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1	Introduction

This study undertakes a comprehensive analysis of the essence of viceroys in the Indies during the Habsburg dynasty, spanning from their establishment between 1535 and 1542 to the subsequent redefinition of their roles by the late seventeenth century. The necessity for such an investigation arises from the notable absence of a comprehensive philosophical-historical perspective regarding one of the most pivotal figures in the history of Spanish America: the viceroy.[footnoteRef:2] While legal treatises touch upon the viceroy's role (referred to as ‘alter ego’ or ‘alter nos’ in Latin), they predominantly outline the functional aspects of the viceregal office, which varied depending on the policies and raison d'être of the Hispanic Monarchy during each respective reign. To truly grasp the viceroy's essence as a central figure through whom the Crown exercised governance and delineated the territory as a cohesive realm, a thorough analysis is indispensable, encompassing historical, political, legal, and philosophical viewpoints. [2:  Bernard Lavallé, Los virreinatos de Nueva España y del Perú (1680-1740). Un balance historiográfico (Madrid: Casa de Velázquez, 2019).] 

However, the abundance of literature on the office of viceroy makes this process an arduous task. Since the beginning of the 20th century, the alter ego in Spanish America has been studied from various perspectives including historical, institutional, legal-legislative, biographical and governmental, and sociological.[footnoteRef:3] Scholars have also examined the viceregal court as a system of power; from a clientelist, venal and corrupt point of view; the patronage; the political culture, as well as  the representations of viceregal power (ceremonies and rituals) and the arts.[footnoteRef:4] All these approaches have allowed us to deepen our knowledge of both the position of viceroy and a whole system of government that was connected to the viceregal household and court. In this regard, the originality and intention of this study is to show from an interdisciplinary point of view - philosophical, historical, and juridical - the condition of the alter ego, in order to reinterpret the king's living image. For this reason, I will only cite essential bibliographical sources and will mainly consider juridical-political treatises of the time, as well as make references to classical philosophy. [3:  Lewis Hanke & Celso Rodríguez, Los virreyes españoles en América durante el gobierno de la Casa de Austria, Vols. Perú, I-VII, México, I-V, (México: BAE-Atlas, 1976-1978); Rubén Vargas Ugarte, Historia General del Perú, Vols. II-III (Lima: C. Milla Batres, 1971); for an institutional view see: José Ignacio Rubio Mañé, El Virreinato, 4 vols. (México: IIH-UNAM, FCE, 2005); Feliciano Barrios, El gobierno de un mundo: virreinatos y audiencias en la América hispánica (Castilla-La Mancha: Universidad Castilla-La Mancha, 2004); for a legal-legislative view see: Javier Barrientos Grandón, El Gobierno de las Indias (Madrid-Barcelona: Marcial Pons, 2004); for a biographical and governmental view see: Ciriaco Pérez Bustamante, Los orígenes del gobierno virreinal en las Indias españolas. Don Antonio de Mendoza, primer virrey de la Nueva España (1535-1550) (Santiago: “El Eco Franciscano”, 1928); Guillermo Lohmann Villena, El conde de Lemos: virrey del Perú (Madrid: CSIC-EEHA, 1946); Pilar Latasa, Administración virreinal en el Perú: gobierno del Marqués de Montesclaros (1607-1615) (Madrid: Centro de Estudios Ramón Areces, 1997); Manfredi, Merluzzi, Politica e Governo del Nuovo Mondo: Francisco de Toledo. Viceré del Perù (1569-1581) (Roma: Carocci, 2003); Jorge Chauca García, De comerciante a gobernante: Ambrosio O’higgins, virrey del Perú, 1796-1801 (Madrid: Sílex, 2019); for a sociological view see: Octavio Paz, Sor Juana Inés de la Cruz o las trampas de la fe (Barcelona: Seix Barral, 1982).]  [4:  For the viceregal court as a system of power see: Christian Büschges, ‘La Corte virreinal en la América hispánica durante la época colonia (período Habsburgo)’, in Actas do XII Congresso Internacional de la Associaçao de Historiadores Latinoamericanistas Europeus (Porto, 21 a 25 de setembro de 1999) (Porto: 2001), 131-140; Pilar Latasa, ‘La Corte virreinal novohispana: el virrey y su Casa, imágenes distantes del rey y su Corte (s. XVII)’, Actas do XII Congreso Internacional AHILA, (2001), 115-130; Eduardo Torres Arancibia, Corte de virreyes. El entorno del poder en el Perú del Siglo XVII, Lima, PUCP-IRA, 2014, 69-92; for a venal and corrupt perspective see: Pilar Ponce Leiva, y Francisco Andújar Castillo, Mérito, venalidad y corrupción en España y América: siglos XVII y XVIII (Valencia: Albatros, 2016); Christoph Rosenmüller, Corruption and Justice in Colonial Mexico, 1650-1755 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2019), 92-122; for a patronage view see: Francisco Montes González, Mecenazgo virreinal y patrocinio artístico. El ducado de Alburquerque en la Nueva España (Seville: Real Maestranza de Caballería, 2016); for a political culture see: Alejandro Cañeque, The King’s living image. The Culture and Politics of Viceregal Power in Colonial Mexico (London & New York: Routledge, 2004), 17-49 y 79-183; for a ceremonial view see: Alejandra B. Osorio, Inventing Lima: Baroque Modernity in Peru’s South Sea Metropolis (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008), 57-102; Tomás Pérez Vejo, Repúblicas urbanas en una monarquía imperial. Imágenes de ciudades y orden político en la América virreinal (Bogotá: Crítica, Instituto de Estudios Urbanos, 2018), 116-134; for an arts view see: Emily Engel, Pictured Politics: Visualizing Colonial History in South American Portrait Collections (Texas: University of Texas Press, 2020).] 

The aim of this investigation is to delve into the foundation of the Spanish American viceregal figure by examining the changes it underwent throughout different political contexts set by the Habsburg Monarchy. This study examines how the entity, conceived by the monarch, shifted from its state of ‘being’ (considered ‘in’ and ‘by’ itself as a collaborator of the king in governmental tasks since its conception as a ‘being’) to an effective subject of the law from 1678-1681 onwards. This investigation is a search for the 'viceregal political movement' between 1535 and 1700, in order to determine the causes and transformations of the viceroy’s existence, the ultimate nature of his reality and how it manifested so as to define what it was to be a viceroy at each moment of this period. The viceroy, as princeps with delegated power in the New World, was exposed to a continuous evolution in his politico-regal composition, which prescribed his actions and authority while also functioning as a direct projection of the monarch in the Indies. Thus, an analysis of the transformations that occurred within the Hispanic Monarchy can be extrapolated from the study of the evolution of viceregal power, given that the viceroy, as the effect of a cause, is a delegated source of royal power and, as such, "of honours, offices and privileges".[footnoteRef:5] The alter ego, as a monad that maintains its strength in representation (vis repraesentativa), safeguards a delegated magnificence (‘lord of title’), allowing it to transcend in hierarchy and ubiquity, while at the same time imbuing it in political regal interests.[footnoteRef:6] [5:  Blackstone, cit. by Pierre Bourdieu, Sobre el Estado. Cursos en el Collège de France (1989-1992) (Barcelona: Anagrama, 2014), 375.]  [6:  Juan de Matienzo, Gobierno del Perú, [1567], book 2 (Buenos Aires: Compañía Sud-Americana de Billetes de Banco, 1910), 117.] 

This evolution converts the developments of his ‘self-actualisation’ into stages of his viceregal formation, in which the 'ideal and functionality' of the viceroy is prescribed by the context of his historical existence.[footnoteRef:7] Thus, the study of viceregal essence is not an analysis of what the alter ego is, but what it is ‘in reality’. That is to say, it is necessary to examine the political transformations of the Hispanic Monarchy, which established the ontological development and ‘arché’ principles of vice-sovereigns (legal and jurisdictional power).[footnoteRef:8] This work is concerned with the analysis of the viceroys’ compositional situation in each kingdom as the first unmovable parameter that contains the substance of the viceroy (the Indies, which is the ‘where’) in addition to the epoch (sixteenth and seventeenth centuries), without which the gnoseological function of the historical account would be lost. Far from following political history to address these themes, the different forms of viceroy entity are reasoned from classical theories of government that founded the ‘metaphysics of being’.[footnoteRef:9] [7:  Georg W.F. Hegel, Enciclopedia de las ciencias filosóficas, (1830) (Madrid: Abada, 2017), 101. (https://psycnet.apa.org/buy/1992-39170-001)]  [8:  Manuel Rivero Rodríguez, ‘De reinos a virreinatos: apuntes para el análisis de la reconfiguración del espacio territorial de la Monarquía entre los siglos XVI y XVII’, in La crisis del modelo cortesano. El nacimiento de la conciencia europea, coord. by Rivero Rodríguez, Manuel (Madrid: Polifemo, 2017), 9-22.]  [9:  Antonio de León Pinelo, Aparato político de las Indias Occidentales (Madrid, 1653), f. 1r.] 


2	The viceroy's aetiology

Examining the meta-political causes of the alter nos implies a study of its essence, that is, of what constitutes ‘the’ viceregal figure, in order to know its basis and components. This ‘the’ indicates that the cause and origin of the viceroy do not emerge from himself but are determined by another who establishes his composition, implying that his form and potential are derived from the monarch. The latter acts as a basis or conclusive cause, given that things are either ‘by nature’, that is, they themselves are an absolute that is not defined, or they are caused by their basis, as in, they constitute a necessary entity. The 'basis' acts not only as a first substance, but also as an archon e.g., the one who rules or governs, something that needs neither subject nor predicate: in other words, a self-sufficient entity.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  Aristotle, Physics, book II, chap. I [193b, 0-5] (London: William Heinehmann LTD New York: G.P. Putnam’s Sons, 1929), 115; Xavier Zubiri, Inteligencia y razón, vol. 3 (Madrid: Alianza, 2008), 291.] 

In this context, Spinoza defines ‘substance’ as something that does not require "the concept of another thing from which it must be formed," as it lacks predicates and subjects; it encompasses all possible qualities without the necessity of connections or dependencies to make sense.[footnoteRef:11] In this regard, the viceroy is defined in his name, which duplicates the royal name, as well as by his noble origins, which emerged from royalty and with which he is closely associated, legitimising his participation in the functions of government as a direct personal servant to the Royal Household.[footnoteRef:12] Hence, it is the monarch above all who embodies the very essence of substance through his fundamental components, enabling him to assume (consubstantiare) the role of originator. In this capacity, he functions as the "founding royal" and "creator of nobles". In contrast, the viceroy stands apart from the royal or original ‘substance’, which retains an openly infinite and immanent power. It contains within itself the unfolding of its reality, unfettered by the need to be “prior or superior to its modifications”, while also refusing to be an added moment.[footnoteRef:13]  [11:  	Baruch Spinoza, Ethics (On the Improvement of the Understanding) (New York: Hafner Publishing Company, 1954), 41.]  [12:  	BNE, Ms.2835, Yndias de Birreyes, fols.2r-3r.]  [13:  	Antonio Escohotado, Realidad y substancia (Madrid: Taurus, 1985), 262.] 

However, this concept corresponds more to a divine entity as a supreme reality equal to itself (substantia) without the monarch being able to echo this axiom, since he himself is a hypothetical reality of God.[footnoteRef:14] This is what the Holy Scriptures say, since "by me kings reign, and princes decree justice; by me rulers rule, and sovereigns judge all the Earth", justice being what "gave birth to the creation of kings".[footnoteRef:15] Likewise, the jurist Sebastián de Ucedo described it as "every Prince is a portrait of God", a sentence that resembles that given by Thomas Aquinas in De Regno when he declared that "the more a thing approaches to the likeness of God the more acceptable it is to Him".[footnoteRef:16] Therefore, the nature of the monarch or prince (from which he derives basis as the source of regal power), and failing that of the viceroy, is expressed by different ‘causes’ or ‘accidents’ that establish his substance, common to Heraclitus' idea in which the totality of the real proceeds by bringing together some things from others that comprise the ‘mystical majestic body’.[footnoteRef:17] [14:  	Tomás de Aquino, Quaestiones Disputatae, II, [q9, a1, ad4]. (Romae: Spiazzi, 1953).]  [15:  	BNE, Ms.8553, Juan de Solórzano, Traducción de la dedicatoria Real, (Madrid: 1639), f.6v; Jacques-Bénigne Bossuet, Política sacada de las Sagradas Escrituras (Madrid: Tecnos, 1974), 19.]  [16:  	Thomas Aquinas, De regno (On kingship), book 1, chap. 10 [72] (Toronto: The Pontificial Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1949); Sebastián de Ucedo, El Príncipe deliberante (Madrid, 1670), 51. [“cada Principe es un retrato de Dios”].]  [17:  	Rodrigo Sánchez de Arévalo, Suma de la Política (Madrid: BAE, vol. CXVI, (1455) ed. 1959), 302; AGI, Lima, 12.] 


