The New Smyrna Enterprise was a Colony (Not a Mere Settlement)

The New Smyrna enterprise founded by Dr. Andrew Turnbull in 1768 must be understood
as a colony in the full eighteenth-century British imperial sense, not merely a "settlement" as that
term is sometimes used in modern rhetoric that can be minimizing and denigrating.
Contemporary British officials, the legal and financial structure of the enterprise, its
demographic scale, and consistent treatment in authoritative scholarship all confirm New
Smyrna's status as a colony.

In eighteenth-century British usage, a colony was defined not by political autonomy but
by organized population transfer, land grants from the Crown, state-sanctioned planning, and
integration into imperial economic goals. New Smyrna satisfies all of these long-held criteria.

Contemporary British Officials affirmed New Smyrna as a Colony.

Governor James Grant, the first royal governor of British East Florida, explicitly referred
to Turnbull's project as a "Greek colony" in numerous official correspondences with the British
government. This terminology is used in communications to the Secretary of State and in
Colonial Office records, where "colony" signifies a formal colonization project, rather than a
casual settlement of individuals.

This is critical evidence: the classification comes from imperial administrators, not later
historians.

Interpretive point for reviewers:

If British officials administering East Florida referred to New Smyrna as a colony, the
modern reclassification as a "settlement" is outdated.

The Legal and Financial Structure Was Colonial by Design
Turnbull’s enterprise was established through:
e Massive Crown land grants totaling over 100,000 acres

o Formal signed partnership agreements involving British investors (including members of
Parliament and a former prime minister)

e Government-approved recruitment of foreign labor

o Indenture contracts binding more than 1,400 Mediterranean colonists to as long as a ten-
year term of service

This structure mirrors other recognized British colonial enterprises of the era and is
completely different from a frontier settlement.



Carita Doggett Corse, a descendant of the Turnbulls, whose foundational work repeatedly
and unequivocally refers to the project as "the New Smyrna Colony of Florida."

She uses "colony" not rhetorically but analytically, based on documentary evidence, and in
the title of her book.

Demographic Scale Alone Exceeds That of Most Recognized Colonies.
At its founding, New Smyrna contained approximately 1,400 colonists, making it:
o Larger than St. Augustine’s free civilian population at the time
o Larger than many contemporary British North American colonies at their founding

o The largest single organized group of colonists ever brought to North America in the
colonial period

British surveyor William Gerard de Brahm treated New Smyrna as a distinct colonial
population unit in official demographic reporting, listing it separately from other East Florida
inhabitants.

A project of this size, created through transatlantic recruitment and imperial planning, cannot
be reduced to a “settlement” without completely ignoring eighteenth-century demographic
realities.

“Settlement” vs. “Colony” — an 18th-Century Clarification.
In eighteenth-century British usage:
o Settlement referred to the act or site of colonization
e Colony referred to the organized enterprise and population

Documents frequently use both terms for the same place without contradiction. To argue that
New Smyrna was “only a settlement” relies on a modern semantic narrowing that does not
reflect period usage.

By period standards, New Smyrna was a settlement because it was being settled — and a
colony because it was a Crown-sanctioned colonization project.

Authoritative institutions and historians consistently describe New Smyrna as a colony:
e Florida Memory identifies Turnbull as “founder of the New Smyrna colony.”

o National Park Service historical context reports treat New Smyrna as a distinct colonial
population center within British East Florida.

e Academic historians uniformly title and frame the project as a colony, not a settlement.

There is no contemporary source that describes New Smyrna as an informal or private
settlement in the modern sense. Measured against eighteenth-century definitions, contemporary
official language, legal structure, population scale, and scholarly consensus, the New Smyrna



enterprise was unequivocally a colony. To label it otherwise is not a neutral reinterpretation but a
departure from historical usage and documentary evidence, removing Minorcans from their
status as colonists.
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Recent attempts to reclassify Dr. Andrew Turnbull's New Smyrna enterprise as a mere
"settlement" rather than a colony do not align with eighteenth-century usage or contemporary
documentation, but rather reflect a modern revisionist narrowing of terminology.

Neither British imperial administrators nor historians from the nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries considered Turnbull’s project as anything other than a colony. Governor James Grant’s
official correspondence explicitly refers to a “Greek colony,” while British demographic reports
listed New Smyrna as a distinct colonial population unit within East Florida.! Early scholarly
treatments, including Carita Doggett Corse’s foundational monograph, ambiguously frame the
enterprise as the “New Smyrna Colony of Florida,” a designation based on archival evidence
rather than rhetorical choice.?

The recent use of the term "settlement" reflects a post-hoc reinterpretation that separates
language from its original meaning, thereby downplaying the scale, planning, and imperial
purpose of the project. In eighteenth-century British usage, "settlement" referred to the act or site
of colonization, rather than indicating a lower or informal status. Therefore, retroactively
imposing a hierarchical distinction between "colony" and "settlement" is inaccurate.

Such revisionism obscures the true nature of the New Smyrna enterprise as a state-sanctioned
colonization scheme involving mass transatlantic migration, Crown land grants, contractual labor
systems, and integration into imperial economic strategy.

Properly situated within its historical context, New Smyrna must be understood not as an
incidental settlement but as one of the most ambitious colonial enterprises undertaken in British
North America.
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