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‘My Reputed Children’
Legacies of Enslavement in Atlantic-Island Wills
Anne Bottomley(
‘I am the bastard child of Empire and I shall have my say’

I. Introduction: Atlantic-Island Children
English‒Jamaican author Andrea Levy’s novels explore her Caribbean heritage and a history which she described as having been ‘forgotten, just left on the margins’: 
In Jamaica, I realised what happened there is about the world, empire, a story about humanity — this was not a small place, this was not a small story that affected only a few. It is so much a part of British history and global history. And most of these stories are untold.

Levy’s literary legacy gives voice(s) to ‘the bastard child of Empire’. This claim of recognition, made by a character whose experience resonates with Levy’s own sense of recovery, is defiant and proud. It should be read (heard) as a thick compendium of literal and figurative references (people, islands, legacies), and as shaped by a process which Martinican author and theorist Edouard Glissant called ‘creolisation’: a process which enables an island-centred understanding of the potential (of a heritage) of hybridity. Recovering and asserting the history of the ‘forgotten, just left on the margins’ is a means through which to reimagine (all) our futures.
 Opening this potential requires ‘us’ to take time to pay attention to what has previously been rendered marginal in order to recognise the significance of this remapping for (re)thinking (scholastically, politically) a new geography which challenges centrifugal metropolitan presumptions and privileges.

This chapter explores a literal aspect of Levy’s ‘bastard child of empire’: children born on ‘British’ Caribbean islands to colonial (white) fathers and island (of colour, often enslaved) mothers. Within processes of colonisation, one factor which differentiates colonial sites is the extent to which they were ‘settled’ by colonisers who intended, personally, to permanently remain (rather than return ‘home’). In Jamaica the plantation economy was owned and managed by a significant proportion of ‘self-improving’ transient men. Lacking fortune and social position at home, they were focused on securing sufficient wealth to return and establish themselves, respectably, on metro-isle. Although they might spend most of their adult lives on-island, they did not bring wives with them: wives (and heirs) would be sought ‘on return’, when their acquired wealth would assure a socially advantageous marriage. Importing a transient, non-familial colonial class resulted in a very high number of sexual ‘encounters’ (across the full spectrum of sexual relations from non-consensual acts to long-term cohabitation) between colonial (white) men and island (of colour) women, and many children born as a consequence.

These ‘Atlantic-island’ children shared the characteristic of being born illegitimate. Even those born to cohabitating parents, however affectionate and committed, did not benefit (legally or socially) from their fathers marrying their mothers. It was not illegal; it was simply not done.
 A consequence of prejudice derived from the early colonial heritage of white male sexual aggression targeting enslaved women with impunity; it was also a consequence of the presumption that many men made that they would be returning ‘home’ to marry. Marriage on-island was not, to these men and the social milieu they moved in, an option. In 1808, an anonymous author published (in London) a novel in which a daughter (Olivia) describes her father’s refusal to marry her once enslaved mother: 
‘the pride of the man, the quick feeling of the European, the prejudices which he had imbibed in common with his countrymen, forbade his making this affectionate and heroic girl his wife’.
 
Her father dies, unmarried, in Jamaica, leaving his fortune to Olivia on the condition that she goes to England and marries her English cousin (his closest male relative). Through this device, her father contrives the transfer of his fortune to his (legitimate) English family, ensuring the legacy of combining wealth with name, as well as making provision for his daughter through inheritance and marriage. 

The narrative illustrates a number of issues which will be addressed in this chapter. Most Atlantic-island children would not, of course, have been as economically fortunate as Olivia (an heiress). For the majority, the question was simply the extent to which (and how) their fathers might make some economic provision for them and, if enslaved, ensure their freedom.
 Underpinning these issues was the extent to which, and how, putative fathers recognised children as ‘theirs’. Put simply: the greater the extent of paternal recognition, the more likely children would be given the benefits of economic support (and freedom, if still enslaved). Recognition was carried initially in being given the paternal/family name, and thereby a lineage. The first formal potential for this was in being given the paternal family name on a baptismal certificate, and, even better, with the father’s paternity also registered. However, as we shall see, being named in a father’s ‘final testament’, especially along with the use of the phrase ‘my reputed child’, provide the strongest form of recognition a father could bestow on putative children. Paternal recognition carried a social benefit on-island, and, for a small proportion of children, but a not inconsiderable number, being recognised was a first step towards becoming ‘received’ (however marginally) within the British paternal family ‘back home’ on metro-isle. Whether on-island or in metro-isle, recognition was a move away from maternal heritage (of colour) towards a paternal (white) lineage. 

The factors which informed decisions to extend recognition through this process of public documentation will be considered, as well as the legacies of testamentary recognition within a wider social framing. Investigating these questions requires recognition of the (then and ongoing) ‘entanglement’
 between the Caribbean archipelago and metro-isle, and in order to understand the processes determining a paternal inheritance on-island, the chapter begins in metro-isle. This was the frame of reference which colonists carried with them into the islands; and, also, to begin this way affirms the significance of recovering ‘forgotten’ histories ‘left on the margins’ as critical to an understanding of the metropolitan inheritance.
II. Nobody’s Child
The rights of an illegitimate child are only such as he can acquire; he can inherit nothing, being in law looked upon as nobody’s son, but he may acquire property by devise or bequest. He may acquire a surname by reputation, but does not inherit one.

When women’s rights campaigner Barbara Leigh Smith included a chapter on ‘Illegitimate Children and Their Mothers’ in her 1854 book the Most Important Laws concerning Women, she emphasised that it was within the gift of fathers to make economic provision for putative children, by ‘devise or bequest’, as well as to allow them to carry a (paternal) surname ‘by reputation’. Leigh Smith knew this well: her father, the reformist Whig MP Ben Smith, had chosen not to marry the mother of his five Leigh Smith children. Named on their baptismal certificates, and living with them as ‘his’ family in a single household, he had withheld the status of legitimacy from them, denying them legal benefits as well as social respectability. Barbara and her siblings lived on a margin, loved and well provided for by a wealthy upper-class father but without the security of legitimate status to embed them in the supportive inclusiveness of a wider paternal family and social class. 

‘Nobody’s child’ carried a doubled meaning. Born outside of marriage, children lacked the paternal linkage which delivered legitimate status and, because women lacked legal capacity, it was presumed that mothers themselves could not convey legal status to children born to them.
 Children with no legally recognised parent were therefore ‘nobody’s child’: ‘illegitimate’ in the sense of being without outside-of-law.
 

