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ABSTRACT

The thesis proposes that the cruising voyages of Dampier, Woodes Rogers and
Shelvocke were not, as David J Starkey suggests, ‘an anachronistic activity’ of minor
historical significance, but were of considerable contemporary importance and provided
a model of British maritime endeavour that was to be widely disseminated and through
literature had an enduring impact on the public imagination. They were more successful
in terms of financial return and more impressive as maritime achievements than has
previously been recognised.

The voyages are placed in the historical context of South Sea exploration and plunder
beginning with Drake’s 1578 circumnavigation and ending with Anson’s 1740
expedition. The purposes, origins, costs and rewards of each voyage are investigated
using HCA, Chancery and East India Company records (a number of which are cited for
the first time), contemporary newspapers, manuscript and printed first-hand narratives,
Such records confirm how each voyage embodied - in its attention to detailed plans,
reliance on written agreements, constitutions and governing councils - British
commercial values. A full account of the range and scale of commercial investment
involved supports the argument that the voyages were of considerable contemporary
interest and significance. Contemporary responses to the printed accounts are recorded
and there is analysis of how they link to new and rapidly evolving literary forms.

The total financial rewards of the three voyages were considerable — amounting, at a
conservative estimate, to more than £240,000 (£17.65 million in today’s money). They
were not repeated partly because the risks appeared to outweigh the potential rewards,
but largely because efforts to take a share of South American wealth began to focus on a
state solution involving a large naval force. Nevertheless the voyages and the narratives
that followed provided an important contribution to the debate — central to British
foreign policy during the first half of the eighteenth century — over how to exploit the
‘inexhaustible fountain of gold’ that was Spanish South America. They influenced trade
and economic policy through their impact on the South Sea Company and naval strategy
by providing models for Anson’s expedition.

They were also, through their published narratives, instrumental in the development of a
new literary form (the novel) and the genesis of an enduring literary genre (maritime
fiction). They had a wide and long-lasting influence on English literature, its forms and
styles. Robinson Crusoe (and therefore the whole novel form), Gulliver’s Travels and
maritime literature of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries have their origins in the
books of Dampier, Rogers, and Shelvocke.
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INTRODUCTION

A total of 1,441 vessels were licensed by the High Court of Admiralty to operate as
privateers in the wars of 1702-13 and 1718-20.! One small but distinctive feature of this
surge in privateering activity was a revival of so-called cruising voyages. These were
privately funded, costly and ambitious long-distance expeditions which carried great
risk for their investors but promised great reward. Three of these voyages had the
common intention of travelling west into the Pacific in order to plunder the coast of
Spanish America and carry off the ‘prize of all the oceans’, the Manila galleon. The first
expedition, which sailed in 1703, was led by William Dampier and the second (and by
far the most successful) by Woodes Rogers in 1708. The third, which set out from
Plymouth in February 1719, is usually named after George Shelvocke, captain of the

Speedwell, though this was not how it was described at the time.

The reports on these ventures would excite the imaginations of politicians, projectors,
journalists and poets for much of the eighteenth century. They contributed greatly to the
swelling enthusiasm for the South Sea Company and by extension to the subsequent
catastrophic collapse of confidence in the practicability of its ambitious plans. They
fascinated the major intellectual and literary figures, including Addison, Defoe and
Swift (but excepting Doctor Johnson, who remarked on a newly published book of
voyages to the South Sea: “a man had better work his way before the mast than read
them through™) and became a source for some of the greatest literature of the period,
including Robinson Crusoe, Gulliver’s Travels and The Rime of the Ancient Mariner.
More recently the importance of their contribution to British maritime and cultural

history has been subject to question. It is customary now to dismiss these expeditions

! D.J. Starkey, British Privateering Enterprise in the Eighteenth Century (Exeter, 1990), 89 and 113.



as having, at best, a marginal part to play in the history of the British navy in the

eighteenth century. David J Starkey has suggested that they were out of their time:

Essentially it was an anachronistic activity, an attempt to seek the treasures
which had drawn the Elizabethan adventurers to the New World. It was a form
of enterprise confined to the Anglo-Spanish wars of the first half of the
Eighteenth century.?

Thus the buccaneering spirit which may have inspired these expeditions was backward
looking and soon to be supplanted by the more sophisticated attractions of trade
supported and defended by a commanding navy. Whether or not they were
anachronisms, they have been considered, as a whole, to be somewhat unsavoury
failures. N.A.M. Rodger notes, in reference to Shelvocke’s voyage that ‘There were
some survivors from the usual squalid tale of greed, strife and betrayal, but the voyage
yielded no financial or military profit’.®> Jonathan Lamb is equally trenchant, citing
‘Rogers’s sad catalogue of mutinies, plots, wild gambling, detentions, late payouts and
failed contracts’ as typical of all the voyages.* This is severely to undervalue their
remarkable maritime achievement. The voyages were indeed beset by strife, intrigue,
mutiny and betrayals, but what was being attempted — the circumnavigation of the
world - was so challenging and was with so few precedents, that it is scarcely surprising
that, although carefully planned and well-supplied, they encountered the same problems

as Magellan, Drake and Cavendish had done before.

This thesis aims to establish what the voyages set out to achieve, how successful they

were and what impact they had on British policy, naval strategy and literature.

2 D.J.Starkey, British Privateering Enterprise, 48.

¥ N.A.M Rodger, The Command of the Ocean: A Naval History of Britain, 1649-1815 (London, 2004),
228.

* Jonathan Lamb, Preserving the Self in the South Seas, 1680-1740 (Chicago, 2001), 195.



The thesis proposes that the voyages were significant events embedded in and
expressing the mercantile and political ambitions of the age; they represented, in their
operation as privateers on a cruising voyage and in their organisation, management and
conduct, the values and developing ambitions of British merchants. They were
recognised and supported by important contemporary figures, attracted considerable

investment and influenced state policy and naval strategy in the South Sea.

They were more successful than has hitherto been recognised because they achieved a
better financial return than has previously been understood and they were, collectively,
an example of exceptional maritime endeavour which, though recognised at the time,
has since been overshadowed by an overemphasis on the trials and controversies that

accompanied them.

The printed narratives which grew out of the voyages were of wide and lasting cultural
significance in that they contributed to the growing demand for knowledge about the
world led by organisations like the Royal Society but enthusiastically supported by a
substantial educated readership; their influence was sustained and extended through
their reproduction in several voyage anthologies, which in turn provided source material
for British strategic thinking throughout the eighteenth century and they adopted styles
and approaches that were to be taken up in eighteenth century literature (in particular
by Robinson Crusoe and Gulliver’s Travels) and evolved through the nineteenth and

twentieth centuries into a peculiarly British novel form.



Cruising voyages and privateering

The expeditions were linked in a number of ways. They were, firstly, cruising voyages.

William Dampier’s orders, according to William Funnell, the voyage’s chronicler:

were to go into the River of Plate, to Buonas Aires, to take two or three Spanish
Galleons which Captain Dampier gives an account are usually there: And if by

that Expedition we got the value of 600000 Pounds then to return again without
proceeding further: But if we missed Success there, to cruize upon the Coast of

Peru, for the Valdivia ships.’

The ‘Scheme of Voyage’ presented on Shelvocke’s return set down the aims of his
expedition in similar terms. It began: ‘Voyage to the South Sea, to cruise on the
Spaniards under his Majesty’s Commission with two ships’.6 The words ‘cruise’ (spelt
interchangeably with cruize) and ‘cruising’ appear to have been in use for only a few
decades before these voyages. The first reference quoted in the Oxford English
Dictionary is in 1651: G. CARTERET in Nicholas Papers (Camden) I. 236 ‘Van Trump
is with his fleete crusinge about Silly’, and in the more specific predatory sense meant
by Dampier and Rogers, in 1668 in the play She Would if She Could by George
Etheredge:. ‘Two men-of-war that are cruising here to watch for prizes’. ‘Cruise’,
‘cruiser’ and ‘cruising voyage’ had, by the turn of the eighteenth century diverged
somewhat both from their Dutch original and each other. At this time also the Navy had
begun to apply the term cruiser to smaller warships that could be detached from the line
to patrol independently in search of enemy merchantmen or privateers. The Act (Anne
6) of 1708 entitled the ‘Cruizers and Convoys Act’ is the first official use of the term
in this context, for it required the detachment of naval ships from the line or from
convoy duty to patrol areas of the British coast in order to defend trading ships from the
depredations of French and Spanish privateers. Rogers’s use of the term cruising

voyage in the title to his book seems to be unique, but its meaning is clear and goes

SWilliam Funnell, A Voyage Round the World (London, 1707), 5.
® George Shelvocke, A Voyage Round the World, ed. W.G.Perrin, Seafarer's Library (London, 1928), xii.


http://dictionary.oed.com/help/bib/oed2-e.html#g-etherege
http://dictionary.oed.com/help/bib/oed2-e.html#g-etherege

some way to define the particular aims of Dampier’s and Shelvocke’s voyages as well
as Rogers’s. They were all cruising voyages in that the ships embarked with the aim of
patrolling an area of the South Sea and taking what opportunities for plunder presented
themselves. Implicit in the connection with naval usage is the assumption that such
voyages were undertaken by warships (Rogers describes his ships as ‘private men of
war’) licensed to attack enemies of the crown. It might, therefore, be mistaken to
describe Drake’s circumnavigation of 1578 — 80 as a cruising voyage, since his right to
plunder the Spanish colonies (with which Britain was not at war) was, to say the least,
questionable. Neither could voyages of exploration such as Frobisher’s, and trading
expeditions like Narborough’s be described as cruising voyages. That of Cavendish,
however, probably could be so described, since it carried a commission to attack enemy

ships in time of war.

