdoba as
“a young clerk on the staff of the Council of the Indies who had also served as director of royal revenues in
Santa F¢ de Bogota;” see her Bureaucracy and Bureaucrats in Mexico City, 1742-1835 (Tucson: The
University of Arizona Press, 1988), 30.

27 Rodriguez and Conejo, “Matias de Galvez,” 300.
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was working as secretary of the viceroy of New Spain, José de Galvez was giving him
promotions within the Ministry of the Indies. | found that in October 1785 he went from
“oficial tercero segundo” to “tercero primero.”?%® In the Bourbon Spanish Empire it was
common to hold two (even three and four) positions in government at the same time, but
usually double-office holding occurred within the same geographical location.?® The last
promotion of Ferndndez de Cordoba under José de Géalvez’s aegis happened in the first
half of 1787, when he substituted as head of the Mexico City Mint another protégé of the
minister, Fernando José Mangino, who had become superintendant of the royal
treasury.

Francisco’s sister, Ana Fernandez de Cordoba, married Ramon de Posada y
Soto.”** In chapter three we read that the fiscal de real hacienda Posada built two or three

cases that eventually led to the “dismissal” of merchant-bureaucrat Pedro Antonio de

28 This means that between February 1784 and October 1785 he had already advanced from “oficial
cuarto” to “oficial segundo tercero;” copy of title of oficial mayor of the Ministry of the Indies given by
Charles 111 and signed by José de Gélvez to Francisco Fernandez de Cérdoba, 28 Oct. 1785, AGS,
Direccion General del Tesoro, Inventario 2, leg. 69.

299 Granted, when José de Galvez was visitor-general of New Spain he also held a position at the Council of
the Indies and during his years in Mexico he was promoted within the structure of the advising body.
Nevertheless, the Crown justified his appointment on the grounds that it would increase Galvez’s prestige
and would give him more authority and legitimacy to execute new policies at the viceroyalty. We are left to
wonder if Fernandez de Cordoba’s title of “oficial” at the ministry of the Indies was enough to give him
more credibility in his job as secretary of the viceroy.

29 Arnold puts a “Fernando Fernandez de Cérdoba” substituting Francisco Fernandez de Cérdoba as
chamber secretary of the viceroy. Jos¢ de Gomez’s memoirs, however, mention a “Captain Fernando de
Cordoba” taking that position on 19 May 1787; Arnold, Bureaucracy and Bureaucrats in Mexico City, 31;
and GOmez, Diario de sucesos, 177.

2! yjcente Rodriguez Garcia’s El fiscal de Real Hacienda en Nueva Espafia (Don Ramén de Posada y
Soto, 1781-1793) (1985) is entirely devoted to the years of Posada as fiscal in New Spain. In addition to his
marriage connection with the family of Matias de Galvez, Posada was second cousin of the regent of the
Mexican Audiencia, Vicente de Herrera y Rivero (1782-1786) because his father was cousin of the
regente’s mother. Moreover, his oldest brother, Sebastian, married with Juana Jacinta de Jovellanos, sister
of célébre Spanish statesman Gaspar Melchor de Jovellanos; Rodriguez Garcia, El fiscal de real hacienda,
40-41. According to Stein and Stein, Posada was also related to Jovellanos through his grandmother’s side.
These authors also argue that Posada interchanged a lot of correspondence with Jovellanos when the latter
was writing his famous proposal for agrarian reform, Informe de la Sociedad Econdmica de esta Corte al
Real y Supremo Consejo de Castilla en el expediente de ley agraria of 1795; Stein and Stein, Edge of
Crisis, 110.
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Cossio. No doubt he earned the reputation of being a scrupulous, efficient bureaucrat that
conducted himself with integrity. Barbara and Stanley Stein cite a document issued at the
offices of the Cadiz consulado uttering “once an issue is assigned to Sr. Posada, there
will be a prolonged examination.”?** Even Fray Servando Teresa de Mier, a famous
creole ideologue of Mexican patriotism, future participant in the independence
movement, and fierce critic of the “corrupt” Spanish bureaucracy, praised him for his
honesty.?** Posada was born on 3 January 1746 in Cangas de Onis in Oviedo, Asturias.
He was a lawyer by training and in 1774 he initiated his career in the colonial
administration as judge (oidor) of the Audiencia of Guatemala.?** Posada lived in Central
America when Matias and his family arrived. In June 1779 he was appointed alcalde del
crimen of the high court of Lima,?*® but before leaving for Peru he was named to another
position, this time as fiscal de real hacienda of the Mexico City Audiencia. Matias de
Galvez’s kept him by his side a few months and he did not occupy his new office until
January 1781.

In the position of fiscal, as Vicente Rodriguez Garcia argues in his book on
Posada, the Asturian earned the trust of José de Galvez and became the eyes and ears of
the colonial minister in New Spain. Not surprisingly, once he secured the favor of his
boss, Posada asked Galvez for a better job for his brother Joaquin. He told him that he did

this “cumpliendo los deberes de la naturaleza y de la sangre”—principles that were

212 stein and Stein, Edge of Crisis, 110.

213 Fray Servando Teresa de Mier, Memorias (Mexico City: Porrda, 1946), 1: 235, 259, and 275.

2% Since his years as oidor in the Guatemalan Audiencia, Posada collected copies of relevant documents on
diverse administrative and political issues that today form a good collection for archival research at the
Biblioteca de Castilla-La Mancha in Toledo, Spain.

215 gtein and Stein argue that he was a protégé of the visitor-general of Peru, José Antonio de Areche in
their Edge of Crisis, 110.
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perhaps too familiar to the Andalusian minister. Moreover, Matias and José de Gélvez
enthusiastically supported Posada’s application on behalf of his toddler son to serve as a
cadet of the infantry regiment of Zamora.?*®

Like other men of Galvez who were his protégés but not his relatives—Mangino,
José Antonio de Areche, José Garcia de Leon y Pizarro—Posada spent his post-Galvez
era years at the Council of the Indies. He obtained the position of fiscal of the advising
body in 1793. Once in Spain, around 1794, Francisco de Goya painted a beautiful portrait
of Posada. Encircled by an oval canvas, the bureaucrat is seated against a dark, neutral
background. His clothes already herald the early nineteenth-century fashion. In the three-
quarter-view portrait, Posada has expressive dark eyes fixed at the spectator and crowned
by thick black eyebrows that contrast with his one-curled grey wig.?*” Toward the end of
his life, in 1806, he replaced Mangino as vice-president of the trade company of the
Philippines—a state-run firm that their mentor, Jose de Galvez, had created in the
1780s.”'® Posada died in 1815.

It is interesting to note that in the summer of 1785, José de Galvez rewarded both

Posada and Fernandez de Cérdoba, his relatives, with a cross of the Order of Charles

218 1 1782, Posada’s brother, Joaquin, worked at a royal treasury office in Tegicigalpa. He was a man of
arms and had participated in Matias de Galvez’s daring expedition to conquer the Omoa fortress. Ramoén
Posada requested for his sibling one of the vacant positions available: the profitable alcaldia mayor of
Miahuatlan (which was technically not vacant because Francisco Xavier de Corres, a man of Gélvez, had it
even though he was at the time in Mexico City), the direction of the lottery, or the alcabala collection
office in Guanajuato; see Posada a Galvez, n. 31, Mexico City, 9 Mar. 1782, AGI, Mexico, 1868 cited in
Rodriguez Garcia, El fiscal de Real Hacienda, 35-36 and 41. In the end, Joaquin de Posada obtained the
rank of coronel and, in late 1783, the governorship of the San Carlos fortress in Perote, Veracruz. In 1785,
the fiscal’s sibling was in Mexico City because, Joaquin de Posada y Soto signed as witness in Ana de
Zayas’s last will of 22 Dec. 1785; “Zayas 1785 Testament,” 195.

2" This painting is part of the M. H. de Young Memorial Museum collection in San Francisco.

218 For José de Galvez’s participation in the creation of the Compafiia de Filipinas, see Maria de Lourdes
Diaz Trechuelo Spinola, La Real Compafiia de Filipinas (Seville: Escuela de Estudios Hispanoamericanos,
1965).
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111.*° In addition, both participated in the administration of Matias de Galvez’s pet

institution, the Academy of Fine Arts of San Carlos. In 1788 the Crown asked
superintendant Mangino to return to Spain to occupy an office at the Council of the
Indies. Posada took over the directorship of the Academy at that time. Following this
pattern, when Posada obtained the appointment of fiscal at the Council in Madrid,
Fernandez de Cordoba became the art school director in 1793. In this way, they secured

continuity and control over their political uncle’s cultural legacy.

The Brief Rule of Bernardo de Géalvez in New Spain

Without male descendants of his own, José de Galvez hoped that the prestige of
his family name would reach posterity through his nephew Bernardo. Francisco de
Saavedra wrote in his memoirs that the son of Matias was the Andalusian minister’s
“idolo de su afecto, y en quien cifraba las esperanzas de su posteridad.”* The end of the
1779-1783 war caught the new Conde de Galvez in Guarico (in modern Venezuela) in the
middle of planning an invasion of Jamaica that never happened. His second son, Miguel

de Galvez Saint-Maxent, was born there. In 1777, in Louisiana, Bernardo de Géalvez had

2% Galvez’s intermediation was obvious in both cases. According to Rodriguez Garcia, the minister of the
Indies submitted seven candidacies for (non-pensioned) crosses of the order of Charles Il in mid-1785.
Posada’s was one of the candidates and the rest were diverse functionaries with jobs related to the imperial
administration; see Rodriguez Garcia, El fiscal de real hacienda, 54n178. The king approved Galvez’s
suggestions en masse at the end of July. For the case of Fernadndez de Cérdoba, his candidacy was
presented from his position of oficial of the Ministry of the Indies. His cross was announced in December
1785, but according to his file, the Crown approved it until the end of 1786. José de Gomez wrote in his
memoirs that the regent of the Audiencia condecorated Fernandez de Cordoba on 30 January 1787;
“Pruebas Carlos III Fernandez de Coérdoba 1786;” and Gomez, Diario de sucesos, 168-169.

220 saavedra, Los decenios, 278. In another passage Saavedra comments that José de Galvez loved his
nephew “con una especie de idolatria;” ibid., 275.
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married a young, beautiful widow named Felicitas de Saint-Maxent, a creole.””* The first
daughter of the couple, Matilde, was born in New Orleans in 1778. The Count and his
family returned to Spain after the war, but very soon he asked for another commission in
the Americas. In June 1784, the king appointed him governor and captain-general of
Cuba. In his transatlantic trip he stopped at La Guaira to greet his dear friend Saavedra,
appointed by Jos¢ de Galvez as intendant of Venezuela. He learned about his father’s
delicate health there and left immediately to take possession of his office in Havana.?*
He was captain-general of Cuba for only a few months because news that promoted him
to the viceroyalty of New Spain reached the island very soon. He left Havana in early
May and entered Mexico City in June 1785. His government lasted seventeen months,
one month less than Matias’ because he died on 30 November 1786.