Without destabilising this fundamental distinction, paternal links could be recognised by imposition or election. Putative fathers of children whose mother’s sought parish relief, could, under legislation introduced in the sixteenth century, be made responsible for their ‘bastards’’ upkeep. Fathers of higher socio-economic status could avoid the legal processes of public judgment and condemnation by voluntarily providing for their ‘natural’ children. In Emma, Jane Austen introduces Harriet Smith, ‘the natural daughter of somebody’ who has placed her ‘out of the way’ in a boarding school, ‘no-one knowing’, including Harriet, who ‘somebody’ was.
 ‘Somebody’ is a putative father (her maternal heritage is never referenced), who has chosen not to recognise Harriet and is unlikely to carry the name Smith. 

Leigh Smith’s account of the law introduces a spectrum to illegitimacy: through to the best-case scenario of a child not merely provided for, but openly recognised by the putative father through the gift of the paternal (sire-)name.
 Investigations carried out by parish authorities concerned to fix fathers of ‘bastards’ with their maintenance began with seeking ‘reputed fathers’; men named as ‘reputed’ to be responsible. In a neat reversal, from accusation to claim, fathers began to use the same referent to identify children they chose to acknowledge as: ‘my reputed children’. In documents such as wills, ‘reputed children’ came to mean something more than merely ‘natural’, whilst always less than ‘lawful’. 

If men like Smith were free to marry, why not marry the mothers of their children? The answer was simple: the women were not (sufficiently) socially respectable to be ‘received’ within the paternal family or social milieu. For Smith, the issue was class: he withheld marriage from his lower-class partner, and consequently legitimacy from his children. A great deal of hard (and often imaginative) labour was then invested in crafting and presenting such socially marginal families in a form which allowed fathers to remain, as far as possible, respectably embedded in their own class and natal family. It was a balancing act often requiring considerable levels of collusion from all involved. Somewhat paradoxically, a not infrequent paternal concern was to do everything possible to ensure that ‘his’ children would eventually share the advantages of his birth: not merely economic security, but social respectability. Others negotiated a more marginalised position for their children: no natal family recognition, a lower social class or weaker economic position.


Underlying all these scenarios was the problematic existence of mothers: now doubly unrespectable, having become unmarried mothers as well as mistresses. Some fathers simply ‘hid’ them in clear sight, often in the role of ‘housekeeper’; others placed them more discreetly in separate establishments. For some mothers, the lack (or end, or denial) of a relationship with fathers, and/or paternal concerns with securing the best advantages for their children, could result in marginalisation to the point of erasure. Separation from children (placed as borders like Harriet or Miss Lambe,
 or taken to live with fathers, or within the extended paternal family) would (was intended to) make continued contact with mothers difficult, if not impossible.
 

Maternal separation was a particular feature for one group of ‘reputed children’: those who, like Miss Lambe, were born to island mothers of colour and then sent (or brought) to Britain by colonial fathers. However distasteful we now find the choices made by someone like Smith in holding class at a distance, it is so much more difficult to encounter the attitudes held, and decisions made, by putative fathers based on a woman’s heritage and the legacy of enslavement. For these children, and even more so their mothers, all the prejudices and discriminatory practices carried in colonisation and enslavement impacted starkly and directly: particularly given that marriage and legitimacy was always out of the question.
 

For Atlantic-island children, the use of ‘by repute’ to distinguish between children a father chose to acknowledge and those he did not, became extensively used and with much greater consequence than on metro-isle. It would, however, be a mistake to engage with the colonial evidence as if it is simply a question of/for colonial sites and their respective histories. To refuse the distancing strategy of an off-island, overseas, account of remote ‘colonial’ stories (to actively listen for/to the silence which pervades, haunts, Jane Austen’s Mansfield Park), is to confront and accept that Atlantic-island families are a metro-isle legacy as much as an on-island heritage: we remain entangled islands.
 Within this framing, the issue, from the limited perspective of metro-isle, is one of ‘recovery’. The recovery of a forgotten, marginalised or supressed, legacy, which we can begin to diagram in an image of a significant moment when an uncomfortable secret might be exposed.
III. Reading the Will
When, in 1818, the King of Bavaria commissioned David Wilkie to make a painting ‘as purely English as possible’, Wilkie chose as his theme a family and household gathered after the death of a husband/father/relative/master to hear ‘the reading’ of the deceased’s will.
 The past, carried in a written text, reaches forward to shape the future of those gathered to hear, conventionally for the first time, the decisions (which have been) made by the deceased. One life is over, and those who remain anticipate futures revealed in a sealed document extracted from a locked box. 

As common law allows ‘freedom of testation’, it is in the gift of the testator to decide who will benefit ‘by bequest’.
 And as conventionally the will is a private document, the contents of which are known only to the testator (and lawyer), it is not made public ‒ that is, known to the family ‒ until after death.
 When technologies for communication were limited, it was convenient to ‘read the will’ after the family had gathered for the funeral of the deceased.
 The event of ‘reading’ is therefore framed, temporally and spatially, as a revelation. Wilkie peoples his picture with a range of characters posed to intrigue us in terms of possible narratives of past, present and future relations between them: moulded and negotiated through the decisions of the absent central figure (a ghostly presence manifested in his wall-hung portrait). 

Wilkie’s consummate dramatic twist is that the scene he portrays is sufficiently opaque to be open to numerous interpretations. Pulling his audience into the image, he provokes questions and speculation drawing, in particular, on the persistently popularist thematic of death and testamentary disposition as a potent time for the revelation of (life) secrets. Not only expectation (or hope) of benefit fuel this dramatic moment, so does the thrill of anticipation of the unknown and unexpected.
 This is not just about bequests as gifts: it is a ‘last testament’, a time for coming to terms with truth (especially for those who live and die in the expectation of divine judgment), and for the imposition of obligations as ‘last wishes’ (not only by law, but also by appeals to sentiment and honour). The will is a threshold: between life and death; past and future; public and private. In this sense, we need to think of the will as a potent document designed to carry (sometimes difficult) messages. The questions are always: what is the message designed to achieve, and who is this message intended for? (And, as a supplementary: what did they already know?)


Wilkie Collins,
 a godson of David Wilkie, died in 1889. A bachelor, his will revealed paternity of three children: ‘I hereby acknowledge the said three children as my children by the said Martha Rudd.’
 Under the assumed name of ‘Mr Dawson’, he had installed Martha Rudd (Mrs Dawson) and their Dawson children in a discrete establishment without his family, his housekeeper-mistress, or most of his friends, knowing about them.
 

Collins used simple and direct language, ‘children’, ‘mine’, ‘acknowledge’, for the posthumous admission that he had fathered children and (until then) hidden the truth. The tension is obvious: through open acknowledgment he accepts responsibility and in so doing makes visible the design which had kept hidden his secret. For whom was this revelation intended? It is tempting to think that Collins enjoyed being the author of his own drama of revelation, but it does not read that way. There is a kind of brutality in the way he casts his admission: no words of affection are employed. It could have been the result of a promise made to Martha Rudd that he would admit to paternity and make provision for the children at some point in the future, but that he did not want to face the (personal) consequences of revelation during his lifetime. It could be that he was concerned that, without some explanation, the bequests made to Martha and the children might not be respected (taken seriously enough and in good time), or even challenged. Whatever the key factors which influenced him, his will operated to carry and record his revelation as part of a granting of bequests and imposition of obligations (on his executors) in a design intended to protect his Dawson children after his death. 

