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Abstract

The Patriotic Fund at Lloyd’s was established in 1803 by a group mainly of
maritime insurance brokers, bankers and merchants in the City of London,
following the return to war after the Peace of Amiens. The leading early
donors formed the Committee that made all the decisions for the
disbursement of the funds raised.

The Fund’s aim was to help protect Britain by encouraging zeal in the Royal
Navy and the Army. It did this through presenting awards for bravery,
particularly presentation swords, and by providing pensions for those injured
and widowed by the war.

This thesis examines their work in the period until they stopped presenting the
awards for bravery in 1809. This was declared at the time as due to financial
reasons, however, this thesis demonstrates that this was a misleading
statement and in reality the Fund spent far more on other purposes. Rather it
was a change in the nature of the war and, therefore, a change of what the
Committee believed would best support the Armed Forces as part of their
perceived covenant of support that was the real motivation.

Comparison with US and French awards of presentation swords helps
demonstrate this, along with an examination of why prior to stopping awarding
bravery with presentation swords the Fund added two new areas, support of

prisoners of war and education, to its mandate.

This thesis contributes to a better understanding of the mercantile links and
the industrialisation of the military complex that permeated the supporting
charities.



Chapter 1
Introduction

This thesis provides a critical examination of the Patriotic Fund at Lloyd’s,
(hereafter the Fund). The Fund was a charitable organisation set up in the
City of London in 1803 to support the Armed Forces and to give awards for
zeal in the Napoleonic War. However, the Fund stopped giving awards for
gallantry in 1809, although it continued other charitable activity in support of
the Armed Forces. This thesis though is not just about gallantry, rather it is
about a wealthy group of philanthropists and whether they recognised they
and others had to change their behaviour as the nature of the war changed?

The Fund is of scholarly significance because it is arguably the first ‘Armed
Forces Covenant’, made between the City and members of the Armed
Forces. The Fund made a promise to support those injured and the families of
those killed, if they were killed in action for Britain, in advance of the actions
taking place, so that soldiers and sailors could be assured that they and their

families had some security when they risked their lives for their country.

These awards are important because they were the first significant group of
gallantry awards made to all ranks of officer, as well as some ratings/troops.
They can be regarded as the equivalent of the later Victoria Cross, but with
greater emphasis on financial reward. Their associated records capture many
individual acts of heroism that would otherwise have been lost to history.

This thesis challenges what others have assumed - that presentation of
swords, which the Fund is best known for, was a normal behaviour at the time
the Fund started to award them. This thesis compares the Fund’s awards with
those made by other organisations and other countries, in particular America
and France. It also examines the changes the Fund made during their time of
making awards for heroic actions and examines whether their publicly stated
reason for ceasing awarding for acts of gallantry was entirely accurate.



This thesis has three implications for current military business. It:

a. draws out lessons about how an Armed Forces covenant needs to

be different for each Service;
b. demonstrates that understanding of risk by insurers, reflected in
how they price insurance, provides understanding of how a conflict

is progressing;

C. improves understanding of how maritime insurance can be used in

military operations;

and it provides support for two other current historical discussions, namely:

a. how this period saw the rise of the industrial military complex

showing how this even affected charitable funds,
b. how certain individuals saw themselves contributing to society.
In addition to this it highlights the contribution of some forgotten heroic

individuals and places their contribution in context. It also provides evidence

as to the correct attributions in museum collections and academic studies.



Chapter 2
Underlying Data

There is only one archive containing original documents regarding the
Patriotic Fund and that is the Lloyd’s Maritime Archive at the Guildhall Library
in London. The details of that archive and its scale are discussed below.
There are no archives containing papers of members of the Committee of the
Patriotic Fund at Lloyd’s (hereafter the Committee) except for one member
and there are real limitations in the documents held by the National Archives.
All of these are discussed in detail in this chapter. It is not that other archives
have not been looked at, rather it is the case that the information is not held in
any archive, therefore, this thesis uses as its other key basis details of all
known presentation swords from prior to up to the end of the Napoleonic
Wars. The collections of documents used to establish that are also discussed
in this chapter. In addition a prosopography of each Committee member was
undertaken; and details of each event the Fund made a presentation for.
Following a discussion of the literature on this subject, this chapter discusses
each of those in turn.

Literature on the Fund

The glamour associated with the swords the Fund awarded means the wider
literature has concentrated on the items made, while the existing published
histories have been written to support the charity or to examine the items
awarded. None has critically examined the Fund or questioned whether what
is commonly stated is what they were actually doing. The two recent two
histories of The Patriotic Fund, Unbroken Service by Charles Messenger
produced in 2003 for its 200" anniversary,’ and Britons Strike Home by Jim
Gawler, published in 1993,2 looking purely at the objects made, exemplify
these two approaches. Both publications were sponsored by the Fund. In the

'c Messenger, Unbroken Service The History of Lloyd’s Patriotic Fund 1803-2003 (London:
Lloyd’s Patriotic Fund, 2003) (hereafter Messenger).

% J Gawler, Britons Strike Home. A History of Lloyd’s Patriotic Fund 1803-1988 (Sanderstead:
Pittot Publishing 1993) (hereafter Gawler).



early twentieth century two histories were written A Century of Lloyd’s
Patriotic Fund 1803-1903 by Herbert De Rougement and The Patriotic Fund
at Lloyd’s by Lieutenant Colonel A N St Quintin OBE.

Herbert De Rougement was Chairman of Trustees for the Fund at the time
that he wrote his history, while Lieutenant Colonel A N St Quintin OBE was
Secretary for the Fund when he wrote his. De Rougement wrote two versions
the first in 1903 ostensibly to commemorate the centenary of the Fund but in
reality to bring to people’s attention to the fact that the Fund was still going.
Therefore, he highlights that they had been preparing to issue an appeal in
1899 for the Boer War. Instead the Lord Mayor of London appealed and
passed to the Fund the money raised, some £112,000, for them to manage.’
He goes on to illustrate how people now gave in different ways. His second
edition, published in 1914,* expands on the good work the Fund did for those
who suffered from the Boer War and then appeals for funds as the European
War had broken out. However, he does note in his preface that he “felt the
want of much valuable material lost in the fire which... [would] ...have thrown
light on the operations of the Fund during the period of the Peninsular
Campaign. This is to be more regretted because at that interesting time, the
War which had been mainly Naval was transferred to the land.” St Quintin’s
history was clearly written for fundraising, being sold for 2/ and even states
how cheques to the Fund should be written.

Messenger’s draws attention to the Fund’s links with Nelson, citing Lloyd’s of
London’s collection of Nelson memorabilia. He quotes liberally from Nelson’s
letters to the Fund, suggesting he was heavily involved; while it is true Nelson
regularly sought awards for his injured sailors and the families of those killed,
he did not make his first donation until 1805 - just £5. While many Naval
officers did not contribute at all, Nelson’s contribution should be contrasted
with that of Admiral Cornwallis who gave £105 and Lieutenant Dorill who

*H De Rougement, A Century of Lloyd’s Patriotic Fund 1803-1903 (London: Leadenhall
Press, 1903) p46-47, hereafter Rougement.

*H De Rougement, A Century of Lloyd’s Patriotic Fund 1803-1903 (London: Leadenhall
Press, 1914). Not held by Lloyd’s Collection but by British Library.



donated £10 both within the first year, and an anonymous naval linked
donation of £1095.

v-(}. —ana &y VAW UG l'\L.lU\v’l: OV s ngnt name.,
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Anonymous Naval Donation®

This interest in links to famous people is in keeping with the Fund’s
preservation of items. The correspondence file, MSS35179, at the Guildhall
library, includes notes from 1804 to 1854. All seem to be preserved because
of the signatures; the common factor is they are from important people, not

that they are interesting reading.

The primary written sources for this thesis are the Fund’'s minutes. There are
two sets both held in the Guildhall Library as part of Lloyd’s Maritime
Collection: a set of handwritten minutes and a set titled Report of the
Committee for Managing the Patriotic Fund, published annually for its first six
years. These were sent to key subscribers and organisations, such as The
Admiralty, which the Committee wished to inform of their work and the
remainder were sold to raise funds at 2 shillings.® There were 10,000 copies
of the first report, which reduced to 2,500 for the second. Despite the number

very few survive.

Publicising their work was the key driver for the committee when they
determined to print their minutes.” They state “They feel it therefore their duty,

® The Times 16 December 1805.

® The Times 28 March 1805.

"The printed and handwritten minutes are MS35166-001-005 and MS 31590 respectively, at
the Guildhall Library. Despite numbers produced very few have survived. Only one copy has
come on the market in the last decade.



to lay before the Subscribers and the Public, the following report of their
proceedings”.? Then go on to say "They are anxious to inform those who are
nobly foremost in fighting the battles of the country, that the attention of the
Committee to their merit and sufferings is constant and unwearied, and the
observation watchfully directed to reward the one, and to alleviate the other.”
They also hoped to elicit further contributions to the Fund. It is not apparent
from the finances whether this was successful or not, as the two large
injections of money were the initial fundraising and the money raised post
Trafalgar. When discussing how the Royal Navy was perceived, Dr Lincoln
highlights the fact that the print of Nelson and the Battle of the Nile by Abbott
was funded by J J Angerstein, who led the Fund, and notes that the minutes
were edited in order to show the best of the RN and help raise funds. She
goes on to give other examples of London merchants giving memorials for

Naval victories.'°

However, there are considerable differences between the published minutes
intended for wide dissemination and the Fund’s handwritten minutes, which
were for internal use. These handwritten minutes survived the fire at Lloyd’s in
1838, although they had to be removed from their original binding and were
placed on new pages, often with the ends of the line missing. Henry Grey

comments that:

“Only a few relics were saved, many valuable documents and records

being destroyed by the fire.”""

® Report of the Committee for Managing the Patriotic Fund by The Committee, (London: W
Phillips, 1804) p3.

% Ibid p 4.

"M Lincoln, Representing the Royal Navy: British Sea Power, 1750-1815 (Farnham,
Ashgate Publishing, 2002) pp95-6.

" Grey, Lloyd’s Yesterday and Today p57.



Royal Exchange Fire 1838

These original minutes are a fair copy produced later as they include inserted
paragraphs in the margins and missed bits squeezed in, written in the pen
used that week. The handwritten minutes show aspects excluded from the
published minutes, in particular the struggle for a quorum for many meetings -
attendees’ names are not included in the published minutes. This means they
avoided embarrassing themselves and those invited to be committee
members due to their position. The latter group almost never attend after the
initial meetings. Even the date of the first committee meeting differs between
the two sources, the published minutes saying 24 August and handwritten 26
August. They are a Wednesday and Friday, although meetings were usually
held on a Tuesday. The largest attendances were 28" and 30™ of the 71"
eligible attendees.

Other debates not included in the published minutes included the tax
treatment of the Fund’s assets and the full history of how the items awarded

'2© The Trustees of the British Museum Reference 739262001.

3 Minutes 28 February 1804.

" Minutes 14 November and 10 December 1805 — these are the Trafalgar discussions. More
tgpical was 10-15 attendees.

> Committee numbers are discussed in Chapter 2.



were determined. This is particularly significant for the swords. The sword
designed by Teed, now so eagerly sought by collectors, did not win the initial
competition. Indeed, there was no winner, unlike in the case of the medal (of
which only one was ever presented). The Fund did not settle on the pattern
until 20 March 1804, after several officers had chosen Teed'’s design.

There are times the changes seem to have been made to further the Fund’s
agenda. When Lieutenant Craig of the Marines received an annuity of £20 for
an injury sustained from a bursting musket'®, the published minutes do not
record that this was in an attempt to stop eight men deserting, but the
handwritten do. They were not afraid of providing criticism as the same
published minutes include a comment that the whole crew of HMS Pickle had

subscribed one months’ pay except Michael Doran.

Beyond these published books, there are many articles on an individual
Patriotic Fund sword or vase. The majority of these are in auction house
catalogues. Furthermore, there are sections on the swords given by the
Patriotic Fund in works on naval swords, but much less on the silver and

nothing on the monetary awards.

Outside the literature written to promote the Fund, or Lloyd’s itself, there are
two groups of publications that discuss the Fund. These are histories, both
official and unofficial, of Lloyd’s and those about the objects the Fund
produced.

In the first group, is Henry Grey. He was not directly employed by the Fund
and probably not even by Lloyd’s, he produced what he describes as a
sketch, which initially appeared in the lllustrated London News. This was
expanded in his history of 1893 and he comments friends’ “personal
reminiscences” helped him."” The book was very positive about all aspects of

Lloyd’s it covered, including their lifeboat service for 22 years prior to the

'® Minutes 25 September 1804.
""H M Grey, Lloyd’s Yesterday and Today (London: john Haddon & Co, 1893). Preface.



RNLI. Like De Rougement, Grey also produced a second longer edition.™
Published in 1922 and as Grey said “much fresh matter has been added,
bringing the story of Lloyd’s up to date.”"® The book adds extra lines at

various points although much remains exactly as phrased previously.

Frederick Martin published a History of Lloyd’s & Marine Insurance® in 1895
while not concentrating on the Fund he attributes a great deal of the
development of Lloyd’s itself to Angerstein. Worsley and Griffith’s history
covers the whole of Lloyd’s and contains many anecdotes from marine
insurance, fitting in with its titte The Romance of Lloyd’s.?' While drawing
some conclusions on Lloyd’s members’ motives, its notes on the Fund are just

a few pages largely quoting letters from grateful recipients.

Two articles by Leslie Southwick published in The Arms and Armour Journal
and the Silver Society Journal between 1987 and 1990% are extensively cited
in an article by Sim Comfort hosted on the website dedicated to tracing the
Patriotic Fund Swords. These articles briefly examine some potential motives
but these are conjecture by the author and no research was done into who
was at the meetings and what their interests and connections were, they take
many statements at face value and contain incorrect assumptions. Those
articles initially motivated the research for this thesis and they could be
considered part of the second body of work described below. There was also
an article in 1925 in The Naval Review,?® which gave a short history of the

Fund but no analysis and adds nothing to other sources.

The second body of work that covers the Fund are those that are examining
the objects they made. The seminal text for this is by Jim Gawler, which

'® While not many extra pages (115 cf 96) but more on each page, so has significantly more.
YHM Grey, Lloyd’s Yesterday and Today (London: Syren and Shipping Ltd, 1922). Preface
%0 F Martin, History of Lloyd’s & Marine Insurance (London: Macmillan & Co 1876).

F Worsley and G Griffith, The Romance of Lloyd’s: From Coffee House to Palace, (New
York, Hillman-Curl Inc., 1937)

2 These are: Patriotic Fund Swords by L Southwick, pub The Arms and Armour Society, Vol
XII Number 4 and 5, September 1987, March 1988 and The Silver Vases awarded by the
Patriotic Fund by L Southwick, pub The Silver Society Journal, Winter 1990.

% C E Fayle, Lloyd's Patriotic Fund The Naval Review 1925, Issue 3, pp565-577.



contains a considerable amount of the Fund'’s history but is working from
those objects made. This is detailed and provides a large amount of valuable
material but it does not examine other primary sources nor critically examine

the work of the Fund and offers no judgment on Committee decisions.

Within this body of work there are three naval sword books that provide lists of
the swords made. One is Swords for Sea Service?* by May and Annis, written
in 1970. This is considered by sword collectors as the current definitive text on
British naval swords, the authors being then curators at the National Maritime
Museum. It was their final work in a series of publications, that both were
involved with, which grew in stature as they continued their research. The
second is a private publication by Sim Comfort titled Nelson’s Swords.?® Both
of these work from the list of swords manufactured and while both include
what are often termed unofficial swords, as they are not recorded as being
presented by the Fund, neither have used secondary sources to improve their
accuracy, such as correcting the ranks of the recipients; both lists show
officers as holding the rank of Captain, even when, like Lieutenant Pilford of
HMS Ajax at Trafalgar, they were just in the role of captain rather than holding
the rank. Equally they have not used the minute books and the engraver
Lines’ records to show where more than one weapon was made for a single
award to an individual (which happened at least twice). Lastly, they have not
sought to credit those awarded where the recipient opted for the cash
alternative to a sword or plate even when in one case, that of Captain
Codrington for Trafalgar, it was because he donated the money to the Fund.
My own published work British Naval Swords and Swordsmanship addressed
some of these issues, but was limited to the swords and did not cover the
awards where they only offered plate or cash.?

P G W Annis and Cdr W E May, Swords for Sea Service Volumes 1 and 2. (London: Her
Majesty’s Stationary Office, 1970).

% 5 Comfort, Lord Nelson’s Swords (London: Sim Comfort Associates, 2014).

% ) McGrath and M Barton, British Naval Swords and Swordsmanship (Barnsley, Seaforth,
2013).



An earlier book, Medals of the British Navy,27 written in 1895, provides a list of
swords awarded although contains several errors including missing those
frequently described as the unofficial ones and assigning the rank of Captain

to all individuals serving in that role.

As mentioned earlier, there is a website dedicated to the swords presented by
the Patriotic Fund, established by Sim Comfort (mentioned earlier) and two
others, collector Paul Willcocks, who has five of these swords, and Chris
Allen, a consultant on edged weapons to Bonhams Auction House and
previously to Sotheby’s. This site is dedicated to tracing the weapons and
contains no comment on the Fund’s activities other than Sim Comfort’s article,

discussed earlier.

Also within this body of work are a plethora of articles particularly in auction
house sales catalogues but also reflected in trade journals, such as the
Antique Trade Gazette, and other publications that report sales such as the
1805 Club Newsletter The Kedge Anchor.?® These usually describe a single
item and are intended to give the history of the item to ensure that the
maximum value is achieved in the sale. These articles usually include details
of the recipient and the action for which the sword or vase was awarded.
These articles attempt to try and establish the rarity of the sword pattern and
often refer to their being four types of Patriotic Fund sword, listing the swords
awarded to the Captains at Trafalgar as a different pattern. While they share a
distinct design feature, the award by the Fund was the same as for all other
£100 swords, and indeed the Fund included within this award all those

|29

captains involved in Strachan’s action at Ferrol”” in the aftermath of Trafalgar.

Since this research is dealing with objects that are of high value and are
visually striking, when owned by museums they are usually on display. As is

W H Long, Medals of the British Navy and how they were won (London: Noire and Wilson
1895) hereafter Long.

% For example — Autumn 2014 Issue 41 p11 has an article on Captain Torin’s sword that was
at the time for sale by a New Orleans dealer.

% The action of the 4 November 1805.



common with naval swords these items are either given the briefest of
descriptions or if given more comprehensive comments then usually there is
an error somewhere within the description. Even the National Maritime
Museum and the Museum of the Royal Navy no longer employ anyone with a
background in and understanding of naval swords. The other large collection
of these swords is held by Lloyd’s of London and is looked after by their silver
store. Lloyd’s have produced three factsheets describing their Nelson
collection including one Patriotic Fund sword, out of the thirteen they have,
Two Patriotic Fund vases also make the information sheet. The short
description they give of the Fund within these factsheets is that of an
organisation proud of their good work, it takes the statements of the Fund at

face value.

Understanding the activities of the Fund, it is essential to address the history
of the City of London. Some texts concentrate on the period that these swords
were presented. These give an understanding of the social background of the
period and how the financial and other aspects of the City fitted together and
the concerns of its inhabitants. Recent publications such as Adam Zamoyski’s
Phantom Terror, lan Gilmour’s Riots, Risings and Revolution, Jenny Uglow’s
In These Times, Linda Colley’s Captives and Jerry White’s pair of books,
London in the Eighteenth Century and London in the Nineteenth Century,30
among others®' provide understanding of the background in which the
committee and contributors of the Patriotic Fund made their decisions.
Whereas Philip MacDougall in London and the Georgian Navy** addresses
the relationship between the Navy and London as a place rather than just the
financial city. These are expanded on by many journal articles that discuss

A Zamoyski, Phantom Terror (London: William Collins 2014); | Gilmour Riots, Risings and
Revolution (London: Hutchinson, 1992); J Uglow In These Times Living in Britain through
Napoleon’s Wars, 1793-1815 (London: Faber and Faber 2014); L Colley Captives (London:
Jonathan Cape, 2002); J White, London in the Eighteenth Century (London: Bodley Head,
2012) and London in the Nineteenth Century (London, Vintage, 2008).

*" These also include: T Pocock The Terror Before Trafalgar (Great Britain: Thistle Publishing,
2013) and D Andress The Savage Storm: Britain on the Brink in the Age of Napoleon
gLondon: Trafalgar Square 2015)

% P MacDougall, London and the Georgian Navy (Stroud: The History Press, 2013).



specific measures including publications from the period.*®

An understanding of the potentially unconscious motivation of some the
committee is enhanced by Linda Colley’s Britons.* The competing motivation
of prize money, for the Naval Officers that the Fund is trying to influence, is
explored in detail by Admiral Richard Hill in The Prizes of War.>® Only one of
the members of the Committee has a dedicated biography and thatis J J
Angerstein.* This is based on the author’s doctoral thesis. Angerstein was a
key player who was a Trustee for the Fund for its early years and is generally
described as Chairman from 1810 despite meetings of the committee being
chaired by various people. However, when present Angerstein appears from
the minute books to most frequently act as Chairman,® although this is not
always the case.® That thesis explores in depth the character of Angerstein.
Several other members of the committee are given brief biographies in
Charles Messenger’s Unbroken Service and Jim Gawler’s Britons Strike
Home. The Patriotic Fund is not the only organisation involved to have
produced a history, the firm created by committee member Frederick Samuel
Secretan, produced a history® to celebrate their 200 years in 1989.

There are various publications that explore the military-naval industrial
complex of the Napoleonic period, often mentioning individuals involved.
These show a really mixed picture for those who were also donors. For
example just two of the six leading prize agents identified by Richard Hill are

listed as donors in the First Report of the Fund.*® Whereas a crosscheck with

% For example Captain J F Birch of the Royal Engineers, Memoir on the National Defence
§I4_ondon: J Stockdale, 1808).

L Colley, Britons (London: Yale University Press, 2012).
% Admiral R Hill, Prizes of War (Stroud: Sutton Publishing 1998).
% A Twist, A Life of John Julius Angerstein 1735-1823 (New York: The Edward Mellon Press,
2006), hereafter Twist, Angerstein
% For example he chairs 7 of the 8 meetings between 28 May and 24 September 1805 and is
then absent from the committee meetings until 22 July 1806 when he again chairs.
% For example Angerstein was present at both 26 February and 12 March 1805 but the
meetings were chaired by R H Martin and Thomson Bonar respectively.
% M D K Turner, Contract Unbroken: Secretan’s 200 Years at Lloyd’s 1789-1989 (London:
Secretan & Co. Lyd, 1989)
% These are Ommanney and Cooke and Halford.
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the major contractors discussed in Sustaining the Fleet” shows a distinct

absence of their names from the donors list.

When exploring the military and naval history to establish the importance of
the various actions, which the Fund recognised with rewards the period has
been heavily explored by historians. The main primary source outside the
Fund’s minutes is The London Gazette,** which was usually the source of
their own intelligence but a few events were brought to their attention by other
means and some of these have required tracking through newspapers from
the period.

Secondary sources include those that cover the period generically as well as
many books on individual events that the Fund commemorated (particularly
Trafalgar). Similarly, there are many articles in journals on specific aspects
that relate to the Fund, including both elements of the naval history of the
period but also items that were presented by other organisations or funds and
also other examples of charitable giving at the time.

There are further original sources that provide understanding of the
environment the Fund operated in. The City of London Library Committee
published in 1884 London’s Roll of Honour, which records the presentations
of the Honorary Freedoms from 1757 to 1884. This covers the period they
introduced presenting swords, although far fewer and only to very senior
military and naval officers, but interestingly it shows the City of London swords
were also first presented by Brook Watson, the then Lord Mayor who chaired
the inaugural meeting of the Patriotic Fund.

Primary Sources

TR Knight and M Wilcox, Sustaining the Fleet (Woodbridge: Boydell Press, 2010) (hereafter
Knight&Wilcox, Sustaining the Fleet).

“2 The Naval Chronicle tends to make use of the letters in The London Gazette much as the
Fund did.



When looking at the primary sources, it is important to realise the paucity of
relevant documents and what does not exist. It is this paucity that led to this
thesis working from the objects of the era to draw out from them what the
Fund was doing. Apart from the papers of Angerstein mentioned above, there
is no set of papers of any of the Committee members, and the 1838 Lloyd'’s
fire, mentioned earlier, destroyed the majority of the records of both individual
insurance companies and the Patriotic Fund itself. Rougement notes in his
preface that he “felt the want of much valuable material lost in the fire which...
[would] ...have thrown light on the operations of the Fund during the period of
the Peninsular Campaign. This is to be more regretted because at that
interesting time, the War which had been mainly Naval was transferred to the
land.” ** Other historians including Sturgess and Cozens, equally noted this
paucity and had to find other means of understanding their subjects.** Schulte
Beerbuhl equally notes the paucity of records in her study but adds that it is
further hampered by how “many transactions were entirely oral.”* Niall
Ferguson states that lack of archival material is a feature of a network, which
the Patriotic Fund committee are; furthermore he argues this is particularly
valid from the 1790s until the 1960s.*

Just a tantalising few letters remain (held in file MS31592), however, many
simply state “resolution enclosed”. This means we know they tended to
correspond by sending a copy of the appropriate element of the minutes. This
lends credibility to the minutes probably being the most useful source of
information even if all Lloyd’s letterbooks had survived. The documents that
survived the fire were held in a safe. The handwritten minutes continue all the
way up to the last archived set from the current Committee. By the 1840s
meetings are bimonthly or rarer and the minutes become shorter, generally a

*3 Rougement, preface.

*G Sturgess & K Cozens “Managing a Global Enterprise in the Eighteenth Century: Anthony
Calvert of The Crescent, London 1777-1808” (The Mariner's Mirror, 99:2, 2013, pp171-195)

p171.

*>'M Schulte Beerbiihl, The Forgotten Majority, German Merchants in London, Naturalisation
and Global Trade 1660-1815 (London, Berghahn Books, 2015) p6.

N Ferguson The Square and the Tower (UK, Penguin Books, 2017) pxxv.



couple of pages on the finances and dealing with nominated pupils, plus the
occasional support request.

Correspondence in this period usually involved clerks making two copies of
each letter, one sent to the recipient and one held by the sender. Therefore,
correspondence received from the Fund can be found in other sets of papers,
but not as a comprehensive whole. The National Archives hold several files
of correspondence received by the Admiralty from Lloyd’s Coffee House
(ADM 1/3992-6), these include letters from the Fund along with the rest of the
correspondence from Lloyd’s.

So although the Guildhall Library has the records of the Patriotic Fund at
Lloyd’s, which came across with the Lloyd’s archives most of these date to
after 1838 and are not pertinent to the time under investigation. However, in
addition to the minute books discussed earlier, there is a list of the swords
and vases voted (MS35169). Also held is a ledger which records how long
payments were made starting from 1838 (MS31591). There is also a paper
regarding what components of the swords are in stock at Teed'’s in 1806
(MS35170); a few papers regarding subscriptions from various other
organisations for example the colonies to the fund 1805-6 (MS35171); and
some press cuttings 1804-54 (MS35179) and correspondence which seems
to have been preserved because of the signatures, they being from important
people rather than interesting correspondence.

Why no examination of insurance rates

Occasionally references will be seen as to insurance rates rising or falling but
it is not possible to conduct a systemic study during the French Wars, for two
basic reasons, market complexities and paucity of records.

British maritime insurance in the 18th century was almost entirely undertaken
by individuals, unlike America where it was by joint stock companies. In
Britain The Bubble Act of 1720 only allowed joint stock companies if they had
a charter granting them permission to trade. This prevented the creation of



new companies in maritime insurance, leaving only Royal Exchange
Assurance and London Assurance to operate. However, the Act allowed
private underwriters and, as Kingston argues,*’ by the time corporations were
allowed to enter the market, individual underwriters at Lloyd’s were too well
established especially in sharing information and new players could not

compete.

John Julius Angerstein, to whom we will return, spoke to the Select
Committee on Marine Insurance in 1810, and explained how it worked.

“If I have a cross risk to make, if it is from America, | go to a box where
there are Americans to give me information; and so it is from the Baltic
or any other part ... they are the people who can begin the policy for
me better than the others, and | can by that means get it done. It is of
no use applying to a Baltic merchant [to underwrite] on an American
risk; he does not do it, simply because he knows nothing about it . . .
There are so many people frequenting the coffee-house, that, even if
an underwriter does not himself understand a question, he soon
procures information, and makes me master of the subject at the same

time.“*®

Therefore, the market was complex and different underwriters would offer
different deals. While they tended to follow each other they were not the
same, depending on how confident the particular underwriter was in his
knowledge. Individual underwriter houses would hold the records of their
insurance rates offered. These have not generally survived. The market was
given greater complexity in that insuring a vessel was not the only means
used by merchants to transfer risk during war. They used three other methods
to spread risk: they could own smaller shares in more vessels; spread their

cargo around several vessels or use convoys.

c Kingston, Marine Insurance in Britain and America, 1720-1844: A Comparative
{gstitutional Analysis (Journal of Economic History Vol. 67:2, 2007, pp379-409) p385.
Ibid. p388.



Further complexity is added by how quickly and significantly the basis for any
comparison altered. Both vessels and underwriters competing in any
particular market changed rapidly. Kingston established that in 1792 there
were 16,329 merchant vessels and that during the nine years of the war, up to
the Peace of Amiens, 3,919 British ships were captured by the enemy (799
were recaptured) but during the same period, 3,700 were lost to other marine

risks.*®

The market significantly changed in two ways during this period. British
underwriters insured many foreign vessels including Britain’s enemies during
previous wars. However, from 1793 they were only allowed to insure foreign
vessels if they were neutral and countries falling under that status regularly
changed. Secondly, the number of underwriters rapidly grew from 200 in 1775
to 2,000 in 1801.%°

Leonard commented®' on the lack of underwriter records.® While he collated
what details he could, he explained they are incomplete and do not show the
whole picture. Elements can be found such as an 1810 Parliament report that
estimates from that year’s stamp duty that the amount insured was

£162,538,905°%. The same cannot be found for adjacent years. The database
he managed to create makes clear that insurance rates differed from route to
route as well as from time to time. For example there is a spike on London to

Cadiz in 1809 of 60% whereas it was around 2% in peacetime.

