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Preserving Legacies

n November 7, 1586, Ana de Arriaga must have

dreaded the task at hand. As she approached the

entryway of the notarial office in Xalapa, a flush

of embarrassment might have come over her as
she considered how best to couch her predicament. Ana was
, free African-descended woman froma well-off family in late
sixteenth-century Xalapa. Her brother Tomas Rodriguez de
Alcazar also lived in town, but their parents, Beatriz de Ar-
riaga and Pedro Rodriguez de Alcazar, resided nearby in the
peripheral jurisdiction of Xalapa.' Curiously, the notarial rec-
ords never designated Ana’s parents or her sibling by caste but
clearly noted her as a woman “de color negra.’ Ana’s husband,
Jordan Pérez, on the other hand, was from the greater Iberian
world, a transplant from Lagos, Portugal.

Ana de Arriaga had lived a life of privilege and yet, on
that day in 1586, she had to confront a mortifying possibility,
namely, that her marriage to Jordan was not legitimate. An
:?E:E:rly Contracteq marriage was not a mistake acs:(())rfnti\z
o ation and .farmly would have mafle. Sor:e aiieo ledge
o process .rmght have gone awty without her ‘

Yo the officiant was a novice. Or, as was more commonily
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the case among elites whose legitimacy had beep Questioneg
Ana’s and Jordan’s marriage may have been a clandestip one
because their families did not approye of their Uniop, Anz
might have even been pregnant, and, in the hastily Organizeq
marriage, someone may have overlooked the requireq formy].
ities. Whatever the blunder, Ana de Arriaga sought tq right
the ship and ascertain whether the Church deemed he, Mar.
riage to Jordan Pérez valid or not. To this end Ana contracteq
the help of Juan Ruiz, a procurador (attorney) in Puebl e
los Angeles.? On that November day she issued him an officiy|
poder to represent her before the ecclesiastical tribunal i
Puebla to establish beyond a shadow of a doubt, beyond 4
whisper of gossip, that she had indeed married Jordan accord.
ing to the dictates of the Catholic Church. Established in 1525,
the diocese of Puebla de los Angeles represented the apex of
the religious power structure in the region and was likely the
definitive arm to resolve the confounding matter.

The legitimacy of Ana de Arriagas marriage had been ques-
tioned because a friar named Joaqin had married the couple,
and there was some doubt as to whether he had the authority
to do so. At the time, Friar Joagin was serving in the capacity
of guardian of the Monastery of San Francisco. The monastery
was the most important Catholic institution in the region and
one of the oldest in the colony. As such, the friars should have
known the protocols for contracting marriages, even surrepti-
tious ones that would have still been deemed legitimate.” An2
did not state specifically what prompted her to request the con-
firmation. Had an unnamed figure slanderously accused her 0
b.e ing illegitimately wedded to her Portuguese husband? Fad
either of the couple’ parents demanded proof? No extant ol
uments shed light on these issues, but the poder reveals 3 bl:
;::):)]z: i":;lso background ?nd situates her petition in the s

se of other elites in Xalapa.
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while Ana de Arriaga had only one poy

e father Pedro Rodriguez d.e Alcazar, is ¢
mcﬂfi‘“wd’ her m(')the.r, Beatriz de Arriaga,
fumily’s elite stand'mg in Xalapa. On .]anuary 20, 1592, Beatriy
,-cgistchd two busme.ss matters, detal'ls of which clarify infor-
mation about the family left obscured in Anas cage. Her daugh.-
or’s 1586 case mentioned only that her Parents lived at the Vent,
Je Aguilar. However, both of the 1592 entries clearly noted that
Beatriz de Arriaga actually owned it. Beatriz’s husband was
Jeceased by then, leaving her as the sole proprietor and ad-
ministrator of the inn. By 1592 she was also a slave owner ac-
cording to a poder that she issued to sell one of her slaves. This
poder did not specify whether Beatriz owned other slaves, but
it was likely that she had either slaves or paid laborers to help
her run the boarding establishment. The second entry was a
general poder she issued to her son in order to collect on any
debts that others might have owed her.*

Not until an entry on January 9, 1597 did Beatriz 'de Ar-
riaga’s record unveil a fuller picture of her wealth.® Beatriz con-
tinued to involve her son Tomads in business matters related to
their family, and on this occasion the two cataloged ht: hql;ir'
ings. The first item listed in her estate was the Vente.a de gtltl\ﬂar;
one of the first ventas ever constructed in t}}e reglo?illll o
estimated market price of 1,000 pesos, her h'lgheb:.;\ :i o
gle asset. The inventory affirmed that Beatriz de Arri: 8 ority

. _ . : -counted for the ma
tinued to invest in slavery, which ac J a negra slave
o her personal wealth at 1,700 pesos. S,h e.o“li;lreen desgribed as
hamed Joana (450 pesos), two of Joana's chi bel
@mulato and a negro (200 pesos), @ negra d as mulatos (200
(350 pesos), two of Isabels children dcscrl:’eed z;t 500 Pesos:
Peso0s), and a negro slave named Diego va't al her capital an

Beatriz’s household items further rev€

:10a had grow?D
Perhaps the level of comfort in which Ana de Arriag

arial entry, and

nly superﬁcially
documented the

slave named Isa
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o which her daughter’s Portuguese husbang had
or collection included a numl?er of items of slver
qstonishing 100-peso SErving dish. She OWned
a set of twenty bedsheets and Fen sleeping mats valued at 120
Jes0s—IMOSt people’s h(.)mes did not cost. as much as Beatriy
supply of bedding. While t.he m.ats an‘d linens affirm t}.lat she
owned an inn, the expensive dishes imply that Beatriz may
have been accustomed to hosting high-end parties or welcon.
ing any number of distinguished travelers that sought luxury
accommodations in town. For example, in 1640 Viceroy Don
Diego Lopez Pacheco enjoyed a week of relaxation in Xalapa
before continuing his journey to Mexico City. As Bermuidez
Gorrochotegui writes of him, “The viceroy remained in [town]
for eight days, which was considered an honor and a signifi-
cant cost for the hosts because in addition to the family, ser-
vants, and employees of His Excellency, there were also civil
functionaries, military [personnel], ecclesiastics, and ‘almost
everyone noble in the kingdom. "

While certainly a privilege to have one’s house graced by
Crown dignitaries, even wealthy hosts likely fretted over the
C9103531 expense incurred by offering lodging to such an illus-
;filr?tlfl; il:}slt and his af:companying entourage. Beatriz never
st ol t; Zypr;; ;)f ch;antele.sl.\e.r attracted, but it vx.fould not b?
pealed to 2 more e;nlo .p0551b111ty that he.r.estabhshmen't 3)(1
have been found atc ?}f lve. group. The ad‘dltlon.a ; sheeti ‘:;)Be_
atriz’s household as(\)N elr}llnns, l.)ut thie silver dI.Sh mar en also
had a collection of ﬁn? o, This e.n tre.preneunal wor?m s m;d
A Tosary valued gt fort)ewelry’ Which mc.lm.jed gold riE to

Y pesos, an astonishing assortmen

high-valye j
ue items, Sycl o the
average veciy 1 baubles were well out of reach t

o at _ 0-
Strating the I, the turn of the sixteenth century, dem°

(;’ish life that Beatriz de Arriaga had enjoyed &7
her two children,

up and int
marricd. H
including an
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Along with material wealth, Beatriz de Arrj
Foues \ rria

Cumulﬂwd a sizeable debt. She owed 5 total of 82 had ac.
Lineteen individuals, most liabilities totaling less 3140 pesos to
each. She also owed 112 pesos to the aforementiop, ag 30 pesos
of Xalapas elite, Pedro de Irala. A few years later i; member
striz was still in considerable debt to Pedro th; en11600, Be-
that by then she owed him 9o pesos.” The notary laterry n(])(tes
the case as canceled but did not state why. At nearly everrn;l lre\ij
of the soc'ial echelon in colonial Mexico, beleaguered debtors
found their nalr?es marked in the personal notes of friends and
acquaintances, in account books of their local shops, and in
records in the notarial office. Even the wealthy Beatriz de Ar-
riaga had reimbursements to manage. However, they did not
appear to affect her or her family adversely because her assets
were valued higher than her documented debt. Beatriz's larg-
est liability was to Pedro de Irala and the two elites may have
decided to resolve the question of the 9o pesos amicably out-
side of the purview of the notary public, as many others did.
Considering the status of both individuals, it is possible that
Pedro de Irala could have agreed on a trade of comparable ser-
vices or goods since both had businesses in Xalapa.

