Lloyd’s Register 

In eighteenth-century London, sporting souls purchased insurance policies as wagers.  The fate of criminals and highwaymen, the possible death of peers and the sex of the diplomat-spy Chevalier D’Eon were all the subject of insurance bets at Lloyd’s.
  In his history of Lloyd’s of London, D. W. Gibb remarked as follows:

As soon as the name of some prominent man appeared on the list of distinguished invalids, a market on the prospect of his survival would be started at Jonathan’s, or at Lloyd’s, sometimes at very high rates; and it was said the effect on a sick man’s condition when he read in the morning paper that Lloyd’s brokers had been paying 90 per cent on him often proved disastrous. 
 

The London Chronicle of 1768 inveighed against the general cynicism of the insurance gamblers: “when policies come to be opened on two of the first peers in Britain losing their heads at 10s 6d percent…underwritten chiefly by Scotsmen, at the above-mentioned coffee-house, it is surely high time to interfere.” 
   The more sober-minded brokers at Lloyds were not eager to be grouped with insurance betting; it seemed to them that the regular practice of business was being allied with the lowest elements of society.  In 1769 a group of Lloyd’s underwriters broke away from the coffeehouse location to become a more exclusive subscription society. And not too long afterward, George III proposed statute 14 to the British Parliament, forbidding gambling life insurances.
   Lloyd’s of London was thus put on a footing of respectability.  
Lloyd’s Register was created by a committee formed in the decade before the break-away.  Although much of Lloyd’s regular business focused on marine insurance, and many ships sought insurance, the decision to insure a voyage was indeed a gamble.  To aid insurance brokers, the Register committee created a regular list containing ships, captains, place of build, age and typical voyages.  The Committee began its work in 1760 and published the first Register in 1764.  For thirty-five years, the Register grew and changed, and then, in 1799, the Committee, like Lloyd’s itself, split, divided by disagreements over ship character and build.  Two rival Registers were established, and each nearly went bankrupt.  In 1833 the breach was partially mended when the Committee came to a new agreement about risk measures and included members from outside London.  In 1845, the publication of rival Registers ended.  During this break, the Register as a risk-response system was questioned, challenged and reframed. 
The Register, a risk response system, made standard comparisons between elements within its system for the purpose of simultaneous classification, ranking and response, in order to convert uncertainty into measurable risk.  The Register also created new vocabularies for the organization and division of space and time and attached new value to those organizations and divisions.   New categories of information were required to create the Register and it generated new activities in information-gathering. Lloyd’s Register particularly pioneered the concept of the year of build and age, about which there was an argument in 1798.  Risks initially managed through the Register have been, of course, greatly reduced by continued developments in technology.  Modern ships have the ability to communicate when in distress and to gain early warning of seasonal storms.  Furthermore, their cargoes are far less likely to suffer damage from leaks. But eighteenth-century century shippers and traders had to manage such risks differently, and although the Register still exists today, as an artifact of its own time and place, the Register embodies problems uniquely present to its eighteenth-century shapers.

While many libraries have individual copies of the Register from particular years, the National Maritime Museum and Library in Greenwich has a full run of the extant Registers from 1764, and they are the primary source for the material in this chapter.  The original Registers are not available for users, but in 1969, Gregg International Publishers Ltd. collected copies from individual owners, and reprinted the entire set.  Registers, then, are not entirely whole – some are missing pages, front-papers or endpapers.  For the definitive dates at which innovations to the Register were made, it made good sense to inspect each Register and to rely on guides written to the collection by curators of the collection.
  Two corporate histories are also essential:  Annals of Lloyd’s Register, published anonymously in 1884 and given as a presentation gift to subscribers, and Lloyd’s Register of Shipping, 1760-1960, by George Blake. The kind assistance of Barbara Jones, head archivist at Lloyd’s of London in Fenchurch, provided an unpublished history of Lloyds which contained many details of interest.
War, Industry and Shipping
To understand the perceived need for a register of ships, it is necessary to understand the conditions of shipping in the eighteenth century. The effects of industry, war, and the actions of the British East India Company changed the character of shipping.  New industries and evolving conditions periodically changed the kinds of good being carried in ships. 

By the end of the seventeenth century, England, which had long been an exporter of wool, had become an exporter of grain (corn).  Economic historian Ralph Davis noted that the “appearance of corn [grain] surpluses late in the seventeenth century led to system of bounties to encourage their export, and this export reached a peak in the year round 1750 when it contributed quite significantly to the total English export trade….” 
 However, as England’s population began to rise across the eighteenth century, England reversed the trend and became a corn importer.  Likewise, in the last half of the century, England’s woolen trade decreased and was eventually replaced by lighter goods, by cotton and silks re-exported from India.  As wool and grain ceased to bring in revenue, other goods took their place.  Re-exported foodstuffs, including sugar, tobacco and calico, which had provided growth from 1650 to 1700, remained stable and profitable from 1700 to 1750.
  Just after the mid-century, the chief re-export staples had shifted to Carolina rice, West Indian coffee, and China tea.
  Upward secular trends in population and a change in the primary goods being traded meant more ships with perishable foodstuff and cloth were coming in and out of London’s ports.

Colonial trade became the primary driving force in English export trade in the mid-eighteenth century and in return, the colonies which provided rice, silk, cotton, coffee and sugar demanded finished goods. Davis listed, for example, “nails, axes, firearms, buckets, coaches, clocks, saddles, handkerchiefs, buttons, [and] cordage…”
 as a small sample of the demand.  The colonial, Irish and Indian markets grew as England expanded its manufacture.  Joel Mokyr’s The Lever of Riches limned the feverish pace of inventions paralleling the demand for finished trade goods, particularly improvements in the cotton spinning processes.  These changes were not immediately felt, and Mokyr argued that “at least half of gross national product was, for all practical purposes, unaffected by innovation before the middle of the nineteenth century.  In services, construction, food processing and apparel making, techniques changed little or not at all before 1850.”
 Although the effect of technological innovation may have manifested in practice slowly, Javier Cuenca Esteban proposed that English output rose: “annual calculations in real terms from the official values of domestic exports yield[ed] almost continuously rising export shares in industrial output through 1723 to 1851.”
   Costs of shipping and production decreased as colonial demand rose.  

In this context, complementing the changes in the price of goods, there was a “fivefold increase in the carrying capacity of the British merchant fleet during the course of the century.”
  In the changes to staples and exports, there were more manufacturers and more kinds of products to be shipped. The character of a filled ship, the kinds of voyages being made, the number of voyages being made, and the risk associated with these shifts, changed as the century progressed. Known risks were replaced by uncertainty.