The only indication of how the industry was doing are through the two
corporations providing insurance. Kingston plotted the profit levels and premia
for London Assurance. This demonstrated just how volatile the market was.

We might assume that this was representative of the whole market but have

‘;i C Wright & E Fayle, A History of Lloyd’s (London, Corporation of Lloyd’s, 1928) p451.
Ibid. p392.

A Leonard, The Pricing Revolution in Marine Insurance, 1600-1824, Centre for Financial

History, Cambridge, 13 May 2013).

°2 |bid. p18.

*% The Report of the select committee of the House of Commons on Marine Insurances, 18

April 1810 (London, W Hughes, 1810) p13.



no means of determining that is the case, especially as Lloyd’s underwriters
between 1800-09 were paying over 20 times the stamp duty on their revenues

of the two other main insurance companies combined.>*
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A complex Napoleonic wargame that included impact of maritime insurance
settled on a simple doubling of rates from 2.5% to 5% post Trafalgar due to

the Berlin decree and privateering. The above spike demonstrates this could
be far from reality.*®

Details of known presentation swords of the period

A dataset of known presentation swords from 1816 and earlier has been
developed. For each sword this includes, where it has been possible to
identify, the style of weapon and maker, as well as who presented it and to
whom. This was established from a mass of sources. Numerous items were
identified from visits and correspondence with museums, private collections
and auction houses, as well as those mentioned in documentation from the
period, books on swords and one where a painting of the presentation

exists.”” As just part of this gathering of information over 2,000 likely auction

** F Martin, History of Lloyd’s & Marine Insurance (London, Macmillan & Co 1876) p248.
% Kingston, Marine Insurance in Britain and America, pp379-409. averaged 1811-20.

°® G Rahman’s War and Peace Rule Book p 34 Napoleon versus Lloyd’s of London

5 Painting sword presentation to Lieut. Col. Wilson 9th April 1804, private collection.



catalogues were checked for information. Not only are there the swords and
vases themselves. These sometimes show that assumptions, particularly by
dealers, are incorrect but also there many other items bringing to light aspects
that do not appear in the histories. For example the Maritime Museum in
Liverpool has a cup awarded by the Customs Board in 1784 and Fishguard
Town Hall has a picture of the sword presented to Lieutenant Dobbin by the
Customs Board at some point between 1797 and 1801,°® showing that while
the RN was not making any official recognition at least another Government
department was.

There is no previous equivalent record of the presentation swords given in
Britain and no previous attempt has been made to establish how many such

weapons were made (or exist now).

Several challenges arose in creating this dataset. Dating swords is a difficult
subject in itself. Many presentation swords are dated via the inscription or
engraving. However, others are dated from a variety of clues on the sword in
particular manufacturer’'s marks and addresses and royal insignia.”® In the
18th and 19th centuries cutlers and those involved in making presentation
swords frequently moved premises or combined and split from other partners,
changing the trading name each time, this information was compiled by
Richard Bezdek.®® Therefore, manufacturers’ details provide considerable
help in dating. Hallmarks appear on some swords, which is why some are
dated as 18xx/y because the hallmark does not run from 1 January to 1

January, varying in the Napoleonic era between assay offices.

It is necessary to define what | mean by a presentation sword compared with
a presentation-quality sword. The definition adopted is that the sword must

*% The sword decoration indicates it was made pre the 1801 Act of Union and it was for how
Lieutenant Dobbin of the cutter Diligence responded to the French attempted invasion at
Fishguard in 1797.

QA guide on dating swords is in McGrath & Barton, British Naval Swords and
Swordsmanship Chapter 10.

® R Bezdek, Swords and Swordmakers of England and Scotland (Colorado: Paladin Press,
2003) (Hereafter Bezdek).



have been made for and presented to the recipient for a particular
achievement and should reflect both the quality of a presentation weapon and
have been presented. Wolfe in her work on US presentation swords uses the
term ‘presentation swords’ but draws a distinction between these ornate
weapons and those given based on a regulation sword.®’ Wood draws the

distinction that

“Rarely are such swords primarily weapons per se: the period was one
in which fighting’ swords were developed by innovative cutlers and
most presentation swords rank alongside snuffboxes, shoe buckles,

fob seals and other objets de vertus as items of male jewelry.”®

This dataset is limited to British swords but includes those given by British
colonies and companies abroad such as the East India Company (EIC).
Chapter 4 discusses presentation swords in France and America and shows
how these differ significantly. Consequently the sword presented by a Sultan
to Captain Murray is excluded from the dataset as not British.®

Therefore, it excludes many swords listed by auction houses or museums as
presentation swords; although, where known, these were recorded with their
reason for exclusion noted. The systematic exploration of regional military
museums in other countries and those nation’s auction records has not been
undertaken. There are four main types of swords listed in auctions as
presentation but which are excluded from the dataset. These are: working
swords (i.e. standard military/naval patterns) bought by someone else as a gift
to a junior officer akin to financial help even where subsequently recorded on
the weapon; working swords owned by a famous person or family member
subsequently inscribed on the weapon (usually done by descendants); swords
captured or surrendered in a battle and then either claimed or distributed as a
trophy and presentation quality swords bought by the owner for themselves.

®1'S Wolfe. Naval Edged Weapons (London, Chatham Publishing, 2005) p69-73.

®2'S Wood, A Patriot and his Sword (Journal of the Arms and Armour Society Vol 16 No 2
1999) p61.

® Held by Chichester Museum.



None of these were both made to be presented and then presented. Gifting of
swords captured in battle is documented and was treated differently from
presentation swords at the time. In his Memoirs, Sir Sydney Smith describes
the swords received for Acre but also casually refers to gifting a sword when
he tells how he acquired one from a hand to hand fight with a French dragoon
officer, but then discovers Sir Ralph Abercromby has broken his so gives him

the dragoon’s to replace it.®*

One sword was particularly tricky to define but was excluded as not made to
be presented. This is the sword presented by the 23" Royal Welch Fusiliers
to Admiral Cockburn in 1809 for capture of Martinique to mark the cooperation
between the naval gunners and themselves. This is one of their standard
regimental swords, an 1803 pattern infantry sword, so akin to presenting part

of the regimental uniform.®®

Another pair of swords excluded as they are fighting weapons are those
awarded to the top cadet in training at Baraset. This is the EIC college in India
established in 1803. At least two survive, both are initially inscribed “Honorary
Reward Cadet Company Baraset” with then the name and date of the
recipient, one being Cadet C J Wild for October 1807 and the other Cadet J G
Drummond for 21 July 1809.% | have not seen any equivalent for the EIC
College opened in Hertfordshire in 1806 nor their Addiscombe Military
Seminary that opened in 1809. These are akin to the swords awarded at
Dartmouth and Sandhurst today, but are standard fighting weapons of the
time, so saved the officer the cost of buying their own.

Auction houses and museums often describe swords as presentation when

they are not what | have defined as such. This tends to occur for two reasons:

® E Howard, The Memoirs of Sir Sidney Smith Volumes | and Il (London, Richard Bentley,
1839, Reprinted Fireship Press 2008) p139.

® Held by Royal Welch Fusiliers Museum.

% | ot 1042 Wallis & Wallis 24 February 1988 mameluke sabre, Lot 109 Elliott & Snowden 3
May 1971, 1796 infantry pattern.



a. poor understanding of the mechanism by which the sword was
obtained. The classic examples here are the Battle of the Nile
swords, where it is commonly assumed the Captains were
presented with one. This is discussed in Chapter 6: the description
of Admiral de Saumarez’s sword in Castle Cornet, Guernsey makes
this mistake.®’

b. that the swords are made to an elaborate design. These are
sometimes described by auction houses as presentation swords,
occasionally there are signs that the sword was indeed one which
has had the details removed, for example the sword attributed to
Lord Cochrane at Blackburn museum is clearly a Patriotic Fund
sword and it can be seen where the inscription was removed, where
that is the case they have been included. Otherwise, these should

be described, as a few auction houses do, as presentation quality.

A presentation quality sword,®® a Nile sword purchased for its owner neither
are considered to be within the dataset

%7 Held by Castle Cornet Museum.
% Lot 215 Christies’ 13 November 1985.



If a wider definition of presentation swords were to be used, then it would
simply increase the types of sword considered each with their own pattern of
development and it would not demonstrate the behaviour of the Patriotic Fund
as clearly. However, these others types are used to help contextualise the

dataset.

Officers often had two swords; their fighting sword and one to wear in public.
The second would be either a presentation sword (if they had one) or a
dress/levee sword, a levee sword being slimmer and more elegant than a

fighting sword, although to the same basic design.

Lieutenants and below Naval 1805 pattern swords, a fighting sword above a

levee sword

It is known Nelson had two swords at Trafalgar, despite not wearing one for
the battle. It is believed one was a dress sword and the other a fighting
sword.® There are other pairs that remain together. For example, the owners
of Bodrhyddan Hall have their ancestor Captain Shipley’s pair of Patriotic
Fund sword and naval fighting sword.”® An example of an interchangeable
sword with two blades to the single hilt is known but it is neither naval nor

military. This is a rarity if not a one off.

% May & Annis Swords for Sea Service, Volume 1 p101.
® This practice continued into Victorian era.



David S. Davies

Fine European and Oriental Arms
and Armour

‘ANTIQUARIUS’
Stands QI-16
135 Kings Road
London SW3

A cased Boulton cut-steel small-sword
hilt, complete with two interchangeable
blades and scabbards ¢.1810

Only known example of a double bladed hilt, advertised London Arms Fair 27-
28 September 1974 catalogue

Presentation Dirks

In the Napoleonic period, senior officers often carried dirks instead of a sword.
The two known presentation dirks have been included, one presented to
Captain Thomas Searle by Grasshopper's crew in 1802, and one to Surgeon
William Burnett, by his fellow officers, in 1805. Most are excluded for the
same reasons as the swords, for example the dirk presented by Sultan Selim

lll to Captain Young in 1801 is excluded as not British.

Vice Admiral George Darby 1783-6 wearing a dirk”?

" National Maritime Museum (hereafter NMM) BHC2643.



How the dataset could be skewed

There are two ways the dataset could be skewed. The first is if there are a
significant number of swords included where the presentation is false,
especially if added later. Mitigation against this is that until recent decades
they were not considered valuable enough to be worth faking and inscription
style changes with time, so a later inscription can often be detected, although
in some cases it is clearly a restoration. The second is if many presentation
quality swords were actually presentation swords that were just not engraved

at the time.

These two counter each other. The main evidence the second is plausible,
relates to Sotheby’s Marine Sale of 16 July 1993. This sale included six
swords all purported to have been presented to Captain Moffat of the EIC.
None had naval motifs nor did any have cutler’'s names. Moffat certainly
received a presentation sword from the Patriotic Fund. On the rules followed,
three are included in the dataset and three are not. The three excluded are a
talwar that the later inscription says was from the Tipu Sultan’s armoury, so
would appear to be a trophy weapon. One is a French weapon engraved as if
given by the prisoners taken in an action (so almost certainly surrendered and
is French) and one that appears to be a composite sword (one where not all
components come from the same time) that the inscription says was seized

as part of a capture and then given to Captain Moffat.



Captain Moffat’s swords. Left from top: captured French, presented for
carrying dispatches, captured. Right from top Bombay Insurers presented for

Dance’s action, captured talwar and EIC presented for Dance’s action’

The three included within the dataset are the 1802 sword inscribed as given
by the Court of Directors of the EIC and the one for 1804 by the Bombay
Insurance. Both state that they are 100 guinea swords but they are not close
to the standard of a Lloyd’s £100 sword, being closer to a £50 sword. The
third is also for the 1804 action and states given by the EIC.

It appears that Moffat received money from the EIC and the Bombay Insurers
and bought swords with it, which he then had engraved. Further credence to
this theory that Moffat was one of 16 EIC Captains involved in Dance’s action
and there is no evidence of any other sword presented by Bombay Insurance
or the EIC to any of the other Captains and Moffat was not one of the leading
Captains those being Captain Nathaniel Dance and Captain John Timins. It is
known that the EIC presented money for this action. It is also known another
sword given at this time by the EIC, to one of their employees Lieutenant

"2 Photograph courtesy of Sotheby'’s.



Snook, very much followed the Lloyd’s’ sword style and was not of such poor
quality these.

Contrast Moffat’s middle left sword in previous picture and one with
horsehead pommel with middle sword in this picture. Moffat’s is supposedly
100 guineas whereas the middle one here is £100. Moffat’s sword is not as
grand as even the £50 Lloyd’s’ sword lowest in this picture

Sword presented by EIC to Lieutenant Samuel Snook made in 1805 for 100
guineas, again contrast with Moffat’s swords

There is at least one other sword in the dataset that appears to have a similar

pedigree. The National Maritime Museum (NMM) holds a sword engraved:



Osborn & Gunby Sword Cutlers to his Majesty present this sword to Capt W
Rogers in testimony of their approbation of the very gallant conduct evinced
by him on board HM Packet WINDSOR CASTLE on 1st Oct 1 8077

While Captain William Rogers’ action was heroic and no doubt deserving of a
sword, no source identifies him being presented with one. Furthermore, the
inscription does not make sense. Osborn & Gunby are cutlers and there is no
other sword presented by them, although they manufactured many
presentation swords. We know Rogers was awarded the Freedom of the City
of London and £50 by the City and in his response regarded himself as part of
the Naval Service.” The Patriotic Fund awarded him either £100 cash or a
vase. Along with the two other Packet Captains recognised for actions, they
only offered a vase not a sword; these others were Captain Yescombe of HM
Packet King George and Captain Dynely of HM Packet Duke of Montrose -
both accepted £50 vases. This seems to be because the Fund did not
consider Packet Captains to be Royal Navy. We know Rogers refused the
vase and took the cash. It appears that he used the money to buy himself the
sword he thought he deserved. While the hilt is different from a Patriotic Fund
sword the blade is the same style.

If this is correct, then it makes sense of another document. Teed, the
manufacturer of the Patriotic Fund swords used Samuel Lines to inscribe
many (if not all) of the blades. Lines published a booklet about his life” in
1862. There is also an album containing 71 presentation sword inscriptions
and instructions for their engraving. This is just a selection of those he did.”®
Both are held by the Royal Armouries. Lines was Birmingham based so it is
unsurprising the album has no inscription for swords ordered by foreign

"> NMM ZBA0098.
I City of London Library Committee, London’s Roll of Fame being Complimentary Notes and
Addresses from the City of London on Presentation of the Honorary Freedom of that City
sls_ondon: Cassell & Company, 1884) (hereafter City of London, Roll of Fame) p118.

S. Lines, A Few Incidents in the Life of Samuel Lines, (Birmingham, 1862)
& Royal Armouries RAR 47 discussed P Lankester, Samuel Lines of Birmingham and the
Decoration of Sword Blades (Arms & Armour, Vol. 5:1, 2008).



commercial trading houses or colonial civic bodies. In the introduction, Lines
says he decorated swords for the Patriotic Fund made by both Teed and
Osborn and Gunby. Philip Lankester, the former edged weapon curator at the
Royal Armouries, dismisses this as an error by Lines, but if Roger’'s sword
was paid for by the money presented by Lloyd’s then the statement makes

sense and would be true.

It is probable that some presentation swords were originally made as
presentation quality and subsequently engraved. This would explain why
Moffat’s swords had no naval motifs. There is further evidence for this. The
sword presented to Lieutenant Colonel Archibald Paterson from the NCOs
and privates of the Lanarkshire Volunteers in 1805’ is hallmarked 1803/4 so
must have been made a year earlier and the sword given to Colonel Burne by
the Officers of his own Battalion, the First Battalion of the 36" Regiment of
Foot, includes an event in the inscription from 1809. However, the hallmark is
1807/8."

For Paterson only the inscription marks this out as a presentation sword; there
are no relevant features for the purpose of the presentation in the rest of the
design. It is possible that it took a year to make and was engraved for when
presented not ordered. That possibility would make more sense for Burne’s
which was determined in 1807 and so may have started being made then
(hence hallmark). Most of the features in the design and decoration relate to
earlier in his career with references to India in the elephants and tigers. It is
just in one panel that reference is made to the death of General Moore and
Corunna, which were January 1809. There are many swords where the date
on the inscription is considerably before the sword is made or even decided to
be presented. Sometimes this is because of the time it takes news to travel
and others it is just the decision was made later once the full facts were
known. This is seen with some Patriotic Fund swords but is not unique to
them. Lieutenant Snook’s sword, after which the current Sword Of Peace for

"ot 241 Bonhams 5 December 2012.
8 Royal Armouries Item [1X2799.



the Services is given, is dated 1799 but it is known it was awarded and
manufactured in 1805.”° Similarly the Lines Album contains swords that are
engraved from 1798 to 1811 but the label included as part of the album dates

the contents as being from 1805 onwards.

ROYAL F{IV2Y

Lieutenant Colonel Paterson’s sword (left) showing inscription and guard, and
Colonel Burne’s sword (right).%’ Nothing inherent to design of Paterson’s
shows it to be made for this presentation, especially with the scabbard locket
bearing the inscription. Contrast this with Burne’s, with two scabbards and

special belt.

If this occurred it would not be unique to presentation swords, Chapter 6
describes a similar occurrence with presentation silver and it is known to
happen with naval small swords. The example below illustrates where a silver
small sword has had a naval element added while clearly otherwise not naval.
This probably would have been a sword in stock made individual for the

customer, so adjusted rather than bespoke.

" Erom hallmark and documents with it at NAM.
% Royal Armouries contains information licensed under an adapted version of the Non-
Commercial Government Licence.



Silver naval small sword circa 1780. Only the anchor indicates this is naval®’

How complete is the dataset?

The majority of presentation swords are in a few national museums. These
include the National Army Museum (NAM), City of London Museum, New
York Metropolitan Museum of Art, Victoria and Albert Museum, NMM
(Greenwich and Falmouth), Royal Armouries, National Museum of the Royal
Navy®? and the Royal Marines Museum. Individual swords appear in some
unexpected museums (both the Burns and Wordsworth due to family
recipients) and in the Civic Collections of Liverpool, Exeter, Nottingham and
Norwich, all of which have presentation swords. It might be expected that the
relevant livery company the Cutlers and the other major arms and armour
collection, the Wallace, might have one, but they do not.

The other museum type that has a reasonable probability of holding one are
the Army Regimental Museums. Research confirmed whether or not 113 of
the 139 Regimental Museums supported by the Ogilby Trust held a sword or
not. Of these 90 did not hold one (80%). Because the largest were all visited,
this indicates only five or six of the remaining may be expected to hold further

swords.

®" Private Collection.
82 Including all five sections Fleet Air Arm, RM, Submarine, Portsmouth and Devonport. But
RM confirmed while at Eastney.



The other major data sources were sword books,? Lines' Album with the
inscriptions, mentioned earlier, auction catalogues® and Chris Allen’s
database. Chris Allen was the edged weapon specialist valuer for Phillip’s and
then Bonham’s auction houses and maintained a card index of all
presentation swords he dealt with or came across from the late 1960s
onwards either going through auction or providing valuations.

There are 44 presentation swords the existence of which is known but which
cannot be dated but all have been placed within a window, usually using when
the recipient was at that rank or the regiment existed. That window is accurate
enough for the grouped data in this thesis.

Inevitably there must be other as yet unidentified presentation swords and an
estimate of overall numbers is made in Chapter 6.

Prosopography of the Fund’s committee members

When the Patriotic Fund was established it was decided that it would be run
by a committee of the first 50 who had subscribed £100 or more as an
individual, and to add 25 others most due to the positions they held, 24 in the
first year and one later. Brook Watson chaired the first meeting. The next
meeting, the first of the Patriotic Fund rather than the subscribers of Lloyd’s,
was chaired by Sir Francis Baring. Frederick Martin writing about Lloyd’s in
the Victorian period was quite clear the idea for the Patriotic Fund came from
Angerstein and Baring.®

As part of the evidence gathered to underpin this degree, research was
undertaken into each committee member to establish who they were. This
uncovered a web of links between them. The leads in the formation of the
committee would appear to be the Chairman of the first meeting Brook
Watson, Sir Francis Baring, J J Angerstein and Robert Thornton, details of

% Listed in bibliography.
8 Listed in bibliography.
% Martin, History of Lloyd’s & Marine Insurance p215.



their careers are contained in Annex B along with brief career details of the
other key contributors from among the 50.

It has not been possible to identify two members of the committee, John
Turner and John Fraser as there are at least two John Turners operating as
merchants at the time, both with links to the West Indies and there is no clear
candidate for John Fraser as there are several Frasers operating in the

merchant and insurance business at the time.

However, not everyone was equally active in the running of the Fund.

Table 1: Patriotic Fund Committee

Members of the Treasury sub
committee and Trustees (8)

John Julius Angerstein, Sir Francis Baring, Sir Brook Watson, Robert
Sheddon, Thomson Bonar, Thomas Reid, Richard Lee, John Mavor

Correspondence, Minutes and
Reports and Honorary Awards
Committees (plus above) (5)

Joseph Marryat, Germain Lavie, R H Martin, Thomas Rowcroft, Peter
Begbie

Regular Attendees at Meetings
(20)

George Sheddon, Thomas Everett MP, John Jacob Appach, Robert
Wigram, F S Secretan, John Fraser, David Hunter, John Mangles, Henry
Thompson, George Munro, George Goodwin, Andrew Reid, George
Wood, David Pike Watts, James Abel, William Macnish Porter, Peter Free,
Thomas Warre, Robert Christie, Benjamin Shaw

Non Regular Attendees (17)

Sir J W Anderson, Thomson Bonar, Cornelius Buller, Thomas Raikes,
John Smith, Robert Thornton, William Whitmore, George Baillie, George
Brown, Horatio Clagett, Alexander Glennie, Benjamin Goldsmid, George
Hecknell, Charles Offley, James Shaw, John Turner, James Warre

Added to the committee who
attend (7)

Thomas King, William Hoare, James Innes, John Pooley Kensington,
Thomas Birch, Henry Pigeon, William Bell

Added to the committee who
never attend (18)

Earl Spencer, Lord Carrington, John Jackson, Robert Hunter, Rev Colston
Carr, Jacob Warner, William Parker, John Remington, Sir Charles Price,
Henry Bonham, John Woolmore, William Hamilton, Alex Aubert, Edward
Forster, John Roberts, Jacob Bosanquet, Joseph Nutt, Thomas Bernard

Secretary

John Welsford

Equally not all contributed the same amount; some gave considerably more
than £100. Angerstein, Baring, Bonar and Warre all gave £1,000 although

being a big donor did not correlate with being active.



Several also gave through their company as well as individually. The trading
company Dowton, Thornton and Free gave £1,000, as did the firm Benjamin
and Abram Goldsmid. The Thorntons gave a further £1,000 through another

of their family companies, the ship operators Thorntons and Bayley.

Several people gave £100 or more, and in the cases of the Bishop of Durham,
Duke of Queensbury and John Thompson, a lot more (all gave £1,000).
However, they were not on the committee as they were not in the first 50.
Since the Committee was selected at that first meeting, it must be presumed
these donations arrived later, especially as the list of subscribers was
published at the end of the first year of the Fund'’s operation. There are three
other banks that were presumably slow with their donations, if they had given
before the meeting they would have been included, just as William Hoare’s
was. These are Sir James Esdaile and Co,®® Joseph Denison and Co,%’” and
Robarts, Curtis, Nornyold and Co® who all gave £1,000.

Those added to the committee are a mixed set. Most are added at the initial
meeting, although three were added later, two are included as the original
invitees in the first published annual report. The three are:

*  William Hamilton replaced Calverley Bewicke®® when Bewicke died in
1803.

* Banker Thomas Birch joined in January 1804 and took an active part.

* Social campaigner, Thomas Bernard invited in 1806 when they were
struggling sometimes to get a quorum but never participated in
meetings after being asked.

Representatives of the three insurance companies that were rivals to the
underwriters at Lloyd’s were invited and all three, William Hamilton (Sun Fire

% Private bank fully called Sir James Esdaile, Esdaile, Esdaile, Hammet & Hammet in 1800,
eventually bought by Royal Bank of Scotland (RBS). Esdaile also personally donated £200.
8 Another private bank, now part of RBS.

% Bought by Coutts and then NatWest.

% There is another Calverley Bewicke at the time, MP for Winchelsea.



Office®™), Edward Forster (Royal Exchange Assurance®') and Alex Aubert
(London Assurance) play no part but donated £2,000. This appears to be a
move to show it was bigger than Lloyd’s; the uniformity of amounts indicates

some collusion on the donation.

The Governor of the Bank of England (Joseph Nutt), the Chairman and
Deputy Chairman of the EIC (Jacob Bosanquet® and John Roberts) and the
Wardens of the Fishmongers, Grocers, Goldsmiths and Merchant Taylors
livery companies were all presumably added for their position and because a
significant donation occurred, as those are the four livery companies that
donated a £1,000 each. Presumably the Worshipful Company of Skinners’
donation of £1,000 was too late and the Vintners, Ironmongers and
Apothecaries (all £105) either two small or too late. Like the three insurance
company representatives and no one else these are all are listed by their role

as well as name.

Two politicians were added as well; Earl Spencer, who had been First Lord of
the Admiralty up until 1801 and Lord Carrington, a recently ennobled politician
linked to a banking family, so it may have been thought both would be willing
to show practical support. Both also donated £500 so whether this was in
response and the invitation to the committee garnered the donation or
whether it was recognition of their importance and generosity and not wishing
them to be excluded is impossible to determine.

While not addressed by their role, the committee also invited the Lord Mayor
of London, Sir Charles Price,® who also made a 100 guinea donation.

% The first documented insurance company, it is the Sun in Royal Sun Alliance, bought
London Assurance in 1965.

o Merged with Guardian Assurance eventually bought by AXA.

2He gave the requisite £105 but whether in response to this or after the first 50 is not known.
9 Baronetcy used in printed minutes, although it was early 1804 he was knighted.



Of these 13, only one, Henry Pigeon of Merchant Taylors company played
any part in committee activities. The other 10 added in 1803/4, after Thomas

Birch, are all listed in the table below:

Table 2: The 10 Committee Members added in 1803/4

John Woolmore Probably invited for his political links and financial wealth. As an ex-EIC captain and now a
shipowner, he had just been made an Elder Brethren of Trinity House in June 1803, was very
wealthy particular in EIC stock and was the partner of committee member Robert Wigram for
the East India Dock scheme that was starting in 1803.

Thomas King A wealthy merchant, with at least three estates in the West Indies, he was a subscriber at
Lloyd’s. An Elder Brethren at Trinity House, active in establishing defences for London in
1803. He was a business partner of committee member John Mangles. He must have been
outside the first 50, as he donated £105.

William Bell A Lloyd’s subscriber. It was probably his father Thomas Bell, who had been in the insurance
business as partner to committee member Richard Lee.

Henry Bonham A ship owner who was also a director of Albion Fire and Life Insurance, and involved in the
volunteer militia London and Westminster Light Horse. Along with Robert Woolmore was a
partner of committee member Robert Wigram in the East India Dock Company.

James Innes. There are several Jameses in the same family but the family were West Indies merchants
who were also part of a family East Indies business alongside the Bonhams mentioned
above. One of the James Innes died in 1804, which, if this is that one, would explain why he
did not attend meetings.

John Pooley Kensington [ A banker, was elected High Sheriff Of Putney in 1803 and was in the same volunteer militia
as committee member Robert Wigram.

Reverend Colston Carr Heavily involved in charitable works in the City with a wealthy merchant brother and he
arranged a parish collection that brought over £1,200 to the Fund.

Robert Hunter A subscriber to Lloyd’s, and was involved in establishing the Marine Society and was a
Director of the London Docks Company. His son David Hunter was a committee member. His
other son, William, was an MP in 1803. The Hunters were business partners in an EIC House
with committee member Peter Begbie.

John Jackson A naval purser who became secretary to Lord Keith when he was the Admiral in the East
Indies and captured the Cape and then became a prize agent, quite possibly just for Lord
Keith, and merchant in London. He was also involved in insurance and was endeavouring to
get elected as a Director to the EIC but did not succeed until 1807, the same year he was
elected as an MP for Dover. He also donated £105.

William Hoare A partner in the bank C Hoare and Co, involved in the evangelical circle, with the Thorntons,
and philanthropy. His bank had subscribed £1,000 to the Fund.

It is very noticeable that there are a myriad of connections between those on
the Committee. The two tables below show those both in terms of profession
and in terms of other interests and connections. They list the main areas of
connection between the Committee members in 1803/4. It excludes the 13
added due to their positions. In addition to the two whose names are too
common to know, discussed above, there is one further Committee member
where the profession has not been able to be determined, Charles Offley. All
we know is he was the brother of John Offley, a wine merchant who dealt with

Angerstein®.

 Twist, Angerstein, p336.