Later that year, on September 2, 1600, Beatriz de Arriaga
returned to the notarial office with her son Tomas Rodriguez
to serve as his fiadora.? The poder cites that Tomas needed
his mother to guarantee a rather large debt of 115 P"SOS"?"I}_"
wealthy colonial subjects could afford to put their pOSS‘t.‘#‘;‘;;
and economic reputations up for collateral in SUCh.MZf: p
transactions, and Beatriz did so as a widow. The ?rm?::n;cr-
growing her family’s wealth by supporting her sunsh ne:: o
Prise likely motivated her. Tomis had accruet:i t 161 el
debt when he purchased from the prominent ator:‘:1 o ithall
Muleteer Jeronimo de Vega two horses and 01'1: :1{15 intended
Atendant packtrain gear. It would appedt that %0
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11 the burgeoning transportation market -

)
to profit fr ce
become a mainstay business venture for many thrOUgh

ceventeenth century. .

. Tomis was not the only family member look'mg t0 inyeg
On November 14, 1601, Bc“tfi"* de Arriaga continyeg to ex:
pand her holdings by purcha.lsmg a plot of land for thirty Pesos
hat adioined her property line located on the Caming Real ip
Xalapa. The seller was her fellow inn owner Bartolomé May;,
who owned the Venta de Los Naranjos, demonstrating ths
Beatriz not only maintained relationships with other busine;
owners but also that they might have viewed her as a genuipe
peer. Again, it is unclear if this speaks to questions of racia
dynamics since Beatriz is never categorized by race. However,
her position as an elite business owner disrupts notions of
women being too vulnerable for the potentially rough and
tumble male-dominated industry of innkeeping. Her purchase
of the additional property also alludes to her desire to put her
stamp on Xalapa’s landscape in a highly sought-after area and
implies that other members of the community were willing to
concede that space to her.

Ana de Arriaga, Tomas Rodriguez, Pedro Rodriguez d¢
Alcazar, and their matriarch Beatriz de Arriaga formed a nv-
clear family of considerable wealth and opportunity. And while
Ana did not even know how to sign her name, her petition €
establish the validity of her marriage reflected an upbringif‘g
‘;:C(;’; iil::g Vﬁtl;lher family’s background. Ana’s mother, B;‘;‘;“;
sl ASh' ully embedded her family in a higher ech¢ o )

Y. A single poder reveals little about how the fre€ s

Anade Arri; ' ade
¢ Arriaga and her Portuguese husband, Jordan Pere? ma

a living or ho .1 Xalapa
W the couple navig: s in colonial Xl
Her mother, Be } z,dted life ble his-

torical tra;l : Atriz de Ar riaga, left a much more access! bt
o rail in the archive as she sought to secure her and ’
Ys economic position through continued engagement Wi

Woulq
Out the
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local markets and the regional elite—4 le

would affirm the marital lcgitimacy exp
of wealthy family.

Conﬁrmatu.ms of marital legitimacy, while genery]|
occurred when families feared an unforeseen canoniczlrflre,
pediment that -migl'lt void a union, jeopardize the legitiml:g'
of children or forfeit crucial dowries, individya] inheritances):
and family may(')razgos. As such, most cages involved eljte
members of society.” Xalapa’s parish archives establish that
free African-descended women valued marriage as a sacrament
throughout the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries,
Ana de Arriaga’s case highlights that the institution of mar-
riage as a vessel for anxieties around legitimacy, family, and
wealth reaches as far back as at least the 1580s in Xalapa for
African-descended women and their families. One can imag-
ine the unsympathetic face of her mother, Beatriz de Arriaga,
after learning that her daughter’s actions might have put her
family’s status in peril. That the daughter of a prominent busi-
ness owner had to send a legal proxy to Puebla de los Angeles
in order to stand before a council to verify anything given her
mother’s successful management of family affairs must have
been infuriating. Heirs of wealth did not always exhibit the same
know-how (or cultural capital) that their parents, and some-
times their grandparents, had that would have prevented such
dilemmas in the first place. Beatriz de Arriaga and Pedro RO(;
driguez de Alcazar (and perhaps even Tomas) migh? have Lllr;gi :
Ana to resolve the matter as expeditiously (and dls,c,reét _), ‘
Possible to avoid any further cost to their social |“g,lt1:l~n.$)a;nd

Most significantly, while some fathers were atl:zrs ho
Others deceased, it was often African-descel.ldt'dymlf’k . the typ-
l_ed the fight in defending their family’s legacics: iy n‘ l,t:crs often
‘<al elite Iberian families, in which male family ‘m::la] matters,
"ere expected to take charge of businesses and pers

gacy she likely hoped
ected of the daughter
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women of African descent in Xalapa consistently guided 1.
families, often through the roughest of waters.! Anothertl:;Ir
J matriarch, Marfa de la Candelaria (not tg b, s
taken for the daughter of Agustina de Acosta from chaptef:hs.
attempted to shield her family from economic misfortype bS:,
could not save them all from tragedy. And yet, even when, face;
with heartbreak, this free African-descended mother fough
to retain her status and that of her children, just as Anj ge
Arriaga and her mother, Beatriz, had done almost exactly one

hundred years earlier.

The free parda Marfa de la Candelaria was a vecina of La
Nueva Ciudad de Veracruz with long-established family ties
to Xalapa through her wealthy free pardo husband, Diego
Ordéiiez. She and Diego had raised five children: Francisca,
Juana, Maria, Mariana, and Joseph. Tragically, Diego died at
some point before 1682, and his death precipitated Marias entry
onto the historical stage along with a collection of her friends
and associates. In 1685 Maria de la Candelaria, very much like
Ana de Arriaga in 1586, had to subject herself, her family, and
members of her community to the humiliating process of prov*
ing the legitimacy of her marriage. In one month’s time S
notarial entries named Maria de la Candelaria as the primary
agent or secondary actor. Five of these took place on M'&fﬁh
30,1685, and involved settling an inheritance dispute regardiné
a substantial estate left to Marfa and her children by her late
?0115:::?(; Mz:lr'ia served as the administrator of Dltlg‘:d a
minors bLlllrt ]““gh}ters because they \.NL’.TC ?n“ com:“ :q was
over th; age 0(;—Step ] appeared a]()ngmde hls n](r)tht‘rfe‘l"te [ime
and apai g Wenty-ﬁve..lz h'nportantl)’,.lv.la”a ass |
gain that all of her children were legmmately bor?