Contemporary usage, therefore, enables us to define a cruising voyage as being an
extended predatory expedition with more or less loosely defined objectives put in the
form of instructions to the captains by its managers. The instructions would often be
precise about the directions to be taken and the seas to be patrolled, to the point of
directing the ships to take a specific route into the South Sea, but their statements of
objectives were couched in terms that gave the captains considerable flexibility as to

targets.

This leads us to the second way in which the three voyages were connected. The
intentions of Dampier, Rogers and Shelvocke — to enter the South Sea by the south west
route, plunder the coasts and shipping of Spanish South America and, if possible, take
the Manila galleon — were nearly identical. There were precedents for such enterprises,

the most famous being Drake’s circumnavigation of 1578 which brought back sufficient



plunder, according to some sources, to double Queen Elizabeth’s yearly revenue.” The
last successful voyage of plunder into the South Seas by an English ship was that of

Thomas Cavendish, over one hundred years before Dampier set off on his own attempt.

Thirdly the voyages were undertaken by privateers carrying letters of marque. Until
recently privateers have been, in the eyes of the general public at least, indistinguishable
from buccaneers and pirates. Even now a respectable biography of Woodes Rogers is
given the title Spanish Gold: Captain Woodes Rogers and the Pirates of the Caribbean
presumably to be sure of attracting those interested in pirates but uncertain about the
role of privateers.® In fact the connection of these three voyages to the buccaneers and
pirates is a glancing one. Dampier spent much of his seafaring life up to the publication
of A New Voyage with the buccaneers of the Caribbean and the South Sea and he
brought his knowledge of them on both his own and Woodes Rogers’s expeditions.”
Rogers and Defoe dismissed sentimental perceptions of the buccaneer current in their
own time as being based on ‘romantick Accounts’ put about by the buccaneers

themselves. Both Dampier and Shelvocke were, however, accused of ‘turning pirate’.

Vessels obtained a letter of marque or commission by making a declaration to the Lord
High Admiral. The declaration would usually state the name of the ship, tonnage,
number of guns, quantity of munitions, size of crew and names of the commander,
lieutenant, gunner, boatswain, carpenter, cook, surgeon and owners. In recognition of
the special status granted by the letter of marque officers under the captain were often

given the title lieutenant rather than mate. Owners were obliged to sign a bond (as

" N.A.M Rodger, The Safeguard of the Sea: A Naval History of Britain, Volume One, 660 - 1649
(London, 1997), 245.

® David Cordingly, Spanish Gold: Captain Woodes Rogers and the Pirates of the Caribbean (London,
2011).

% Joel H. Baer, ‘William Dampier at the Crossroads: New Light on the “Missing Years”, 1691-97’
International Journal of Maritime History, 8 (December 1996), 97-117, provides an account of
Dampier’s connections with the pirate captain Avery.
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much as £3,000 in the case of the Dampier voyage) indemnifying the crown against any
breaches of the conditions of the letter of marque. This was to ensure that privateers

only attacked ships from those countries named in the commission.

In the opening pages of his account of the 1708-11 cruising voyage Woodes Rogers
describes his ships as ‘Private Men of War’, a term that preceded ‘privateer’ by a
number of years and which more precisely describes the status of such ships.® J.W.D.

Powell identifies three kinds of armed merchant ship:

1) Hired ships, which were private ships taken in to the Navy for a period and which
were manned by naval officers.

2) Private ships of war, further sub-divided into “letters of marque” and privateers.
3) Merchantmen ‘upon their lawful occasions’ armed for defensive purposes only.11
The second category, since it is most germane to the thesis, needs further explanation.
A letter of marque was not just the piece of paper or commission signed by the Lord
High Admiral or his deputy which gave the named captain of a named vessel the right
to attack the vessels of named enemy countries. It was also applied metonymically to
the vessel itself which, since 1695, would often be described as “a letter of marque”.12
The term was normally applied to those merchantmen whose primary purpose was trade
but which had obtained permission to attack enemy merchantmen should an opportunity
arise. An interesting example of this was the Whetstone, one of whose owners was

Woodes Rogers, which obtained a letter of marque in 1707, had 11 prizes condemned in

the same year but cleared from Africa in 1708 with 270 slaves for Jamaica.™® Slavers

19 \Woodes Rogers, A Cruising Voyage Round the World (Seafarer’s Library, London, 1928), 2. Page
numbers cited in references are, unless otherwise stated, taken from this edition.

1 3.W.D. Powell, Bristol Privateers and Ships of War (Bristol, 1930), xv-xvi.

2 powell, Bristol Privateers, xvi.

3 Meyer, W.R. ‘English Privateering in the War of the Spanish Succession 1702-1713°, Mariner’s
Mirror LXIX (1983), 435-446. Richardson, B., Bristol, Africa and the Eighteenth Century Slave Trade,
38 (Bristol Records Society, 1986), 13.
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needed to employ sufficient people to control the slaves during the middle passage and
were well armed. The Whetstone had 16 guns, which was substantial for a
merchantman at this time. It would thus have made sense to employ their superior
manning and firepower to take up whatever opportunity offered itself on the outward or

homebound voyages.**

The privateer proper was a ship possessing a letter of margque but whose principal aim
was to seek out and capture or destroy enemy merchantmen. These were the additional
forces that ‘formed an effective constituent of England’s naval power’.> Some
privateers, such as Rogers’s Duke were purpose-built but many were converted
merchantmen. Slavers, as has been remarked, made ideal privateers since they were

built to be fast, were well-armed and had space for a large crew.

One significant stimulus to privateering activity in the War of the Spanish Succession
was the Cruizers and Convoys Act (Anne 6) of 1708, which removed 43 ships from
Admiralty control and assigned them to specific home stations with the duty of
protecting merchantmen from French privateers. Rodger suggests this may have had
the unforeseen effect of reducing vessels available for convoy escort.® The other
provision of Anne 6 was to grant privateer owners and crew all the profit (after customs
dues had been taken) from a captured ship, where previously one tenth had been
reserved to the crown. The aim was to stimulate a responding privateering activity by
British ships against their enemies and in this it appears to have been successful,

particularly in Bristol, where only 40 letters of marque declarations were made between

!4 Kenneth Morgan, Bristol and the Atlantic Trade in the Eighteenth Century (Cambridge, 1993), 49.
15 David J. Starkey records that between 1702 and 1711 there were 1260 prizes condemned to the Navy
and 956 to privateers; British Privateering Enterprise, 89; W.R. Meyer, English Privateering in the War
?Gf the Spanish Succession’, 436, claims that privateers took more ships than the Navy.

Ibid, 177.



12

1702 and 1707 but 117 between 1708 and 1712.1" The most notable consequence,
therefore, of both the French privateering campaign and the British Government’s
response was to stimulate increasingly effective privateering ventures from Bristol,

Whitehaven, Liverpool and other out ports.

‘Protestant, commercial, maritime and free’'®

Apart from the specific conditions and rights imposed by their letters of marque,
privateers were financed, operated and controlled in the same way as ordinary merchant
ships, though it is apparent from the orders, agreements and directions given by the
owners that the three cruising voyages were planned and set forth with exceptional care,
each venture being accompanied by sufficient paper to launch a company, not just a
voyage. Money was raised by subscription and each ship was owned by a consortium
of investors although one matter in which the cruising voyages differed from other
privateering ventures was that the captains were not, with one possible exception,
shareholders.*® There would usually be a managing owner and often a ‘ship’s husband’
responsible for the setting out of the ship and its provisioning. The captain and each of
the crew would sign an agreement with the owners which stipulated the terms of
employment, identified the particular role to be taken by each person (landman, able-
bodied seaman, master’s mate etc.) and confirmed the basis on which each person
would be paid. Thus in the case of Dampier’s voyage the whole crew agreed to sail on

the basis of ‘no purchase no pay’, which meant that they would only receive a share of

such prize money as was taken. The profit from the voyage would be shared 1/3 to the

7 Figures from Powell, Bristol Privateers and Ships of War.
¥ N.A.M. Rodger, ‘Queen Elizabeth and the Myth of Sea-power in English History’, Transactions of the
Royal Historical Society (Cambridge,2004), 153-74.

19 Captain Courteney of the Dutchess is described in some accounts as a shareholder but there is no record
in the chancery documents or elsewhere of how many shares he had.
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crew and 2/3 to the owners.?® The profit split was the same for the Woodes Rogers
voyage but the crew were given the choice of shares only or part share, part pay. The
Clipperton expedition offered a more generous 50% share to the crew. Crew were
awarded shares according to their role and, in recognition of any notable service they
had performed. There was provision for ‘storm money’ if they had taken part in
storming a city and ‘smart money’ if they had been seriously injured. The precise
number of shares to be awarded was set down for each of the voyages and written into
the individual agreements. As became apparent for the Rogers voyage, even such tightly
drafted agreements failed to prevent disputes, since they were unable to take account of

deaths, promotions and the vexed issue of ‘plunder’.

