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ABSTRACT

Shipwrecks in the Gulf of Cadiz
A Catalog of Historicaltly Documented Wrecks from the
Fifteenth through the Nineteenth Centuries. (May 1987)
Denise Camille Lakey, B.A., Angelo State University;
M.A.T., Angelo State University
Chair of Advisory Committee: Or. Frederick H. van

Doorninck, Jr.

From April 1984 through July 1985 the Institute of
Nautical Archaeology, with Spain’s Ministerio de Cultura,

' conducted a underwater archaeological survey of the Bay of
Cadiz. The most significant accomplishment of the project
was the gathering of historfcal information on more than 400

:shipwrecks in the Gulf of Cadiz.

For the underwater archaeologist working on ships of the
post-medieval period, a list of ships known through
historical reference to have wrecked in a given area is a
. necessary tool, like artifact catalogs and bibliographies.

' Yet the few shipwreck catalogs which have been published are

-marginally useful at best.

This thesis formulates criteria for gathering and
synthesizing shipwreck information, creates a format for
presenting that information, and establishes a database of
shipwrecks in the Gulf of Cadiz.

: The thesis discusses the problems encountered in

tcompiling a such a catalog. The inventory includes not only
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" the sources consuited for each wreck, but also the documents
and publications those sources used, thus serving as a base
for additional research.

In order to retate the historical informatfon to the
geography of the Gulf of Cadiz, a detailed description and
maps are included. The thesis also summarizes five major

- events which resulted in a significant number of wrecks:
1581 Olego Flores de Valdes armada; 1587 Franci; Drake’s
preemptive strike; 1596 English attack;: 1805 Battle of

) Trafalgar; and 1810 French seige.

The results of the field survey are summarized and
related to the historical information presented in the
catalog. The remains of a portion of a late L8th- or early

~ 19th—~ century ship were recorded and the possibility of its

befng the Frsﬁch warshipo Bucentaure 1s discussed. Other hull

‘remalns on display at the Spanish naval base at la Carraca

are also briefly described.
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1 - INTRODUCTION

fFrom April 1984 through July 1985 the Institute of
Nautical Archaeclogy, at the invitation of Subdireccién de
‘Araueo]og(a of Spain’s Ministerio de Cultura, conducted a
“Joint underwater archaeological survey of the Gulf of Cadiz.
The project was divided into two phases, the background
geographical and historical research and the fleld survey.
Since an archaeological survey of the Gulf of Cadiz would be
a project of such magnitude as to reauire several years to
compiete, we elected to begin the survey in the Bay of Cadiz
:because of its long history as a maritime center. Although
the survey and the background research focused on the Bay,
fnformation on wrecks elsewhere in the Gulf was gathered when
convenient,

Several aspects of the project - eauiement, logistics,
environmental data., selection of specific survey areas. the
;survey itself, and the project review — are discussed in the
:Preltminary Report (Lakey, 1985). The field work was
tconducted in two distinct phases: 1) magnetometric and
diving. and 2) acoustic. The first phase located six
underwater sites, four modern and twe historic. Of the two
‘historic sites, only one remained intact enough to be of

:archaeological value. The other had been the scene of

. This thesis employs the [nternational Journgl of
‘Nautical Archaseoclogy and Underwater Exploration (1JNA) as the
‘pattern for format and style.



,considerab]e pot hunting. The acoustic phase of the survey

located nothing of archaeological interest (Demian, 1986:
15).

The most important accomp)ishment of the project was the
cataloging from literary sources of more than 400 shipwrecks
in the GulIf of Cadiz, mostly in the Bay and at the mouth of
the Guadalguivir. In the course of our gathering this
information, it became evident that a reliable, Qell-
documented 1ist of all wrecks noted by the investigative team
should be compiled and presented for the use of future

archaeclogists.

JThe Shipwreck List
For the underwater archaecloglist working on ships of the

post-medieval period - and to a lesser extent those of the

' medieval period - a list of ships that are known through

historical reference to have wrecked in a given area is a
necessary tool, like artifact catalogs and bibliographies.

Yet the few shipwreck catalogs which have been published are

- marginally useful at best.

Robert Marx has published several shipwreck lists (1969,

- 1971, 1981, and 1983) but as often as not cites only the

karchives in which he gathered his material, a defect somewhat

fanalogous to stating that the Titanic sank in the Atlantic

* Ucean. Catalogs which do not state specific sources of

information for each wreck are almost useless to anyone

“ wishing to further the investigation.



Patrick Lize has personally published some of his
research on wrecks in French waters in his Répertoire de
Naufrages. He does not cite his sources either, although he

. does advertise in the book fhat anyone wanting more
" information on a given wreck may write to him.

Angeies Flores, on the other hand, cites sources for
each wreck in "Naufragios en el Golfo de Cadiz."
Unfortunately, some of the information in the article is
unreliable (see Chapter [I, METHOD AND SOURCES, p. 17).

Without precise, reliable, accessible source citations.
subsequent Investigators are required to repeat the work of
the previous researchers. It was obvious early in the
historical research phase of the Gulf of Cadiz survey project
that a well-documented inventory of all wrecks noted by the

‘investigative team should be not only compiled for use by the
C project but also published for future use.