Maria’s first notarial business involved transferﬂng

tinguishc
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te power [of representation]”

comple to Joseph, “especially sq
er name and represe

o M her person, e may o)
o tracts of rural land and livestock grazing sites that |,
er

Jt.m,cmcmioned husband possessed [located] on the limits of
he town of Xalapa, donated to him by Luisa Ordéiiez, widow
of Manuel Rodriguez”” The poder did not divulge the nature
of the relationship between the widow Luisa and Diego, but
given the shared surname it was implied that they were kin.

The second entry begins with Maria and Joseph testify-
ing before Sefor Capitan Andrés Garcia de la Pefa, the alcalde
ordinario of La Nueva Ciudad de Veracruz.!* Writing in blunt,
declarative language, she proclaimed, “We appear before you
to say that we agree to prove and ascertain that between my-
self, Maria de la Candelaria, and my deceased husband Diego
Ordofiez, we had and procreated legitimate children, Fran-
cisca, Juana, Maria, Mariana, and the aforementioned Joseph.
And as legitimate children, any assets that might have been left
[by Diego] correspond and belong to them.” Maria and Joseph
concluded the one-page petition by stating with resolve, “We
ask that there be justice [in this matter]”” Near the end of the
document, the alcalde noted that neither Maria nor her son
could sign their names.

What followed was tantamount to a procession of char-
acter witnesses, all attesting that Maria de la Candelari.a was
the lawful wife of Diego Ordéiez and that all of their children
were legitimos. One of their witnesses was the free pardo and
Vecino Francisco Maldonado, who testified that he had knf“"“
the couple for more than thirty years, declaring that. he “Saw
them legitimatel ied in this city and that during their

_ y married in ~ed all
Marriage, he saw them have their children.” He thet.l n.un'c‘ d
Ve children and swore that Diego “always rec()gmzed, rals‘.z
and ) ‘ 5 » The following wit-

Nurtured them, and that was the truth. )
Neg o d fellow vecino
* Called to testify was another free pardo an

som
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19 5 He t00 corroborated that he had knowy

R -teoa. .
yanuel de Ortes .d that all five children were conceiyeq

Marfa and Dicgo-i-iuie
lrt::;‘lilm:n testified that they had known Maria apng

. Jrried couple and watched them care for thej,
Diego as a l%er man stated that he had served as an officig|
cl’\.lld}-‘en-, ntelleir marriage application. Nor did either serve 5
mmwsi -lilrlw of any of the five kids, which might have denoted
:]S(I,);:;amﬂiarity with the free couple of African <.iescent: How-
ever, as both men claimed to be vecinos, affirming tht-ilr lgng
relationship with the city of La Nueva Vera.lcruz, they 1mph?d
that had a wealthy couple like Maria and Diego not been legit-
imately married, it would have been common knowledge. The
alcalde, and likely Marfa and her son Joseph, must have un-
derstood the potential ambiguity of their witnesses statements
and calculated the need for someone who could offer a more
absolute narrative.

To that end, they called upon Licenciado Don Juan San-
chez de Tovar, a presbitero (a local priest) and vecino of L2
Nueva Ciudad de Veracruz. Licenciado Don Juan “promised
to tell the truth” and testified that Maria de la Candelaria and
Diego Ordéiiez had been married according to the dictates of
tbe C,humh- He asserted that because he “saw them in a mar
e e o e " When e 7
Joseph were in | p;en‘ he .Stated thal Francisc, Iu‘z\-h;iam
Was in Mexijco ("Ja e Whnjad de Veracruz" and ‘1hter:’
he addeq “wh ' When he mentioned Marfa the. v hen

el o Was taken prisoner by the enemy.™ He !
I’LLII]phdhl'L(‘d that all the p ) Y < o declafed
that “thjs is the tryg ”le Lh'l’dlen were legitimate an ide
M unassailaple Wity " Miarfa de la Candelaria had -pr(])qe an
580 had follgpgeg gy o hO would have known i

“tin addition ¢, nep roper protocols of a religious i
* ecclesiastic assisted the widow's ente’?

dJuring the
While

166

-
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The shores of Veracruz City (1847). From City of Vera Cruz: From
the Road to Mexico / Vista de Vera Cruz: Por el Camino de Mexico
(New York: N. Currier, 1847). Courtesy of the Library of Congress

for the restitution of her rights by calling upon the power of a
recent collective memory, one that resonated across the region.
Marfa de la Candelaria and her husband had established a life
of relative privilege for their children. But in the 1680s Maria
had to contend with the possibility that one of her daughters,
who had been born free, was living the nightmare of enslave-
ment, other sordid forms of exploitation, or Was alread.y d“:-f
ceased. Enemy pirates who threatened the total destruction ©
clonial Mexico’s most important Atlantic gateway had taken
Maria' daughter prisoner, and Don Juan Sanchez de Tovar was
there to remind everyone of that tragic event. ave
Two years prior, in the early hours of May 18- 1683, .
“fviolence unfolding on the shores of Veracruz awoke ther
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of the sweltering port. By daybreak, some would be,,
“tness and others would fall to one of the greatest assay]
N ‘ain's crown jewel of New §p ain. The Dutchman Laurey
Je Graaf, also known'aS LOrenCIH.O’ had planned and €Xecuted
an unprcccdcnted raid o'n the city, hgld .hundreds of people
captive, and left the port in shambles during a tWO'W?ek Siege
of La Nueva Ciudad de Veracruz. The event resulted in hep;.
spheric implications for colonists, Crown, and the Church.
Outside of war, widespread economic crises, and the
most destructive natural disasters, few events mark time across
a diverse spectrum of society. The 1683 Great Siege of Veracruz
Port was one such event. In addition to the near ruin of the city
and the horrors experienced by its residents, African-descended
people were targeted, abducted, and sold into slavery rather than
ransomed like Spaniards. While the Atlantic and Pacific pi-
rates who haunted the shores of the Spanish circum-Caribbean
had for years attacked unsuspecting towns and captured un-
derprotected communities during the so-called Golden Age of
piracy, this large-scale targeting of African-descended people
was singular among documented raids in the Spanish empire.”
Ceaseless assaults, big and small, during the seventeenth
;Z?flz;yt ]frus.trated Crown strategies to establish and secure r.é'
e e e s e o
rife with ()PP();tFilanr]i;S bOI.lanz‘c:l, particularly in silver n-]m“ha
y- While minor attacks occurred during th¢

early sixtee : \
mm);:jl'xtf..cnth century, the latter part of the 1500s witnessed
“r'ng exploits. In 1597 th ker

attacke v
! a%kcd the port of San Fr -
ENinsylg, Provokin

id('nts

on \P

e English pirate William Par
ancisco de Campeche in the YUG; o
Unidentifieq Ships ag dread along New Spain’s shf)res.;'h;
caused so myg Pproached the horizon. Parke.rs rai .
thoritjeg in Veraf Mic that year that, fearing a similar fate,_ )
f Which tyg 1y - reduested auxiliary troops from MeX
Undred arriyeq to fortify the coastal militias-
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As the Spanish Crown attempted tq coordj
Inate my
re

YS: galleons traye

3 weruz | arked Prizes for
cpterprising pirates. In fact, Laurens de Grg

first Dutchman to successfully attack Spanish conyg s ci
lating in the Gulf Coast and Caribbean, In the autum:’) O‘;'T;?U-
1 twelve-ship fleet disembarked from La Nuevya Ciudad delV28
racruz weighed down with silver and other colonial treasurees-
when the convey neared the Cuban coastline near Matanzas;
the infamous privateer and onetime director of the Dutch West
India Company Admiral Piet Heyn purportedly captured eleven
ships. Heyn’s thirty-one vessels seized nearly 11 million guil-
ders (5% million pesos), a crushing hit to the Spanish in the
middle of the Anglo-Spanish War (1625-30). This fateful com-
mandeering not only debilitated the Spanish treasury but also
fueled the Dutch territorial battle for Spanish Netherlands.
Heyn’s attack on the silver fleet also enshrined him in Dutch
history as the greatest pillager of Spanish resources during a
critical time in the future country’s trajectory. It also “earned”
him a children’s nursery rhyme extolling his actions that is still
sung today."®