The business-like sets of articles and instructions were reflected in the voyages’
governance. Although only the Rogers voyage adhered to the procedure, each
expedition was supposed to be ruled by a council consisting of the chief officers, in
which all major decisions about discipline, destinations, targets and modes of operation
were agreed. In the case of the Rogers expedition the membership of the council was
fixed at the start, and decisions were made by vote if necessary. The minutes were
written up by a clerk and displayed on the deck for the ship’s company to see. It would
be wrong to see in this ordered process a parallel with the democratic decision-making
of the buccaneers, who famously elected and deposed their captains with great
regularity. The letters of marque named the captains and chief officers to whom the
commission applied and the habit, peculiar to privateers, of giving the title of ‘second
captain’ to the second-in-command underlined the fact that there was, in the event of the
captain’s death, a recognised deputy to take his place. In the same way as it became

commonplace to see the naval ship as being, in its organisations, hierarchies and

22 TNA C6/390/82, sheet 1.
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domestic affairs, a metaphor for the way of the world — a wooden world in fact — so the
private man of war might be seen as, in many ways, a more accurate mirror of early
eighteenth-century British mercantile society than was the ship of the line.?* The stories
that follow are therefore as revealing about how British society conducted itself at the

time as they are about shipboard life.

Historic precedents and contemporary background

Given that these were the first voyages of their kind for over 100 years and were never
repeated (Anson’s 1740 voyage was a naval expedition) it is necessary to look for the

particular historical conditions which nurtured them.

John Campbell, a near contemporary chronicler, is in no doubt of these voyages’
significance in terms of British maritime trade and holds them up, whatever their
outcomes, as examples to be emulated. His work is dedicated, (in a possibly conscious
echo of Woodes Rogers’s dedication of A Cruising Voyage to the merchant venturers of
Bristol) ‘To the Merchants of Great-Britain’. It proposes that such voyages are a high

expression of a country’s endeavour since it is:

To commerce we owe our Wealth; for though Labour may improve, though
Arms may extend, yet Commerce only can enrich a Country. It is this that
encourages People, not barely to labour for the Supply of their own Wants, but
have an eye for those of other Nations, even such as are at the greatest Distance.
It is this that establishes and extends Manufactures, and while it employs all
Ranks of People, provides suitable Rewards for their several Employments. It is
this, and this alone that can excite and encourage universal Industry, by
providing, that all who take Pains, shall reap Profit, and what raises the Fortunes
of Individuals, shall prove at the same Time, and to the same Degree, beneficial
to Society.?

A contemporary example of the use of the ship as societal metaphor is the satirical pamphlet by Ned
Ward, The Wooden World Dissected in the Character of a Ship of War (London, 1707).

22 John Harris, ed. John Campbell, Navigantium Atque Itinerantium Bibliotheca: Or, a Compleat
Collection of Voyages and Travels (London, 1744-8). Dedication.
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That the voyages carried risks is evident. In every case the investors underestimated the
total time taken by each expedition, allowing provision for eighteen months to two
years when in fact it was more than three years in each case before the survivors, with
or without ships, returned. This long wait before any possibility of financial return,
coupled with the very large setting out costs mark out these three expeditions as

exceptional examples of British mercantile enthusiasm.

The three expeditions were interconnected; one cruise led to another, spurred on by the
predecessor’s failure ( the next would be better managed) or success (there was more
where that came from) but only one, Rogers’s, completed the intended
circumnavigation, carried off the Manila treasure ship and produced a handsome return
for its investors. William Dampier, the most famous name of all those involved, was
appointed commander-in-chief of the first expedition and, almost as soon as he had
returned from that, was made ‘Pilot of the South Seas’ on the second. He took with him
as surgeon on both expeditions his friend John Ballett. Alexander Selkirk went out
master of the Cinque Portes on the first expedition, was marooned on Juan Fernandez
island and picked up four years later by the second expedition; Simon Hatley sailed as
third mate of the Dutchess on the second voyage and second captain of the Speedwell on
the third, in which he was accused by George Shelvocke of shooting an albatross in an
incident that was famously exploited by Coleridge in The Rime of the Ancient Mariner.
Perhaps the most unlucky of all these double voyagers was John Clipperton, who was
by some accounts a good seaman but deserted the Dampier expedition in despair at the
antics of its commander. He returned 15 years later to command the third expedition
only to find that his fellow captain, George Shelvocke, was intent on undermining the
voyage and betraying his owners. Clipperton died, it was said, of drink and despair

months after he returned home from this last voyage.
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Recent research and primary sources

A good starting point for anyone carrying out research into British excursions into the
Pacific is The Great South Sea: English Voyages and Encounters 1570-1750 (New
Haven & London, 1997), by Glyndwr Williams. This masterly history covers so much
and draws on such an impressive range of archive sources that it sets a daunting

challenge to a scholar attempting to find something new to say on the subject.

The Great South Sea surveys the rise and fall of the British ‘obsession’ with the Pacific
from the sixteenth to the eighteenth centuries. It places the various voyages by British
navigators in the context of the changing commercial, navigational and scientific
ambitions of Britain and of the rival expeditions of the other European maritime
powers. It also draws together a number of themes connected with Pacific exploration,
chief of which are the search for Terra Australis Incognita; the lure of the ‘inexhaustible
fountain of gold’ that inspired the expeditions of, among many others, Drake, Woodes
Rogers and Anson; the impact of voyagers’ accounts on the literary and publishing
world in England; the subsequent growth of a new fictional genre epitomised by the
works of Swift and Defoe and finally the art of the cartographers and their influence on
the congeries of myths and realities that formed the British perception of distant places.
It also touches on some recurring narrative features in works of fact and fiction, such as
the ritual of the ‘first sighting’, shipwreck, the island paradise, the plight of the
marooned sailor and encounters with giants and noble savages (or, alternatively,

humanoid monsters).

The chapters on Dampier, Woodes Rogers, the South Sea Company and Anson benefit
from extensive primary research which throws more light, for example, on the tortuous

road to publication of Dampier’s A New Voyage and the distribution of the spoils from
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Woodes Rogers’s voyage. Williams provides a warning for researchers tempted to

follow him into those murky waters:

The encounters of my subtitle were as likely to be imaginative as physical. It was
difficult to tell what was real from what was fictitious. Apocryphal voyages,
rumours of discoveries, claims by cranks and liars attracted the curious and
uncritical. A study of English enterprise in the South Sea is, to some extent, a study
in credulity.?®

Perhaps it is possible to be too sceptical. Williams is inclined to discount, for example,
the achievement of the Rogers voyage and to question the qualities of its commander; it
is one of the aims of this thesis to show that there are aspects of all the voyages which

command respect and that their impact on eighteenth-century Britain is greater than has

been hitherto believed.

In the last ten years there has been a revival of interest in the voyages of William
Dampier, Woodes Rogers and George Shelvocke. New biographies of Dampier and
Rogers have been accompanied by reprints of their books and two new accounts of
Shelvocke’s voyage, (one, entitled The Real Ancient Mariner, from the perspective of
Simon Hatley, Shelvocke’s second captain) have been published.? One speculative but
well-researched book on Alexander Selkirk is a useful antidote to more sober narratives
and suggests at one point that Selkirk notched the ears of his goats to indicate which had

been used for sexual purposes.?®

In the last century much work has been done to clarify the crucial part played by British,
French and Spanish privateers in the maritime conflicts of the eighteenth-century.
J.W.D Powell assesses the scale of privateering enterprise in Bristol and provides

detailed information about ownership and costs, drawing on a range of Bristol-based

2 Williams, Great South Sea, Preface, xiv
24 Cited below.
% Diana Souhami, Selkirk’s Island (Paperback edition, London, 2002), 101.
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sources to fill in the background relating, in particular, to the Rogers voyage.?® J.S.
Bromley provides a continental perspective on privateering enterprise and is particularly
useful in quantifying the success of French corsairs such as Duguay Trouin and Gouin
de Beauchesne whose signal achievements in the South Seas piqued the interest of

Woodes Rogers.”’

David J Starkey provides the single most authoritative account of the economic impact
of privateering between 1702 and 1783.2 He accomplishes a comprehensive review of
Admiralty archives and the records of the High Court of Admiralty to provide a full
picture of the scale, risks, and significance of privateering enterprise in the period. He
does not, for a number of reasons, attempt to give a figure for the total prize taken in
each war but he concludes that ‘As an impermanent aspect of commercial life,
privateering enterprise had a limited impact upon the development of the British
economy in the eighteenth century’.® A recent essay by Starkey explores the various
methods of payment used to attract crews of private men-of-war, an issue which is also

reviewed in Peter Earle’s Sailors.*°

One aspect of the expeditions which has not previously been much considered is the
remarkable feat of seamanship, endurance and, in one case, leadership that they

represent. Expeditions over such great distances were enormous challenges for the

2° J.W.D. Powell, Bristol Privateers and Ships of War (Bristol, 1930).