Extending the potential introduced in Wilkie’s narrative-image allows us to reform and recreate that image in order to explore other narrational settings: thinking about why and how something has been revealed, to whom, and with what (potential) consequences. 

When Moses Benson, a ‘Liverpool merchant’, died in 1806 he left a lengthy 36-page will creating a strict settlement reaching forward across future generations of ‘lawful heirs’.
 Any break in succession through the direct male line was covered by allowing for a collateral heir, on the condition that the family name (and recently purchased crest) be adopted by private act of parliament within one year of coming into the inheritance. Benson used property, will and settlement to secure for his family (and himself) a legacy of establishment in the respectable security of the landed gentry. Having made his money in trade, he then been focused on acquiring the key indices for becoming a ‘gentleman’: a landed estate with manorial rights carrying the title of ‘esquire’. He died before the transition into land was accomplished, but his executors fulfilled his game plan by purchasing a country estate, securing the material and socio-cultural assets needed to ground the family within the landed gentry. 

The narrative arc of moving from trade to land is familiar, but Benson’s plan for transition contained an odd feature: he lacked ‘lawful heirs’. A bachelor, he had, and made bequests to, four children and created a settlement ‘to the use of his son or reputed son Ralph Benson for life, remainder to trustees on trust to preserve, remainder to use of the testator's grandson Moses Benson, eldest son of Ralph…(etc).’ 

‘Reputed’ slips in as if Benson would have preferred not to have had to use it. It is likely that this admission of illegitimacy was advised by lawyers in order to deflect a possible legal challenge based on the (then) presumption that ‘child’ only covered ‘lawful issue’ (his namesake, Moses, having been born legitimate, is described as ‘grandson’ and ‘son’). Benson’s children carried his name and, until they married, lived with him as his family. It is quite possible that a certain amount of ambiguity, even subterfuge, had allowed their legitimacy to be presumed within local society; if so, the will carried an unwelcome admission. 

Benson exemplifies a father working hard to build his (family) legacy whilst (and because of) not having provided the most basic of foundational blocks: the legitimacy of his children. The key to making ‘sense’ of this paradox is found in his description as a ‘Liverpool merchant’. Austen’s very deliberate pause in Emma, ‘a Bristol—merchant, of course, he must be called.’,
 is apposite. Benson, like the Bristol merchant, made his fortune trading in enslaved persons. He lived between Jamaica and Liverpool before finally returning ‘home’ with four Jamaican-born children who carried his family name. His paternity is recorded in their baptismal records, which record their mother, Judith Powell, as a ‘mustee’ (a person of seven-eighths white ancestry, that is with one Black ancestor three generations back).
 

In contrast to Collins, Benson had done everything he could to present the children as his but colonial prejudices would not allow any formal recognition of a relationship with Judith Powell; only his children would be acknowledged.
 However, like Collins, his will became a record of paternity: a future-orientated concern made necessary by a past decision which had deprived his children of legitimate status. 

Benson’s narrative is one of the problematic origins of wealth and family, simultaneously covered and revealed within a document designed to distance and protect (the inheritance of) the future family from (the legacy of) the past. Transposed into a version of Wilkie’s painting, the significance of ‘ a reading’ reimagined as a colonial narrative would be to signal the (denied and obscured) absent-presence in the room (of an English estate) of (island plantation) colonisation and enslavement (as Austen achieved in Mansfield Park).
 

In Benson’s will it was social approval which was jeopardised by the revelation of illegitimacy raising questions of heritage, but in some cases a testamentary acknowledgment of ‘reputed children’ came as an unwelcome surprise to the paternal family, especially if the testator had married and had lawful heirs:
Many colonists hid illegitimate children of colour from British family members and did not disclose their existence until death freed them from the burden of maintain the secret. Wills frequently served as official messengers, bearing witness to their authors’ colonial indulgences.

A conflict over bequests might well arise as a consequence. In 1741, Richard Codrington’s will was proved in England.
 From his extensive colonial and metropolitan estates, he made ample provision for his wife and legitimate children, and then included modest bequests for a number of island women (‘my negro woman’) and more generous bequests for their children (‘my mulatto boy’), along with giving them all their freedom. He did not openly acknowledge parentage, and the children had not been given his family name. The use of ‘my’ can be read as simply indicative of the fact that he ‘owned’ enslaved persons, or can (also) be read to imply a more personal connection. His wife blocked the bequests by simply ignoring them. Was she angry that he had had island children (and not told her?), or that he had made it (almost) public knowledge, or that he had taken some wealth away from his legitimate family? 

When the terms of the will and her failure to act became known on-island, litigation was begun in London to enforce the bequests. In a judgment which instructed payment to be made, Lord Hardwicke recognised that the wife ‘must have some resentment against this kind of conduct by her husband’, but that ‘when he had these children, in whatever way, or with whatever colour, it was a natural duty incumbent upon him to provide for them’.
 

The Codrington litigation evidences the tensions which could arise between the interests of a legitimate family (‘at home’), and a paternal wish to undertake some responsibility for island children. Evidence presented during and after the trial suggests that Codrington had, during his lifetime, taken an interest in his island children, financially supporting them (and some had been sent to school in England). If Codrington had chosen to be discrete (at least in metro-isle) during his lifetime, and continued a level of discretion in his will, he nevertheless was concerned enough about their futures to allow a level of posthumous visibility as a consequence of testamentary inclusion. In this sense, Codrington, like Benson, was forced to make a(n implied) public admission, but Codrington had to negotiate this within the context of a wife and lawful heirs. Conversely, for Benson his island children were his only family and heirs and he wanted to treat them as if legitimate. 