Many hypotheses have been offered to explain why Bernardo de Galvez died so
young. Some historians even argue that the wounds from Apache arrows and spears he
received in his youth never healed. Others maintain that the immediate cause was a bad
fall off his horse. The truth is that he was very sick. A chronicler of the viceregal court,

José de GOmez, reported that the health of the viceroy began to seriously decline in July

22! Feljcitas Saint-Maxent’s late husband was a merchant, who brought the first sugar mill to New Orleans.
She had a daughter from her first marriage, Maria Adelaida de Estrehan. Governor of Louisiana Bernardo
de Galvez married Saint-Maxent secretly because two rules played against him: the Crown’s prohibition for
functionaries to marry locals and the principle that all members of the military required an official permit to
marry. Years later, he obtained the required, after-the-fact authorizations; Pérez de Colosia, “Rasgos
biogréficos de una familia ilustrada,” 95-96.

222 aavedra, Los decenios, 254-255. Nineteenth-century historian Jacobo de la Pezuela affirms that in
Spain, Bernardo had been told that he would succeed his father at the Mexican viceroyalty; perhaps this
explains why he decided to hurry his trip; see Pezuela, Historia de la isla de Cuba, 3:199.
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1786. Francisco de Saavedra wrote in his diary that his friend had died from a
gastrointestinal illness acquired years earlier in Guérico. He identified it as dysentery.??
Matias was a very well-liked viceroy, but his son Bernardo was wildly popular.
The elder Gélvez was famous for his humility and candor,?** and Bernardo for his festive
character, and for his active role in palliating the horrors of the acute humanitarian crisis
caused by the early frosts of August 1785 that destroyed that year’s corn harvest and
unleashed hunger and disease. In our days both Gélvezes would have been labeled as
populists, given the numerous fascinating anecdotes there are about their rules. They
include Matias de Galvez walking the streets and praising the quality of an artisan’s
leather work or tasting the prisoners’ food at the infamous prison of La Acordada to make
sure the inmates were receiving adequate meals. For the case of the Conde de Galvez,
remarkable passages in his rule are his pardoning of a death sentence for three
condemned prisoners, an episode that ended up in public acclamations across Mexico
City; when he sang the prayers at the celebration of a death mass on behalf of a poor
indigenous family who could not afford one; in fiesta days, his arrivals to the bullring
driving a small chariot with the beautiful virreina at his side, or him throwing all the
handkerchiefs of his family to the ring to celebrate an excellent bullfighter’s
performance; and finally, the Count openly shedding tears for the people when he was

told there was no more corn available at the public silo. Bernardo de Galvez’s popularity

228 Gomez, Diario de sucesos, 162. In his diary Saavedra wrote that while in Guarico (1782-1783),
Bernardo de Galvez acquired the illness, then, in Spain he could not cure it and when he returned to La
Guaira in 1785 he was “very thin and looked bad (desemejado).” Saavedra also expressed his worry about
the Conde de Galvez’s future in Mexico that was “un pais no el mas propdsito para especie de disenteria
que padecia, y a mi modo de entender la tenia muy radicada;” Saavedra, Los decenios, 254, 257, 269-270.
It must have been a chronic case of disentery.

22% several authors concur in these characteristics but the above adjectives are from Bustamante,
Suplemento a la Historia de los tres siglos de México, 3:52.
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and his continuance of his father’s project of building a recreational house for viceroys in
Chapultepec, but adding to it some fortress-like characteristics, gave way to rumors
among Mexicans, that he harbored a secret plan to turn New Spain into an independent
kingdom. That would have been the ultimate twist of the story of José de Galvez’s
nepotistic activities, but in the early-nineteenth century the great German explorer,
Alexander von Humboldt weighted the evidence against these accusations enough to
leave them without any credibility.?®

The virreina Felicitas de Saint-Maxent gave birth to a girl less than two weeks
after the death of her husband. The posthumous daughter of Bernardo de Galvez had a
lavish public baptism, briefly mentioned in chapter one, that can be interpreted as one
more effort by the authorities of Mexico City to please the minister of the Indies with a
show of unstinted praise for his family.?*® Again, José de Gélvez did everything in his
power to protect his nephew’s widow and children. He obtained the approval of 30,000

pesos for their trip back to Spain. Moreover, the Crown awarded Saint-Maxent with a life

pension of 2,500 pesos (50,000 reales de vellon) a year; her son Miguel obtained the

225 Humboldt, Political Essay on the Kingdom of New Spain, 3rd ed. (London: Longman, Hurst, Rees,
Orme, and Brown, 1822), 2:77-79. The explorer wrote that men of respectability held that theory but he, in
his role as historian did not give credence to accusations of such a grave nature. Nevertheless, Bustamante
argued in favor of the rumor and added that the king was greatly upset with both the nephew and the uncle
as many complaints about Bernardo de Galvez’s intentions reached his office; see his Suplemento a la
Historia de los tres siglos de México, 3:61-65 and 75. For Lucas Alaman, the Crown’s disapproval of his
rulings caused the Count of Galvez such a distress that he fell ill and died; see his appendix to
Disertaciones, 76.

228 For a description of the lavish baptism of Bernardo de Gélvez’s posthumous daughter, see Vazquez de
Acufia, Historial de la Casa de Galvez, 1296-1297; see also Gdmez, Diario de sucesos, 167. Felicitas
Saint-Maxent named her daughter Maria Guadalupe, in honor of the virgin and patroness of New Spain.
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rents from his father’s encomienda de Bolafios; the daughter Matilde got 300 pesos; and
the new baby, 200 pesos.?*’

In a pattern reminiscent of the cases of “extended nepotism” toward the family of
the virreina Ana de Zayas, the relatives of Felicitas de Saint-Maxent also benefited
through the patronage of the Galvezes. Bernardo de Galvez’s father-in-law, Gilbert
Antoine de Saint-Maxent, was a wealthy French merchant specialized in Indian trade
along the Mississippi basin. He had supported the Spanish government since the transfer
of sovereignty from France in 1765. Saint-Maxent served as captain of militias and
married his oldest daughter, Isabel, to Governor Luis de Unzaga (1770-1776). During
Bernardo de Galvez’s governorship, the Crown initiated a colonization project for
Louisiana with people from the Canary Islands—not surprisingly, while Matias de
Galvez was stationed in the archipelago. At least two of the Canarian-settled towns
received “Galvecian” names: Galveztown and Valenzuela (in honor of José de Galvez’s
wife). Gilbert Saint-Maxent and later one of his sons were involved to a considerable
degree in the establishment of the first settlement.?”® Bernardo de Galvez’s father-in-law
also conducted espionage on behalf of the Spanish government in British towns and
fought at his side in the captures of Mobile and Pensacola. The Crown awarded Saint-
Maxent with the appointment of lieutenant governor in charge of Indian affairs, an ad hoc

position invented by the minister of the Indies. In 1781-1782 he traveled to Europe. In

22T Gomez, Diario de sucesos, 175. José Gémez does not specify that the 2,500 pesos that Saint-Maxent
would receive were a yearly income but | could confirm it in Condesa de Galvez to Floridablanca, Mexico
City, 23 May 1787, AGI, Estado, Leg. 40, n. 4. For José de Galvez’s successful negotiations to obtain
better terms on behalf of his great-nephew Miguel regarding the succession of Bernardo de Galvez’s
encomienda de Bolafos, see Galvez to Floridablanca, Aranjuez, 15 Apr. and 22 Apr. 1787, ibid.

228 Galveztown is now called Galvez, LA, an unincorporated community south of Baton Rouge. In 1785
Bernardo de Galvez ordered José Antonio de Evia to explore and draw a map of the coast of the Gulf of
Mexicost; Evia gave the name of Galveztown to the island that is now Galveston, TX.
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Paris he showed a map to the Conde de Aranda that established the border between the
United States and the Spanish Empire as a straight line dividing the Appalachians from
the Mississippi basin. The proposed territory included the newly founded towns—
Galvestown, Valenzuela, New lberia, etc—and the Bay of Pensacola had the name of the
Bay of Galvez. In an interesting development, at the end of 1783, Bernardo de Galvez
issued an order of arrest against his father-in-law on smuggling charges that were not
solved until 1799.%%° Thus, after his triumphant tour through France and Europe in which
he practically proposed the foundation of a Galvez-themed territory in North America,
Gilbert Saint-Maxent ended up out of the system of favoritism that revolved around the
Andalusian minister. Beside Felicitas Saint-Maxent, other members of this New
Orleanian family continued to receive benefits from this system, however, as will be seen

shortly.

The First Intendants of New Spain

The establishment of the intendancy system in practically the totality of the
Spanish Empire, with the major exception of the viceroyalty of New Granada, was José
de Galvez’s central administrative reform. This project occupied the Andalusian

minister’s mind from the times of the visita general of New Spain. In 1768, together with

229 The new governor of Louisiana, Esteban Mir6 seized the Saint-Maxent estate in New Orleans which had
the significant value of 248,125 pesos. According to the investigation, Saint-Maxent participated in a
smuggling ring along with Francisco de Miranda, the future precursor of Venezuelan independence. The
case took years to resolve and Saint-Maxent was found guilty in 1799. He had to pay around 22,000 pesos
or face the seizure of his property. He had died by that time. When the authorities asked his heirs, at that
time represented by the Conde de Castro-Terrefio, the husband of José de Galvez’s daughter, they denied
any knowledge on the matter and an order was sent to the governor of Louisiana to see if he could cash the
sum. Practically all the above information on Gilbert de Saint Maixent comes from Ramoén Ezquerra, “Un
patricio colonial: Gilberto de Saint Maxent, teniente gobernador de Luisiana,” Revista de Indias 10, (1950):
97-170.
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Viceroy Marqués de Croix, he designed a general plan to introduce the intendancy system
in New Spain, a scheme that the Crown applauded and promptly approved.?° In a few
words, an intendancy was an intermediate provincial jurisdiction that originated in
seventeenth-century France. When the Bourbon dynasty occupied the Iberian throne, the
intendancies advanced slowly over the Spanish territory. In the road toward its full
implementation in Spain, the system faced many obstacles and, at some points during the
first half of the eighteenth century, it even suffered reversals.”** Under the direction of the
dynamic Marqués de Esquilache (minister of War and Finances in the 1759-1766 period),
the intendancies finally reached the Americas.

The first intendancy set up in Cuba had the fiscal functions attributed to this type
of provincial administration in Spain but it did not have any significance in terms of
space since the Havana intendancy simply meant an office in charge of administering
finances without any particular territorial jurisdiction.?*? The spatial dimension of the
colonial intendancies began to take shape with the Galvez-Croix plan of 1768, because it
proposed the division of the viceroyalty of New Spain into eleven new provinces. >
What is important to note here is that despite the success of Galvez’s plan after its initial
formulation—the king approved it in 1769—the Andalusian minister could not

implement it until 1787. In fact, the new Rio de la Plata viceroyalty and then Peru had

20 «“Informe y plan de intendencias para el reino de Nueva Espafia presentado por el Visitador D. José de
Galvez y el Virrey Marqués de Croix, y recomendado por el Obispo de Puebla y el Arzobispo de México,”
Mexico City, 16, 20, and 21 Jan. 1768, reproduced in Navarro Garcia, Intendencias en Indias, appendix 2,
164-181. Charles Il aproved the plan in August 1769 according to ibid., 39.