27 1.S. Bromley, Corsairs and Navies 1660-1760 (London,1987) and ‘Duguay Trouin: The Financial
Background’, Mariner’s Mirror 71 (1985) 148-163.

%8 David J. Starkey, British Privateering Enterprise; also ‘A Restless Spirit: British Privateering
Enterprise, 1739-1815 in Starkey, David, J., E.S. van Eyck van Heslinga and J.A. de Moor, Eds. Pirates
and Privateers: new Perspectives on the War on Trade in the Eighteenth and Nineteenth centuries
(Exeter, 1997).

2 Starkey, British Privateering Enterprise, 268.

% David J Starkey, “"To excite the Whole Company to Courage and Bravery”: The Incentivisation of
British Privateering Crews, 1702-1815°, in Helen Doe and Richard Harding, eds., Naval Leadership and
Management, 1650-1950 (London, 2011); Peter Earle, Sailors: English Merchant Seamen 1650-1750
(London, 1998)
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ships and men of that time. The ships were small, overcrowded, ill-fitted for the fearful
conditions of the southern ocean and their hulls prey to the destructive marine borers of
the South Sea; their men had limited navigational aids, were unable to fix longitude
accurately and were vulnerable to scurvy and other conditions brought on by
malnutrition and overcrowding. While there are many books about the development of
line-of-battle ships in the seventeenth and eighteenth-centuries there is a dearth of
literature about the smaller war ships — and particularly about the ships of the
transitional period between about 1690 and 1730. If one further limits the search to the
smaller merchant ships and privateers (such as the ‘galleys’ and ‘Bristol runners’ used
by Dampier and Rogers) the best sources are Rif Winfield, British Warships 1603-1714
and Phillip Bosscher, The Heyday of Sail: The Merchant Sailing Ship, 1650-1830.
Michael W. Marshall makes extensive use of French and Dutch drawings as well as
English plans to trace the evolution of the trading/fighting ship of the early eighteenth
century and is particularly informative about the changes in hull shape and rig that took
place at the time.®* A description of the fighting ships of the time and their limitations
may be found in Brian Lavery, The Arming and Fitting of English Ships of War, 1600-
1815 (London, 1987). The Line of Battle: the Sailing Warship 1650-1840 has a chapter
on the evolution of the frigate but is, again, less informative on the small vessels used as
privateers in the early part of the century.* The Mariner’s Mirror is a rich source of
articles on the evolution of sailing ships and has recently carried articles on the working

of the whipstaff (which was almost certainly used by all the cruising voyage ships) and

3 Michael W. Marshall, Ocean Traders from the Portuguese Discoveries to the Present Day (London,
1989)

%2 Brian Lavery, ed., The Line of Battle: The Sailing Warship 1650-1840, Conway Maritime Series
(London, 1992.
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the sailing characteristics of fighting ships.>® Peter Earle details the pay, conditions and
disciplinary regime to be found in merchant ships at the time and compares them with
those in privateers as well as the navy, but the best source of information about
discipline and reward on the cruising voyages remains the eyewitness accounts of the

voyagers .**

Percy G Adams suggests that the travel narrative marks the shift from the favourite
story of the middle ages — the fall of princes — to the ‘characteristic fable of the modern
age’ — the rise of merit and the march of progress, as embodied in the character of
Robinson Crusoe.® Philip Edwards notes how voyage literature became, in the early
eighteenth-century ‘the chief materials to furnish out a library’ and demonstrates how
the published accounts of Narborough, Dampier and others contributed elements of
style, sensibility and structure to their fictional followers.*® More recent scholarship has
focussed on the transformative effect on voyagers of the Great South Sea itself. Neil
Rennie places the fictional narrative of Robinson Crusoe against Dampier’s ostensibly
factual accounts and traces the evolution of the Western idea of the South Sea.*’
Jonathan Lamb suggests that Dampier and Shelvocke (though not Rogers) succumbed
to the strangeness of the South Sea, their accounts distorted through its prism.
Shelvocke, particularly, seemed ‘preternaturally aware of himself as someone voyaging

between the lines of other seamen’s yarns’.*® Jason H Pearl provides a useful summary

%% John Harland, ‘The Whipstaff’, Mariner’s Mirror, 97 (February 2011), 103-126; Patrice Decenciere,
‘SomeEighteenth- and Nineteenth-century French Trials of Square-rigged Warships Tacking’, Mariner’s
Mirror, 97 (November 2011) 289-298.

3 peter Earle, Sailors.

% Percy G Adams, Travelers and Travel Liars, 1660-1800 (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1962); Travel
Literature and the Evolution of the Novel (Lexington,1983).

% philip Edwards, The Story of the Voyage: Sea-Narratives in Eighteenth-Century England (Cambridge,
1994).

%7 Neil Rennie, Far-fetched Facts: The Literature of Travel and the Idea of the South-Seas (Oxford,
1998; Oxford Scholarship Online, 2011).

% Jonathan Lamb, Preserving the Self in the South Seas, 1680-1740 (Chicago, 2001), 194. Neil Rennie
also notes how fiction and fact coalesced in the waters of the South Sea in Far-fetched Facts.
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of recent scholarship in a piece which argues that A Cruising Voyage Round the World
is a demonstration of Woodes Rogers’s painstaking and largely successful attempt to

provide a verifiably factual narrative.*

The importance of Robinson Crusoe as an early example — possibly the earliest — of the
novel form has been established at least since lan Watt’s The Rise of the Novel in 1957,
though possibly since as far back as Arthur Secord’s 1924 study of Defoe’s narrative
techniques.“’ There is, of course, a vast literature on Defoe and Swift but, apart from
Glyn Williams and Philip Edwards, much less on the undoubted connections between
these writers and their forerunners Dampier, Rogers and Shelvocke. Charles L. Batten

and John Richetti explore some of these issues.**

Manuscript Sources

Any study of the voyages of Dampier, Rogers and Shelvocke must be grounded in the
original manuscript and primary printed sources and while the modern researcher can
make use of the work of others to help locate much of this voluminous resource it is still
possible to find significant material that has been overlooked. Earlier scholarly work,
such as B.M.H Rogers on Dampier’s and Rogers’s voyages and Masefield on

. . . . . 42
Dampier’s provide much useful material but seldom give precise references.

The researcher into voyages by naval ships has available a wide range of documentation

— the masters’ and captains’ logs, correspondence, surveyor’s and navy board records —

% Jason H. Pearl, ‘Woodes Rogers and the Boundary of Travel Facts’, Eighteenth-Century Life, VVol.31,
fall 2007, 60-75.
“% Jan Watt, The Rise of the Novel: Studies in Defoe, Richardson and Fielding (London, 1957); Arthur W.
Secord, Studies in the Narrative Method of Defoe (lllinois, 1924).
* The Batten essay is in Derek Howse, ed., Background to Discovery: The motives for Pacific
Exploration from Dampier to Cooke (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1990); John Richetti, Popular Fiction
before Richardson: Narrative Patterns 1700-1739 (Oxford, 1969).

2 B.M.H.Rogers, 'Dampier's Voyage of 1703', Mariner's Mirror, 10 (1924), 367-81, William Dampier,

ed. John Masefield, Dampier's Voyages, 2 vols. (London, 1906).
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readily accessible at the National Archive or the National Maritime Museum. The same
cannot be said of merchant ships, even privateers, since in most cases the ship’s records
were the property of the owners and have not been centrally collected. In the case of the
three cruising voyages such primary records have to be looked for in a wide range of
archives. The letter of marque declaration made by the owners of a privateering
expedition marks the beginning of a paper trail of information about a voyage. Owners
were required to lodge the declarations with the High Court of Admiralty and these may
be found in the National Archive under HCA 25 and 26. The declaration gives the name
of the ship, its tonnage, number of guns and crew. It lists the managing owners, the
amount of the required government bond (forfeit on breach of the letter of marque
conditions), the names of those acting as sureties, the captain, lieutenants, gunner and
other principal officers and a brief statement of the objective of the voyage and the
countries considered to be legitimate targets. At the end of a successful voyage the
purchase accumulated by a privateer would be ‘condemned’ at the London Prize Court
at Doctor’s Commons. Prize papers produced for the court (HCA 32) include ships
papers, claims and affidavits. The ‘sentence’ of the court (HCA 34) provides details of
the date of condemnation, the name of the prize vessel, its master, the status of the
captor (whether privateer or naval) and the name of its captain. As Starkey points out,
one omission from the sentence is the total value of the prize.** Appeals by the owners
of the prize or others protesting the judgement of the court were dealt with by the Court

of Prize Appeals (HCA 42).

The Dampier and Shelvocke voyages produced no purchase for the owners and there
was no case brought to the Prize Court, so the usual evidence — including ship’s logs

and details of the capture of prizes and their cargoes — is not available. The owners of

*® David J Starkey, British Privateering Enterprise, 289.
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the Shelvocke voyage attempted to charge the Speedwell’s captain and crew with piracy
and there are some affidavits relating to this case (which was quickly dropped) in HCA

32.