3	The dissociative principles of viceregal kingship

The substantiation of the sovereign (I understand the king as the ruler "through whom everything destined for him directly reaches its destination")[footnoteRef:18] is based on the uniqueness of his figure (the monad) which makes it possible "to preserve the good and salvation of society".[footnoteRef:19] Thus 'king' means 'one ruler' and head of the kingdom who, as a substitute for God, seeks the good of the people through justice.[footnoteRef:20] It is unity that distinguishes it as regal and how it is defined, since "when it ceases to be one, it ceases to be what it is".[footnoteRef:21] In fact, unity invokes uniqueness, exclusivity, rarity, excellence, indivisibility, extraordinariness, inimitability and magnificence, resembling the sacred. Unity is cognitional. It is the royalty in everything. It is what allows the monarch to ‘be’ and ‘be able to be’ absolutely anything, in other words, “one in everything for whom everything is one”.  It is at the centre of both cause and basis and it gives royal substance and authority to viceroys and officials and personalises political reality in the kingdoms.[footnoteRef:22] Likewise, unity is associated with good governance as opposed to polyarchy, hence the need to create two viceroyalties in Spanish America as opposed to the government of the Audiencias after the Conquest, which lacked authority despite projecting the presence of the monarch mystically and figuratively, but not his natural character as in the alter ego.[footnoteRef:23] [18:  	Aquinas, De regno, book 1, chap. 3, [17].]  [19:  	Jean Bodin, Los seis libros de la República, (1576, ed. 1590, Turin), book 2, chap. 3, fols.163-168.]  [20:  	Alfonso X, Las Partidas (Madrid: Real Academia de la Historia, (1221-1284), ed. 1807), vol. 2, title 1, law 5-7; Juan de Mariana, Del Rey y la institución real, (1599) (Madrid: Fundación Civismo, 2021), 110.]  [21:  	Dominicus Gundissalinus, De Unitate et Uno (Pamplona: EUNSA, 2015), 103-105.]  [22:  	Giordano Bruno, De la causa, el principio y el uno (Madrid: Tecnos, 2018), 228; José Manuel Nieto Soria, Fundamentos ideológicos del poder real en Castilla (siglos xiii-xvi) (Madrid: Eudemia, 1988), 242.]  [23:  	Niccolò Machiavelli, Discourses on Livy (Chicago & London: The University of Chicago Press, 1998), book 1, chap. 58, 115; BNE, Ms.904, Apología del gobierno de virreyes para el reino de Portugal, fols.268-274; Eduardo Martiré, Las audiencias y la administración de justicia en las Indias (Madrid: UAM, 2005), 140-178.] 

The monarch, therefore, is the viceroy's parrhesia, thanks to whom anything can be said, he may exercise power (dýnamis) and the ‘principle of movement’. In other words, he may both receive and be the purpose for individual deeds as well as enable change and transformation in the viceregal world.[footnoteRef:24] The latter is what is known as metabolḗ, which gives rise to the viceregal being. The royal figure as a ‘creative unity’ is transfigured into that of the viceroy as alter ego with all its 'attributes' (essence of substance), while maintaining his status as a subject. These royal attributes permeate, decree, and restrict the viceroys' existence, while at the same time transmitting the ‘sameness’ of the monarch to him, with the aporia that while every monarch is a viceroy, not all viceroys are monarchs. This delegation of royal power allowed the viceroy to be the image and reflection of the original.[footnoteRef:25] [24:  	Aristotle, Physics, book 2, chap. 3, [194b, 30-35].]  [25:  	Alejandra B. Osorio, “The copy as original: the presence of the absent Spanish Habsburg king and colonial hybridity”, Renaissance Studies, Vol.34, 4, (2020), 704-721.] 

The king represents the ‘individual substance’ with various royal predicates which cannot be attributed to any other office (uniqueness) since the figure of the monarch carries with it the representation of majestic power that unites an innate symbiosis.[footnoteRef:26] The viceroy can only display these royal attributes through delegation but not as his own, hence any autonomous use of royal symbols was considered a crime of lèse majesté.[footnoteRef:27] Rather, these components re-present the monarch, since the king and his power reside in all that belongs to him (attributes) and, although the sovereign is something determined as such, he has the capacity to exist separately from the viceroy, "without any dependence, nor any superiority whatsoever".[footnoteRef:28] [26:  	Leibniz, Discourse on Metaphysics (Chicago: The Open Court Publishing Company, 1902), 61.]  [27:  	Antonio de León Pinelo, BNE, R.14226, Tratado de confirmaciones reales (Madrid, 1630), f.34r.]  [28:  	Pedro de Salazar, Origen de las dignidades seglares de Castilla y León (Toledo: Diego Rodríguez de Valdivieso, 1618), f.1r (“sin dependencia, ni superioridad alguna.”)] 

In contrast, the viceroy, as a deployment of the royal figure, embodies 'no' since he is subject (sub-jectum) to the sovereign's designs.  In the alter ego lies the misunderstanding or ambiguity as homonymy of the monarch.  As a copy of the king, the viceroy has no basis per se but per accidens, as a mode of potential causation and not as an act, not as a container but as content.[footnoteRef:29] Therefore, the alter ego is the entelechy of the king since it is the form through which the sovereign is a ‘potentiality’ in the Indies and gives entity to the alter nos as his royal representative.[footnoteRef:30]  The monarch is a viceroy in potency, as water is snow in potency or bronze for a statue, as Plotinus said. He argued that it is for this reason that "everything revolves around the King [...]” and “everything is through reason of him”.[footnoteRef:31] [29:  	Francisco Suárez, Disputaciones metafísicas, vol. 1, Sección 3 (Madrid: Gredos, 1960), 512-527; Aristotle, Prior Analytics (Indianapolis / Cambridge: Hackett Publishing Company, 1989), book I, [51b, 30-35], 60-61.]  [30:  	Aristotle, On the sould (London: William Heinemann LTD,  1935), book 2, chap. 4 [415b, 10-15], 87.]  [31:  	Plotinus, The Enneads (London: Faber and Faber Limited, 2005?), book 6, chap. 6 [42, 10-13], 541.] 

Diego de Zúñiga in Metafísica (1597) argued the difference between ‘the one’ and ‘the identical’. While ‘the one’ refers to the basis, ‘the identical’ refers to another. It is the effigy of the first, or "is feigned, and from which it is neither diverse nor distinguished".[footnoteRef:32] Thus the vice-sovereign is a dependent entity with delegated power, alien to his own will since his own identity confirms that his existence “only aspires to the like”, which simultaneously separates him from the unique, the individual and the universal. The monarch acted as the cause and basis of the ‘viceregal being’ since without the delegation of royal attributes, viceroys cannot exist or come into existence, for "everything that is, is either in itself or in another".[footnoteRef:33] Consequently, the alter ego manifests itself as an ‘indeterminate entity’. [32:  	Diego de Zúñiga, Metafísica (Pamplona: EUNSA, 2008), 170-171. [“se finge, y del que no es diverso ni se distingue”]]  [33:  	Spinoza, Ethics, Part 1, 42. On the transmission of royal attributes see a Aristotle, Rhetoric (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1909), book 1, [1364a], 29-30.] 

As a result, the vice-king was favoured as a possible, necessary, and contingent being, because his sphere of influence was derived from that which allowed him movement or action, in other words, the ‘will’ of the king. This ‘will’ not only held legal authority but was the pinnacle of government, serving as the basis for political decisions in each kingdom.[footnoteRef:34] In this context, the viceroy was the sovereign by ‘analogy of attribution’, albeit as a subordinate cause. His existence was structured as a realm shaped by a ‘demanding’ but essential ‘being’. This hierarchical structure empowers him to differentiate between the sacred and the profane in relation to other officials. However, nothing subsequent is a cause, hence every king is viceroy, but not every viceroy is king, as the Plotinian phrase "every emanation is inferior to the remnant" illustrates.[footnoteRef:35] [34:  	Bodin, Los seis libros, book 1, chap. 10, fols.122-145.]  [35:  	Plotinus, The Enneads, book 6, [1, 50-55]; Quinto Horacio Flaco, Epístolas (Madrid: CSIC, 2002), 1-16.] 

This perspective stands in stark contrast to the theory of the imitator (viceroy), which is stripped of originality and, consequently, the wellspring of emanating power. The alter ego embodies a mobile subject, since "everything that moves is moved by another", whereas the ‘sovereign’ basis represents the primordial force, unyielding to divergent movement, akin to divinity.[footnoteRef:36] Therefore, basis is more than the origin of a conclusive outcome, it embodies its own self-sustenance and self-origination. It is realised as such in its foundation and only then "when the basis is fundamental".[footnoteRef:37] Therefore, it is essential to examine the essence that transforms the viceroy into the living image of the king and to explore his fundamental core as "the essence established as totality."[footnoteRef:38] [36:  	Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica (Chicago, London, Toronto: William Benton, 1923, [I, q2, a3], 14-15; Aristotle, Ethica Eudemia (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1915), book 2 [1222b].]  [37:  	Zubiri, Inteligencia, vol. 3, 167. (“es cuando el principio es fundamento.”)]  [38:  	Hegel, Enciclopedia, 307.] 



4	The viceregal essence: an entity composed of accidents.

According to Aristotle, essence (ousía / ούσία) is the total and complete reality for a thing to be what it is, identifying itself integrally with its entity and content.[footnoteRef:39] The uniqueness exercised by the monarch is everything and nothing, something akin to what constitutes essence, which is not the thing itself but is contained within it. The king is in the viceroy, but not vice versa, respecting the hierarchical order. Gaspar de Villarroel explained it regarding the nobility of the aristocracy (or areté derived from princeps), since "nobility naturally descends [...] nobility does not ascend but descends".[footnoteRef:40] The monarch is self-subsistent, for he coexists simultaneously in many others without ceasing to be a royal entity himself. Thus, the viceroys participate in this dynamic "insofar as they are able to be present in it."[footnoteRef:41] [39:  	Aristotle, The Metaphysic, (London: William Heinemann LTD, 1933), book 3 [1003a, 30-35], 141-43.]  [40:  	Gaspar de Villarroel, Gobierno Eclesiástico Pacífico (Madrid, 1657), book 2[q.12, a.1], 55. [“la nobleza naturalmente desciende. […] la nobleza no sube, sino desciende”]]  [41:  	Plotinus, The Enneads, book 6, [3, 10-15].] 

To counteract this notion, there exists the concept of an 'entity' or 'something that exists,' which presents itself in various forms. Essence is an immutable reality and an actual being considered in its own right. Thus, it is the supreme basis and cause of something that composes its very nature and, therefore, pertains to essence.  However, substantia, the Latin translation of ousia, is distinct from essence. ‘Substance’ (sustancia in Spanish) is a combination of accidents which support a subject (attribute of appeal); and 'substance' is the fundamental subject of all predications. The exploration of essence involves investigating the substance and existence of something to comprehend its truth.[footnoteRef:42] According to the philosopher from Stagira (Aristotle), we can discern the essence of something by understanding its properties, since whenever we succeed in giving an explanation behind something’s components “In such cases, we will also be able to make highly accurate pronouncements about the entity".[footnoteRef:43] In Aristotelian terminology, essence was conceptualised as substance, which, when translated from the Greek term 'hypokeimenon' into Latin, signifies that which is 'underlying' or 'supports accidents.' It is "that which all other things are attributed to without itself being attributed to any other".[footnoteRef:44]  [42:  	Aquino, Summa, book 1 [q1, a1].]  [43:  	Aristotle, On the sould, book 1, [402b, 15-25].]  [44:  	Aristotle, The Metaphysic, book 7, [1028b 36].] 

Consequently, the essence of the viceroy takes the form of a 'hylemorphic entity.' This entity consists of two fundamental components: matter (hylé), which serves as a receptacle for forms, a determinable aspect where no precise substrate or exact entity emerges (referring to the person of the viceroy, embodied as nobility); and form (morphé, eidos), which signifies how the viceroy shapes his substance in the structure of a concept.[footnoteRef:45] In this scenario, 'form' is interpreted as information, encompassing the attributes, categories, royalties, and privileges that constitute its origin as a 'created unity.'[footnoteRef:46] Plotinus posited that entities not born did not require material substance, while those that did receive it were consistently obtaining the essential matter for their existence.[footnoteRef:47] To comprehend the viceroy's substance as an 'ascriptive hypostasis,' it is essential to dissect its components. Collectively, these components define and set it apart from others. Thus, even if certain attributes or elements are absent, it does not lose its identity.[footnoteRef:48]  [45:  	Pedro de García Dei, Etimología de la nobleza, (s. XVI). BNE, Ms.12598.]  [46:  	Tomás de Aquino, El ente y la esencia (Pamplona: EUNSA, 2011), [c2, n9].]  [47:  	Plotinus, The Enneads, book 2, [c2, 4]. ]  [48:  	Xavier Zubiri, Sobre la esencia (Madrid: Alianza, 2016), 17.] 


5	Accidents that constitute the essence of the alter ego.

The viceroy's mimetic nature signifies that his identity was gained under the condition that "it was based on something else".[footnoteRef:49] This foundation of resemblance which the viceroy adhered to compelled him to accept this separation "as a transition from the original to the copy and from the copy to the original".[footnoteRef:50] In this context, the alter nos serves as the conduit bridging the potential to the actual, signifying the progression from regal potentiality to a fulfilled action. In this way, its predicative constitution enables the execution of the monarch’s will by affirming its essence as a “specific entity".[footnoteRef:51] This dynamic is shaped by hypostasis, the authentic reality or "naturae individuae substantia" as identified by Zúñiga. [49:  	Aquino, El ente, [c4, n35], 286.]  [50:  	Escohotado, Realidad, 227.]  [51:  	Pedro Pérez de Saavedra, Zelos divinos y Humanos (Madrid, 1629), f.1r.] 

Aristotle defined 'accidents' as "properties specific to each thing, separate from its essential nature".[footnoteRef:52] This notion found resonance in Bartolomé de las Casas' views, where he argued that "what is accidental does not define the essence of a species," yet it contributes to the overall makeup of the created being's reality. Essence is not the thing itself but is contained within it.[footnoteRef:53] The 'royal qualities' (notas regias) are not supplementary to substance; instead, they constitute the substance itself, both within and independently. Essential qualities that characterise the monarch are not mere components of the king, rather they are the very existence of the sovereign and actualise the dynastic kingship.[footnoteRef:54] [52:  	Aristotle, The Metaphysic, book 5, [1025a, 30-32].]  [53:  	Bartolomé de las Casas, De Regia Potestate o derecho de autodeterminación, (1571) (Madrid: CSIC, 1969), 17.]  [54:  	Paola Rapelli, Symbols of Power in Art (Los Angeles: The J. Paul Getty Museum, 2011).] 