Table 3: Shared professions between Committee Members (names in italics

are when it is their second mention)®

Subscribers to | John Julius Angerstein, James Abel, William Bell, George Brown, Thomson Bonar (Snr
Lloyd’s & Jr), Peter Begbie, Horatio Clagett, John Fraser, Alexander Glennie, David Hunter,
Robert and David Hunter, George Hecknell, Thomas King, Richard Lee, Joseph
Marryat, George Munro, Thomas Reid, Robert Sheddon, George Shedden, Benjamin
Shaw, F S Secretan, Henry Thompson, Robert Wigram, George Wood, Sir Brook
Watson, William Whitmore, John Welsford

Other Henry Bonham (Albion Fire and Life Insurance), John Jackson (Insurance Broker), Sir
Insurance J W Anderson (Royal Exchange Assurance), Benjamin Shaw (Union Fire Co.), John
ventures Jacob Appach (Appach and Greaves Insurance Brokers)

Russia Sir J W Anderson, John Julius Angerstein, Thomson Bonar (Sr & Jr), George Brown,
Company Cornelius Buller, William Macnish Porter, Thomas Rowcroft, Benjamin Shaw, John

Smith, Robert Thornton, Thomas Warre

Banking Sir Francis Baring, Thomson Bonar, Thomas Birch,
Thomas Everett, Peter Free, Benjamin Goldsmid, William Hoare, John Pooley
Kensington, R H Martin, Sir Brook Watson

EIC Sir Francis Baring, Peter Begbie, Thomas Everett, John Fraser, James Innes, Robert
and David Hunter, John Jackson, Thomas Raikes, Thomas Rowcroft, Robert Wigram,
John Woolmore,

Dockyard Sir J W Anderson, Henry Bonham, Robert and David Hunter, Robert Wigram, John
Company Woolmore,

Owners

West Indies George Baillie, Robert Christie, John Fraser, Alexander Glennie, Richard Lee, James
Merchant Innes, John Mavor,

Other George Goodwin (Architect often of new London Churches), Germain Lavie (Lawyer),
businesses George Wood (Judge), David Pike Watts (wine merchant), Andrew Reid (merchant

and brewer), David Hunter (merchant and brewer), John Mangles (Owner Rotherhithe
wharfs and shipping)

Table 4: Links between Committee Members

MPs and Alderman Sir J W Anderson (MP & Alderman), Sir Francis Baring

(MP), Thomas Everett (MP), John Pooley Kensington (High Sherriff Putney), James Shaw (Alderman),
John Smith (MP), Thomas Rowcroft (Alderman), James Shaw (Alderman), Robert Thornton (MP), Sir
Brook Watson (Alderman), Robert Wigram (MP), George Wood (MP),

via Thornton George Baillie (business partner), David Pike Watts (evangelical), Peter Free (business
partner),George Goodwin (church architect)

Brother of James Christie, | Robert Christie
Lloyd’s Subscriber

Brother of Thomas Warre | James Warre (merchant for Portugal)

Friend of Angerstein Charles Offley

Evangelical Circle J J Angerstein, George Goodwin, William Hoare, John Smith, Robert Thornton, David Pike Watts

City Of London Charities Rev Colston Carr
John Jacob Appach (naturalized alongside Angerstein)
And many of the others

London Jewish synagogue | James Abel, Benjamin Goldsmid

Neighbour of Abel and link | Germain Lavie
to Secretan

Naturalised Baring and Apach were originally German, Angerstein German/Russian. Secretan was Swiss,
Benjamin Goldsmid Dutch and George Hecknell and R H Marten were probably German.

Militia/Volunteer/Yeomanry | Sir William Anderson, George Baillie, Thomson Bonar Jr, Henry Bonham, Benjamin Goldsmid, John
Officers Pooley Kensington, Thomas Rowcroft, Frederick Samuel Secretan, James Shaw, Benjamin Shaw,
John Smith, Robert Thornton, Robert Wigram,

Military Links Angerstein (son Army), Robert Christie (brother Navy) John Fraser (possible Father Navy), F S
Secretan (son Navy), Joseph Marryat (son Navy), Germain Lavie (brother Navy), James Warre (son
Army), Benjamin Goldsmid (close friend Nelson), Pike Watts (sons Army)

% For Banking these are all Bank of England or London Banks not County Banks.



So within the 61 original committee and those added in the first year 28 were
Lloyd’s Subscribers, as was the Fund'’s secretary Welsford. Many of these
remained at the centre of LIoyd’s and when Lloyd’s reformed in 1811 and
created a new 12 member committee structure six of those were from the
Patriotic Fund committee, and five very active within that, George Munro,
Joseph Marryat, Robert Shedden, Horatio Clagett, Benjamin Shaw and
Thomas Rowcroft.*® Four further members were involved with other insurance
companies; 12 members of the Russia Company, 10 bankers and 12 were
either directors or owning one of the houses in the EIC. This left just 11 who
were not involved in these main groups and the two main links for those seem

to be Robert Thornton and J J Angerstein.

Linkages between Committee Members

While Baring and Angerstein determined on creating the Fund, others were
soon deeply involved and by their involvement in the sub committees and
attendance at meetings had significant influence on how the Fund developed.

As seen above, nearly all of the Committee members - including those who
were donors and those invited because of their status - had business interests
in the City of London. They were inter-linked professionally or personally.
Several had links with the militias and several had links to either the Navy or
Army and, therefore, understood what motivated soldiers and sailors. We
should not be surprised by this link between the militias and this group of city
financiers, The London and Westminster Light Horse Volunteers was created
by five merchants in 1780 and was revived by one of them James Dunlop in
1794%” who was then involved in the creation of another militia in
Renfrewshire in 1803.

% F Martin, The History of Lloyd's and of Marine Insurance in Great Britain (London The
Lawbook Exchange, Ltd., 2004) p336.

'S Wood, A Patriot and his Sword (Journal of the Arms and Armour Society Vol 16:2, 1999)
pp61-70.



Indeed, the lives of the Committee members were linked in numerous ways.
There are family links: (Robert and George Shedden were father and son;
James and Thomas Warre were brothers;® the two Thomson Bonars were
father and son; Angerstein and Thomson Bonar (senior) were probably
cousins; Robert Hunter was probably father in law to William Manning). They
were in business together: George Baillie shared one business with Thornton,
another with Hugh Inglis and another with James Fraser; Peter Begbie was in
business with the Hunters; Peter Free in business with the Thorntons. Others
were involved with the evangelical movement (Thorntons and Pike Watts) and
the London Synagogue (Abel and Goldsmid). Seven were foreign: Baring and
Appach were originally German; Angerstein German/Russian; Secretan
Swiss; Benjamin Goldsmid Dutch and George Hecknell and R H Marten were
probably German. The potential significance of this will be discussed later in
Chapter 10.

While many had influence due to their financial position, their names are
noticeably absent from lists of those who acted as commissars and agents in

procuring naval and military contracts.

Some had deep personal interests in making sure that the Napoleonic War
was not as bad for business as the French Revolutionary war had been. In
1794. Richard Shedden stated he had lost £190,000 over the previous two
years due to insured cargos being lost due to the war.*® 1797 saw American
ships in French and Spanish ports seized, while 1799 saw British ships seized
in Russia both would have been largely insured by the members of Lloyd’s
and would have led to considerable losses, especially for Russian traders.

This was not just a group of people connected by business. It was a group of
people who had connections through all sorts of aspects of their lives.

% Benjamin and James Shaw are at most distant relatives.
% Worsley and Griffith The Romance of Lloyd’s p182



While the City might have been used to war and indeed many involved in the
Fund had made considerable profits out of the war including Baring and
Angerstein, they were very conscious that this was a war that could destroy
trade and, therefore, destroy them financially as well as the risk of invasion
that hazarded the lifestyle they enjoyed. So “Patriotism and Prudence went
hand in hand” ' as it was going to be “upon the Navy, under the good
providence of God, that the Wealth, Prosperity and peace of these Islands

»101

and of the Empire do mainly depend” ™" and as Lord St Vincent apocryphally

said "l do not say the French cannot come, | only say they cannot come by

Sea".102

Other subscribers

While there were 71 committee members, there were a lot more subscribers;
1,500 were listed in the first year. Subscribers were clearly important. When it
came to altering the remit of the Fund in 1809, the Committee felt they had to
first call a Special General Meeting of the Committee, which recommended a
General Meeting of the Subscribers, or to be more exact “of the Merchants,
Bankers, Underwriters and other subscribers” and that confirmed the fact that
they could change before passing it back to a Committee to which they added
another 12 members.

The number of subscribers reflects two habits of how the Fund recorded
subscribers. Each skews the numbers of donors but in opposing directions.
The first habit was, when several members of the same family contributed a
composite amount, they would each be thanked separately, so for example
the contribution by the family of F S Secretan (who as Committee member
had given his £100 and was then followed by 13 other members of the
household with the gifts all being in a number of guineas or pounds, and no
doubt many of the children’s donations were funded by the parents).

1% said by Alderman Lushington reference a government loan. Twist. Angerstein p148.

%" Preambile to Articles of War in reign of Charles Il and engraved on front of Britannia Royal
Naval College.
'%2 Comment is probably apocryphal but is in his style.



However, there were equally many multiple contributions recorded as a single
donation and these included regimental donations and from theatre
productions. There were also many anonymous donations, although usually
some attribution is given, such as a ‘Friend to the family of Secretan' or ‘the
donation of £2.17.6 from Farmers, 17 Labourers and a boy of the Parish of
Hunston in Suffolk’.

Who was a subscriber and what was just a donation is not distinguishable
from the records, because all donations are listed as subscriptions. However,
the majority of them must have occurred after the Fund was established and
the Committee formed.

Donations varied from large sums from individuals and companies (for
example Barclay, Perkins and Co £500 and the Royal silversmiths Rundell
and Bridge) to the small: a journeyman shoemaker and a watch-maker’s
maid-servant both gave 2s and 6d. There were a couple from very odd
groupings that clearly mask something else. Within the anonymous grouping
is £21 from the “Everlasting Society of Eccentrics” and £760 6s from the
“Women of England.” While many politicians donated'®, there is no sign of

any from the Royal Family.

They were many group donations, including parish collections by Ealing and
Lackford. Several theatres gave special performances. At Colchester the
Officers of the garrison put on a play at the theatre for the fund. Ten army
units donated, balancing equally between regulars and the volunteer/militia
regiments. There were no ships, although a Sea Fencible unit, West Lulworth,
and individual officers donated including Admirals Bligh, Cornwallis, Payne

1% |n addition to those mentioned includes Chancellor of the Exchequer Addington, Master of

the Rolls Sir William Grant, and Speaker of the House of Commons William, William Pitt,
Garlick Hill, Sir Robert Peel, Sir Joseph Banks Sir Charles Middleton (Admiral, later Lord
Barham) and Lords Arden, Castlereagh, Eardley, Gower, Hobart, Hawkesbury, Harrowby,
Melville “(as First Lord of the Admiralty), Pelham, Radstock Walsingham and Viscount
Kilmore.



and Earl St Vincent (but not Nelson'® who was perennially short of money,
and in dispute with St. Vincent over prize money). At least 13 Captains

105
d,

donate as well as some more junior officers. In Manchester, a fund

raising ball was held.'®

Twem, ot weRme e MESN W RLANS A VNR R 8

* We understand that therewill be a ball at AMan-

chester, for the benefit of the Patriotic IFund at
Lloyd’s. The ladies will certainly foot it, on the
oczasion, to a very good purpose. -

When the Committee restructured the awards in 1809, a further 12 Committee
members were added. The meeting of the subscribers had guaranteed to
cover, if necessary, the costs of the recent battles and there had also been
problems in getting a quorum to attend meetings. It is surprising that at least
four of the new members were not in the original committee. Beeston Long,
William Manning, John Pearse and Philip Sansom had been involved with
other charitable Funds previously and had all donated. In three cases,
Thomas Baring, Abraham Goldsmid and Charles Bosanquet, they probably
joined to take over the family place on the committee (Abraham was
Benjamin’s brother, Benjamin having died, Charles Bosanquet was Jacob’s
nephew, Jacob had retired from business, and Thomas Baring was Sir
Francis’s son). Others were presumably representative of the new
underwriting money offering to help cover the risk of defaulting. These include

George Grote'”’

a London banker and Edmond Thomas Waters, an
underwriter. The other three names have not been possible to determine,
partly because they are not completely clear in the handwriting and they are

only spelt once as they do not attend any of the other meetings.

104 Although he gives £5 in 1805 that is small, at same time Midshipman Bower Roberston

ives 5 guineas and Captain Yeo 10 guineas.

% Samuel Ballard, John Boyle, Samuel Brooking, William Carlyon, John Parry Dyer, Manly
Dixon, John Gardner, Michael Halliday, Christopher Laroche, Robert Philpot, Robert Rolles,
William Roberts, John Wells. Names all confirmed through D Syrett & R L DiNardo, The
Commissioned Sea Officers of the Royal Navy (Naval Records Society (NRS), 1994)

'% The Times 17 September 1803.

"% This is George Grote the younger, aged just 25 Mrs Grote The Personal Life of George
Grote (London, John Murray, 1873) p59.



The events the Fund rewarded

The third dataset is an examination of the 262 awards for zeal made by the
Fund across 94 events. A full list of these is at Annex A to this thesis. This
includes the awards for which no object such as a sword or vase was made.
Other authors have not recorded these because their lists worked from the
objects rather than the minutes.

Of the 262 awards for zeal, six included a vase and a sword presented at the
same time for the same events. Furthermore, nine people received more than

one award. This affects how the numbers appear in the table below.

Lieutenant Pigot was awarded a vase and sword at the same committee
meeting,'® the sword for capturing the Spanish privateer schooner Maria on
the 13" June 1805 alongside Lieutenant Crofton and the vase for using the
captured French Privateer Matilda to capture three more vessels on 7 July
1805, alongside Lieutenant Masterman. Captain Baker was awarded a £100
sword in August 1805, so when offered a second for Ferrol opted for a vase,
similarly with Captain Prowse, who got his sword for Trafalgar and his vase
for an action off Tiber in April 1806. Captain Berry was offered a sword twice,
once for Trafalgar and once for the capture of St Domingo but opted for a
vase both times. Lieutenant Nicolls received a £30 sword in 1803 and then a
£50 sword in 1808, both for cutting-out expeditions, and Lieutenant Moore
received a £50 sword in 1804 and a vase in 1806 again for cutting-out
actions. Commodore Sir Home Popham got two £200 vases, the first for
Good Hope and the second for seizing Buenos Aires.

The last two who received more than one award served together in two
actions and this has led to confusion in various publications. The minutes
provide clarity. Captains Lydiard and Brisbane were both awarded swords, the
first for events on 23 August 1806, which were described as either for the

1% Minutes 24 September 1805.



199 or the attack on the Pomona.'™® The action

attack on Moro Castle, Cuba
against the Pomona is a better description because Moro Castle was
providing protective fire and no landing occurred to attack it. They were also
both awarded swords for the Capture of Curacao four months later on 1
January 1807, along with Captains Bolton and Wood. For this second action
Brisbane was awarded a £200 sword. It would have been interesting to see
what design they would have used had he accepted that rather than asked for
plate to the value and taken the £100 sword for the first action. Lydiard only
took a vase nominally for the second action and did not take anything for the

first.

There are two likely possibilities as to why, since he never returned to Britain,
he could have been confused, as other listers of the awards have been, and
not realised he had been offered both or he chose to only accept one but
never conveyed that to the Fund. The second would be in character; Nicholas
Tracy describes him as a “humble man and a true hero”.""" When he died in
late 1807, it was after his ship got caught in a storm off Falmouth and he ran
her onto the beach to save the crew. He took the wheel himself to ensure the
others got off and was washed away and drowned trying to save one of his

crew.

' Gawler, p140; S Comfort, Lord Nelson’s Swords p170 and Messenger p117.

"% May & Annis, Swords for Sea Service p70 and Long p132.
"N Tracy, Who’s Who in Nelson’s Navy (Greenhill Books 2005) p231.



7112

Loss of Anson 180

There were several recipients that opted to take the cash instead of an award
or in several cases were only offered money by the Fund. Working from the
minutes and therefore the intent of the Committee rather than from the list of
items produced by Teed means that some significant events come to light
which provide new insights into the work and thoughts of the Committee,
These events include one of the largest awards made, two awards made to
women, and Captain Rogers discussed earlier. All have been missed by other
authors.

The first award made by the Fund was for 27 June 1803 but the first award
actually given out was on 20 September and was cash. A breakdown of the
awards made can be seen in the table below. It should be noted that no single
recipient who was offered a £30 sword took a vase instead. This table breaks
down what was awarded against what was accepted and highlights some
interesting aspects. There is a change in what is requested from 1805, the
year a pattern

naval sword was introduced.

"2 NMM PAD6006.



Table 5: Awards made compared with what was accepted (Key: S = Sword, P
= Plate, £ = cash)

Year £100 Took £50 Took £30 Took Plate Took Award Not Total
Sword | S P £ | Sword | S P| £ | Sword S| £ Award | cash cash Claimed
Award Award Award
1803 2 2 17 16 1 4 4 2 3 28
1804 6 6 37 34 3 3 21 1 12 3 3 59(61)
1805 43 34 9 8 8 1 1 14 5 1 68 (72)
1806 26 7 15 | 4 15 13 (1] 1 6 51 1 11 1 7 1 66
1807 6 4 2 9 6 [2(1 2 2 6 3 0 2 25
1808 5 2 3 2 2 1 1 2 1 10
1809 1 1 3 2 1 2 6
Later 4 8 1
Total 89 91 17 47 20 4 262
Award (268)

Later and unofficial swords

Later and unofficial swords were included within the table to show how
numbers add up. However, while the Fund is stated by all other published
sources to have stopped making awards for zeal in action in August 1809, a
detailed reading of the handwritten minutes indicates they actually only
ceased them for “merit alone” allowing them for “merit and distress”. In other
words, it was quite acceptable if receiving money for an injury that money
could be spent on an item to remember. There are 13 swords that date from
later but no known vases. Of these, ten were given permission by the Fund to
be made, and one of them, Captain Jaheel Brenton’s was directly paid for by
the Fund. Indeed, when on 21 January 1813 they decided to award
Lieutenant Pye £50 for his injury, it was with the message “liberty to purchase

a sword of that value after the pattern adopted for this Institution.”

All of those ten were injured and so these swords all meet the adjusted criteria
for merit and distress. Sometimes the money for the injury was more than the

sword value, for example Midshipman Adair received £40. Sometimes we




don’t know the amount awarded, as the Committee resolved that “they will
take into consideration the names on the regular certificates being transmitted
from Greenwich hospital.” The names do not appear as individuals with sums

set against them, as is the case for Lieutenant Warrand in the table below.

Table 6: Later Patriotic Fund swords

Recipient Style of Unit Action
Sword Made
Captain Jaheel Brenton £100 HMS Spartan Gallant action against a squadron
of the enemy on 3 May 1810
Lieutenant Baynton £50 HMS Cambrian Gallant action against a squadron
of the enemy on 3 May 1810
Lieutenant Dalyell £50 HM Sloop Rattler French Privateer off St Vallery on
4 January 1805
Lieutenant Thomas £50 HMS Boadicea Attack on Isle of Bourbon 21
Robert Pye RM September 1809
Midshipman Adair £30 HMS Alceste Action off Toulon in on 9 July
1810
Commander Edward £100 HMS Otter Taking of Batavia 8 April 1811
Stopford
Colonel Thomas Turner £100 17t Reg of Foot Badajoz 10 May 1811
Portuguese
Captain Peter Buisey £50 Naval Transport Chatham Action with French Lugger,
Cow Dungeness 17 November 1811
Lieutenant Thomas £50 HM Schooner Sealark Action off France 21 July 1812
Warrand
Lieutenant Dwyer £50 HMS Minstral Valemeria 12 August 1812

There are also what are usually described as unofficial Patriotic Fund swords
because they are not recorded as approved by the Fund. Two were made by
Teed and are of the standard style. One of these, at least, was even engraved
by Samuel Lines."® Captain Fleming’s sword is not of the standard pattern
having a mameluke hilt, gilt crossguard and ivory grip with a black leather
scabbard and gilt metal mounts and was made by Brunn. In the case of
Lieutenant Arnold (later Colonel) the £100 sword he had made would have

been incorrect for his rank at the time. This sword does not appear in the

3 |n Samuel Lines Album.



previously published lists because it was not known about outside the family,
where it was still held, until it came to light during this research.™

Table 7: The Unofficial Patriotic Fund swords compared with hurt awards

Recipient Style of Unit Action Hurt award given
Sword
Made
Lieutenant Cox £50 HMS Nereide 23 August 1810 Isle de £60
RM France
Captain Fleming £50 315t Regiment of 16 May 1811 £100
Foot Battle of Albuera
Lieutenant Arnold [ £100 Royal Engineers 23 June 1804 £100
Surinam

The research for this thesis indicates there is no difference between the
“Later” and the “Unofficial” swords. The same Army List that mentions Colonel
Arnold’s sword also includes awards to, the by then, Colonel Menzies,
Captain Mends and Captain Meech, all of which tie in with known awards.
However, there are several officers’'® mentioned as receiving an award from
the Patriotic Fund, but these all link to hurt awards. Mr Bridges and Admiral
Sir James Pearl both claimed in biographies’'® to have been awarded a

"7 and the other is

sword, although in the first case the rejection letter exists
not recorded. It is possible one of these had a sword made just as Arnold did,

as could any other recipient of a Patriotic Fund hurt award.

It is, therefore, possible that a further Patriotic Fund sword exists.

" Hart's Army List 1841 p289 under war service of Royal Engineers lists Colonel Arnold

received a £100 Patriotic Fund sword for Surinam.

"% These are Colonel Conolly RM, Lieutenant Colonel Thomas Peebles, Captain Uniacke RM
(it confirms this is a hurt award for US War 1814), Captain Wolridge for South Beveland in
1808 and Captain Richardson RM.

e Bridges claims in W O Byrne's A Naval Biographical Dictionary Volume 1 (London, John
Murray, 1849) p123 Pearl claims in his submission to J Marshall Royal Naval Biography
Volume IV Part Il (London, Longman, Rees, Orme, Brown, Green and Longman, 1835) p243
that he had been awarded a sword but this is not recorded by the Fund.

""" Guildhall MSS 31592 letter dated 14 March 1804.



How many swords were made

The popularity of the sword compared with plate is borne out by the above
table, of the 201""® swords awarded, 202 if you include Brisbane’s offer of a
£200 sword, 152 (75%) were accepted as a sword. For several, there were
clear reasons why they would not accept a sword; either they already had
one, or they died before receiving it, in which case the family seem to take
cash or a vase. This could be the case with Captain Lydiard and is certainly
the case for Lieutenant Boyd, the money going to his father. This seems to
align with the intent of the Fund, because they do the same in the cases of
Lieutenant Pigot and the widows of the Captains killed at Trafalgar. Captain
Codrington refused the award so that the money would be used by the Fund
for charitable purposes.''® Codrington was a kind man, financially secure and
with good self esteem and although delighted with the expected financial
bonus of Trafalgar,' he probably felt he did not need the extra award, slightly
ironically as he had expressed earlier that the Admiralty were so fickle in their
favour it was better to “listen to the rewards and promises of Lloyd’s Coffee
House.”" The rejection is not mentioned in his daughter's Memoir of him. |
have only come across one other example of a sword being awarded and no
reward being taken and that is with Major General Walpole’s rejection of an
award of a 600-guinea sword. That rejection was for political reasons as he

disapproved of the way the Jamaican House of Assembly had behaved.'??

One officer was awarded a sword but never claimed it. On 14 April 1807 the
Fund awarded swords to all surviving of the five officers commanding the
boats of HMS Galatea who captured the French corvette Le Lynx and to the

officer commanding the Marines, requesting a list be provided. The four
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o The 197 in above table plus four not claimed.

NMM COD/5/9/10 is a copy of the Lloyd’s Patriotic Fund minute listing the Trafalgar
awards marked by Codrington “refused by me E.C.”.

120 |_ady J Bourchier, Memoir of The Life of Admiral Sir Edward Codrington Vol 1 (London,
Longmans, Green and Co, 1873) p107.

2! ibid. p55.

122 ) McAleer, Eminent Service: War, Slavery and the Politics of Public Recognition in the
British Caribbean and the Cape of Good Hope ¢ 1782-1807 (The Mariner’s Mirror, Vol 95, No
1, February 2009, pp33-51) p45.



surviving naval officers all claimed and the Committee received confirmation
that Lieutenant Walker had died and awarded a vase to his Mother, Mrs
Nation. However, the officer commanding the Royal Marines never came

forward.

There is also one award where two were made. On 22 July 1806 Lieutenant
Menzies was awarded a £30 sword, which was amended to a £50 following
his request on 22 December 1807. However, the first sword had already been
made. Both swords were completed and delivered by Teed, respectively on
17 April 1807 and 8 February 1808.'> What happened to the first sword is
unknown. It is probable it was dismantled and the components reused.

There is one further correction in Lines’ Album regarding Captain Brenton'’s
sword. Lines had his instruction from Teed corrected from £50 to £100, the
normal value expected and what was awarded in the minutes, the second
instruction also adjusts to the correct date for the action. This second
instruction has on the back a comment regarding being “particularly attentive”
as if either Brenton had been awkward or perhaps making a mistake had
embarrassed Teed. There is no indication that the first engraving was already

done and the correct one was probably supplied.

This research concludes that between 152 and 167 swords were made
depending on what you count. The make up is as in Table 8 below.

Table 8 Total of Patriotic Fund Swords

Swords awarded and made by Teed 152
Later swords awarded and made by Teed 10
Unofficial swords made by Teed 2
Captain Fleming'’s unofficial sword made by Brunn 1
Captain Roger’s unofficial sword made by Osborn & Gunby 1
Second sword made for Lieutenant Menzies 1
Total 167

23| Southwick, Patriotic Fund Swords Part 1, (Journal of Arms and Armour Society, Vol 12:4,
1987 pp223-84) p275-6.



It appears not only were a couple of swords paid for by the Fund not made by
Teed, but there are at least three examples of part of a Patriotic Fund sword
appearing on another weapon.'?* This makes complete sense as we know
Teed mass-produced components and included them within the weapons he
made up, it is likely there were spare parts remaining after the Fund stopped

awarding.

There is a letter written in 1806 from Teed to R H Marten and a typed copy
(1968)."%® The letter has a table giving figures and comments that they are
made in separate parts and then assembled. He lists his stock of
components. There are 38 different pieces and some are in different stages of
production. So the 38 hilts include 3 ready for gilding, 7 nearly, 12 chased, 16
in the rough. There are 17 trophies ready for mounting and 9 in the rough, 2
scabbards mounted for chasing, 29 sets of small trophies and 19 sets of long
trophies chased for scabbards, there are 51 buckles for belts in the rough, 60
snakes in the rough, 30 ferrels rough and some chased, 20 parts of belts in
sets all but the medallions, 65 nurled borders for scabbards, 5 scabbards not
mounted, 10 medallions chased and 40 sundry other parts. The only number
that matches the swords ordered is the 40 blades which he refers to as in the
rough and clearly the first to Captain Baker has been sent to the Fund as he
says deducting that one from the number they have ordered he has orders for
40.

Presentation quality sabre with a Lloyd’s backstrap and one Lloyd’s scabbard
fitting

124 «Georgian Cavalry Sabre* Lot 236 Antony Cribb 30 July 19, one held in Sim Comfort

Collection and Lieutenant Colonel Carden’s sword in a private collection.
'25 Guildhall Library MS35170.



The events the Fund rewarded

The events the Fund recognised were comparable with those recognised by
the award of the Naval or Military General Service Medal (NGSM/MGSM) and
those given of a Vote of Thanks in Parliament. This provides comparison
against what were recognised as major events at the time and those
remembered as significant with passage of time. The NGSM was approved in
1847 but was applied retrospectively to naval actions between 1793 and 1840
as long as the recipient was still alive. There were 231 actions recognised
with the award of a clasp. It was never awarded without a clasp. The MGSM
is similar but with far fewer clasps, just 27, while 21 relate to the Peninsular
Campaign. A further clasp was added to the list in 1849 for the Egyptian land
campaign following the battle of the Nile. Including that one, only eight date
from before the Fund stopped awarding swords in 1809; the others were
Maida, Roliga, Vimeiro, Sahagun, Benevente, Corunna and Martinique and all
except Maida were from mid 1808 onwards when the Fund was winding down
its awards. Waterloo is not a MGSM clasp. Unlike the Nile and Trafalgar, it
was recognised with its own medal from Parliament. The Nile Medal and
Trafalgar Medal were both funded by private individuals, Davison and Boulton
respectively. It is possible that the reason some of the earlier small actions
were not recognised by the Admiralty for a NGSM clasp was there was no
potential recipient left alive as nearly all the actions not awarded a clasp

involve just a single ship in the first couple of years of the war.

The tables taking each year in turn are at Annex D while further details on
each Patriotic Find action are in Annex A.

1803 and 1804

An analysis of the 32 actions recognised by the Fund in the first 18 months it
operated shows they were nearly all small actions. No actions the first year
and only two in the second were recognised by a NGSM clasp. Over these
two years the one campaign for which Parliament voted thanks, the Mahratta



war in India, was not recognised by the Patriotic Fund. It is noticeable that
this early, the Fund is adjusting what it counts.

Four were for maritime actions not by the Navy, all for beating off the enemy,
three by small vessels - a smack and a collier and a HM Packet. The other is
Commodore Dance’s action, who being in company with a number of other
merchant ships without a naval escort aggressively sailed his 16 East
Indiamen at the French squadron under Linois making them think his

merchant vessels were naval vessels.

There are three that are not for combat, although two occur during an action.
The first was for medical support provided during the defence of Gorée by
Surgeon John Heddle to what was in effect a penal battalion, the African
Corps (later Royal African Corps), being made up of military offenders from
various regiments pardoned on condition of life-service in Africa and the West
Indies.'”® The second was for a shell that landed on HM Sloop Rattler being

thrown overboard.

Not noted in any history of the Fund, is the successful effort by three soldiers
to save St. Helier in Jersey from a fire in the castle magazine. The Lieutenant
who led the party received the largest award made by the Fund (along with

127 show the effort the Committee

Nelson’s brother and widow). The minutes
put into determining the most suitable award for the three individuals. Letters
back from the Governor of Jersey, indicated that cash was suitable for two but

the third would be best with an annual pension of £20.
1805

Sixteen actions were recognised and some alignment appears with NGSMs
as five were also recognised by a clasp. This was the year of Trafalgar and
Ferrol. Both receive the clean sweep of Patriotic Fund, NGSM, a

2wy Baldry, Disbanded Regiments (Journal of the Society for Army Historical Research,

vol. 14, no. 56, 1935, pp. 233-235. JSTOR, www.jstor.org/stable/44220581).
"2 Minutes 19 June 1804 and 10 July 1804.



Parliamentary Vote of Thanks, and most senior officers receive a City of
London sword."?® Ferrol is treated as part of Trafalgar for the Vote of Thanks,
the Patriotic Fund and the City of London, only the retrospective NGSM

delineates them.