One outcome of each of the three voyages was a series of legal disputes which for
various reasons fell outside the jurisdiction of the High Court of Admiralty but were
taken up in the Court of Chancery. As a rule cases were brought in chancery when the
evidence for the plaintiff was considered too weak to succeed in the High Court of
Admiralty. The procedure for bringing a chancery case was rather different from that of
other courts. The people bringing the case (called the ‘complainers’ or ‘orators’) would
have drawn up on vellum a bill of complaint — a large document (six foot by four in the
case of the Speedwell complaint) - containing a detailed account of the grounds for
complaint. At the same time supporting evidence in the form of logs, account books,
letters, signed agreements and affidavits of witnesses would be lodged with the clerk in
chancery. The defendants in the case would be asked to produce their ‘reply’ to the
complaint. The Lord Chancellor would nominate a chancery master to study all the
evidence, consider the arguments of complainer and defendant and produce a report
recommending what action should be taken. Based on this report the Lord Chancellor
would decide for or against the complainer and set down how (if at all) they should be

compensated for the wrong done.

Chancery cases were brought — or at least initiated — in relation to each of the cruising
voyages and the various documents arising from the complaints provide much useful
material. Unfortunately it is not always easy to find. Chancery archives are gradually
being digitised, but there are still gaps and the researcher struggles with the legacy of a
tortuous catalogue system. One archivist, when asked how I could find some master’s

exhibits relating to the bill of complaint I had in front of me, replied ‘with great
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difficulty’. Sometimes no bill seems to exist (strangely the bill in the case of the Rogers
voyage does not appear to be listed in the chancery catalogue, although it is mentioned
by B.M.H.Rogers) or it has been listed in such a way that it is hidden from view. The
case arising from the Shelvocke voyage, for example, was brought by Edward Hughes,
the managing owner, so one would expect it to be listed as Hughes v Shelvocke, 1723.

In fact the bill is bundled with a later case brought by another owner and is listed as
Gumley v East India Company, 1732. Perhaps the most important collection in the
Chancery files are the ‘master’s exhibits’ relating to the Rogers voyage, the contents of

which are described below.

Other primary sources consulted in relation to the three voyages include state papers
(particularly in connection with the Dampier expedition), the Court minutes of the East
India Company, some letters and the manuscript narratives of the buccaneers contained
in the Sloane Collection in the British Library. The references to these are in the

bibliography.

Contemporary Printed Sources

The most important printed sources relating to the voyages are the accounts written by
the voyagers themselves. These are dealt with in detail in Part Il which also surveys the
anthologies which provide an invaluable guide to contemporary attitudes to the voyages
and their leaders. Dampier did not write an account of his 1703 voyage, but his A New
Voyage Round the World, published before the Roebuck expedition, was immensely
successful, was reprinted several times in various formats and is still an invaluable
background resource for any study of British involvement in the South Seas at the time.
The other principal contemporary resource is the rapidly expanding newspaper industry
of the time. The Daily Courant, began daily publication in 1702, the year before

Dampier’s expedition set off. This and other newspapers such as the Post-boy, the
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Flying-post or Post-master, and the Observator provided regular reports on the arrivals
and departures of the voyages. The Post-boy, managed at one point by George Ridpath,
was an assiduous follower and supporter of the Dampier voyages and the Observator
campaigned on behalf of merchants and privateers, berating the government for its half-
hearted support of privateering expeditions to South America. All these are referred to

several times in the thesis.

Primary Sources for each voyage

Dampier

The chief primary source of information about Dampier’s cruising voyage of 1703 is the
Bill of Complaint brought by Richard and Elizabeth Creswell: C6/390/82 Creswell v
Dampier, 1712. This bill, which is folded in with the reply by William Dampier, has
only now been brought to light. It is almost certainly the same, or a copy of the same,
document described B.M.H.Rogers as ‘a bill or statement’ which forms the basis of his
1924 Mariner’s Mirror article on Dampier’s voyage. ** The statement, Rogers writes,
was among papers ‘lent to me by F.H.Goldney of Corsham, Wilts’. Thomas Goldney
would have received a copy of the bill as he is named as one of the defendants. A
collection of depositions by crew members of the St. George collected in support of the
complaint is in C24/1321 and C33/317. The protest by the ‘old’ East India Company to
the Prince’s council is in SP42/7, (again, not previously cited in connection with the
voyage) and the subsequent inquiry provides useful detail about the owners and the

setting out of two ships.*® John Masefield, in his introduction to a two volume edition of

* B.M.H.Rogers, 'Dampier's Voyage of 1703, Mariner's Mirror, 10 (1924), 367-81.

S TNA, SP42/7, Anne, 1, 1702-1706.
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Dampier’s Voyages, quotes letters relating to the voyage but does not give a reference.*

The letter of marque declaration for the St. George is in TNA HCA 26/18.

Dampier did not himself write an account of the expedition, possibly because he had too
little time in England before departing on the Woodes Rogers expedition in 1708,
although John Campbell, writing some forty years after the event suggests a less

charitable reason:

The reasons are very evident to me why Dampier did not publish this last
Voyage of his to the South Seas. If he has spoken the truth, he must have done
himself no great credit, and if he had attempted to impose Falsehoods on the
World, his officers were mostly alive, and ready to contradict him.*’

James Knapton, the publisher of all Dampier’s previous works, produced a book by
William Funnell, who is described on the title page as ‘Mate to Captain Dampier’, in
1707.%® Funnell’s account is, on the surface, objective and factual. There is little direct
criticism of Dampier’s leadership or behaviour but he offers damning observations
more, as it were, in sorrow than in anger. The tone is set in his preface which hints at

what is to come:

The Success indeed of our Expedition, was not such as might at first have been
expected from the skill of our Commander and the Resolution of our Men.
Disagreements and Mismanagements having broken our Measures, and defeated
our most promising Hopes; as they have often been occasions of the miscarriage of
the greatest and noblest attempts.*®

Despite its measured tone Funnel’s book enraged Dampier, who published a

vituperative eight page rejoinder: Captain Dampier’s Vindication of his Voyage to the

*® William Dampier, Dampier’s Voyages, 2 vols, with an introduction and ‘Life of William Dampier’ by
John Masefield (London, 1902).

*7 John Harris, ed. John Campbell, Navigantium, 148.

8 William Funnell, 4 Voyage Round the World. Containing an Account of Captain Dampier’s Expedition into the
South-Seas in the Ship St George In the Years 1703 and 1704 (London, 1707).

* Ibid, Preface.
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South-Seas, which was in turn subject to a highly critical repost by John Welbe, a

midshipman on the St George.*

The voyage is mentioned in a number of newspapers and it is apparent that Dampier’s
fame guaranteed interest in anything he undertook. It seems that Dampier had a special
relationship with the Post Boy, which published several letters from him during the
voyage and took a broadly sympathetic view of his trials, unlike the Observator which

was more sceptical.

There have been several recent reprints of Dampier’s works and two biographies - The
Devil’s Mariner written in 1997 and A Pirate of Exquisite Mind in 2004, though in the

latter case the coverage of the 1703 expedition is brief.>!

Woodes Rogers

The primary manuscript sources for the Woodes Rogers expedition are well-known and
much plundered, but their voluminous nature and the physical state of many of them
means that it is almost impossible for a researcher to claim that everything relevant has
been exposed to light. Some mistakes in attribution have accumulated over time. The
bulk of the material is contained in the ten boxes of documents collected for the
Chancery Master in the case of Creagh v Rogers, 1712. The earliest reference to the
master’s exhibits is in B.M.H. Rogers’s article in the Mariner’s Mirror of 1933.%% The
most comprehensive bibliographic study of these documents and primary sources of

information on the voyage in general is a pamphlet by Donald Jones produced for the

>0 William Dampier, Captain Dampier’s Vindication of his voyage to the South-Seas in the Ship St.
George (London, 1707); John Welbe, An Answer to captain Dampier’s Vindication of his Voyage to the
South-Seas, in the Ship St. George, with particular Observations on his ungenerous, false and barbarous
usage to his Ship’s Crew (London, 1707).

5t Anton Gill, The Devil’s Mariner, William Dampier, Pirate and Explorer (London,1997); Diana
Preston and Michael Preston, A Pirate of Exquisite Mind: The Life of William Dampier, Explorer,
Naturalist and Buccaneer (London, 2004)

52 B.M.H.Rogers, 'Woodes Rogers's Privateering VVoyage of 1708-1711', Mariner's Mirror, 19 (1933),
196-211
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Bristol Branch of the Historical Association.>® Glyndwr Williams provides a useful
summary of the available material, although two of the document numbers he cites
(TNA C104/60 and C104/61)) belong to a different case altogether.>* The references

attributed to these documents should read C104/160 and C104/161.

The Master’s exhibits are remarkably comprehensive because, unlike normal chancery
cases, the exhibits were not returned to the plaintiffs. The reason for this was that there
were 209 plaintiffs being represented by Creagh and the exhibits did not belong to any

of them. Thus:

The Lord Chancellor called in all relevant Logs, Documents, Account Books,
Orders, Agreements and Council Minutes of all meetings on board, Accounts of all
goods exchanged and purchased at each port of call, and a complete list of all
treasure captured from the 20 prizes. Woodes Rogers and Edward Cooke retained
their journals but all the rest of the material found its way into the Public Record
Office.”