The l1ist presented in this thesis, spanning the 15th
through the 19th centuries, is not comprehensive. One
fundred and eighteen of the entries, nearly 33% of the total
377, came from a single facsimile page of Provecto para

me jorar 1a navegacidn de) rio Guadalauivir en su regién

marftima (E1 _Rio., 1985: 131). These 118 were lost in a
48-year period, all at the mouth of the Guadalquivir. The
numbers do not reflect increased trade during the 18th
century nor higher risk for ships entering the mouth oF-the
;Guadalquivir than the Bay of Cadiz; they reflect the research

limitations. A catalog of shipwrecks in the Gulf of Cadiz
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could conceivably contain thousands of entries and take years
of research. Our historical investigation was 1imited to
‘approxﬁmately one-half of the project funding period: August
1984 to the beginning of the field survey in April 1985.

It 1s the purpose of this 1ist to 1) make available to
'anyone else doing subseguent work in the Gulf of Cadiz.
especially the Bay of Cadiz or the mouth of the Guadalquivir,
the information which we gathered; 2) present a foundation
for a database of shipwrecks n the Gulf of Cadiz; 3) present
the information in a format useful to future researchers; and
4) promote the idea of publishing well-documented shipwreck

inventories.



11 METHOD AND SOURCES

The historical research was conducted by four members of
the survey project, both Spanish and American. Material was
gathered from the Museo Naval in Madrid, the Archivo General

* de Indias (AGl) in Seville. and the Escuela de Estudios
Mispano-Americanos (EEHAY, also in Sevilie. A preliminary
T1st was Eomn!led prior to the field survey, but synthesis of

the information was not completed until 1986.

riteria
The greatest problem in compiling an index of wrecked
vessels is distinguishing one ship from another, be It ‘
mentioned in a documentary source or a published one. 1In the
~ case of the latter, the problem of misinterpretation by the
author or compiler is added. Thus it was necessary to
develop criteria for distinguishing an individual ship from
any other. Those nine criteria are vessel name, nickname,
type, origin, size, commander, owner, pilot, and fleet.
Vessel name alone is insufficient in distlﬁgu!shing
ships from one another. Of the 17 ships of Luys Alfonsa
Flores’s Nueva Espafla fleet lost in the 1596 English attack
i on Cadliz, two were known as Nuestra Sefiora del Rosarioc (#1114
and #115/116) and three were called La Concepgién (#117,
#118, #119/120). "Nuestra Sefora™ is freguently omitted
altogether: Nuestra Sefiora de 1a_Concepcidn is referred to as'
Le Concepcién (#118 and #119). The ehrase is alsc



interchanged with "Santa Marfa" occasionally, even when
referring to the same vessel (see #40 and #41). The exchange
is not difficult to understand when one considers that
"Nuestra Sefiora" ‘and "Santa Marfa" both refer to the mother
of Jesus Christ. FfFinally, a ship with an extremely long name
will have a shortened one In the documentation. What scribe

would want to write Nuestra Sefiora de la Concepcidn, San

José, y las Animas (#204) repeatedly?

One aid to the above problem of identical names is that
vessels most often had nicknames - for example, Christopher
Columbus ‘s famous Nifia was named formally Santa Clara.
Whenever the two names are used in conjunction in a document,
the identity of the vessel is virtually unmistakable.
Unfortunately, the tendency is to use one or the other but
seldom both.

One unfortunate practice has arisen among maritime
historians in confusing a vessel’s position in a fleet with
her nickname. Freauently in the historical documentation a
ship is referred to by her fleet position only, capitana or
almiranta: The capitana carried the Capitan General (fleet
commander) and usually proceeded at the head, while the
almiranta, carrying the Almirante, brought up the rear
(Haring, 1964: 222). Given that this fleet position may be
the only "name" we now have for a ship - for instance, the
capitana of Columbus’s fourth voyage, a vessel abandoned in
St. Ann‘s Bay, Jamaica - we can do little else but calil her

that. However, to capitalize and underiine/italicize the
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word as 1f it were the ship’s name or nickname is misleading.
Any such vessel sailing in a subsequent voyage would not
necessérily hold that same position.

Vessel type is a helpful, but most often unreliable,
clue in distinguishing ships. The best-known example of the
inexactness of vessel type is the long-argued issue of
whether or not Columbus’s first Santa Marfa was a nao or a
caravela. It is beyond the scope of this thesis and my
expertise to settle the issue of exactly what constitutes a
caravela. It is sufficient to say that the use of the words
nac/caravela or navio/fragata in connection with a given ship
is not a substantial basis for distinction. Nao and navio
are too often used in a generic sense: in one document, the
same vessel (s called a "navio genovés" and a “"fragata
genovesa™ (AGS Marina 303).

Authors who transiate ship types from one language to
another further comnlicaﬁe the research by adding another
level of interpretation. Hence I have chosen, in both the
text and catalog to leave the vessel types as 1 encountered
them In the primary documents. In cases where my sources
were secondary, | could only use what the author presented.
The exception is the summary of Francis Drake’s 1587 attack
on the Bay of Cadiz. There my sources were in English, but
for some measure of consistency | converted don Pedro de
Acufia’s "galleys" back to "galeras." When no type was

evident, 1 used "ship" or "vessel" or "boat." 1 have not,



however. treated the vessel types as foreign words since to
do so would be to overload the thesis with under)ined words.

Origin. aiven {n such phrases as "nao vizcaina" or "nao
portuguesa”™ or "pingue siciliana," ‘may not necessariiy refer
to where the ship was built. but may refer to her home port
or owner’s nationality. 1 simply do not have enough
unamuigﬁous documentary examples to make a generalization.