These aspects were embodied in various symbols, such as the coat of arms, the royal seal, the royal pallium, the royal palace, and portraits of the sovereigns.[footnoteRef:55] In the context of the viceroy, this symbolism was manifested through upholding a retinue and a royal household in the Indies. His attendants and pages served him in the equivalent of the Royal Palace, which paralleled the role of a lord's retinue in Spain.[footnoteRef:56] This practice compensated for "a substantial part of the void left by a king's absence".[footnoteRef:57] The viceroy's privileges encompassed wearing a specific number of jewels, staying in the Royal Alcázars, holding the position of captain general of the navy, bestowing favours, pensions, and positions (both civil and military), traveling in a carriage drawn by six horses, and entering Lima and Mexico in a grand ceremony, among others.[footnoteRef:58] All these elements collectively constituted the essence of royalty in the viceroy, forming a ‘formally structured’ entity. [55:  	Francisco López de Caravantes, Noticia General del Perú, (1630-1631), vol. II, Tomo CCXCIII (Madrid: BAE, Atlas, 1989), disc. IV, fols.26-28.]  [56:  	BNE, Ms.3207, Advertencias, f.684.]  [57:  	BNE, R.3130, Buenaventura de Salinas y Córdoba, Memorial de las historias del nuevo mundo Peru: méritos y excelencias de la Ciudad de los Reyes, disc. II, cap. III (Lima, 1631).]  [58:  	RLRI, book 3, title 3, laws 3-74; Antonio Vázquez de Espinosa, Compendio y descripción de las Indias Occidentales, [1608-1630] (Washington: The Smithsonian Institution, 1948),  719-723.] 

These ‘essential regal qualities’ encompassed the regalia and privileges that the viceroy personified, elevating him to the position of princeps of Spanish America, given that those privileges were “the reserve of absolute kings and princes, as a sign of supreme jurisdiction”.[footnoteRef:59] The very ‘qualities’ themselves embodied the essence of royalty that imbued the monarch, enabling the construction of the viceroy’s essential nature and establishing him as “the most important and praiseworthy person” within the kingdom.[footnoteRef:60] However, prior to the integral character of these qualities there is unity, which forms this viceregal essence. These qualities find their unity in the integral character they collectively possess, forming the foundation of the viceregal essence. This 'unity of viceregal essence' establishes the basis for the viceroy's pivotal duties, which, in turn, provide insights into his role and, by extension, that of the monarchy. The viceroy's individual qualities and attributes, whether alone or separate, do not offer a comprehensive understanding of the alter ego. It is the 'primary coherent unity,' constructed by the sovereign, that grants the viceroy his distinctive appearance and authority. [59:  	BNE, R/34077, Juan de Solórzano, Política Indiana, book 5 (Madrid: 1648), f.880r: “reservado à los Reyes, i Principes absolutos, en señal de Suprema jurisdicion.”.]  [60:  	Diego de Avendaño, Thesaurus Indicus (1668) (Pamplona: EUNSA, 2001), 383.] 

Therefore, the viceroy's display of majesty only came into full view once he was endowed with all these attributes, which was evident in the grand entrances of viceroys into Mexico and Lima. The elaborate pageantry and opulence allowed him to both symbolically and politically connect with the kingdom. During these entrances, the viceroy would pledge to uphold the city's laws and privileges, and at the conclusion of his term, he would ceremoniously return the keys to the city in a similarly grand event.[footnoteRef:61] Another ceremonial occasion that conferred symbolic and political importance upon the viceroy, validating his role as the direct representative of the monarch, was his appointment.   [61:  	Solange Alberro, ‘Reyes y monarquía en las fiestas virreinales de la Nueva España y del Perú’, in Mazín, Óscar, Las representaciones del poder en las sociedades hispánicas (México: El Colegio de México, CEH, 2012), 275-300.] 

This process took place within the Royal Acuerdo, where the Real Audiencia [Royal Court of Justice] convened. Royal decrees were unsealed and read aloud by the most senior scribe of the Chamber, in the presence of the chancellor guarding the royal seal. This ritual established the designated individual as the viceroy, president of the Real Audiencia, governor, and captain general of the realm for the Indies. Simultaneously, during this same ceremony, the outgoing viceroy's juez visitador [an inspector judge] would hand over their responsibilities.[footnoteRef:62] [62:  	AGI, Escribanía, 543A, fols.21v-23v.] 

As a result, each regal attribute becomes an inherent 'quality of his own', establishing its presence within him and granting him autonomy.[footnoteRef:63] The term 'own' in this context signifies ownership of these characteristics, the sole reality of which is the dynasty's royalty transmitted through the monarch.[footnoteRef:64] Numerous instances exemplify this interplay; for instance, portraits of the king would evoke the same authority and reverence as his physical presence. The royal seal would make its entrance into Spanish American cities with grandeur, borne on horseback under a canopy. This presentation effectively equated the royal armed forces to an authoritative regal power. Furthermore, royal coats of arms held the function of demarcating the boundaries and attributes of the Casa Real’s heritage. These coats of arms served as symbols that distinguished royal families and relatives from others, seeing as “coats of arms have been proven to show empire, dignity and jurisdiction… the wall upon which a coat of arms is hung becomes the wall of the owner of said shield”.[footnoteRef:65] [63:  Bibliothèque Nationale de France (BNF), Johann Clauberg, Elementa Philosophiae, 1647, f.46r.]  [64:  Zubiri, Inteligencia, vol. 3, 71.]  [65:  BNE, Ms.2004, Informe apologético, 1646, f.84v. [“las Armas como queda probado denotan imperio, dignidad y jurisdicción […] las Armas puestas en un muro, prueban ser el muro del Dueño de tal escudo.”]] 

An incident of a similar nature occurred in the cathedral of Puebla de los Ángeles in 1646. Bishop Juan de Palafox made alterations to the coat of arms in the Royal Chapel, triggering a dispute between the Real Audiencia and the ecclesiastical chapter. Despite the archbishop's intention being limited to repositioning the quarters of the Sobarbe coat of arms on the cathedral's altarpiece, this was deemed significant enough for the fiscal [public prosecutor] of the Real Audiencia to lodge a complaint with the Consejo de Indias [Council of the Indies]. From Madrid, Diego de Villegas, the lieutenant and captain general of Puebla, was directed to quell the situation with "cunning prudence", accusing the monks of being "the source of tastelessness and not letting sleeping dogs lie."[footnoteRef:66] However, many treatise writers considered such acts as lèse majesté (the use of the prince's insignia as 'his own sign' by a private individual), although Palafox was not charged with this crime thanks to the protection he received at the Court of Madrid.[footnoteRef:67] This stance applied to any manipulation of royal symbols, including counterfeiting coinage or royal seals, as these symbols encapsulated royal sovereignty in its entirety, reflective of the monarch's autonomy and will. [66:  	AGI, Patronato, 244, R.22. [“origen de sin sabores y de renovar lastimando las llagas.”]]  [67:  	Cayetana Álvarez de Toledo, Juan de Palafox. Obispo y virrey, Madrid, Marcial Pons, 2011, p. 330; Ricardo Fernández Gracia, “Sobre el retablo de la Capilla de los Reyes de la Catedral de Puebla de los Ángeles y el Obispo Palafox. En torno al Patronato Real y las virtudes del Monarca”, Reales Sitios, XXXVIII, nº.150, 2001, pp. 51-64.] 

In this context, 'will' signifies an action emanating from the monarch's authority. Thus, "taking the coat of arms of one king from another is the same as declaring oneself king of his kingdom”,[footnoteRef:68] as the Council of the Indies cautioned after the Palafox incident in 1651, reaffirming that "all coats of arms belong to Your Majesty".[footnoteRef:69] Therefore, even after death, kings "do not accept equivalence", since their purpose is to endure through time, with the symbols or attributes of sovereignty remaining inherent (dignitas non moritur).[footnoteRef:70] [68:  	BNE, Ms.2004, Informe apologético, 1646, f.67r. “tomar un Rey a otro el escudo de sus Armas, es lo mismo que hacerse Rey de su Reino”.]  [69:  	AGI, Patronato, 244, R.22.]  [70:  	Ernst H. Kantorowicz, Los dos cuerpos del rey: un estudio de teología política medieval (Madrid: Akal, 2012), 379-439.] 

Although the combination of royal attributes defines the essential nature of the vice-sovereign as a ‘potential entity’, the very quality itself takes on a concrete existence that shapes and confines the viceroy's authority. This process occurs without granting him the freedom to disregard any attribute granted by the monarch or to assert ownership over these royal qualities. The formalisation of all these characteristics is what provides him with substance and significance, while simultaneously establishing the boundaries of his actions. The royal symbols held by the viceroy are essentially an extension of his conformity, obtained through delegation, yet they never hold independent substantive value.[footnoteRef:71] In this context, we can say "the viceroy is king", but the word "is" does not maintain its entity-like sense. Instead, its reality is not about being a king or even just existing, but rather it signifies that which "belongs to something in its own right".[footnoteRef:72] The alter ego maintains a ‘reidad’ (simple reality) which the monarch consistently transfers (altera realistas). [71:  	Franz Brentano, Sobre los múltiples significados del ente según Aristóteles (Madrid: Encuentro, 2007), 144.]  [72:  	Xavier Zubiri, Inteligencia Sentiente. Inteligencia y realidad, vol. 1 (Madrid: Alianza, 2011), 37. [“en propio pertenece a algo.”]] 

Hence, the viceroy embodies the tangible manifestation of royal substance, signifying the fundamental essence of the alter ego's identity: a fusion of all his privileges in every instance of his 'royal domain,' comprising both geographical and temporal dimensions. The cyclical nature of his governance tenure and the accompanying salary-imposed constraints established his role as a 'subsidiary entity’, which conversely conferred upon him an official status.[footnoteRef:73] In 1602, Jesuit Hernando de Mendoza argued that a lord reigning over his own territory held more authority than the local viceroy, given that the latter acted as a temporary proxy and mere overseer of a place for a designated period and compensation. Meanwhile, the former "possessed it [power] by virtue of title and heritage, identified as a Lord, with subjects regarded as vassals”.[footnoteRef:74] Conversely, the term 'place' or 'tópos' alludes to a constitutive aspect of reality: the spatial dimension. Within this context, the kingdom delineates much of its distinct character onto the viceroy, as elucidated by Antonio de León Pinelo in reference to Peru.[footnoteRef:75] [73:  	RLRI, book 3, Title 3, Law 71-72.]  [74:  	Hernando de Mendoza, Tres Tratados compuestos (Nápoles, 1602), 37. [“lo tiene, por título, y herencia, y con nombre de Señor, y los súbditos de vasallos.”]]  [75:  	BNE, R.14226, León, Tratado, f.34r; Xavier Zubiri, Espacio, tiempo, materia (Madrid: Alianza, 2008), 13.] 

The kingdoms within the Hispanic Monarchy did not share the same hierarchy, and this disparity had implications for the viceroys. Among these kingdoms, the first in terms of magnanimity (greatness in soul, wealth, and power) was Naples. This sentiment was expressed by Alonso Fernández de Guevara in 1646, who stated that: "The government of Naples is the first in Europe and even the fifth in the world [...] because it is organised in such a way that in the figure of the Viceroy, the authority of the Prince and the actions of the ministers are combined [...]".[footnoteRef:76] Similarly, Sicily occupied a similar prestigious position, often assigned to members of royal lineage and the highest echelons of nobility, including military experts and close aides to the Royal House. These attributes were characteristic of Italian viceroys.[footnoteRef:77] In the Indies, initially, the role of viceroy was given to members of the secondary nobility. However, the first viceroy of Peru to be appointed with a noble title was Andrés Hurtado de Mendoza, the 2nd Marquis of Cañete (1556-1561). Later, Diego López de Zúñiga, the 5th Count of Nieva (1561-1564), followed suit. In New Spain, a decade later, under Gastón de Peralta, the 3rd Marquis of Falces (1566-1567), greater prerogatives gradually began to be conferred upon viceroys.[footnoteRef:78] [76:  	Carlos José Hernando Sánchez, ‘Los virreyes de la Monarquía española en Italia. Evolución y práctica de un oficio de gobierno’, Studia Histórica, Hª. moderna, 26, (2004), 43-73, 45. [“El cargo del gobierno de Nápoles es el primero de Europa y aun quiça del mundo […] porque esta organizado de manera que en la persona del Virrey se junta la auctoridad del Príncipe y las actiones de los ministros […]”].]  [77:  	BNE, Ms.2979, fols.1r-78r. José Renao, Libro donde se trata de los Virreyes de Nápoles, 1634-1637; Antonio de Amico, Chronologia de los virreyes, presidentes y de otras personas que han governador el reyno de Sicilia, 1641; Aurelio Musi, L’Imperio dei viceré (Bologna: Il Mulino, 2013), 19-25.]  [78:  	Rubio, El virreinato, vol. 1, 215.] 

During the 17th century, a noticeable shift took place in the selection of viceroys, as a greater number of candidates from the "oldest and most noble houses in Spain" were chosen for these positions. This shift was particularly evident in Peru, which held a higher status compared to Mexico until the latter half of the century. During this period, individuals from esteemed noble families that had previously served as viceroys in Italy began to be appointed to govern New Spain. This new direction can be seen in Francisco Fernández de la Cueva, eighth heir to the duchy of Alburquerque, Viceroy of New Spain between 1653 and 1660, who served as grandee of Spain, while his brother, Baltasar de la Cueva, 7th Count of Castellar, was appointed viceroy of Peru (1674-1678).[footnoteRef:79] A similar trend can be observed in other appointments within New Spain. Pedro Nuño Colón, the 6th Duke of Veragua and a direct descendant of Christopher Columbus, was appointed to govern. Additionally, Melchor Portocarrero, the 3rd Count of Monclova, initially served in New Spain (1686-1688) before being assigned to govern Peru (1689-1705). Lastly, Francisco Fernández (1702-1710), another descendant of the House of Alburquerque, specifically the tenth duke, became the first viceroy of New Spain under the new Bourbon dynasty.[footnoteRef:80] [79:  	Gregorio Martín de Guijo, Diario, 1648-1664 (México: Porrúa, 1952); Cesáreo Fernández Duro, Don Francisco Fernández de la Cueva, duque de Alburquerque (Madrid: 1984), 337; Manuel de Mendiburu, Diccionario Histórico Biográfico del Perú, vol. 4 (Lima, 1933), 302-325.]  [80:  	AGI, Escribanía, 222A, fols.1r-27v.] 