The documents now available in the National Archives are: C104/36 (two boxes), 37
(two boxes), 40, 160 and 161 (two boxes); another two boxes, C104/38 and 39 are
described by Jones and Williams as in too poor condition to be made available, although
this researcher was able to see them. They are indeed in poor condition, with many of
the individual documents stuck together or partially shredded but they appear on
tentative inspection to consist of signed individual agreements and powers-of-attorney
made between Stephen Creagh and the plaintiffs, and are therefore unlikely to reveal

significant new material. Donald Jones suggests that:

The real monuments to this remarkable voyage are the papers, letters and
documents, ledgers, account books and wills , committee books and books of sale,
sales catalogues and lists of medicines taken off prizes, which have survived in the
Public Record Office.... These records are a treasure in themselves and provide

53 Donald Jones, Captain Woodes Rogers' Voyage Round the World 1708-1711, Bristol Branch of the
Historical Association ( Bristol,1992).

5 Glyndwr Williams, The Great South Sea, chapter V, notes 81, 98, 106, 110.

% Jones, Captain Woodes Rogers' Voyage , 27.
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historians with insights into Bristol’s maritime history which can hardly be
bettered. *°

Anyone who has been lucky enough to open the boxes in the National Archive, detect
the faint aroma of stockholm tar and observe the wonderful variety of materials, from
scraps of paper or parchment bleached by tropical sun, to cloth, vellum or board bound
books, can only agree. The master’s report on the case has been transcribed and printed

for the first time in APPENDIX V.

The accusations made by the Creswells in C6/390/82 cited in the Dampier section above
also have a bearing on the Rogers voyage, as they accuse Dampier and others of
improperly using a mortgage taken out on Elizabeth Creswell’s property to finance the
Rogers expedition. Dampier found time at the end of the voyage to enter his own

complaint, not previously cited, against the owners in C9/225/43.

The House of Lords Library holds petitions made by the crews of the Duke and

Dutchess on 17 June, 1714 and 31 August 1715.

B.M.H.Rogers and Donald Jones mention 26 documents contained in the Library of

Congress, Washington D.C. Among them are the appeals by the owners (which are not
in the chancery documents) against the findings of the chancery master. Neither Jones
nor Rogers gives a full reference number for the documents (although one is referred to
as MS 20) and this researcher’s email correspondence with the Library of Congress has

so far failed to locate them.

The Goldney Archive in Bristol University Library’s special collections contains
information about Thomas Goldney’s connections with Dampier and Woodes Rogers
and the debts which bedevilled Goldney’s affairs in 1708 and resulted in his

imprisonment. One account book reveals that Goldney kept close control of his affairs

% 1hid.
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in Bristol while he was in prison.>” P.K. Stembridge provides substantial detail about

Thomas Goldney’s involvement in the voyage, as well as that of other Bristol

Quakers.*®

B.M.H Rogers has the first detailed account of the financial outcome of the voyage in
three pieces written for the Mariner’s Mirror in 1924 and 1933. Two of them,
‘Dampier’s Voyage of 1703’ (which alludes to the later voyage) and ‘Woodes Rogers’s
Cruising Voyage of 1708-11" are cited above. ‘Dampier’s Debts’ attempts to determine

what share of the prize he received from the 1708 voyage.*

The principal printed sources on the voyage are the books, whose publication history is
dealt with elsewhere, written by Woodes Rogers and Edward Cooke.*® Accounts of the
voyage, although not, generally, its aftermath, are contained in a number of books of
voyages published during the eighteenth-century, and while they consist mainly of
digests of Rogers’s and Cooke’s books they contain introductory passages that give an
interesting picture of contemporary attitudes towards the voyage and its commander-in-
chief. These include anthologies by John Harris, J. Callander, Captain Berkley and the

pseudonymous Edward Cavendish Drake cited above.

A reprint of A Cruising Voyage Round the World with an introduction by G. E.

Manwaring was published in 1928. There have been a number of reprints of A Cruising

> University of Bristol special collections, DM 1466/9, 1708, Account book of Thomas Goldney of
Bristol, ‘owner of the ships Duke and Dutchess’

%8 p K.Stembridge, The Goldney Family: A Bristol Merchant Dynasty (Bristol: Bristol Records Society,
XLIX, 1998).

¥ B.M.H. Rogers, Dampier’s Voyage of 1703, Mariner’s Mirror, 10, 1924, 366-72.

% Woodes Rogers, A Cruising Voyage Round the World (London, 1712); Edward Cooke, A Voyage to the
South Sea, and Round the World, (London, 1712)
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Voyage, the most recent in 2011, and substantial biographies of Woodes Rogers by

Bryan Little in 1960 and Patrick Cordingly in 2011.%*

Shelvocke

In the past scholarly assessments of Shelvocke’s voyage relied largely on the conflicting
accounts of George Shelvocke and William Betagh. Recently discovered documents in
Chancery and East India Company files have, however, thrown significant new light on
the voyage. The most important manuscripts relate to the legal proceedings initiated by
the owners. Edward Hughes, the managing owner, caused a number of members of the
crew of George Shelvocke’s ship Speedwell to be arrested and held in the Wood Street
Compter. The affidavits taken from them at this time are in TNA HCA 15/37 ‘S’. A
letter from Hughes to the East India Company asking them to retain any goods and
money lodged with them by Shelvocke and his crew is in IOR/E/1/13, f 449. When the
attempt to prosecute in the High Court of Admiralty failed Hughes submitted a chancery
bill of complaint, TNA C11/1831/45. This was accompanied by a plea for an order of
ne exeat regnum, TNA C33/339, pt. 1, 7. The Chancery Master’s initial report on the
case is in TNA C33/341, p.54. Shelvocke wrote an account of the voyage and sent it to
the Admiralty in1725. The manuscript is in the Admiralty Library at Portsmouth,
entitled MS18, ‘Shelvocke’s Voyage’. Itis, as Glyn Williams describes, ‘an
abbreviated and bland affair’ designed to placate the lords of the Admiralty to whom it
was addressed and which omits many of the more interesting incidents, such as the
shooting of the albatross.®? W.G.Perrin points out that the manuscript was written by a

copyist with a few corrections in Shelvocke’s hand.®® The ‘Diary and Consultation

%1 Bryan Little, Crusoe’s Captain, Being the Life of Woodes Rogers, Seaman, Trader, Colonial Governor
((London, 1960); Patrick Cordingly, Spanish Gold, Captain Woodes Rogers and the Pirates of the
Caribbean (London, 2011).

62 Glyndwr Williams, Great South Sea, 202.

* George Shelvocke, A Voyage Round the World, with an introduction and notes by W.G.Perrin,
(London, 1928), xix.
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book’ of the East India Company supercargoes provides a useful alternative, if not
entirely independent, account of Clipperton’s and Shelvocke’s dealings in Canton in BL

IOR/G/12/22, 33.

W.G. Perrin, in his introduction to the 1928 reprint of Shelvocke’s book, finds him to be
the most untrustworthy reporter and in this he may have been swayed by two voyage
anthologies - John Campbell’s of 1744-8 and James Burney’s of 1803-17 — both of
which find Shelvocke’s narrative wholly unconvincing.®* Two more recent books on
the voyage have, on the other hand, sided with Shelvocke.®® The authoritative account
by Glyndwr Williams, which is largely dependent on Betagh and Shelvocke, doubts the
reliability of either and cites O. K. Spate’s comment that they were: ‘Hard liars both...
it would be as difficult as unprofitable to decide which was the more atrocious
traducer’. ®® As Jonathan Lamb points out, in his ODNB entry on George Shelvocke,
‘Although twentieth-century studies of the voyage have relied to a large extent on
Betagh for important details, particularly concerning the legal aftermath, the lack of
official confirmation has left him vulnerable’.®” Philip Edwards, in The Story of the
Voyage, remarks that ‘The two narratives are an angry dialogue, and we can neither
wholly trust nor wholly discredit either of the disputants, though the balance of

credibility is certainly on Betagh’s side’.%®

* Ibid.; John Campbell, (ed.), Navigantium, Vol.1, and James Burney, A Chronological History of the
Voyages and Discoveries in the South Sea or Pacific Ocean (London, 5 Vols., 1803-17)

% George Shelvocke; Vincent Mclnerny (ed. & intro.), A4 Privateer’s Voyage around the World
(Barnsley, 2010) and Kenneth Poolman, The Speedwell Voyage (Naval Institute Press, 1999).

% 0.H.K. Spate, The Pacific since Magellan: 11 Monopolists and Freebooters (London & Canberra
1983), 383, quoted in Williams, Great South Sea, 197.

%7 Shelvocke, George (1675-1742)’, Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, Sept 2004; online edn,
Jan 2008 [http://0-www.oxforddnb.com.lib.exeter.ac.uk/view/article/25320, accessed 13 Jan 2010]

%8 p_ Edwards, The Story of the Voyage, 49.
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Structure of the thesis.