Three decades later pirates dealt New Spain’s shores an-
other blow. In February 1663 the Englishman Christopher Myr}gs
and the Dutchman Edward Mansvelt sacked Campeche ‘w1th
1,000 buccaneers. The attack on the Yucatan Peninsulla hkelg
shocked the Spanish realm since the city had ff)rtit.'lcatu.n?:lv;%e
4Standing militia of 150 men, Within hours of thelr. grzwm "
Pirates had overcome the Spanish forces and launched
S&.lu]t on the city that lasted for two weeks and
Pieces of eight, Campeche, however, We jaring attempts
And eyep with foreign pirates making more & -ruz was un-
along New Spain’s coasts, the Great Si¢ge of Verac

paralleled and unprecedented.

frequent and safer transatlantic jourpe
and from Veracruz Port became m ling to
t € most

af was not even the
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1 officials knew well the importance and vylpe,.
~ ‘]"l ( $REE A ~41
(,olnll -+ port citics In 1535 construction began on th,
e ¢ ; >
ability of t ; ' de Uliia which would become a monumengy
. " Q. Ui
fort of San

1 small island facing the main pier of th,
qructure l()mwd.l(m- lways under construction, the fort var;.
port. While “C"“-])',t"-lunen and slaves of African descent along
ously Cmm'ted mi 1): o lived near or at San Juan de Ulge
with Sp.anl:\’h t.rOOI anies of the port city did not have to wajt
The defensive L.Olg pst test of preparedness. A few decades after
long betore thel,r ; r. itial development, two of history’s most
San Juan de Uldas initial develop -~
- \famous seafarers arrived on the shqres of the is and fortress.
In 1568 Spanish forces spotted the ships of Francis Drake and
John Hawkins nearing the fort as they supposedly took cover
from a storm. While initially agreeing on a truce tbat woul.d
allow the Englishmen time to gather supplies for their Atlan'tlc
crossing, the Spanish set upon Drake and Hawkins. The price
of that miscalculation by the English privateers resulted in a
Joss of more than three hundred men and four ships.” For more
than a century before the Great Siege, the city of Veracruz de-
cisively held off the enemies creeping toward its coastline. If
military leadership in 1683 had been as suspicious of incoming
vessels as those in 1568 with Drake and Hawkins, perhaps the
city could have heralded its more than two-hundred-year rec-
ord of exceptional defense of the port rather than its spectac
ular defeat,

Fortifications for the city’s protection continued in the
~venteenth century as rumors of Atlantic rivals spurred new
Y Osorio de Toledo, the Marquis de Cerralv®

a ro < F il
bpp ved the purchase of “foyr hundred muskets and arque
uses and sjx

ol

and lead |, I,”lues of bronze artillery, as well as gunpowdc

Viceroy ¢ da s Before his departure from office in 1635 t}"e
Y ordered the construction of “cwo small bulwarks - in
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pand 1634 Mot even Havana, the most important port city
in the Spamsh Ca lliblt,dl'l, r‘eccwcd such fortifications, demop.-
ating the Crm«.rns ‘:vzvarcncss of Veracruzs significance but
150 is shortcommgs.

By the late sc‘venteenth century royal officials in Vera-
. pmist the efforts of Viceroy Antonio Sebastian Alvarez
je Toledo'y Salazar, who had “since he entered government in
this kingdom taken the utmost care and attention (as in all of
his service to your Majesty) with the royal forces of San Juan
Je Ultia, as it 1s the only entry of this kingdom.” Acutely aware
of the threat of enemy pirates from repeated news of their ap-
pearances, the city’s bureaucrats stated in the same 1670 re-
port, “Luckily [the fort] has always been on full defense and
full of provisions.” But, they noted, “the fort is in need of a few
[improvements] for its greater defense” The officials described
La Nueva Ciudad de Veracruz as being exposed but stated that
the fort offered a critical barrier for “the greater security of the
city” In addition to new construction, they rallied three hun-
dred Spanish infantrymen across three companies to guard the
port.2 While concerned administrators dispersed funds and
drew up plans to further develop the fort, San Juan de Ulua
remained largely untested in the seventeenth century, and oth-
¢rs might have known this too.

In August 1675, just eight years before Lorencillos attack
on the city, royal officials in the port reported that San Juan
de W‘a was badly in need of repairs. Howeven due‘ to thé
::t"“d)’ death of the supervising foremat, construcnorn l;.:]d
ri(;E:'/t (:18 hfﬂt' Local authorities beseeched Viceroy Payo -
order ‘toc Rivera Manrique to urg(?nt})f sen e

Ort g OII‘iesume the building of fomhcanons,f . iiving )

2t vio) and gravely beaten down by the un ;, .]ge e iceroy

eceiy ently struck Veracruz every season- W‘ 1‘ 1 another
ed the letter by January 1676, he did not dispatc

d a replacement in
ribing the
ortes
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supervisor to San Juan de Ulud until the ‘gf ! C(}:uncil Convene
in November 1677. The military asscf‘m. y charged the pe,,
- with expediting the work “with the brevity th is
convenient.”** While the council en.couraged swift action, th,
viceroy's two-year delay in responding to the needs of his port
ofticials likely caused a series of dangerous postponements
the work. The cost of the delay would inevitably be paid for by
the people of Veracruz as 1683 approached.

Under the cover of the predawn hours on May 18, 1683,
Laurens de Graaf and his band of pirates crept toward the cen-
tral plaza of La Nueva Ciudad de Veracruz. With a stunning
early-morning assault, they caught the city’s inhabitants by sur-
prise, confronting residents in various states of confused slum-
ber and undress. In short order pirates overtook San Juan de
Ulua, ransacked and looted elite homes, and rounded up offi-
cials and their families while others hid in fear for their lives.
For nearly two weeks Laurens and hundreds of other pirates
held New Spain’s chief port of entry hostage.

According to Philip Ayres’s account of the Great Siege,
published in 1684, Laurens de Graaf had support from experi-
enced English, Dutch, French, and Bermudan pirates by the
eve of the invasion. Ayres claimed that these men controlled a
cafire of artillery, including a commandeered fifty-gun English
ship a.nd water crafts that ranged from an eight- to a forty-gun
;il‘?jazltt); Ayres adds, “These vessels had between nine hundrt’j
SOme fCV:’)l;‘SI?n]fi‘l:n”fon’ most Of them Fren(:h and- Dun:h;i a[:)t
eart su(;h‘hfilb +** The number of marauders likely did 1 '

ghts, but the 1683 Great Siege of Veracruz rep

res 5
. en-tt.:d the fears of the Crown: invaders with the explicit o'
Implicit backing of Sp

After the inijtiy)
rounded up the port’s
officialg’ report a year

superviso

ain’s foreign rivals, ;
lightning strike of pillaging, the P irat-eb
residents and held them captive. The ciY
later stated, “They took our families 27