Despite being members of these noble families, the viceroys in Spanish America were required to hold the same titles, grants, privileges, and benefits as their counterparts in Naples or Sicily. Yet, their position remained somewhat vague and uncertain since they could be subject to removal and had their privileges and authority curtailed by magistrates (referred to as 'the king's eyes') through a process known as ‘juicio de residencia’, which involved judicial evaluations of their administration at the end of their term.[footnoteRef:81] Nevertheless, the Spanish American kingdoms closely resembled their Italian counterparts, serving as an extension of the Aragonese viceroyalty's governance model. Juan de Solórzano examined the core nature of the viceroy's role in the Indies, consistently referring to their governance in Italy while following the principles established by the Sicilian jurist García Mastrillo.[footnoteRef:82] At the outset of the viceroyalty in Spanish America, legal expert Juan de Matienzo proposed appointing titled (noble) viceroys, aiming to establish what he termed "pure or absolute viceroys". This approach contradicted previous practices and was prompted by post-Conquest uprisings. The goal was to make viceroys "more feared and revered", contributing to the "tranquillity, peacefulness, elevation, and pacification of those provinces." This strategy aimed to elevate the viceroy's image to match the grandeur of the monarch they represented.[footnoteRef:83] [81:  	AGI, Escribanía, 536A; Ismael Sánchez Bella, ‘El juicio de visita en Indias’, IV Congreso del Instituto Internacional de Historia del Derecho Indiano (1976), 579-626.]  [82:  BNE, R/34077, Solórzano, Política, V, fols.861-892.]  [83:  Matienzo, Gobierno, book 2, 117; RLRI, book 3, Title 3, Law 1.] 

This political strategy enabled the monarch to exercise power across all his kingdoms by separating his physical presence and multiplying his image for the purpose of representation. In doing so, he extended his essence to the viceroys, following the notion expressed by Thomas Aquinas that "what exists essentially in another exists in him", thus laying the foundation for the concept of the king's ubiquity.[footnoteRef:84] The monarch embraced the kingdoms as a whole, and the various viceroys collectively participated in representing the king's persona. This approach eliminated the necessity of partitioning the territory into distinct dominions, achieving a composite monarchy, and instead condensed the "fractional multiplicity into the unity of the one”.[footnoteRef:85] Consequently, the alter ego assumed the role of a reflection of the sovereign, projecting a sense of entirety, and thus establishing itself as an integral royal entity. [84:  Aquinas, Summa, [I, q.8, a.3].]  [85:  Plotinus, The Enneads, book 5, treaty 6, [4, 10-15].] 


6	The shaping of viceregal essence in the kingdoms of the Indies.

Incorporating the viceroyalty system into the Hispanic Monarchy (addressing the challenge of governing newly acquired territories as part of the royal domain following conquest and integration) was fundamentally driven by the necessity to govern these distant lands.[footnoteRef:86] The etymological origin of the term 'viceroy' (formed with the prefix ‘vi’ from the Latin ‘vice’, which means 'instead of' or 'who takes the place of' and the noun ‘roy’), reflected the temporal and spatial position they occupied; a juridical-political concept applied throughout history.  [86:  On the acquisition of the kingdoms to the regional patrimony, see El príncipe (Madrid: Alianza, 2010), chap. 1; Manuel Rivero Rodríguez & Guillaume Gaudin, ‘Introducción’, in “Que aya virrey en aquel reyno”. Vencer la distancia en el imperio español, coordinated by Manuel Rivero Rodríguez & Guillaume Gaudin (Madrid: Polifemo, 2020), 3-12; Carlos José Hernando Sánzhez, Las Indias en la Monarquía católica. Imágenes e ideas políticas (Valladolid: Universidad de Valladolid, 1997), 7-25.] 

In ancient Persia during the reign of Cyrus II the Great (559-530 BC), Xenophon coined the term 'satrap' to describe those who represented Cyrus in other territories. The term derives from the Iranian word 'xšaca,' meaning 'kingdom' or 'kingship,' combined with 'pã,' signifying 'to protect' or 'to shepherd,' and the agent suffix 'van’. The title denoted "protector of the country," as evidenced by Achaemenid inscriptions. These figures, known as "vassal kings", acted as representatives of the 'father of the family,' exhibiting a similar pattern to the successive Roman lieutenants and, notably, the 'gerens vices' within the Crown of Aragón since the 14th century. This pattern later continued through the appointment of viceroys in the Spanish American kingdoms.[footnoteRef:87] [87:  Jaime Vicens Vives, “Los precedentes mediterráneos del virreinato colombino”, Anuario de estudios americanos 5, (1948), pp. 571-614.] 

The viceroy and his court, therefore, functioned as replicas of the king's court, incorporating all the regal components that facilitated the assimilation and incorporation of the new kingdoms into the royal patrimony. This emulation allowed the viceroy to govern these territories based on the potestas regia, which was directly tied to the authority of the sovereign. Initially, viceroys did not possess specific jurisdictional constraints or defined profiles, apart from their noble status, which established a connection to royalty through their service to the monarch. This situation was particularly evident in Italian viceroys, who faced no particular limitations and were not subject to juicios de residencia [audits, trials] or other institutional laws, except in cases where they were dismissed by the monarch following an evaluation of their administration.[footnoteRef:88] Similarly, the role of Spanish American viceroys was not strictly prescribed by legislation to fit a particular mould. The laws and instructions issued to them provided more of a guiding framework since, as direct representatives of the monarch, they held powers that were "not consigned by law". These powers did not require ratification by the sovereign, allowing them to exercise their function in a natural manner.[footnoteRef:89]  [88:  Camillo Giardina, L’Instituto del Vicerè di Sicilia (Palermo: Reale Accademia di Scienza, 1931), 231; Helmut Koenigsberger, La práctica del Imperio (Madrid: Revista de Occidente, 1975), 106-139.]  [89:  José Martínez Millán, ‘La articulación de la Monarquía española a través de la Corte: Consejos territoriales y Cortes virreinales en los reinados de Felipe II y Felipe III’, in Las cortes virreinales de la monarquía española: América e Italia, ed. by Francesca Cantú (Roma: Viella, 2008) 63.] 

In Spanish America, the viceroy's role underwent significant changes following its establishment, which was initially influenced by Christopher Columbus. In the Capitulations of Santa Fe (1492), Columbus requested to be named 'viceroy-governor,' aligning with the Aragonese political tradition.[footnoteRef:90] However, this was more of an honorary and somewhat imprecise position. The titles of governor, captain general, and admiral held more prominence due to their roles in managing the navy and the newly discovered territories. This pattern was similarly observed with Pedrarias Dávila in Castilla del Oro in 1513, where he held the title of lieutenant.[footnoteRef:91] It was not until 1535 in Mexico and 1542 in Peru that the provinces were elevated to the status of kingdoms. This transformation led to the appointment of two viceroys who were tasked with exercising "superior government, seeking and administering justice." These viceroys were granted extensive powers, allowing them to exert authority that occasionally overshadowed the monarch's influence.[footnoteRef:92] This shift aimed to quell the ongoing post-Conquest rebellions and establish royal control through a strategy of generosity, often referred to as the 'economy of grace.' The implementation of royal justice aimed to pacify and elevate the kingdoms. Viceroys played a pivotal role in this process by awarding encomiendas [land grants] and corregimientos [local governance positions]. Simultaneously, individuals who received such favours were incorporated into the Royal Household, serving as attendants to the king. This approach not only maintained stability but also integrated those who benefited into the Royal Household as servants of the king.[footnoteRef:93]  [90:  AGI, Patronato, 8, R.1.]  [91:  Real Cédula con las Instrucciones dadas a Pedrarias Dávila para su viaje y gobernación a la Castilla del Oro [Royal Decree with the Instructions given to Pedrarias Dávila for his journey and governorship of Castilla del Oro], Valladolid, 02-08-1513 in Colección Somoza (AGI), Tomo I, Recopilación de Andrés Vega Bolaños (Madrid, 1954), 43-53; Mañé, El virreinato, vol. 1, 19.]  [92:  RLRI, book 3, title 3, law 1.]  [93:  BNE, R.14226, León, Tratado, fols.1v-5v; Gregorio Salinero, Hombres de mala corte. Desobediencias, procesos políticos y gobierno de Indias en la segunda mitad del siglo XVI (Madrid: Cátedra, 2017), 125-165.] 

The viceroy held a multifaceted role that extended beyond mere authority and military responsibility. Gradually, this figure attained full royal status by championing and safeguarding the rights of Patronato real. Furthermore, they gained extensive powers to mediate and resolve disputes, particularly those concerning ecclesiastical matters.[footnoteRef:94] Concurrently, the viceroy assumed the privileges and resources emblematic of royalty, fostering the creation of a viceregal household. This arrangement compensated for the temporary absence of the monarch, effectively serving as an 'alternate home' (alter domus), strategically designed to fulfil governmental duties symbolically and politically. Notably, this framework was purposefully non-dynastic.[footnoteRef:95] To maintain these standards, the viceroy was endowed with a viceregal guard under Andrés Hurtado de Mendoza, 2nd Marquis of Cañete (1556-1560) in Peru. His official residence was the Royal Palace in Mexico and Lima, and a system of corregimientos de indios was established by Lope García de Castro (1564-1569). This system expanded the judicial system into the Andes, determining the structure of governance.[footnoteRef:96] This model was also replicated in New Spain under the rule of Luis de Velasco (1550-1564), who utilised corregidores to embody the viceroy’s presence, essentially, as ‘replicas of the king’ or fatherly figures.[footnoteRef:97] These viceregal courts served as nuclei of courtly power and patronage within the Indies, with viceroys assuming a role akin to princes. During the first few decades of the seventeenth century, court ceremonial and etiquette were introduced, solidifying the protocol and legitimacy of the viceroy’s administration in the Indies.[footnoteRef:98]  [94:  Antonio de León Pinelo, Recopilación de las Indias, (1635), vol. 2 (México: Porrúa, 1992), book 4, title 2, law 72.]  [95:  Pilar Latasa, ‘La Corte virreinal peruana: perspectivas de análisis (siglos XVI y XVII)’, in Feliciano Barrios (coord.), El gobierno, 341-374.]  [96:  AGI, Indiferente, 451, book A9; AGI, Lima, 566, book 5; Richard Konetzek, Colección para la Historia de la Formación Social de Hispanoamérica, 1493-1810, vol. 2, Tomo 1 (Madrid: CSIC, 1958), 24-30.]  [97:  Jerónimo Castillo de Bobadilla, Política para corregidores (Madrid, 1597), book 3, chap. 2.]  [98:  BNE, Ms.3207, Advertencias, fols.680-688.] 

During the reign of Charles V, a significant transfer of authority occurred within the viceroyalties, effectively bestowing them with the status of 'de facto' kings. This transition was triggered by the Crown's deliberate ceding of substantial prerogatives: a strategy intended to placate the uprisings initiated by the conquistadors. This measure aimed to establish the viceroys as the foremost representatives of royal power. Notably, this transformation was most vividly embodied by figures like Andrés Hurtado de Mendoza (1556-1560) in Peru, who referred to the viceroy as "the living King in flesh" (“el rey vivo en carnes”). In 1567, in New Spain, Gastón de Peralta, the 3rd Marquis of Falces, successfully secured the title of ‘Excellency’ as a viceroy. This accolade granted him far-reaching authority, encompassing land distribution, resolution of jurisdictional disputes, oversight of mayoralties and corregimientos, and the ordering of juicios de residencia. The last of these responsibilities was ultimately delegated to the Audencia Real.[footnoteRef:99] Indeed, as Juan de Vega, the viceroy of Sicily in 1558, asserted: "Your Majesty may say that the viceroy is king of Sicily."[footnoteRef:100] [99:  Orden para que el virrey del Perú presida algunas Audiencias (1568) Ricardo Aranda, Colección de los Tratados del Perú, vol. 1 (Lima, 1890), 97-98; Lara Semboloni, La construcción de la autoridad virreinal en Nueva España, 1535-1595 (México: El Colegio de México, 2014), 63-178; Hanke, Los virreyes, México, vol. 1, 171-185.]  [100:  Giovanni E. di Blasi, Storia cronológica dei viceré, luogotenenti, e presidenti del regno di Sicilia (Palermo, 1842), 189-199. [“podrá decir V.M., pues el virrey es rey de Sicilia.”]] 

 As a consequence, the influence of the viceregal secretariats increased, prompting an overhaul of local administrations to accommodate the core requisites of governance. Importantly, this transformation managed to navigate these shifts without inciting substantial governmental crises or jeopardising the standing of the viceroys themselves.[footnoteRef:101] The changes effectively made the Spanish American alter egos authentic monarchs in the kingdoms, as Martín Enríquez said in New Spain in 1580: "I find that, here, only the Viceroy is the owner of all things that are divided among many over there"; or the opinion of the president of the Council of the Indies, Pablo de la Laguna (1595-1602), stating that for Spanish America "there is no King but the Viceroy".[footnoteRef:102] [101:  Guillermo Lohmann Villena, ‘El secretario mayor de gobernación del virreinato del Perú: (notas para un estudio histórico-institucional)’, Revista de Indias, Vol.65, Nº.234, (2005), 471-490.]  [102:  Hanke, Los virreyes, México, vol. 2, 270 [“yo hallo que solo el Virrey es acá dueño de todas las cosas que allá están repartidas entre muchos”]; Perú, vol. 2, 136 [“no hay más Rey que el Virrey.”].] 