These changes, furthermore, were not accomplished in a peaceful setting. The uncertainties of war dominated Europe and its shipping routes.  The War of Jenkin’s Ear and the Austrian Succession (1739-48) set Great Britain and Austria against Spain and France.  That extended conflict was followed by the Seven Years War (1756–63), which set Great Britain and Prussia against France, Austria, Russia, Sweden, and Saxony.  Lloyd’s tallied the war losses in ships because they carried the financial burden of capture:  in 1744, Lloyd’s listed 307 ships captured; in 1747, 457 ships were captured; in 1748, 297 ships were captured; and in 1779, as losses continued to rise, the number totaled 656. 
  Britain was again at war with its American colonies from 1776 to 1783.   Hugh Cockerell’s history offers the financial disasters from that period in a few striking figures:

The marine insurance market was severely tested in 1780 when the Spanish navy captured fifty-five out of sixty-three ships in the East and West India convey.  Losses totaled £1.5 million and there were many failures among underwriters.  In wars between 1776 and 1783, 3,386 ships were captured, to the detriment of underwriters.

Britain was again at war with France from 1792 to 1815, from the French Revolution through the defeat of Napoleon. In short, the years of peace were scattered between steady war-time risks.  War did not stop shipping; rather, with regard to colonial American exports, war was a stimulus. Ralph Davis argues that 

[t]he period of most rapid growth was the Seven Year’s war itself; it was the most marked in relation to the colonies which were the principal bases of military operations.  Clearly, it represented in some degree the private shipments by contractors of army stores, the supply of goods to meet the demands made from the pay of officers and soldiers sent out from England, and the spending on English-made goods of local earnings from supply and service to the armies.

Since war was a significant risk for shippers and merchants, it was an opportunity for brokers.  The well-known risks made insurance correspondingly desirable and 1763-1776 (peace years) were slump years for insurance. The first part of the nineteenth century, during the war with France, was a great period of growth for insurance, both for Lloyd’s and competitors.  A. H. John’s studies of the London Assurance Company showed that its insurance premiums and payouts nearly tripled, from about £100,000 to about £280,000, in the period 1800-1820.
  Cockerell reported the same on an individual scale: “Cases were reported of insurances on blockade runners at £40 or £50 per £100 in value.”
  The number of inscribers grew, for a variety of reasons, but not the least that insurance was a thriving, if risky, business in war.

As regards war, trade, and shipping, the British East India Company (EIC) deserves particular mention.  Founded by Royal Charter of Queen Elizabeth in 1600, it became, during the eighteenth century, a most important and most troubling factor in British policies.  Its trade mainstays were cotton, silk, indigo, saltpeter and tea from India and spices from Malacca.  India fought EIC trade incursions and control until 1757 when the Battle of Plassey broke resistance to Company rule.  The Company then leased its “conquered” lands to the British Government for £40,000 across the following two years.  Financial problems ensued from EIC conquests in India, and in the national struggle to place the company on solid financial ground, Parliament passed the Tea Act of 1773, designed to wrest more funds from the American colonies to support trade. The Tea Act led to the American war for independence. Ongoing EIC exports of Indian-grown opium to China led to the nineteenth-century Opium Wars.  Deprived of trade monopoly in 1813, the EIC was dissolved in 1858. 
  Not only did the British East India Company affect the international affairs of Britain profoundly, but also the character of some large portion of trade was shaped by the presence of the British East India Company.  The cargoes of these ships were likely to be extraordinarily rich.  Company ships, when they could, traveled in convoys and were more heavily armed than other ships. Dating from 1783, company ships had a separate section within Lloyd’s Register and were a level of gamble all their own. The loss of an entire convoy could be devastating to insurers.  It was not for nothing that the insurance contract protected against enemies, pirates and takings at sea.  

The London insurance market, expanding under the influence of colonial trade, the century-long series of wars, and the British East India Company, became “the most important marine insurance centre of western Europe.”
   Eighteenth-century shipping was characterized by new uncertainties, new goods, increased trade, and increased violence. These changes would suggest corresponding changes in insurance. Those that did take out insurance policies generally used Lloyd’s underwriters, The London Assurance Company, and the Royal Exchange Assurance Corporation.
   While the kinds of insurance coverage available varied somewhat, the insurance contract itself was not especially responsive to changing conditions. 

Standardized Insurance

Standard language for risk remained nearly the same in marine insurance policy for more than 250 years.  Thomas Wenck’s “The Historical Development of Standard Policies” offers a standardization time-frame beginning in 1523 with a Florentine Statute creating a special administrative agency for the regulation of the insurance business and ending in 1779, with the form adopted by Lloyd’s as the standard form for marine insurance. 
 In fact, the concepts of risk identified in the contract are relatively stable for even longer: the identified risks of the early marine insurance contracts found in the Datini Archives (ca 1335-1410) match a similar set described more than 400 years later in British contracts.  

Italian, ca. 1350
The contract usually stipulates that the insurers agree to assume the risks which ‘are of God, of the sea, of men of war, or fire, of jettison, of detainment by princes, by cities, or by any other person, of reprisals, of arrest, of whatever loss, peril, misfortune, impediment or sinister that might occur, with the exception of packing (stiva) and customs’
   

English, ca. 1799
Touching the adventures and Perils which we the Assurers are contented to bear, and do take upon us in this Voyage, they are of the Seas, Men of War, Fire, Enemies, Pirates, Rovers, Thieves, Jettisons, Letters of Mart and Countermart, Surprizals, Takings at Sea, Arrests, Restraints and Detainment of all Kings, Princes, and People, of what Nation, Condition, or Quality soever; Barratry of the master and the Mariners, and of all other Perils, Losses, and Misfortunes, that have or shall come to the Hurt, Detriment, or Damage of said Goods and Merchandizes and Ships, etc. or any part thereof.
   

The British Parliament confirmed the form of marine policies by statute in 1795.  In 1799 Sir James Allen Park wrote a lengthy compendium of insurance court cases, covering each of the clauses in the contract chapter by chapter, illustrating how insurance law was to be understood point by point. In each case named, the language of the contract was dissected and interpreted and applied.  There was little incentive for change:  since the courts had put so much effort into maintaining marine insurance contracts, picking even a little thread could undo twenty years of weaving.  


In Marine Insurance, Its Principles and Practice, (1952) William D. Winter, Chairman of the Executive Committee of the Atlantic Mutual Insurance Company of New York, identified the insurance policy as “one of the quaintest documents in existence.”  He adds “for over 300 years the basic of the skeleton form of this contract has changed but little….The present Lloyd’s form differs little from the “Tiger” policy issued in 1613….”
  Furthermore, “the enumeration of perils insured against is evidence that they were added one by one as occasion demanded.  They follow one another in no logical order, war and marine perils appearing in indiscriminate sequence.”   He explained that “every word in the basic form has been weighed in the judicial balance and its significance, both by itself and in relation to the context, legally determined….and any material change might greatly weaken its force.”
   A later History of Lloyds, by Hugh Cockerell, also asserts that the language of marine contracts remained essentially unchanged until The Act of 1982.