281 For the pre-history of the intendancies in the Spanish Empire consult ibid., chapter 1; Ricardo Rees
Jones, El despotismo ilustrado y los intendentes de la Nueva Espafia (Mexico City: UNAM-Instituto de
Investigaciones Historicas, 1979), 47-73; and Lynch, Spanish Colonial Administration, chapter 3.

82 Navarro Garcia, Intendencias en Indias, 4 and Lynch, Spanish Colonial Administration, 51. Later Cuba
was divided in three intendancies, thus adding the spatial dimension.

2% The 1768 plan proposed a general intendancy in Mexico City and the rest in Puebla, Oaxaca, Mérida or
Campeche, Valladolid, Guanajuato, San Luis de Potosi, Guadalajara, Durango, Sonora, and California.
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their intendancy system established before New Spain, in 1782 and 1784, respectively.
This happened because the spatial reconfiguration of the Spanish Empire during the
Gélvez era was not a simple process of decree and execution. It has already been
mentioned how viceroy Bucareli blocked the Andalusian minister’s attempts to introduce
the new administrative divisions. In key areas of the Empire, such as New Spain, the
establishment of the intendancy system involved step-by-step developments, sometimes
slowed by negotiations and by weighing the opinion, the pros and cons, of many experts.
Indeed, the fact that the Ordinance of Intendants of 1782 (that is, the definitive legislation
on how to run the intendancies, originally conceived for application in New Spain) was
first adapted to the viceroyalty of Rio de la Plata reveals that in areas with less powerful
local elites, the Crown had more leverage to advance this type of decrees that changed the
distribution of power toward new regional centers of power.?*

Galvez wanted to have his brother, and then his nephew, at the highest office of
New Spain not just to increase his family’s prestige and privileges but to be able to
finally introduce the new administrative system in the richest colonial territory with the
help of the individuals he trusted most. Many scholars have argued that if there is a
thread that runs throughout the majority of Galvez’s reforms, this would be his concerted
attempt at reducing the power of the viceroy.?*®> For example, the intendancy system as
developed by Galvez during his tenure of the Ministry of the Indies included the figure of

the superintendant general of the royal treasury which, as we read in Chapters One and

2% But even in this new viceroyalty, the developments of the system advanced by trial and error and by
following recommendations from royal officials located in the regions subject to change. Such are the cases
of the province of Tucuméan and Puno in Rio de la Plata and Peru that | mentioned in my presentation:
Zepeda Cortés, “The Territorial Reconfiguration.”

2% gee for example, D. A. Brading, Miners and Merchants in Bourbon Mexico, 44. The author even
suggests Galvez’s desire to abolish the institution altogether.
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Two, stripped from the viceroy his power to exercise control over the financial affairs of
the colony. It is thus ironic that Galvez launched his definitive attack on the viceroyalty
precisely after his brother and nephew assumed this position.

The great tragedy of José de Galvez’s career as a reformist was the seemingly
contagious fatality that besieged his family and himself eventually. The Ordinances for
the establishment of intendancies in New Spain were a development of a similar
document approved for the viceroyalty of Rio de la Plata in 1782.%%° Gélvez expected that
this set of rules would become the ultimate reference for the rest of the new provincial
administrations in the Empire. The death of his brother must have delayed the
ordinances’ publication but the minister of the Indies still had the resource of his nephew
Bernardo to execute them. The Ordinances were published on 4 December 1786, exactly
five days after the Conde de Galvez’s demise. As Eric Wolf noted, “a reliance on kin may
also entail liabilities to one or the other member of the partnership.”237 In such an
entrenched nepotistic network, death of one member was no doubt a liability for the
functioning of the whole system. Yet, Galvez might have succeeded in implementing his
intendancy plan even without his relatives ruling New Spain. If the Andalusian minister
had not died on 17 June 1787 there would still have been a chance that the intendancies
as designed by him would work because of his network of protéges, from the beginning
an intrinsic part of the system.?*® Intendancies characterized the last decades of the

Spanish imperial administration in the American continent. The death of José de Galvez

2% Real Ordenanza para el establecimiento é instruccion de intendentes de exército y provincia en el reino
de la Nueva-Espafia, Madrid, 1786 (Facsimile of the first edition with introduction by Ricardo Rees Jones;
México: UNAM, 1984).

27 Wolf, “Kinship, Friendship, and Patron-Client Relations in Complex Societies,” 171.

2% Since 1770 he had suggested men he could trust, such as Cossio and Mangino, to occupy the offices of
provincial intendants.
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in June 1787, however, allowed his successors in the ministries of state and at the
viceroyalty seats to adapt many of the Ordinances’ most radical features. Ultimately,
Galvez’s legacy survived through his many protégés that became intendants.

David Brading writes that in the definitive establishment of the intendancy system
in the second half of the 1780s, Galvez only appointed one Creole as intendant and “for
the rest he turned to his family, to Malaga and to his dependents;” thus, in the end at least
four of the twelve intendentes were relatives of Galvez.?*® Nineteenth-century statesman
and historian Lucas Alaman first noticed this type of “extended nepotism” (as I call the
phenomenon) when he recognized an existing kinship relationship between Bernardo de
Galvez and two of the intendants—Juan Antonio de Riafio and Manuel de Flon,
appointed to Valladolid and Puebla, respectively—through the New Orleanian Saint-
Maxent family.?*° Brading also identifies Riafio and Flon but does not mention who the
other two relatives were or the rest of the Andalusian minister’s protégés appointed to the
intendancies. Allow me first to explain the relationship between the Conde de Galvez,
Riafio, and Flon.

Riafio and Flon were Bernardo de Gélvez’s friends and they also got married with
daughters of Gilbert de Saint-Maxent. Let us remember that the minister of the Indies’
nephew and his friend Francisco de Saavedra participated in the disastrous 1775 Algiers
Expedition under the command of Alejandro O’Reilly. The ties of camaraderie created
among the second-generation Galvez and his peers in this North African military

adventure were going to be crucial for his uncle’s future “extended nepotism.” Eleven

2% Brading, Miners and Merchants in Bourbon Mexico, 64.
240 Alamén, Historia de Méjico desde los primeros movimientos que prepararon su independencia en el
afio de 1808 hasta la época presente (Mexico City: Imprenta de Lara, 1849), 1:75-76.
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years younger than Bernardo de Gélvez and Saavedra, Juan Antonio Riafio also
participated in O’Reilly’s disastrous expedition. Years later, naval lieutenant Riafio
fought side by side with the Andalusian minister’s nephew in the capture of Pensacola.’**
Showing his new rank of lieutenant commander, Riafio married Victoria de Saint-Maxent
in New Orleans. He then returned to Spain but soon he asked for transfer to the army to
serve under Viceroy Bernardo de Galvez. Unfortunately, Riafio arrived just in time to
attend his friend’s funeral. The Crown issued his appointment as intendant of Valladolid
on 26 October 1786. He assumed his office in 1787 and five years later he became
intendant of Guanajuato and had a brilliant career as administrator there. He died, along
with his son, during the siege of that city by the rebel army of Father Miguel Hidalgo in
1810. For his part, Manuel de Flon, the Conde de la Cadena, had also participated in the
siege of Pensacola. He was captain of the infantry regiment of Navarra. He attended the
Saint-Maxent/Riafio wedding and later he also married a daughter of the French
merchant: Mariana. His title of intendant of Puebla dated from 19 October 1785. He had
a place of honor next to Riafio at Bernardo de Galvez’s funeral. Oddly enough, he
suffered the same fate as Riafio: he died in the wars of Independence, although later, in
1811, and therefore had a chance of becoming an active participant of the royalist forces
for some months. In his prosopographical study of the intendants of New Spain, Luis

Navarro Garcia classifies Riafio and Flon in the category of “distinguished intendants.”**

21 According to Eric Beerman, Riafio was following Bernardo de Gélvez in another smaller ship in the
dangerous sailing across a sandbar to enter the Bay of Pensacola under the fire of the British guns.
Humorously, Beerman suggests that Bernardo de Galvez motto of “Yo solo” should be changed for “I
alone, accompanied by my brother-in-law;” see Beerman, ““Yo solo’ not ‘solo:””

2 |_uis Navarro Garcia, Servidores del rey: los intendentes de Nueva Espafia (Seville: Universidad de
Sevilla, 2009), 62. Navarro argues this despite the fact that Flon and Riafio were not colonels at the time of
their appointments to the intendancies, even though José de Galvez had suggested that intendants coming
from the army should had a rank equal or bigger than colonels; see ibid., 49-50.
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The other two of the “four Galvez relatives” mentioned by Brading must have
been Antonio de Mora y Peisal and Lucas de Galvez, appointed to Oaxaca and Yucatan,
respectively.?*® Unlike Riafio and Flon, they had been commissioned to fill these offices
after the publication of the 1786 Ordinances: Mora on 21 February and Galvez on 15
April 1787. | mentioned Antonio de Mora above because he was married to Maria Josefa
Fernandez de Cordoba y Zayas, sister of Ana and Francisco, Matias de Galvez’s favorite
political niece and nephew. At the extraordinary age of 15, in 1776, Mora bought the
position of regent for life in Malaga’s town council and took possession of his office in
late 1777. In the 1790s, Viceroy Braciforte wrote about his probity and efficiency as
intendant of Oaxaca. He held this post for 21 years and died in office in 1808. Mora and
his wife Maria Josefa had nine children and, according to the cabildo of Oaxaca, they
were poor when he passed away.?** The fourth relative was a distant cousin of the family,

Lucas de Galvez, native of Ecija, in the province of Seville. He was an old sea dog of the

243 \What about the other intendants that, as Brading suggested, also had a relationship of some sort with
Galvez? 1) In chapter one, we met Fernando José Mangino (appointed as superintendant of the royal
treasury and intendant of Mexico on 22 Jan. 1787). 2) When Matias de Galvez left the Canary Islands for
Guatemala, army engineer Andrés Amat de Tortosa directed the recruitment campaigns in the archipelago
to bring colonists to Louisiana (commissioned to rule the intendancy of Guanajuato in Feb. 1787). 3)
Bernardo de Galvez named Enrique Grimarest as governor of the castle of Mobile after the capture of that
port in 1780 (later, in March 1787, José de Galvez assigned him the government of the province of Sonora).
4) Felipe Cleere was working at the royal treasury of San Luis Potosi in 1767 when visitor-general Géalvez
arrived in the city to subdue the popular revolt initiated after the suppression of the Jesuit order; in 1776
Galvez promoted him to accountant-general of the alcabala and pulque administrations in Mexico City; in
February 1787 he received the office of intendant of Zacatecas, but he did not like the job and the Crown
allowed him to return to the Mexico City’s customs administration in 1792. 5) Pedro Corbalan was also a
man of Galvez since the visitation. He was the first intendant of the first administration of such kind
established in the viceroyalty (the Intendancy of Sonora, 1770). Also in February 1787, the minister of the
Indies elected him to rule the province of Veracruz. 6) There is no clear connection between Gélvez and
Bruno Diaz Salcedo (appointed to San Luis Potosi in March 1787), except perhaps the fact that he was a
lawyer, who had been attorney of the royal councils in 1765, and directed a college in Malaga (but he was
from a village in the province of Toledo). Finally, I could not establish a relationship with Felipe Diaz de
Ortega (intendant of Durango, named in 1785) and the Creole Antonio de Villaurrutia (Guadalajara
intendancy, appointed in March 1787). Most of the information in this paragraph comes from ibid. 67-156.
4 |bid., 132-133. Navarro classifies Mora in the category of “distinguished intendants,” along with Riafio
and Flon; ibid., 62-63.
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Spanish navy born in 1739. Galvez also accomplished several missions as a corsair. He
occupied the office of intendant of Yucatan until 1788; a year later, the Crown promoted
him to the governorship. He was doing an impressive work in the peninsula but on 22

July 1792, a man in a disguise murdered him. Lucas de Galvez became the victim of one

of the most interesting crime thrillers in Mexico during the Bourbon period.**

The “Hermano Incomodo:” Antonio de Galvez.