A statement of ship’s size can serve as a general guide
tn distinguishing vessels. Using stated size to distinguish
a 100-tonelada Sants Marfa from a 350-tonelada Santa Marlias,
however., makes no assumotions of and draws no conclusions
about the vessels’ dimensions or actual carrying cacacity.
Also of importance is the practice of stating the size of
later military vessels in terms of number of guns. While the
usage is fairly standardized (i.e. 74~guns, 80-guns, 100-
guns) by the 18th century, it is not always the same for a
aiven vessel. The best illustration is the famous Spanish

super-warship of 1805. Santisima Trinidad (#336), whose

number of guns fs listed variously at 130 to l44. Another
example, though not part of this catalog since she sank in
the Caribbean in 1730. is the Genovesa, whose gun capacity is
given variously as 54 and 60.

Other than name and/or nickname, the vessel’s commander
is the single most important ftem in distinguishing ships.
In some respects it is more important: Documents often name
the commander and not the ship; people’s names.are more

varied than those of ships. Given also that a person can be



commander of only one ship at a time, this item of
information is most useful in linking data from various
sources. Spanish documents most often give the commander’s
name as follows: la nao de Juan Garcfa. Ownership can be
given in this form but uniess the commander’s name is also
listed, it is naming him not the proprietor.

At this point it is important to discuss the title of
the commander of the vessel: maestre. This term has been
erroneously translated as "first mate" by the eminent
maritime historian and Columbus scholar, Samuel Eliot
Morison, who assumes that "capitan” fis equivaleﬁt to the
modern Engl ish captain, i.e. commander of the vessel. This
error has led him to misinterpret the number of supply
vessels sent to Santo Domingo in 1498 (Morison, 1942: v. 2,
232). In reality, the capitdn was the expedition commander,
and was often nothing more than a political appointee or a
friend of a major financial backer or the financier himseif.
He needed to know nothing of the sea or sailing.

In the wreck inventory, | have used the term capitén as
the title of the vessel commander for all wrecks taken from

Proyecto para melorar la navegacién del rfo Guadalguivirp

because that is how it is Tisted on the facsimile page
itlystrated in El_Rfo (1985: 131). Given that Spanish
documentation on vessels includes the ship’s commander before
that of the owner or any other. it appears that the

commander‘s title had undergone some change in usage. In

cases where | was uncertain of the title, ! used the term
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commander. Concerning the vessels lost after the Battle of
" Trafalgar: given that my sources were secondary and in
€nglish, my use of the word captain is based strictly on
those sources and cannot be compared to the above problem of
Spanish "maestre" vs."capitéan."
wWhereas both the owner and the pilot are seldom
‘mentioned in the documentation, the fleet in which a vessel
is sailing frequently is. Most often, the fleet is
identified by the name of its commander, the Capitén General.
Sometimes additional information, such as it being the Flota
de Nueva Espafia or that of Tierra Firme, is included.

In summary, each of the above items of information is
seldom sufficient by itself to distinguish one vessel from
another. The combination of these bits of data, used in
conjunction with other information such as the date and place
of wrecking, and the port of departure and destination,

‘enables the researcher to synthesize information from various
sources with reasonable confidence that each refers to the

same vessel.

:Format

‘ For each entry, the shipwreck fnventory includes not

"only the sources consulted but, more importantly, the

:dDCuments and pubiications those sources used. Thus
confusions such as the one over San Miguel (#52) and San
Michael (#54), or mistakes which readers may discover in this

list, can be checked against the original sources. Of equal



importance, the catalog can serve as a starting point for
further research.

The list is organized chronologically and wrecks
resulting from a single event are groupéd together even if
that event extended over a period of days - such as the storm
which followed the Battle of Trafalgar. Each entry has an
identification number to set it apart from the many other

‘vessels of the same name. Tﬂe entry for each wreck fincludes:
vear, date, month, identification number;

name, vessel type (and origin), size;

commander, owner, pilot, fleet;

port of departure, destinations;

location wrecked;

sources consulted;

future references.

None of the entries has data for each category. Some
have 1ittle more than an identification number, a year, and a
general location. However, each bit of information is
helpful in identifying a wreck, i.e. in distinguishing it

. from any other.

’ Duplications were eliminated except in cases where |
icould not be absolutely certain that the wrecks were the same
(e.g. 1553 Anunciada., entries #18 and #19) or | could not be
‘certein which particular ship wrecked in which specific place
(e.g. wrecks #54 through #57, the Diego fFlores de Valdes

armada of 1581). )

A list of abbreviations follows the catalog and notes in
Chapter V. Thevnotes explain oroblems of interpretation with
some wrecks, or in many cases simply give further data on the

vessel, cargo, wrecking, and salvage. In compiling the
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catalog and the notes. [ realized the need for a summary of
each of the major events that left shipwrecks in the waters
of the Bay of Cadiz. Chapter IV, IMPORTANT HISTORICAL
EVENTS, grew from that need.

Chapter Vi is a second version of the catalog, organized
by wreck location and divided into three parts: the Gulf of
éadlz. the mouth of the Guadalquivir, and the Bay of Cadiz.
The format is abbreviated to year, name. and identification
number. Further information must be obtained from the main
entry in Chapter V. Organizing the list by location
required an understanding of the historical geography of the
Gulf and especially the Bay of Cadlz, & reguirement which
resulted in Chapter 111, DESCRIPTION OF THE BAY OF CADIZ, and

accompanying mae (Fig. 1).

Repositories

For the most part, the library at the Museo Naval
contains published material and manuscript copies of
documents from archives such as the AGI and the Archivo
Genera) de Simancas (AGS, outside Valladolid). The Sans
Barutell, Fernandez de Navarrete, and two Vargas Ponce

collections are of the latter tyoe. The Coleccidn de

C U, 0S nuscritos compiladas por Ferndndez d
Navarrete has been republished in 32 volumes by the Kraus-
Thomson company (1971). None of these collections, however,
is an exceptionally rich scurce of shipwreck information.