While considering the awards for Maida and Buenos Ayres (the Fund'’s
spelling), the Committee read a letter from the surgeon at Gibraltar hospital
recommending a hurt award of £100 to the Master of the Lord Eldon.
Something in the description caught their eye because they made an
unapplied for award to Mrs Elizabeth Brown, the Carpenter’s wife onboard.
This was for her ‘meritorious and active services during the engagement’,

presumably caring for the injured.?
1806

The Fund recognised 23 actions but this is the first time we get an action
recognised by a NGSM clasp but not by the Fund. The third major sea victory
after Trafalgar and Ferrol, by Admiral Duckworth off San Domingo was
recognised not only by the Patriotic Fund but also by a Vote of Thanks and a
City of London sword for Duckworth. The other French squadron that had
escaped the blockade post Trafalgar was scattered by a hurricane in August.

The difference between the two major amphibious operations in 1806 is
noteworthy. The capture of Buenos Aires earned its leaders both Patriotic
Fund and City of London swords, so was applauded by the City but did not
merit a Parliamentary Vote of Thanks nor earn its participants a
NGSM/MGSM. However, General Stuart, for his work in southern Italy, which
culminated in the battle of Maida, made a clean sweep being personally
awarded a £300 Patriotic Fund vase and a City of London sword but also
having several of his officers recognised by the Fund and his soldiers
received a MGSM and a Vote of Thanks.

28 While City of London swords are to individuals, their announcements were made together

if considered to be for the same action.
129 Minutes 16 September 1806.



This year also featured an award for an action so minor by HMS Minerva that
it does not feature on her list of actions. Gunner’s Mate Peter Ward was the
coxswain of the barge when she boarded a Spanish privateer. He was
rendering assistance to a wounded prisoner who then treacherously fired a
pistol at him. Ward wrestled the pistol off him, threw it overboard and then
continued to render assistance. His Captain, George Collier wrote to the Fund

drawing their attention to his deed. The Fund awarded him £20:

“In testimony of the high sense which the committee entertain of his

generous and humane conduct.”

The decision to make this award while for an action nearly a year earlier was
made shortly after the award to Elizabeth Brown.

1807 and 1808

The number of actions the Fund recognise starts to fall. However, the number
of NGSM actions is growing and overtakes those by the Fund. In 1808 there

are ten recognised by a NGSM clasp but not recognised by the Fund.

The capture of Monte Video led to thanks from both Fund and the City, with a
sword awarded to its leaders, and a Parliamentary Vote of Thanks but did not
merit a NGSM or MGSM. Copenhagen just gets a Vote of Thanks, despite the

fact that the destruction of the Danish fleet'*°

removed the risk of a significant
growth in the French fleet. The destruction of the city and the lack of glory in
the battle probably affected this. With so many of the Committee linked to the

Russia trade its significance cannot have been missed.

The complete ignoring of the Peninsular Campaign is noticeable, it received a
Vote of Thanks and had four battles later recognised with a MGSM clasp.

139 Danish loses were 18 ships of the line (3 destroyed on the stocks), 10 frigates and

numerous smaller vessels W James, The Naval History of Great Britain Volume 4
(Cambridge University reprint of London, Richard Bentley, 1859) p209.



1809

By the time the Fund stopped presenting in August, it had given awards for
just four events. Included are their only awards for the Peninsular Campaign
(ensign Newman and Mrs Russell). Neither were for bravery but rather for
humanitarian acts at Corunna as discussed in Chapter 7.

However, in this period nine actions were recognised with NGSMs, of which
only Basque Roads was recognised by a Parliamentary Vote of Thanks.
Corunna is recognised by both a Vote of Thanks and the MGSM. Surprisingly,
the Fund did not reward the capture of Martinique in February, despite its
importance to London merchants and it being recognised by a NGSM, MGSM
and a Vote of Thanks. There was time for the news to travel.

The actions in Java/Batavia, later recognised by the Fund and a Vote of
Thanks in Parliament, were not known about until after the Fund stopped the

awards.



Chapter 3
The Patriotic Fund at Lloyd’s

The Patriotic Fund at Lloyd’s

The Patriotic Fund was a charitable fund created by a group of subscribers
largely involved with the maritime trade as merchants, underwriters or
financiers on the 20 July 1803 in a meeting at LIoyd’s Coffee House. It was a
direct response to the collapse of the Peace of Amiens two months earlier on
18 May. After the initial open meeting, the subscribers gathered nine days
later to create the rules and select the Committee through which they would
operate. The Committee generally met every fortnight from then on.

The “at Lloyd’s” part refers to it being established at LIloyd’s New Coffee
House. In 1803 this was in the Royal Exchange. They paid Mr Bennet and Mr
White of Lloyd’s Coffee House £50 for the use of a room.

Therefore, the Fund shares the origin of the stem of their name with Lloyd’s
Insurance market, Lloyd’s Register and Lloyd’s List'! but was, like these
organisations, completely independent of the others, despite having a number
of subscribers in common. Indeed, in 1803 there were two separate Lloyd’s
Lists."*? Terminology can be confused because Lloyd’s insurance established
itself in a new building in 1774, sometimes referred to as New Lloyd’s and
then underwent further internal reform in 1800, gaining many new members.
In the 1800 reform it became more of a corporate body and started holding
funds in its own name." The Fund still operates, now known as Lloyd’s
Patriotic Fund. It is housed at Lloyd’s Insurance Market as part of their

charitable works at 1 Lime Street, but remains an independent organisation.

The words subscriber and committee cause confusion in many texts as the

differences between different groups of subscribers and the roles of different

1 Lloyd’s Bank (1765) and Lloyd’s Chemists (1973) both named after their founders.
32 They split 1799 and remerged 1834.
133 Worsley and Griffith The Romance of Lloyd’s pp164-70.



committees is often poorly understood. The committee of subscribers at
Lloyd’s is quite separate from the Committee of the Subscribers to the
Patriotic Fund at Lloyd’s. The committee of the subscribers at Lloyd’s’ task
was simply to provide enough working space for the subscribers to Lloyd’s. In
1793 this was three floors of rooms. Wright and Fayle in their History of

Lloyd’s draw this out:

“The Subscribers had no corporate interest other than the provision of
adequate business accommodation; the duties of the Committee were
almost wholly confined to the satisfaction of this demand. General
Meetings were held only at rare intervals to deal with emergency
business. There was no provision for continuous control of the
Committee by the Subscribers, or for continuous attention by the
Committee to questions affecting the interests of underwriters and

brokers.”3

In other words when we see a letter in the Admiralty file from “Lloyd’s” it is not
because a controlling corporate body decided to send the letter. Rather it is
because a group of underwriters or brokers asked the committee to send it on
their behalf.

iy

A Lloyd’s Underwriting Subscriber’s Room, Royal Exchange circa 1800"*°

e Wright & C E Fayle, A History of Lloyd’s (London, Corporation of Lloyd’s 1928) p175.
'%% Rowlandson aquatint NMM PAD1365.
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The Fund now disperses around £400,000 annually *® and its charitable aim

is:

“Lloyd'’s Patriotic Fund supports serving and ex-service members of the
British Armed Forces and their families, with a particular focus on those

who are disabled or facing poverty, iliness and hardship.”**

This is derived from the first three of its original charitable aims from 1803:"3%

a. for the purpose of assuaging the anguish of their wounds, or

palliating in some degree the more weighty misfortune for the loss

of limbs
b. alleviating the distress of the widow and the orphan
C. smoothing the brow of sorrow for the fall of dearest relatives, the

props of unhappy indigence or helpless age

But excludes their original fourth one:

d. granting pecuniary rewards, or honourable badges of distinction, for

successful exertions of valour or merit.

The Fund is strongly associated with the elaborate swords they awarded for
heroic actions in its first six years, ceasing awarding in 1809. So associated,
the swords appear three times in the Hornblower books."*® The swords came
in three values, £100 to Captains, £50 to Lieutenants and £30 to other

officers. The Fund awarded silver plate, a medal and cash as well.

138 £471,400 in 2018.

137 Registered Charitable Aim with the Charities Commission.

'3 Minutes 20 July 1803.

'3 An inconsistency between the books, the swords are mentioned in Happy Return, Hand of
Destiny and A Ship of the Line.



Captain Tyler's £100 Patriotic Fund Trafalgar Sword with original belt and

box140

As this thesis worked from the minutes and the awards they announce, rather
than the objects made, it has uncovered awards previously missed. Some of
these are not listed in any of the other histories, including two to women and
also one of the largest awards made. This thesis establishes that several
national museums have not fully understood some items in their collections,
for example no one before me has correctly checked the ranks of officers, and
the term Captain is often used as a rank when it was a position. For example
Lieutenants Pilford and Stockham who were commanding Ajax and Thunderer

respectively as their Captains were away ashore during Trafalgar.

Starting the awards in 1803 is obvious timing, with the collapse of the Peace
Amiens, but the decision to cease on the 24 August 1809 is not so easily
understood. The fifth coalition had just ended following Austria’s defeat, it was
clear that while Walcheren had been seized by the British, it was not going to
enable the capture of Antwerp and there were indications that war would

come with America.

This thesis concludes that the reason publicised by the Fund for ceasing
presenting swords and plate - lack of money - was only one factor, and not
the main one. Rather the committee wished to focus their efforts on providing

financial support for families of casualties and prisoners of war.

%% Lot 193 Bonham’s 5 July 2005.



Was the Fund ever criticised?

The Fund came in for some criticism when it started, in particular from
Cobbett’s Weekly Political Register. William Cobbett started this weekly
journal in 1802 and, although initially staunchly anti-Jacobin, he quickly
questioned the Pitt government, especially over war funding and the
involvement of the City in lending the Government money and creating a large
national debt. His political attacks were strident enough that Cobbett is
formally complained about by the French government in July 1802 as the
governments debated compliance with the terms of the Peace of Amiens.
Lord Hawkesbury’s response was to note Cobbett equally continuously
criticises the British Government and that it is a feature of English law that
prosecutions are difficult to achieve in this area.™’

With many of the Patriotic Fund Committee involved in financing that debt, it is
not surprising it was among Cobbett’s targets. Indeed, just after its creation in
the 1 October issue, he criticised the setting up of the fund, claiming that it
was an attempt to win over to the City’s side the Navy and Army from
protection of the nobility, landed gentry and clergy.'? This was not an unfair
comment, he continued to criticise the Fund, and his concern seems to be
that it is raising funds directly not through the nobility, calling it “a bold step

»143

towards supplanting the authority and office of the King” ™ and indeed in that

issue lists nine other times that he has commented on the Fund.

All other public comment at the time appears to be positive.'** Indeed a series
of letters was published in The Times'* including one by a “True Englishman”
who criticised the nobility and gentry for not contributing more to the Fund and
a further latter signed by “Valerius”, stating:

! The Correspondence between Great Britain and France on the Subject of the Negotiation

presented by His Majesty’s Command to Both Houses of Parliament (London, John
Stockdale, 1803). ltems 10 and 11 (hereafter Correspondence between Great Britain and
France).

'*2 Cobbett's Weekly Political Register Volume 4 1803 pp472-9.

'*® Cobbett's Weekly Political Register Volume 6 1805 pp850-8.

" The Monthly Magazine and British Register 1 October 1804 Volume XVIII p248.

'*® The Times 23 August 1803.



“The Fund at Lloyd’s has always had my warmest approbation. It is a
grand design, and will remain upon record as a most striking
monument of British Spirit, British generosity, and British benevolence
in the commencement of the 19" century. It deserves the praise of the
present generation, and will command the admiration of posterity.”

This support appears to have continued; Tobias Smollet defended the Fund,
and took a swipe at Cobbett, when he published its second report, saying

‘none is deserving of encouragement than the Patriotic Fund. Not
withstanding the calumnies and gross misrepresentations of certain
weekly scribblers who have used every exertion which malevolence or
the spirit of faction could dictate, both to undermine the characters of
the individuals who compose the committee, and to prejudice the public
against the utility of this institution, we are happy to find that their

attempts are baffled and that the fund is daily increasing.”*°

There was further defence of the Fund after continuing criticisms by Cobbett,
on the basis that only the King should confer a public award. A rival magazine
The Weekly Political Review contained a letter signed by “A Plain
Englishman” counter-arguing that this only applied to titles and privileges and

not to gifts of esteem.™’

In its Third report, (published post Trafalgar) the Fund comments that other
nations had tried to do the same, but with the governments acting directly. '*®
Recording that a similar fund was established in Madrid but the money was
instead used to repair the Spanish fleet, and that after Austerlitz “contributions
were levied on inhabitants of Austria and Moravia” but commented that these

%% The Critical Review, Or, Annals of Literature. Ed Tobias Smollett (Simpkin and Marshall,

1805) p334-5.

'*" The Weekly Political Review of Henry Redhead Yorke Vol Il. January to June 1807

gIZandon, W Marchant, No 6 Saturday 7 February 1807) pp 111-2 (hereafter Yorke’s Review)
Minutes reference Madrid Gazette 29 November 1805 and The Courier 9 January 1806.



were “exaction” and contrasted that with ‘British benevolence’ which had

“spontaneously flowed”. "

Contribution to the Fund is even used to reflect glory; a memoir on Reverend
Rowland Hill" recalled that on two occasions when general appeals were
made throughout the nation he raised the largest amount through his Surrey
Chapel, one of these two being the general appeal for the Patriotic Fund at
Lloyd’s.

Later there were two other minor criticisms of the Patriotic Fund. In 1828, the
editor of The Gentleman’s Magazine commented that the City of London gave
far more value in swords etc. than the Patriotic Fund, but this ignores the fact
that many of the same people were involved in both and the swords were
given to quite different levels of people and also is not true, even if taken up to

the end of the Napoleonic War."™’

More recently the lawyers Stephenson
Harwood argued'®? that the Fund was designed to protect the interest of the
Lloyd’s community i.e. merchants, ship owners and insurers of the time, which
is not untrue as will be explored in Chapter 10 but which does not mean that

they were not also being altruistic.

The popular view of the Fund at the time of its creation can be summarised by
the song by the popular contemporary patriotic songwriter and performer
Charles Dibdin, who it “was reckoned that his sea songs had brought more
men into the Navy than ever the press gang did.”’*®> On 23 March 1804 he
performed his song where the first two verses ended with “For the gen’rous

subscribers at Lloyd’s” and the final verse was: '**

9 |ntroduction to Third Report of the Patriotic Fund at Lloyd’s.

%0 The European Magazine and London Review September 1814 p1.

*! The Gentleman’s Magazine and Historical Chronicle (London, J B Nichols and Son, June
1828 Volume 98) p626.

1925 Harwood Shipping Finance (Euromoney Books, 2006) p531.

%% P Newell, Greenwich Hospital, A Royal Foundation 1692-1983, (Norwich, Trustees of
Greenwich Hospital, 1984) p139.

'>* The Times 24 March 1804.



Then France, drunk with rage, to thy destiny start,
For plunder and riot grown warm ;
Benevolence' voice shall appal every heart,
And Humanity wither each arm.
Though thy turbulent leader no bounds can con-
trol,
Though all reason and truth he avoids,
Let him consciously dread, and be struck to the
soul
By the glorious subscription at Lloyd’s,
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Dibdin’s Song regarding Lloyd
Whom did they regard as beneficiaries of the Fund?

The Fund in its initial resolution said that it was “To animate the efforts of our
defenders by sea and land”'®® but it was then left to the committee to
determine who was included within that group. This was very much set by
precedent and in their first committee one of the actions recorded only in the
handwritten minutes was that they rebuked several cities that were raising
funds to reward volunteers, whereas the Fund was to support those wounded
or who fell in the defence, not merely who were part of the defence.

Despite this distinction and a rebuke to at least Durham, Cambridge,
Birmingham and Poole, members of Militias and Volunteers were thought to
come within the scope of the Fund. For example, on 29 November 1803 the
Fund made an award to a widow of the 8" Regiment of Loyal London
Volunteers, who was killed while exercising with the corps. The Sea Fencibles
were included within the definition of militias as shown by the award of
recompense to Captain Tremlett who was injured by an exploding cannon
during an exercise with his unit at Cromer."” A surgeon Mr Smith who lost a
leg in the same incident was excluded because he was not professionally
attending at the time, but was just a spectator.

1% C Dibdin The Songs of Charles Dibdin, Volume 1 (London, How & Parsons, 1842) p234.
%% Minutes 20 July 1803.
*7 Minutes 21 February 1804.



However, members of the press gang were not included in the list of potential
beneficiaries. At the same meeting, the Committee rejected the plea of a
family of an impress agent killed while impressing as it was not within scope.
Equally, privateers and merchant ships were not considered within scope as
they were for profit. On 20 September 1803 the Committee rejected an
application for two brothers injured serving on a privateer and on 20 March
1804 the Committee rejected recompense for Captain Dunbar of the merchant
ship Fortitude injured while defending private property against two privateers.
On 10 April 1804 the Committee concluded a series of such discussions, in
response to a request from a Mr Swale regarding conflicts between the East
India Company and native powers, one from a Mr Parker who sought help for
wives and children of seaman from Orkney and Shetlands whose husbands
are at sea, and one from Mrs Moriarty whose husband had died of tropical
disease while at sea with the RN. All were determined not to be within the
scope. Equally on 8 May 1804 the Committee rejected requests for
recompense for three widows of the Sea Fencibles at Aldeburgh who died
trying to save a vessel in distress, a seaman injured aloft, a widow whose
husband had drowned and another who had lost her son to yellow fever. All
were determined not to be within scope.

What the individual was doing when injured was taken into account. On 31
January 1804 they rejected a request for a soldier killed in Nova Scotia while
trying to arrest a drunken comrade. Not only could the action alter whether
they received an award it also could affect what award the individual received.
They clearly felt that swords could only be awarded for more military actions
and thus several people are only offered vases because of the more
humanitarian nature of their work. This clearly rankled with some potential
recipients to the extent that Captain William Rogers, of HM Packet Windsor
Castle, took the cash from the Fund because he was only offered a vase and
had a sword made, (explained earlier this chapter).

However, the decisions were not always consistent, especially when it comes
to the East India Company, which was generally rejected as not within scope,
but they rewarded all Commodore Dance’s captains for driving off of the



French and saving the convoy in 1804. The captains only received £50
swords, however, rather than the customary £100 awarded to a Royal Navy
captain.

Were they unique?

As explored in Chapters 5 and 6, the awarding of silver plate and pensions
was not unusual. The giving of swords however at this time by individuals in

this way, while not unique, was very rare until the Fund started doing so.

The other aspect that was unusual was the scale and systematic approach
taken. This was not a charity raising funds for a single event, such as a single
battle, or for a single cause from which they would gain interest, such as
helping fund a school. This could be described as almost the industrialisation
of charity and moving it to a sustained national scale. Writing just a few years
after the Napoleonic War, Reuben Percy contrasted the Patriotic Fund
success with that of two previous fundraising efforts by those operating from
Lloyd’s coffee house. He describes this as their third major effort of
fundraising with the first two being 1794, for the Glorious 1%, and 1798, for
The Nile, raising £21,000 and £32,000 respectively. He contrasts this with the
Patriotic Fund, stating that in its first 12 years the Fund raised £543,450 and
helped 18,000 people.'®

What is also unique about this Fund, is that it was the first time the people, as
opposed to the Government or military, acted in anticipation of military events.
The City made a promise that if the Navy and the Military behaved in a certain
way, then they would systematically reward them. This was both through an
additional pension ensuring that the families or the individual could more
confidently risk life and limb, knowing their family would be looked after and
that if they behaved with bravery, then they would be rewarded. They made it
clear this would be distributed more widely than traditional government

rewards which went to the most senior officers only. While rewarding similar

YR Percy, London By Sholto Percy (London, T Boys, 1824) p78.



events after they happened had occurred many times, this covenant between
the City and the Armed Forces was led and championed by the City and not
by the Government or the Armed Forces as has occurred in recent times, with

the creation of a more formal Armed Forces covenant.

Many of the factors that caused the subscribers to respond were not unique to
the Fund. 1803 saw a wave of actions by the government to promote the
defence of Britain and by a wave of volunteers undertaking various projects.
The militia consisted of three elements, the Militia, recruited by ballot,
Volunteer Units, first raised in 1794, and Yeomanry Units, first raised in 1804.
Volunteer Units were usually infantry or artillery and Yeomanry mounted.
They all served under different rules. Estimates for their total number are
around 480,000 people. Roger Morriss estimates that overall probably one in
five British men were involved in the military including the Navy and militias in
this period.'® These volunteers included people from throughout society.
Even the Prime Minister, Pitt, was Colonel of a Volunteer Unit, the Royal
Trinity House Volunteers. London where the Committee members were all
based had the full range of types of units, with a Corps of River Fencibles, the
Inns of Court and City Yeomanry, the Lighthorse Volunteers of London and
Westminster, the Loyal London Volunteers as well as the aforementioned
Trinity House unit. They also were not limited to just Britain but also the

colonies. For example there was a provincial militia in Canada."®°

Outside the Volunteers and Militias, there were some significant construction
projects such as the Royal Military Canal built in Kent and the chain of
Martello Towers built to defend the coasts.

These were also not the only actions by merchant houses in the City. The
East India Company sold some of their ships to the Government to be
converted into fourth-rate naval vessels as well as providing ten older vessels

' R Morriss, The Foundations of British Maritime Ascendancy (Cambridge, Cambridge

University Press, 2011) p224 (hereafter Morriss, British Maritime Ascendancy).
%P Thomas and N Tracy, Master and Madman (Great Britain, Seaforth Publishing, 2012)
p119.



to form a protective barrier across the Thames with almost 200 guns in the
line, under two Naval Captains, Sir Harry Neale and George Grey (shortly

after Sir George).'’

It was not the first time Lloyd’s tried to influence how the Royal Navy
operated. As Roger Morriss makes clear:

“in 1798 Lloyd’s insurance company and the Admiralty produced a
Convoy Act which made convoys compulsory for all ships engaged in
foreign trade, with the exception of fast-sailing licensed ships,
Hudson’s Bay and East India Company ships, and vessels making for

Ireland.”"%?

This was reinforced by how Lloyd’s operated their insurance policies, which
often required ships to be in convoy. Recent research by Luis Lobo-
Guerrero,'®® has brought to the fore the concept of insurance sovereignty and
how it was used in the Napoleonic Wars and it being one of the means of
economically waging war. This led to the passing of the Traitorous
Correspondence Act of 1793, which made insurance of enemy property void
and premiums had to be returned. Lobo-Guerrero notes just how much care

164 and that this was a two-

the Admiralty took with their dealings with Lloyd’s
way street. However, he does not realise the distinction that the Patriotic
Fund was not just people from Lloyd’s and insurance and shipping, so while
some may have had maritime vested interest, many did not have in the same

way, although they were linked to the economics of the country.

But it was unique in that it was by offering awards for zeal to individuals it was
directly trying to counter the incentive of prize money by offering prior to any
actions took place an alternative award.

'®" A Adams and R Woodman, Light Upon the Waters (London, Trinity House, 2103) p139
clarified by private correspondence with Secretary to the Corporation of Trinity House.

'%2 Morriss, British Maritime Ascendancy p39.

'%% | Lobo-Guerrero, Insuring War: Sovereignty, Security and Risk (Abingdon, Routledge,
2012). (Hereafter Guerrero)

%% Ibid. p45.



The wider politics that motivated the subscribers to the Fund

The Fund was created in response to the recommencement of the war
following the collapse of the Peace of Amiens. The Peace of Amiens followed
after the Austrian defeat brought about the end of the Second Coalition. In
March 1801, a new British government came to power under Henry
Addington, determined to find a way to end the war. The merchants of London
must have been glad of the opportunity to renew trade and their
moneymaking activities without war risks, but France had recovered bases in
the West Indies, so trade and plantations were exposed. The months
following the signing of the peace treaty on 25 March 1802 were quickly
dominated by an expectation that war would recommence. For the City, the
trade situation was worse as considerable territories had been surrendered as
part of the Treaty, particularly in the West Indies and it is noticeable that many
Committee members had links to the West Indies.

So anxious was the Government to secure widespread support that in 1803 it
decided to publish the relevant inter-governmental correspondence,'® that
showed why it had returned to a state of war. The correspondence highlights
four themes that led to the war being declared. The first was difficulties over
the changes of occupation of territories and the perceived slowness of both
sides in fulfilling their treaty commitments, in particular giving up of Malta and
Lampedosa (now Lampedusa) to Russia once the Tsar declined to take on
the role.

Second, was the clear preparation by both sides for the renewal of war. The
French occupied Switzerland and placed considerable forces in Batavia,
turning them into satellite territories for France. There were preparations along
the French and Dutch coasts establishing invasion barges and supporting
vessels, although denied by the French. To counter, on 8 March 1803
England increased the strength of the Royal Navy by 10,000.

165 Correspondence between Great Britain and France



French Medal from 1804 commemorating the planned invasion of England’®®

Thirdly, there was a series of provocative acts against merchant vessels and
in particular the seizure by the French of four vessels in separate incidents."®’
These were: the seizure of the British brig Jennies carrying coal and her
Master William Muckle at Rochefort; the packet Fame carrying supplies and
families and replacements for the garrison at Jersey under Captain de
Gruchy, seized after a storm forced her to seek refuge in Cherbourg; the
sloop Nancy carrying a mixed merchandise of previous prize vessels under
Captain Allen Richardson which was forced to take refuge from a storm in
Flushing and lastly the brig George in ballast under Captain John Newham

who entered Charente to take on a cargo of brandy.

Lastly was the state of relationships between the main protagonists. At the
French court on 13 March 1803, Napoleon is supposed to have said to the
British Ambassador Lord Whitworth. “The English want war but if they are the
first to draw the sword | shall be the last to put it away” and later “...if you
want arms, | too will arm. If you want to fight, | too will fight. You may perhaps

be able to destroy France but you will never intimidate her. It is vital to abide

1% NMM MEC0831.

%" Negotiation Correspondence Britain and France. The letters presented to the House on 20
May 1803: Brig Jennies Letter 14 p185; Packet Fame Letter 13 p184; sloop Nancy Letter 15
p186; brig George p188.



by treaties, a curse on those who do not abide by treaties they shall answer
»168

for it to all Europe.

In Maniac-Ravings—or—Little Boney in a strong Fit (1803), Gillray’s

caricature of Napoleon's tirade to Whitworth'®’

Further evidence of this breakdown in communication and trust is shown in
the letter presented to Parliament that demanded select French people from
England and Jersey be sent to Canada and that Britain should change its
freedom of speech arguing that “the Particular laws and constitution of Great
Britain are subordinate to the general principles of the law of nations” and that
the British government should “repress the licentiousness of the press” who
were offering unflattering opinions of the French Government. The British
government’s response was to insist the British press was free with just the
London Gazette under Government control and to point to articles in the

French Moniteur that were similarly offensive.

In addition to the specifics of the collapse, two sets of factors caused the
Committee to feel the situation was so severe they needed to act. The first
was the general fear they shared with most of the population and the second

set was elements that were of far more importance to them specifically.

1% R M Johnston, In the Words of Napoleon: The Emperor Day by Day (Barnsley, Frontline

Books, 2016) p128. This is the translation offered of his original French.
1% National Portrait Gallery (hereafter NPG) D12811.



General fear

There were many underlying factors that in 1803 made people particularly
concerned, not least the fear of invasion with not just a foreign power or king

arriving but one that would bring a radical alteration to the way of life. This

»170 |

was a period when naughty children were taught that “Boney will get you n

a society where the Bogeyman was still generally believed in."”" Wordsworth
makes clear this applied to all levels of society in the poem he wrote in
October 1803.7"2

OCTOBER, 1803,
Tuese times strike monied worldlings with dismay:
Even rich men, brave by nature, taint the air
With words of apprehension and despair :
While tens of thousands, thinking on the affray,
Men unto whom sufficient for the day
And minds not stinted or untilled are given,
Sound, healthy, children of the God of heaven,
Are cheerful as the rising sun in May.
What do we gather hence but firmer faith
That every gift of noble origin
Is breathed upon by Hope's perpetual breath ;
That virtue and the faculties within
Are vital,—and that riches are akin
To fear, to change, to cowardice, and death !

Wordsworth’s poem written October 1803

The reality of this fear can be seen in print media at the time, contemporary
biographies and by the reaction of both individuals and organisations. A guide
to London, the Original Picture of London enlarged and improved printed in
1826, states there was a direct causal link between fear of invasion post

1803, the volunteering for Militia and the amount of money donated to the
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Patriotic Fund."™ It notes 27,077 London Volunteers were reviewed by the
King in October 1803, compared with the 8,989 men on the parade in June
1799. Linda Colley estimates that in some southern counties half of men
between 17 and 55 volunteered to take up arms and draws attention to the
fact that people did not feel compelled to join."™

Some practical examples of the response to this fear of invasion are
discussed elsewhere in this thesis. But that fear pervaded all levels of the
nation can be seen in Captain Hoffman’s memoirs where he describes a
newspaper report around 1796 as saying “Bonaparte had frightened men,
women and children by his threatening to invade England, take up his
residence in Portland Place, turn the royal palaces into stables, make a riding-
school of St Paul’'s and a dancing academy of Westminster Abbey”."° He was
not alone, when Reverend Hawkes is being told by a parishioner in the 1840s,
about an unrelated event that happened to be in 1803, the way the

parishioner remembers it is as “the year of the threatened invasion”'"®

Wordsworth captured the response to these fears in his poem in 1803 “Lines
on the Expected Invasion”. With his background training in geometry, he used

the symbology of lines to issue a call to arms."”” The poem starts:

COME ye--who, if (which Heaven avert!) the Land
Were with herself at strife, would take your stand,
Like gallant Falkland, by the Monarch's side,
And, like Montrose, make Loyalty your pride—
Come ye--who, not less zealous, might display

' The Original Picture of London enlarged and improved (The Edition Edited by J Britton,

London: Longman, Rees, Orme, Brown and Green, 1826) pp60-1, (hereafter Picture of
London) it notes the Patriotic Fund raised £152,000 by end of October 1803.

'™ L Colley, Britons Forging the Nation 1707-1837, Revised Edition with New Introductory
Essay (Yale University Press, China 2014) p299 and 292 respectively. (Hereafter Britons)
'"® F Hoffman A Sailor of King George. The Journals of Captain Frederick 1793-1814 (edited
by A Beckford Bevan & H B Wolryche-Whitmore 1901, Reprinted by Dodo Press)
p59.(hereafter Hoffman)

" H Hawkes, Recollections of John Pounds (Life is Amazing, 2016 originally 1884) p45.