In one case, a change was effected: the notion of “average” did change in response to changing cargoes and war. The average is a partial loss or damage arising from the perils which have been named in the insurance policy.  Average could apply, for instance, to a loss arising from a storm which partially soaked a valuable shipment and spoiled its sale value.  The standard contract read: 
Corn, fish, salt, fruit, flour and seed are free from average, unless general or the ship be stranded.  Sugar, tobacco, flax, hemp, hides and skins are warranted free from average, under five pounds per cent.  And all other good, also the ship and freight, are warranted free from average under 3 per cent, unless general, or the ship be stranded.
 (italics mine) 
In other words, some voyage-related damage to these kinds of goods were to be expected, and so the insurer would not pay for partial losses of grain, fish, salt, fruit, flour and seed, and only losses under 5% of sugar, tobacco, flax, hemp, hides and skins.  Insurance “free of average” could be 20% cheaper than the normal premium. But such arrangements were unsatisfactory to shippers and merchants.  A. H. John, writing about the London Assurance Company, said: 
[it] is interesting to see how, in some respects, these [policies] were abandoned in the ’thirties when marine insurance business declined.  Corn, for example, was originally insured ‘free of average,’; but ‘the Court being informed that several gentlemen had been obliged to insure their corn ships elsewhere by means of the clause free from average insisted upon by the Corporation [London Assurance Company]: Ordered that the Committee in Waiting should not insist on corn being free from average.’
  
A few victories were won by merchants, and government-regulated insurers like the London Assurance Company were ordered to pay attention to merchants’ needs.   On the whole, however, insurance was a relatively static tool, changing in the way average was handled in the case of staples, but not in the way most risks were assessed.  
A merchant seeking insurance and an insurance underwriter each had general choices to make about how much risk to assume. Park’s A System Of The Law Of Marine Insurances describes two kinds:  “valued and open policies; and the only difference between them is this, that in the former, goods or property insured are valued at prime cost, at the time of effecting the policy; the latter, the value is not mentioned:  that in the case of the open policy, the real value must be proved; in a valued policy it is agreed and is just as if the parties had admitted it at the trial.”
   The 1766 12th edition of Comes Commercii lists 7 kinds of insurance policies:  

one sort for insuring a ship with her tackle and apparel; another for goods on board a ship; a 3d [sic] for a ship and goods; a 4th for these things outward; a 5th for them homeward; a 6th for them (or any of them) out and home; a 7th interest or no interest. i.e.  I insure so much on goods on board a ship from any foreign port home, to be paid me in case the ship be cast away, whether I happen to have goods on board that ship or not.
  

Park’s view is somewhat broader, highlighting the process of proving value; Hatton’s view gave the functional details as they would appear to a customer.  Hatton’s list also hints at the kinds of non-insurable interest insurance gambling permitted during the early part of the eighteenth century before the 1774 statute restricting insurance to those with a direct, insurable interest.  

Individual shippers obtained insurance personally and assessed the risk of relying on their insurers personally.  The Comes Commercii gave the steps for those who might not understand the process of obtaining insurance:
When you are minded to insure, go to an office at the Royal Exchange, and tell those that you find there what you would insure, and on what ship, and desire to know their Premium. Your next thing is to satisfy yourself of the solvency of those who are to insure; and in order to that, you may desire the office-keeper to give you the names of 6 or 8 of their best men; which done, you may enquire after their credit on the exchange, or near the places of their abode.  

     Which being satisfied of, you go to the office, and tell them what men you would have, and order the policy to be made up according to the nature and circumstances your business requires…. 

The next day after, or sooner, ’tis very likely your policy will be signed and finished, when you must pay the premium agreed on to the office-keeper and also for the policy and the stamp, and take your policy, first minding that it is duly filled up, and signed, and registered according to your agreement.
  

In this description there is the “face-to-face” character of the eighteenth century.  One inquired at the Royal Exchange and then, using a broker’s (office-keeper’s) information, one traveled to a potential insurer’s home – or perhaps his coffee shop – to find out his character.  Risk was a personal assessment; there was no formal way to assess the liability of taking on a particular insurer.  Insurance premiums fluctuated sharply due to weather and voyage.  


The average premium was 7½ percent of value of the goods to be insured.
  During peacetime, seasonality affected the price rather strongly:  the route and known hazards of the season were of importance.  Variations in prices ran from 20 shillings per cent to 50 shillings per cent (i.e. per hundred units) – a fluctuation of more than 150 percent.
   Few brokers would insure both an outward and a home journey, and with near-certainty of damage by wind and sea, most insured only the outward.
Because speculators were an ever-present threat to those seeking cover, the role of the marine insurance broker in eighteenth-century England was broad.  Brokers were responsible not only for finding insurers but also for backing the money so promised.  That is, they guaranteed the solvency of their underwriters. Their duties were to receive premiums and to make payments for losses.  A. H. John describes them as “a nucleus of specialists who gave an element of cohesion to an otherwise amorphous market. As intermediaries they received premiums, made payments for losses, and collected ‘lines’ (signatures specifying a certain amount of insurance coverage) from merchants and others with whom they were in contact.”
  Lucy Stuart Sutherland’s study of William Braund, Director of the East India Company and of the Sun Fire Office, shows the progress of one prosperous man from trade to finance to underwriting.  Braund’s career was representative. Sutherland remarked, “the careers of all prominent London merchants of the mid-eighteenth century show a trend from commercial pursuits proper to those of pure finance, as the great credit expansion of the eighteenth-century opened new ways for them.”
  As the market grew, individual underwriters were, it appears, more willing to undertake risk. “The average ‘line’ among private underwriters was £50-100 in 1700 and about double that sum 50 years later.”
  Private underwriters captured most of the market because risks of all kinds could be spread over a large number of persons.  A broader market meant more participants, and historians of Lloyd’s have argued contracts were completed quickly because no one ventured very much on any one loan.
 Using the coffeehouses around the London docks, a broker could find many underwriters available within a small compass.  The system operated on spreading risk very “shallowly,” on having a necessarily large market of insurers to achieve a breadth of risk-sharing.

Lloyd’s of London
Lloyd’s, a coffee house and a gathering place for risk-takers, generated the Register in response to changing trade conditions, changing cargoes and changing needs for insurance.  Lloyd’s history is well-known, and needs only be recounted briefly. London’s coffee houses flourished from 1680 to1730 before England claimed an empire in India, and switched to tea. Coffee coincided with the English Enlightenment and England’s rise to maritime supremacy.  Coffee houses were the centers of political foment, so much so that when they were closed in 1676 for a few days by the Crown, the uproar in London ensured that they were re-opened, on a pledge by owners and proprietors that no literature be sold in them.
  Coffee houses retained their character as sources of information, and Edward Lloyd’s Coffee House became the setting for the exchange of shipping information.  