However, the viceroy´s 'hypostasis nature' positioned him as a 'passive-subordinate entity'. This characterisation allowed the Crown to bring him under legal control (counterpowers) whenever his authority exceeded his designated role. This dynamic was heavily influenced by the prevailing ideology and the strategic interests of different factions present at the Court in Madrid as well as by the underlying rationale that justified the monarchy's actions.[footnoteRef:103] This approach was most pronounced during the reign of Philip II, when a greater level of control was exercised over the representatives of the king in Spanish America. This oversight was achieved through the reforms introduced by Juan de Ovando in 1571, which aimed to restrain viceregal power through legal means. The core elements of this policy included promoting a form of governance endorsed by territorial councils, appointing viceroys without strong family ties ("more widowed than married") and imposing a prohibition on marriage for Spanish American ministers within their respective jurisdictions while in office.[footnoteRef:104] To enforce these measures, the Council of the Indies was elevated to become the primary autonomous institution for governing Spanish America. This involved diminishing the viceroys' authority to that of high-ranking officials within the kingdom; their ability to act liberally was curtailed, and they were prohibited from withdrawing, allocating, spending, lending, or accessing funds from the royal treasury without restraint. Additionally, the term of their service was limited to three years, along with a fixed salary. The size of their retinue and the grandeur of their appearances in the capital were also reduced. Furthermore, they were forbidden from using certain symbols of authority and were constrained in terms of expenses incurred during receptions.[footnoteRef:105] This change of system resonated to such an extent within the Council of Indies that Antonio de Robles went so far as to propose the complete eradication of the viceregal system in the Indies. [103:  Diego de Encinas, Cedulario Indiano, (1596) (Madrid: Ediciones Cultura Hispánica, 1945), book 1, f.240: when the viceroy orders something, he does so by private letter and not by provision, which eliminates a large part of his royal power, (1575). See also BNE, Ms.2935, Juan de Ovando, Libro primero de la gobernación espiritual de las Indias (1571), fols.1r-3r.]  [104:  Stafford Poole, Juan de Ovando. Governing the Spanish Empire in the reign of Philip II (University of Oklahoma Press, Norman, 2004), 80-137; José de la Peña y Cámara, ‘La Copulata de Leyes de Indias y las Ordenanzas Ovandinas’, Revista de Indias, II/6 (1941), 121-146.]  [105:  RLRI, book 3, Title 3, Law 19-67-71-77. ] 

With the advent of Philip III came a shift in the dynamics of power, accompanied by the rise of his favourites known as ‘validos’, namely Francisco de Sandoval y Rojas, the 1st Duke of Lerma, followed by Cristóbal Gómez, the 1st Duke of Uceda. This change brought about a transformation in the role of the alter ego, as he recovered "the leading role in channelling diplomatic and military policy".[footnoteRef:106] This shift was exemplified by the testimony of Pedro Enríquez de Acevedo, the governor of Milan from 1600 to 1610, who declared, "Il rè comanda a Madrid ed io a Milano" (The king commands Madrid, and I command Milan), thereby assuming all royal authority in Milan.[footnoteRef:107] Across Spanish America, viceroys began to consolidate tangible power through increasingly opulent courts. This transformation is vividly exemplified by Francisco de Borja y Aragón, the alter ego of Peru from 1615 to 1621. His entourage consisted of an extravagant total of 174 servants, surpassing the established limit of eighty. This entourage enabled him to live in the grandeur suitable for a princeps.[footnoteRef:108] The authority and status of these viceroys was reflected in the government report given to the viceroy of Peru, Juan de Mendoza, 3rd Marquis of Montesclaros (1607-1615), ratified by Philip III. The King equated de Mendoza to a sovereign who was able to "do and provide everything that I could do and provide in any quality, condition or circumstance in the said provinces if I were to govern them in my person".[footnoteRef:109]  [106:  Hernando Sánchez, ‘Los virreyes’, 55-59. (“el protagonismo en la canalización de la política diplomática y militar.”)]  [107:  Julio Fuentes, El Conde de Fuentes y su tiempo: Estudio de Historia Militar. Siglos XVI a XVII (Madrid: PHAM, 1908), vol. 2, 33.]  [108:  AGI, Contratación, 5345, N.78.]  [109:  AGI, Indiferente, 481, Lib. 2, f.151v. [“hazer y proveer todo aquello que yo podría hazer y proveer de qualquier calidad, condiçion que sea en esas dichas provincias si por mi persona las governara.”]] 

The expansion of authority was incorporated into the third book and title of the 1681 Recopilación [Compilation], in which the viceroy’s role was notably lessened. A glimpse into the Recopilación reveals that during Philip III's reign, specifically in 1614, the viceroy's stature was elevated through the granting of numerous privileges. These privileges encompassed functions like assuming the role of captain general within their respective districts and holding the position of president of the Audiencia. They were entitled to accommodation in the Alcázares in Seville and the esteemed status of a general in the armada or fleet, which came with exemptions from freight charges. Furthermore, they were given the right to inspect and temporarily take charge of the forts of Cartagena and Portobelo as well as carry valuable jewels and weaponry in their trousseaus worth up to eight thousand ducats, which were exempt from duties and voyage expenses. They were also allowed to punish and pardon crimes committed before their rule, as well as to open roads, build bridges and distribute contributions and order the exploration of unknown lands. In addition, viceroys were provided with six months' salary for both the outward and return journeys to the Indies, a privilege that was subsequently prohibited.[footnoteRef:110] On the other hand, they were forbidden from interfering in matters of justice and were thus assigned a civilian adviser (asesor civil), who was usually a judge in the Real Audiencia, to address legal matters. [110:  RLRI, book 3, title 3, law 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 25, 27, 53, 72.] 

This policy continued throughout the end of Philip III’s reign and into that of Philip IV’s, due to the influence exerted at the Court of Madrid by Baltasar de Zúñiga, uncle and mentor of the Count-Duke of Olivares, who proposed a return to governance through councils. This effort began with a reform known as the Junta de Reformación in 1621, which was based on ethical and religious principles and had wide-ranging consequences which included curbing expenses for the Royal House, imposing austerity measures on customs, and modifying the elaborate ceremonies that greeted viceroys upon their entry into capital cities.
Among other things, the aim was to limit the authority and influence of Rome in relation to the interests of the Catholic Monarchy. This drive led to political reforms within the kingdoms, commencing with limiting the powers of the viceroy.[footnoteRef:111] Numerous laws enacted between 1618 and 1620 were included in the Recopilación of 1681, which decreed this new political ideology. Notable changes stipulated that no expenses should be incurred when receiving Peruvian viceroys in Portobelo. prohibiting them from receiving "anything" during their journey. They were barred from dismissing cases from the court or selecting the senior judge, participating in votes, or displaying any preference or intention in matters of justice. Likewise, they were further forbidden from establishing towns or cities.[footnoteRef:112] Furthermore, they were prohibited from issuing provisions with the name and seal of the king. Above all, they were forbidden from acting upon serious matters without first informing the Council of the Indies, nor extending decrees in matters of justice.[footnoteRef:113] Moreover, their term of service was capped at three years, and their governance was determined by royal instructions. They were obliged to provide a government report at the conclusion of their tenure and were subject to a juicio de residencia [judgement of residence].[footnoteRef:114] All these legal processes underwent a bureaucratic transformation as the domestic government transitioned to a system governed by political economy.   [111:  Rubén González Cuerva, Baltasar de Zúñiga. Una encrucijada de la Monarquía Hispana (1561-1622) (Madrid: Polifemo, 2012), 459-553.]  [112:  Juan de Torquemada, Monarquía Indiana (1615), (Mexico City: UNAM-IIH, ed. 1723), book 3, chap. 33, p. 438.]  [113:  RLRI, book 3, title 3, laws 17, 22, 35, 37, 41, 51, 55. See in Ordenanzas del Consejo de Indias (1636).]  [114:  Ernesto de la Torre Villar, Instrucciones y memorias de los virreyes novohispanos, vol.1 (Mexico City: Porrúa, 1991); BNE, Ms.3133. Relación del conde Superunda, Virrey del Perú, de los principales sucesos de su gobierno (1761).] 

Therefore, during the reigns of Philip II and his son, the laws enacted were pivotal in shaping the role of the viceroy. Specifically, among the seventy-four laws found in the third title of the third book of the Recopilación, sixty were decreed by these two kings: twenty-seven by Philip II and thirty-three by his son. These laws formed the legal framework that defined the duties and responsibilities of the viceroy's office. This framework was similarly outlined by the legal expert Antonio de León Pinelo in his Recopilación de las Indias of 1635, specifically in Book IV, Title II.
[bookmark: _Hlk137649290]During the early decades of the 17th century, alongside these legal reforms, a multitude of political treatises emerged that sought to delineate the essence and obligations of a viceroy. In 1618, the jurist Matía de Caravantes defined the fundamental purpose of the Spanish American viceroy: to serve as a living 'imitation' of the king. In essence, the viceroy's reality was akin to an imitation, existing as a reflection of the king's substance. Caravantes argued that the viceroy's identity was inseparable from that of the royal personage, “for in him, he lives through translation and copy”, thereby deserving the same level of honour, reverence, commitment, and loyalty as His Majesty the king. According to the lawyer, the dignity of the viceroy's office “does not lean towards any (other) and only recognises superiority in that of the King."[footnoteRef:115] This emphasises the idea that the cause is superior to the caused and culminates in portraying the viceroy as an inanimate and consummate entity in his inert nature. This concept is defined by the Spanish American jurist Gaspar de Escalona in his treatise on the office of viceroy.[footnoteRef:116] The treatise, aimed at defining the alter ego, gained prominence in the decades following the fall of Olivares (1643), both in Spanish America and in Italy. It emerged as a response to the political need to establish the alter nos as subject to the directives of the monarch, who acted as a central figure whose resemblance constituted the viceroy's immanent nature. Among the authors who contributed to this discourse between 1630 and 1668 were Gutiérrez Velázquez Altamarino, Gaspar de Escalona, Antonio de León Pinelo, Juan de Solórzano, Juan de Palafox, and Diego de Avendaño. Their works attributed an ordinary character to the vice-sovereign and emphasized the role of law as a source of order, balance, and legitimisation of the Monarchy's possessions vis-à-vis other European kingdoms. [115:  Caravantes, Poder, pp. 1-95. [“con ninguna se ladea y solo conocer superior en la del Rey.”]]  [116:  Gaspar de Escalona y Agüero, Libro del oficio y potestad del Virrey, (1639?) (lost book: https://www.lhlt.mpg.de/1078560/3-07-dougnac-rodriguez)] 

This stance is how the palermitan jurist Pietro Corsetto conveyed this principle in the government instructions to Prince Filiberto (1621) as viceroy of Sicily, for whom it was crucial to assert the delegated nature of the viceregal office. Corsetto envisaged only ‘ordinary power’ for the viceroy, while ‘absolute’ power was exclusive to the monarch. This idea was stated in his maxim on the viceroy's government in “I can do what I want, and I want what I can want”.[footnoteRef:117] The lawyer argued that the first clause of the expression was restricted by the second, which made the viceroy a limited office, without "freedom or absolute power [...] nor does he represent the sovereign prince in everything, something that has not been understood until now", which has allowed "bad viceroys" to emerge. This reflection recalled Strabo's dictum that viceroys "insulted the rest of the land with their ostentatious luxury and hedonistic attitude". [117:  Pietro Corsetto, in Russi, Vittorio Sciutti, Il governo della Sicilia in due relazioni del primo seicento, Napoli: Jovene, 1984, p. 57. [«Puedo lo que quiero, y quiero lo que puedo»]] 

This policy continued to some extent even after the arrival of Gaspar de Guzmán, the Count-Duke of Olivares, who governed with a strict Catholic creed, altered established practices, and reconfigured the political landscape of the kingdoms. This shift is evident in the restoration of favours granted without considering the merits of recipients, the introduction of greater simplicity in ceremonies, and the prohibition of extravagance, contributing to a separation between the local elites and the viceroys.[footnoteRef:118] Consequently, this division led to various disruptions within the kingdoms, as exemplified by the events in New Spain in 1624 during the administration of the Marquis of Gelves. In the following years, Olivares dismantled the council-based government in favour of juntas, while at the same time granting greater autonomy to viceroys thanks to the complicity of the high aristocracy within the Monarchy’s government. This noble class overstepped the boundaries of their function and position, asserting themselves and rule 'like genuine royalty', as the Catanese jurist Mario Cutelli warned in 1636 in the Italian kingdoms, after certain viceroys appropriated prerogatives not delegated to them.[footnoteRef:119] This progression prompted a breakdown in the established structure of the alter ego as he began to maintain himself as an autonomous entity, becoming king of his realm.  [118:  John H. Elliott; José F. de la Peña & Fernando Negredo, Memoriales y cartas del Conde Duque de Olivares, vol. I: Política interior, 1621-1645 (Madrid: Marcial Pons, 2013), 51-56.]  [119:  Mario Cutelli, Codicis legum sicularum libri quattuor (Messanae, 1636), f.254; Angela Ballone, The 1624 Tumult of Mexico in Perspective (c. 1620-1650): Authority and Conflict Resolution in the Iberian Atlantic (Leiden-Boston: Brill, 2018); Arrigo Amadori, Negociando la obediencia. Gestión y reforma de los virreinatos americanos en tiempos del Conde-Duque de Olivares (1621-1643) (Seville: CSIC, 2013).] 