The death of his brother and beloved nephew devastated José de Galvez. After
learning about Bernardo demise’s, he promptly dictated his last will on 10 April 1787. At
that time, Miguel, the Andalusian minister’s right-hand man for years, had departed to
Prussia appointed as Spanish ambassador.?*® All these blows accelerated the death of the
minister of the Indies. Francisco de Saavedra commented in his memoirs that he could
almost visualize the minister’s depression (“animo abatido”) in the confidential
correspondence they maintained.?*” Galvez still had a brother to count on, but it seems
that at that fateful time, Antonio was more a source of trouble than support for him: he
was the “hermano incébmodo” (an inconvenient brother). In contemporary Mexico, this
expression refers to the relative (usually a sibling) of a ruler, empowered through

nepotism, and which becomes a source of embarrassment because his or her behavior in

% bid., 106-108; and Vazquez de Acufia, Historial de la Casa de Gélvez, 1339 and 1341-1342. There are
books about Lucas de Galvez’s murder, see for example Angeles Rubio Argiielles, Asesinato en Yucatan
((Mélaga: Ediciones A.R.A., 1956) and a thesis of the same name written by Mark Lentz: Assassination in
Yucatan: Crime and Society, 1792-1812 (Ph.D. Diss., Tulane University, 2009).

248 He became ambassador in Prussia in 1786. Later, Miguel de Galvez held the same post but in Russia, at
the court of Catherine the Great, where he kept promoting Malaga’s wine until 1792. In that year, Charles
IV allowed him to return to Spain but he died on his way back home, in Gotha, on 14 July 1792, aged 66.
7 Saavedra, Los decenios, 278.
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government is reprehensible.?*® Although usually ignored by historians, Antonio de
Galvez also played a crucial role in the functioning of the “Galvecian” networks of
patronage, favoritism, and power.

The biography of the youngest Gélvez brother is the most fragmented, but it is no
less extraordinary. Historians characterize him as the “black sheep” in the family. Unlike
his siblings’ and nephew’s broad areas of operation, his primary location was the
Andalusian coast; for this reason he has been mainly the subject of study of Malaguefio
historians. Pérez de Colosia characterizes him as: “proud and a little bit of a

29 ¢C

troublemaker;” “thirsty for power;” and “obstinate and intransigent.” For Santos
Arrebola, Antonio de Galvez was a “despotic man and a troublemaker.”**® Authors that
are initially apologetic of José de Galvez’s brand of nepotism given the meritorious
careers of Matias, Miguel, and Bernardo find an anomaly in Antonio. As we shall see, his
life story has many interesting twists in which the links of kinship play a prominent role.
Baptized as Antonio Miguel Joaquin de Géalvez, he was born on 29 September
1728, after the demise of his father (also named Antonio). In 1750, he married Mariana
Ramirez de Velasco, daughter of a local functionary (an alférez mayor) in Macharaviaya
and Benaque. The couple did not have descendants but they adopted a girl that was born

ca. 1768: Maria Rosa de Galvez. Rumors abound on the biological origins of Maria Rosa,

from the possibility that she was the illegitimate daughter of Antonio to the improbability

8 Mexicans associate the expression “hermano incémodo” with corruption and nepotism. The phrase
originated in the mid-1990s, when Radl, older brother of ex-President Carlos Salinas de Gortari (1988-
1994), was the protagonist of a series of embezzlement and murder scandals that ended up in his
imprisonment for over a decade.

249 pgrez de Colosia, “Rasgos biograficos de una familia ilustrada,” 74, 76, and 84; Santos Arrebola, La
proyeccién de un ministro ilustrado, 42.
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that Charles 111 himself was her real father.?* In a joint last will that Galvez and Ramirez
dictated on 23 July 1787, however, they declared to have reared and educated Maria Rosa
since her childhood, treating her like their own daughter and they added, “because we
know her parents are distinguished and illustrious, but we cannot mention their names
because just causes prevent us from doing so.”?* There is no doubt that they were not
lying about giving their adoptive daughter an education, since Maria Rosa de Gélvez
became a writer and is now considered a representative of late eighteenth and early
nineteenth-century Spanish neoclassical literature. She married her cousin José de
Cabrera y Ramirez, captain of militias in Malaga.?®®> Documents attest that they had a
stormy marriage and that he had a gambling addiction. When Maria Rosa de Géalvez and
her husband moved to Madrid, they lived in separate houses and she became a protégée—
some say mistress—of Manuel Godoy, minister of State, and favorite of Queen Maria
Luisa. The Royal Print published Galvez’s works (poems, tragedies, comedies, and a
zarzuela) and her plays premiered in the capital’s theaters. Through Godoy and “the
Galvez family’s” (probably of José de Galvez’s widow and daughter) influence, the

Crown sent José de Cabrera to the United States as attaché of the Spanish delegation in

1803. Maria Rosa was now free, but she died in 1806. %>

20 perez de Colosia, “Rasgos biogréaficos de una familia ilustrada,” 71.

21 _ast will of Antonio de Galvez and Mariana Ramirez de Velasco (selected passage), Malaga, 23 Jul.
1787, in Testamentos, capillas, enterramientos, fundaciones, gremios, donaciones, ed. Andrés Llordén
Simon (Mélaga: Colegio de Abogados de Mélaga, 1990), 79, my emphasis.

%2 José de Cabrera y Ramirez was born in 1771 in Vélez-Malaga and was the son of Clemente de Cabrera 'y
Peinado; José Luis Cabrera Ortiz, “Los excesos de Don José Cabrera,” Isla de Arriaran: revista cultural y
cientifica, no. 27 (2006), 93-107. Clemente de Cabrera y Peinado, treasury administrator of VVélez-Mélaga,
had been in charge of collecting Bernardo and Miguel de Gélvez’s proofs of nobility and purity of blood in
Macharaviaya and Malaga when they applied for a cross of the order of Charles Ill; see “Pruebas Carlos IIT
Miguel de Galvez 1779” and “Pruebas Carlos III Bernardo de Galvez 1777.”

23 pérez de Colosia, “Rasgos biograficos de una familia ilustrada,” 72-74. Also “Galvez de Cabrera, Maria
Rosa (1768-1806),” The Feminist Encyclopedia of Spanish Literature, ed. Janet Pérez (Westport, CT:
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Antonio de Galvez, like his elder brother Matias, followed a career in the military,
but there is no information as to his participation in any of the many Spanish wars or
expeditions of those times. In fact, in 1793, when his widow claimed her inheritance
rights from her husband’s family, she mentioned that the youngest Galvez sibling was
never deployed for military action, and that his ranks were only honorary.”** Antonio de
Galvez’s real vocation was the fiscal administration. In 1768 he was inspector of the state
tobacco monopoly in the province of Malaga.?® In Blasén y genealogia de la casa de los
Galvez de Macharaviaya (1771), King of Arms Zazo y Ortega mentions that Antonio de
Galvez was then visitor-general of the royal revenue service of the kingdom of
Granada.?® Let us remember that from 1771 to at least 1775, Matias de Galvez enjoyed
the well-paid office of tobacco administrator of the Canary Islands. In January 1777, his
brother Antonio arrived in Santa Cruz to succeed him in that position. Five months later,
however, he embarked on a warship sailing to Spain. Apparently, he told no one about his
trip except the archipelago’s commandant-general (who, according to an eighteenth-

century chronicler, gave him permission thinking that perhaps Antonio could intercede on

Greenwood Press, 2002), 1:261. In the United States the diplomatic career of Maria Rosa de Galvez’s
husband was a total disaster: Cabrera stole 32,000 reales de vellon from the Bank of Pennsylvania by
forging the Spanish ambassador’s signature. His trial became a cause céleébre in Philadelphia. He was
condemned and sent to jail but the governor of Pennsylvania, who was the father-in-law of the Spanish
Ambassador, granted him a pardon. He returned to Spain and apparently he could not claim any of the
inheritance left by his wife; Cabrera Ortiz, “Los excesos de Don José Cabrera,” 101-106.

2% Mariana Ramirez de Velasco said of her late husband that he “nunca obtuvo en el ejército destino
alguno, ni mas que el grado de coronel ad honorem;” Last will of Mariana Ramirez Velasco (selected
passages, hereafter “Ramirez will 1793), Malaga, 3 Oct. 1793, in Testamentos, capillas, enterramientos,
97.

% gtein and Stein, Edge of Crisis, 201.

2% 7az0, Blason, 21.Granada’s jurisdiction was called a kingdom until 1831 based on the principle that the
crown of Castille was composed of various kingdoms. The province of Méalaga belonged to that
jurisdiction.
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his behalf before his brothers in the future). An extremely bizarre series of events
followed this insubordination.?*’

When Antonio de Galvez’s older brothers found out that he had returned to the
Peninsula without any serious reason, they sent him back to Tenerife. On his way to the
Canary Islands, however, his ship was captured by Moroccan corsair Ali Pérez. The
corsairs and their prize dropped anchor in Salé. At the instance of the captain of his ship,
Antonio de Galvez resorted to wearing sailor clothes in order to go unnoticed.
Eventually, writes Pérez de Colosia, “his pride” broke his anonymity. Galvez put his
“elegant clothes” back on and threatened the corsair with a Spanish declaration of war
against Morocco, because his brother was the minister of the Indies.?*® From Salé, he
wrote a letter to Sultan Mohamed ben Abdallah requesting the immediate release of the
captured ship and its crew, and fashioned himself as a diplomatic agent with a treaty of
peace proposal that would benefit trade. The truth was that both were rival, aggressive
nations but Spain and Morocco were nominally at peace at this time. In addition, a
Franciscan friar named José de Boltas was already conducting diplomatic negotiations on
behalf of Charles Il1. A flabbergasted Boltas witnessed how Antonio de Galvez managed
to get a letter and gifts (a lioness and a magnificent Arabian horse) from the Moroccan
sultan to the Spanish king. After spending two months in Africa, he returned

triumphantly to Spain, and the Crown, most probably at his brother’s instance, awarded

T Guerra y Pefia, Memorias, 458 and Pérez de Colosia, “Rasgos biograficos de una familia ilustrada,” 74-
78.