Located in Tower Street, beside the river Thames, not far from the Tower Wharf and the Custom House, Lloyd’s was known as a center for merchants by 1688.  Edward Lloyd died in 1713, but the business was carried on by new owners, and “Lloyd’s Coffee House” – in new locations and in different forms – continued as a center for marine insurance. There, at Lloyd’s, ship’s captains, merchants and rich men met through a broker whose job it was to get shipping risk covered.  A policy (with the offered premium) was passed around, and each wealthy person willing to take a risk on a possible claim would sign their names, each beneath the next, together with the amount of risk they agreed to cover (hence the name underwriter).  
Another specific grounding for Lloyd’s extraordinary growth was the South Sea Bubble. The South Sea Company, founded in 1711, proposed to govern English trade with South America, offered to manage part of the national debt, and inveigled investors to join by offering better terms than the Bank of England.  The actual strength of trade was nowhere near the exaggerated claims, and the bubble burst in 1720. The overly optimistic prospect for the company created “an enormous stock-market boom, in which the prices of stocks, led by those of the company, were preposterously inflated, and then collapsed overnight to the ruin of thousands of speculators, while a few officials of the company, acting in collaboration with the government, made fortunes.”
  In response, Parliament passed the Bubble Act of 1721, which limited the founding of joint-stock companies to those with a royal charter. Shortly thereafter the Crown chartered – in the midst of very vigorous resistance by private underwriters – two insurance companies: the Royal Exchange Assurance Corporation and London Assurance Corporation.  The Act, which restricted other entrants into the insurance market, proved an unexpected blessing to Lloyd’s. Lloyd’s was allowed to continue as a private association, and neither chartered company pursued business aggressively.  Of the three actors in the market, then, Lloyd’s retained most of the insurance business precisely because only two other relatively unambitious companies were allowed in the market. 
Driven by distaste for the gambling in life-insurance policies mentioned above, in 1769, a group from Lloyd’s decided to set up a rival establishment in Pope’s Head Alley, attempting to restrict clientele to those of reputable character, although with only partial success.  “New Lloyd’s Coffee House” (as it was called) outgrew its new space, and shortly a committee found new premises: seventy nine brokers and underwriters each subscribed £100 toward it.  In 1744 an expanded group of Subscribers to Lloyd’s moved to the Royal Exchange at Cornhill and also left the coffee business for good.  A life membership cost £15.  At the turn of the nineteenth century, Lloyd’s of London was a large open room filled with individual desks. A “waiter” stood at one end, reading news of importance from a podium.
  Gibb offers a lively survey of Lloyd’s Rooms in this period: 

Lloyd’s underwriters shaded down from spotless white to a questionable grey.  The most respectable of them were men of large fortunes like Angerstein
 and Brook Watson, who was Member of Parliament for the City and Lord Mayor of London, and like Dicky Thornton who once (it is said) wrote £ 250,000 in his own name on one risk and offered to deposit exchequer bills for the whole sum as security.  The less responsible were hangers-on, who wrote the worse risks at cheap rates; and the least responsible were the young clerks employed by merchants to place risks at Lloyd’s, who swopped lines with each other as they went round the Room on their firm’s business and had no money to pay for the losses that might ensue.
 

At the time of the Register’s creation, the insurance market was fluid. The committee that began work on Lloyd’s Register in 1760 was a loose association of fairly powerful brokers and merchants not yet fully separated from gambling insurance.  They operated on a face-to-face basis, interacting daily with ship captains, rivals and partners, sharing risks in a growing colonial market bursting with opportunities as well as potential ruin.

Ship’s Lists and Lloyd’s Register
The committee of underwriters from Lloyd’s that first assembled the information for assessing risk in Lloyd’s Register of Ships had some models for their work.  Prior to their efforts, the owners of Lloyd’s coffee house printed Lloyds News
 and Lloyd’s List (est. 1726), the latter of which exists today as a newspaper covering shipping movements, casualties and news items relating to shipping.  

Figure 9:  Ship’s List, Corporation of Lloyd’s Collection, in George Blake, Lloyd’s Register of Shipping 1760-1960, facing page 1.
Both Lloyd’s List and Lloyd’s Register have as their precursor ship lists.  A Ship’s List of 1702 shows what information was of interest to coffee-house regulars and insurers.
   An abstract of the 1702 list, set in the original form as nearly as possible, is above.  

Ships are listed by the date they had sailed, and a single list might cover as much as four year’s worth of voyaging.  Some categories of information do not obtain from the List to the Register:  for instance, the number of men (sailors) is no longer recorded.  But some categories do obtain from this kind of list to the later registers.  Of these, the most important are the “Commander’s Name,” the “Ship’s Name,” “Tons” and “Guns.” 

Ship classification also obtains, but rather than grading the ship’s hull and rigging directly as later systems would do, the three categories used in 1702 are “Old,” “English,” or “Private.”  Even in this first configuration of classification categories, there is a conflation that later carries on:  age and place and activity are all signifiers for reliability.  In this list the “year of build” is absent, and because the list functions as a newspaper, “where bound” and “when sailed” are different from the Register’s categories. The long time frame from the first sailing to the next news offers a space for uncertainty.  In the view of insurers, perhaps the first ship on the list, the Buckhurst (sailed in 1698), had moved from “safe bet” to “bad risk.”

In his corporate history of Lloyd’s Register, George Blake said that 

the title page of one of the earliest of the authentic Register Books clearly states that it was the creation of a committee formed in that year [1760] – that is, out of the underwriters and brokers within the orbit of Lloyd’s.…Indeed it may fairly be held to suggest that the earliest extant volume of Register Book, that for 1764-65-66, was the first fruit of the labors of the committee appointed in 1760.
  

As their first task, the committee decided what ships to survey. Then they decided what information about each ship would be useful to insurers.  However, due to a fire in 1838, no records exist of the first meetings, or of the progress of the labor that ensued.  The product of those labors, the first book of 1764, was created to meet the needs of shipping companies, captains, brokers and insurers.  