The index to Fernadndez de Navarrete has no entries for
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shipwrecks (Vela, 1946). On the other hand, the index to the
first series of the Vargas Ponce papers does contain some
shipwreck entries (San Pfo and Zamarrém, 1979). Although

:there is a section on shipwrecks in the card catalog, the
tibrary is most useful for its cartographic collection and

Cits extensive holdings of published material on Spanish
maritime subjects.

The tibrary at the Escuela de Estudios Hispano-
Americanos is useful not so much for maritime information,

ibut for (ts collection of Spanish publications on the
colonial period.

The AGI, as expected, is an excellent source of
information on shipwrecks. Two sections of the archive are
outstanding for this type of information: the papers from the
Casa de Contratacién, the government body controlling trade
to and from the Indies, and those from the Consulado de
Cargadores a Indias (1543-1860) and the Consulado Nuevo de
Sevilla (1621-1890), both merchants’ organizations.
Nevertheless, other sections - Indiferente General
(miscellaneous papers not cataloged in their respective
sections), Patronato Real (papers ostensibly of greater
importance to history and therefore grouped together), and

:Gooierno (divided by audiencia), for example - contain a

! great deal of information on lost vessels. -
The fact that ships were phe only means of communication

" and transportation between Spain and her colonies means that

their importance cannct be overestimated and information con
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losses can be found scattered throughout the entire archive.
In one legajo (Contratacién 4929) which I consulted for
information on early léth-century artillery, 1 encountered,
quite unexpectedly, references to 20 different shipwrecks!

In the AGI’'s Contratacién section, one of the first
groups cof documents routinely consulted in shipwreck research’
are the Libros de Registro (Contratacion 2898 through 2902).
These Libros are quite simply a 1ist of the ship registers
that were turned in to the Casa when a vessel sailed for or
returned from the Indies. Although by law these registers
were to be handed over, if for whatever reason they were not,
chances are the vessel is not listed in the Libro. In the
very early years of the Casa it seems the bureaucratic
mechanism did not function as smoothly a&s intended. Only
three ships are listed for 1504 and none are listed as
leaving or returning in 1505. Yet it is doubtful that no
ships made the trip that year. Even more indicative of the
failure of the Libros to record all ships is the number of
vessels making subsequent trips to the Indies without being
listed in the Libro as having returned from the previous
voyage.

These Libros de Registro have served as the basis for
three studies of the shipping between Spain and her colonies:
the Chaunus, Garclfa-Baauerc., and Garcfa Fuentes. Except for
the years 1701-1716 ~ the years that followed the fall of the

House of Hapsburg and preceded the firm establishment of the

Bourbon rule in Spain (basically the vears of the Wars of the
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Spanish Succession) - these three works cover the entire span
of the Libros de Registro, 1503-1783, Of the three, only the
Chaunu study is extremely useful in shipwreck research. For
the years after 1650 (termination date of the Chaunu
volumes), 1t is stil) necessary to consult the documents in
the AGI.

Another valuable set of documents are those loosely
titlied "Autos entre partes."” These documents can be found in
various sections: Contratacion, Escribania, and Justicia
among others. Their value lies in their nature: legal
actions taken by one party against another. When one
considers that in the loss of any vessel and its cargo, a
number of-people have lost a substanttal investment and wish
to claim comoensation (in a variety of manners bevond the
scope of this thesis), it is easy to understand the richness

of these papers for shipwreck research.

Sources

Since the purpose of the inventory is to aid in further
research, a great deal of care was taken to include in the
bib)iography as much information as possible on each source
and on {ts location if unoublished. The bibliography is
divided into two main sections, References and Supplementary
Sources. Each of these sections is further subdivided into
publ ished and documentary sources since the forms for citing

the two differ greatly.



The nature of a shipwreck catalog — a compilation of
information from thousands of documents and other sources
which often are scant in detail - makes errors unavoidable.
For this reason it 1s necessary that the list give complete,
detailed information on each source for each shipwreck, but
most publications fail to include such informstion.

Despite the large number of published sources cited,
only one is really notable in its usefulness and reliability
for Spanish shipwreck research: Pierre and Hugette Chaunu’s

Séville et 1’Atlantigue. Because they published the raw data

upon which they based the statistical analyses in the later
volumes, the Chaunu work is immensely valuable to
archaeologists and historians seeking information on specific
vessels. Volumes 2 - 4 are a tabular re-creation of the
Libros de Registro up to the mid-17th century, recording
almost all vessels that left for or returned from the Indies
between {503 and 1650. In addition, the information in these
volumes is supplemented by extensive footnotes. The notes
are so precise that the researcher can know whether six items
of information on a vessel came from one document or six. No
other source in shipwreck research is'so finely detailed.

1 must note, however, that the Chaunu work does not
give all of the ships that legally pltied the waters to and
from the Indies in the Hapsburg era nor does it include all
of those which wrecked on the route. These omissions are

especially common in the early vyears of the 16th century and



17,
largely reflect the shortcomings of the Libros de Registro,
the basis of the Chaunu study.

In addition, there are located in the AGI several ships’
‘registers from this early period which are not listed in the
Libro. Despite the fact that the Chaunus consulted the
legajo in which these registers are found, the vessels do not
appear in their tabulations. This omission is because

Seville et 1’Atlantigue uses the Libros de Registro as its

framework, supplementing information on ships listed there,
but never adding ships.