This policy resulted in the characterisation of viceroys as 'absolute' or self-contained entities: a perception that became firmly established throughout the duration of Olivares' reign until his downfall in 1643. During this period, the practice of promoting viceroys from New Spain to Peru was halted, spanning from the Marquis de los Gelves' governance in 1624 to the appointment of the Count of Salvatierra in 1647. However, this policy's implementation was somewhat diluted by the strategic selection of candidates for the viceroyalties from royal bloodlines and the upper echelons of nobility. A case in point is Diego López Pacheco, the 7th Duke of Escalona, who served as viceroy in New Spain from 1640 to 1642. It is worth noting that he was not only a member of the Spanish aristocracy but also held familial connections to influential figures. Specifically, he was the first cousin of the Duke of Braganza, who would later become John IV of Portugal, the inaugural monarch of the Braganza dynasty (1640-1656). Additionally, Diego López Pacheco was the brother-in-law of Gaspar Alonso Pérez de Guzmán, the 9th Duke of Medina Sidonia, who ascended as king and captain general of the sea and the Andalusian coasts in 1640.[footnoteRef:120] [120:  António de Oliveira, Poder e oposição política em Portugal no período filipino (1580-1640) (Lisboa: Difel, 1990), 20-45; Luis Salas Almela, Medina Sidonia: el poder de la aristocracia (1580-1670) (Madrid: Marcial Pons, 2008), 349-408.] 

The exalted power of the viceroys led to a breakdown in the hierarchical principles of royal authority, disrupting communication between the king and the kingdoms and creating a sense of conspiracy and usurpation within the Monarchy. This situation arose due to concerns that viceroys would assert themselves as kings and displace the local aristocracy from positions of government, which ultimately sparked revolts in the 1640s.[footnoteRef:121]  [121:  Jean-Pierre Berthe & Thomas Calvo, Administración e imperio. El peso de la monarquía hispana en sus Indias (1631-1648), Zamora (Michoacán: El Colegio de Michoacán, 2011); Jonathan I. Israel, Razas, clases sociales y vida política en el México colonial 1610-1670 (México: FCE, 1980), 220-249.] 

The viceroys, initially perceived as ‘accidental realities’, underwent a substantial transformation, from being mere delegates to becoming authoritative rulers in their own right. They started to wield royal powers directly and independently. This change was reflected in how they distributed honours within their household and court, effectively replicating the sovereign's prerogatives ‘from’ and ‘by themselves’. This approach allowed them to establish a dynastic lineage, creating a succession of rulers akin to kings over time. As a result, the monarch’s creation became his own autonomous entity (the sovereign prince). Each participant became detached from the other, resulting in “multiple individuals claiming the title of "first" in their respective domains”.[footnoteRef:122]   [122:  Plotinus, The Enneads, book 6, treaty 4, [9, 1-5]. According to Jean Bodin the main character of sovereign majesty and absolute power was to give law to subjects without their consent, for if law implies equity and law implies commandment, Bodin, Los seis libros, book 1, chap. 8, fols.73-96.] 

Various scholars warned of the chaos and political upheaval that the monarchy was causing. In 1642, Diego de Saavedra Fajardo highlighted the lack of obedience within the kingdoms due to the loss of power over the courts of justice.[footnoteRef:123] Nevertheless, the dignity and essence of the viceroy remained in need of permanent symbolic justification. In 1644, the chronicler José de Pellicer y Tovar depicted the Italian viceroys as maintaining an office of "supreme grandeur and exaltation", embodying the closest idea of absolute power for a "living representation of His Majesty the King". Through this "Supreme Minister" with delegated power, the monarch could attend "where he does not attend; see where he does not see, and speak where he does not speak, giving as much as the Majesty can give of himself".[footnoteRef:124] Despite this elevated portrayal, the viceroy remained a figure shaped by accidents, positioned as the ultimate recipient of instruction. [123:  Diego de Saavedra Fajardo, Empresas Políticas, (Mónaco, 1640) (Madrid: [s.n.], 1642), 147; Alistair Malcolm, Royal Favouritism and the Governing Elite of the Spanish Monarchy, 1640-1665 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017), 93-116.]  [124:  RAH, Salazar y Castro, 9/145, José Pellicer y Tovar, Justificacion del tratamiento igual con los vireyes de Napoles y Sicilia (Madrid, [s.n.], 1644), fols.12r-v [“donde no asiste; poder ver donde no vee, y hablar donde no habla, dando quanto puede dar de si la Magestad.”]; BNE, Ms.11004, De lo que es la dignidad de Virrey de Nápoles, fols.188r-98v.] 

In 1648, following Olivares' downfall and the uprisings within the Hispanic Monarchy, Juan de Solórzano, in his work Política Indiana, highlighted the heightened status achieved by the alter ego. Solórzano cautioned that "the viceroys claimed to be able to do everything, because of their representation and times they made decisions on behalf of the royal person", not forgetting that above their power was that of the king, which adjusted and regulated law.[footnoteRef:125] In this way, the Madrid lawyer criticised the system of political promotion established by the Count-Duke. Solórzano made the viceroy an office subject to richly symbolic meanings, delineating his ‘oikos poikílos’ or multi-faceted identity, all while consolidating his status as a reflection or façade, prescribing him royal charisma through the concession of privileges and positions. These privileges were one of the principal ways by which viceroys maintained their regal image, since their role was that of mere ambassador of the king to mediate between parties and to defend, administer (tax collection) and control the royal patrimony, without legislating legally in the kingdom.[footnoteRef:126] [125:  BNE, R/34077, Solórzano, Política, V, fols.775 y 879 [“los Virreyes alegaban poderlo todo, por la representacion, i vezes que exercen de la Persona Real”]; Carmen Sánchez Maíllo, El pensamiento jurídico-político de Juan de Solórzano Pereira (Pamplona: EUNSA, 2010), 155-176.]  [126:  Manuel Rivero Rodríguez, La edad de oro de los virreyes. El virreinato en la Monarquía Hispánica durante los siglos XVI y XVII (Madrid: Akal, 2011), 210.] 


7	Grace and law as the viceroyalty's omnipotent and majestic power

One fundamental factor that lent authority to the living image of the King in the Indies was being granted symbolic capital. These powers were legally bound to the role of viceroy and were one of the few underlying hypostases which defined him as the alter ego. In terms of contributing factors to the vice-regal essence, one of the most influential powers was the possibility of acting on behalf of others, that is to say, by being the guarantor of favours and graces (legal delegations) through the "economy of favours."[footnoteRef:127] Thomas Aquinas regarded ‘grace’ as perfection added to the substance of being, stating that "the fundamental idea of acting through another contributes to the essence of power, and hence the agent, by its operative power, [...] can be in another".[footnoteRef:128] The viceroy's liberality (distributive justice) was the virtue that made a prince the king, as the jurist Francesco de Ponte noted.[footnoteRef:129] As a result, he expanded the court-based system of government while simultaneously emulating the Court of Madrid in the Indies, which was re-produced in corregimientos and villas. By appointing corregidores from among those close to him who acted as ‘effigies of the alter ego’, he incorporated new offices into the service of the Royal Household and the dynasty. Thus, the corregidor compensated for the double absence of a monarch, in first the king and then in the viceroy, who in turn delegated his representation to another minister. [127:  Cañeque, The King’s, 157-183.]  [128:  Aquinas, Summa, book 1 [q.8, a.3].]  [129:  Francesco da Ponte, De Potestate Proregis (Napoli: 1621), 17-45-329 and 352.] 

Liberality is a trait ‘by itself’, that is to say, it is grace that allows the minister to act as a king. According to Aristotle, one requires a "greatness of soul and capacity" to give in order to achieve magnanimity and decorum, for by giving, justice is imparted, which is what the vassals demanded.[footnoteRef:130] An example of this philosophy was the act of entrustment: a power that ministers could not use "unless it is expressly granted to him".[footnoteRef:131] This was noted by scholars of the 17th century, such as Hernando de Mendoza, who affirmed that "there is hardly anything that a subject requests from their Viceroy that they do not call grace."[footnoteRef:132] Likewise, Carlos de Sigüenza y Góngora in his Theatro de virtudes políticas (1680) considered that liberality and magnificence were what made princes immortal, as they were the source of offices: the act of beginning. Similarly, in the defence made by Francisco de Zárraga in 1684, he suggested that the sceptre carried with it liberality, which weighed in "granting favours, without any other title than being who he is”.[footnoteRef:133] Therefore, beneficence was the attribute that the Crown bestowed upon the monarch. [130:  Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, book 4 [1123b-1124a], (New Jersey: Prentice Halla, 1999), 93-95.]  [131:  BNE, R.14226, León, Tratado, f.30v.]  [132:  Mendoza, Tres tratados, f.1. [“a penas ay cosa, que un subdito pretende de su Virrey, que no la llamen Gracia.”]]  [133:  BDCyL, 12870, Zárraga, Séneca, 26-27. [“hazer favores, sin mas titulo que ser quien es.”]] 

Inspired by Cassiodorus, Juan de Solórzano argued that liberality consisted in the "virtue and praise" of kings, since ‘servant’ not only refers to those who served the king domestically, but to anyone who received a salary under his charge.[footnoteRef:134] The alter ego's ability to commission positions and, as such, to dispense or increase salaries associated with his household, categorised the viceroys as a dignified regal power, which is why he was forbidden from 1626 from appointing roles without a special commission.[footnoteRef:135] However, this measure was not fully implemented, and there were an excessive number of appointments throughout the 17th century. The reason behind this disregard was that, for the viceroy, giving up this prerogative would mean lacking authority and respect in the kingdom as it would limit his patronage and clientelism within the local elites and thus impede him from acting as ruler in the kingdom. This was the basis of the accusation made by Andrés Flores de la Parra, dean mayor of the Royal Court of Lima and judge of residence, against the viceroy of Peru, Pedro Antonio Fernández de Castro, 10th Count of Lemos, in 1673.[footnoteRef:136] In fact, the bankruptcy and collapse of this 'economy of grace' occurred after the viceroys' excessive exercise of this majestic power, transforming this delegated prerogative into his own.[footnoteRef:137] [134:  BNE, U/1187, Solórzano, Emblemas Regio-Políticos (Valencia: Bernardo Noguès, 1658), 345-46.]  [135:  RLRI, book 3, title 2, law 59.]  [136:  AGI, Escribanía, 534A, fols.36r-37r.]  [137:  António M. Hespanha, La gracia del derecho. Economía de la cultura en la Edad Moderna (Madrid: Centro de Estudios Constitucionales, 1993), 165; Sharon Kettering, Patrons, Brokers, and Clients in Seventeenth-Century France (New York-Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1986), 141-191.] 

An example of this extensive liberality performed by Spanish American viceroys during the first half of the 17th century was given to us by the jurist Antonio de León Pinelo. In Peru, the alter nos granted a total of 64 corregimientos, in addition to 29 positions as protectors of Indians, as well as government servants in the Court of the City of Kings (Ciudad de los Reyes) (19 accountants [contadores], two administrators of Indian censuses [administradores de censos de indios], advisors [asesores], bailiffs [alguaciles], among others), to which we must add thirteen positions in the treasury which he appointed directly.[footnoteRef:138] For New Spain, the viceroy appointed 151 corregimientos, as well as other governmental and military posts, such as a captain of his guard to a close relative, and in Peru the position as general of the sea and Callao to a relative or friend.[footnoteRef:139] These concessions allowed them to control the local elites from the capital, as well as to wield enormous economic power, since each office was associated with a salary. According to Pinelo, of the 4,797 offices that made it possible to govern at a distance (not including military offices), the monarch provided a total of 505 through consultations with the Council of the Indies, while the remaining provisions (4,202) were appointed by viceroys, audiencias and governors. These are the positions that could be filled by the viceroy, since all the offices in the Indies were granted by the monarch, which demonstrates the alter ago’s dependence and delegated power.[footnoteRef:140] [138:  BNE, Ms.3049, Antonio de León Pinelo, Relación de los oficios y cargos (1631).]  [139:  Pedro de León Portocarrero, Descripción General del Reino del Perú, 1619? (Lima: Editorial Universitaria, 2009), 20.]  [140:  León, Recopilación, book 4, title 4, law 1. Vacant offices were also appointed by the king on the proposal of the viceroy (book 4, title 2, law 54).] 

[bookmark: _Hlk137741260]One of the best descriptions of the absolute power and magnanimity attained by viceroys, known as liberality, was by Cristóbal Suárez de Figueroa about the Neapolitan alter ego in his work El Passagero (1617). For this lawyer, the viceroy could " avail himself of absolute power as much as he wished", occupying a large number of the governmental roles in the kingdom, such as judgeships, commissions, lawyers, electing captains, as well as granting flags, sentencing people to death, and sparing lives. Therefore,"through the acts of kindness he performs, he enhances the image of the royal person": a policy of patronage towards his household.[footnoteRef:141] At the same time, for Peru, Pedro de León indicated to us that the viceroy "grants favours to whomever he wants," with the only limit being the boundaries of his desire.[footnoteRef:142] The alter ego had the power to make commands and ordinances (ordenanzas), not laws (the latter being defined by Solórzano as "that which concerns the supreme and greatest prerogatives of princes, kings, and emperors").[footnoteRef:143] The learned Spanish American jurist further added that enacting laws was the highest prerogative that kings possessed because it meant creating something out of nothing as law, and therefore, establishing themselves as owners of legal authority. All this encouraged the Indigenous people to consider the viceroys and all the officials with authority and power as their lords.[footnoteRef:144] The liberality that these viceroys and officials displayed converged into their "absolute nature," turning them into entities that ‘exist’ and came to be by themselves, while overshadowing the royal figure, as everything became subject “to their will”’.[footnoteRef:145] [141:  BNE, U/9008, f.21. Cristóbal Suárez de Figueroa, El Passagero (Barcelona, 1618), [“valerse en quanto quisiere del poder absoluto”] and [“con las mercedes que haze, representando todo a la persona Real”]]  [142:  De León, Descripción, 22. [“hace merced a quien él quiere”]]  [143:  BNE, R/34077, Solórzano, Política, V, f.902. [“lo concerniente á las supremas y mayores Regalías de los Príncipes, Reyes y Emperadores”]. Fort the ordinances, see for example those of Antonio de Mendoza «sobre el tratamiento de indios en las minas de plata» (1536); AGI, México, 19. N.1; or the Ordenanzas del Perú, Tomás de Ballesteros y Melchor de Navarra, duque de la Palata (1685).]  [144:  BNE, R.3130, Salinas, Memorial, disc. 3, chap. 2.]  [145:  BNE, R/34077, Solórzano, Política, book 5, f.748; Víctor Tau Anzoátegui, El Jurista en el Nuevo Mundo: Pensamiento. Doctrina. Mentalidad (Berlin: Max Planck Institute for European Legal History), 2016, 193-206.] 