Hardwicke’s argument that fathers had a natural obligation to support all their children, resonates with a contemporary concern that illegitimate children could destabilise a legal family unit, emotionally and economically. A perceived need to increase the regulation of families in order to stabilise financial wealth led to (the same) Lord Hardwicke’s Marriage Act of 1753. However, the tone of Hardwicke’s judgment can also be read as supporting the basic value of freedom of testation (allowing for responsible choice and future legacy), and as a reminder that it is the obligation of those who remain to uphold the wishes of the deceased. In this sense, it is supportive of male (husband, father) choice, and requires female (wife, mother) compliance, whilst encoding a message of the need to be paternally responsible towards the legitimate family and lineage. 
IV. Thresholds: Decisions and Documents 
The threshold passages of life and death were opportunities for recording paternity: at the birth of a child, and on the death of a father. Until 1874, baptismal records kept by the established church were the only record of birth. But this depended on baptism taking place, and baptism was a crucial divider between Christian and non-Christian, free and enslaved. A father deciding that children born of an enslaved woman should be baptised was a significant step away from enslavement and towards the potential of becoming free(d). Even for children born to free(d) mothers, baptism was still important in marking a continued move away from enslaved origins towards a safer, more respectable, future; in part through providing a(nother) record of freed status. The gift of baptism, especially with the entry of a paternal name, was therefore an important act of recognition and support. However, for some children freedom and baptism were only gained after the father’s death under testamentary provisions. Both threshold-moments therefore framed major paternal decisions: if he had not done so already, should he make provision for the freedom, baptism and naming of his children in his will (his last testament)? How might he design the terms of his will to try and secure the future of his children (or their mothers)? How should he balance the interests of his various family members, on-island and in metro-isle? 

It is in the final document of record, the will, that we gain some insight into how putative fathers led their lives and structured their decision-making. Wills as a last testament were a father’s final chance to create (and attempt to protect) a legacy for himself and his children: they could be used to admit to what had been hidden (or not dealt with) inter vivos, or record and confirm previously made decisions. 

Wills are unique in combining temporal/spiritual authority and purpose. On the one hand, the role of executors and enforced publicity are designed to protect and enforce the wishes of the testator, and on the other hand, the seriousness of the intentions of the settlor’s last wishes is underscored by a kind of sanctity attached to the processes of (and preparation for) dying.
 We might almost say that recognition in baptismal certificates is a potential, whereas to be evidenced as a ‘reputed child’ in a will is a final confirmation. 

Between these thresholds, lives were lived out in mundane struggles of messy and muddled complexities, underpinned by the harsh realities of colonial enslavement and prejudice. Life factors such as how relationships developed; whether the deceased had had other children; whether he married and had legitimate children; and where he was resident, were then critical factors determining his final, testamentary, decisions.

Edward Earl, a Jamaican lawyer and planter, died on-island in 1821. His will recognised several ‘reputed’ children, all born to enslaved women.
 He had purchased the freedom of some, but not others:
To a negro woman named Hardtime, … the property of Hebert Jarrett, £100 currency.
I am the reputed father of the two following (groups of) mulatto people whose freedom I purchased 05/04/1808 viz John (and named others), the sons and daughter of a negro woman named Lucretia that did belong to Orange Valley Estate
 and Betty (and named others), the sons and daughters of Hardtime.
Since I manumised the above 10 people of colour I am the reputed father of another mulatto child named Rosee, a daughter of Hardtime. I beg that my executors will use every means in their power to have my said reputed daughter and also her mother Hardtime purchased and manumised at the expense of my estate.. If Rosee's freedom cannot be obtained then my executors to pay into the hands of the Orange Valley estate £300 currency, the interest to be paid to Rosee each year for life and the capital to then go to her children.
His testamentary design carries two temporalities: providing for a future and protecting a past.
 It is a reminder of how fragile recognition of legal status could be, and that therefore every repetition of record(ing) was significant, especially when endorsed in a last will and testament.
 In Earl’s text, ‘reputed’ combines as a term of evidence of past treatment (informal, ‘lived’, recognition), with a statement of record (formal ‘documentation’, in law, of recognition). Recognition ‘by repute’ in the paternal final testament became a kind of imprimatur. George Besson, a Trinidadian author, characterised this, and the legacies which still flow from it, as ‘the cult of the will’.
 

Dr John Drummond died in Jamaica in 1804. His will evidences processes of being (re)moved from enslavement within a complex of sexual/paternal relations, alongside the use of enslaved persons as inheritable property ‘settled’ between generations to provide capital and income:

I give devise and bequeath unto a free Negro woman named Mary Drummond alias Juno the following slaves… to hold ... with their issue ... for and during the term of her natural life … and immediately give devise and bequeath said several slaves with their issue ... unto Thomas Drummond the younger my reputed son … to hold to him for and during the term of his natural life and from and immediately after his decease I give and devise the said slaves … unto such child or children of the said Thomas Drummond as shall be alive at the time of his decease and acknowledged by him …
… at the end of 2 years after my decease if not sooner … I hereby direct my executors ... to purchase a mulatto boy child reputed to be mine named William the son of a Negro woman named Eleanor the property of the said Mary Drummond and a mulatto girl child named Maria also reputed to be mine by a Negro woman named Kitty belonging to the said Mary Drummond and to make both the said children free at the expense of my estate. And I hereby give and bequeath unto the said 2 mulatto children an annuity or yearly sum of £25. 
The once enslaved Mary Drummond had lived with the doctor as his housekeeper; whilst he extended his sexual activities to include enslaved women within her household. Whilst he made provision for the purchase and freedom of the children born to Eleanor and Kitty, along with a modest annuity, their mothers remained enslaved. Their children were treated very differently from Mary’s son, not only in provision (the use of enslaved person as inheritable property to provide an ‘estate’) but also in how they are named (no surname), and the subtle distinction between ‘reputed to be mine’ and ‘by repute’. Drummond designed very different outcomes for the children, reflecting differences in the relations/hips he had with their mothers, as well as their, and therefore their children’s, status as enslaved or free(d).
 

Differences in treatment between children (and mothers) undoubtably arose in part as a result of the nature (affection, duration, dynamic etc) of the parental relationship. But there is also evidence of a generalised prejudice against children born of enslaved mothers rather than free(d) women, one that becomes more pronounced with generational distancing from enslavement. Baptismal records of ancestral heritage for people of colour evidence a very explicit correlation between the measure of African (black) heritage and the treatment of mothers and children by colonial (white) fathers. Reputed children brought ‘back’ to Britain are far more likely to have been phenotypically white, having mothers recorded as ‘mustee’ rather than ‘mulatto’.
 Clearly many fathers hoped that children brought to Britain would be presumed to be or capable of ‘passing’ as ‘white’ and thereby take the benefits of a ‘status’ which might not be achievable on-island (too much memory, gossip, prejudice and judgment). 

For children who remained resident on-island a route to (some of) the benefits of white privilege became available in 1733 when, under local legislation, persons of colour could apply through a private act of the Jamaica Assembly to be treated as having ‘white’ status with associated legal privileges (most importantly holding land over a certain value, as well as civic rights). This built on the locally widely accepted social understanding (a legacy of Spanish colonisation) that a distance of four generations from one black ancestor was sufficient to move a person of colour into being (treated as if) white.
 Designing a legal framing for ‘becoming white’ allowed this to be achieved and protected ‘by law’ (and, in practice, petitions could be made before four generations had passed). The majority of applications were made on behalf of ‘reputed children’, underlining the extent to which colonial men (and society) went in finding strategies to afford privileging their (nearly white) children (if they chose to), without recourse to the route of marriage and legitimacy. In 1793, a privilege act was passed for some reputed children of Dr Drummond, ‘
by which Thomas Drummond (and three others) …. free mulattos, reputed children of John Drummond of Westmoreland, practitioner of physic and surgery, were given all rights and privileges, subject to certain legal limitations’.
 