""" A Corn, Atlas Selected Essays 1989-2007 Poets on Poetry, (USA, University of Michigan
Press, 2008) The Wordsworth Retrospective pp54-73 p55.



Banners at enmity with regal sway,

and ends with:

Come ye--whate'er your creed--O waken all,
Whate'er your temper, at your Country's call;
Resolving (this a free-born Nation can)

To have one Soul, and perish to a man,
Or save this honoured Land from every Lord
But British reason and the British sword

The fear was not irrational; three invasion fleets had been launched in 1796/7.
One attempted to land in Ireland but was defeated, one headed for Newcastle
but failed to arrive and the last landed at Fishguard. It was defeated easily but
not before considerable looting by an ill-disciplined force.

et of -v':.‘ﬁ:l/ﬂ'/fhrl.m‘.’a e 4 B Lofbreaciion af e Fronch Arneads

Glliray’s cartoon of end of attempted French invasion of Ireland’”® with

Charles James Fox as the figurehead

This fear about being invaded and what would happen thereafter was based
on the European experience. The late 1790s saw the disappearance of

8 NPG D12592.



Venice (1797), the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth (1795) and Savoy
(1792), all long-established nations. Furthermore, London had a considerable
number of refugees from the French revolution living there; particularly from
1796'"° until the Peace of Amiens, so the consequences of French

republicanism were made real by personal encounters.

More pertinent was what happened to another traditional maritime power. The
Batavian Republic replaced the Dutch Republic during the 1790s when the

expelled Patriot Party'®

returned from its refuge in France to seize control
with French revolutionary help. Britain equally had a displaced opposition
party, in the Jacobites, although its last attempts were much earlier (1745) but
they remained in France. Indeed one French General was a Jacobite leader,
Jacques MacDonald, although by 1803 there was no direct claimant

endeavouring to seize the throne.'®’

Linked to the above experiences of the Dutch, was a much larger challenge
closer to home - Ireland. France’s main foreign-service unit, the Irish Legion,
consisted of several regiments largely recruited from Ireland. The English lack
of confidence in the loyalty of Ireland was well founded and led to Napoleon
targeting it for one of the invasion forces. The invasion had the support of the
Society of United Irishmen and an Irishman, Colonel Tate, led the Fishguard
landing force. The Irish rebellion to accompany the invasion saw numbers of
the Anglo-Irish Protestant ascendancy massacred in 1798.

Captain Crawford, in his reminiscences, gives the Irish rebellion and pursuit of
independence as much attention as Trafalgar. Crawford was Irish and knew
Sarah Cl[urran] the sweetheart of Emmet the rebellion’s leader. The rebellion

was writ large in people’s memories.'®?

'"® White. London In the Eighteenth Century p143.

R Knight, Britain against Napoleon, The organization of Victory 1793-1815, (St lves, Allen
Lane, 2013) p10.

181 Henry Stuart, younger brother of Bonnie Prince Charlie, was James II's last direct
descendent, known as Cardinal Duke of York had been given annuity by British Government.
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French ideas of equality, liberty and fraternity spread to other areas of the
world. This included French overseas territories in the West Indies, with a
successful slave revolution in St Dominique/Haiti. Charmier reflects on this
connection in his reminiscences.'® As Captain Hoffman phrased it in 1802,
fear of revolution “found freedom in the mouths of the lower classes, who
evidently did not understand the meaning of it, and when they did they only
used it as a cloak to do mischief, for demagoguing — if you will allow the term
— was the order of the day”'®* Nelson’s prize agent Davison expressed similar
views in a letter in the 1790s, “against the schemes of banditti of zealots who
may hope to succeed in schemes of rapines and plunder under the specious

and insinuating terms of liberty and equality”'®.

The mutinies in the navy and the rise of the London Corresponding Society
(LCS), with its links to the French Jacobin Society, added to this fear. Linda
Colley, in her work on the formation of the concept of Britishness, draws
attention to the fear of civil war in Britain remaining engrained and observes
that, with the French revolution following shortly after the Gordon Riots, the
hierarchy was nervous of the masses.'® Zamoyski concludes there were
nearly 500 documented riots between 1790 and 1810. He draws the
conclusion, however, that only 10% had any political or ideological basis and
therefore, the likelihood of revolution was probably not as high as the fear of
it.'® However, bread riots are a common prelude to revolution, hungry people
take radical action. That is a lot of riots and it can be understood why the
higher levels of society were nervous, even though there is evidence that the

populace remained overwhelmingly anti-French.

'8 E Chamier, Life of a Sailor (Barsley, Seaforth, 2011 originally published Metropolitan

Magazine 1831-2) p209.

'® Hoffman p112.
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Furthermore, there were two plots on the King’s life. On 15 May 1800, James
Hadfield attempted to shoot the King at the theatre.®® The second plot was by
Colonel Despard and other members of the LCS. The evidence for LCS
involvement was flimsy and may have been a deliberate attempt by the
Government to strengthen its position. The first was concluded to be the result
of insanity, and Parliament brought in a new law to detain such people. They
would have fed the feeling that there were plots, however, as espoused by

Captain Hoffman above.

Lastly, several other issues arose around this time that added to the mood of
gloom and fear, particularly for Londoners. The 1790s saw a significant rise in
the cost of living without an equal rise in wages;'® 1801-3 saw a smallpox
epidemic within London, followed in 1803 by a catarrhal fever epidemic in
London.™® There were food riots for six nights in September 1800 following a
bad harvest and rising prices, which led to the Royal Exchange (where Lloyd’s
were based) Division of the Loyal London Volunteers being called out. This
was described in the newspapers as “the Disposition of the Populace to Riot
and Depredation”.’®' This time also saw a big increase in gin consumption,'%
and some of the feeling in the back streets of London would be similar to that
encapsulated 50 years earlier by Hogarth in Gin Lane.

Financial factors motivating the subscribers

Revolution and invasion could lead to the wealthy merchants of the
Committee losing their heads or, more likely, a large proportion of their
fortunes, so it is understandable that they felt a personal risk from those
factors. However, with their knowledge of global trade and finance, the
majority of the members of the Committee had a far deeper understanding of

factors that influenced the likely outcome of the war. They probably better
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understood the risks because they were used to calculating them and
factoring them in to their pricing of maritime insurance, than the Government.
Their global merchant network and the details they received through both
versions of Lloyd’s Register in existence at this time and the network of port
agents reporting back ship movements for the journal Lloyd’s List, meant
many of the Committee had detailed insight into the true state of affairs.
Messenger notes that Lloyd’s intelligence could be ahead of and more
accurate than the Navy’s, citing the example of the capture of French
privateer off Lowestoft in 1794 and even how many prizes she had taken,
before the Admiralty did.'®®

To give an indication of how critical such detailed information can be, in World
War 2, the Register was reprinted by the Germany Navy and issued to all U

Boats to that they could calculate the impact of their attacks.'®*

In the early 18th century, the British economy depended on trade rather than
agriculture. It was recognition of this that meant Napoleon would declare the
continental system in 1806. The merchants understood just how much the
Peace of Amiens had forced Britain to give up in trade access, with nearly all
its gains from the French Revolutionary War. Britain not only returned
significant parts of the West Indies but the Cape Colony and had to largely
withdraw from the Mediterranean and accept restrictions on access to the
Baltic.

"195 or, as Paul

The Committee were aware that “the sinews of war is money
Webb said, sailing warships “were powered no less by pounds sterling than
by the winds”'®® Lord Barham stated in June 1805 “that it is evident that the

depredation and the destruction of our trade is their grand object, it will be

' Messenger, p9.

194 Lloyd’s Register Archivist 18 November 2019.

% Lt G Parsons, Nelsonian Reminiscences (London, Chatham Publishing, 1998, Original text
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necessary to guard as much as possible against it” ™" or as Admiral Sir Byam

Martin said: “Britannia must rule the waves or our commerce will be taken

from us, and our manufactures smothered for want of vent.”'®®

For maritime insurers, Luis Lobo-Guerrero concluded that even during the
Napoleonic period the London maritime insurance market was dominant
because it had developed as individual houses rather than corporations. This
meant that, during wartime, it could promote overseas trade, but deny the
enemy the chance to protect their trade while enabling our trade to flourish as
merchants could spread their risk.

The use of convoys enabled further spreading of risk especially because
ships usually had multiple owners and each owner had part shares in multiple

ships.'®

Lloyd’s Register covered all vessels, not just those operated by the London
traders. In 1793 the register was 35 years old and had 16,000 hulls at 1.5
million tons. By 1814 it had 24,418 vessels of about 2.6 million tons.”®® At this
time it was located in Birchin Lane,*" just around the corner from the Royal

Exchange, where Lloyd’s Insurance was based.

The declaration of war in 1793 caused numerous bankruptcies,?®? Pressnell
estimated 1276, 50% more than in any year since 1688 and describes the
financial crisis unleashed by the war as a "hurricane that swept the business
world”? . At the forefront of the minds of the Committee must have been the
experience of the 1797 invasion attempt. This led to a run on the banks, and
the 26 February 1797 order of council suspending payments from the Bank of

97 etters of Lord Barham Volume 3 (NRS, Volume 39, 1911) p254 letter to Cornwallis dated

June 1805.

198 | etters of Sir T Byam Martin Volume 1 (NRS, Volume 1, 1903) p144. In his reminisces.
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England in gold following the Bank informing Pitt that they needed to reduce
the advances to the government.?®* The Bank of England resorted to counter
stamping more than two million Spanish silver dollars (also known as Spanish
eight-real pieces) that had been captured by the Royal Navy, with a
hallmarker’s stamp of George Ill. While they replaced the five shilling crown
they were issued at 4s 9d. The Bank was nervous enough at the end of 1803
that it issued a further half million of these coins although overstamped with a

bigger bust of George 111.2%°

Overstamped 1794 Spanish silver eight real coin with small bust of George
I”206

While full-blown financial collapse was averted, the memory remained fresh.
Indeed, the threat of the war restarting in October 1802, over a breakdown in
the talks with France over Malta, caused panic in the City of London and
sharply reduced the value of stocks. Admiral Moore commented at the time
that “it would be better to go to war at once before we have given up all the
»207

important conquests that have cost the country so much blood and money.

Colonel Drinkwater described the events as follows:

“They announced to us the news (which had reached them that
morning from the metropolis) of the shutting up of the National Bank of

England and the general suspension of cash payments....Nothing but

?% ibid. pp59-60

2% H E Manville, The Bank of England countermarked dollars, 1797-1804 (British Numismatic
Journal, Volume 70, 2000) pp103-17.
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England'’s disgrace and downfall was foretold and talked of throughout

the kingdom. ?%®

The Partner’'s memoranda book at Hoare’s bank®® highlights some of the
problems of operating during a war, in particular the shortage of coin to meet
payments. In February 1800 the book notes “Respect should be had to the
Gold which diminishes apace”. It did not take long for the problems to
reappear after the collapse of the Peace of Amiens and in November 1803

they were stating:

“There is an amazing Scarcity both of Gold & Silver” and this had
grown by the next month to “Gold being extremely scarce the greatest

Precaution is necessary in the Distribution of it”.

Two months later, in February 1804, it highlights the methods Hoare’s was

employing to resolve the situation.

“The Difficulty about Gold & Silver does not diminish nor is there any to
be got without a Premium: some Bankers give it for the former: it may
be expedient for us to do the same, but it were better to avoid doing it
publickly. The later we have always done: but most of our Sources
have dried up: a Person was sent here...how is in the habit of getting it

from Turnpikes & other Sources”.

This situation led to a reduction in the willingness to lend money and the

number of approved loan applications declined.

2% B Bonner Smith, "The Naval Mutinies of 1797” (The Mariner's Mirror, 1935, Vol21:4,
§0p428—449, p442.
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Gillray, Cartoon. Bank Notes Paper Money — French Alarmists 1 March 1797.
Pitt clerk offers new bank notes to loyal John Bull while Fox and Sheridan try
to persuade him to take gold so he make his peace with the French when they

come?"?

Concerns over invasion and unrest were sufficient in 1798 that Henry Hoare,
the senior partner at Hoare’s Bank, chaired a fundraising meeting to collect
funds to be given to the Bank of England. His colleague William Hoare was a
member of the Committee. Henry Hoare was also a keen member of the
Volunteers, rising at 0430 to drill with the Fleet Street Corps at 0600. He then
spent the evenings drilling with his three sons and a sergeant. When the Loyal
London Volunteers formed he became a Captain in them. Four of the bank’s
ten clerks were members of the Volunteers and the bank gave them £3 to £4
per year to offset the expenses occurred. It would appear that it also made
payments to two instructors. Overall in 1804 the bank paid out nearly £170 in
support of the Volunteers. 2'" It also ordered a dozen muskets from Henry
Nock, to the same pattern as those of the EIC. This matched the number of
clerks and messengers the bank had working at the time, being 10 and two
respectively.

210 NPG D12601.
*"" Hoare’s Archives p42.



The City of London was particularly eager in the creation of Volunteer units.
The Royal Trinity House Volunteer Artillery was created in 1803 to protect the
Thames, being created out of “Seaman, Landsmen, Volunteers, Pilots,
Lascars, Harbour Volunteer Marines, River Fencibles, Greenwich Pensioners,
Trinity House Pensioners, East India Company Pensioners”. This was a body
of 1,200 men, with the Prime Minister William Pitt, Master of the Corporation,
becoming Colonel, and Elder and Younger Brethren taking on roles as

Captains and Lieutenants respectively.

There were problems with the largest trading Company, the EIC; a company
so important it was considered it must not fail, and in which at least 12
members of the Patriotic Fund committee held senior roles. However, by the
end of the 18th century it suffered from both internal issues and competition. It
was still arguable that the first and immediate consequence of the loss of

India would be ‘national bankruptcy”?'?

and MP, Thomas Pownall wrote
“‘people tremble with horror even at the imagination of the downfall of this
India part of our system; knowing that it must necessarily involve with its fall,

the ruin of the whole edifice of the British Empire”.?"

“The financial difficulties under which the Company laboured during the
late 18th century suggest that the great engine was by then spluttering
rather badly, but the legacy of a long, entangling financial alliance
between the Company and the state ensured that the governments
always felt strongly obliged to protect the interests of one of the
nation’s major public creditors. No minister could ever afford to let the
East India Company go to the wall.”?™*

124 v Bowen, The Business of Empire The East India Company and Imperial Britain, 1756-

1833 (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press 2006) attributed to Anon in letters from 1776
ghereafter Bowen)

* T Pownall MP, The Right Interest, and Duty of the State, as concerned in the Affairs of the
East Indies (London, S Bladon, 1773) p11.
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It was not unreasonable for an MP to be so concerned. Like many others of
their social strata, many MPs had EIC shares. Bowen calculates around 100

MPs in each Parliament.?™

The EIC took measures to place itself on a firmer financial footing. This
included building a new larger office building to give the impression it was
secure (opened 1799). It also benefitted from the problems that befell its
Dutch rival the Verenigde Oostindische Compagnie, known as the VOC. The
VOC was nationalised in 1796 and wound up in 1800.%"® However, from 1800
to 1806 the EIC shipped £3.9M of bullion to India to keep the trade going and
were doing similar to Canton.?" EIC sales were dropping heavily from
1801.2"® The 1803 recommencement of war led to a precipitous fall in sales of
re-exported Indian cotton?'® and thus its stock price.??° The EIC reformed
shipping rates between 1793 and 1803 but, as the Fund Committee would be
only too aware, these savings would be offset by the increase in insurance
rates following recommencement of war.??' Totally dependent on reducing
risk to its cargoes and increasing trade by sea, an increase in foreign
privateer action could be disastrous for the Company as well as making the
governance of India, with its dependence on the oceans for communication,

almost impossible.

As part of its measures to ensure its survival the EIC ensured it contributed to
the State including providing three Regiments of Volunteers, building three
new ships for the Royal Navy and converted ten EIC ships to 64s.?*? The EIC
had already been involved in rewarding courage and zeal, as will be seen in
Chapters 5 and 6. Many EIC Directors and those linked to the company were
involved in other maritime businesses. The French used the period of peace

to get back into India and even sent “an officer of the name of Muller into

215 Irish MPs added at Union in 1801 increased numbers from 558 to 658.
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Cuttack, to encourage the rajah of Berar to hold out against us and to invade

Bengal, assuring him at the same time of the support of France”.?*

Britain’s Wider Financial Position

By the late 18th century, economic theory was emerging. Adam Smith
published Wealth of Nations in 1776 and while Jeremy Bentham’s Manual of
Political Economy which advocated individual responsibility was not published
until later it was written in the 1790s. Henry Thornton, brother of one of the
Committee members, was also writing on economic thought at the time.
Roger Morriss determined that: “Fundamental to the power of the state was its
financial system. That too developed, as did the attitudes to the state’s system
of war funding. Before 1793, the national debt was a cause of concern central
to parliamentary politics. Indeed before 1765, Parliament routinely limited
military expenditure. However, after 1793, the national debt gradually lost its
horror.”??* When Martin Daunton looked at the fiscal-military state he
concludes that for several reasons, including having not sold off future tax
income streams, the understanding of the financial position, the curbing of
government spending in peacetime and the freedom of the British citizen
meant that tax rates were able to be higher and more assured and thus the
British government was able to borrow money to fund the war at a lower
cost.?® Roger Knight assumes similar, noting that between 1783 and 1802
the British economy grew at 6% p.a., which was better than elsewhere and
that British government income was linked to customs duties and therefore
trade and had a mutual linkage therefore with the interests of the City. Knight
contrasts this with the French weakness.”® The first ever census, held in
1801, showed a population of 16 million, more than double the seven million

%3 pijcture of London p165.

24 Morriss, British Maritime Ascendancy p10.
225\ Daunton, 'The Fiscal-Military State and the Napoleonic Wars: Britain and France
compared', in David Cannadine (ed.), Trafalgar in History (Basingstoke, Palgrave, 2006),

5)2%18—43.

Knight, Britain against Napoleon, The organization of Victory 1793-1815 p21-2.



the government thought; this removed some of the fear that the population

was to small to win the war.??’

Morriss also said “resource problems were normally solved by resort to the
commercial market.”??® With their linkage to the funding of the War through
subscription to Government Bonds, the Committee were fully aware of the
position of government debt and its ability to raise future revenue and borrow
further, otherwise they would not have kept the cost of borrowing so low, they
were at the heart of the financial understanding. The Fund’s Chairman
Angerstein was so critical to others purchasing Government Bonds, that those
he subscribed to were known as “Julians” and were then purchased by others
because where “Mr. Angertstein was prepared to lead the best men in Lloyd’s
were willing to follow.”?® The Loyalty Loan that Angerstein helped lead
purchase of in December 1796 raised £18 million in just four days.

While they might have had enough confidence to purchase the debt at the
right price, they would have been equally aware that in January 1798 the
Bank of England had opened books to receive voluntary contributions to
paying for the war. The Bank contributed £200,000, the King £20,000 and the
Common Council £20,000, but the threat of invasion lead to £2,000,000 being

subscribed,?*

of which Lloyd’s as an organisation contributed £1,000. This
voluntary contribution made up for the shortfall in Pitt’s first tax system, the
“Triple Assessment” but his replacement system income tax meant the
government could pay interest on loans and cover a significant percentage of

the war cost, 28% according to Daunton.?*’

They equally understood what France had done during this period to improve
its financial position. This included the suppression of the slave revolt in St.

22| Colley, Captives, Britain Empire and the World 1600-1850 (London, Jonathan Cape,
2002) p309. (Hereafter, Captives)

%8 Morriss, British Maritime Ascendancy p10.

29 Grey, Lloyd’s Yesterday and Today p19.

20 pjcture of London p60.

B\ Daunton, Trusting Leviathan, The Politics of Taxation 1799-1914 (Cambridge,
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Dominique but also selling Louisiana to America for 15 million sterling; a
possession France only received in 1800 under a treaty with Spain. The
purchase was agreed in April although not announced until July, but the
banker acting for the American government was Francis Baring, a member of
the Committee. They would understand how different the French tax system
was. France borrowed money by selling tax privileges, which meant they
could not be further managed, this contrasted with the British system of
consols. These are pure perpetual loans and meant the interest rate is lower.
The French government had several defaults including in 1797%% and this
further raised its cost of borrowing; indeed it relied on significant financial
penalties against defeated states to retrospectively pay for the campaigns, for
example 20 million lire on Lombardy in 1797 and 40 million florins on the
Austrians after Austerlitz.*® Indeed, it was forced almost to continue to wage
war to fund itself by reparations. This meant if its territories started to reduce
then it would have to find a way of penalising its own population through tax

when they were already providing the citizen army.

It must also be borne in mind how new many of the insurance companies
were. Of the 18 significant insurance companies the London guide mentions
that were in existence by 1815, four were in their first few years including the
Norwich Union (1797), The British (1799) and the Imperial (1803).2** It must
be remembered that the underwriters were directly risking their own money
just as bankers were and their personal exposure may have concentrated

minds.
London’s Maritime Trade.
Although the City of London remains highly dependent on maritime trade and

most of the worlds’ maritime insurance is conducted through it, modern

Londoners give little thought to their dependence on the maritime. This was

232 Daunton, The Fiscal-Military State and the Napoleonic Wars: Britain and France

Compared p38.
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not the case in the 18th century. Only four of the current London Bridges had
been built by 1803;%*° the use of boats to go up and down the river was
commonplace and the risks associated with ‘shooting the drop’ created by
London Bridge was well known. London depended on vessels bringing trade
into the City and the Docklands were rapidly expanding. All the members of
the Committee would have been conscious of the risk and cost of war. For
some this would be generic but for others this would be very direct. In 1794,
one of the Committee members, Richard Shedden stated he lost £190,000
over the previous two years due to insured cargos being lost due to the
war.?*® 1797 saw American ships insured by Lloyd’s seized by France and
Spain and 1801 saw British ships, again insured by Lloyd’s seized in Russia.

Shipbuilding and trade were at the heart of London. The number of docks was
expanding. The West Indies Docks, which had a monopoly on sugar trade
with the West Indies, opened in 1802. The London Dock Company opened its
dock in 1805; East India Docks opened in 1806 and the Surrey and
Commercial Docks at Rotherhithe underwent a massive expansion between
1802 and 1815, largely for the Baltic and Scandinavian trade.?*” All involved
members of the Committee of the Fund.

%% | ondon and Westminster bridges were older but the first Blackfriars and Battersea Bridges

opened 1769 and 1771. Next Vauxhall Bridge (called Regent Bridge) 1811, Strand/Waterloo
Bridge designed 1807-10 opened 1817. Kew, Putney, Richmond Bridges were built but
uspriver from London.
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West India Docks as they opened in 180

A tract advocating for a police force on the Thames®* indicated that in 1800 in
London at least 120,000 people were employed directly by river commerce
and speculated that 500,000 derived subsistence from the “navigation and
commerce of the river”.?*° This was half the population of London.?*' While
probably an exaggeration, it estimated that this included 4,100 merchants and
ship owners, 35 ship builders, 33,000 seaman and boys, 5,000 waterman,

270 master lighterman and 3,000 journeymen lightermen.

The same tract claimed this industry accounted for a quarter of public
revenues, stating the Virginia tobacco trade brought in £848,493 for the year
ending 5 January 1799 whereas the sugar trade from the West Indies had
accounted for 450 ships and £2m in tax in 1799.?*? The tract quotes the 1796
Report of the Dock Committee of the House of Commons as identifying that in
1792 there were 1,860 London ships.?*® If you include vessels owned

elsewhere it estimated the number of vessels moving on the water as 10,175

2% NMM PAD1364.
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vessels.?** Between the 82 British ports, it estimates the coastal trade as
consisting of 6,500 voyages by 625 different vessels.

For international trade, Colquhoun estimated that 1,426 British and 1,843
foreign vessels were involved in carrying 627,087 tons of cargo.?* It valued

this trade at £13 million imports and £17 million exports®*°

while estimating
that the value of commercial property floating in the Thames to be in excess
of £70 million.?*” Customs tax and convoy dues from London in 1799 were
£6,422,791 0 shillings and 5 pence.?*® By voyage its breakdown is as shown

in the table below:?*°

Table 9 Number of Voyages against Trade Region

Number of Voyaes

East India Trade 53
West India Trade 346
British Continental Colonies 68
Africa and the Cape of Good Hope 17
Southern Fishery 29
Greenland Fishery 16
United States of America 140
Europe and Turkey 2,277
Channel Islands 46
Ireland 276

This demonstrates that by far the majority of trade was with Europe and,

therefore, was threatened when Napoleon brought in the Continental system

> ibid. p10 this includes support vessels and colliers.

% ibid. p10-13
% 1pid. p19.
7 |bid. p23.
8 |bid. p35.
29 ibid. p17.



to counter the British blockade. The French threat to this trade is already
recognised in the reasons presented to Parliament for the collapse of the
Peace of Amiens. Equally even if the numbers are exaggerated it indicates

significant movement and significant value.

These merchants, with their understanding of trade, would also be very clear
in their comprehension of challenges, in particular cargoes that were likely to
have an impact. They would have been aware that France equally had
problems with its grain harvest in 1800 just as they had suffered in London.
They would have been aware that the whaling industry was starting to decline,
having peaked around 1790%*° and that it was getting harder to find whales,

particularly in the Pacific.

An often forgotten factor was the impact of impressment. With so many
Londoners involved in the maritime trades, they were at risk of impressment,
indeed Colquhoun estimates that 4,000 of the 12,283 members of the

251 \White also comments

Watermans Company were employed by the Navy.
on how impressment hit manpower®*? and thus threatened the ability to trade.
It is noticeable that the Fund made great use of a ballad called “Britons strike
home”. This was originally published in 1739 and reflects the intent of many
ballad writers to rouse the Patriotism of the listeners and encourage

recruitment into the Navy.?*®
Why the Committee lacked confidence in the Royal Navy
There are two aspects to this lack of confidence; firstly the uncertain fighting

spirit or lack of loyalty of the entire Navy and a lack of confidence in the fleet's

capability.

20 Admiral B T Somerville, Will Mariner: A true record of Adventure (London, Faber and
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Loyalty

The discipline of the Royal Navy had been called into question during the
American War of Independence. Captain Anson in his biography of Lord St
Vincent,?** refers to this, stating the Admiralty had to suppress some elements
of dispatches. He references a letter from George Rodney from 28 January
1780:

“to restore the old, good, necessary discipline to the British Navy will be

of much more consequence. ‘Tis lost! it must, it shall be restored.”?*°

Anson argued it was not restored until the late 1790s by Admiral Jervis and
this was then shaken by a series of mutinies. Malcolmson argues®® there was
a reluctance to use the word ‘mutiny’ and that it was often replaced with
‘disobedience’ or ‘insolence’ in discussion. That did not prevent a plethora of
events that were still described as mutinies at the time. Those at Spithead and

257 nine for

Nore are well known, but there were more. Samantha Cavell lists
the three years proceeding Spithead and Nore.?® 1797 saw not only those
two (and Nore was really two mutinies with an element coming from Yarmouth
to join in), but that year also saw the mutiny on HMS Hermione. While a
particularly cruel Captain triggered Hermione, the Nore impacted as far away

as the West Indies. Captain Hoffman recorded:

“Some of our seamen also received letters by the same opportunity
acquainting them with the mutiny at the Nore, and a few days
afterwards a disaffected spirit broke out in the squadron, which we had

some trouble subduing. However, by reasoning with the petty officers

24 Captain W V Anson, The Life of John Jervis Admiral Lord St Vincent (London, John
Murray, 1913) p75-77.
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and the best seaman, it terminated without open mutiny or bloodshed,

although the crews of some of the ships had been mistaken enough to

have delegates for their proceedings.”**®

Cruickshank’s cartoon of 1797 Mutineers

There are many others. A letter from the later Admiral Gosselin casually
mentions two executions for mutiny on board HMS Montague in mid 1804.%¢°
Roland Pietsch notes several on HMS Temeraire in 1802, after the Peace of
Amiens, because the ship’s company was not paid off.?°' There was one on
HMS Castor at Martinique in December 1801. Lieutenant Smith of the Royal
Marines is killed in quelling it and his family applied for relief from the Patriotic

Fund.?%?

Admiral Gardner in his letters mentions two more, a further mutiny
over several ships in the West Country post Nore and one on the Queen in
1794 by her Irish crew.?®®> Admiral Moore mentions a further mutiny on HMS

Beaulieu. A letter to Captain Brown mentions one on Alcmene in 1797 after

%9 Hoffman, p68.
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she arrived in the Mediterranean post Spithead.?®* Furthermore, Admiral
Mitchell’s comments on his squadron at Bantry Bay just before Christmas in
1801 and on the several mutinies in 1802:

“The consequence is that very great discontent prevails among the
ships and many partial mutinies have taken place, and although they
have been quelled and the Ringleaders punished, yet the disgust to the
service is increased in the hearts of Seaman who have great reason to
complain of being retained in the service so long after a peace in

addition to the hardships of having been impressed during the War.”?%

These mutinies continued during the early years of the Napoleonic War. The
Patriotic Fund Minutes record a wound received in quelling a mutiny on the
tender Grinder on the 25 July 1806.%%° That same month there was also the
Vellore Mutiny in India, the first time Indian sepoys had mutinied against the
EIC. There was a mutiny on HMS Nereide in 1809 and HMS Africaine in
1810.%

There are also mutinies in the Army but fewer. lan Gilmour only identifies
three: the artillery mutinied at Woolwich during the Nore, which was put down
by the cavalry and guards; earlier an Irish regiment mutinied and attacked
Exeter Castle and in 1800 the Duke of Kent provoked a mutiny by the garrison
at Gibraltar by trying to impose Prussian-type discipline.?®®

Admiral Moore identified that the 1797 Nore mutiny led to an increased fear or

revolution in the country?®®

and Roger Morriss notes that the mutineers were
aware of Thomas Paine’s Rights of Man and how Hodgkins’ work on courts

martial from 1813 shows he had read Locke, Paley, Malthus and Bentham

2% A Brown, Rear Admiral William Brown ‘My Inestimable Friend’ (Trafalgar Chronicle No 24,

2014 pp297-302) p297. Letter is from St Vincent praising him for his dealing with it.
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and thought in utilitarian terms."° Recording that fear in the civilian population
Jenny Uglow notes an entry in James Oakes’ diaries: “we have our
Apprehension that from this Mutiny of the sailors may be dated the

"2 and also that all but one

Commencement of a Revolution in this Kingdom
of the sailors letters sent to the mutineers by their families stressed their fears
on danger from France and the need for sacrifice for traditions of the Service.