Another source Is Angeles Flores Moscoso’s article on
16th-century wrecks, "Naufragios en e] Go]Fo de Cadiz,” but
it is unreliable. Not only does the article omit Francis
Drake’s 1587 attack, an important event in the history of

' Cadiz, but despite archival sources cited, it appears that
information on numerous wrecks was actually copied from
Chaunu (1955-1959). Repeated discrepancies in ship type and
tonnage were noted in comparing the wrecks in Chaunu to those
in Flores. Comparison with the source documents in the
Archivo General de Indias revealed the errors are in Flores.

The Chaunus’ reproduction of the Libros de Registro for
the Indies fleets is presented In tabular form requiring two
pages. The ship’s name and the symbol indicating it wrecked

. are on the far side of the left-hand page. whereas the type

%and tonnage are on the right-hand page. In bindihg, the rows

tare sometimes misaligned making it extremely easy to get on

the wrong line in reading across the two pages. This mistake
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is invariably the cause o? the discrepancies between Flores
and Chaunu. Hence it was necessary to reconfirm most of the
wrecks listed in Flores by returning to the archival sources
cited.

One might expect Antonio Garcla-Baauero Gonzalez’s Cadiz
y el Atidntico (1717-1778), being a continuation of the
Chaunu work in the Libros de Registro, to be an excellent
source of shipwrecks. Unfortunately, Garcfa-Baquero does not
detail each time a ship enters and leaves Cadiz. Rather he
summarizes which ships were involived in the I[ndies trade and
in a short section, names those wrecked. Presenting the
information in this condensed manner 1imits the usefulness of
the book.

Because it is based on the Libros de Registro, as are
the Chaunu and Garcfa-Baguerc studies, Lutgardo Garcfia
Fuentes’s £1 comercio espafiol Ameéric 1650-1700) must be
mentioned: It provides no shipwreck information at all.

Ceséreo fernandez Duro’s nine-volume Armada Espaficla
also lists a large number of wrecks., Unfortunately. he does
not cite specific sources for each one, nor does he include
many details on the vessel: size, master, owner, etc. in
aadition, the location of specific sources cited in the text
is often difficult, if not impossible, to ascertain. His
one-volume Naufragios has the same disadvantage.

Casmiro Vigodet. a Spmanish naval officer |ike Fernandez
Durc, compiled information on Spanish wrecks in his

manuscript "Buaues de guerra™ located {n the research iibrary
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at the Museo Naval in Madrid. His wrecks are cited both by
Gervasio de Artiflfanc y Galdacano (La arguitectura_naval

- espafiola) and by the more recent El_buque en la armada

espafiola. WUpon two occasions, [ have found his information,
specifically the date of wrecking, to be qguestionable. One

iexample is that of the San Juli&n (see #308, #382, and #383).
The second example concerns & wreck in the Caribbean which he
lists as having occurred in 1740. No other documentation or
publ ished source which cannot be traced back to Vigodet 1ists
the existence, much less the wreck, of such a vessel.
Apparently Vigodet misdated a wreck which occurred in 1730.

A one-page facsimile of Cauto Carroza‘s 19th-century

' book Provecto para mejorar la navegacidén_ del rifo Guadslguivir
(El rto, 1985: 131) indicates that this source could provide
an extensive list of wrecks at the mouth of the Guadalquivir,
if only for & limited period of time. Locating this source
could be well worth the effort.

In addition to sources that provide dsta on numerous
shipwrecks there are histories of specific events - the
English attacks on Cadiz in 1587 and in 1596, and the Battle

" of Trafalgar - histories which provide information on
vessels lost in the Bay of Cadiz. Sources for these events
are discussed in the respective sections of Chapter IV,

IMPORTANT HISTORICAL EVENTS.
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111 GEOGRAPHICAL DESCRIPTION OF THE BAY OF CADIZ

In order to understand a written description of a8 ship’s
wrecking, the reader must be familfar with the detailed

‘geography of the locale. Historians can and often do get
away with a less than exact understanding of specific

' geography. However, these detalis are vital in relating
historical records to archaeological sites. The #o)lawing

_ description of the Bay of Cadiz is best understood in
conjunction with the map 1n Fig. 1.

‘ Although this thesis refers to the inner and the cuter
bays at Cadiz, examination of modern charts actuslly reveals

. a formation of three bays, each narrowing from the previous.

. The outermost is the indentation of the Atlantic, delimited
by the city of Cédiz on the south and Rota on the north. The
next narrowing is formed by Cadiz on the southwest and Punta

. de Santa Catallna del Puerto (site of modern Vista Hermosa)
to the northeast. Generally. these two formations are
grouped together as the outer bay. Some authors refer to 1t
as the lower bay. meening further downstream. Other writers
seem not to include the cuter, most exposed first area as
Part of the Bay at all. The exclusion is understandable
since conditions in this area more often resemble those of
the ocean rather than those of & protected embayment. As a
result of this indistinct definition of the boundaries of the

. Bay. It is not often easy to determine just what is meant by

" "the entrance to the Bay of Cadiz" in any given reference.
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Is it the imaginary line running from Rota to Cadiz? Is it
the line from Cadiz to Vista Hermosa? Is it the channel
between the rocks of las Puercas and el Diamante? Is it
Punta de San Felipe?

Slightly northwest of the line between Cadiz and Vista
Hermosa lie a number of hazardous rocks and shoals that have
captured their share of unwary vessels. The entrance through
these dangers is a channel running between e] Diamante and
las Puercas. Examination of old sailing charts reveals that
at least as far back as the sixteenth century the ranges
marking this channel were the same as they are today: the
steeple of the church at Puerto Real in line with a tower on
the hills of Medina Sidonia, some 25 km inland.