Petitions referenced heritage, a family name and baptism, as well as wealth, educational and social skills (especially when acquired through residence in Britain) to argue that the applicants should ‘be raised above the level of people of colour in general’.
 

Petitions were particularly significant for those who remained on-island, but they also evidence becoming ‘white by law’ as part of a process of ‘becoming British’. Francis Hall, who died 1848, left bequests for four reputed children: ‘
To my four reputed children by Elizabeth Evans, my former housekeeper, named Charles Hall (and three others)... £10,000 sterling each payable in England at the age of 23, the interest to pay for their maintenance and education’.
 
Jamaican baptismal records describe the children as ‘white by law’, and the bequests evidence a presumption that the children will be resident in England. 

Linking testamentary bequests with baptismal records, privileges petitions and references to residence in Britain provides evidence which underscores the extent to which becoming phenotypically white was a significant factor in paternal decision making and differential treatment between children.
 
V. Return(ed) to Metro-Isle
When reputed children were sent to Britain it was usually, initially, for education.
 The question of whether they then returned to the islands was a matter of individual prospects, and paternal family circumstances. John Graham died in 1801, having returned to Scotland where he married and had children. His will provided for two reputed children:

To my reputed son John Graham, a free quadroon, £600 sterling to enable him to rent a farm in Scotland and to stock the same or to be applied for his … benefit in any manner my executrix (his wife…) may think best for his advantage.
To my reputed daughter, Mary Graham, a free quadroon, as much money as will purchase three new negroes if she remain in Jamaica, but if she go to Britain then £200 sterling to her.

Other fathers, particularly those without legitimate issue, were focused on ensuring that their reputed children made the transition into becoming white and British, and thereby able to contribute to the building of family wealth and lineage. For these fathers, a design for assimilation into metropolitan respectability often required emphasising a need to keep reputed children away from their Jamaican maternal origins. Andrew Wright died in England in 1806, leaving a will which made provision for two ‘reputed daughters’, also resident in England. His will made his concerns clear:

[T]o pay … for the education and benefit of my reputed daughters Ann Wright and Rebecca Wright born of Ruth Sinclair, until aged 21 or married…
I also direct that if Ann Wright or Rebecca Wright shall at any time after my decease without the consent in writing of the trustees ... return to Jamaica unmarried then any share ... shall be in trust for ... such persons as would ... be entitled to such shares of my estate if … (either of them ) were … virtually dead without issue …
Two copies of my will be delivered to (them) after my decease that they may be fully acquainted with the contents and particularly the clause prohibiting their return to Jamaica.
Jamaican baptismal records record Ruth Sinclair as a ‘free mustee’, and the children as ‘reputed white’. Both daughters married in England, but into Atlantic-island families, and Ann returned with her husband to live in Jamaica. In the baptismal records of Ann’s children, he is described as a ‘free man of colour’.
 Not the profile her father had intended for her and the (his) future family: in fact exactly what he had been trying to avoid. Clearly he had intended his daughters to (have) become metropolitan, absentee beneficiaries of the Jamaican estates whilst continuing their journey into a social order of white respectability.

Two aspects of Wright’s will resonate with that of Moses Benson.
 The first is that both returned with significant fortunes, but did not acquire legitimate heirs. Their ‘reputed children’ became the only ones who could carry forward a legacy of family respectability and lineage. The second is that their baptismal records evidence a generational ‘distance’ from Africa (black) heritage, and in Britain they may well have been able to be presented as if of ‘European’ heritage, even if of Jamaican birth. It is also quite possible that they were presumed to be legitimate within the British social milieu they moved in. But as their father’s wills had to ensure their inheritance by admitting to their ‘reputed’ status,
 wills as public testimonies carried an inevitable tension of revelation. 

Transitioning into the paternal legacy of becoming white required a distancing from maternal origins, and from any chance that children might be drawn back into a Jamaican social order which would recognise and treat them as people of colour. In Wright’s case, Ann subverted his intentions, and his design of/for ‘white’ aspiration, whilst managing to still secure her fortune. Ann and her husband, Francis Maitland, became wealthy, respectable Jamaican citizens. Paradoxically, their wealth was built in part on Francis’ inheritance through his maternal line. His mother (and grandmother) had been enslaved, but both were freed and gifted property (of land and enslaved persons) after becoming mothers to children of (white) colonial fathers. They became successful business women, and in 1782 the grandmother made a successful application for privileges, on behalf of herself, her daughter and Francis on the basis of holding ‘real and personal Estate in this Island to a very Considerable Value... in such manner as to raise them above the level of people of colour in General but for the Unfortunate Circumstances of their Birth.’


Francis and Ann were in fact half-cousins, and their marriage combined a family inheritance derived from the Jamaican maternal line as much as the British paternal legacy. From an island perspective, their marriage continued a transition towards assimilation into white respectability.
 The British family member who documented the history of the Maitland/Wright families had not, before undertaking his task, any knowledge of family links back into maternal enslavement. He describes the family legacy as ‘an example of how a mixed-race family evolved in Jamaica (and then) took steps to lose their African background and integrate into 19th Century England’.

VI. Legacies
Livesay suggests that two motives persuaded fathers to support Atlantic-island children, even to the extent of sending them ‘home’.
 The first, and one he is keen to emphasise, is paternal ‘affection’. He argues that whilst evidence of close and committed family units, cohabiting as if married, are the clearest example of bonds of familial affection, even in less committed relationships paternal affection was the significant explanation for extending support to island children. The importance of this, for Livesay, is that it recovers evidence of familial affection which had been forgotten, suppressed or denied in later decades when island children, let alone island families, were less, to the point of ‘no longer’, tolerated on either side of the Atlantic.
 He finds a second motive in fathers expressing guilt and shame for having sired children outside of marriage (and with island women), who then sought to make some atonement for their sins through making provision for the children. Seeking redemption, particularly through the device of a final testament, could certainly be bracketed with a concern for salvation. In his Jamaican will of 1775, Nathaniel Milward, who had sent his ‘swarthy illegitimates’ to Britain, apologised (indirectly) to his British executor for imposing the responsibilities of guardianship upon him:
I am at a loss what apology to make in their behalf (who are blameless) I must rely on his humanity… I hope his good nature will excuse the follies of youth, and ... consider the provision here made as the most eligible atonement to render them useful to society.

A plea for forgiveness and an appeal to/for personal honour underpins the legal obligation, and the testator’s (last) wishes (‘to render them useful to society’), combined with a public admission of guilt, does suggest a redemptive imperative. 