The one letter that differed just wished the sailors success.?”

Anthony Brown in his examination of the Nore mutiny raises that during it one
group of mutineers seized the Good Intent and sailed to France and that the
mutineers were linked to the radical organisation the LCS.?”® The Captain of
the Inspector identified that his crew had planned to seize the ship just prior to
the main mutiny at the Nore and sail her to France.?”* There is also the case
of HMS Danae, which seems to be missed by most studies not being reflected
in any of the articles referenced here, but where the ship was taken by the
crew in 1800 in the channel and where the mutineers sailed the ship to join
the French, making the majority who did not join them become prisoners of
war®”®. There was a similar case, three years earlier, when in 1797 the naval

schooner Marie Antoinette mutinied and went into a French port.?"®

Colley even argues that the start of services of National Thanksgiving based
on French model was partly driven by inability to rely on the Royal Navy
because of the 1797 mutinies.?’” As will be discussed in Chapter 6, several of

the Fund’s Committee had been involved with presenting swords and raising
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funds for the suppression of the mutiny at the Nore. This must have been an
issue they felt strongly about.

Capability

Jervis’s apocryphal quote, which it is claimed he uttered as First Lord of the
Admiralty in the House of Lords “l do not say that the French cannot come, |
only say that they cannot come by sea” might not have been seen as entirely
valid by the subscribers.

There were two potential reasons for this concern about the capability of the
Royal Navy. The first was the ability of the Navy to win any sea battle and the
second was concern about the state of the naval dockyards and thus the
ability to repair and sustain the Fleet. The First Lord of the Admiralty, Lord
Saint Vincent, stoked concern with respect to the second during the peace of

Amiens.

At any Royal Navy Trafalgar Night these days, it will be presumed by most
present that the French wars brought a long series of naval victories. That
might be true for the Napoleonic War following the collapse of the Peace of
Amiens, it was not so certain in people’s mind from the French Revolutionary
War. While it had seen some major victories - the Glorious 1% of June, St.
Vincent, the Nile and Copenhagen and a successful landing in Egypt in 1801
and the capture of Malta in September 1800 - the defence of Toulon had
failed which while not surprising and with long term positives due to the
French fleet losses and the evacuation of skilled workers. More clear was the
attempted British involvement in taking Ochakov back from Russia?’® in 1791
had equally not been positive in how individuals had behaved. Jervis himself
reflected that the:

%8 3 A Cavell Midshipmen and Quarterdeck Boys in the British Navy 1771-1831
(Woodbridge, The Boydell Press, 2012) p60.



“unsuccessful attempt at the invasion of Ireland had only been
prevented by the circumstances of wind and weather, not by the
Channel Fleet, and the country had lost confidence in its Navy and was

in great fear of invasion™"®

Other events did not go well. Roger Knight and Martin Wilcox comment®® that
the blockade of France, so important to prevent an invasion, had not been
smooth and that Howe and Bridport had done most of blockade from Spithead
and Torquay. It was only in 1797 that close blockade started to be achieved
and it took Admiral St Vincent to take over in 1800 to really enforce it and
bully his Captains into the high standards needed. There had equally been
unsuccessful expeditions to Ferrol in 1799 and Cadiz in 1800 and the British
lost 70% of its troops in West Indies 62.250 from 89,000 prior to 1801.%’

Despite Nelson’s signal at Trafalgar about “England expects”, the Napoleonic
Wars including the Battle of Trafalgar had plenty of examples of captains not
doing as expected. Even the great Fleet victories would see officers court
martialled for failing to perform as expected, for example, Captain Molloy of
HMS Caesar for the Glorious 1. Jervis was furious with the conduct of
Admiral Sir Charles Thompson at the battle of St. Vincent, and Captain John
Williamson was dismissed after the battle of Camperdown for failing to bring

his ship into action.

It was not as if at this time the Navy had a reputation for victory to fall back on.
The Americans had defeated Britain in the Revolutionary War and the
Colonies become independent. As Sarah Kinkel points out in her discussion

of Admiral Byng:

“This was not the first time suggestions had been made that Britain’s
naval officers were inadequate. There had been widespread

accusations of cowardice in the 1740s, resulting in highly publicised

279 Anson, The Life of John Jervis, Earl St Vincent p170.
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courts matrtial. At the time, pamphlets had sarcastically mocked those
people who thought ‘that the officers in the Army were all beaux and
boys; those in the Navy all brave, gallant fellows, heroes by instinct’
and claiming that, of Britain’s naval officers, ‘only a few delight in the

smell of gun-powder?®.

When Lord St. Vincent took over as First Lord he was determined to improve
the efficiency of the naval dockyards, so he embarked on a tour of them in
August 1802. He found enough irregularities he was able to obtain a royal
commission of enquiry into the whole organisation. This enquiry produced 12
reports. Bringing a driving passion to the work, Lord St. Vincent managed to

upset both the senior officials and the artificers in the dockyards.

As James Haas argues, this was part of the perennial problem whereby the
necessary numbers for production in war mean that you must have over
manning in peacetime,?®® with a contradiction between what is financially
efficient and what produces the most output. Admiral Byam Martin 200 years
earlier phrased it: “The best economy we can practise in peace is liberal
expenditure in preparing the fleet for war, in maintaining a large establishment
of shipwrights, and having such a system in operation as may insure a
vigorous application of our maritime strength when necessary”.?* In the
reforms brought in, the Dockyard workers lost their perquisites in 1801, in
particular their freedom to take home the offcuts of timber. This was replaced
with daily wages.?® This was followed by a short-lived wage cut in 1804 of
19%.%% With the bad harvests and rising food prices in 1800-1 it was not just

London that had riots; there were also riots in two dockyard towns in March
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and April 1801%” as well as a strike in 1801 by the dockyard workers.?®® By
the end of the Peace of Amiens, St Vincent had reduced the dockyard
workforce by 28%.%% The results of the enquiry were wide ranging and long
lasting with the impact for years and even led some years later to the
dismissal of the future First Lord of the Admiralty, Lord Melville.

However, St Vincent did not put the same passion into ensuring the Fleet was
ready for war to recommence, presumably because he thought the Peace of
Amiens would last or at least last longer. He oversaw a reduction in the
number of seamen from 130,000 to just 70,000, and even sold off some
stocks of wood to the French, considering them excessive. With their
knowledge of ship building and the industry, the Committee would have
known the state of the Navy in 1803 and how it had not been readied for a

return to war.

Even if St. Vincent was overplaying the state of the Navy, the whole event
showed how the Navy Board and Admiralty Board were not united, as

explained in detail by Roger Knight,*®

which in itself would not inspire
confidence. Martin Howard stated similar regarding splits between the Foreign

Secretary and the War Office throughout these wars.?*’

The merchants involved with Lloyd’s would have been aware of how
precarious some necessary war supplies were. With their links in the EIC,
they must have been aware that the company had been asked to reduce its
scantlings for the ships it was building, due to the shortage of timber.?? Britain
would never recover the oak it consumed for ship building and, after the
Napoleonic War started to use teak, which the EIC used at Bombay, on

*87 Morriss, British Maritime Ascendancy p168.

28 Haas, p428.

*% Morriss, British Maritime Ascendancy p168.

% R Knight, The Battle for Control of the Royal Navy, 1801-1835 (Global Maritime History, 22
Jul 2019) http://globalmaritimehistory.com/the-battle-for-control-of-the-royal-navy-1801-
1835/?fbclid=IwAR1S5IdCyBvrWpmaiiAtkD9dI4IBTMxbPeKdBO-4kxSaTDzU2J4cKalFjJY
accessed 4 January 2020.

»T M R Howard, Walcheren 1809 (Barnsley, Pen and Sword, 2012) p4.

22 Morriss, British Maritime Ascendancy p177.




frigates which while better for ship production had to be imported.® This was
exacerbated by St Vincent’s reform reducing stocks of hemp, sailcloth and
timber especially oak, which was why Pallas was built in 1804 using fir.?%*
Saltpetre for Britain’s higher quality gunpowder was largely from Bengal and

delivered, as required by their charter, through the EIC.?%°

Another area of trade expertise for the Committee was the Baltic. That was
particularly important for iron, tar and timber for masts, while Russia provided
90% of the hemp needed by the Navy.?*® Germany provided access to the
the Elbe and therefore the flow of trade into the heart of Europe, especially as
the Elbe flows through Brunswick-Luneburg (commonly known as Electorate
of Hannover, the British King’s German territories). Lord Barham earlier
expressed concern over this, although noted they had started to shift to
Canada, “for hemp we are dependent on Russia and masts Nova Scotia”’
Oak staves for barrels traditionally came from Danzig, Memel and Stettin.
However, the French Revolutionary War led to beech being used

supplemented by white oak from Canada for dry casks.?®®

The French also had problems with wood. Without natural coal supplies, they
were dependent on wood for fuel as well as for building transport, both carts
and ships. They had long had various laws preventing the cutting of wood
from their forests, this being an issue during the French revolution as the
general population wanted access. But by the end of the 18th century the
laws were being enforced again. The early 19th century saw the lowest level

of French forest.?®

2% Captain D Smith, “HMS Trincomalee (1817): A frigate spanning three centuries also known
as TS Foudryant from 1902 to 1989” (The Mariner’s Mirror, Vol 98:1, 2012) p67. Teak came
from Malabar, EIC produced 15 line of battle and 8 frigates between 1803-1850.

24 p Cordingly, Cochrane the Dauntless (Bloomsbury Publishing, London, 2007) p84.

2% Bowen p48.

2% M Robson, Britain Portugal and South America in the Napoleonic Wars (London, Tauris,
2011) p7. (Hereafter Robson, South America)

2 | etters of Lord Barham Volume 2 (NRS, Volume 38, 1910) p223 from “Memorial on the
Supplying of the Navy with Seaman” dated November 1787.

2% Knight&Wilcox, Sustaining the Fleet p63.

299 K Matteson, The revival of tradition in France's forests (Al Jazeera 10 March 2013)
accessed 2 January 2020 at
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An alternative award system to Prize Money

The Fund was setting up an alternative to the traditional inducements/awards

to naval personnel in wartime - prize money.

The City was concerned to make sure Royal Navy commanders acted in what
they saw as the interests of the war and particularly protection of the
merchant trade through suppression of privateers and support of convoys
rather than attacks on the enemy’s merchant shipping. They were competing
with prize money which was a strong incentive and drove a lot of naval
behaviour. The introduction of head money helped reward Fleet actions and
the financial payments for carrying valuable cargo on naval vessels could
provide a bonus for a convoy vessel’s captain. However, these were not as
strong an incentive as prize money where one lucrative capture made a
fortune. In 1803 prize money was under the Convoys and Cruisers Act of
1708.%3° Henry Digby received £40,731 for the capture of the Spanish
Treasure ships Thetis and Santa Brigada, and ordinary sailors on board

2,301

received £182,%°" equivalent to 10 years wages.**

Economics professor Douglas Allen reflected on this challenge to naval
behaviour noting that captains would be given general orders such as ‘“fo
blockade a port, patrol for pirates and privateers, escort merchant vessels,
and in times of war, engage the enemy.” Furthermore the captain had a
considerable asymmetric information advantage and plenty of opportunities to
blame any failure on the ‘Il fortunes of nature” This meant the captain could
use this to their own advantage and “seek out private wealth and safety rather
than engage in more dangerous and less profitable assignments. For

example, what prevented captains from using their ship to seek weak, but

300 Cordingly, Cochrane the Dauntless p91.

9T \W James, The Naval History of Great Britain Volume 2 (London, Haring, Lepard & Co,
1826) p358.
%92 p Hore, Nelson’s Band of Brothers (Barnsley, Seaforth, 2015) p127.



wealthy, merchant prizes rather than enemy frigates or avoid monotonous and

dangerous blockades for profitable raiding shore parties?”3%
As Allen sees it:

“The central compensation scheme in the British Navy was a wage
arrangement that rewarded captains well if they were successful and
remained at sea. This system revolved around the taking of prizes or
spoils of war. Unlike on land, where prizes are located in specific
places, enemy prize vessels float about. Unlike the army then, the use
of prizes in the navy was a two-edged sword—it motivated captains to
be active at sea, but encouraged them, at the margin, to hunt for
lucrative prizes instead of pursuing more strategic objectives.”

and concludes:

“that payment by prizes in the navy had a drawback, namely that
captains preferred the most valuable prizes net of the costs of capture.
These prizes were not always the ones of most military value.”

The problem was apparent to senior naval officers at the time. Admiral Sir
Charles Middleton, Lord Barham, when Comptroller of the Navy in 1782

reflected on the American campaign and noted:

“Frigates are the hands and eyes of a fleet. All the operations of our
fleet have generally been crippled and confined for want of a proper
number to attend it. This has arisen from bad management in the
stationing of frigates; particularly by accumulating unnecessarily a
great number of them in Jamaica, and for allowing the admirals on that

station to detain them, coursing for prizes™%

% D W Allen, The British Navy Rules: Monitoring and Incompatible Incentives in the Age of

Fl;lghting Sail (Explorations in Economic History Volume 39:2, 2002, pp204-231) p205-6.
%% | etters of Lord Barham Volume 2 p73.



Admiral Jervis, despite the fortune he had made, expressed a similar view. He
wrote to General Sir Charles Grey, about the command requests he was
receiving, commenting: “Prize Money is the order of the day and all other
objectives are secondary.”*® Ray Aldis, however, argues that the strategic
aim and good prize money might not always have been contradictory and that
“the idea of making a lot of prize money as well as striking a blow against
Spain became attractive to Jervis”** because the Spanish treasure ships

were known to shelter in Tenerife, so an attack supported both aspects.

Prize money led to a desire for frigate and independent command and it led to
legal disputes, such as Admiral Nelson’s dispute with Earl St. Vincent over an
Admiral’s share of some prize money. It is not possible to imagine a junior

Admiral challenging a senior Admiral in such a way these days.

Prize money was Lord Cochrane’s motivation on arrival in Chile in 1818 when
he said: “| have every prospect of making the largest fortune which has been

made in our days, save that of the Duke of Wellington.”"’

It was a major topic of conversation in an officer’s correspondence.®%®
Frederick Chamier, under training as an officer during the Napoleonic War,

comments poetically on prize money:

‘prizes being the godsends of sailors and avaricious agents... ... There
are many very gratifying moments in life: the eliciting of acknowledged
love from the lips of youth and beauty; the first delicious sip of rich
Madeira at dinner; a rich uncle’s unfortunate death; the secret pleasure
of seeing a friend fail. But to a sailor, ‘prize-money’ is as sweet as

‘revenge in woman’>%

%% j Davidson, Admiral Lord St Vincent, Saint or Tyrant (Barnsley, Pen & Sword, 2006) p203.
%% |t Col R Aldis, Why Nelson Lost the Battle of Santa Cruz de Tenerife (The Nelson
Dispatch, Volume 12:7 2016 pp404-10) p404.

%07 Cordingly, Cochrane the Dauntless p2.

%% Seen in Letters of Sir T Byam Martin Volume 1, where along with gossip and advancement
of others it is the main topic e.g. letters on pages 259, 289, 291, 302.

%99 Chamier, Life of a Sailor p47-8.



He later describes “prize money to a sailor being like blood to a
bloodhound”.?"® Charmier was probably known by one of the Committee as he
served under Captain Marryat, the son of one of the Committee, although not

until after the Fund was created.

This means of gaining wealth rankled with the Army. Major Adye complains
the army are disadvantaged compared with the Navy as “one fortunate

capture will enrich a captain of a man of war and his crew, for ever”.*"!

So why could the Committee not seek to influence naval officers in other
ways? Firstly, beyond alternative financial awards and honours there was little
anyone could do to influence the behaviour of naval officers. As Professor
Allen stated above if they were not in a Fleet under direct supervision of a
more senior officer, then they had almost complete independence. There
were not the means of communication to enable close control as now; orders

had to be written to allow latitude and judgement by the commanding officer.

Promotion (as today) was another key mode of influence on Naval officers.
On the way up to Post Captain, promotion was by selection and there were
ways of influencing this, particularly the jumps to Lieutenant and from
Lieutenant to Commander, where there were significantly more candidates
than places. Promotion in these cases was achieved either through ‘interest’,
which could be gained within the service by diligent performance and
impressing your seniors and thereby gaining their recommendation, or
through battlefield heroism.?'? The fact that Admiral Jervis felt it necessary to
write to Sir Charles Grey, saying he would promote on merit and “pay no
regard to the recommendations of any person whatever” shows just how
common was the system, as Sir Charles Grey (as First Lord of the Admiralty)

*1%ibid. p104.

g Payne Adye A treatise on Court Martial also an essay on Military Punishments and
Rewards (Eighth Edition privately printed in London for patrons, 1810) p250 (hereafter Adye).
312Tendency to promote officer bringing news of victory meant being tasked was in effect
being selected by your Admiral.



clearly expected his interest to lead to promotion.'® Frederick Hoffman
comments how previous EIC officers now in the Royal Navy had been
promoted by interest without going to sea®" and how rewards and promotion

were only for the few. 3'°

T A 12 Paidaving 7 v p——— & e L
STiat Konlls B anstrcrof B dacklifirsy P Arendd o Lanlh, f mo s dic v foc
Tent for el oon e Ko gihomaihing gkl Sare Kbk o ceers den dollrBan yopore” p.

SAANEN “

Cruikshank’s cartoon of “Mr B Seeking the Bubble” or promotion for bravery in
battle

Once you were a Post Captain, promotion was earned simply by outliving
your peers, hence Thursday’s Toast of the Day in the Royal Navy, ‘A bloody

war or a sickly season.’

Roger Morriss summarises:

“the distinction of individuals was a vital part of the promotion process”
and “Private enterprise operated on the basis of individual
responsibility” but for state bureaucracy as obliged to check against

fraud and abuse “it practised collective responsibility.”*'®

¥8pavidson, Admiral Lord St Vincent, Saint or Tyrant p176.
$Hoffman, p27.

*ibid. p96.

%16 Morriss, British Maritime Ascendancy p14.



The City could not use personal links to pressurise naval officers and
encourage the behaviour they wanted. Michael Lewis found that just 3.9% of
naval officers came from a business and commercial background.*'” More
recently Evan Wilson found a quite different answer, with 36% being from
those classes. Wilson accounts for this by how they conducted the sampling
but, while he does not draw out the point, when he looks at Colquhoun’s
figures for their parents’ incomes, he demonstrates that only a very small
percentage came from family with an income of greater than a £1,000 per
annum.®"® With the number of nobility and landed gentry he found then this
must mean there are very few financier’s sons in the list, as one had to be
earning more than that to be able to donate the fee to be a member of the
Committee. There were only four of the committee who had direct family links
to the Navy. Germain Lavie’s brother was serving; Secretan and Marryat had
sons in the Navy, although for Marryat that was from 1806 and John Fraser’s
father had briefly served in the Navy as a Midshipman and Masters’ Mate in a

gap in his employment on EIC ships.

Whether social rank or military rank was more important was highlighted by
the Midshipman’s Mutiny of 1791, which “revealed a high degree of sensitivity
to matters of honour among the corps of officer trainees”.>'® These were not
necessarily young gentlemen as we might understand it. Moore the
Midshipman was 31 at the time that he was court martialled for leadership of
this mutiny, and was from a reasonably wealthy family or as Dillon puts it “a
gentleman of independent fortune”.*?° Gardner speaks positively of him in his
memoirs “another worthy fellow”*?'- Mutiny in response to this debate was rare

however.>?

¥"'M Lewis, A Social History of the Navy 1793-1815 (London, George Allen & Unwin 1960)
31.
'® E Wilson, A Social History of British Naval Officers 1775-1815 (Woodbridge, Boydell
Press, 2017) pp86-9. (hereafter Wilson, British Naval Officers)
19 Cavell p30.
%20 | ewis (ed) Sir William Henry Dillon I, p29
%1 Recollections of James Anthony Gardner, Commander RN, 1775-1814 (NRS 1906) p82.
%22 5 A Cavell “Social Politics and the Midshipmen’s Mutiny, Portsmouth 1791” (The Mariner’s
Mirror 98:1 2012) p37 (hereafter, Cavell)



Awarding glamorous swords sent a direct appeal to naval officers, especially
the middling sorts, who were not able to get to the top and therefore would not
get other distinguishing marks. Wilson establishes that the desire to be
considered a gentleman was at the heart of a lot of how naval officers acted.
But “Sea officers, even the well-born ones, had long been saddled with a
reputation for poor manners. The isolated environment of a ship coupled with
rough living conditions and the company of common sailors did nothing to
endear officers to polite society.” *** Men’s fashion post 1793 became plainer
and simpler; rather than aping the excesses of French fashion, men
embraced “a simpler shape, with full-length trousers, narrow tailored coats
and elaborate cravats”?*. But even post Napoleonic fashion was still “inspired
by ideas of Chivalry”®?; the naval officer’s uniform allowed him to stand out,
and a glamorous addition to that uniform in the form of a sword added to that
impact.

Typical clothes of 1780s and 1800s and naval uniform of the 1790s%%°

When one of the definitions of a gentleman was “anyone who had the means

to dress well and wear a sword”*?’

getting a sword they would be proud to
wear probably accounts for why all the early recipients sought swords rather
than silver plate. A gentleman needed a home to display silver plate, whereas

the sword could be worn each time he ventured out in public.

23 pid. p37.

324 Castle Museum York men’s fashion 1800-1820.

%25 Castle Museum, York.

326 1780s Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1800s is © Victoria and Albert Museum, London.
Naval is Pellew, in the 1790s uniform once second epaulet adopted, NPG,

21 Wilson, British Naval Officers p192.



So the challenge for the Committee was how could they enhance the social
status of Royal Navy sailors at a time when society needed but did not quite
like the warrior; in other words how could they encourage Nelsonian-style
heroes, to defend merchant shipping, and win the actions that maintained
command of the sea? One way to do this was through awarding badges of
honour such as medals, swords or silver plate, so that, as today, recipients
were able to show they had been honoured by wider society for their service.
Major Adye said “The coin of honour is inexhaustible and is abundantly fruitful
in the hands of a prince who distributes it wisely.”*?® It was an aspect of
support that Nelson loved, leading to Lord St. Vincent to write about him:

“Poor man, he is devoured with vanity, weakness, and folly, was strung
with ribbons, medals, etc, and yet pretended that he wished to avoid

the honour and ceremonies he everywhere met with upon the road.”?
Why would they believe the City should do this?

There are many aspects of public life that today we would expect the
Government to organise and fund but were, in the 18th and early 19th
century, much more the purview of the private sector, although this began to
change around 1815.

While Lord Mayor in 1789-90, Alderman William Pickett began significant
infrastructure improvements to London through the City Corporation. This
started with roads and removing obstructions and putting in a sewerage
system. These works were delayed by the resumption of the war in 1803.3%
Dr Cookson notes that the City was not only contributing to the Patriotic Fund
but also paying for public events that we might expect to be paid for by the

state, for example, the 1803 Militia Review. Cookson states this was to help

328Adye, p275.
%29 Naval Miscellany Il (NRS, 1912) St Vincent to Nepean, 17 January 1801.
%0 White. London In the Nineteenth Century Chapter 1.



prevent the state going the “French Way”.**' Thomas and Tracy also note the

involvement of certain commercial/merchants in various charitable funds.3?

Health care and education were completely private or, where provided for the
wider population, were paid for by charity. There were 20 hospitals in London,
three colleges, 45 free schools and 17 public schools, 237 parish schools
funded by private subscribers and the £75,000 given annually by the city
livery companies.®* Being a subscriber usually came with some benefit. A
good example of this is the London Hospital, often known just as The London,
whereby a subscriber could recommend people to its care. As will be seen in
Chapter 10 in this thesis, the main subscribers to the Fund were often
subscribers to hospitals.

Subscribers to Lloyd’s also undertook national work. While the Royal National
Lifeboat Institution (RNLI) arose separately, the subscribers at Lloyd’s
provided a limited national lifeboat service from 1802 and kept it going for 22

years until the RNLI took on the work.**
Final thought

The City was used to war and many individuals involved in the Fund made
considerable profits out of it through their funding of Government debt and the
rise in insurance. But they were not used to a war that might completely
destroy them and all they held dear. They had an incentive to make sure the
war went well. There were particular reasons why they shared the nation’s
concerns in 1803. As the Navy Record Society editor selecting from Lord

Barham’s papers summarised, it:

BUE Cookson, The British Armed Nation, 1793-1815 (Oxford, Oxford University Press
1997) p 218.

%2 Thomas & Tracy, Master and Madman p159.

%33 picture of London p 234.

334 Grey, Lloyd’s Yesterday and Today p27-8 and Worsley & Griffith The Romance of Lloyd’s
p99.



"was not the danger of invasion, which our historians have represented
as paramount, but the possibility of danger to the trade. The country
was alarmed and was mustering by its thousands in the ranks of the
volunteer; ministers were anxious and giving a ready ear to projects of
sea-mines or submarines, which it was to take a hundred years of

investigation to render efficient”®*

The Committee who were better informed than the wider populace and
probably better informed than the Government knew just how perilous the
situation was, and used their wealth to reinforce the rewards and honours that
incentivised particular forms of naval behaviours, especially the defence of
trade.

%% | etters of Lord Barham Volume 3 PXXXii.



Chapter 4
Other Nations’ Presentation Swords

Prior to looking at how the Patriotic Fund used swords as awards, this chapter
examines what other nations were doing regarding presenting swords. It
concentrates on France and America, two of the most significant opponents
during this war. America’s sword history is entwined with that of France and
Britain. With naval swords it is noticeable all navies in Europe modelled their
swords on either the French style, as Denmark, Norway, Sweden did, or the
British style as the ltalians and Germans have done.

Swords seem to have been given as rewards in the Arabic culture earlier than
in the West. In 2014, Dutch historian Niels Anderson produced a study of
presentation arms from Tunis and Algiers.336 His introduction makes clear that
Turkish, Persian and Indian weapons are hard to date even when of
presentation quality, due to the length of time the designs remained current.>*’
The earliest he has been able to positively date is from 1753, which was a gift
for the Danish King Frederik V from the Bey of Tunis, but he draws attention

338

to swords being gifted prior to then, as a 1687 painting™" of Thomas Hees, a

Dutch diplomat to Algiers, Tunis and Tripoli, which has two clearly shown in

3,3 Andrew

the background. In a study of the siege of Vienna of 168
Wheatcroft refers to part of the customary gifts to the Khan of the Tartars for
him to fight for the Sultan was a jewelled sword. There is though one dagger
that may have helped inspire the British gifting swords. When the Ottoman
Sultan, Selim Ill, sent Yusuf Agah his first ambassador to England in the

1790s a gold dagger was one of the gifts for King George.*°

%% N A Anderson, Gold and Coral: Presentation Arms from Algiers and Tunis (Denmark:

Danish Arms and Armour Society, 2014).

337 Although not true for Japanese swords where the maker is often known and they can,
therefore, be roughly dated.

%38 Anderson, Gold and Coral p7 at Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam SK-C-1215.

%9 A Wheatcroft, The Enemy at the Gate: Habsburgs, Ottomans and the Battle for Europe
gLondon: The Bodley Head, 2008) p47.

9 M Downer, Nelson’s Lost Jewel (Stroud: The History Press, 2017) p27.



However, in both the Arabic and Indian cultures the elaborate swords given to
the recipient were not made for the individual recipient. Both countries were
skilled in metalwork, particularly the use of inlaying in Arabic culture and
Kudan®*' in Indian culture, and produced many fine weapons. These were
then given out by their rulers. We see this in British Georgian collections with
weapons presented by various Sultans/Beys in the period 1798 to 1807 when
the Ottoman Empire was a British ally. These include those presented to
Nelson and Sir Sydney Smith and the royal families discussed in Chapter 6,
but there are at least six others to officers. As Arabic swords do not carry
hallmarks or makers details they are impossible to date. So while they were
given in the years below, they could be much older.

Three were presented by Turkish Naval Captains, (more likely Admirals
although referred to as Captains) one to Captain Frank Austen for driving the
French away from a beached Turkish ship of the line;**? one to Colonel Hill
following an action in 1801 in the Egyptian Campaign®*® and one by the
Captain Pasha of Constantinople to Commander Vincent in 1804 when he
visited the city and was accidentally fired on.*** The Pasha of Egypt also
presented at least one and the Dey of Algiers at least two. The Pasha’s was
given to Captain Mackay in 1807 for his command of the Grenadier Company
of 2" Battalion 78™ Regiment of Foot at EI Hamet.>** The Dey of Algiers
presented one to Captain Murray probably in 1798 and one to Captain Bowen
probably in 1799.34

¥ Kudan is the uniquely Indian skill of setting jewels into a latticed gold frame, see Prince

Khurram’s dagger for the battle of Deccan, 1617 in the Wallace collection.

%2 G Caplan The Ships of Frank Austen (Journal of the Nelson Society Vol 2:7 2013) p442.
3 E Sidney, The Life of Lord Hill G.C.B. (J Murray, London, 1845) p41.

¥4 J Marshall, Royal Navy Biography (Longman, Hurst, Rees, Orme, and Brown, 1823) p916.
1 ot 68, Thomas Del Mar 14 December 2005.
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Sword presented to Captain Murray by Dey of Algiers3+7

There are Indian presentation weapons. These are also hard to date because

already existing elaborate weapons were gifted.