8 According to Guerra y Pefia, Antonio de Galvez decided to stay in Morocco “claiming he wanted to
redress the offense perpetrated against the Spanish flag;” see his Memorias, 458.
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him with the position of interim (later, full) commandant of customs guards (resguardo)
of the most important port in the Iberian Atlantic World: Cédiz.>*

Pérez de Colosia maintains that Antonio de Galvez must have spent his life
finding ways to increase his personal wealth.”®° Indeed, he amassed an impressive
quantity of real estate property in Andalusia, particularly in Puerto Real (Cédiz) and
Malaga. Moreover, in some of the documents used to prove the nobility and purity of
blood of the Galvez brothers, he appears as the only sibling to own houses in
Macharaviaya and, along with Matias, let us remember, it seems that he also possessed a

hacienda in Santaella, Cordoba.?®*

In 1789, the value of Maria Rosa de Galvez’s dowry
amounted to 1.2 million reales de velldn distributed in eight haciendas, two olive groves,
and one inn (meson) in Puerto Real (near Cadiz). A year later, Antonio de Galvez and
Mariana Ramirez reformatted their daughter’s dowry to substitute the Gaditano real
estate with an assortment of rural properties in the province of Méalaga that had the still
significant value of 366,836 reales de vellon. Thus, the total value of Antonio de
Galvez’s properties included in his daughter’s two dowries amounted to approximately
1.5 million reales de vellon.?®

Antonio de Galvez also invested part of his fortune in his hometown. In 1790, he

and his wife founded the chapel of Our Lady of El Rosario; the shrine does not exist

29 pgrez de Colosia, “Rasgos biograficos de una familia ilustrada,” 74-79. The author also writes that, as
commandant of the Bay of Cédiz, Antonio de Galvez tried to support the businesses of Moroccan traders.
260 «g; vida debi6 pasarla medrando con el fin de enriquecerse,” ibid., 82.

%61 See for example, “Pruebas Carlos I1T Miguel de Galvez 1779, fols. 28 and 31.

%62 Marfa Rosa de Galvez married José de Cabrera on 2 July 1789. In March 1790, the new couple decided
to return the properties in Galvez’s dowry to her parents because they did not intend to live in Puerto Real
(where the haciendas were located). Then, Antonio de Galvez and Mariana Ramirez reformatted their
daughter’s dowry; see Two deeds of dowry of Maria Rosa de Gélvez (selected passages), 1789 and 1790, in
Testamentos, capillas, enterramientos, 80-85. The total value of Antonio de Géalvez’s real estate as
described in his daughter’s dowries is comparable to the mid-nineteenth century sale value of a palace built
by José de Galvez’s wife in Madrid, see chapter five, n. 4, infra.
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today but it was located just outside the village of Macharaviaya.?** The Andalusian
minister’s youngest brother also gave an important donation of 300,000 reales de vellon
for the establishment of the elementary schools for boys and girls in his natal village. It
was Antonio de Galvez’s idea to use the schools’ surplus funds to offer low interest loans
to peasants in need.?®*

Soledad Santos Arrebola writes that after Miguel de Galvez left for his diplomatic
appointments in Northern and Eastern Europe, and the minister of the Indies died,
Antonio de Galvez took control of the schools. He immediately cancelled the classes for
girls and used their classroom to establish a silk factory with money from the schools’
endowment. He also suppressed the monthly student awards and stopped the flow of
resources for the college fellowships that had already been granted to outstanding
students. The laid off girls’ school teacher, Ana Garcia, wrote to Miguel de Galvez
denouncing the situation. Miguel ordered the immediate reopening of the school for girls,
the reinstatement of the periodical prizes and, finally, out of his own resources he paid
the university scholarships. He accused the schools’ governing junta of the
mismanagement and threatened to send an official board of inspectors. The governor of
Malaga also received an order from the Crown to conduct an investigation. Fortunately
for the schools, perhaps, Antonio de Galvez died in Madrid on 29 December 1792, at the

age of 64. The new director, José de Madrid, asked his widow to reintegrate 30,882

misappropriated reales to the schools foundation.*®

263 Molina Garcia, Historia de la villa de Macharaviaya, 87.

6% santos Arrebola, La proyeccion de un ministro ilustrado, 305.

265 |bid., 310-311. In Antonio de Gélvez’s and Mariana Ramirez’s last will of Apr. 1787, José de Madrid
appears as his will executor and mentions that he was working as an inspector (vista) of the customs house
of Cadiz; see Last will of Antonio de Gélvez and Mariana Ramirez de Velasco (selected passages), Malaga,



196

José de Galvez’s brother enjoyed the significant annual salary of 75,000 reales de
velldn in his position of commandant of the Bay of Cadiz’s customs guards.
Nevertheless, Pérez de Colosia found out that at his death he owed 21,148 reales to the
Montepio de Reales Oficinas (the mutual assistance fund for royal officers). Moreover,
his heirs—his daughter and his niece (the Andalusian minister’s daughter), most
probably—Iitigated against the payment of this debt, but ended up reimbursing the
amount in 1803.°® Up to now we can think of Antonio de Galvez as a sort of parasite
within the Galvecian system: rebelling against his brothers (the Canary Islands incident)
but also eager to flaunt his family ties; acquiring his dream job after playing a diplomatic
charade upon the sultan of Morocco; destroying the family’s project of a school for
women; immensely rich, but a debtor, nonetheless. According to Wolf, “kinsmen may
become parasitic upon one another, thus limiting the capacity of any one member to
advance his wealth or power.”?®’ But Antonio de Galvez was no parasite at all; he also
played a part in increasing the power, and probably the wealth as well, of his brother, the
minister.

Antonio de Galvez took care of the Cadiz custom inspections in a context of
flourishing Atlantic trade after the passing of the 1778 Reglamento de Comercio Libre.
Stanley and Barbara Stein discovered a case brought before Minister of the Treasury

Pedro de Lerena against Antonio de Galvez. The investigation was initiated in 1785, that

4 Apr. 1787 (hereafter “Antonio de Galvez’s and Mariana Ramirez’s testament of April 1787,” in
Testamentos, capillas, enterramientos, 77. See more on José de Madrid as interventor of the Royal Factory
of Playing Cards in Macharaviaya and as José de Galvez’s proxy in his natal village in n. 79, supra.

288 pgrez de Colosia, “Rasgos biograficos de una familia ilustrada,” 82.

267 Wolf, “Kinship, Friendship, and Patron-Client Relations in Complex Societies,” 171.
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is, when José de Galvez was still alive.”®® The whistleblower was Manuel Maria de
Heredia, an official of the Contaduria del Comercio Libre de Indias, who accused the
resguardo commandant of “openly tolerating if not colluding with Gaditano smuggling
rings.” In his defense, the minister of the Indies’ brother readily accused “people of
power and standing” with the charges brought against him. Lerena named an alcalde de
casa y corte, Francisco Pérez Mesia, as visitor-general of Cadiz to conduct an
investigation that began with the prompt dismissal of the customs administrator (not
Antonio de Galvez, since he was the head of the customs guards). Stein and Stein argue
that just before Mesia’s appointment, Antonio de Galvez asked for his retirement
“confessing [to Lerena] that smuggling was beyond his control.” In his letter, he
characterized smuggling as “a monster” that controlled Cadiz and himself as drained in
strength and health due to his years of service. Then he took a leave of absence and left
for Malaga but, for one reason or another, he returned quickly to his Gaditano office.?*®
Mesia issued his final report in August 1789, two years after José de Galvez’s
demise. In it, the visitor-general of Cadiz offered an impressive account of the poor and
corrupt management of the port’s customs. He argued that Antonio de Galvez was
responsible for the institution of a system in which, instead of forcing merchants to

deposit their full cargos at the customs for inspection and duty payments, the traders were

allowed to deposit “samples” (“muestras”). Merchants could pass the rest of their cargo

288 The following is an account, with citations, from Stein and Stein, Apogee of Empire: Spain and New
Spain in the Age of Charles 111, 1759-1789 (Baltimore and London: The Johns Hopkins University Press,
2003), 200-203.

289 gtein and Stein argue that Antonio de Galvez returned to Cédiz as soon as he learned that Pedro
Corbalén, also a creature of his brother, had been designated as his interim replacement. The reason sounds
unlikely because, as we learned in n. 243 supra, at that time Corbalén was the long-time intendant of
Sonora, soon to be appointed (February 1787) head of the intendancy of Veracruz.
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without paying duties and without being inspected. On top of that, the “samples” had
disorderly accounts. Mesia informed Lerena that “with these tactics, Antonio de Galvez
had enriched himself, bought properties in Puerto Real and in Méalaga, as well as ships
managed under the cover name of ‘Pablo Mayo’.”*"® Moreover, he had done this under
“high protection at court.” In spite of the frankness of his accusations, the Steins indicate,
Mesia had to be careful because the late commandant’s brother still had friends in
Madrid, thereby he only “obliquely charged [Antonio de Galvez] with open collusion”
with Cadiz’s untrustworthy merchant community. The Crown responded with an order of
retirement for Antonio de Gélvez, granting him an annual pension of 20,000 reales de
vellon.

José de Galvez’s youngest brother headed the resguardo in Cadiz at least from
1778. 1t is doubtful that the Andalusian minister did not know about Antonio’s
enrichment, particularly since the first reports of his shenanigans began in 1785.
Moreover, it seems that Minister Lerena and Antonio de Galvez were former enemies.
According to Francisco Saavedra, the arrival of Lerena to the Ministry of the Treasury
had contributed to José de Galvez’s depressing situation at the end of his life because at
some point in the past, when Lerena had been in Seville, he had had scandalous
disagreements (“ruidosas desavenencias”) with the commandant of the resguardo in
Cédiz.?™ | have mentioned that the Andalusian minister dictated his last will on 10 April
1787, and precisely in that year, Antonio also issued two joint testaments with his wife,

one on 4 April and the other on 23 July, a month after the demise of his powerful brother.

20 Mesia, “Relacion”, Madrid, 20 Aug. 1789, AGS, Direccidon General de Rentas, 2da. remesa, leg. 451
cited in ibid., 203.

" saavedra, Los decenios, 278. José de Galvez, however, named Lerena as on of his last will executors in
April 1787; see “Galvez’s testament 1787,” 172.
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Unfortunately, | do not have a complete copy of the latter document, but Antonio de
Galvez’s last will of 4 July 1787 is a wonderful window into the mind of the Bay of
Cadiz’s commandant.