The city of Cadiz itself sits upon a long arm extending
southeast to northwest. Although this arm no longer appears
to be an Tsland, it is known as Isla de Léon and older charts
show it to be completely separate, though not distant, from
the mainland. The modern city of Cadiz extends all the way
down the narrow arm; the older part, el Casco Viejo, is
perched upon the "fist" where the arm turns west. Most
meanings of the word "casco" - skull, cask, nutshell, ship’s
full, helmet - imply a shell or container. This Casco Viejo,
contained within the old city walls, is the city of Cadiz to
which the historical material refers.

The neck of water which opens into the third, or inner
bay, is formed by Isla de Ledn on the southwest and

Matagorda/Trocadero on the mainland side. The constriction
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is parrowest between the points known as the Puntales, It is
now common to find "Puntales" referring to the point on the
lsla de Ledn side only, but at one time “"Puntal" referred to
each point on either side and "Puntales™ meant both. This
inner bay is so silted anq shallow that at low tide a good
portion of the bottom is exposed and one can watch the locals
mucking around in the mud for shelifish. A channel still
leads to the Spanish naval base at la Carraca on the east

:shore and a lesser channel branches off to Puerto Real on the
north. ’
Another channel once ran between the .islet of el
Trocadero (where there were once a number of chandleries,
rope walks, powder stores, etc.) and the mainland and then
terminated at Puerto Real. The channel is now marked by a
plastic bieach bottle upturned on a stick, and el Trocadero
1 is the site of a shallow fishing port for small boats, a few
' foundations of old stone walls, and the crumbled Fuerte Lu's
%on its western tip.
This inner bay has been silting in for centuries: In
1587 Drake’s captains thought he was crazy for qusuing the
Marques de Santa Cruz’s galedn back into 1t where, unfamiliar
with the channel and the shallows, he could have easily
, grounded his ship in the mud and been rendered helpless. The
iarcheeologicsl implications of the silting of this portion of
the Bay, coupled with at least two important events and its

general role in history, are discussed in Chapter VII.
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The port of Cadiz begins at Punta de San Felipe, the

‘ northeasternmost tip of the arm called [sla de Ledn., There
has been some type of fortification there since at least the
. mid-sixteenth century if not longer. Called alternately the
Castillo de San Felipe, the Baluarte de San Felipe, or the

' Fuerte de San Felipe, it has offered some, but — as the

kEnglish proved more than once - not much, protection.

The harbor has remained essentially in the same place
although extensive alteration by dredging and landfilling has
taken place repeatedly. Punta de San Felipe has been greatiy
expanded by the Digue de San Felipe and the present dock area
for shipping containers was formed by filling in a portion of
the harbor with spoil from channel dredging activities.
Similar dredging and a dike extension have taken place at the
mouth of Rfo Guadalete in Puerto de Santa Maria. The area of
Matagorda and the mainland side of the Puntales also have
undergone some filling and more is plannéd to turn Bajo de
las Cabezuelas into e second shipping container dock (Alba,
1986: 25). As a result of all these alterations, two
shipyards, the highway, Ramon Carranza bridge, and the modern:

tport facilities (including the train station) probably lie

atop historicsl deposits.
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IV IMPORTANT HISTORICAL EVENTS

In the last four centuries, several events have occurred
which contributed areatly to the accumulation of wrecks fn
the Bay of Cadiz. Information on what ships wrecked and

" where Is more difficult to sort out in some cases than in
others. Certainly whenever there is a disaster of major
proportions, be it weather or war, conflicting and confusing
reports abound. Thorough research intoc each of these events,
like thorough research into each of the 400+ wrecks 1{sted,
is far beyond the scope of this thesis. The following
summary of major events was compiled largely from published

sources.

15 T Die res de Valdes
In 1581, concerned with the ravages of Drake in the

Pacific, Seain organized a fleet from whatever ships were
available at Senlucar. Commanded by don Diego Flores de
' Valdes, the fleet of some 23 vessels was to sail through the
Strait of Mageilan into the Pacific to counter Drake‘s
menace. Chaunu (1955-1959: v. 2, 295-96) gives a good
summary of the events taken from the much more detailed
account found !n Pastells’s two-volume work on the Strait of
Magellan (1920: v. 2. 15-16).
’ The armada left the bar at Saniucar on 25 September but
- encountered no wind between Cabo Cantin (Africa) and Cabo San

Vicente. in other words in the entire Gulf of Cadiz. On 3
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October a furious wind struck from the southeast and wrecked
four, perhaps five, of the ships, Efght hundred men from the
karmada were lost, either through drowning or desertion. The
admiral, Estebdn de las Alas, drowned.

There is a problem, however, in Pastells’s account. If
the armada left the bar at Sanlucar on the 25th with little
or no wind, it would have drifted with the current toward the
Strait of Gibraltar for thosgse eight days until the 5rd of
October. A storm then arising from the southeast could not
have driven the vessels ashore at Rota, Cadiz, and Arenas
Gordas, where they allegedly wrecked, but rather would have
driven them out to sea and safety. On the other hand, a
storm arising from the southwest could have caused the ships
t; wreck in those places.

In Pastells’s defense, it is easy to make such a
mistake. The Spanish words for east ("este™ or "leste") and
west ("oeste" or "ueste™) and their resulting compounds are
easily confused when transcribing menuscripts. Samuel Eliot
Morison (1939: 241-42) ofves an excellent description of the
problems he encountered in retracing Coiumbus’s first voyage

" because one historian had misread northeast as northwest and
every historian thereafter accepted the transcription without
question, even though it resulted in interpretations that

ymade no sailing sense. Perhaps a similar misreading of

| southeast for southwest occurred here.