However, I want to press the evidence rather further. The consequences of both affection and guilt/atonement are, noticeably, focused on the children: there is little (if any) equivalent concern for mothers. This omission could be a result of a general discrimination against women, particularly mothers of illegitimate children and even more so when carrying the legacy of enslavement. But an extra clue to paternal imperatives (if not conscious ‘motives’) might be found in the advice given by an elder brother, in 1777, to a man about to take up residence in Jamaica: not become one of those men, ‘who have mulattoes as their offspring, yet can neither patronise, educate, not enrich them; and must see their own blood and substance grovelling in low insensibility or shame’.
 

‘Low sensibility and shame’ is linked with ‘own blood and substance’, suggesting very strongly that it is a concern with children who share ‘blood and substance’ with fathers, and will carry it forward, which is at issue here. Within the context of having mothers of colour, this creates a paternal (patriarchal) imperative to assert the priority of ‘their’ lineage against (overcoming) the maternal inheritance. 

At a minimum, it would be a question of pride and honour (a counter to shame) that a man’s progeny should be as well provided for as he could afford (and circumstances allowed). At a maximum, even illegitimate children could carry his family name (making visible his lineage of ‘blood and substance’) forward. In the absence of legitimate children, they could become resources for acquiring and extending family respectability and wealth: although on metro-isle this would require good marriages and subsequent ‘lawful’ descendants, as well as establishing sufficient distance from (maternal) origins. 

In 1773, George Hall, having sent two ‘mulatto children’ to Britain, died in Jamaica. His will specified that his son’s inheritance would only be secured by marrying a white woman (thereby, by implication, remaining in Britain), whereas if ‘he live in a lewd way with any woman’ he would only inherit a small number of enslaved persons (and, by implication, return to Jamaica). His sister had a similar restriction placed on her.
 The lodestones of moving descendants into metropolitan respectability were simple: marriage and becoming ‘white(r)’.
 Livesay recognises that ‘moving to Britain increased the prospect of a biological whitening of the family line’,
 but I think he underestimates the paternal imperative to achieve this. 

Establishing a phenotypically white hierarchy on-island and the erasure of mixed-African heritage in Britain, are consequences of the practices of paternal recognition. It is now well recognised that modern (Western) constructions of ‘family’ (drawn out from kinship) and ‘race’ (consolidated around an essentialist biologism) were mutually constitutive, mediated through and around ‘property’ (not merely as assets, but also as the ability to access and consolidate wealth), but what needs to be more recognised are the differences in specific familial (race, and property) patterns between island and metropole. And whilst Atlantic-island history is clearly relatable to established historical accounts based on American-continental material and scholarship,
 it is a specific history carrying a different legacy of inter-relations between race/family/property. Recognising these distinctions offers comparative material and (re)opens questions concerning the emergence of ‘race’, ‘family’ and ‘property’. How might we engage (scholastically, politically) with the island legacy?

The challenge for metropolitan scholars is to give space for the recognition and recovery of the ‘forgotten, just left on the margins’.
 In Britain, this requires listening for/to the ‘haunting’
 of the absence/presence which we have been so distanced from, geographically and historically. Rereading canonical authors such as Austen, to listen for/to the marginalised and repressed, and reimaging iconic paintings such as Wilkie’s, to reframe history and legacy, provides a means through which to re-engage with ‘our’ heritage. We are ‘entangled islands’, and the extent of, and responsibility for, the legacies of colonisation and enslavement are, necessarily, a focus for most contemporary post/colonial work. But the question of a post/colonial potential is also significant, and it may be that one way to think (imagine, diagram) this potential is to embrace a common heritage as hybrid ‘bastard children of empire’ and pursue an aspirational horizon of becoming-creole:
 
‘It is the composite reality of the bastard that obsesses Glissant, not the longing for a remote paternity.’

Chapter 3 Image 1
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� Levy (1999) 385. 


� A Levy ‘This was not a small story’ (November/December 2004) 70 Caribbean Beat, available at www.caribbean-beat.com/issue-70/was-not-small-story#axzz7p8E7l5CY.


� Glissant ([1992] 1998).


� Marriage between colonial (white) men and local (of colour) women was not illegal on the British colonial islands (unlike legislative codes introduced in some mainland North American colonies). Marriage for enslaved women was deemed legally impossible on the basis that they lacked legal capacity to consent (to this or any other contract), and, if not baptised, would not have had capacity to enter into Christian marriage anyway, Free(d) women did have legal capacity, but the prejudices of the established church (the administrators of marriage law) as well as colonial society operated ‘as if’ a legal ban was in place. See Collins (2022). 


� Dominique (2008). Resonant with an English anti-slavery sentiment which, whilst recognising a common humanity increasingly advocated separation between distinctive ‘races’, Olivia sacrifices (for the good of the English family) her marriage and fortune and returns (alone) to Jamaica. See eg Hall (2002). 


� Livesay (2018) 3 references estimates that only c20% of ‘island children’ were provide for, freed (if enslaved) or recognised by putative fathers. However, the numbers involved were such that the small minority sent by fathers to Britain (for education or permanent residency) was numbered in thousands. In a sample taken of Jamaican wills 25% included bequests to island children (at 101).


� ‘Entangled’ is used by Stuart Hall, see eg Hall (with �HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bill_Schwarz" \h��Bill Schwarz�) (2017); and Catherine Hall ‘Entangled histories: Britain and Jamaica in slavery days and beyond’, lecture delivered to Society of Antiquarians, Burlington House, London, 7 July 2021, available at www.sal.org.uk. ‘Entanglement’ is signalled through my use of ‘Atlantic-island’. ‘Atlantic’ is commonly used to recognise the complex interrelations between ‘old’ and ‘new’ worlds: bracketing it with ‘island’ is a recognition of the specificity of colonial relations between the Caribbean archipelago and ‘metro-isle’. 


� See Hirsch (1998) 88.


� The only exception (introduced by colonial statutes) was that an enslaved mother passed on her enslaved ‘status’ to her children. In 1802, a Jamaican document referred to ‘the reputed children of Mary Hay a free woman of colour’, reflecting the presumption that (free) women lacked the ability to convey status. CO/139/51, ‘�HYPERLINK "https://sites.rootsweb.com/~jamwgw/actass1.htm" \h��Details of Private Acts of the Jamaican Assembly relating to people of African or part African descent from 1774 to 1784�’�HYPERLINK "https://sites.rootsweb.com/~jamwgw/actass1.htm" \h�� extracted by Edward Crawford from the list of Jamaican Assembly Acts at the Public Record Office, Kew, London (rootsweb.com� extracted by Edward Crawford from the list of Jamaican Assembly Acts at the Public Record Office, Kew, London (rootsweb.com).