Organized by ship’s name, those unfamiliar with a ship could learn its former name, its current name, its captain, its usual run, its home port of build, its size, its guns, its general repair and most importantly, its rating.   The Register of 1764 was updated in manuscript until 1766.
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Figure 10  “M” page in 1764 Register Book

1:  ship’s previous name; 2: ship’s current name; 3: captain; 4: home port; 
5 typical run; 6: tons burthen (size); 7: decking and guns; 8: draft ; 
9: place of build and year; 10: owners; 11: rating for 1764, 1765 and 1766

The above-listed page, selected from the Ms in Lloyd’s Register of 1764, shows a combination of printing and handwriting because the layout is meant to last for two years, with space provided for additional evaluations.  Of particular note are columns 7 through 11.  Column 7 shows the number and size of guns carried by the ship.  Examples of ordinary abbreviations in these columns include such terms as:

8 4 = eight four pound guns or carronades
SDB = single deck with beams
SD = single deck
DB or dbled = to double or doubling, meaning to cover a ship with extra planking when the original skin becomes worn or weak. 
lengthd = vessel had been lengthened 
Column 8 gives the draft of the ship, showing how deep a clearance it required. Column 9 shows the place and year of build; “River” indicates built on the River Thames, and “Plant” indicates the ship was built in one of the colonies (a plantation). Column 10 gives the name of owner.  “Capt & Co.” indicates that the captain was the majority but not the sole shareholder of the vessel.  Finally, Column 11 gives the classification of the vessel. 

Professional guides to research on Lloyd’s Register offer this information:  “From 1764 to 1774 the letters of the vowels were used (A, E, I, O and U) to indicate the condition of the hull, A being the highest and U the lowest. G, M or B (good, middling or bad) indicated the condition of the masts and rigging.”
   Reading one line on the 
M page of 1764, the following can be gleaned:
   1           2               3              4          5           6        7     8         9              10         11-----
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Figure 11  The Montego Bay
The Betsey, now the Montego Bay, was captained by F. Trenham. Its home port was London, and it traveled regularly to Mont & Jam (Montserrat and Jamaica).  It carried 300 tons and had six 6-pound guns.  Its mean draft was 21 feet and it was built at Liverpool in 1760.  The owner was G. Burton (and son?) and the classification is “A Middling” which was awarded again in 1766. It was, then, a modestly good risk as regards the hull and outfit, but it would likely have been charged a higher insurance premium because it was sailing to and from Jamaica, a known stormy route.
  A handwritten addition to the bottom – a posting that took place somewhere between 1764 and 1766 -- describes the Mulberry, captained by one Plarey.  
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Figure 12  The Mulberry

An older ship, built in 1755 in the colonies, its home port was also London, and it, too, traveled regularly to the West Indies.  It carried 80 tons and had a single deck with beams that had been doubled, probably due to aging. It had a mean draft of 8 feet.  It was given the classification E Middling, meaning it was a less good risk as regards state of the ship, especially given its regular run. It would likely have paid a higher insurance premium than the Montego Bay.

The original Committee for the book maintained its ties to Lloyd’s. However, as the work of the book took effort and time, they began to institute and print two kinds of rules to maintain boundaries for their operations. First, in addition to the subscription fees for the use of Lloyd’s rooms, there were subscription fees for the book, running between  eight and twelve guineas.  Subscribers to the book received two copies; those who did not subscribe were not supposed to have access to the information.  Apparently, the free distribution of information was a problem from the start, because the Register, in a tone betraying some exasperation, published a set of rules as follows:

As the interest of the Society is, in the first Instance, greatly hurt by the Custom of shewing the Books, and leaving them at Places where they are but too common, thereby preventing many Underwriters from becoming Members, who, though they reap the Advantages and Benefits in common with them, do not pay their Quota towards the expenses of the Institution, thereby, as much as in them lies, reducing the Members to the Necessity of paying larger Subscriptions.”

“XII.  It is therefore agreed to by the Society, and every member thereof, and ordered by them to be a standing Rule and By-Law strictly to be observed, that if any Member shall, after the 6th of February, 1773, shew or give his Book to any Person whatever, not a Member of the Society, to read the Description or Character therein of any Ship, or shall read the same to him, or tell him after looking in his Book, or lend the said Book to him, such Member shall forfeit the Sum of 5s 3d., and, for the second Breach of this By-law the Sum of 10s. 6d, for the third Breach thereof the Sum of £1.1s., and for the fourth (all of them in the Manner aforesaid and within the Year) his Book shall not be posted any more, except he pays the Sum of Two Guineas and all former Forfeitures, within Fourteen Days of the Notice he shall receive thereof from the Secretary; or pays the Sum of Five Guineas for a New Book any time thereafter, within the Year, and delivers up his old one.”


“XIII.  In a like Manner, if any Member shall leave his Book at any Place, except where he shall himself appoint constantly to leave the same locked up; and that said Book, by that Means cannot be found for three Days, or shall be found I the Possession of any Person not a Member; such Member shall in like Manner forfeit as before, for the 1st, 2nd, 3rd, and 4th Breach of the said By-law:  But if the Book shall be entirely lost, the Forfeit shall be settle by the Committee, and the Member be obliged to pay Five Guineas for a new one. 
 

The rules not only protected information, but also challenged information redistribution “patronage.”   By free distribution, each individual member of Lloyd’s gained friends and clients at the expense of the whole group.  A series of increasing fines were attached to infractions of the rules, up to 5 guineas, but it seems that the infractions continued, because although the rules were laid down for 1773, this particular notice was published in the 1779-80 Register.  Lloyd’s of London also had not enforced boundaries around their members; they had rather avoided confrontation with non-subscribers.  Gibb reports that “hundreds of people used the subscribers’ room as though it belonged to them, but never paid their subscription; and the Committee beyond threatening the intruders…did nothing to check the nuisance.”
  Finally, in 1779, the year of the above-mentioned notice at the Register, Lloyd’s declared its rooms to be exclusive to subscribers. It was not until 1800, the year of the break within the Register, that Lloyd’s took another step and gave itself the authority to choose members of the association.  In regulating the behavior of their subscribers, and in creating exclusive knowledge, Lloyd’s and Lloyd’s Register tried to protect their status as elite groups. However, neither took measures that were entirely effective. 

Surveyors, Classifications, and Changes

The essential information in Lloyd’s Register was provided by surveyors. The first surveyors were made up of a set of sixteen ex-captains.  Later, some were drawn from the building trades and others from the ranks of captains.  Their office titles were slightly different, and their original craft affiliations were thus maintained.  Surveyors were stationed in fifteen ports:  London, Liverpool, Hull, Leith, Poole, Cowes, Tophsham, Whitehave, Exeter, Lynn, Teigenmouth, Weymouth, Yarmouth, Portsmouth, and Starcross.
  They were not regulated in any particular fashion, and because they came from different disciplines, their decisions were not necessarily aligned with each other or with a common standard. 

Among the things surveyors determined were the class of ship it was (such as brig, sloop, ketch), and the general variations that such a ship might have from others in its class.  They looked specifically at the kind and number of decks, the kind of bolts being used, the ship’s waist, and the kind of sheathing on the bottom.   Then they described particularities and changes to the individual ship closely.  They developed a set of abbreviations for these changes and also a guide to the abbreviations, which the Register Committee provided in the front papers of each book.