San Michael (#54), Esperanza (#55), Guadalupe (#56), and

Sanct Estevan de Arricla (#57) seem to be the four vessels
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wrecked, although no single source gives all four as being
part of the armada. much iess their being the ships that
sank. Chaunu writes that after the storm there were 16 ships

cof the fleet at Cadiz, 2 at Sanlucar, and | at Huelva. The
remaining four of the 23 were lost: one in the Bay of Cadiz,
one at Rota, one on Arenas Gordas, and one on el Picacho
(1955: v. 2, 299). However, it is difficult to designate
which one wrecked where since many sources simply state that
four ships from the Flores de Valdes armada were lost in the
" Bay or Gulf of Cadiz. Pastells at one point says that four
naos were lost at Rota in addition to Gallega (#59) lost at
[Cadiz (1920: v. 2, 15-16), bringing the total to Five ships
lost Tnstead of four. Adding to the uncertainty, there is an
el Picacho near the mouth of the Guadalguivir and one among
the many shoals and rocks between los Cochinos and las

Puercas at the entrance to the Bay of Cadiz.

1587 Francis Drake‘s attack
There is essentially only one Spanish source of

" information detailing the 18 vessels burned and/or sunk and
Csix captured In Orake’s attack on the Bay of Cadiz in 1587:
the document in Sans Barutell’s collection at the Museo Naval
{artfculo 6, namero 91), a transcription of one at the
7Archfvo General de Simancas (Seccioén Guerra, legajo 182). 1t
:is utilized by Fernédndez Duro, Castro, and Ribas Bensusan.
Mattingly refers to a list of Spanish losses located in

fFlorence in the Archivio di Stato di Firenze (Arch. Med.
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4919, foll. 313-333) but did not publish it. In his dispatch
of 27 April 1587, Francis Drake claims the sinking or capture
of 33 vessels. Richard Hakluyt concludes "the whole number
of ships and barkes (as we suppose) then burnt, suncke. and
brought away with us. amounted to 30. at the least, being (in
our judgement) about 10000 tunnes of shipping” (1904: xiv,
440). His aualifiers indicate exaggeration. and neither he
nor Drake éaual the detail provided by the list in Sans
Barutell.

Mattingly (1959: 93-109) and Corbett (1899: 74-84) give
virtually the same account of Drake’s attack: At 4 PM on
Wednesday, 29 Aoril, Drake’s fleet of some 30 vessels,
including four warships belonging to the Queen. three large,
heavily~-armed vessels from the Levant Company of London,
seven smalier warships, and 11 or 12 light craft, sailed into
the Bay of Cediz with the purpose of destroving the armada
gathering there for the invasion of England. Although the
Spaniards were certainly not prepared for such an attack, the‘
harbor was not completely unguarded.

Oon Pedro de Acufia’s squadron of 6 galeras and a galeota
{2 more galeras had gone to Puerto Real in the inner harbor)
lay near the castillo in sufficient readiness to form a line
across the entrance to the outer bay when the English
invasion fleet was sighted. Neither source specifies exactly
which castillo is meant, but William Borough’s map of the
attack (Fig. 2) indicates they were just off Punta de San

Felipe, whose baluarte was sometimes referred to as.a



Figure 2. William Borough’s chart of Cadiz harbor,
attack in 1587. PRO, M.P.F., 318.

Legend:
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castillo. Regardless, the direction in which the 1ine was to
extend is unclear.

Don Pedro’s galeras valiantly tried to put up a
resistance, but being no match for the large, armed sailing
ships, they could only fight a delaying action. Their
valiant defense gave the ships in the anchorage a chance to
flee into the comparative safety of the inner bay.

Those ships which were of shallow draft or whose pilots
knew the channel got away into the inner harbor; the rest,
including merchantmen unlucky enough to be in the harbor when
Dr;ke arrived, could only await their fate. Only one of
these helpless merchantmen fought beck: a large ship of 600
tons, armed for the Levant trade, owned or chartered at Genoa
with a Genoese captain, and loaded with cochineal and hides
(see #79 and #82). She was soon sunk.

Drake then set to work, picking out the prizes he
twanted, choosing the cargoes worth taking, and setting fire
Eto the rest of the ships which then floated away in the
-evening’s flood tide.

The galeras from Puerto Real and don Pedro’s, which had
retreated to Puerto de Santa Marfa, were only able to annoy
the English squadron. By Thursday morning Drake had advanced
‘to Puntales, the entrance to the inner bay to which he had
‘seen the ships fleeing the day before. There, he had learned
-from captured sailors, lay the ship belonging to the Margués
‘de Santa Cruz. the intended flagship for the invasion force

:gathering against England. Without hesitation, he entered
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‘the inner bay and saw to the burning of the Marqués’s ship
himself.

When the wind died to nothing on Thursday. the Spanish
tried to take advantage of the sailing ships’ loss of motive
force by setting fire to some of their own smaller vessels
and launching them on the current towards the enemy. But
unhampered by threatening artillery fire, the English were
able to tow off or fend away the fire ships, leaving them to
drift ashore and finish burning. On Friday, the wind rose
and Drake was off.

Entry #79 (nao levantina) and entry #82 (nao genovesa)
are probably the same ship - the Genoese-based, armed-for-
the-Levant-trade vessel which fired upon the English and was
subsequently sunk. Was she at the docks loading (or just
finished loading) cochineal and hides to take to Italy as
implied by #79? Or was she anchored in the roads awaiting a
turn to uniocad? Did she go down where she was anchored?