Antonio de Gélvez and Mariana Rodriguez declared that they would split their
inheritance in half between their daughter Maria Rosa and their niece Maria Josefa de
Gélvez, the child of the minister of the Indies. Antonio felt he had to justify this unusual
decision and said: “in recognition and consideration” to Josefa de Galvez’s father for “I
owe to his authority and protection the employments I have had and enjoyed; | have
acquired and augmented everything | possess thanks to his favors and his intercessions on
my behalf to obtain the favor of His Majesty.” Let us remember that the Mesia
investigation was already on its way, and therefore Galvez added in his will that he had
reciprocated these favors with “his efforts (desvelos) and hard work” to secure and
augment the income of the royal treasury as the Royal Contadurias and Treasuries would
demonstrate. Antonio de Galvez had augmented his own wealth by capturing large and
valuable smuggled cargoes (comisos), risking his life numerous times in the “dangers of
the sea.”’? The youngest Galvez sibling concluded by stating that he wanted the public
to know (“que se sepa”) that he possessed and enjoyed his wealth with “honor and clear
conscience (segura conciencia).” He had earned it through his zealous and disinterested
service to the king, his will stated, without ever defrauding the royal accounts, sometimes

even using his own money to serve the King better. He had kept documents to prove this

22 The second part of chapter five is all devoted to the policy of comisos as designed by José de Gélvez.
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and also for his safety against “cualquier desgraciado acontecimiento que pueda
ocasionar la envidia.”*"

In May 1793, the heirs of Antonio de Galvez—his widow, his adoptive daughter
and her husband José de Cabrera, and the Conde de Castro-Terrefio (on behalf of his
wife, José de Galvez’s daughter)—met in Malaga to divide his assets according to his
will of July 1787. His wealth amounted to the outstanding amount of five million reales
de vellon (around 250,000 pesos), the majority in the form of real estate. After the
distribution, the widow obtained 1.2 million, the daughter 1.92 and, ironically, the niece
1.96 million reales de vellén.* In October of the same year, widowed Mariana Ramirez
dictated her last will, a very bitter manifesto in which he blamed her husband and accused
her political family of a “cruel despoliation (“‘desp0jo”) of her rights as widow. Ramirez
said that when she and her husband dictated their joint testaments in 1787, Antonio had
coerced her into leaving half their estate, earned during their matrimony, to Josefa de
Galvez. She had signed the document because she feared violence from her bad-tempered
husband. As a widow, she was entitled to receive half of the marriage’s profits but
because of her own ignorance she was swindled to give away what was rightfully hers.
To make matters worse, earlier that year, she had been tricked once again by her political
family during the division of her husband’s assets. She believed the heirs of José de
Galvez had exhibited “una codicia la mas delincuente y criminal.” Josefa de Galvez and

her husband had taken away from her what she had earned in “a painful long career

(carrera) of more than 40 years of marriage.”

278 «Antonio de Géalvez’s and Mariana Ramirez’s testament of April 1787,” 78.

2 «Concordia celebrada entre los sefiores Mariana Ramirez de Velasco, don Pedro Ortega, don José de
Cabrera y dofia Maria Rosa de Galvez,” Malaga, 27 Mar. 1993 and “Particion y adjudicacion de bienes,”
Malaga, 22 May 1793, in Testamentos, capillas, enterramientos, 86-94.
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Mariana Ramirez argued that she had received legal advice and that now she was
determined to dispute the content of the 1787 will with the exception of those clauses that
benefited her daughter. She closed her testament-manifesto recognizing that she was old
and sick, and that she expected to face many obstacles laid by her “evil and powerful”
enemies. As a precaution, and before her assets ended up in the hands of her political
niece, she assigned new universal heirs that, in addition to her daughter Maria Rosa,
included many nephews and nieces from the Velasco family, and even some relatives
with the Galvez last name. She insisted that her political family had no need to augment
their wealth and “known opulence” with what was rightfully hers, assets that would
serve, after her death, “to give subsistence to an immense proportion of poor families.”%"
Mariana Ramirez was fighting a lost battle; she died three months later, on 13 December
1793. With the exception of the reales she left to her poorer nephews and nieces, her
daughter must have inherited Ramirez’s state and when the female poet and writer died in
1806, she left all her fortune to none other than José de Galvez’s daughter, Josefa.?™

The question is: why did Antonio de Galvez bequeath half of his fortune to his
niece in April 17877 Did his powerful brother, who at the same time was preparing his
own testament, pressure him? In late 1783, when Francisco de Saavedra went to Cadiz to
prepare his trip to Venezuela in order to occupy his office of intendant, he interacted

closely with the minister of the Indies’ brother. In Saavedra’s memoirs, Antonio de

Galvez appears simply doing his job to support the interests of his family as protagonists

275 «Ramirez will 1793,” 94-99. No doubt, Antonio de Gélvez’s last will execution was a nasty family
affair. According to José Luis Cabrera Ortiz, at one moment , and for a brief period of time, the Count of
Castro-Terrefio put José de Cabrera (Maria Rosa de Galvez’s husband) into jail after receiving threats from
him; see his “Los excesos de Don José Cabrera,” 94.

?7% Ipid., 104.
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in the war scenario: arranging the reception of a French squadron; offering his home in
Puerto Real for Saavedra’s talks with the French admiral, the Comte d’Estaing; and
dispatching news about the recently-signed peace treaty to Guaricd, where his nephew
Bernardo was.”’" A few years later intendant Saavedra had a problem with one of
Antonio de Galvez’s protégés who had gone to Caracas to establish a new customs guard.
The man was difficult to get on with because of his “infatuation” with the “predominio
casi absoluto que por su caracter irresistible y su conexién con el Ministro de Indias
ejercia en Cadiz Don Antonio de Galvez en todos los ramos de la Hacienda.”?® There is
no doubt that the Andalusian minister had placed his brother in the neuralgic center of the
Spanish imperial economy, the question remains: did the brothers agree to split the

profits?

Conclusion (with Evidence)

In his Political Essay on the Kingdom of New Spain, Humboldt wrote that
Bernardo de Galvez belonged “to a family that King Charles III had quickly elevated to
an extraordinary degree of wealth and power”.2”® The story of the “Galvezes of
Macharaviaya” is extraordinary indeed, a rags-to-riches drama with Cinderella
undertones. Orphaned by their father, but with a strong-willed mother, these shepherd
boys became ambassadors, knights of the order of Charles 11, commandants of the
busiest port in the Iberian world, ministers of state, viceroys of the richest Spanish

colony, Counts, and Marquises. There was no magic; they climbed the meritocratic social

2" saavedra, Los decenios, 219-225.
278 |bid., 239.
2" Humboldt, Political Essay on the Kingdom of New Spain, 3rd ed., 2:22.
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staircase, ascending via their successful legal and military careers. Along with the
ecclesiastical career (which for one reason or the other the Galvez clan avoided), these
were the traditional means for upward mobility in the early modern era. Their
contemporaries knew their story and a Malaguefio author even wrote a play in their honor
in 1787, entitled “Los pastores de Macharaviaya.”?* This chapter has demonstrated,
however, that a red carpet of nepotism defined in its most primeval form as “kin bias in
behavior” lined the Galvezes’ staircase. It also showed that the Géalvez brothers’ passage
from obscurity to fame was firmly entrenched in a context of empire, of imperial
competition and war, and more importantly, of large-scale state transformation and
reform that they themselves were pushing. Even though they were not a prolific family,
their nepotism extended to form an amazing system functioning with the oil of blood,
loyalty, and patria. José de Galvez was the brain of the whole operation but what I found
truly fascinating is that his three brothers and nephew advanced their careers in the
Spanish administration almost simultaneously with him. They could always count on him
but they were there to support him, as well. Even Antonio de Galvez, the “rebel” of the
family, would not let his brother down and was performing a function in the system, as
his unconventional split of his wealth in his last will suggests.

Adam Bellow distinguished between “old nepotism” and “new nepotism” in terms
of the direction in which the nepotistic impulses flow. He says that in the “old” type, the
nepotistic stream runs from parents to their offspring: they either hire their children or
find jobs on their behalf. In the “new nepotism,” far more common in our days, Bellow

argues, the younger generation has the willingness to take advantage of their parents’

280 1t was published by Martinez de Aguilar in Malaga and apparently no copy exists today.
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connections and it is more akin to opportunism.?! In the case of the Galvez family, the
expert on nepotism would be surprised at the old, new, and multidirectional character of
the kin and hometown favoritism they practiced. Adam Bellow writes that “the period
between the sixteenth and nineteenth centuries in Europe was a golden age for nepotism,
in which the constraints of feudal society had been largely removed while the legal and
bureaucratic rules of the modern state had yet to be imposed,” adding: “Europe was
therefore an open field for dynastic ambition.”?®? For his part, Wolfang Reinhard points
out that this phenomenon was precisely part of the growth of the modern state. He gives
an example: “From 1680 to 1700 the closest circle of ministers around Louis XIV of
France consisted, with one exception, exclusively of members of the [rival] family clans
of Colbert and LeTellier-Louvois.”?®® The phenomenon was not uncommon in the Iberian
world, either. Floridablanca’s brother, Francisco de Moiino, was a member of the
Council of the Indies and Spanish ambassador to Portugal. Honnéte homme Ramon
Posada y Soto was not shy of asking Galvez for a promotion for his brother or a military
honor for his toddler. Nepotism as the distribution of government posts based on kinship
was a socially accepted practice. If such is the case, if favoritism toward one’s relatives
or one’s hometown was part of the political horizon of the times, if it was everywhere
and it seemed natural, why should we bother to study Galvez’s nepotistic feats? What

makes Galvez’s case unique is that his practices deeply troubled his contemporaries.

281 Bellow, In Praise of Nepotism, 10 and more in 14-15.

*%2 |bid., 189.

283 Wolfang Reinhard, “Introduction: Power Elites, State Servants, Ruling Classes, and the Growth of State
Power,” in Power Elites and State Building, ed. Wolfang Reinhard (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1996), 8.
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Juan Manuel Viniegra had been secretary for José de Gélvez during the 1768-
1770 Sonora military expedition. He informed the viceroy of New Spain and other
relevant authorities about the delicate health of the visitor-general when Géalvez got sick
and went mad in the Sonoran desert. When the recovered inspector was returning to
Mexico City, a higher member of the visita team arrested Viniegra and two other minor
functionaries on charges of “stealing” or “hiding” some official documents. Later
Galvez’s ex-secretary wrote an account in his defense that described what had really
happened. In his opinion, the visitor-general wanted to hide the truth of his disease and
they had been imprisoned for having done their job. At one point Viniegra reflected on
the fact that Bernardo de Galvez had also witnessed and reported on his uncle’s disease
and asked:

¢ Como se podra salvar la insufrible distincion de dejar en plena libertad

a otros que tenian el mismo supuesto delito que nosotros mientras que

ningun rigor parecié excesivo para mortificar nuestras personas? ¢ Qué

privilegio eximio a don Matias de Armona a quien V.I. [Vuestra

Llustrisima, Gdlvez] llamaba “jefe de la conjuracion’ y a don Bernardo

Galvez, sobrino de V.I., que firmaron con nosotros los principales

informes remitidos a S.E.[Su Excelencia, the viceroy] para haber estado

el uno en su gobierno de California y el otro mandando la expedicién

militar de la Nueva Vizcaya cuando nosotros nos hallabamos encerrados

miserablemente en Zacatecas y Tepozotlan? ¢La justicia econdémica daba

margen para que el grado militar o el parentesco produzcan tan notables

diferencias?