The city of Veracruz with a view of the Island Fortress of
San Juan de Ulda (circa 1670-1770). Source: Anonymous.
© The Trustees of the British Museum

imprisoned them in the parish church, where we were confined
with four thousand people—men, women, priests, children,
and enslaved negros.”” While the extant historical documents
donot specify the breakdown of these masses, the description
makes evident the scope of the impact: no one was spared, re-

bardless of gender, religious position, age, race, or legal status.
"Weii:m; the §ize of most seventeenth-century c'hu‘rtchis;
N exqq ’t ?e_eS“mﬂte of four thousand people appearfs \,f;ra_
Crug, S(i&;ﬁf (-m(m' While the population ot.' the port .o A
epartm:"“cs fluctuated substantially Wl.th the arrivals i
"ater O S 9fthe flotas carrying merchandise from ?Qafn, e

Scent Con:rlbbean, and South America, people of African :
Istently maintained a visible presence. If Laurens d¢
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Graaf held four thousand people in a church (or even g
ter of that number), a large percentage would have |
people of African descent. As ea}lly as 1;78 one Jesyit SOUrce
poted, “Father Juan Rogel preached daily to the negr,, and
mulatos, of which there was a large number in the City” A et
ter from 1597 describing the work of the Jesuit residence i,
Veracruz noted, “[The] work is with espafoles, the Citizens, o
well as with the ones who come and go on the flotas, passen.
gers and the people of the sea. Also, [the fathers] preach to the
great number of slaves that are in this city and the many others
who serve the king on the island [of San Juan Ulua]” A popu-
lation estimate for 1646 posits that there were five thousand
African-descended people in the city with an additional three
thousand people of African descent laboring in the port’s agri-
cultural periphery on cattle ranches and sugar plantations.®
There is no available population breakdown for 1683, but
one estimate proposes that Veracruz was home to roughly six
thousand people, including Spaniards. However, any demo-
graphic projection would have certainly vacillated depending
on whether a fleet was approaching or leaving Veracruz Port.”
For most of the year La Nueva Ciudad de Veracruz likely
counted no more than a few thousand souls. Few seasonal res-
idents lingered in the port after the merchant ships left thecity.
As emphasized in chapter 1, Xalapa was the more ideal site
Whlc,h €Xplains why plenty of port vecinos maintained prop”
;t:l”;}?:gd iostered ties with the hillside tow:? on the C:“;:SS
have' et N ref]ds also emphasize how events in the por t:holc‘-
Ever ]‘}S:;:’ege‘;g:f;tlst :zftlge cer;tral Veracr'u'z’ ref;‘l(.)::; ais‘r‘e pre:
S€ntation of those dir oot .musan'd h()st‘agt‘b l damentd
irectly affected, it stresses a fun

ref < . R P u-
ality of this €p1sode: No one was safe from the terror of L2
Te€ns de Graaf

quar.
y b€en

fer the
One account by the port’s secular council a year afte"
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, provides @ vivid retelling of the depths of

o residents endured. It reads, “[Whijje be
Lnlt‘] n the Cm“:Ch, we Sui‘fered hunger, thil'St, and other di

" s, not sparing the priests, who endured by ¢, G is-

bf“ 4 and the hope for the assistance providedyb - ezt nf

god ¢ " . Y Your Maj.

oy, - - - Not content with the sacking of the city, they terrojr_

od men and women who only had the heavens to protect

e’ while many had suffered, not all had done so in the
me ways. The city council highlighted the degradation borpe
by the priests and the agony of the greater religious commu-
nity. It is believed that religious authorities shuttered the doors
of the Convent of Nuestra Sefiora de la Merced due to the “des-
ocration suffered at the hands of Lorencillo in 1683 In that
priests were representatives of Catholicism, their victimization,
in a church, no less, might have also symbolized a targeted as-
sault on the cornerstone of Spanish culture and society. An
explicit rejection of the Catholic Church and its legitimizing
power by pirate apostates must have shaken the religious com-
munities of the region. Most significantly, the report by the
city council of Veracruz begins a line of narratives that identi-
fied victims and described the long-term effects of the attack.
How subsequent reports positioned casualties underscores the

gendered, racialized, and classed experiences of midcolonial
Mexico,

People of African descent were always vital to under-
fanding the history of the Great Siege of 1683—with th'e ex-
Perience of trauma but also with the city’s survival. Afnca.n}-1
escende men had long served in the defense of the Spanl.S
lonies, Apd while the Crown depended on their defen;:‘/ﬁ
i?) 0 trepidation persisted about African-dcscen.deélflnenlayed

5 2¢Cess to weapons. Although that fear continually P
“Baingy the necessity of defense, free men of African

an .
*Wered the call to take up arms in 1683. Accordin

the depravity

1 ing held hos.
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mulatos on horseback intervened in the attack
\iled fifty pirates, and helped drive them out of the city 7y,
report also noted that these Afnfan-descended men did s,
without being asked to since they “found tl?emselves unsuper.
vised” Men of African descent fought a.gamst the foreign jp.
vaders and yet an air of suspicion remained—“unsuperviseq»
they were. The fear of the autonomy of African-descended peo.
ple harkens back to beliefs and laws that attempted to require
that even free people live under Spanish anos (owners or “su-
pervisors”).” Nevertheless, African-descended men risked their
lives in a city where the majority of all enslaved Africans en-
tered colonial Mexico. Perhaps they battled against the ene-
mies because it was their duty. Or perhaps these men rallied
on horseback as they witnessed pirates abusing and rounding
up hundreds of women and men of African descent.

The Great Siege documented loss, but it also highlighted
how Spanish authorities imagined the impact on the ports
community, which was distinctly bereft of care for the most
marginalized. In their report the city council members indi-
cated their level of concern for the people abducted by Lau-
rens de Graaf by stating, “Not only does this create a great
need [for labor] but these people also [used to] pay tribute t0
Your Majesty” The shortage of labor and tribute, the colonial
:EE;;T t:z; :}? ani‘frds exPe.cted Africans and their desce‘n(.ia“‘z
The (,}reat Siz Pe”(':f‘ary point of distress for the roya! (-)ﬂm?lsl;e
colony an thi 0 ‘.1783’ StreSSt?d tl-le marked priorities 0 fd
The council req ~ua hierarchies from which they emanates
to an abstraer: uced the port’s African-descended [‘-(’P‘ﬂ‘mon

Jaabstraction of COlonial INcon e o o -« of produc-
Inconvenience: the loss ot p

The counci) re;’z::)l’it", ot members ofa.comml“:iitép-
tured foyy hundreq « 41S0 noted that the pirates ha Afii
an descepy, This de spc ol .Elnd miserable” free women of e

ription seems to have opened up 5F 8

council, free
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o free Af].iC;\l1-(lFscc|1clcd wormen to be acknowledged as v

(ms who had ‘-‘;uﬂc.l'(:(’l A Specific tragedy. That pirates d‘-‘Privecc-i
ree women of their liberty was‘perhaps shocking even to the
council members. However, officials said little else about the

a that African-descended women experienced and turned

traum .
athies to Spanish women.