� Statutory reforms in the early twentieth 20th century finally allowed for the recognition of a legal relationship between mother and child. 


� Jane Austen, Emma (London, Penguin, 2012) p 20. First published 1815. At the end of the novel we are told that Harriet ‘proved to be the daughter of a tradesman, rich enough to afford her the comfortable maintenance which had been hers, and decent enough to have wished for concealment...’ (p at 473). Not rich enough, however, for social respectability: ‘The stain of illegitimacy unbleached by nobility or wealth would have been a stain indeed’ (p at 474). Would the very large fortune of the British-Antiguan ‘half-mulatto’ Miss Lambe, in Austen’s unfinished novel Sanditon (1817), be enough to overcome her disadvantages of heritage and birth to attract the attention of the scheming Lady Denham seeking an heiress for marriage to the impoverished heir of her late husband’s title? Jane Austen Austen, Sanditon and Other Stories, ed. Peter Washington (ed) (New York, , �HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alfred_A._Knopf" \h��Alfred A. Knopf�Alfred A. Knopf, 1996). There are too few chapters to be able to anticipate Austen’s plot design, but she is likely to have echoed contemporary concerns, evident in the British evangelical anti-slavery movement, with the threat of West Indian ‘corruption’ (wealth, manners, health and purity) and avoided marriage (or brought it to a quick end). Miss Lambe is described as ‘sickly’ which does not bode well for her. See n 5, and Reed (2019) ) 501.


� Or one closely aligned to it. Smith gave the mother of his children an assumed name, Mrs Leigh; creating the surname Leigh Smith for their children. After her death he fathered a second family, named Bentley Smith. His first family had no knowledge of this until reference was found to them (with modest economic bequests) in his will. No effort was made to incorporate them into the Leigh Smith family: they remained strictly extra-familial (Hirsch, 1998).


� See, eg, n 12.


� n 11.


� Most mothers would not have been able to undertake single parenthood, for social and/or financial reasons. To have their children provided for, rather than being left as a single parent, would have been a benefit they may well have advocated and negotiated. My point here is simply that provision made for children was often at the cost of separation from mothers.


� n 4.


� Jane Austen Mansfield Park (London, Penguin, 2003). First published 1814. See further Bottomley (2022). On ‘haunting’, see Gordon (2008).


� Cunningham (1843). The painting now hangs in the Neue Pinakothek, Munich. In the 1990s, the picture was used as a cover illustration for editions of Jill Martin’s Modern Equity (published by Sweet and Maxwell). The image used on the cover of this collection is a sketch made by Wilkie of one section of the painting.








� There were some restrictions, most obviously property held in trust, and widows had limited rights at law. In the twentieth 20th century, legislation introduced rights to provision for some family members whilst maintaining the foundation of testamentary freedom. 


� The wider public can access the contents of a will after it has been probated and entered into the public record. Before the state administered probate system, introduced in 1858, this fell under the jurisdiction of the established church.


� After the event of ‘reading’ ceased to have a pragmatic purpose it slipped into disuse, but the drama of revelation before a gathered family continues to engage the public imagination. 


� George Eliot’s Middlemarch (serialised in the 1870s) describes, to great comic effect, one such scenario of expectations shattered and secrets (alluded to rather than) revealed. In Chapter XXXIV, expectant relatives of a deceased bachelor are astounded when an unexpected and unexplained heir is revealed at/in ‘the reading’. Under the terms of the will, he will take the deceased’s family name: linking the bequest of wealth (land) with the direction/gift of name (lineage) makes clear that the inheritance is designed as much as for the future of family and estate as for the benefit of the nominated heir. 


� On colonial wills and island children, see eg n 32.


� Collins authored numerous novels and short stories using the dramatic plot device of family secrets (illegitimacy, problematic marital status, socially inappropriate liaisons etc), see eg No Name published in 1862.


� Paul Lewis, ‘Wilkie Collins ‒- The text of his Will’, posted March 1997 on clarahost.co.uk.


� In 1874, the year that (state) birth certificates became compulsory, he was registered as the father on his youngest child’s birth certificate (under the name of Dawson).


� PROB 11/1451/254. The complications of the settlement were such that, in 1839, a private act of parliament was required to assist the trustees. ‘Moses Benson’, Legacies of British Slavery database, available at �HYPERLINK "http://wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/2146652071" \h��http://wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/2146652071� wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/2146652071 (accessed 18th December 2022).


� n 11, p 179. The source of the ‘profits of his mercantile life’ are underscored by Austen naming him ‘Hawkins’ (an Elizabethan ‘slave trader’). 


� Jamaican baptismal records were ‘white blind’. Persons of solely European heritage were not recorded by ancestry. European-white was so embedded as the normative standard that it was (necessarily) rendered invisible. Naming a specific degree of European/African ancestry was inherited from the Spanish practice of treating the fourth generation as- if white. This was adopted in Jamaica (once Spanish) in practice, and then in law in 1733. Reference was made to ‘how far … corruption of the blood should extend’ in debates concerning the legislation, but as Livesay (2018) points out: the adoption of the Spanish precedent meant that Jamaica did not follow the ‘one drop rule’ used in continental American colonies (p at 38). This, and the large number of ‘people of colour’ in the islands created a very different environment for the development of constructions (and policing) of racial identity between island and American continental colonies. (See also n 4.). However, towards the end of the eighteenth 18th century, and increasingly in the next, divisions into and between ‘races’, and a determined effort to protect (the privileges of) white identity took root on-island, following significant uprisings by enslaved people supported by some free people of colour, and on metro-isle, carried in concerns of what would follow when enslavement was ended, and drawing from the rise of biological essentialism, See eg Livesay (2018) and Hall (2002). A full full-blown fear of ‘contamination’ entering metro-isle is, notoriously, evident in Charlotte Bronte’s Jane Eyre, published in 1847. Sarah Collins, in The Confessions of Frannie Langton (London, Penguin, 2019), depicts as part of her narrative colonial attempts to find scientific evidence to ground racial categories.


� I have found only one record of marriage between Atlantic-island parents. Thomas Legall Yates brought Dorothy Smellie, mother of his nine reputed children, to England and married her in 1834. She is variously recorded on baptismal certificates as ‘free quadroon’ or ‘free mustee’. ‘Thomas Legall Yates of Brockhurst’, Legacies of British Slavery database, available at  �HYPERLINK "http://wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/1318320185" \h��http://wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/1318320185�wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/1318320185 (accessed 17th December 2022). 


� n 11.


� Livesay (2018) 221.


� PROB 11/713, NAE.


� Williamson v Codrington, 1750, see Livesay (2018) 60.


� Wills written on-island often have a particular sense of awareness of the closeness of death. See Brown (2010).


� ‘Edward Earl’, Legacies of British Slavery database, available at  �HYPERLINK "http://wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/2146634282" \h��http://wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/2146634282� (accessed 17th December 2022).