Indian Rajah presenting sword and a 19th-century silver Indian presentation

sword>*®

It has not been possible to identify a reference that covers military and naval
weapons of Europe, or even for many countries a work that covers their
swords. The closest is May and Annis’ two-volume work Swords for Sea
Service but that is Naval only and based on those held by the NMM. Some
countries are well covered but others glossed over. The book has no example
not covered in this thesis. It might be expected the states that form Germany
would have given presentation swords. Solingen made blades for other
countries’ swords and the Germans became fixated on swords as a badge of

office a century later. There are two major German texts on old German

%7 Chichester Museum.

38 ot 344 Roseberry’s 24 April 2017 and Lot 261 Hutchinson Scott's 16 January 2020.



swords**? both well researched and including items in private collections. Both
include Napoleonic era weapons, in particular Prussian, but neither has a
presentation sword from this period. One challenge for this period is many
countries no longer exist and texts are usually produced from a national
perspective. For example, | have been unable to identify any reference
covering the Republic of Genoa’s swords.

It has not been possible to find any studies of the subject in Spain or Russia
despite their sword production at Toledo and Tula. Studies of auctions and
museums have furnished examples. A sword was presented to General
Miguel Ricardo de Alava by the town of Vitoria in gratitude for saving the city
following the battle of 21 June 1813.%*° There are two swords in the style of
British presentation swords at the Madrid Maritime Museum. One was
presented to Cosme Damian de Churruca y Elorza sometime prior to 1805
made by the French maker Boutet, who is discussed later. The other
belonged to the Spanish Governor of Montevideo at the time General
Beresford was defeated at Buenos Aires. Similarly a Russian sword was
auctioned that had been presented by Catherine 1l for suppression of the

Cossack Rebellion in 1774.%"

Cosme Damidn de Churruca y Elorza’s sword at Madrid Maritime Museum

%9 H Hampe & R Dauzat, Legacies in Steel (Oxford, Casemate Publishers, 2019) and H
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French presentation swords

There are French presentation weapons from the Napoleonic era but there
are key differences both in the weapons themselves and how they were
gifted.

The French had various official swords for different military units before the
French Revolution in 1789. French naval officers, just like British naval
officers, could carry whatever sword they chose, and these could be quite
elaborate. They continued to carry these post the Revolution. Our main
evidence comes from those surrendered, such as Admiral du Chayla’s from
the Nile held by the City of London, or Pickersgill’s portrait of Captain Ball,

which shows him wearing a French sword.**

Initially during the Revolution all sorts of weapons were taken into service and
even historic arms were raided and used. Supposedly one revolutionary even
brandished the 17th-century sword of Henri IV. However, once revolutionary
governments were established they reinstituted the old patterns but changed
their model numbers, dating them from 1790. Over the Revolutionary period
and into Napoleon’s reign, new patterns were introduced.** There are key
differences that are typical of French swords. The first is more use of brass
because France had challenges with importing steel (produced in England
and Germany) and the rise of a citizen army meant production had to
considerably increase. This meant the quality significantly declined. Secondly,
was the adoption of Roman or 'Antique weapons, representing a
revolutionary tendency for classical Republican imagery.>** Unlike Patriotic
Fund swords, as will be discussed later, this is expressed not in symbology on
the weapon but rather by the shape of the blade and hilt. So gladius-style
weapons and simple cross hilts are far more common; these are almost never

seen on Georgian presentation swords. This hark back to classical imagery
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can be seen in some of the paintings from just prior to the revolution when
Jacque Louis David later a supporter of first Robespierre and then Bonaparte,
and in effect almost a minister for art, painted Oath of the Horatii (1784) which
was a royal commission supposed to demonstrate the importance of loyalty to
the state, but David’s work includes many pictures that are less political but
still concentrate on the classics, such as Death of Socrates (1787) and
Funeral Games of Patroculus (1778) .

The other common feature of French swords, shared with many other
continental countries is their style of pommel, adopting one slightly leaning
forward. An unknown type of sword being sold with this style of pommel would
be described as a Continental pattern. There is one British army sword that
adopts this French style pommel; in memory of the Napoleonic Wars in 1832
the Household Cavalry deliberately adopted a French-style weapon for their
state sword. This pattern ceased in 1872. The Duke of Clarence’s own

fighting naval sword was of a continental design.**®

o e
A typical British and Continental pommel, here on 1805 British naval sword

and Austria-Hungary naval sword, note the grip curves on the British where
the continental sweeps to a more rectangular pommel, they fasten into the
tang differently.

There are other changes that occur in markings on the weapons and guards.
Naturally the royal symbols of the fleur de lys and the sun disappear to be
replaced with a Phrygian cap, or Cap of Liberty, and sometimes the fasces
symbol. Royal markings were replaced or obliterated. Tenby museum has a

3% NAM item 1965-10-205-1.



sword captured in the 1797 invasion. The “Roi” on the blade has been
obliterated by dots stamped over it. There are three other symbols that tend to
appear on French swords. The first is an exploding hand grenade and then,

after Napoleon comes to power, a bee or imperial eagle might be used.

French Cavalry Dragoon Model of 1779 with fleur de lys on the hilt replaced

with a Phrygian cap and fasces, and the exploding hand grenade symbol°*®

Unlike in Britain, French presentation swords always seem to be given directly
by the government in whatever format that is at the time. The earliest known
French presentation sword awarded after the Revolution was presented to an
Englishman. The Paris Commune awarded “CSW Nesham for defending a
corn storekeeper from a violent mob.”**” These swords are less elaborate,
being based on existing designs and were sometimes mass-produced and,
therefore, cheaper to make than British swords.

Nicholas Hall believed part of the reason the cash poor French governments
presented swords was because it was cheaper than awarding a pension.
However, they came with an elaborate ceremony. He comments that the
Royal Armouries collection has two swords from a batch of 400 ordered by
Napoleon in 1799 for presentation to ordinary soldiers. The initial presentation
was to a full company of 150 soldiers who had performed well at Nazareth
during the Egyptian campaign, this meant the other 250 were for presentation

3% Hall, Some French Revolutionary Swords p25 and Lot 100 Sotheby South 13 July 1999,
?hotograph courtesy of Sotheby’s.
*" ibid. p26.



later.>*® These were clearly following an existing format as an identical
pattern sword appeared at auction that had been ordered by the French
Minister of War General Scherer to the company who defended Fort de Corte,

and was presented on 1st April 1798.3%°

Presentation sword for the Troop at Nazareth®®

France seems to have settled largely on a single supplier. There was a
national arms manufacturing facility established at Klingenthal in Alsace in
1733 by Louis XV recruiting craftsmen from Solingen.**' However, the better
weapons are usually produced by Boutet. He was the son of the last King’s
armourer and director of an arms manufacturing facility at Versailles. Once
Napoleon came to power the swords at the senior end get more elaborate,
including those made for the consuls, but even here Roman elements
dominate. Napoleon gave swords to some of his top officers and had several

d*®? and his sword as

made for his roles as well. There is both his court swor
first consul of France. This interest in swords extended into his love of
paintings. The portrait of him in his study at Tuileries by Jacque-Louis David
shows one of his ornate swords on the cabinet and the painting Napoleon
purchased in 1808 to establish his art collection at La Malmaison was one of
Jeanne d’Arc receiving her sword from Charles VIl by Hippolyte Lecomte.
This interest seems to extend to others in his family. His younger brother

Jerome Napoleon ordered two elaborate swords on becoming King of

%8 ibid. p27.

%9 | ot 309, Antony Cribb, 7 April 2020.

%9 ot 56, Bonham’s 24 November 2010.

%1 P Willcocks, The Spoils of War (The 88" London Antique Arms Fair Catalogue for Spring
2012) pp11-15 p11.

%2 Swords and Hilt Weapons (London, Prion Books, 2012), Ed M Coe p91.



Westphalia in 1807.% This competition in culture between the two systems

can be seen in other visual arts as well as swords.

glory

Consul’s sword by Boutet circa 1799°%°

Napoleon took as personal trophies the sword and dagger belonging to the
Grand Master of Malta after seizing the island in 1798. These had been
presented to Jean de Valette by the King of Spain for his defence of Malta
during the 1565 siege. Napoleon is supposed to have carried the dagger

during his time in Egypt as a talisman.>®®

33 At Chateau de Fontainblane https://www.napoleon.org/en/history-of-the-two-

empires/images/two-luxury-swords-belonging-to-jerome-napoleon-king-of-westphalia/
accessed 26 April 2021.

3% National Gallery of Art in Washington, Chateau de Blois in the Loire.

3% Royal Collection RCIN 61171.

%0 These are at the Louvre.




There are other swords believed to have belonged to Napoleon. Christies sold
a sword reputed to be his in 2015. It had been acquired by Wellington, as part
of his trophies from the war, who in turn presented it to Lieutenant Colonel Sir
Henry Hardinge in 1817. The similarity in style to the consul’s sword is
noticeable.

The Wellington-Hardinge Sword®®”

The French government even seems to have brought this direction to at least
one conquered territory, as shortly after capturing Rome in 1798, a new
pattern sword was introduced for members of the City’s government. The

French influence can be seen in the pommel.

By ——— e e
%

—

Rome City government sword, ¢1800°%°

Boutet mass produced presentation firearms and swords. A pair of
presentation pistols made by Boutet are on display in the Kelvingrove
Museum, Glasgow. These are one of 55 pairs made for presentation to

important generals and foreign allies.

Swords were given for victories by senior officers as well as the system of
being enobled for military performance, noblesse d’épée.**® Captain Ross

37 ot 48, Christies’ 17 December 2015.
%8 picture by Hermann Historica, from their auction 25 June 2020 Lot 11239.
369 Wilson, British Naval Officers p176.



when writing his memoirs of de Saumaurez recalled having been sent ashore
to negotiate an exchange of prisoners when the French officer showed him a

bulletin recording Linois’ victory. In return he was presented with the Gazette

account of Linois’ defeat. Linois’ supposed victory had been such that he was
sent a handsome sword from the French government. It led to Ross recording
this epigram (italic in original):

In the days of the Bourbons, a man was rewarded
For standing the brunt of the day:
But, now, this old maxim in France is discarded,

Men are honoured for running away!*®

A French presentation sword on display at York Army Museum belonged to a
French General. It was captured at Waterloo by Lieutenant Edward Trevor of
the Royal Artillery. The Roman style and its simplicity compared with British
presentation swords are obvious. The langets and mounts on this have been
removed, presumably someone thought they were solid gold not just gilt. The
blade was made at Klingenthal and the rest by Boutet. There are two
variations of this type, 20 from the Consulate period, which this is, but more of

the second from the Empire period.*""

French General’s Presentation Sword captured at Waterloo

A further example is shown below. This sword was presented to General
David Hendrikus Bruce, a Batavian officer who served in the Peninsular.

%% J Ross, Memoirs and Correspondence of Admiral Lord de Saumarez (London, Richard

Bentley, 1838) p381.
31 Wilcock, The Spoils of War p13.



General Bruce’s presentation sword®’?

Sotheby’s sold three presentation quality swords in 1999, shown below. The
left one belonged to General Jean Lemarois, Napoleon’s aide de camp. All
were made in Solingen and not by Boutet, and it is possible they were private
purchases as the new nobility came into being, rather than presentation
swords. However, they show how much the French swords tend towards a

particular design and all have typical French symbols on them.

oy ey i i M%
\ | 4

Three French Presentation Quality swords®”

There is also a French version of the Egyptian Club Nelson’s captains formed
after the Nile, discussed in Chapter 6, known as the Institute of Egypt and
formed from the Doctors who served with Napoleon during his Egyptian
campaign 1798-1800. The Emperor's own sword from this Institute differed
from the rest as it had a pearl grip.

372 | ot 84 Bonham'’s 20 April 2011.
373 Lots 106, 107 and 108 Sotheby South 13 July 1999. Photograph courtesy of Sotheby’s.



Egyptian Institute Sword and sword thought to be gifted to Marshal Ney>"*

There is also one sword from just after the Napoleonic wars ended, when in
1816 the Governor General of the French Establishments in the Indies
presented a sword to Captain Swanston in the name of the King of France, for
escorting the Governor.*”

The key differences for French presentation swords are they are centralised in
their giving, coming from the government whether that be the commune or
Napoleon. They are mass-produced; being made and then presented as
required and can be quite simple. They are also a different style and
symbology.

American presentation swords

American presentation swords start almost as soon as the country was
established as an independent nation. In 1780 during their war of
independence, Louis XVI presented Commodore John Paul Jones of the
future USN with an elegant presentation small sword.*”® The Second
Continental Congress that governed prior to the US constitution being agreed,
on 28 October 1778 passed a resolution to have manufactured a set of
Congressional Swords. These were to be awarded for conspicuous service

% ot 131 Elliott & Snowden 9 November 1970 and Lot 62, 14 December 1970.

7 NAM item 1962-06-4.

%% p Tuite, US Naval Officers Their Swords and Dirks, (China, Andrew Mowbray, 2004) p120.
(Hereafter Tuite USN Swords)



during the Revolutionary War. The first was presented to the French Marquis

Lafayette, who led the French troops. This was presented in 1779.37

At this time the American manufacturing was not in a position to make high
quality weapons and so nearly all swords were imported from Europe, either
from London, Paris or Solingen. Despite the support France had given during
the war, officers tended to have their own swords reflecting their pre-war
linkage. Even George Washington saw “no political inconsistency in
displaying British manufactured items both during and the after the war.”3"®
However, after the war they move towards the continental style, especially as
they establish their own production. Thus in 1785 “Congress authorised
Colonel David Humphreys, Secretary of the American Legislation in Paris, to

obtain ten silver-hilted small swords™"®

part of 15 awarded for this war.

The late 1790s see what is probably an attempt by a German cutler to enter
the American market, because there is a sword that belonged to George
Washington known as the Alte Sword. Made by a Solingen-trained cutler, who
had moved to France and was a gift, although its arrival was a little circular.

Its exact date of manufacture is unknown but it was received by Washington
in 1796 so probably made a year earlier.*®® There does appear to be a
tradition becoming established of giving a captured sword to an individual as a
means of thanks. Washington is thought to have presented at least three in

this way.*®’

The Congressional Gold Medal for military and naval actions was introduced
in 1800, with Captain Truxtun earning it for capturing the larger French ship
Vengence with his Constellation. One of the early awards was to Commodore
Preble for the Barbary War, and the same resolution awarded swords to his
officers and midshipmen. Other swords were awarded by Congress during

Z; M Loades, Swords and Swordsmen (Barnsley: Pen and Sword 2010) pp384-389.
ibid. p371.

9 Wolfe. Naval Edged Weapons p71.

iz:’ Loades, Swords and Swordsmen pp375-380.
Ibid.



this war although the only known surviving example is that awarded to
Captain Decatur for the Barbary campaign. The State of Maryland also
presented a sword to Captain Gordon for his part in this war.>®?

This is followed by the award of a series of Congressional swords for the
1812-15 War. There are several swords awarded by other American political
bodies; the City of Philadelphia and the State of Pennsylvania both presented
swords to Decateur and the State of Virginia presented at least four,
Commodore Warrington, First Lieutenant O’Bannon, Midshipman Heath and
Lieutenant Tayloe.*®® New York presents at least three to Commodore
Macdonough, Captain Reid, and Commodore Jones.*® The Congressional
swords are awarded to all officers in the actions and thus are numerous. Peter
Tuite estimates at least 76 for four naval actions in the Great Lake campaign,
presented to Midshipmen and sailing masters. There are some presented by
Congress to military officers as well and various State and Municipality
legislatures present swords later for this war. | have not found an example of
an individual presenting to their friends until the US Civil War 50 years later.%®

Congressional Sword to Midshipman Peleg Dunham for Lake Erie 10
September 1813%%¢

%82 Tyite, USN Swords p125.

%83 ibid for Warrington and Heath and Lot 383 Freeman's 13 November 2014.

%4 Tuite, USN Swords, p127-139.

%3 Colonel R H Rankin USMC, Small Arms of the Sea Services (Connecticut, Flayderman,
1972) based on US Naval Academy holdings p33 & p35.

%% Met Museum of Art.



It is clear these swords were desired. Arthur Sinclair comments on the lack of
recognition for his endeavours on Lake Ontario, moaning that he had got less:

“than many who have received publick [sic] thanks — freedom of the

citys [sic] in gold Boxes — swords and dinners and lord knows what.”®’

American naval swords had largely adopted the eagle on their hilt by the early
1800s, even when imported from Britain.*® This adoption of the eagle as their
symbol becomes fairly ubiquitous within presentation swords although a few
are small swords or Roman style. Like the French, the American presentation
swords pick up on the national story of the new nation and utilise its symbols.

Taking the 1812 Congressional sword as an example:

“The hilt and grip show panoply of naval arms with superposed spread-
winged eagle. The underside of guard has 18 stars and the letters "US"
separated by laurel wreath. The grip is rectangular with high relief
mermaid holding an urn over her head on both sides. The pommel is a
helmeted Roman soldier. The guard is pierced with a central medallion
of a Romanesque woman's bust. The blade reads ‘CHARLES L.
WILLIAMSON, MID-SHIPMAN, LAKE CHAMPLAIN, 11 SEPTEMBER
1814’ Latin motto is also inscribed in central panel: ‘ALTIUS IBUNT
QUI AD SUMMA NITUNTUR’, which translates to ‘He who aims
highest, rises highest’. Other patriotic panels include panoply of naval
arms, the naval battle on Lake Champlain, and a beautifully detailed

American eagle.”*

Other revolutionary symbols appear on officers’ own weapons. The Phrygian

cap is one showing that link with the French revolutionary tradition.>*

%7 R Malcomson, Lords of the Lake, the Naval War on Lake Ontario 1812-1814 (Toronto,
Robin Brass Studio 1998) p245.

%8 Tuite, USN Swords, p26.

%9 Description of symbology Lot 2010 James D Julia 16-18 August 2017.

%0 Rankin, Small Arms of the Sea Services p62.



Summary

It is clear the ideas used by America in presenting swords are much closer to
the French ideas than the British. In both America and France the awards are
more egalitarian than Britain, but still in America only down to warrant officers,
while France does go down to the common soldier as might be expected of
revolutionary state. In America and France swords were produced in
quantities and then subsequently determined who is to receive them rather
than ordered for a specific individual and then made. It is distinctive that they
are not awarded by merchant bodies nor presented by colleagues in the
Napoleonic Wars, rather it is seen as a state function and they are exclusively
presented by official bodies in America mostly by Congress but including
municipalities and State legislatures and France by the government. This is
not the case for Arabic and Indian presentation swords where they are one of
existing elaborate weapons and given by state leaders to leaders. Therefore,
this gifting of presentation swords by individuals is a British and British colony

phenomena.



Chapter 5
Pensions and Medals

This Chapter will briefly deal with three issues, following on from the
exploration in Chapter 3 as to why the Fund felt it was necessary to do
something, and before looking at the giving of swords and plate in Chapter 6.

First, it will demonstrate that raising subscriptions was the generally accepted
way individuals expressed thanks or helped people in misfortune in this
period. Second, it will explore the promise to award pensions to those injured
and to widows and how this fitted in with other organisations doing similar
work in other fields. It will show that in this aspect alone the principle of
promising to make awards prior to the event was not unique, although the
Patriotic Fund was the only body to undertake this without relying on an
endorsement by Parliament. Third, it will compare with some other awards
given to all ranks and rates, in particular the private awards of medals such as
Davison’s Nile Medal and Bolton’s Trafalgar medal, as well as the general use
of tokens in this period of history. This will demonstrate that it should have
been expected that the Fund would have done more medals than the one it

did award.

Subscribing as groups for charitable purposes

As previously mentioned, this was an era when Government generally did not
provide support. Therefore, many disasters at both national and individual
level were dealt with by subscription to a charitable fund. A relic of this
remains in the Royal Navy, with the tradition of the masthead auction of
personal affects of a deceased sailor with high prices being achieved and with
items submitted for resale in order to provide funds for bereaved

dependents.>’

%91 personal experience, have seen several at sea.



Subscriptions could be by small groups or national collections. Captain
Frederick Hoffman records that in 1794, early in his career, a civilian boat
capsized when surprised by ceremonial salute. “The officers among the
squadron made a subscription for them, and the mids, although not rich, were
not backward.”**? The memoirs of one Committee member David Pike Watts,
recalled an incident in Weymouth, probably in 1809, where a boat was upset,
the officer drowned but two seaman were rescued. A collection was raised for
those completing the rescue. The subscription was treated as a matter of
norm. Pike Watts is discussing whether the individuals could read and write
and if that made them braver.>®

As seen from these examples, charity was usually not for the benefit of the
subscribers. This is clearly illustrated in one of the strangest examples of
charitable work. The Bank of England donated to female convicts in distress
(single women or with children) about to be transported to Australia, even
though it was the Bank of England that had prosecuted many of them for
‘uttering’ (forging) of bank notes stemming from the banking crisis a few years
earlier. 1802 saw a lesser charge introduced of 'holding a note’ with a
mandatory sentence of 14 years transportation rather than death for forgery.
This encouraged many to accept the charge. Women were a quarter of those

convicted®* 5.3%

and nearly all received at least £
Originally the Bank of England used its Poor Box to make charitable
donations. This received fines on Directors and other minor fees and genuine
donations, but from January 1740 the Directors started to vote bank funds to
charitable causes. It made only three charitable donations between 1740 and
1793, two small contributions (£20 and £15) to the needy in the Banks’s

locality and £1,000 to relief and support of the Government forces dealing with

%92 Hoffman p8.

393 By his daughter, Some account of the Late David Pike Watts Esq London (Gilbert &
Rivington, 1841) p99.

%4 D Palk Going to the Bay in Utmost of Distress’: Women Convicts Being Transported to
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the Jacobite 1745 rebellion. However, from 1793 the Bank contributed
significant sums to various subscriptions, usually through Lloyd’s Coffee
House. The suppression of the mutiny at the Nore and British prisoners of war

both received contributions.3%

Such activity was considered a natural part of life. Major Payne Adye referred
to it dating from classical times:

“Among the Athenians, all disabled and wounded soldiers were
maintained by the public; the parents and children of those who fell in
battle were taken care of ™’

Earlier fundraising by the City

The City of London had raised funds on numerous occasions prior to the
foundation of the Patriotic Fund. Lloyd’s was at the forefront of this and it was
not unusual for key City players to assemble at Lloyd’s to raise a subscription.
The first such recorded following a disaster was after HMS Royal George
sank on 29 August 1782 for which they raised £7,000°® while the first
recorded for a military action was after the battle of “the Glorious First of June”
in 1794. After news of the battle was received at Lloyd’s, a general meeting
was held. That meeting recommended raising a subscription for the relief of
the wounded and The Times noted:

“to the honour of the subscribers of Lloyd’s Coffee House, they, with
the liberality which will ever distinguish that respectable body of men, in

less than one hour subscribed a thousand guineas.”®

These activities required a committee to organise the donations and gifts. For

%% W Marston Acres, The Bank of England from Within (London, Bank of England, 1931)
5)9;:7)600-2.
Adye, p275.
398 Worsley & Griffith The Romance of Lloyd’s p171.
%9 loyd’s Nelson Collection Factsheet 2.



the Glorious First, the committee chairman was Angerstein. That subscription
raised £21,281 with more than £1,300 coming from a charity performance put
on by Sheridan, at the Theatre Royal, Drury Lane. *° They raised the first
1000 guineas in under an hour.*®' The subscription funded presentations of
silver plate including at least two silver soup tureens in memory of Captain
John Hutt of HMS Queen and Captain John Harvey of HMS Brunswick, who:

“gloriously fell in the Important Action of the 1st of June 1794 when the
French fleet was defeated by the Biritish fleet under of Command of

Admiral Earl Howe.”*%?

There is also a twin-handled silver-gilt cup inscribed:

“Lloyd’s Coffee House. A Tribute of Respect from his Country to
ADMIRAL LORD GRAVES, for his gallant Conduct in His MAJESTY'S
SHIP The Royal Sovereign on the ever memorable 1st of JUNE
1794.74%

They also presented at least five pieces of plate to more-junior officers. The
Lloyd'’s collection holds three silver cups awarded to Lieutenant Alexander
Ruddach and Midshipman Richard Shorland both of the Marlborough and
Midshipman John Bennet of the Montagu. Two others have appeared in
auctions, one to Mr Francis Jackson Snell,*** a 14-year-old Midshipman on
the Queen Charlotte and the other to Captain Walter Smith of the Marines

from Bellerophon.*®

That was not the only subscription from Lloyd’s in 1794. Although not
mentioned within the various histories of LIoyd’s, an English frigate enabled
her two partner frigates to escape a much stronger French force, before

99 |bid.
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getting into Guernsey Road herself and the Birmingham Gazette noted that
the:

“Gentlemen who frequent Lloyd’s have already nobly subscribed
upwards of 3000I. for the relief of the widows of the petty officers and

sailors who have fallen or been maimed in the late engagement.”**®

Similar happened with the Battle of the Nile. This time they raised more than
£38,000 to relieve the suffering of the wounded and bereaved and in addition
voted Nelson £500 °...fo be laid out in plate in such a manner as you will be
pleased to direct, as a small token of their gratitude...”**” This is now referred
to as the Nile Dinner Service. This subscription was also managed by
Angerstein. They added to Nelson’s collection of plate after his 1801 victory at
Copenhagen, in contrast to the City of London and the Government, and the
Bank of England Directors also made a donation to this. Clearly, some
collections were better remembered than others; in 1826, Sholto Percy
described how the Patriotic Fund was Lloyd’s third effort at fundraising, when

it was at least their eighth for a major event.*®

It is possible there are others
not recorded. In 1801, the Bank of England contributed 500 guineas to a fund
being raised “for the relief of the widows and orphans of the British Forces
who have suffered in Egypt”.*® It is unclear who was managing this but it

sounds similar to much of the other fundraising by members of Lloyd’s.

They also got involved in subscriptions for smaller events. On 25 January
1809, they gave £210 to a local subscription for the Deal Boatmen involved in
saving the crews of the East Indiamen Britannia and Admiral Gardner.*'° They

even collected money for the Spitalfields Soup Society.*'"

% Birmingham Gazette. Friday 6 June 1794. The three frigates were Crescent, Eurydice and

Druid.

*7 | loyd’s Nelson Collection Factsheet 2
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The presentation of silver as part of a subscription was not unusual, as will be
explored in the next chapter.

National commitments to fundraising

The giving of some form of relief to those who suffered misfortune had a long

history in Britain.

National church services of thanksgiving, as held after Trafalgar, where the
collection went to the Patriotic Fund, were a longstanding tradition. Charity
Briefs, whereby the King issued a proclamation, were used for raising
ransoms to release British slaves from the Barbary pirates. The earliest Linda
Colley identified was in 1579.*"2 These continued into the 18th century on a
national and local basis. Tavistock had 30 such collections between 1660 and
1680. Charity Briefs were used for a wide variety of problems including “flood
victims, or survivors of an outbreak of plague, or a town devastated by fire.”*"
Wiltshire and Swindon History Centre identify two examples when towns
devastated by fire had money raised to enable them to recover. These were
Marlborough in 1653, when most of the town was burnt, and for which
Cromwell issued a fire brief asking for subscriptions to ‘alleviate the suffering
and rebuild the town’ and contributed £2,000. The other is Colerne in 1774
where donations were collected at various places including coffee houses in

Bath.*'

As mentioned above, the raising of funds for the Glorious 1% saw fundraising
theatrical performances. These continued to happen, including for the Fund.

*12 Colley, Captives p76.
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Mitirary THEATRICALS.—On Monday last the.
‘Tragedy of The Carmclite, with the farce of e
Mayor of Garrat, were performed at the Theatre,
Colchester, by Officers of the Garrison, for the be-
vefit of the Patriotic Fund. The characters were
ably supported throughout, amidst the applauses of
a numerous and respectable audience. ‘

Charity Theatre Performance®'®
Giving of pensions

Following the dissolution of monasteries by Henry VI, it became apparent
something had to replace their charitable work and the first Poor Act was
passed in 1552. The Parish was made responsible for supporting its own
poor. The Act was updated in 1601 and was still in force until after the
Napoleonic Wars. This law required support for the legitimately needy in their
community and allowed for taxing wealthier parishioners. They only had to
provide for their own parish. Workhouses or Poorhouses were one means by
which Parishes offered relief and employment for those in need.

Some parishes were more generous than others, so just as migrants might
seek the best-funded location now, the same happened then. There were
various means by which people could become resident and entitled to poor
relief.

Sailors - who by nature of their profession may have lost their links with their
original parish — and could struggle to prove eligible for relief if no longer
employed at sea due to injury or age. Several charitable funds provided
sailors and their families with support. Funds were raised by an allowance
from all ships, under the denomination of ‘widow's men’. The pay of an
additional fictional crewmember was added for every 100 men in a ship's
company and was appropriated for the fund. Two such funds supported all
naval ratings - the Chatham Chest and Greenwich Hospital. These had many
cross-linkages.

*1° The Times 14 January 1804.



The Chatham Chest, originally literally a chest at Chatham in which the
money was kept, started in the Elizabethan era and gave “smart” money,
usually a year’s pension in advance and then subsequent payments based on
the severity of the injury. In 1803 the administration of Chatham Chest was
moved to Greenwich hospital and the two merged in 1814. Greenwich
Hospital provided a home for retired and injured sailors although competition
for a place often depended on some form of interest to get in. It also provided

‘out-pensions’, so sailors could live elsewhere.*'®

If the sailor was killed in action the state paid an additional sum of money to

the widow annually. This was known as the King’s Bounty.

An earlier short-lived attempt to support families was the United Society for
the Relief of Widows and Children of Seamen, Soldiers and Marines and
Militiamen. Created in 1793 at the commencement of the war it appears to
have only raised £10,118 and ceased within a year.*"’

There were charities just for officers. The Charity for Sea Officers’ Widows
was established in 1732, funded by a deduction of 3d. in the pound, upon the
pay of all commissioned and warrant officers. In 1809, when a bill was
brought before Parliament to reform some of its processes, it had £700,000 of
stock supporting 1,800 widows and paid £80 per annum to a Captain’s widow.
The 1809 bill removed the need to apply annually in London and allowed the
widows to be paid quarterly at home. The Compassionate Fund received the

same change.*'®

*1° Newell, Greenwich Hospital, A Royal Foundation 1692-1983 p85 these started in 1763.
7 A List of the Subscribers to the United Society for the Relief of Widows and Children of
Seamen, Soldiers and Marines and Militiamen Together with the resolutions and rules of the
Society, the sums subscribed, etc (London, 1794).