their symp
The members of the city council stated that the pirates
forced the hostages from the church to march and carry sup-
plies like “animales cargados” (pack animals), adding that, “At
sleven in the morning, they took us but left the mujeres blancas
in the church” This is a remarkable description for its erasure
but also for its specificity. Most archival descriptions of Span-
ish women simply noted them as “women” since Spanishness
was the normalized universal identity. Rarely did documents
denote Spanish women as “blancas” as there would be no need
0 do so as an archival convention. In fact, more often notar-
ial records used the modifier “blanca” in cases about African-
descended people (such as references to mulatas blancas), at-
tempting to clarify the predominance of their European features
and to announce their African ancestry. For an incident that
affected all sectors of society in a racially diverse site such as
La Nueva Ciudad de Veracruz, perhaps the clarification of who
Was left in the church was necessary. Additionally, one hafd to
consider if the church was actually safer for these mujeres
i)}iinc_as as P].underers still roamed the streetli Iz:)}\l:b;:lmﬁg
as ()E’}‘]::ates did not force them to carry S2 ltlsl members of-
fereq an were forced to do that day. The counc®,  ancot.
o further elaboration on the fate of the mujeres PIanT ;
ut by signaling their gendered experience they also silence
e raCialiZed srionces of S anish women as Laurens
errort, experiences of non-op«
zed the port’s residents. he coun-
This silencing is especially disturbing given what 1€
U rey g 1s especially ; Of those force
¢aled next about this traumatic event.
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ut of the church, the report stated that more thap fi
( : h
lost their lives in this dreadful march, as people ¢

fty people

rowned jp,
s atction 34 " . ,
river crossings and died from exhaustion.* The report did ny

designate these fifty souls by race or gender. Did they include
wm; of the enslaved women and men whom the Pirates hel
hostage with hundreds (or thousands) of others in the church?
How many of these fifty people were free people of African
descent? Did this undifferentiated number represent the non-
Spanish women forced from the church as the mujeres blancag
stayed behind?

The descriptions of the Great Siege of 1683 center relj-
gion, the interests of the secular government, the importance
of Spanish womanhood, and the otherness of “poor and mis-
erable” African-descended women. The official report’s tone
also conveys outrage. The council’s indignation seemed to be
steeped in feeling as though they had been treated like slaves.
The pirates had forced them into a cramped space in the church,
deprived them of food and water, separated Spanish mothers
from their children, and then marched weary survivors to an
unknown destination like beasts of burden. The imagery of the
report recalls the violence of the slave marches to West Afri-
an ports, the deprivation experienced in dungeons, the trauma
of the slave ship, and the savagery of bondage on the shores of
the colonies, Perhaps most horrific to the city council mem-
befs’ Laurens de Graaf had reduced Spaniards, priests, and their
children to Captives exposed to endless degradation and death.

:Ijhe Great Siege caused more than just physical and financial
“mage to the city’s elite,

While the Spanish resjde
d windows busted out,
erable on a|] the register
Ous and Necessary in a g
€rs of the Veracrygz city cou

In an
vulp
cari

nts of the port had doors broken
African-descended people Wer
s that made their lives both pre:
ave society. On June 1, 1683, me?‘

ncil witnessed pirates sailing 3" ay
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with « 500 slaves and more‘ E’han four h.undred Poor and miser.
ple fre€ pardas an~d negras The officials further testified that
i‘ e pirates fled from their final stand at Isly de Sacrificios, 4
;ﬂ'd” sland near the port, they abducted one hundred more
‘W},lc, “personas NEgras y mulatas, esclavas y libres” (free ang
anslaved people of African descent).’

The council solemnly reported that the “sacking [of Ve-
(cruz] was one of the greatest that the Crown had experi-
enced in many years.” In fact, the pirates had caused so much
jamage that even after the Auditor of War Don Francisco Fer-
qandez Marmolejo conducted an appraisal, he declared that
the loss could not be accurately assessed. If one accounts only
for the value of fifteen hundred slaves taken by the pirates,
more than half a million pesos had been stolen. The council
offered the Crown a rough estimate of four million reales in
lost goods and damaged property, a number that does not ap-
pear to reflect the capture of slaves.*® For people of African
descent, the toll was immeasurable.

The Great Siege of Veracruz shattered the lives of free
and enslaved African-descended people. One of these ill-fated
victims was the daughter of the widowed matriarch Maria
de la Candelaria. Many people had failed to protect her and
the greater port community. Who was to blame? Viceroy Don
Tomés de 15 Cerda, who served from 1680 to 1686, placed cul-
iability squarely on the infirm corregidor of Veracruz Don

d:za fepeda y Lira, who was recuperating fl'x Puebtl;ed:ii‘;f

g b $ due to an unspecified illness. Accordmg IO e

Sp(;ngi‘l’){‘l.Pfll)lo was unfit when he arrived to tal\c:t OII:l -

i tol ;(t.les of governing.and dcfo.:ndlng.t’ihe Es(:rt.ed,

Tealize ¢}, ltn}? C‘harlcs IL, Viceroy Don Ton}«‘s -an command] of

this ¢ a avll.]g [Don Pablo Zepeda y Lira! he loss and
% [and] him not being a soldier, allowed for t

gt i .
€at damage»; he added that the “gall Of the P,rates al'ld ene
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mies of the Crown of Your'Mi‘J'eStY” also played'a COIl'tributing
role.” The viceroy then reheveq Don I"‘Z}blo of hls', dutlfS, Citing
the preferred Spanish euphemism of 'mcor.lvemence in hay.
ing him return to Veracruz Port and reiterating that he was o
a soldier.

In his place, Don Tomas appointed a man with military
experience, the Maestre de Campo Don Francisco Osorio de
Astorga. The viceroy believed Don Francisco was the best
choice for the port’s grieving vecinos, who now “found them.-
selves better off . . . [with] the Maestro de campo and his sar-
gento mayor, [who] spent the evenings making [patrol] rounds
and guarding the plaza” The viceroy also promoted Don Fran-
cisco Osorio de Astorga, naming him interim maestro teniente
general. Viceroy Don Tomads de la Cerda was so confident in
this newly installed military government that he boldly pro-
claimed that had such a man been chosen in the first place,
“the sack of the city would have never occurred”*

The letter penned by the viceroy in the early weeks of
1684 carried a tone of disappointment and regret but also
of determination. Don Tomds refers to Francisco Osorio de
As.t(.)rga as the remedy and highlights the importance of his
military experience combined with his clear political back-
lg:)tl;]';d]e tt“i?at might have also influenced the viceroy's tenor
himself wag nVc\f\Tvstthehfac.t that he had a lot to prove since h'e
investiture took (l)at* y Vlceregal seat. Don Tomds de l Cer}:i*dlsf
years later piratefng:rlondNovember 30y 1680: Two and ?\~ ;e
Wrote to King Charles [yI 'eStr(-)YCd the port of Verafrllz. S-de

he likcly wanted to ey }Jusf Six months after thc. Great 1. ;l.j
and ha( corrected the e tha.]t he was well m. trommi)v.
€rnor of Veracrygz, Notﬁtr)(l)blcm W.llh an interim military g‘sh
o narch appeared relu::t s iceroy letter to the Spalf“af-
AIrs in the Port. Other t}? Nt to describe the current state 0 "

an vague notes about “loss and g
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« s
the despair of the vecinos”
Jamage and pe €Cinos,

. the letter -
¢ the siceregal office’s specific se offers little
0

ne¢

A Q.C of VCT&CI’UZ and its need
t better managcment, hi h icero 4 S
which V y D N lomas de

tside ©
lefined as more militaristic.®

ou
la Cerda ¢
he Crown would not have to wait long before anoth

aroup of officials oftered a sharply different assessment Oft;:;
Great Siege and the c-hallenges. of moving forward. Accordin
o the report by the city council of Veracruz, royal officials had
petrayed the trust of the public by not listening to the experts,
resulting in the tragedy that befell the port. They wrote, “In
agreement with men with maritime experience, seeing these
ships turn about, [three] messages were sent to Don Luis Fran-
cisco de Cordoba, governor of this city, saying that those ships
did not seem right and that [the city] should be put [ready] at
arms to which the governor responded that everything was
already prepared [for such an attack].* The indictment was
dlear. There had been a window during which the governor
could have mobilized the resources of the port, readied addi-
tional men, and prepared for a full-scale defense. Instead, he
ignored the training of his subordinates, and the people of
Veracruz suffered for his hubris, especially people of African
descent,