Information placing the Marqués de Santa Cruz’s ship
inside the inner bay when she was set afire seems secure, and
apparentiy the other vessels which had escaped into the inner °
bay were not harmed, but what about the vessels that the

’Eng||sh set afire on Wednesday night? An incoming tide would
imply that at least they were not carried into the outermost
parts of the Bay, but their final resting place depends upon
Just where they were when set afire.

Indications are that at least part of the English fleet

was in the outer bay, between Cadiz and Puerto de Santa
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Marfa, when the Spanish sent out their own fireships in hopes
‘oF exacting some revenge for the previous night. Did the
Spanish fireboats drift onto Plava de Santa Catalina (or
Mediarena), Playa de la Puntilla, Playa de Levante, or la
_Cabezuela? In other words where along the entire outer bay
)coast1ine from east of Rota past Puerta de Santa Maria all
the way down to the entrance into the inner harbor did these
vessels come to rest?

In summary, francis Drake’s attack left some 18 major
vessels on the bottom of the Bay: one large merchant naoc
(#79/82) may have gone down at the dock; the Marqués de Santa
Cruz’s galeén (#70) was set aFlré inside the inner bay, maybe
in the Puntal/Trocadero zone; of the remaining 16 (5 naos, 8
urcas, 2 navetas, and | navfo), at least 14 burned ~ perhaps
in the Puntal/Trocadero zone. In all probability a greater
number were lost but, being smaller vessels (perhaps those
set afire by the Spanish), were nct included in the list

compiled by l6th-century observers.

1596 The English attack on Cadiz _

1f the shipwreck list for the Bay of Cadiz seems
kiﬂordinately weighted towards the sixteenth century, it is a
‘result of the number of vessels lost in the two English
‘attacks on Cadiz: Drake’s in 1587 and Lord Howard of
:EFFingham's in 1596. Drake revealed the King of Spain’s

ivu]nerability on his own coasts and was satisfied to lay

‘waste to the ships in the harbor. Howard not only destroyed
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Spanish shipping Tn Cadiz but proceeded to destroy the city
as well. One of the regrettable aspects of the latter attack
is that the archives in Cadiz were destroyed, resulting in
the survival of only a handful of documents from one of the
most important port cities in the first century of European
expansion into the New Worlid.

It is difficult to recount precisely the events of the
naval portion of the attack due to the contradictions of
various historians concerning the number of vessels, the
order of some events, the cause of certain actions, and the
hours that they took place, but the basic information from
Marenco (1903: 27-31), Anton Solé (1971: 223-230), Ribas
Bensusan (1974: 173-174), and Castro (1982: 394-397) is as
follows:

The English fleet left Plymouth on 1 June 1596, passing
Chipiona on 29 June and sinking one of five naos bound for
Cadiz to join the Nueva Espafia fleet. Meanwhile, the harbor

- at Cadiz held Juan Portocarrero’s fleet of 16 to 20 galeras;
Diego de Sotomayor’s (also called Diego de Soto) armada of 4

galeones (San Fellpe almiranta, San Mateo vice-almiranta, San

. Tomés, and San Andrés): 3 fragatas (galeones levantiscos in

Anton Solé, 1971: 223); 2 galeones .loaded with wheat from
Portugal: and Capitan General Luis Alfonso Flores’ Nueva
Espafia fleet of at least 12 naos from Cadiz and 11 from
Sanlucar plus the almiranta Los Tres Reyes and capitana San
Francisco. Like the rest of Eurépe. Spain had her spy

network and was not unaware that the enemy fleet was bound
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for her southwestern port, but with such an array of armed
vessels present, could there be reason to panic?

Sunday morning, June 30, dawned on & combined English
and Dutch fleet of 164 to 200 major ships off Punta San
Sebastién on the western side of Cadiz. The commanders of
the galeones had held counsel the day before to determine
their line of defense against the imminent attack. The
‘decision was made for Sotomayor’s four galeones,
Portocarrero’s galeras, and the three fragatas to form a line
"a la boca y entrada de la bahfa, frontera del baluarte de
San Felipe, y que las demés de la flota, que eran 40, mas dos
extranjeras |legadas con trigo de Lisboa" (Marenco, 1903:
27). The less-well-armed merchant vessels were withdrawn to
the area of the Puntales.

Figure 3 reproduces an excgllent map from the British
Museum. The map, drawn by Thomas Coxon and described by
:Baptista Boacio, shows the progressive positions of the
attackers and the defenders. For the initial stage of the
confrontation, it places four Spanish galeras between las
Puercas and the city, ready to rush to la Caleta (on the west
of the city) should the English try to land any ships there.
The remaining 16 or so galeras form a 1ine extending east
from the Baluarte de San Felipe. Forty to 56 Spanish
galeones and merchant ships ride at anchor Just further east,
placing them in the vicinlity of las Cabezuelas at the mouth

of the Rfo San Pedro when the English arrived.



Figure 3. An exact map of the town of Cales, made by the commandment of

the Lords Generals. Baptista Boazio made this description 1596.
Thoma Cocksonus Sculptist. British Museum, Map Room, R. Ac.
8109, By permission of the British Library.

Relevant portions of the legend, paraphrased:
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First anchorage of Anglo-Dutch fleet of 150 ships.

Spanish galleons and merchant ships when invasion began.

Four galleys to prevent invasion at la Caleta.

Remaining 16 galleys when the Anglo-Dutch fleet arrived.

The Baluarte de San Felipe with 7 pieces of ordnance.

The Spanish storehouse of munition and provision.

The place where the second day the the Earl of Essex and the Lord
Admiral (Howard of Effingham), anchored after they had chased the
King’s galleons with the rest of his fleet before them up the river.
The Puntal, or a point of sand with & blockhouse on fit.

Seven of her Majesty