*18 The Times, 1 March 1809.



There was a naval variant of the still existing Military Knights of Windsor
called The Poor Knights of Windsor of the Foundation of Samuel Travers’.*'
It has a colourful history.*? It was established in 1803, even though the
benefactor endowment was made in 1725, due to a series of legal challenges.
The endowment was for ‘seven Gentlemen who are to be superannuated or
disabled Lieutenants of English Men of War'. The first seven were appointed
in 1795. Their houses and mess hall at Windsor were completed in 1802.
Indicative of the Charitable nature of the time, the original bequest was

supplemented by a legacy from Lieutenant Robert Braithwaite in 1805.4'

There was a pension society open to Naval personnel, The Amicable Society.
This scheme allowed for members to pay an annual contribution of £6 4s
each. Anyone aged 12 to 45 was eligible to join and, at the end of each year,
the contributions, less running costs, were divided between the beneficiaries
of members who died that year. The society also provided annuities from
1807, when it obtained a new charter and broadened its aims, adopting the
improved methods used by rivals. Under the new arrangements, premiums
varied depending on age and circumstances of the member. The society was
originally limited to 2,000 members, but raised this to 4,000 in 1790 and to
8,000 in 1807.%%

Similarly, the Amicable Navy Society started as a club for naval officers in
London in 1739 and initially campaigned on the creation of a naval uniform
and then on changes to half pay. It did not meet between 1776 and 1791 and,
when resurrected, had reasonable funds. Therefore, in 1791 it changed its

19 St George’s Chapel Archives & Chapter Library Research Guide No.3 Naval Knights

https://www.stgeorges-windsor.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/ResearchGuide3-Naval-
Knights.pdf accessed on 6 January 2020.

420 Originally required to remain bachelors and attend church daily, they objected and there
are several accounts of bad behaviour.

21 Records are inconsistent here, Lieutenant Robert Braithwaite died in 1807 according to
The Commissioned Officers of the Royal Navy but Newell, Greenwich Hospital, A Royal
Foundation 1692-1983 p107 gives his legacy as from 1798. Whether Admiral Richard
Braithwaite who died in 1805 causes any of this confusion is unclear.

**21n 1866 merged with Norwich Union.



purpose to provision of pensions.*?® Naval officers paid a graduated
contribution, either as a one off or annually, based on rank and the Society
disbursed money to its members as needed. This was open to commissioned
officers, chaplains, masters, pursers, physicians and surgeons. One of the
Lieutenant Governors of Greenwich, Nelson’s mentor Captain William Locker,
tried to reinvigorate this during the French Revolutionary War.*?* This started
in a coffee house, Will's Coffee House, and morphed into the Royal Naval
Charitable Society and then into the Royal Naval Benevolent Society for
Officers, which is still operating.

The Marine Society, despite its main aim being the provision of manpower to
the Navy, also had a fund. It produced £300 a year to provide 30 pensions of
£10 a year for “widows of deserving naval officers”. In 1809, this fund was
receiving £500 a year from the Bank of England.*?

Some charities supported members of the merchant navy. Trinity House was
operating its pension scheme by this time, and was supporting 3,682
pensioners in 1800, rising to 7,012 by 1815.%?° Patrick Colquhoun, writing in
1800, refers to The Merchant Seaman’s Association helping merchant sailors
in the same way the Greenwich and Chatham Chest helped Royal Navy

sailors among others.**’

It is possible there were others. We know, for
example, in 1656 the charities for sick and maimed sailors - Chatham Chest,
Ely Place and Savoy Hospital - amalgamated under the Chatham Chest, and
that Elizabeth Alkin or ‘Parliamentary Joan’ was running a charity for sailor’s
families in Portsmouth in 1653*%, but we know nothing else about these

charities.

*2 Two Hundred and Forty Years of a Naval Institution (Britain, Royal Navy Benevolent

Society 1979) p9.

24 p MacDougall London and the Georgian Navy (Stroud, The History Press, 2013) p138.

%> The Times 17 June 1809.

2% M Lincoln, Trading in War (London, Yale University Press, 2018) p155.

27 Golquhoun, p518.

2% M Oppenheim, A history of the Administration of the Royal Navy and of Merchant Shipping
1509-1660 (Shoe String Press, London, 1961, originally published by Bodley Head in 1896)
p323. (hereafter Oppenheim).



The Patriotic Fund was not the only organisation giving rewards in this area.
The members were well aware that their pensions would be on top of these
other awards. Indeed, they were insistent that this was the case.

It was quite possible to have several of these pensions, as demonstrated by
two letters by John Smale, who wrote to the Admiralty complaining about the
behaviour of a lady of that parish.*? It is not certain that his letters refer to the
same lady, because one refers to Jane Nainby, a deceased Lieutenant’s wife
and the other just to ‘a deceased Lieutenant’s wife’, but the circumstances are

very similar, he comments the lady is getting:

Lieutenant’s pension £40
King's Bounty £25
Patriotic Fund £25

The Fund was quite clear its awards should be in addition to others and not
replace them. This led to a resolution sent to those managing the poor rates
for Manchester when they stopped widow Alice Adamson’s grant after the
Fund made an award. The Fund resolved that:

“It is the opinion of this Committee that the relief which spontaneous
patriotism has through this fund devoted to the relatives of those who
may fall in the defence of the country, was never intended to
supercede the assistance to which by the Poor Laws they might be
entitled but to alleviate in some degree the loss of those for whom age
and poverty had a natural claim; and that in the event of such parochial
or township allowance being discontinued, in consequence of a vote
from this Fund, its operation would be to relieve the parish or
Township, and not the object for whose benefit the money was

intended.”*°

2% ADM 6/387, one undated and other dated 2 August 1813.
*30 Minutes 16 June 1807. They wrote to Mr Seddon of the Manchester committee. Her
surname ending is unclear, husband was on Lilly.



Did other organisations award individual pensions?

As described above, individuals could apply for a pension from other
organisations and have government awarded pensions. There was also a
series of pensions created for descendants of a man awarded a title by an Act
of Parliament. The last surviving of these was the pension and title awarded to
the descendants of the first Earl Nelson, Horatio’s brother. This was a
statutory pension of £5,000 per annum, which lasted until 1947, when an Act
of Parliament revoked it on the death of the heir at the time, which was not
expected to take long as he was 87. By this time, all other similar pensions
had been commuted by the government with agreement of the recipient. In
return for the ending of the pension, the family were allowed to dispose of
Trafalgar House, the estate they had been given, although nearly all the value

disappeared in death duties.**

Outside the government and the charities, it was very rare to award a pension
for life as opposed to a one off payment. There is one example, however; two
sailors were given a pension by the City of London for recovering dispatches

from Napoleon after the Battle of the Nile.**

Cash awards

Cash awards seem to have been used fairly sparingly by the Fund. While 25
recipients or their relatives opted to take cash, money was awarded for
service as opposed to injury only 15 times. A couple of times, cash was used
to increase the value of the award. Boy Langfield’s award will be discussed
shortly but others will be explored in Chapter 6. Eleven of the cash awards
were small but four were considerable, up to £500, the same as the most
expensive plate awarded. They were all for more junior people, the most

senior being an army lieutenant.

*' Hansard Volume 147 House of Lords Debate 24 April 1947 TRAFALGAR ESTATES BILL.
32T A Heathcote, Nelson’s Trafalgar Captains and their Battles (Barnsley, Pen & Sword,
2005) p104.



Cash awards were used by other organisations, for example, in line with those
made by the Fund, the EIC awarded 300 guineas to Captain Hargood for
drawing the enemy away from East Indiamen in the Far East in 1802 prior to

the Peace of Amiens.**®
Giving of a medal and recognising an event

Although the Patriotic Fund only awarded one medal, it was initially intended

that they be awarded more generally.

The first British military event known to merit the award of a medal was the
Armada, where afterwards both the Dutch and the British produced medals.
Although individual medals bearing the effigy of Henry VIIl and Queen
Elizabeth | are known to exist, it is not known to whom they were presented or
why, although it would appear that they were worn as marks of royal favour.***
This was 50 years prior to the first award of anything similar to the Army,
which was by Charles I. It is thought that the Armada medals were reserved
for senior people rather than given to all sailors.

There are probably only three early medals that went to sailors rather than
just officers. A royal order of 15 November 1649 says for “several mariners”
and we have no knowledge of who they were,** but in 1650 Captain Wyard of
the Adventure, a hired merchantman, was in action off Harwich. Afterwards,
the crew were all given medals, from £50 value for the Captain down to five
shillings for the crew, each “with the service against five ships” engraved on
one side, and the arms of the commonwealth on the other.** For the action
off Holland on 31 July 1653 while most were awarded to officers the crew of

Triumph also received medals for saving the ship.**’

33 ibid. p92.
434
Long, p2.
3 This did at least include at least one Corporal, so did go below officers. ibid p10.

436Oppenheim, p328.
“ Long p14.



Dutch and British Medals for the Armada 1588

The situation had not changed by the Napoleonic War. Medals were not
routine issue for either gallantry or battles by the government/royalty except
for very senior decorations, e.g. knighthoods. George Ill created a naval gold
medal, with a larger one for Admirals and smaller one for Captains, for the
Glorious 1. He then ordered this medal be presented to all Captains of
vessels in Naval Victories and to Captains Commanding frigates for
distinguished actions. However, it was only ever awarded to three officers
below Post Captain, two Lieutenants, Pilford and Stockham, who were
commanding their ships of the line at Trafalgar, and Commander Mounsey for

the Bonne Citoyenne capturing the larger La Furieuse on 6 July 1809.4%®

With the relative cost of medals compared with plate and their popularity at
the time, it would have been a reasonable way for the Fund to proceed but

instead they decided to offer an elaborate inscription to all those injured.

“*®|bid, p36.
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Example of a inscription, in this case for the award of £40 for the loss of their
son, John Neville, a secaman on HMS Atlas at the Battle of St Domingo, 1806

The one medal they awarded was to Boy William Langfield of HM Sloop
Rattler for throwing a burning shell overboard at some point during 15-16 May
1804 in an action against the Flushing flotilla. The Fund also awarded
Langfield £20 to be “laid out in clothes and necessaries” under the supervision
of his Captain. They chose a medal design by Edward Edwards, an artist who
had started his art career making drawings for engravers. The medal was
manufactured by Teed and he had to make two because the first one was
destroyed by fire.**® The minutes also refer to the Committee accepting an
offer from Matthew Boulton, the leading manufacturer whose Soho Mint at
Birmingham made coins and tokens, for a medal for members of the
Committee.**° It is not known whether these were ever delivered and there is

no known example.

*39 Gawler, p70. Medal is in The Lloyd’s Collection.

449 Handwritten minutes 13 March 1804.



As with the swords, discussed in the next chapter, the EIC awarded medals to
its own military. There are also many examples of medals for militia members.
Unlike swords the third major use of medals or tokens was for political

reasons.

The EIC commenced awarding medals for battles in 1770 and for gallantry in
1837. Its first campaign medal for Europeans was in 1839 for Afghanistan.
Because they were awarded by a company not the King, the medal did not
feature the monarch’s head on the reverse. The Government did not start
recognising battles until 1847, with the Naval and Military General Service
Medals (although this was a retrospective award) and gallantry in 1854 with
the Distinguished Conduct Medal as part of the Crimean War, the Victoria
Cross following two years later. The EIC produced a campaign medal for
native troops for the Deccan campaign in 1778, which was followed by
several others as shown below. It clearly was an established practice by the
time of the Napoleonic War. The first EIC medal system for gallantry started
when in 1837 it instituted the Order of Merit, later known as the Indian Order
of Merit. It was conferred only for conspicuous gallantry in action. Interestingly
it also carried increased pay, an increased pension and, if killed in action, a
payment to the widow.**' The second campaign medal the EIC issued was for
the Opium War in China (1840-2). It was going to issue for its troops and so
asked permission to issue to the Army as well, authority was granted in March
1841. This had the battles the recipient had been involved in engraved on the
rear. The medal for the Sikh campaign in 1845-6 saw the first clasps.*? The
Turkish Sultan also gave medals to British military, in the French Wars, during

the time he was an ally.

*1 P Duckers The First gallantry Award The Indian Order of Merit (Classic Arms and Militaria,

Oct/Nov 2016).
42 P Duckers, Medals for Afghanistan 1839-42 (The Armourer, July 2019, pp35-8).



Three early examples of EIC Medals: Mysore medal 1792;*** Seringapatam
medal 1799;* capture of Isles of Bourbon and France 1810**° and the
Sultan’s medal for Egypt 1801%4°

Likewise, while not given by the Government for regular soldiers, the militias

introduced privately made medals. To give an idea of how many there were,

the medal sale at Dix Noonan Webb on the 17-18 May 2016, had 10 medals

from Militia/volunteer/Yeomanry units in that single sale.**’

)

Militia Medals: Nottingham Yeomanry Medal 1802** Norwich Loyal Military

7449 4450

Association 179 Loyal Suffolk Yeomanry 179

They were equally used within the militia/volunteer movement for skill at arms

as shown with these two examples:

3 ot 80 Warrington and Northwich’s 4 December 2019 awarded to Indian Forces under

Cornwallis who defeated Tippoo Sultan of Mysore 1790-2.

**ibid. Lot 79, awarded to EIC forces for renewed campaign against Tippoo Sultan of
Mysore.

4ot 916 Mellors’ and Kirk’s 27 June 2019.

8 Lot 81 Warrington and Northwich’s 4 December 2019 conferred by Sultan Selim IlI to the
troops who defeated Napoleon, NCOS are silver.

*7 These were Penryn Volunteers Medal 1794, Loyal Clapham Volunteers 1800, Birmingham
Loyal Volunteers 1802, Handsworth Volunteer Cavalry 1802, Belville Volunteers 1802,
Cardigan Regiment of Volunteers 1802, Fifeshire Volunteers 1802, Royal Edinburgh
Volunteers 1804, Dunkinfield Independent Riflemen 1807, Royal Bristol Volunteers 1814.

“8 Lot 164 Gilding’s 25 June 2019, medal unnamed. There are sufficient that Glendining’s 20
March 1996 had a series of Lots of them.

%9 Nesbit's 7 February 2018 Lot 306.

“% Alan Judd Sales List January 2018.



Medals for skill at arms: 1°' regiment of Royal Dublin Volunteers, 1800 and
Cooleystown Cavalry 1803*'

The award of medals had equally been undertaken for the Navy by private
individuals. Earl St. Vincent, the First Lord of the Admiralty, had medals made
by Matthew Boulton**? for those who had served him loyally, when he came
ashore in 1800. Titled “Earl St. Vincent’s Testimony of Approbation 1800” they
show a sailor and Royal Marine shaking hands with the words “Loyal and
true” with St. Vincent’'s head on the front. Alexander Davison, Nelson’s prize
agent, ordered a medal from Boulton for all those involved in the Battle of
Nile. This was made in different materials depending on the recipient’s rank:
gold for Nelson and his captains; silver for Lieutenants and Warrant Officers;
gilt metal for Petty Officers, and copper for sesamen and marines. Davison had
his name marked on the medal so everyone would know he had given it.
Boulton presented a medal at his own expense to all those at Trafalgar. He
followed a lower grading than Davison making a silver one for the Captains
and a pewter one for the junior officers and men. Several of the men are

reported as throwing theirs overboard in disgust,*>

The obverse and reverse of Davison’s Nile and Boulton’s Trafalgar medal

451

452 Lots 50 and 54 Whyte’s 6 April 2019. Image courtesy of Whytes.com.

Nearly all of Boulton’s medals are designed by C H Kichler, although Clevely designed
the Nile medal.
493 Long, p45.



Did people desire medals and were there any political connotations?

Were medals actually desired by the military, especially considering the
account of sailors throwing theirs overboard mentioned above, and were there
any other political considerations that might be considered by the Committee?

The evidence indicates medals were desired by officers and men of both
services, as demonstrated by the medals made. The Peninsular campaign
saw medals produced by regiments for their own members.*** The Queen’s
Royal Irish Hussars Museum holds a 4th Light Dragoon Regimental Medal,
privately produced. The reverse is inscribed “Presented to H Allen by Major
James Hugonin, A token of his regards and esteem, 1815". Quartermaster
Hugh Allen served with the 4th Light Dragoons in the Spanish Peninsular,
where the regiment took part in the Battles of Talavara, Busaco, Albuhera,

Salamanca, Vittoria and Tolouse.

The Peninsular campaign saw the Gold Medal for Military Officers being
instituted. Given as a one off for Maida in 1806, they commenced being
issued routinely in 1810; 107 were awarded before it was replaced in 1815
with the creation of the Companion of the Order of the Bath (CB). There were
regimental medals earlier than the Peninsular Campaign. The Vth Foot
created their own Order of Merit in 1767.*°° Equally the fact that Boulton had
medals made for all those at Trafalgar strongly suggests that the one
produced by Davison for the Nile had been well received, and that Boulton
was prepared to foot the bill, despite, unlike Davison, not being a financial
beneficiary of the action.

Bridget Millmore’s thesis on love tokens links the wearing of tokens/medals to
the desire of all people in society to be dressed as well as they could.**® She

*>* P Duckers “Medals for the Peninsular War” (The Armourer, Sep 2018) p44.

%5 A Brewis, “The Order of Merit — 5th Regiment of Foot 1767—1856” (Journal of the
Society for Army Historical Research, Vol. 2:9 1923), pp118-124 p118.

%% B Millmore, Love Token: Engraved Coins, Emotions and the Poor 1700-1856 (PhD thesis



refers to John Styles' discovery that:

“the servants in his research chose to spend their money and even
incur debts on clothes in their desire to be fashionable. Whilst it is
important to remember that the second-hand market in clothes meant
that garments were valuable possessions which maintained their worth
and could be sold or pawned at any time, the wearing of fashionable
clothes was also part of a behaviour which was about a sense of

personhood. It demanded attention from others.”™®’

Sailors shared that enthusiasm.

In his work on the social status of naval officers Evan Wilson draws out their
desire to be seen as gentlemen. This meant, as seen in Chapter 3, that the
desire to have swords fitted in with the desire to be dressed well.
Collingwood'’s disappointment at not receiving a gold medal for the Glorious
1%, he was not mentioned in the dispatch drafted by Sir Richard Curtis,
Howe’s Flag Captain, is well recorded. Wilson describes these medals as part
of the aspiration of the elite, especially as they acknowledged that your action
was worthy, being rare. When Maria Edgeworth, writing in 1813, wishes to
draw attention to just how rare praise is from a particular individual she

compares it “to a medal struck and appropriated for the occasion”.**®

It is clear by the number of surviving tokens for various events that they must
have been mass-produced and that there was a market for them. Included

among these are many for naval and military events.

University of Brighton February 2015) p203.

N Styles, "Involuntary consumers? Servants and their Clothes in Eighteenth-Century
England" (Textile History Volume 33 Issue 1, 2002) p18-19.

8M Edgeworth, Patronage (reprint Sort of Books, London, 2011) p542. Original 1814.



Examples of tokens for Naval events, celebrating Admiral Cornwallis Admiral
of the Channel Fleet, 1794*° and the obverse and reverse of a medal
awarded to attendees at a service of thanksgiving at St Pauls for naval

victories in 1797*%°

Medals were produced for the Peace of Amiens, the Royal Bank of Scotland’s
museum had a peace dividend coin produced for its employees to celebrate
the Peace and there was another medal produced to show support for the

government exploring the preliminaries of peace in 1800.

1800 medal commemorating work towards peace*®’

There were plenty of patriotic-themed tokens. Examples are:

(/'

Medals to celebrate the centenary of the Glorious Revolution 1788;*? one for

463
8

Gosport promoting Britain Triumphant 179 King George lll safe from

assassination*%*

%9 Part of Lot 306 Nesbit's 7 February 2018.
%0 © Dix Noonan Webb.
1 Royal Collection RCIN440032.



A number of medals and tokens were produced for important social issues
and used to show support and raise funds. A collection held by the British
Museum was shown in 2009 in an exhibition titled “Medals of Dishonour”. This
showed how they were used politically. These were designed to be turned in
your hand, one side generally showed the monarch and the other the cause
you were supporting.*®® One from this era related to the Covent Garden
theatre protest when ticket prices rose in 1809 and people campaigned for the
old prices - ‘OP’. Another medal for these protests is anti-Semitic, portraying
the theatre owners as Shylock. Another medal portrayed “The Uncharitable
Monopoliser” in protest at farmers and traders profiteering from the poor
harvests of 1799 and 1800. This unusually has a positive alternative on the
reverse, appealing for people to give a helping hand.

466

Obverse and reverse of Covent Garden theatre™" and uncharitable

monopoliser*®” medals

Further tokens supported the antislavery campaign and at least one is for the
issue the Fund itself was addressing - the Tom Tackle token. Tom Tackle was
another generic name to represent a naval sailor, taken from a popular song
by Charles Dibden. This token promoted the need to offer support

for discharged sailors and widows and orphans.*%®

%2 © Dix Noonan Webb.

3 ibid. Part of Lot 308.

#%* Royal Collection RCIN440020.

% p Attwood & F Powell Medals of Dishonour (London: British Museum Press, 2009).
% © Dix Noonan Webb Lot 1735 12-14 June 2018.

7 © Dix Noonan Webb Lot 71 1 October 1996.

% J McGrath, Tom Tackle Tokens (Classic Arms & Militaria Vol XXI Issue 5, October/
November 2014 pp21-23)



Tom Tackle Token*®°

So the idea of getting a medal for being present in a battle became
established. Equally, the principle of different levels for different ranks, as
followed by the Patriotic Fund for its swords, was established. However, given
the widespread use of medals, and their connection with gallantry and
participation it is surprising that the Patriotic Fund did not issue more, since
they were evidently desirable and indeed, as mentioned earlier, the
Committee were happy to receive one for being members. Having made
medals part of the original design competition, they clearly expected to issue
them when they set up in 1803. They may have decided early on that the
award of medals was not likely to encourage zeal by soldiers and sailors and
that it was more important to concentrate on encouraging the behaviour of
those who made decisions and to then look after those who paid the cost of
those decisions, in effect doing their part to mitigate the uneven spread of

prize money.

69 private collection.



Chapter 6
Silver and Swords

The Fund made use of two examples of the applied or decorative arts that
were becoming firmly established in this era, namely silver vases and
presentation swords. To understand why they would think that presenting a
sword or a vase might influence the behaviour of individuals, it is necessary to
examine the history of presentation swords and other gifts and those who had
customarily presented them. As already seen, the members of Lloyd’s were
involved prior to 1803 in large subscriptions for various battles, but they had
also been involved in giving individual pieces of silver plate for a myriad of

reasons.
Gifts of silver plate

Gifts of silver plate abound and there are many records of gifts both by groups
within the City and also other organisations. Considerable amounts of
presentation plate have been subsequently melted down or reused. The
leading researcher of mess silver, Roger Perkins, quotes a dealer saying

470

“there’s no demand for stuff with army wording engraved on it”*"" so items

tend to be either polished out or sent for scrap.

My own experience supports this as my collection holds a later series of silver
trophies that were about to be scrapped, including the trophies of the very first
naval fencing champion and a silver cigar box, a wedding present, signed by
his fellow World War 1 submarine commanders, now considered sufficiently

significant that a museum has since borrowed it.

Amanda Vickery links such assets to the new visiting culture of the Georgian
period, the first time that the inside of homes became really visible.*’" It is also

470

R Perkins, Military and Naval Silver (Newton Abbot: Privately printed, 1999) p1. (Hereafter
Perkins)

A Vickery, A Woman’s Touch. Episode 2 Living with the Georgians, 10 November 2015,
BBC 2



only in 1770 that Sheffield manufacturers developed the techniques for silver
plating, the ability to hide the plating marks using silver wire being developed
in the 1790s.

An example of a piece known to have been polished out early on is the
Monmouth Cup. The hallmarks confirm it was made in 1812 but we do not
know what for. Early on it was re-used as it is now engraved “Auguste,
Duchess of Cambridge, to her beloved husband Adolphus Frederick, Duke of
Cambridge, a birthday gift, the 24" Feb 1825”. Furthermore, the lid was

replaced in 1814.472

It is important to be aware that engraving can be subsequently added to
silver. In the collection at Lloyd’s is a large cup awarded to Captain Geo
Burlton of the Lively by the Underwriters of Lloyd’s for “his great zeal in
protecting the trade of this country, first by his personal courage and more
particularly by the activity with which he has repeatedly resumed his station
after returning to port with his prizes.” There is then a further inscription at the
top of the plate, which says “Lloyd’s 16 March 1795”. This though is in a
different typeface, which combined with the different phrasing of underwriters
and Lloyd’s makes it look like it was added later to date the events it was
awarded for.*”® For awards presented outside the Patriotic Fund, there are
several ways the subscribers described themselves. Underwriters of London,
Underwriters of Lloyd’s Coffee House and even Gentlemen of the New Lloyd’s
are all seen, as well as various descriptions of committees at Lloyd’s. As
discussed earlier the use of phrases Insurers at Lloyd’s means we cannot

now determine who was involved in each decision.

"2 perkins, p34-5.
3 ibid. p122. Lloyd’s Collection.



VETH INCHUTU WU appiy UL 1S TUTLDET ASSISTance.

A short time ago we gave an account of the
good conduct and bravery of Captain Cumaivs,
and the crew of the Apollo brig (a small Guinen-
man about 120 tons only), in beating off a French
privateer of much superior force, to windward of
Barbadoes, in March last, und afterwards conduct-
ing the Apullo safely to her destined port. \We are
happy in having it in our power to anuounce to the
public, that although those men could not be con-
sidered as entitled 10 reward from the Patriotic
Fund at Lloyd's, yet, to the honour of the Uynder-
writers on the Apollo and her cargo, they have not
been otherways forgotten, as we find that the Un-
derwriters, on such part as was insured at Liver-
pool, immediately presented Captain Cumaixs
with & piece of plate. ‘T'he London Underwriters,
as soou as they were informed of the circum-
stance, immediately signed off two guineas per
cent. This subscriptiom, o trivial dividually,
amounted iu the aggregate to 113l 8s,

- - . .
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Award of silver by Lloyd’s underwriters showing linked to the insurers for the

event*™

The Burlton cup, was presented by the “Underwriters of LIoyd’s”, whereas the
wine jug to Captain Robert Brine of HMS Lively, (an earlier HMS Lively) for
convoying 20 ships from Gibraltar to England presented in 1777, was from
“the gentlemen at the New Lloyd’s”.*’® Captain Charles Wyatt's cup in 1783
for his work on the merchant ship Adamant was however from the “Principal

»476

Underwriters™’® and the silver tea set*’” to Captain Robert Hall for his gallant

defence of the ship Fame in 1805 was from the “underwriters at Lloyd’s

Coffee House” "

and Captain Lewtas' silver cup for the defence of the
Venerable, the same year.*’”® These were for actions that would have not
been suitable for recognition by the Patriotic Fund as the Fame was a slave
ship and not a naval vessel and Venerable was a privateer. It was probably
for the same reason that Captain George Welstead of the EIC ship Euphrates,
which was carrying a letter of marque, received his silver tureen in 1805 from
“the Underwriters of LIoyd’s Coffee House”. However, the phrase
“Underwriters of Lloyd’s Coffee House” had been used earlier in relation to

Captain Hugh Crow for his gallant conduct in defending the slave ship Will

*"* The Times, 12 October 1804.

5 Lloyd’s Collection.

47 Lloyd’s Collection awarded for his attention in navigating the Adamant in war of 1783.
Ironically, seems cup stayed onboard as Adamant sank off Cape Sable Island in 1811, there
is a report recovered from seabed in 1860.

" Consists of teapot, milk jug and sugar bowl.

478 Worsley and Griffith The Romance of Lloyd’s p173.

"% Vase displayed at the National Museum of RN item 1989/126.



against a French privateer on his voyage from Africa to the West Indies, 21
February 1800.%%°

The Lewtas Cup

Other groups of underwriters would present silver plate when the Patriotic
Fund awarded an individual a sword as seen with the Dawson Tureen,*®"

which is engraved:

"Presented on the 25" January 1810 to William Dawson Esq. Captain,
Royal Navy, by the Merchant Ship owners and underwriters of Bombay
as an additional mark of the high sense they entertain of his attention to

their interests in the protection of the trade of that port.”®

Dawson was first lieutenant to Captain Hardinge in the action against La
Piemontaise off India for which he was awarded a Patriotic Fund sword as

well, while the Captain’s family received a vase from the Fund.

The Backhouse Urn was “Presented by the committee on American Captures
at Lloyd’s Coffee House” in 1806,%®®> whereas the soup tureen given to

Amelius Beauclerk, as captain of HMS Dryad when he captured the French

80 H Crow, Memoirs of Memoirs of the Late Captain Hugh Crow of Liverpool (Reprint

London, Routledge, 2013, original 1830) p76.

**T HMAS Creswell.

82 perkins, p124-6.

83 presented to Thomas Backhouse, their Chairman as a token of their esteem and respect
for his able, zealous and indefatigable attention to the object of their concerns for the last ten
years, London 10 May 1806”.



frigate La Prosperine off the coast of Ireland on 13 June 1796 was presented

by the “Committee for the Encouragement of Capturing French Privateers™®.

Silver was routinely presented by individual insurers, as the survival of the
following silver trophies attests. A tea urn was presented by the insurers,
Chalmers & Cowie, at Lloyd’s in 1802 to Captain P Somerville for helping
save some cargo.*®® There are at least five items of silverware by the Bengal
Phoenix Insurance Company to Captain Gordon, East India Company, for
defending his ship against a French Frigate on 9 August 1800*% and a swing-
handled oval basket “A gift from the Unanimous and Equitable Associated
underwriters to Nicholas Fairles for his intrepid conduct and animating
example shown in extinguishing the fire on board the Ship Joseph & Mary at
South Shields on 7 September 1798".

Commander Nicholas Tomlinson, captain of HM Sloop La Suffisante for