Part 1 sets the three voyages in their historical context and investigates the achievement

of each one in detail.

Chapter 1 provides a brief survey of British forays into the Pacific beginning with
Drake’s 1587 circumnavigation and ending with the 1689 privateering voyage of the
Welfare. These voyages established a pattern for the type and composition of South Sea
expeditions which was to continue until 1740. The successful voyages of Drake and

Cavendish would supply an important example for the cruising voyages.

Chapters 2-4 provide detailed analysis of the origins, financing, planning, setting out,
conduct and achievement of each voyage. A range of primary sources is used to check
and verify or question the existing scholarly research and in the process assess the
achievement of the managers, commanders and crew of each. Planning, management
and investment are assessed in some detail to establish the extent to which the voyages
were typical privateering ventures of their time and to identify the causes of their
success or failure. Care has been taken to establish more precise figures for the total
prize money and its distribution in order to give a more accurate assessment of the

financial impact of the voyages.

Part 2 assesses the impact of the voyages on the contemporary political, strategic and

cultural concerns of Britain.

Chapter 5 investigates the impact of the voyages on British strategic and political
thinking and the extent to which their successes and failures contributed to the pressure
on government to mount Anson’s expedition to the South Sea. It also compares the

achievement of Anson and Rogers in order to throw light on the qualities of
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organisation and leadership required when conducting a South Sea voyage in the first

half of the eighteenth century.

Chapter 6 investigates the contribution to contemporary literature of the five published
eye-witness narratives of the voyages. The narratives are placed in the context of a
growing public enthusiasm for voyage narratives generated by William Dampier’s
highly successful A Voyage round the World. The requirements of the Royal Society
and Grub Street are shown to combine in influencing the style and content of the
narratives whose differing attempts to provide a truthful relation of events was to have
an important impact on contemporary literature. The extent of editorial assistance
provided the ‘illiterate sailors’ who were the authors of the books is investigated.
Voyage anthologies, in which the voyage narratives were to have a significant afterlife,
are investigated and their usefulness as contemporary reflectors of attitudes to mariners,

the South Sea and Britain’s global ambitions is assessed.

Chapter 7 assesses the importance of the voyage narratives as influential precursors of
the fictions of Defoe and Swift. It investigates the proposal that Robinson Crusoe and
Gulliver’s Travels are not only linked to the narratives through incidents like those
involving the marooned Alexander Selkirk but that there are more profound links in the
use of language and narrative voice. Other connections are made, through Smollett and
the nineteenth century naval novels to the historical fiction of today, to indicate a

hitherto unrecognised range and depth of the influence of these narratives.
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THE THREE VOYAGES
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CHAPTER 1.

FORERUNNERS

The charge that the three cruising voyages were anachronistic is understandable but
does not bear scrutiny. It is based on the contention that the high point of English
plundering adventure in the South Sea was reached in the reign of Elizabeth | and was
built almost entirely on the spectacularly successful voyages of Drake and Cavendish.
These voyages, it is maintained, were followed by over 100 years of failed projects and
abandoned schemes which, by the turn of the eighteenth century, had resulted in the
state turning its attention away from the Spanish South Sea and towards its Atlantic and
Caribbean possessions. The three cruising voyages were thus backward-looking private
expeditions which had little connection with British maritime policy. This chapter
aims to show that the voyages form part of a continuum of British activity in the South
Sea which began, certainly, with Drake’s circumnavigation, but which was revived in
the seventeenth century whenever England was able to turn its gaze away from its
immediate national and European concerns. In times of war with Spain the object would
be plunder, in times of peace, trade, but the ‘obsession’ with the Spanish South Sea

remained and continued until the end of the eighteenth century.

The naming of the South Sea was an accident of geography. From the peak in Darien
where Vasco Nunez de Balboa stood in September 1513 the ocean stretched out to the
southern horizon, while behind him lay what the conquistadores had already named the
North Sea. Had he faced the ocean almost anywhere else on the Pacific coast of

America he might more accurately have called it the West Sea. Nevertheless the name
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stuck and ‘remained for over two centuries, in fact nearly three, the South Sea not only
in common speech (especially that of seamen) but very generally on maps and in
academic discourse’.” Six years after Balboa’s first sighting Ferdinand Magellan
battled through the straits named after him and became the first European to enter the
South Sea. From there the Trinidad and the Victoria sailed across the vast, unknown
expanse of ocean for fifteen weeks, sighting only two uninhabited islands on the way,
before making a landfall at Guam. Magellan, or his chronicler, named it the Pacific Sea
and a 1531 map by Oronce Fine names the sea on either side of the Straits Mare

Magellanicum.”

Into this sea sailed, in 1578, Francis Drake with his fleet of little ships and an
undisclosed purpose that evolved into the first English circumnavigation and a voyage
of plunder whose success remains unequalled. K.R. Andrews judges that Drake
accomplished much more than his original and secret plans had intended. The voyage
was ‘more daring, more controversial, more tragic and in the end, more famous than
could ever have been imagined at its inception’.”* For many reasons, the most important
being the Queen’s sensitivities about the possible damage to Spanish self-esteem and
the desire by the investors to minimise payment of duty, estimates of the total plunder
vary from about £100,000 (said to be the value of the silver taken from the treasure
ship) to several million pounds. An often quoted, though still vague, valuation sets the
total due to the crown at ‘more than the Queen’s annual ordinary revenue’.” Williams is
not as specific as N.A.M. Rodger, who draws on K.R. Andrews and O.H.K. Spate to

provide his reckoning:

%9 0.H.K.Spate, "'South Sea" To "Pacific Ocean™, Journal of Pacific History XI1 (1977), 206

0 Glyndwr Williams, The Great South Sea, fig.1.

™M K.R. Andrews, "Beyond the Equinoctial: England and South America in the Sixteenth Century,"
Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History, 10 (1981), 4-24.

"2John Sugden, Sir Francis Drake (New York, 1990),148-9
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[Drake’s] officially declared booty was worth £307,000; the true total was probably
at least £600,000. The investors made a 4,700% return on the £5,000 it had cost to
fit out the expedition. The queen’s share was £300,000, more than an entire year’s
ordinary income. With this she paid off her foreign debt, and still had £42,000 to
invest in the new Levant Company.”

Thus galvanised, England and its seafarers embarked on a period of activity whose aims
were to capitalise on Drake’s success and enhance its formerly insignificant presence in
the South Sea. In what was to become the leitmotif of British state involvement in the
South Sea an expedition that was eventually to set out in 1582 under the command of
Edward Fenton was hampered by uncertain aims, ambiguous sailing orders and poor
leadership. It failed to break through into the Pacific and achieved nothing of lasting
value either for the Queen or its investors, chief of whom was the Earl of Leicester.
Much more successful was a spirited piece of private enterprise largely uncontaminated
by state intervention. Thomas Cavendish set up his own expedition and, intent on
emulating Drake, took three ships into the South Sea via the Straits of Magellan and
succeeded in becoming the first Englishman to capture the Manila galleon. Since
England was now at war with Spain he was, unlike Drake, able to inflict much damage
on Spanish shipping and trade in his progress up the coast of South America. Although
the plunder he brought home in 1588 was considerably less than Drake’s (though by
how much is unclear since reports of both vary widely), Cavendish was greeted in
triumph, the success of his expedition a pleasing coda to the recent victory over the

Spanish Armada.

After Cavendish’s first voyage English adventures into the South Sea petered out in
failed projects and the death of Drake and Hawkins. A second expedition by Cavendish

which set out in 1591 with the same purpose in mind and a more formidable fleet met

" N.A.M Rodger, The Safeguard of the Sea: A Naval History of Britain, Volume One, 660 - 1649
(London, 1997), 245.
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with disaster of such proportions that it may well have inhibited further such adventures

for many years.”

Williams and others see this later failure to make an impact as typical of the Elizabethan
age, in which the efforts of English seafarers could be described by J. A.Williamson as
‘a long series of failures and disasters, only occasionally relieved by some brilliant
feat’.” Whatever the reality on the water, the exploits of Drake and Cavendish set
down a marker for their successors, opening up the prospect of great plunder and
nurturing a growing consciousness that the English were uniquely qualified as seamen,
fighters and navigators to prosper in the South Seas. Hakluyt‘s remark, ‘[the English] to
speake plainly, in compassing the vaste globe of the earth more than once have excelled

all the nations and peoples of the earth’ was, in its patriotic partiality, a more accurate

reflection of the spirit of the age than Williamson’s dry balance of profit and loss.”

Glyndwr Williams mentions a ‘shadowy’ project from the Commonwealth period which
proposed to send an expedition to seize bases in Chile, but it was to be more than
seventy years before another English commissioned ship entered the South Sea.”” The
genesis and ultimate failure of the 1669 expedition of John Narborough had aspects that
were to become, if they had not already done so, familiar attributes of many such
voyages. Its orders from the Duke of York, Lord High Admiral, were vague:
Narborough was to ‘make a Discovery both of the Seas and Coasts of that part of the
World, and if possible to lay the foundations of a Trade there’. He was also instructed

‘not to do any injury to such Spaniards as you shall meet with, or meddle with any

" There is a recent account of what went wrong in R.F. Hitchcock, ‘Cavendish’s last voyage: The charges
against Davis’, Mariner’s Mirror, 80 (1994), 259-269.