The plan for the defense and colonization of Louisiana with soldiers and settlers
from the Canary Islands executed by the Galvezes in the late 1770s infuriated the highest
authority in the archipelago, Governor Eugenio Fernandez de Alvarado, the Marqués de

Tabalosos. In October 1777, King’s lieutenant Matias de Galvez received the order of

raising a battalion for the province of Louisiana ruled by his son. Tabalosos opposed the


http://es.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eugenio_Fern%C3%A1ndez_de_Alvarado
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idea and declared that “if the Galvezes wanted to make their fortune at the King’s
expenses, he would not allow it, nor would he release any money from the treasury
toward that end.” With the help of the Santa Cruz cabildo, Matias got Tabalosos’

consent, explaining to him that the Canarians would become settlers in Louisiana, not just
recruits.”®*

Another telling passage comes from South America, a scenario that | could not
include in this dissertation. It offers insights into the extent of awareness of Galvez’s
brand of nepotism. In a letter addressed to the bishop of Quito, Blas Sobrino y Minayo
(1776-1788), reproduced in a chronicle of the Tupac Amaru rebellion, the anonymous
author complained about the establishment of a custom house and talked about the
“perverso animo” of José de Galvez who had been “elevated to the ministry, for the
disgrace of these Indies.” Then the author added, “asi se ven regentes, y aumentando
numero de ministros en estas audiencias, todos consanguineos, deudos y dependientes de
Gélvez. Los ha empleado remediando su indigencia y disimulando su ignorancia...”®
Cathedral dean and historian, Gregorio Funes of Cordoba (1749-1829), cited by David
Brading, complained,

for all American clerics the gate was shut, not merely for bishoprics but

even for appointment to the seats of the cathedral chapters... never were

the remaining civil and military positions distributed with such a one-sided

prepossession in favor of the European Spaniards... to the point where

every Spaniard, especially if he were Andaluz or Malaguefio, simply for
being so, was accredited with merit and capacity.’®

8% Guerra y Pefia, Memorias, 425-426.

%85 Anonymous letter signed as “sus miserables sbditos” to Bishop of Quito Blas Sobrino Moyano, in
Melchor Paz, Guerra separatist; Rebeliones de indios en Sur América; La sublevacion de Tupac Amaru,
ed. Luis Antonio Eguiguren (Lima: Imprenta Torres Aguirre, 1952), 2:131.

28 Gregorio Funes, Ensayo de la historia civil de Buenos Aires, Tucuman y Paraguay (Buenos Aires:
1856), 2:211, cited in Brading, Miners and Merchants in Bourbon Mexico, 38.
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Galvez’s nepotistic practices elicited strong criticisms by his contemporaries
because he represented change. He not only embodied Spain’s efforts to modernize its
empire, but new state powers that meddled in people’s everyday lives. Galvez’s case had
a slightly earlier parallel in Portugal: the prime minister of Joseph I, Sebastido José de
Carvalho e Melo, the famous Marqués de Pombal (1699-1782). He also personified large-
scale reform, both at the local and the imperial levels. Carvalho e Melo was also a scion
of a family from the lower nobility. It almost seems as if Galvez had followed word by
word a script written by Pombal on how to rise to power: his family provided him with
patronage and material support in his earlier years, and with collaborators when he
became minister. The marquis appointed one of his brothers as head of the Portuguese
colonial office and the other as governor of the province of Para in Brazil. Not
surprisingly, the Pombal family became one of the wealthiest in Portugal.?®” It would be
fascinating to write a serious comparative study of Galvez and Pombal. Thus, nepotism
became a problem in the early modern era when it was associated with state power and
the problem of Galvez is that he controlled the Spanish Empire. The Conde de Aranda
was well aware of that.

In a letter to the Conde de Floridablanca written from Paris, the Spanish
ambassador discussed the problem of having only one office, that of the Indies, in charge
of all the affairs of government in the colonial possessions. He proposed to divide the
imperial administration into different departments in order to expedite orders, to have
checks and balances exerted between the departments themselves, and better

employees—“many leeches have gone there,” the Count wrote—who were experienced

87 On Pombal, see for example, Kenneth Maxwell, Pombal: Paradox of the Enlightenment (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1995).
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and could be rewarded upon their return to Spain. On the prevalence of nepotism as part
of the political culture, and the problem of Galvez’s particular type of kin favoritism and
patronage, Aranda commented:

Aungue cada ministro emplee sus parientes y paniaguados, podra un
ramo caer en una familia de sangre, o adoptiva, pero no todos en la
misma, sino en cuatro o seis diversas, cuando en una sola mano aquel
imperio, todos se llaman de un nombre bien sea por linaje, o por
adopcion, ¢y qué perjuicio no se sigue de esto al soberano y a los demés
vasallos reducidos a un solo partido? Al menos siendo cuatro o seis hay
mas caminos y mas puertas abiertas®®®

Luckily for Aranda, and for those dissatisfied with the Andalusian’s minister style of
governance, and with his amassed power and wealth, Galvez and his closer relatives died
one after the other, in a falling-domino effect, in the matter of a few years. The poor
fertility of the family and the predominance of female heirs also contributed to their
sudden vanishing. A popular décima celebrated:

Un poco limpio accidente
La vida a Galvez quito,

Ya su poder acab0

Mas la nacion no lo siente;
Mélaga tan solamente
Llorara por su paisano,
Mas rie el americano

Y europeo comerciante,
Pues ya tiene el navigante
El mar libre de un tirano

Con ambiciosos furores

El comercio disipd

y América destruyo

Por dar a su casa honores.
Estos mentidos favores
Como éran tan desiguales
Tuvieron fines fatales

288 Conde de Aranda to Floridablanca, Paris, 12 Mar. 1786, AGS, Estado, Leg. 4615, fol. 174.
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Pues se llevo jtrance fuerte!
En poco tiempo la muerte
Dos virreyes generales

Los Galvez se deshicieron
Como la sal en el agua,

Y como chispas de fraguas
Fosforos desaparecieron.
Bajaron como subieron

A modo de exhalacion;
Dios le concede el perddn,
Sin que olvidemos de paso,
Que este mundo da cafiazo
A quien le da adoracion.?®

289 gelection of verses of A la repentina muerte de D. José de Galvez, ministro de Indias, décimas, in
Priestley, José de Gélvez, 12.
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Chapter 4
There and Back Again: Galvez’s Material Life before and after the Visita General
J’aime le luxe, et méme la mollesse
Tous les plaisirs, les arts de toute espece,
La propreté, le gout, les ornements:
Tout honnéte homme a de tels sentiments.*
Voltaire, Le Mondain (1736)
Introduction to Part Two
It is a truth universally acknowledged in the Iberian world that an individual
appointed to an office in government will (and even must) increase his material wealth
exponentially. Perhaps only a minority of public officials would openly accept this axiom
today but its practice is not only a belief that society continues to have but also, time and
again, a reality among bureaucrats and politicians at all levels in Latin America. Indeed,
it is the height of folly to end one’s term with less material wealth than you had at the
beginning. To accrue a substantial personal fortune while holding a public position is part
of the Iberian political culture. In the mid-eighteenth century, José de Galvez was no
stranger to this adage: during his bureaucratic career he managed to accumulate
significant amounts of wealth, most of which was related to his specialization in colonial
affairs and therefore originated in the New World. It is time to explore the Andalusian
minister’s material life and sources of personal income with a bird’s eye view and ask
how did he become a rich man in the first place? How did the general inspection
experience affect his private fortune? What eventually happened to his money, including

how did he spend it? After this, in the final chapter, | focus on personal funds derived

from his specialization as colonial minister after 1776 such as his salaries and life

Ll love luxury and even indulgence, all the pleasures, all the arts, cleanliness, taste, decoration; and so
does every honest man.”
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pensions and pay particular attention to a specific source of income he, his widow, and
his daughter acquired from a type of anti-smuggling imperial policy called comisos. Most
of the materials in that chapter, particularly those related to contraband, are unedited to
my knowledge.

The OED defines wealth as an abundance of valuable possessions or money.
Beyond its personal dimension, wealth or material wealth may be an indicator of political
strength, together with the size the Spanish Empire’s budget, institutions, and positions
that Galvez controlled. As | have argued earlier, political tensions fraught the period of
imperial reform. In discourse, Galvez and his supporters formed around him an aura of
honesty, zealousness, and abnegation, the image of a royal functionary that never asked
something for himself. On the other hand, political enemies portrayed Galvez as an
official who cut unjustifiable slabs of revenue from the royal treasury for his and his
family’s happy pockets. As with the case of nepotism discussed in the last section of the
dissertation, the question of merit rises again. Galvez advanced the Spanish Empire’s
reformist goals and it seems perfectly fine that he demanded a reward comparable to his
merit and achievements. The matter that inevitably comes to mind is whether the wealth
accumulated at the end of his life was decoupled somehow from his achievements. Merit
and Galvez’s material prosperity were more or less entwined. Moreover, there is no doubt
that the Andalusian took merit seriously and that one of the principles of his
administration was that well paid, rewarded bureaucrats can perform a better job and are
more trustworthy than those harassed by the prospect (or reality) of poverty. Some pieces
of evidence, however, do cast a shadow over the deserving quality of Galvez’s income

because these reveal an ambitious man, perhaps too worried for his and his family’s
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material well-being and always ready to request additional benefits. He was a minister
who requested extraordinary rewards for what he deemed extraordinary services to the
Crown.

Although this is a dissertation dominated by the male historical actors who
populated the landscape of the colonial bureaucracy, women appear in this section linked
in significant ways to Galvez’s material wealth. I offer a panorama that goes from his
mother, Ana Gallardo, head of the Galvez family, to his French wife, Lucia Romet y
Pichelin, to his third wife, Concepcion de Valenzuela the Marquesa de Sonora, to his
only daughter, Josefa de Géalvez, and to the final heir of all the Galvezes’s private
fortunes, Matilde de Galvez, third Condesa de Galvez, third Marquesa de Sonora, and
daughter of Bernardo de Géalvez, a woman who married into a noble Italian family and
moved the Galvez family fortune to Naples. Narratives about women looking for
resources, bequeathing property, gathering inheritances, and also enjoying the acquired
wealth of their husbands and relatives will populate the center stage in this part.