To make these individual determinations, surveyors looked at the hull, bottom, deck, knees and outfit.  “Knees” are carved from the “L” formed by the angle of a tree trunk and the root; they are used as bracing elements within, below and between the hull and decks.  “Outfit” describes the state of the ship’s rigging and suit of sails. Among the terms they used to describe a ship were “good repair,” “thorough repair,” “rebuilt,” “lengthened,” “raised,” “damages repaired,” “some repairs,” “new deck,” “new sides,” “new upper works,” and “new keel.”   After 1800 the surveyors also made notes on the kinds of wood being used in the ship. They list abbreviations for black birch, cedar, hazel, juniper, live oak, mahogany, pine, pitch pine, spruce and witch hazel.
    Decks were generally planked with red pine; hulls were often made of American Larch (tarmac) or spruce or cedar.  The hull’s wood was soaked in brine to resist worms and rot.  Beech and black birch could be used for the keel.  

As the surveyors added ships to the Register, four major changes were made to the form of Register between 1764 and 1799:  a calendar was added to the system of posting; the rating system was changed several times; as mentioned, a growing set of abbreviations was developed; and a list of subscribing members was added.  In 1798 a guiding Committee was also named. 

Looking at the changes across the whole period, the year 1778 started with a list of members of the society and concludes with ships abroad in the East India Company.  It had a posting calendar with the year’s dates. The following year, there is added a list of the Royal Navy ships.  The year 1783 showed all three important features: first, a list of members; second, a list of abbreviations for various kinds of information; and third, a calendar. There was added a monitoring message which read “The Register Books must be posted every Week: For which Purpose this Book must be fetched early on _________ Mornings, or the Evening before.”   This message preceded the more standardized weekly posting calendar. Guns were a part of the record, and the abbreviations for guns offer some interesting hints as to the mind of the insurers: “guns of the common construction are distinguished by the P after the Number and Weight of Metal; Carronades by a C. and Guns on the new Construction by N. C.”  Apparently, the insurers wanted to know not only “how many,” but also what kind of technology the captain had provided for his ship.  Running up to the Register split, 1796 and 1797 had a list of members, the abbreviations, and the East India section. In 1798, disputes over the age and insurability of war prizes motivated this “prize paragraph:” 
When the ages of Prize-Vessels cannot be ascertained, FP, SP or DP, is put in the Column for the Age, to denote the Nation from whom they have respectively been captured.  And, when the Surveyors can ascertain their Age to be less than Three Years, AN is put into the Column for the Age, to denote that the Vessel is almost new. 


Across the 1780s and 1790s wars changed who might be considered an enemy at sea; the affairs of the British East India company entangled Britain in India and lumbered the Navy with the need to protect rich merchantmen; rising industrial output changed amount and the kind of goods being shipped; and an increased the number of ships were built in a variety of places.  All of these are reflected in the Register’s front papers and abbreviations.

The risk of time passage, in the form of outdated information, was controlled in the calendar. Everyone who was a subscriber was given two books; on a weekly basis one of them was collected by Lloyd’s messengers to be “posted” at the Register’s central office.  Any changes that came to the book were to be added, first by hand, and then in print.
  In the front papers of the 1790 Register is the following reminder:  “The Register Books should be posted every week:  and it is requested that the Members will be particular in delivering them when they are called for, otherwise the Office cannot be responsible for their Correctness.”  This system of risk management could not work without the cooperation of the Members.  To keep a visible record and check on the fact that any particular Register was as accurate as possible, a printed calendar was added to the back of the Register.  It seems that 1778 was the first year with a register calendar with the year’s dates.  December has 3 weeks for posting; and November has only the 6th and the 13th listed for posting.  By contrast, the 1800 calendar has all weeks of the year printed. These differences suggest that in earlier years the Register was closed for business during some weeks, but later, offices were open year-round. 

A ship’s rating was linked directly to its age and upkeep.  Essentially it described a ship’s hull in one of three states: new, sound and dry (first class); older, sound and dry (second class); or older and leaky (third class).  If leaky, a ship was so because the oakum (caulking) was weakened and falling out.   A few milestones of note occur in the book’s organizational scheme: in 1764 the Register began with the classification scheme A, E, I, O U to assess the hull, and G M and B for “good,” “middling” and “bad” for the ship’s outfit.  Between 1766 and 1770, “AG” was replaced by “A1,” the first instance of this now-famous abbreviation.  Below, in figure 2, William Crow’s Betsy, built in Yarmouth, is so listed. (Below Crow’s Betsy, another, ill-fated Betsy, an “E1” captained by Thomas Drew, was listed as “Lost.”)  In 1786, the “Compulsory Ship Registration Act” forced owners to re-survey and re-measure tonnage.  
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Figure 13   Standardization features were in flux; changes made in 1775-76  
Thus, the same ships in the next year might have a very different tonnage listed.  In addition to changes created by Acts of this nature, several other internal classification schemes and numbers were employed across the first thirty-six years.  
The descriptive abbreviations between the years 1790 to 1800 show a variety of changes.   Classifications expanded in several directions. There are 11 kinds of ships listed in 1790; in 1800 there are 12. “Schoot” is added, and “ketch” replaces “polacre.”  The year 1787 added another new abbreviation, “sCIB,” which showed that a ship was sheathed with copper and employed an innovation in technology, iron bolts. In 1800 the fourth column and eighth columns were switched so that details on the ship’s state of repair were fore-fronted over the port of survey. Also added in 1800 were particulars about the guns and the wood used for the ship.  It seems, then that underwriters were adding up risk in a more detailed way. An “A” under the owner’s name denoted that the vessel was American property.  This mark appears to be the simple way in which Lloyd’s recognized the American Revolution.  

To 1798 there is added, for the first time, the list of the Committee names, headed as follows:  “The following are the Names of the Gentlemen who compose the Committee for conducting the Affairs of the Society.” John Julius Angerstein, Chair of the Committee for the Register, was also Chair of Lloyd’s, and thus highly influential in matters regarding either body.   While the committee had done an enormous amount of work across the inception and growth of the Register, it is unclear what powers the Committee had, as they were not elected by the Register’s subscribing members and were first named in the 1798 issue. 
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	Figure 14   Lloyd’s Abbreviations, 1790.
	Lloyd’s Abbreviations, 1800.  