Thus, the ‘nature’ of the viceroy was composed of two main royal elements: law in the form of ordinances and grace conveyed as liberality. By the end of the 17th century, the viceroys had attained such power that they issued decrees and were cautious about the royal orders formulated by the monarch. This further increased their authority, in addition to managing the royal patrimony and acting as the captain general in the kingdom.[footnoteRef:146] This caused unease among the subjects, who saw the viceroy as a creation of the monarch. For them, the monarch maintained this model and idea of government embodied in a figure who was also capable of change and corruption, in contrast to the king who was immovable, singular, and eternal.[footnoteRef:147] [146:  RLRI, book 3, title 2, law 1; Domenico A. Parrino, Teatro eroico, e politico de governi de vicere del regno di Napoli, vol. I-II (Napoli: Nella nuova Stampa, Del Parrino e del Mutii, 1692); BNE, Ms.10539, Advertencias y avisos que se dieron al señor Almirante de Castilla, sucesor al Duque de Medina de las Torres, en el gobierno de Nápoles, fols.2v-3r.]  [147:  Aristotle, On the sould, book 1, [314a, 10-12].] 


8	The collapse of viceregal power: the breakdown of the hierarchical system (1640-1678)

These practices established the viceroys as a source of liberality and the creator of laws. The latter evolved beyond mere imitation and became a guiding principle, fundamentally reshaping the viceroy's nature from a passive entity into an active force of creation.[footnoteRef:148] This transformation became evident as the viceroy embraced the role of the subject, materialised their primary attribute, and conceptualised their form, confirming that "every viceroy is a king." In this context, the viceroy's initially delegated nature underwent a profound change, rendering it intrinsic. The imitation turned into action, and the defined into determination. The viceroy broke away from inherent limitations, relinquishing his role as a connecting and substantiating function. Instead, he evolved into an independent entity, existing "in," "by," and "of" itself. The viceroy's role was no longer about explicit actions but about the “execution of actions”. It emerged from the entity's journey as an attribute, ascending the path it once descended from, ultimately transforming into a source of creation. This process disrupted traditional hierarchies and norms. [148:  Aristotle, Prior Analytics, book 2, [65b, 15-20].] 

These granted powers disrupted the equilibrium within Astrea's governance, sparking the rallying cry that echoed through all uprisings of the era: “¡Viva el Rey, muera el mal gobierno […] prendan al virrey” [Long live the King, down with the bad government [...] arrest the viceroy!]. In 1668, legal scholar Diego de Avendaño emphasised that the viceroys' breach of distributive justice equated to a “mortal sin”, as they allocated resources according to whim and without justification.[footnoteRef:149] Consequently, the monarch's charismatic auctoritas and political sovereignty took a back seat to the alter ego's influence, due to the viceroys' disdainful defiance. This attitude fomented division, eroding the representation of the king's authority and weakening royal compliance: effective governance was one in which no one social stratum dominated over the others. Following this line of reasoning, the Crown found itself compelled to curtail the alter ego's authority, thereby demoting the primary and topmost royal representative to an ordinary official. Simultaneously, the Crown bolstered the Council of the Indies and the judicial courts. [149:  Avendaño, Thesaurus, 426-427.] 

These events brought about a significant “transfiguration of viceregal power” during the final decades of Charles II's reign. This shift can be termed a "transfiguration" in the sense that the viceroy's core essence underwent a profound change. Initially, the viceroy assumed an autonomous persona distinct from the one bestowed by the monarch. This autonomous identity was more open and differed from the role prescribed by the monarch, allowing the viceroy to define their own attributes and characteristics. However, this state evolved into another form wherein the alter ego's stature was diminished to that of an ordinary office, subject to legal constraints. This transition was triggered by the arrival of Don Juan de Austria at the Court of Madrid in February 1677. He made the decision to overhaul the nature, essence, authority, and political composition of the viceroys. This reform was aimed at fundamentally enhancing the organisation and governance of his kingdoms, as well as the efficacy of his ministers. The primary objective was to ensure the viceroy's compliance, validating the notion expressed by Bishop Villarroel that "the stars only shine when the sun goes down".[footnoteRef:150] However, the outcome was quite the opposite. Instead of reinforcing an air of distinctiveness, the viceroy eradicated any trace of otherness on the grounds that "the further an image is from its true being, the more limitless it becomes".[footnoteRef:151] [150:  Villarroel, Gobierno, book 2[q.11, a.3], f.38. [“las estrellas solo lucen quando el Sol se pone”]]  [151:  Plotinus, The Enneads, book 2, [c4, a15].] 

However, for the transformation of viceregal power to take place, what is produced must retain the characteristics of the creator and maintain its resemblance to it. This process validates its status as being temporarily subordinate (estar) to the state of permanent existence (ser). The differentiation between 'ser' (permanent state of being) and 'estar' (temporary state of being) rests on the premise that the former embodies pure essence, representing an inherent state, while 'estar' requires a participial form and emergence to come into being. Put differently, 'estar' pertains to something fleeting or situational, and beyond being a subset of 'ser', it signifies a condition of existence.[footnoteRef:152] [152:  Plotinus, The Enneads, book 5, treaty 6, [4, 10-15]; Hegel, Enciclopedia, 187.] 

The arrival of Don Juan marked a significant turning point that dealt a heavy blow to the authority of the viceroys. This began with the downfall of Queen Mariana of Austria, which also resulted in the decline of all those she had favoured and protected.[footnoteRef:153] A new political ideology emerged, advocating for a reform of the revenue system (Junta de Comercio of 1679), bolstering the royalist nobility and the grandeur of Spain, prioritising the interests of the Crown over those of Rome, and significantly curtailing the authority of the viceroys by placing them under the control of territorial councils.[footnoteRef:154] This shift becomes particularly evident in the appointments to the presidency of the Council of the Indies, starting in 1679 under Don Juan Francisco de la Cerda, the 8th Duke of Medinaceli. Following the death of Infante Don Juan in the same year, Don Juan Francisco de la Cerda took over as the highest authority in government, assuming the position of the supreme governing body. Between 1680 and 1700, those who ascended to the presidency of the Indies were Spanish grandees and former viceroys who had previously served in regions like Catalonia and Italy (including Sardinia, Sicily, and Naples). Notably, these were the very regions where Don Juan of Austria had implemented reformist policies. The officials who were closely associated with Don Juan continued his reformist approach in the New World where they assumed positions in the presidency of the Indies and the Council of State.[footnoteRef:155] [153:  Silvia Z. Mitchell, Queen, Mother, and Stateswoman. Mariana of Austria and the Goverment of Spain (Pennsylvania: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 2019), 170-225.]  [154:  Carlos II, Testamento, (1700) (Madrid: Nacional, 1982), 123-129.]  [155:  Ernesto Schäfer, El Consejo Real y Supremo de las Indias (Madrid: Marcial Pons, 2003), vol. I, 259-273; Christopher Storrs & Gallisai Pilo, Rafaella, ‘The last Councillors of State before the Dynastic Change (1699). Introduction’, Espacio, tiempo y forma. Serie IV. Historia moderna (2018), 15-22.] 

The collapse or crisis (Krísis from the Greek Kríno, to separate, choose, judge, mediate, fight) of the viceregal system at the end of the reign of Charles II emerged after severing ties with the royal staff that had elevated the viceroys to masters of their own destiny and authority. This meant putting an end to the practice of liberality that had symbolised their role as a source of justice and the central point of the court system of government. It is important to note that this crisis was not driven by economic or financial decline.[footnoteRef:156] Such a measure was personified in the Peruvian viceroy Baltasar de la Cueva, 7th Count of Castellar, after he was removed from office in 1678. Castellar faced two accusations: 1) engaging in trade of various goods and overstepping his authority concerning the Tribunal and Consulate of Merchants of Lima; and 2) misusing his power to grant positions to his associates and family members.[footnoteRef:157] The juicio de residencia of the viceroy, the longest on record, was the result of a political reshaping that the Catholic Monarchy was undergoing, prompted by a new ideological justification that emerged after the Peace of Westphalia (1648). This new outlook placed the particular interests of the Crown above those of Rome, shifting focus toward the Spanish American territories.[footnoteRef:158]  [156:  Reinhart Koselleck, Critique and Crisis. Enlightenment and the Pathogenesis of Modern Society (Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press, 1988), 158-186; Kenneth, J. Andrien, Crisis and decline: The Viceroyalty of Peru in the Seventeenth Century (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1985), 29-167.]  [157:  AGI, Escribanía, 536B, fols.1067r-1072r; AGI, Lima, 78; Margarita Suárez, ‘Beneméritos, criados y allegados durante el gobierno del virrey conde de Castellar: ¿el fin de la administración de los parientes?’, in Parientes, criados y allegados: los vínculos personales en el mundo virreinal peruano, edited by Margarita Suárez (Lima: PUCP-IRA, 2017), 69-96.]  [158:  Christopher Storrs, La resistencia de la monarquía hispánica (1665-1700) (Madrid: Actas, 2013), 373-384.] 

This shift led to a restructuring of the kingdoms and their governing officials, spanning from the royal households and courts of justice to the viceregal secretariats. The primary goal was to restore the direct authority of the monarch by means of the territorial councils.[footnoteRef:159] As historian Leonard Krieger contends, the essential groundwork for transitioning from the viceroys' individual powers to the overarching powers of the sovereign involved securing complete control over matters of justice and the economy.[footnoteRef:160] It was precisely these two aspects that the Crown regained control over: justice being equated with fairness and economy becoming a realm of administrative competence. This was exemplified by the case of the Count of Castellar, who was considered a ruler within the realm, but was then charged on these very factors. This scenario was not unique to Peru. In 1678, another cédula (royal decree) was dispatched to the viceroy of New Spain, explicitly forbidding the exercise of granting positions and effectively diminishing the authority of the viceregal secretariats by suspending financial allowances and privileges. This measure was implemented similarly in other territories like Catalonia and Sicily, and its repercussions fundamentally transformed the extent of the viceroys' authority.[footnoteRef:161] [159:  AGI, Patronato, 275, R.90; Antonio Álvarez-Ossorio, ‘The legacy of Charles II and the Art of Goverment of the Spanish Monarchy’, in Álvarez-Ossorio, Antonio; Cremonini C., y Riva E. (eds.), The transition in Europe between XVIIth and XVIIIth centuries (Milano: FrancoAngeli, 2016), 23-34.]  [160:  Leonard Krieger, Kings and Philosophers 1689-1789 (London: History of Modern Europe, 1971), 5.]  [161:  AGI, México, 51; Vargas, Historia, vol. 3, 352; Jon Arrieta Alberdi, El Consejo Supremo de la Corona de Aragón (1494-1707) (Zaragoza: Instituto «Fernando el Católico», 1994), 515-519.] 

Despite the Crown's implementation of restrictive measures on the viceroys of the Indies, the use of the high nobility in these regions continued. These members of nobility maintained a broad liberality similar to that of their predecessors, strengthening their client networks. However, contrary to what occurred with Castellar, they were not dismissed for this reason as the juicios de residencia in the Indies served an exclusive domestic function to directly serve the monarch over his subjects in his kingdoms. These trials aimed to clear the conscience of the king while purifying the conduct of his servants. It was understood that uprooting the nobility without harming the Monarchy itself was not feasible. Thus, the Crown utilised these residencies as a political ritual to reinforce the ties between the king and the kingdoms while transmitting a set of values that would unite the local elites.[footnoteRef:162] [162:  José María Mariluz Urquijo, Ensayo sobre los juicios de residencia indianos (Seville: EEHA, 1992), 4.] 

One consequence following Castellar’s removal was a reduction in the number of servants that viceroys were allowed to no more than twelve. This was a turning point which implied a legal restriction on the viceroys’ staff as well as a depersonalisation of their royal image and the function of their role. All this resulted in significant difficulties in governing as the father of the family and consequently, it impacted all the provinces due to the new bureaucratic roles of the alter ego (military and finance).[footnoteRef:163] This situation resulted in a clear weakening of the viceroys' control over regions far from the capital. Additionally, it encouraged the creation of new, smaller juridical-political structures aimed at more efficient management of these distant territories. We can see evidence of this in the consultations made by the Count of Castellar (1675) and the Duke of La Palata (1684) concerning the establishment of a new viceroyalty in Nueva Granada, along with attempts to set up others in Guatemala and Durango during the 18th century. This significant transformation involved a shift in power dynamics, moving from the extraordinary autonomy of the alter ego to a more standard state of affairs. This shift became more solidified in the subsequent century when the Crown appointed viceroys who remained loyal and were determined to reform the territories under their rule.[footnoteRef:164] [163:  Rubio, El virreinato, vol. I, 269-270.]  [164:  BRP, II/2821, fols.201r-203v; AHN, Estado, 2295; AGI, Indiferente, 789.] 


9	Conclusion

In order for a viceroy to truly embody substance ‘in’ and ‘by’ himself, it was essential to recognise circumstance as absolute – a distinction that did not apply to the viceroy´s previous status as a creation of its creator. By constituting himself as 'viceroy-absolute', he was left without opposition and, as such, without anything to compare himself. Thus the alter ego was left without the power to manifest himself as absolute since he faced no resistance, which was inconsistent with the constitutive aspect of his role. In 1622, Jakon Böhme eloquently reflected on the idea that boundaries were crucial for understanding one’s own origins and the factors that influenced them, with the purpose of “becoming evident to one’s self.”[footnoteRef:165] [165:  Böhme, Theoscopia, book 1, chap. 8 (1622), extracted from Escohotado, Realidad, 257.] 