The council also wanted to make clear that the people of
Veracruz did not simply put down their arms and s.urreﬂder
the city to the raiding pirates. They carefully explained thf‘;
more than six hundred armed pirates had overtaken the @ J-
:ar‘:h"llses and gained access to arms, Su“p‘;w;lcr'l :‘tr: ‘:1?“1:,

unity . . ) S efend HSLE
an att:::;t\:,hm? cnppled th? C,lt{ﬁ:,l:::]llst/z‘st,(:lwy noted, “['Ihe
Cily had] m() Ptrhﬂps CXCUIPt\“t t L} ;ncn who, even though
6, 1 ore than 1,200 Spanisih I eSS of military
eade) ere caught asleep due to tl}‘- ca he [warnings sent].
CCorr;-and the lack of .attcntion pgld todt icuratel)’ per ceive
Ing to the council, the lookouts hada
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and dutifully reported to th‘:if superiors, but the chain of co.
nd had failed at the top. The governor was derelict in hj
duties by not giving the people of Veracruz a fighting chance
as they slumbered, unaware of the danger' already advancing
to their doorsteps. However, they agreed with the viceroy, add-
ing, “[Given] the -hdividual laws of our Majesty and the man.
Jates of the viceroys that speak to military prevention . .. this
situation should not have happened.””

Even if Maria de la Candelaria had heard about the as-
sessment by the council, it likely did not soothe her spirit to
Inow that her daughter’s abduction was preventable. What
is clear is that this free African-descended woman was not the
only one who called upon the memory of the Great Siege when
i need. In a letter penned on August 24, 1683, the city council
stated that while they were ordered to help unload the flota of
General Don Diego de Zaldivar “without any delay” they strug-
gled with the workload due to a lack of African-descended la-
borers and other service people. They then offered the oblique
reference to “that fatal incident.”* Just three months after the
attack, the population most affected by the ravages of the pi-
rates had again been rendered a colonial inconvenience as oth-
ers moved on and considered operational matters.
royal ::lnred V’V()rk'schedules were not the only occasions th"

’ gistrates invoked the explanatory power of the Gredt
'_S'Cge of 1683. Three regidores (council members) convict®
IN 1686 of an unnamed offe : Y againe . f\femcruz
State ense against the vicar ©
stated that they could not pay the one-thousand-peso fine du¢
to the “poverty that the ‘.y_ s n? rous: hP -‘m,asion of
the enemy™ The iudo ”)’ remained in due Eo t .e l‘ e
King that they W(>Juldbfh .n”th at the end of their :equirt’
amount and remit jt fi‘\lmum'”)’ charge the men the ere
some leeway - . lf: m ave .
the mobilizat; #otic] >

‘ation of the 1 eare

ma

agistrates seemed to h
als, likely due to their position
emory of the Great Siege als0 app



P S0
” qunction as 3 convenient avenue of e€xtenuating circumsta
for the reginﬂ‘dl government. nces
[,icenciado Don Juan Sanchez de Tovar’s narrative as;
Hout \faria’s abduction by the enemy pirates may have eliisgltd;
wsceral response from people all over the region and Perh:
seross the colony. He had positioned Maria de la Candelagz
45 the archetype of the grief-stricken protagonist: a widowed
qother of five children in need of legal protection. That she
had also been victimized by the hated scoundrel Laurens de
Graaf perhaps heightened the degree of sympathy she was af-
forded by others. As further investigation into her notarial life
reveals, Maria de la Candelaria might have been grieving, but
che was still a woman of means.

One month after Maria presented her case, on April 26,
1685, her son Joseph registered a final entry on her behalf.
While not a letter verifying that Maria was the lawful wife of
Diego Ordoniez, Joseph’s assertions of his family’s legitimacy
resonate throughout the document and imply that Maria’s cam-
paign was perhaps successful. Joseph's introductory statement
reads, “I, Joseph Ordonez, pardo libre . . . legitimate son of
Diego Ordéiiez and Maria de la Candelaria. .. and as the heir
of my aforementioned father and in virtue that [ have fhe
poder of my aforementioned mother as [she is] the .guardla“

and administrator of the other heirs of mya
ceased father Diego Ordonez” Joseph then no r
?Uld a sizeable number of his father’s proF erties in the gff ml,e
Jurisdiction of Xalapa.* That he was able t0 transact ﬂ.m Tllea
for Marfa and exert some control of the inheritance imp ¢

:‘fﬂ the officials who had examined Maria’s cas 0
ith the wealthy widow of African Jescent, at leas P garess

As his mother’s legal proxy, Joseph sold B 8“: as
Or smaller animals, such as pigs and sheep- The first M=

t . wn of C

a
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Carl Nebel, elevated view of Xalapa with a lone traveler (1836).
Lithograph. Courtesy of the California History Room,
California State Library, Sacramento, California

toyac. The second measured two acres and was situated about
a league and a half from Ixhuacan, approximately two leagues
from Xalapa. The second pasture had the advantage of being
located near the Joloat] River. Although a few acres of land do
notsound particularly impressive, Maria sold them for a wind-
fall of four hundred pesos. Marfa’s diligence in her presentation
of her family’s narrative paid off not only because it appears
That she was confirmed as the legitimate wife of Diegos but, 35
Is n0\tv clear, she had a ot to gain financially in securing the
1nh€l‘ltar.lce rights to high-value real estate.

This final entry also clarifies how Maria’s husband came
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Jossession of these lands. The documents of March
cited only that Dona Luisa Ordoiez had given D; 30,
it pmpcrtie,s. 'The April 26, 168s, bill of sale specified 1;8;
;-hc was Diegos wealthy and gen.erous aunt originally from
palm (sland but for dc.’cades a vecina of Xalapa. Diego had in-
+erted the property in 1638 when he was just ten years old.
pona Luisa and her husband, Manuel Rodriguez de Maya, had
long been fixtures in Xalapa, owning property in the region
valued at thirty-five hundred pesos as early as 1598 and own-
ing slaves in the early 1600s before establishing a packtrain
business in the 1620s. The couple echoed elite religious prac-
tices and endowed a chapel in the Monastery of San Francisco
for masses to be celebrated for their souls and those of their
deceased family members. When Manuel Rodriguez de Maya
died in 1625, Doia Luisa continued to conduct business on her
own, selling some of her land and owning slaves.*

The additional information regarding Dofia Luisa Or-
défiez’s background hints that Maria de la Candelaria might
have needed a carefully curated narrative with a whole team
of legal representatives and witnesses to prove her claim. The
Spanish legal system allowed for the acknowledgment of natu-
ral children, if the father chose to grant such rights. The case
of Polonia de Ribas profiled in chapter 4 underscores that one
could even establish legal rights of inheritance for illegitimate
gra“dt'hildren, if the petitioner so wished. The :qan.lelc?l.ltliii
1’one for female consorts. Under Spanish colo.mal tn 1eri e
aws, if Marfa de la Candelaria successfully defended her P

t' (4 N > i Zl\'e
On as the legitimate wife of Diego Ordoiez, she would b

th? right to half of his estate, the other half being evenlf)l’ ‘:Z-

erl 1utcd among the legitimate heirs.** In addition to'the bnit .
: benefit she would receive, it likely mattered quit€ a .
S Woman of means that she set the record straight regar ing

t »
) 1eg1t1macy of her family.
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Maria assembled an infallible defer'lsive line against the
accusation of her illegitimacy with three witnesses, one a clepg,,
man, to assert her marital as well as her classed status, Although,
more widely documented among the Spanish elite, mothers
and fathers rebutted claims that they conceived childrep out of
wedlock to ensure that their progeny would continue to enjoy
the material and social benefits ascribed to legitimacy. $ome
African-descended families understood marital legitimacy ag
being socially important, while others valued its approximation,
as discussed in chapter 2. Religious legitimacy opened doors
for elite Spaniards attempting to enter power structures of the
colonies, such as universities, convents, and Crown-sanctioned
positions. Maria de la Candelaria might have also wanted to
affirm her family’s place in the social order and defend a po-
sition not outrightly presumed to be the domain of even a
wealthy African-descended woman. Whether women of Afri-
can descent were legitimate wives or lovers, the men’s families
likely did not welcome the cases of free negras, morenas, mu-
latas, and pardas who sought to establish control over inher-
itances.