� He had been estate manager of Orange Valley.


� He made small bequests for four other (we can surmise) daughters born to enslaved women, without acknowledging paternity or making provision for manumission. Economic provision without open acknowledgment was common; see eg ns nn 33 and 39, and ‘Thomas Hercey Barritt’', Legacies of British Slavery database, available at  �HYPERLINK "http://wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/2146632224" \h��http://wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/2146632224�wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/2146632224 (accessed 17th December 2022). Barritt’s three legatees, all female, carried his family name but were not recognised as ‘reputed’. His legitimate children in England were also female. Lacking sons, he was concerned about the continuation of the family name and requested in his will that any future sons-in-law should allow ‘their children (to) take and use the name of Barritt in addition to their own name and that they will apply for and obtain proper authority for that purpose’. The significance of family name across a range of circumstance is very visible in Barritt’s testament. 


� Thomas Burton used his will to provide further documented evidence of having freed his children and their mother, without acknowledging them as ‘reputed’: “‘Whereas I did by two several instruments of writing or record in the secretary’s office of this Island manumise enfranchise and set free one negro woman Hannah (alias Hannah Mendez) and two mulatto boys named Nicholas & Francis (alias Nicholas Burton & Francis Burton). It is my will and desire that they & each of them them and each of their offspring & increase be and are hereby declared free to all intents and purposes whatsoever hereby corroborating ratifying and confirming the said instruments of writing in the fullest and amplest manner possible.’” �HYPERLINK "http://www.antonymaitland.com/wright01f.htm" \h��http://www.antonymaitland.com/wright01f.htm�www.antonymaitland.com/wright01f.htm.  Using wills to provide documentary evidence of freedom could also be useful in England: when Lord Mansfield died in 1793, he included a provision designed to protect Dido Belle (unacknowledged daughter of his wife’s nephew and an enslaved African woman), who had been living in his London household: ‘In confirm to Dido Belle her freedom.’ Ian Trackman ‘The Will and 19 Codicils of the 1st Earl of Mansfield, with particular reference to Dido Elizabeth Belle’, available at (�HYPERLINK "https://www.academia.edu/44557559" \h��https://www.academia.edu/44557559�www.academia.edu/44557559).


� Besson (2009).


� ‘�HYPERLINK "http://www.jamaicanfamilysearch.com/Members/wdrummon.htm" \h��Will and Genealogy of Dr John Drummond �Will and Descendants of Dr John Drummond’, available at www.jamaicanfamilysearch.com/Members/wdrummon.htm.�HYPERLINK "http://www.jamaicanfamilysearch.com/Members/wdrummon.htm" \h��(jamaicanfamilysearch.com)�


� Drummond’s executors purchased, freed and baptised William and Maria. Their father’s name was recorded, and they were given the family name. 


� See eg Benson, (n 27).


� See n 29.


� CO/139/48/873. This “‘Thomas” ’ is the older of the Drummond children given that name. Restrictions on privileges was standard practice: operating to open an ‘as-if-white’ category, rather than full assimilation. 


� eg From a 1784 Privileges Act: ‘.. Jane Charlotte Beckford hath been Baptised Educated and Instructed in the principles of the Christian Religion and in the Communion of the Church of England as by Law Established and hath caused her said children to be Baptised the elder of whom hath been sent to England and where it is intended that the younger of them shall also be sent at a proper age to be brought up in the like principles and Educated in such manner as to make them useful to the Community which with the assistance that will be afforded them will raise them above the level of people of Colour in general...’. ‘Ann Eliza French’, Legacies of British Slavery database, available at  �HYPERLINK "http://wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/19966" \h��http://wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/19966�wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/19966 (accessed 17th December 2022). This petition is evidence of the ability of some island mothers to use their children to enhance their own social position, see also n 56. 


� ‘Francis Hall’, Legacies of British Slavery database, available at  �HYPERLINK "http://wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/13871" \h��http://wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/13871�http://wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/13871 (accessed 17th December 2022).


� An English father writing from India was open about the factor influencing whether to send children ‘home’: ‘The two eldest ‒- [who] are almost as fair as European children ‒- should be sent to Europe. I could have made no distinction between the children if the youngest was of a complexion that could possibly escape detection; but as I daily see the injurious consequences resulting from bringing up certain [darker-skinned] native children at home, it has become a question in my own mind how far I should confer a service in recommending the third child (to proceed to England)’. See Dalrymple (2012) 51. 








� See eg legacies of 'Joseph ‘Joseph Green'Green’, Legacies of British Slavery database, available at  �HYPERLINK "http://wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/2146645815" \h��http://wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/2146645815�http://wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/2146645815 (accessed 17th December 2022) .








� PROB 11/1361/159. ‘Charles Graham of Jamaica’, Legacies of British Slavery database, available at  �HYPERLINK "http://wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/2146647887" \h��http://wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/2146647887� (accessed 9th October 2022). 


� It was not unusual for a once-colonial married man to appoint a widow as executrix: a neat symmetry in a widow inheriting responsibility for colonial children may also have been a placatory gesture as it placed her in control of their destinies. However, the presence of legitimate children seems to have usually resulted in holding reputed children at a (discrete) distance from both the legitimate family and their home. See n 35.


� www.antonymaitland.com/maitwils.htm#__RefHeading___Toc34930244 at 5.8.1. �HYPERLINK "http://www.antonymaitland.com/maitwils.htm" \l "__RefHeading___Toc34930244" \h��Maitland Wills (antonymaitland.com)� 


� ‘�HYPERLINK "http://www.stclairresearch.com/alex/jamaica.html" \h��Wrights of St Elizabeth Family (stclairresearch.com)�Wrights of St Elizabeth Family’, www.stclairresearch.com/alex/jamaica.html.


� n 27. (Benson’s will contained a provision forbidding his reputed daughter from marrying an Irishman on penalty of loss of her inheritance: she didn’t.)


� To avoid opening a potential for legal challenges by others (relatives) who might then benefit. Acrimonious and expensive litigation between legitimate and illegitimate families could arise when legal loop-holes were ‘found’ in testamentary dispositions, see eg the drawn drawn-out Morse litigation, Livesay (2018). 


�	 See n 53. 


� The majority of reputed children on-island joined the growing numbers of children ‘of colour’ networked between resident colonial fathers. Daniel Nairne died in 1816 leaving bequests for 


	his six ‘reputed children’ (including a daughter ‘now resident in Scotland’), and four ‘reputed sons’ of male friends, two of whom were his godchildren. ‘Daniel Nairne senior’, Legacies of British Slavery database, available at  �HYPERLINK "http://wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/2146633398" \h��http://wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/2146633398�wwwdepts-live.ucl.ac.uk/lbs/person/view/2146633398 (accessed 18th December 2022).
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