In this context, during the mid-17th century, numerous jurists did not perceive the mystical and figurative union (corpus mysticum) between delegates and superior ministers (viceroys) as an inherent reality. In 1670 the Aragonese jurist Rafael de Vilosa wrote a treatise arguing that the assassination of a viceroy was a crime of lèse majesté in primo capite, as he associated the figure of the viceroy directly with that of the monarch.[footnoteRef:166] Indeed, after the assassination of the viceroy of Sardinia, Don Manuel Gómez de los Cobos y Luna, 4th Marquis of Camarasa, in 1668, Vilosa gathered legal literature that facilitated the integration of this dignitary into a comprehensive legal and legislative framework. It shows how the courts of justice (councils or senates) were established as “guarantors of the political order of the Monarchy”, reducing the vice-regal authority by limiting its powers and prerogatives. The legalisation of the viceroy made him an ordinary figure, as opposed to a ‘minister-prince’. In the last decades of King Carlos II's reign, the viceroyal figure gradually became an official who, despite holding a high noble status (viceroys of high nobility), experienced a significant drop in their hierarchical status as a result of these legal restrictions. This observation, as pointed out by Sebastián Cortiada in 1676 regarding the viceroy of Catalonia, highlights the transformation of the viceroyal position into one that operated within legal constraints, resulting in a significant shift in its hierarchical status.[footnoteRef:167]  [166:  Rafael de Vilosa, Dissertacion Iuridica (Madrid, 1670).]  [167:  Sebastián Cortiada, Discurso sobre la Iurisdicion del Excelentissimo Señor Capitan General del Principado de Cataluña (Barcelona, 1676).] 

During the late 17th century, significant changes occurred in Sicily and the Spanish territories in the Americas. In Sicily, these changes followed the Mesina revolt that took place between 1674 and 1678, while in the Americas, the transformation started in 1678 with the removal of Castellar and the publication of the Recopilación de Leyes de las Indias [a compilation of laws] in 1681. Unlike previous compilations attributed to individual compilers, this new compilation gathered all of the laws governing the Spanish American territories and were officially recognised as Carlos II’s laws. As a result of these changes, the role of the vice-sovereign (the viceroy), who held considerable power and authority in the territories they governed, underwent a significant transformation. Previously considered as a relatively autonomous entity, the vice-sovereign's position shifted to a state of direct subordination under the law, with the law becoming their sole guiding attribute. While he still held certain prerogatives, these royal predicates failed to fully capture the true essence of the viceroy. Consequently, he was gradually stripped of his authority to appoint government and military officials among his trusted servants and associates, leading to a significant reduction in his political and economic influence. The biannual liberality once practiced by viceroys, which amounted to approximately 200,000 to 300,000 pesos, subsequently became the responsibility of the Council of the Indies.[footnoteRef:168] [168:  AGI, Indiferente, 787.] 

The viceroy's new status was reflected in the royal decree of 1680, which allowed him to grant only twelve offices to his relatives and servants, a concession obtained after the Duke of Palata's petitions to the Council. The liberal limitation employed by the Crown in the Indies was harshly criticised by the viceroy of New Spain, Tomás Antonio de la Cerda, 3rd Marquis of La Laguna (1680-1686), who warned of the inconvenience and discredit it would cause to his role and mandate to "govern and maintain in obedience and safe contribution" the whole kingdom.[footnoteRef:169] Equally, any symbol of majesty that would grant the viceroy autonomy (entering under a canopy, etc.) was withdrawn so that he would be perceived as an ‘ordinary entity’, since "his jurisdiction and power should be considered and judged more as ordinary than delegated".[footnoteRef:170] [169:  AGI, México, 52, N.3. [“gobierne y mantenga en obediencia y contribución segura”]]  [170:  BNE, R/34077, Solórzano, Política, book 5, f.873 “["su jurisdiccion, i potestad se ha de tener, i juzgar mas por ordinaria, que por delegada”]; AGI, Lima, 81.] 

This loss in honour in the form of limitation and prohibition of legal, political, fiscal and ceremonial royalties not only changed the way the kingdoms were governed, but also the perception of the vassals towards their sovereign, given that these properties represented the king himself while at the same time mitigating his absence. The viceroy reforms were accompanied by an increase in the autonomy, privileges and powers of corregidores, captains, governors and Royal Audiences. From then on, viceroys with an iron clad loyalty to the monarch were sent to reform the kingdoms. This was the case of Melchor de Navarra, 2nd Duke of Palata (1681-1689) in Peru; or of Viceroy Francisco de Benavides, 9th Count of Santisteban (1678-1687) in Sicily, who eliminated all the privileges of the city of Messina and its nobility, while lessening the powers of the viceroy.[footnoteRef:171] [171:  Margaret E. Crahan, ‘The administration of Don Melchor de Navarra y Rocafull, duque de la Palata: viceroy of Peru, 1681-1689’, The Americas, vol.27, Nº.4 (1971), 389-412; Salvatore Bottari, Post res perditas. Messina 1678-1713 (Messina: EDAS, 2005), 105-120; Luis Ribot, ‘Ira regis o clementia. El caso de Mesina y la respuesta a la rebelión en la Monarquía de España’, in Vísperas de sucesión: Europa y la Monarquía de Carlos II, coord. by Bernardo J. García García and Antonio Álvarez-Ossorio (Madrid: Fundación Carlos de Amberes, 2015), 129-157.] 

During the 18th century, the erosion of privileges and exemptions previously enjoyed by local elites in favour of greater centralisation of government resulted in a new administrative and territorial structure in the Americas. As a result of these changes, the local population sought a stronger presence of the monarch, prompting them to voice their grievances through numerous complaints and petitions to the Council of the Indies. These expressions of discontent eventually evolved into uprisings.[footnoteRef:172] In response to the mounting pressure and demands for change, a notable political reform emerged. The provinces transitioned from being governed as ‘kingdoms’ and ‘royal patrimony’ through the family model to becoming ‘colonies’ or ‘territories’. Although the viceregal courts had achieved great glory at one stage, a shift in focus occurred. They were transformed into capital cities, deviating from a court-based paradigm to one that emphasized economic and military considerations. This shift resulted in a reduction of the splendour once associated with these courts, a sentiment expressed by the first viceroy of New Granada, Jorge de Villalonga (1719-1721), who lamented the discomfort of the rooms in the viceregal palace.[footnoteRef:173]  [172:  Scarlett O’phelan Godoy, Un siglo de rebeliones anticoloniales. Perú y Bolivia 1700-1783 (Lima: Institut français d’études andines [IFEA], 2012).]  [173:  AGI, Santa_Fe, 286, N.34; Michael Schreffler, ‘‘No Lord without Vassals, nor Vassals without a Lord’: The Royal Palace and the shape of kingly power in Viceregal Mexico City’, Oxford Art Journal 27/2, (2004), 155-72; Ainara Vázquez Varela, ‘Jorge de Villalonga’s Entourage: Political Networking and Administrative Reform in Santa Fe (1717-1723)’, in Early Bourbon Spanish America. Politics and Society in a Forgotten Era (1700-1759), ed. by Francisco Eissa-Barroso, and Ainara Vázquez Varela (Leiden-Boston: Brill, 2013), 111-126.] 

In this era of the Bourbon century, the Spanish American viceroys began to embrace their new bureaucratic role: one that emphasised good governance through efficient administration of the treasury and military organisation. As a result, they viewed themselves simply as a “supreme minister", akin to any other officer, thus “depersonalising” the role. This shift also led to a distancing from their direct service to the monarch and a stronger commitment to serving the broader Monarchy.[footnoteRef:174] [174:  Philippe Ariés, ‘Le service domestique : permanence et variations’, Dix-septième siècle, (1980), 415-420; Pierre Bourdieu, ‘De la maison du roi à la raison d’État. Un modèle de la genèse du champ bureaucratique’, Actes de la recherche en science sociales, vol. 118, (1997), 55-68; Iván Escamilla González, ‘La corte de los virreyes’, in Historia de la vida cotidiana en México. La Ciudad Barroca, II, coord.. by Antonio Rubial García (Mexico City: El Colegio de México-FCE, 2005), 373-396; Adrian J. Pearce, The origins of bourbon reform in Spanish South America, 1700-1763 (New York: Palgrave Macmillan: 2014), 79-81.] 

From this moment onwards, the perception of the viceregal essence shifted. It was no longer defined merely by the attributes bestowed by the monarch, but rather by the unique significance that each attribute held in a royal context. In other words, each prerogative stood on its own, independently governed by law, yet collectively enclosed within the specific sphere of the sovereign's will. In 1744, Victorino Montero voiced his grievances to the Council of the Indies, criticising the viceregal office as being akin to that of a patriarchal figure and an unlimited source of positions and favours. Montero accused the holder of this office of not prioritising the adherence to the law as the essential element of governance and failing to distinguish between public and private matters in their administration.[footnoteRef:175] These were the key factors that symbolised the decline of the courtly system, manifested in the reforms implemented by Don Juan de Austria in 1677, which coincided with the posthumous publication of Spinoza's Political Treatise. In this treatise, the philosopher emphasized the concrete separation of the public governmental affairs of the State from the private affairs of the Royal Household. This was one of the initiatives that were on the mind of the prince concerning the economic reforms of the royal households and territorial councils, which he began in 1677 by readjusting the number of servants and dependents.[footnoteRef:176] [175:  BNPE, 21779, Montero, Estado, 1744.]  [176:  Spinoza, Tratado, 154-208; AHN, Estado, 881, 2248; AGI, Indiferente, 826; Marcelo Luzzi Traficante, ‘La Casa de Borgoña durante el cambio dinástico y durante el siglo XVIII (1680-1761)’, in La Casa de Borgoña: la casa del rey de España, directed by José Eloy Hortal Muñoz and Félix Labrador Arroyo (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2014), 129-135.] 

The viceregal reality underwent a transformation throughout the entire Bourbon century, shifting towards a new emphasis on respecting and obeying the law (ratio iuridica). This causal process culminated in a representation of legislative effects, as the viceroys transitioned from being delegated royal figures to becoming representatives of the law. As Heraclitus once said, "to obey the plan of the one is also the law".[footnoteRef:177] [177:  Heráclito, La sabiduría presocrática (Madrid: Sarpe, 1985), 40.] 

The change in the role of the viceroys was parallel to the administration of the realms. Their inability to be everywhere at once led to a legal and administrative reform that resulted in the creation of new viceroyalties and the appointment of future alter ego. Consequently, expert mariners, military personnel, and administrators were sent as viceroys during the 18th century, especially to Peru, where governors from Chile were appointed due to the growing presence of the English in the South Sea. Since the viceroy lacked absolute royalty and authority, they carried significant entourages with the aim of regaining lost splendour.[footnoteRef:178] [178:  Nicholas Henshall, The zenith of European Monarchy and its Elites. The Politics of Culture, 1650-1750 (European History in Perspective, Palgrave Macmillan, 2010).] 

The institutionalisation of the alter ego was further confirmed by the establishment of viceregal portrait galleries starting from 1650. The viceroy was not considered as potential or essential, but rather as an institutionalised position, as reflected in the creation of these iconographies.[footnoteRef:179] For instance, in Naples (1648), Sicily (1680), Sardinia (1660), Valencia (1660-1665), New Spain (1666), and Peru (1681), galleries of viceroys were established. This policy allowed the Crown to justify the historical unity of the kingdom associated with the Habsburg patrimony, without the need to negotiate or pact with other kingdoms, as was the case in Italy. [179:  Rebeca Kraselsky, ‘Galería de Retratos Y Cuerpo Político. La Representación de Los Virreyes Novohispanos, Siglos XVI y XVII’, Grado de Maestría (Mexico City: UNAM, 2013).] 

In Sicily, during the rule of the 9th Count of Santisteban (1678-1687), a gallery of portraits of all Austrian monarchs and viceroys was assembled, and in 1687, Antonio de Amico published the Chronologia de los Virreyes, along with Giovanni di Blasi's Storia cronológica dei vicerè in the 18th century. These actions directly linked the history of Sicily to that of the Monarchy and institutionalised the role of the viceroy.[footnoteRef:180] Similarly, in Peru, Viceroy Melchor de Navarra in 1681 adorned the Sala de la Contaduría Mayor with portraits of all viceroys, and in the Sala del Real Acuerdo, the portraits of King Carlos II and María Luisa de Orleans were displayed, along with a painting of Alexander VI defending the Patronato Regio.[footnoteRef:181] [180:  Diana Carrió Invernizzi, ‘Las galerías de retratos de virreyes de la Monarquía Hispánica. Entre Italia y América (Siglos XVI-XVII)’, in À la place du roi. Vice-rois, gouverneurs et ambassadeurs dans les monarchies française et espagnole (xvi-xviii siècles), dir. By Daniel Aznar, Guillaume Hanotin and Niels F. May (Madrid: Casa de Velázquez, 2014), 113-134.]  [181:  BNE, Ms. 4175, fols.8r-v, López, Discurso acerca de la inmunidad eclesiástica en Perú en defensa de la Jurisdicción Real (1684).] 

This policy diminished the hypostasis and presentation of the viceroy while distancing the image of the sovereign, establishing the viceroy as a mere effect of the royal will, devoid of any personal influence. The inability to govern according to the law and their restricted powers to grant offices and favours greatly limited their actions, reducing them to ordinary officials.[footnoteRef:182] This was the reconfiguration that the Catholic Monarchy carried out regarding the power and authority of the viceroys throughout their realms by the end of the 17th century, as a consequence of the ethical and religious crisis following Westphalia in 1648. The direct result was to reduce the mystique associated with the viceroys and enhance their administrative and military roles, with an increased focus on the law as the effective jurisdiction in the political organisation of the territories. This led to the new 'bureaucratic' role of the Bourbon alter ego in the Indies. [182:  BNE, Ms.3108, Relación de José Antonio Manso de Velasco, conde de Superunda, 1761; Mañé, El virreinato, vol. 3, 269-270.] 

