








































2 34 lmoyiny slol'cry in. lnriyuo and Jamorw 

the picturesqul' f'or the ml'tropok. 1 lakewil I's L'rasu1-c of' black sla,-c labour corrl'sponds 

with and supports British pro-slaH-ry propaganda, which equated the suffering or Af'ri­

can slaH'S with that of the poor white working class. As Thompson has argul'd, "By 

1-cp1·esenting the island's slave population through Britain's picturesque tradition, 

Hakewill reinf'orced the view that slaves diffl'red only in location f'rom Brit,1in's work­

ing classes.,,,,,, 

Matthew Lewis' views exceeded the supposed parity of the white British peasant and 

the enslaved Jamaican Negro. I le iterated this falsehood explicitly in his entry for I 3 
January 1816: 

.. . as far as I can as yet judge, if' I \\TIT now standing on the banks of Virgil's Lethe, 

with a goblet of' the waters of' obi i ,·ion in my hand, and asked whether I chose to enter 

lif'e anew as an English labourer or a Jamaica negro, I should ha,T no hesitation in 

prcli:n·ing the latter. 100 

Furthermore, Lewis was either too ignorant of' his new context and circurnst.rn(TS or 

too wilf'ully blind to decipher the supposed pe1·1wtually jo,·ial nature of the ensla,-ed who 

were "always laughing and singing" and pL'rforming their ,,·ork "with so much noncha­

lance" as f'orrns of' resistance (in other words, thl' determined practitT of' Afric,1n spiri­

tuality and cultural L'xpression as a means of sol,1ce in the midst of prolif'ic sun-cill.rncc 

and prohibitions, and the calculat('d per formance of dl'fr1-cncl' lo the whitl' rn,1stl'r/ 
mistress as a ml'ans of' survi val). 1111 

Cn1cially, those that suffered unde1· the yokl' of sla,-cry ,,-c1-c not ignorant of' this ludi­

crous ploy. Noting the absence of slan·s afte1· hl'r "esc,1pc" to London, M.u-y Princl' rl·bted, 

"No slaves hl'rl' no whips no stocks no punishment, L'Xcept f<Jr wicked pL'OJlie. T lll'y 

hi,-c servants in England; and if thl')' don't like them, they send thl'm ,1way: they can' l lick 
them. Let them work evtT so hanl in England, they urc fi.ir better '!/Tthun 1·/u,c� Jit.1lics 

. ·J "11" A I · 
h I · I · 1·· 11 11 I mml . t t 1l' same lime t at texlua and ,·,sua representations o krl'< 1ea l 1y, 1,1pp_,, 

and fcstin· slan·s as evidence of the heneniknce of while planters and slan· o,,·ner,, a 
brutalized, J1<><>r white British populous hecaml' a familiar pro-slavery tool that worked lo 
belie till' central role of race in the stratl'gic colonial oppression of millions or l'nsl.l\Td 
Africans. As Kriz has argued, 

This kind or assertion was n>utinely offl'rl'd in the context of a co111p,1riso11 hel\H'l'n 

West Indian slaves and British wo,-kcrs in hoth pro- and anti-abolitionist speeches ,rnd 

publications from the 1780s onward, including James Tobin's anti-abolitionist tracl 

that advised readers to compare Bruni.is's merry sl.wcs with thl' working porn· in 
Britain."" 

Indeed, pro-slan•,·y ach·ocates likl' Gl'o1·gc I lihlwrt characterized abolitionist ,1e;it.1lion 

as slandt-rous nonsense. George Hibbert (nephew of the planter Thom.is I lil: l wn) ,1 

titan or lhe London lactoring business who interl'stingly had nevn sl'l f< >0t in j.11n,1ic,1 

lamented the difficulty in countering the "sho,11 of calumniating lihcls ,1g.iinsl the 
