Maria’s approach highlights her awareness of the weight
accorded to gendered prescriptions, perhaps especially for
African-descended women. Maria did not legally need her
*0n to represent her before the notarial authorities—there was
nothing in the Spanish legal code that would have prevented
her, as a widow, from presenting her case alone. However, she
mUISt ha\fe known that having her son serve as her proxy to-
ﬁ;t;; i Z::]hd‘:grc efnftnz’:ltlte)witn'esses fortified her c.:ase JS 3::“:3::
legitima, Perhaps M; L'l-npitmg p Secure‘her nght-b--diql mobi-
lized her trauma to hd»rm ¢¢ la Candelaria s-trateglu} 4

er benefit, but so too did others.
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pres

ccedings that sought to establish whether Mari

Ii Prlo,l.ﬂ'i“ and Diego de Ordoiiez had been legitim atrlla de la
“dt i\_c leart) tlu}t their daughter, also named Maiiz,yalllz)a:_
:\»iih hundl't'ds‘ of other free Womi“ of African descent, hacgi
hecll “taken p.,-lsoncr by t‘he enemy.” Perhaps those listening to
and cranscribing her test.nmony, unquestionably men and pos-
by slave owners too, did not empathize with the free woman
;t m{ding before them. Nevertheless, few in the region would
have been able to so casually disregard a reference to the hor-
o caused by the Dutch pirate Laurens de Graaf.

The Great Siege created a traumatic shared memory of
hundreds of pirates terrorizing the residents of the port, dam-
aging private and public property, and shattering the lives of
both free and enslaved families as they witnessed loved ones
taken hostage. The event so fractured the sense of safety of port
residents that Xalapas population experienced a boom after
1683 as people abandoned the port en masse, again seeking
refuge in the way station town.*¢ Most significantly, an entire
region had experienced a tragedy, and the consequences ranged
from a family in mourning to colonial authorities renegotiat-
ing the power dynamics of governance. The official reports of
the tragedy centered people of African descent as indispens-
able but important only in their worth as chattel, in their rep-
fesentation as the Crown’s tributaries, and in their value as

meml"t'rs of the free colonial workforce. .
Incal ~Ih,e IO,S:S’ the city council officials argued, ‘\nb ne:;t]ru)-
i _‘U]able —something the African-descendcd commu-
[]):y In Veracruz would have agreed upon- The social st;ltu§ o:
co:{)i]: ,(ff African descent in the midcolonial era; W;:Z ;1(;:;)5’
ionedg:hm’ e".@ll for the wealthy. Who, fo‘r exam}: e,e T por
tang) ) legitimacy of Ana's and Marias marriag d e
Y either woman allowed such an affront to stan:

" ns, but
§3and Maria de la Candelaria were women of mea
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. <ion was not the same as freedom. The abduction of
manumiss ¢

Ithy daughter of lcgitimately married, landowning par-
a wea ¢

as a chilling reminder that the threat of enslavement wag
ents was

wer far away. . .
m“r"lhe Aftermath of the Great Siege of 1683 had long-rangmg

consequences, including the. }}avoc it caused in the archives
Jfter the installation of the mllltar).' gove'rnrr.lent. Ina rare case
of contemporary admission, officials highlighted the signifi-
cance and challenges of maintaining the document?r?r arm of
colonial administration. In 1689, government administrators
requested that Veracruzs sitting corregidor, Pedro Lopez Pardo,
compile a report on the dispatches and records of his prede-
cessor, Maestro de Campo Don Francisco Osorio de Astorga.
Pedro noted that while he had not located all of the records in
the city council archive, he could offer a summary of core con-
cerns, the first of which was the “good treatment of and reli-
gious ministry to the slaves” Corregidor Pedro Lopez Pardo
then followed this proclamation by addressing issues of com-
merce, including the threat of piracy.®
| How was it possible that the archive, in just one admin-
'stration, had fallen into such disarray that not even the mili-
tary governor’s papers could be located? Additionally, why did
‘t}r‘:ai:]r:]%’l,d:freb;glin h(iis summary wit.h a f:entering of the “g(.)‘Olt:
of the P‘)pulatio}la(\il? .Peo-ple? And in light of the sheer S'ufk
why attempt tq rea:sclmatl-on expe.rlenced due to the ‘mtd:]d,
to those who rcmzlit\lcl(ll:e'[?\ls Supf?rlors thitt e would d,t .emg
that Pedr,, Lopez Pard, | t’:re might have been other redb‘(: d
th? treatmcnt of Afr -,) SPCCIﬁca[]y and prominﬁntl)’ addrﬁ";l
official atemenyg ngn-dcscendcd people. Perhaps the r().)_
Of slaves a4 their Ic(k,p(?ke to a broader concern of the scarcity
ieventcemh century l;ltlnucd demand in the region. By the late
oward wage |, Srers ];‘)"Y Places in colonial Mexico had turne
» YUt others in the central Veracruz regio®
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ill celied o0 slavery. He may have wanted tq assure his gy

;mﬁ hat he had a more watchful eye on the englaye d pop lﬁe-
k -

on and would n'ot allow tl:e mistakes of his pred
gt Juring his tenure. ”The en.emy would not
ore slaves from Veracruz,’” he might have murm
Jrafted the note.
Marfa de la Candelaria’s daughter was taken prisoner by
(he enemy. Her abduction still lingered in the minds of her
family and community. The Great Siege marked time for the
regions African-descendant population, and the aftermath must
have been all-encompassing. Economic insecurity likely af-
fected a large number of families since pirates killed, injured,
and seized breadwinners, caregivers, children, and patrons. Per-
haps the Candelaria family depended on Maria the daughter
or her contacts in La Nueva Veracruz, her capture propelling
the economic need to secure the inheritance. The archive re-
veals that Maria the mother wanted those hearing her tragic
story to feel that absence too—to relive that traumatic event
as fellow vecinos of the region. Whether it was to provoke the
compassion of the officials who might have also lost loved
ones or property in the Great Siege, the abduction of Maria the
daughter called upon multiple notions of family, Crown obli-
gations, and patriarchal duties. “She had suffered enough,” a
fotarial assistant might have thought as Maria de la Candelar-
'S witnesses appeared one after another to attest to her S?Od
religioys character and her family’s legitimacy. What might
ave been 5 gendered strategy of survival, a utilitarian attem;?t
t? ¢cure her future, demonstrates the importance of a c?lllt’:(i
L€ Memory for traditionally marginalized people as t.hc‘fyml;’lily
ege;iizas(fs before Crown auth(.)rities, offeredfup ::;:Cre
S, defended their humanity, and called for)

€Cessors to

steal away
ured as he