The Red Register Revolt
Angerstein retired as Chairman of Lloyd’s in 1796 but maintained his Chairmanship of the Register.  In 1798 a quarrel split English shipping, setting London against northern outports such as Hull, Liverpool, Sunderland and Portsmouth.  In 1798 Lloyd’s Register announced its intention to alter the classification scheme.  There were to be four new classes, M (1), G (2), L (3), and Z (4). Also added was a list of building ports rated by quality of building.  The “year of build” was altered to “years of age.” This alteration was made with the intent to give favor to River Thames-built ships, which could hold the classification they had received for thirteen years, and to devalue ships built elsewhere, which held their classifications for only eight years. As a special affront, Canadian-built ships received the London classification but the outport English ships did not. The ship-owners protested vigorously. After a year of fruitless discussion, in exasperation dissenters published their own Register, the rival Red Book, in 1799. Their rationale, drawn from the Preface to the Register (Shipowners) Red Book of 1800, explained the quarrel in their own words:

The Society for conducting the Publication of the New Register Book of Shipping think it necessary to give a general Explanation of their Plan, as well as to state the Motives which induce them to undertake a Work of so much importance.

It is well known that a Book has, for a long series of years, been annually printed under the direction of a Committee of a Society, formed of subscribers, for the information of Under-writers; which book, after a variety of alterations, was at length arranged in a manner that gave general satisfaction; and, having continued above twenty-four years to be the record of the age, burthen, built, quality, and condition of vessels and their materials, marked according to the opinion of the skilful and diligent Surveyors, (employed by the Society in all the principle ports of the kingdom), had become a Book of Authority, and in a great degree, governed the Merchant, the Shipowner and Under-writer in their opinions of the quality of Ships for the purpose of freighting goods or insuring, and consequently in great measure, regulated their value.  

In the proceeding year, the Committee of the Society, without consulting the Subscribers at large, made an entire change in this system, so long established and so universally approved, and substituted in its place a plan founded on a principle diametrically opposite and perfectly erroneous. 

In the new system, ships were to be “stamped” by age and the place of construction, with no regard to construction, damage, wear and repairs.  Further, the places of construction were ranked in a “safety hierarchy” apparently divorced from actual expertise in shipbuilding.  Indignant about the skew toward London technology, the outport ship-builders continued:

Why should ships built at Quebec stand in the first class 2 years longer than vessels build at Hull or the Northern ports of this kingdom, Wales, etc.?  And professional men are equally at a loss to conjecture why the Committee have thought proper to class the shipping of some ports in these kingdoms in degrees so much inferior to that of others; not to say anything respecting the relative situations in which Ships in foreign ports are placed.
  

They called the new system “calculated to mislead the judgment of Merchants and Under-writers, and if continued, would not only prove of the most injurious Consequences to individual Shipowners, Merchants and Under-writers, but to every branch of Trade connected with repairing and refitting Vessels; and in a great measure tend to destroy the Shipping of the Country.” 
 They said “the ages of ships [should be] ascertained from authentic documents and not by estimation; it being evident that the latter mode may be liable to error and capable of abuse.”
  Thus, in one short preface the shipowners sketched out the established authority of the “book” and the competition between cities and technologies as reflected in standards and classification.  Their arguments all point to a risk response system well established, which, if not completely perfect or perfectly fair, had received a fairly wide acceptance.

Rattled by the protests, and perhaps uncertain of the reception by London underwriters, the scheme was not carried out.  Nevertheless, the shipowners split off. As soon as the group divided, the fortunes of both worsened.  The finances of interested parties, who had supported a single book, were effectively split in half, and in the meantime, the number of ships did not decrease, nor did surveying duties.  To gain subscribers, each dropped the price of its own Register.  Further, each hastened to add more ships, so as to appear more thorough and comprehensive than the other.  Regional and personal feelings ran high.

Attempting to heal the breach between shipowners and insurers in February of 1824, Mr. John Marshall made a speech to the Committee of Lloyd’s, pleading not for an immediate reconciliation but merely for a committee of inquiry into the issue of reconciliation. Marshall, a supporter of the Red Book faction, was a Yorkshireman, the co-owner of three whalers that sailed from Hull,
 and perhaps the most active of any in working for reconciliation between the groups.  His speeches are recorded in both of the earlier corporate histories.

Looking, sir, at the public spirit which has ever been conspicuous in the proceedings of this House – at the tone and impulse it has at different time imparted to the country, whenever its best feelings have been properly appealed to, – recollecting, too, that the very name of ‘Lloyds’ is regarded, not at home only, but also in every part of the world where the British name is known, as synonymous with everything that is liberal, just public-spirited, and honourable, – I cannot, I will not, believe, unless the conviction is forced upon me by a decision to-day contrary to my expectation, that this House will on this occasion forget, or choose to lose sight of, those great principles of equity and justice towards others by which every community must regulate its conduct, or must retrograde in its character, its considerations, and just consequences.
 

The lofty and periodic tone with which Marshall made his plea in 1824 puts Lloyds within a vision of national pre-eminence which Marshall thought could be and should be attained, and which he thought would move his listeners.  The committee met for two years, consulted experts, and made a set of recommendations which provided for well-paid surveyors and recommended the inspection of ships while they were being constructed.  Unfortunately, intransigent members on each side and hopes of government support delayed the reconciliation for ten more years. By 1833 the original “Green” Book (the first Lloyd’s Register, so named for the color of the cover) had 163 subscribers with about £1000 left in funds. The Red Book had seventy-five subscribers who supported the book themselves.
  When it finally appeared inevitable that both Registers would fold, the reconciliation for which Marshall had worked ten years was effected rapidly.  From August to October of 1833 the two sides met, formed a new committee, and adopted most of the recommendations made ten years earlier.

The Red and Green books were unified in 1834 as Lloyd’s Register of British and Foreign Shipping.  In the renewal, the book became more, and not less complicated.  Across the next five years, 15,000 vessels were surveyed or re-surveyed.
  The new classifications were A, AE, E and I, designating, respectively, seaworthy ships that kept cargo dry; seaworthy ships that had not been refurbished but that still kept cargo dry; seaworthy ships likely to get cargo wet; and ships safe only for short voyages that would likely get cargo wet.  Surveyors were, during the 1760-1835 period, underpaid, unsupervised and subject to a great deal of variance.  Chief among the new  recommendations was “a rigid inspection, beginning with the construction of vessels to be carried out by a large staff of Surveyors stationed throughout the country, and subject to the supervision of Principal Surveyors appointed in London, who were to make occasional visits to the outports.” 
  Clear systems of payment and known affiliation to Lloyd’s were the two qualities Lloyd’s surveyors had after the system was re-established. 