My analysis also provides models of capital accumulation among the Spanish
imperial bureaucracy. Despite Galvez’s lifelong general love for order and concern for
the proper keeping of records, he did not leave, like his disciple Francisco de Saavedra, a
detailed account of his personal income and expenses throughout his life.” Saavedra’s
Memoria Testamentaria, however, may serve as a point of comparison to analyze the

fragmented evidence gathered in Galvez’s case and to distinguish patterns among

2 Francisco de Saavedra (1746-1819), an extraordinary historical figure in his own right, met José de
Galvez through the minister’s nephew, Bernardo. He became one of José de Galvez’s men of trust in the
early 1780s and he would work as intendant of Caracas under Gélvez’s aegis. Find more on Francisco de
Saavedra in chapter 3.
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bureaucrats.® Yet, more than looking for a grand explanation and generalities, this section

will take us closer to the details and intimacy of José de Gélvez’s biography.

Before the New World: From Poor Shepherd to Affluent Widower

When her husband died in the second half of 1728, Ana Gallardo was pregnant
with her last son. At 27, she had to support the new baby and three other male children
without the help of Antonio de Galvez.” They had been married for twelve years and both
spouses came from noble, old families in the village of Macharaviaya. They enjoyed
local honors such as a preferential seat at the church, but the Galvez-Gallardo family had
not prospered economically.” In this sense, it is worth noting that the genealogical
documentation prepared by the Galvez brothers to confirm their hidalguia (nobility) in

the 1770s refrains from mentioning their father’s occupation.6 Since H. I. Priestley’s

% Francisco de Saavedra, “Memoria testamentaria del Excmo. Sefior D. Francisco de Saavedra,” Seville, 6
Mar. 1814 (hereadter “Memoria testamentaria™), in Sevilla en 1808, ed. Manuel Gémez Imaz (Seville:
Imprenta de Francisco de P. Diaz, 1908), 265-289.

* Baptized in Macharaviaya in July 1699, Ana Gallardo gave birth to five sons but records indicate that
Andrés Luis died at young age. On 9 August 1728 her husband Antonio de Galvez (born in 1691) signed
his last will; Ramén Zazo y Ortega, Blason, y genealogia de la Casa de los Galvez de Macharaviaya,
Madrid, 12 Dec. 1771 (facsimile of the first edition; Malaga: Instituto de Cultura de la Exma. Diputacion
Provincial de Mélaga, 1972), 53 and Ana’s last son, also named Antonio de Galvez, was born on 29
September; see “Expediente de pruebas del caballero de la orden de Carlos I1I, Antonio Galvez y Madrid
Carvajal y Cabrera,” 1783, AHN, Estado-Carlos I11, exp. 165.

®> Ana and Antonio married in June 1716. According to a certificate written in 1772, the Galvez family
inhabited Macharaviaya and the twin village of Benaque for at least 200 years; “Expediente de pruebas del
caballero de la orden de Carlos III, Miguel de Galvez,” 1779 (hereafter “Pruebas Carlos III Miguel de
Galvez 1779”), AHN, Estado-Carlos Ill, exp. 60.

® Zazo, Blason, and “Pruebas Carlos III Miguel de Galvez 1779.” The Géalvez brothers’ great grandfather,
Diego de Gélvez is the only person mentioned with an occupation on the Galvez side: he had been mayor
of Macharaviaya. On the Gallardo side, it is possible to find a more interesting story: Ana’s father, Matias
Gallardo, was alcalde of Macharaviaya and on his last will, he mentioned that his oldest son, José, was
working on the Royal Service (no specifications); Isidoro Vazquez de Acufia, Historial de la Casa de
Galvez y sus alianzas (Madrid: Isidoro Vézquez de Acufia-Villena Artes Gréficas, 1974, 1130 and Will of
Matias Gallardo, Macharaviaya, 28 Nov. 1724 in “Pruebas Carlos III Miguel de Galvez 1779,” fols. 19v-
21). According to Jacobo de la Pezuela, a nineteenth-century historian, the Conde de Fernan Nufiez, a
contemporary of José de Galvez, wrote in his “memorias inéditas” that Galvez’s father was a labrador (a
peasant) in Macharaviaya that worked hard to support the career of his son. This does not correspond with
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biographical sketch of 1916, it is customary to point out that Jose de Galvez and his
brothers were so poor that they had to take care of their own sheep when they were
children.” An anecdote from the 1780s exposes the Galvezes’s relation to farming
activities. One day in the 1783-1784 period, while supervising the paving works in
Mexico City, Ana’s oldest son, Matias de Galvez, then viceroy of New Spain, stopped to
talk with a leather tanner and asked him about his technique; he remarked that this leather
was better prepared than the one he utilized when he used to cultivate his fields in
Macharaviaya.® It is probable that the Galvez-Gallardo clan owned and took care of land
because the 1770s document of nobility proofs also declared that the Galvez brothers
“had never exercised any vile, low, mechanic trade and that they had sustained
themselves from their own haciendas.”

Despite her economic hardships, Ana Gallardo sent her children to the local

school in Macharaviaya’s twin village, Benaque. Jos¢ also performed acolyte duties at

Macharaviaya’s church, where he found a source of patronage which would be the

available records and I have not been able to locate Fernan Nufiez’s memorias cited in: Jacobo de la
Pezuela, Historia de la isla de Cuba (Madrid: Carlos Bailly-Bailliere, 1878), 3:135n3. H. I. Priestley
suggests too that Antonio de Galvez was a poor farmer; see his, José de Géalvez, Visitor-general of New
Spain (1765-1771) (Philadelphia: Porcupine Press, 1980; first published 1916 by the University of
California Press), 2.

" See Priestley, José de Galvez, 2. Historian and genealogist, Vazquez Acuiia attributes the shepherds’ story
to popular tradition; Vazquez de Acufia, Historial de la Casa de Galvez, 1156-1157. | have not found any
document that supports that the Galvez brothers were shepherds. The story of “absolute indigence” of the
Gélvez-Gallardo family appeared too in the account of a nineteenth-century historian of Mélaga; Francisco
Guillén Robles, Historia de Méalagay su provincia (Mélaga: Imprenta de Rubio y Cano, 1874), 599. Itisa
work listed in Priestley’s bibliography.

& Maria Isabel Pérez de Colosia Rodriguez, “Rasgos biograficos de una familia ilustrada,” in Los Gélvez de
Macharaviaya, ed. José Miguel Morales Folgera, Maria Isabel Pérez de Colosia Rodriguez, Marion Reder
Gadow, and Siro Villas Tinoco (Mélaga: Junta de Andalucia-Consejeria de Cultura y Medio Ambiente-
Asesoria Quinto Centenario-Benedito Editores, 1991), 32.

% “No han ejercido oficio vil, bajo, ni mecanico, manteniéndose de sus propias haciendas.” It could mean
haciendas in terms of landed estates, or haciendas in terms of their finances; Zazo, Blason.
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family’s starting point in their way out of poverty.*° The gleaming pink alabaster niche
built for Ana’s last remains, located in the center of the wall left to the altar in the
Galvez’s family burial chamber in Macharaviaya’s church, and the praying sculpture (the
only one representing a female) in the hall of the crypt, indicate that her sons identified
her as the head and initial source of sustenance for the family.** The more imposing (and
closer to the altar) black marble catafalque dedicated to José de Galvez, however, shows
that he was responsible for the final economic success of the whole family.

Let us remember from chapter 1 that Galvez became a lawyer of the Royal
Councils in Madrid thanks to the patronage of two bishops—a decisive support that
materialized in the completion of his university studies. The Marqueés de la Corona,
Charles III’s original first choice for the position of visitor-general of New Spain, derided
a pre-visitation Galvez as a poor attorney, indistinguishable for many years among
crowds of lawyers. | have not found records on the income earned by lawyers of the
Royal Councils, but it is clear that more than his salary, Galvez’s marriage with Luisa
Lucia Romet y Pichelin was a sort of springboard for his material wellbeing. Indeed, De
la Corona pointed out that only because the Andalusian married a French woman and
because he had become the lawyer of that nation’s embassy, did the future visitor-general
begin to make a name for himself.? In her book about the members of the Council of

Castile in the 1650-1750 period, Janine Fayard found that her subjects of study married

19 See chapter 1, on patronage.

! Ana Gallardo y Cabrera signed her last will on 24 Feb. 1749; Zazo, Blasén. On the tomb, see José A.
Jiménez Quintero, “El Pantedn de los Galvez de Macharaviaya,” Jabega, no. 7 (1974): 46.

12 Francisco Carrasco (Marqués de la Corona) to (José Martinez de) Viergol, 13 Mar. 1776, AHN, Estado,
leg. 3211. Translation by Priestley: “A poor lawyer, undistinguished among the swarm of practitioners for
many years, and first becoming known only as the attorney of the French after he had married for his
second wife a French woman;” Priestley, José de Gélvez, 4n3.
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late in their lives not only because they spent years of study at the university, but also
because they delayed their marriage “until they found a damsel or lady capable of
facilitating a career promotion.” Recently-widowed Galvez found his career and his
material promotion with Romet.™* The marriage was celebrated on 2 August 1750. At the
end of that year, Galvez had his first recorded contact with the administration of the
Spanish Empire and one of the first recorded expenses that | have found. He purchased
the office of alcalde mayor of Zamboanga in the Philippines. The king granted him the
office for “his services” and the payment of 1500 pesos fuertes.'® This could have been
his opening job in the colonial administration, yet there is no evidence that the recently
married lawyer ever occupied that office, neither that he ever traveled to the
Philippines.*®

Luisa Lucia was almost a decade younger than José and she was born in Madrid
on 6 June 1729.*" Louis Romet and Marie Pichelin, her French parents, were from Paris
and Versailles respectively. Monsieur Romet belonged to the Imperial Council of the

Prince-Elector of Bavaria and was also the Prince-Elector’s minister in Madrid since

'3 Fayard calculates that 79 per cent of the Council of Castile ministers for the Charles 11 period, and 57 per
cent for Philip V reign were 30 to 49 years-old when they married; Janine Fayard, Les membres du Conseil
de Castille a I’époque moderne (1621-1746) (Geneva: Librairie Droz, 1979), 288 and 311. Galvez was 30
at the time of his marriage with Romet.

4 Let us remember that Luisa Lucia Romet y Pichelin was Galvez’s second wife. He had married Maria
Magdalena de Grimaldo in 1748 but she died in June 1749.

!> The document does not state the nature of “his services;” (?) to José de Carvajal y Lancaster, Buen
Retiro, 9 Dec. 1750, AGl, Filipinas, leg. 118, n. 13.

'® The purchased title had a provision that another Galvez, Manuel, could occupy the office in case José
could not. I still do not know who Manuel de Galvez is.

17 All the information on Luisa Lucia Romet y Pichelin and her family comes from Francisco Rodas Coss,
“Introduccion,” México en el siglo XVII1: Recopilacién de Documentos Relativos a D. José de Galvez
Gallardo, (Mexico City: Secretaria de Relaciones Exteriores-Embajada de México en Madrid-Comision de
Historia, 1983) and the notarial records printed in this book. Lucia was baptized on her birthday at the
church of Saint Luis in Madrid; Baptism certiphicate of Luisa Lucia Romet, AHPM, vol. 17782, fol. 98 in
México en el siglo XVIII, 59.



218

1719."® At the start of the 1740s, he was a widower who suffered from the chronic
ailm