But dissenters were not satisfied. Liverpudlians, who felt that they were under-represented on the London-dominated Committee, started up a rival register, which they maintained until 1845.  The forty-five year fight about the system of classification was a reflection of rival interests being reconciled within a risk response system while new technologies for shipping were being developed.  Driven by the book, or perhaps by the increasing number of risk factors, the simplified “A1” not only guided the construction of ships but also became the ship’s “talisman” without which underwriters would not sign.  At the period in question, ships were being converted over to composite wood and iron hulls, and the question of safety and classification had to be hammered out literally and figuratively.  At first, surveyors began to consider iron cables for anchoring, and then in 1830s, they began to look at steamship construction.  The anonymous author of the Annals argues that Lloyd’s took the correct line: classification was properly rigid where construction rules were already established, and just as properly loose where new techniques were being developed. 

Final Survey
Marine insurance contracts were sufficiently embedded in law and precedent that they could not be readily adapted to change.  Parks’s immense survey of law cases shows just how much energy and thought went into protecting the marine insurance contract. Important safety innovations – reliable clocks, the establishment of longitude and latitude – swept over the eighteenth-century business world without altering the list of risk variables taken into account by the marine insurance contract.  Premiums changed by voyage, by season, and by political fortune, but it seems underwriters wanted more control. Lloyd’s Register was developed to create and add data to a different locus, the ship.  In this calculation, known information about the ship stood for the vicissitudes of the voyage. Its captain, its guns and the state of its hull – attested to by a surveyor, someone other than the principals on the voyage – were added to the risk evaluation.  Changes to the Register reflected the changing risk assessment.  Having miscellaneous manufactured goods on a ship – some of which will be damaged by leaks, and some of which will not – made it more important for an insurer to know the condition of the ship.  If the cargo was not all one thing, and did not all belong to one shipper, then the problems of some items getting wet and particularly of general average (in case of disaster) became far more complicated.  While the book added notes and information each year, and interested parties argued about the way classification was handled, the force of the new terms simply took hold. So the book’s effect was not necessarily to make the insurance premium drop, but rather to encourage the building of new ships which met the A1 classification standards.

The establishment of the Register follows theories of insurance development. It is a good example of secondary product innovation, as described by Robin Pearson.  Pearson sketches the difference between primary product innovation (PPI), or new products developed for new risks, and secondary product innovation, new products developed for existing risks.  A primary product innovation might be railway insurance; a secondary product innovation might be the use of reinsurance by fire and life offices.
  Pearson argues that suppressed PPI is the result of corporate culture.  “those working in and managing a business develop a shared set of assumptions about its objective….any departures from sound underwriting practice, including new products not based on measurable claims experience accumulated over time, were regarded as too risky by most of the major offices.”
   Perhaps, then, Lloyd’s Register is a secondary product innovation which flourished because primary product innovation was suppressed.  The marine insurance contract would not change, so a Register was created.  The increasing amount of data made available to the Register users, and the increasing stringency of survey, suggests that ship safety was increasingly important to a larger segment of the population.  Just as energy had been given to marine law cases, so, too, energy was being given to the process of gathering and adding data to each ship.

 
The age of the ship, besides being an essential problem in the Register split, carried what might be called interesting cultural freight. As described in the 1884 Annals, “age” and “character” are interchangeable, as if they were equal ideas. After passing a certain age, no amount of repair could give a ship a top classification again. As ships are gendered female, the term is suggestive of its other eighteenth-century applications – to women and to servants, both of whom had a “character” to protect.  The notion that a ship could never recover its character is perhaps a carry-over from the idea that a woman, likewise, could never recover her good character if it had been lost.   

The value of an initial characterization was linked to the place of build, and in this decided preference, an essential prejudice against the skills of the outport builders was expressed. Merchants and shipowners were not only incensed at the slight to local shipbuilders, they were also keenly aware that the concept of the year of build and age classification system drove the market for building independent of actual need for new ships.  The A, E, I, O U (later A, B, C) – what they stood for – became things to buy, to build, and to have.  The A1 signifiers linked “quality” to geographical expertise, risk and time.  Because the year and place of build were valued differently by competing interest groups, it became the cause of a rift and a rival set of classification books.  Liverpool, in particular, argued its case ten years past the revolt of other outports.  It insisted upon (and eventually won) its own representation in dialogues about classification.

Regarding the actual process, Lloyd’s retained the central printing office to which all books were sent for re-posting:  it became the fixed “center” of the system.  Everyone who cared to have updated information kept two books which shuttled back and forth between Lloyd’s on a weekly basis. It produced authoritative knowledge, and it protected that knowledge by restricting access to the books through membership.  The solvency of its listed members, attached to the front of the book, became a stand-in for the goodness of the information in the books.  Lloyd’s at the center stood for quality:  surveyors had been trained and well-paid, and eventually they were included at every stage of building, especially as new technologies were developed.  One of Lloyd’s special achievements was to partner with builders so that it held the knowledge base, the dossier, on every ship.  The Register’s remarkable achievement was not only to brand ships, but to brand itself as the source and authority on shipping risk.

A LIST of SHIPs that are Sail’d from England, for �      Eaƒt-India and China, and that are not Return’d or known in England to �         Miƒcarry, and to whom they belong.





Note, O, stands for Old; E, for English Company, and P, for Private Trade.


	  


�
Ship Names             �
Commanders Names�
Tons�
Guns�
Men �
Where Bound�
When Sail’d�
�
P�
Buckhurƒt�
------Penluce�
380�
40�
60�
Muƒcat�
Auguƒt 16,   1698.�
�
E�
Rook-Gally�
George Simons�
250�
20�
50�
Surrat�
Ditto             1699.�
�
E�
Limpoy�
Thomas Monke�
160 �
16�
130�
Stays in India�
February 22, 1699.�
�
E�
Albermarle�
William Beaws�
350�
28�
65�
Surrat�
April 24,       1700.�
�
O�
Martha�
Thomas Raines�
600�
40�
80�
Bombay�
May 14, �
�
[Continues with 54 other ships]





          SHIPS Arriv’d from Eaƒt-India and China ƒince the 23rd of December, 1701.





�
Ship Names              �
Commanders Names�
Tons�
Guns  �
Men   �
Where Bound�
When Sail’d�
�
O�
King William�
John Braddyll�
600�
36�
120�
Fort St. George�
February 2,   1701.�
�
E�
Montague�
John Collier�
460�
30�
80�
Surrat & Perƒia�
April 4,         1702.�
�
O�
Maderas�
John Apriƒe�
250�
24�
50�
Bencoia�
Ditto�
�
P�
Manƒell-Frigate�
John Clarke�
400�
26�
70�
   Ditto�
June   11,�
�
O�
Dutchess�
Hugh Raymond�
450�
28�
91�
Fort St. George�
Ditto�
�
[Continues with 14 other ships]





The Anne, Adam Spencer, was blown up May the 4th, near the Iƒle of Wight, returning Home. 


LONDON, Printed for and Sold by Edward Lloyd at his Coffee House in Lombard Street   October 5th 1702
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