> J.A.Williamson, ed., The Observations of Sir Richard Hawkins, xlix

76 Glyndwr Williams, Great South Sea. p.43

" Ibid., 77.



40

places where they are planted’.78 Since the Spanish were ‘planted’, at least as far as
they were concerned, along the whole discovered west coast of America the orders
contained an inherent contradiction that was to become a crucial factor in the voyage’s
failure. Furthermore Narborough took with him the bearer of the Duke of York’s orders,
a mysterious Don Carlos who, like the buccaneers that Woodes Rogers was to complain
about later, made what proved to be unwarranted claims to knowledge of the region.
The voyage failed either to promote trade or establish an English presence in South
America and Narborough was lucky, as Williams puts it, to ‘withdraw his head from the

Spanish noose with the loss of only four men (and the dubious Don Carlos)’.”

The voyage did have two products that were to be of enduring significance. The first
was Narborough’s detailed chart of the Straits of Magellan, published in 1673, which
was to prove the standard authority for many years to come. The second was the
publication in 1694 of Narborough’s journal three years after his death and some twenty
years after the voyage’s completion.® Its impact was greatest on a later group of
adventurers and, at least according to Philip Edwards, may have provided the initial
impetus for the surge in the publication of mariners’ journals, voyages and sea-

narratives that began with William Dampier’s A New Voyage Round the World. &

For nearly 30 years after Narborough the only English excursions into the South Sea
were the quixotic 1689 voyage of the privateer Welfare in search of sunken treasure off
the coast of Peru and those of the buccaneers, most of whom arrived there via the
Isthmus of Panama, who seized or occasionally bought whatever vessels came to hand

and plundered, with mixed success, the ports of Mexico and Peru.

*® Ibid.

" Ibid., 80

8 Anon, An Account of Several Late Voyages & Discoveries to the South and North (London, 1694).
81 Edwards, The Story of the Voyage, 30-32



41

Despite this activity and the increasing interest of the reading public in the South Seas,
there had been no successful privateering voyage into the area since Cavendish.
Although Dampier’s 1703 privateering voyage was a venture with few precedents
nurtured by a particular set of encouraging circumstances, it can also be seen as a
logical continuation of a tradition of British involvement in the South Sea which began

with Drake but continued through much of the proceeding 150 years.
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CHAPTER 2.

WILLIAM DAMPIER’S VOYAGE OF 1703-7

We were at first Two ships, of twenty-six guns and One hundred and twenty Men
each; designed for the South-Seas: The one was named the St George, Captain
William Dampier Commander, on Board of which | was; and the other was named
the Fame, John Pulling Captain. We were each of us supplied with all War-like
Stores, and very well victualled for nine Months; and had Commissions from his
Royal Highness the Lord High-Admiral, to proceed in a War-like manner against
the French and Spaniards: And we Both were upon the same Terms, of No
Purchase, No Pay.%

William Dampier’s privateering expedition of 1703-7 was the first of its kind since
Cavendish. It was unquestionably a failure but it was to have a profound influence on
the plans and objectives of the subsequent voyages of Rogers and Shelvocke. It is
Dampier’s voyage which first sets out the aims of the South Sea cruising voyage and the
means by which those aims should be accomplished. Campbell, again, describes the
purpose:  there is a short and speedy passage to very rich and pleasant Countries, from

whence we may immediately derive large Quantities of Gold.®

This chapter aims to show that the Dampier voyage of 1703 was a costly, significant
expedition supported by the Lord High Admiral and notable figures in the City of
London and the Royal Society. The preparations for the voyage were followed closely
and with interest by the Queen and her Council and can be seen to have been, at the
very least, in accord with state policy towards Spanish South America; the appointment
of Dampier as its leader is recognition of the fact that he was perhaps the only

commissioned officer with suitable South Sea experience to lead a state-sponsored

82 William Funnell, 4 Voyage Round the World. Containing an Account of Captain Dampier’s Expedition into the
South-Seas in the Ship St George In the Years 1703 and 1704 (London, 1707), 1.

8 Campbell, Navigantium, Vol.1, 149.
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expedition. While the voyage made little money for its investors there is evidence to

suggest that considerable prize money returned to Europe by one route or another.

The organisation and financing of the ships as private men-of-war with Admiralty
commissions sets the pattern for the subsequent privately funded merchant ventures. It
was Dampier’s expedition that determined that there should be two ships, sailing in
concert; that they should be private men-of-war crewed by merchant mariners and led
by experienced commanders who were not required to have naval commissions. The
agreements under which the crews of the ships sailed were essentially similar but varied
in the detail of how any profit should be distributed. The two ships, the St.George and
Cinque Portes, that sailed on this expedition were not large (they were respectively
about 200 and about 90 tons) but their experience underlined that the ideal size for such
a lengthy expedition was between 200 and 300 tons — sufficient to defend themselves
against all but the biggest enemy warships and just sufficient to take the very large but
ill-defended Pacific galleons. Their goals, to attack the ships and coastal cities of
Spanish America and, ultimately, take the Manila galleon, were similar and the aspect
that particularly marks out these voyages from other privateering expeditions is that
they would achieve their objects by sailing west round Cape Horn (or through the
Magellan Straits) rather than east via the Cape of Good Hope.

Origins

Thomas Estcourt, the managing owner of the expedition, was the son of a Wiltshire
baronet but was described in Burke’s Landed Gentry as “a student of Lincoln’s Inn”, so
may have resided in London.?* Estcourt was owner of half of the ship Nazareth of

about 260 tons burthen and in 1702, spent a total of £4,000 fitting her out as a

%B.M.H. Rogers, ‘Dampier’s Voyage of 1703°, Mariner’s Mirror,15 (1924), pp367-78.
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privateer.®® This substantial sum, confirmed in the agreement with a new owner, John
Mascall, seems, in the light of our knowledge about spending on the ships of Woodes
Rogers’s expedition, quite large, and may have been inflated in the interests of the case.
The ship’s name was changed to St George and William Dampier was employed as
Captain. Richard Creswell claims in his chancery bill of complaint that Estcourt was
persuaded by Dampier to finance a cruising voyage to the South Seas which, he
promised, would provide ‘vast profit and advantages thereby’. Creswell claims that
Estcourt was further persuaded to engage Edward Morgan, a former shipmate of
Dampier’s from his buccaneering days who was at the time in prison, as agent and
purser. Dampier contends in his reply to the complaint that he made no ‘boastings of
great advantage’ and that Morgan was appointed ‘on the recommendation of one

William Price’, one of the managing owners.®

Dampier was possibly the most widely known and generally admired mariner of the
day. He had sailed with the buccaneers in the South Seas and the East Indies and on his
return to England had published a record of his adventures. A New Voyage Round the
World was immensely successful, was reprinted several times in the first year of
publication and is still in print today.?” His reputation as a chronicler and hydrographer
among members of the Royal Society was such that in 1699 he was appointed to
command a naval ship, the Roebuck, on an expedition to explore New Holland and the
East Indies. In 1702, however, he had just arrived home from this disastrous voyage in

which many of the crew had abandoned him and his ship had been lost.® He was court

% TNA C6/390/82 Creswell v Dampier 1712, sheet 1 gives details of costs and tonnage.

% Ibid., sheet 3, Dampier Reply.

8 William Dampier, A New Voyage Round the World (London, 1697). An account of its publication is
given in chapter 6.

% His own account of this voyage is in A Voyage to New-Holland &c. In the Year 1699 (London,1703).
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martialled on June 2 and found ‘not a fit person’ to command a naval vessel.* He
himself admitted that ° I suffered extremely in my reputation by that misfortune’.® It s,
on the face of it, surprising that Dampier was in a position to persuade anyone to place
their trust in him as the leader of a privateering expedition so soon after this debacle,
and it is a tribute to his resilience and charm that he was to continue to impress investors
despite all the evidence against his being a fit person to invest in. The two books that he
had already published were his most persuasive weapons. They may, indeed, have
inspired the investors to try the riches of the South Sea he so eloquently described.®*
This, combined with the opportunity brought on by the war with France and Spain that

had just begun, provided a fertile ground for such a voyage to be contemplated.

The earliest official reference to the expedition is in a report by the Prince’s Council
(the Prince being George, Anne’s consort and Lord High Admiral) on April 3, 1703.
The East India Company was fearful that any voyage into the South Sea might encroach
on its trading monopoly and made strong objections to the Queen. The Prince’s Council
took immediate action.

We have by the Queen’s command considered the representation of the Old East
India Company concerning Captain Dampier in the ship St George, Captain
Pullerine in the ship Fame and some other vessels now fitting out to sea in order, so
‘tis said, to cruise on the Spaniards in the West Indies [sic]. We sent for the
persons concerned, and told them that the Company were afraid that something
may be done by them (the vessels) which might be prejudicial to the Company’s
affairs in India, and recommended them to give such security to Dr Bramston,
surrogate to the Judge of the High Court of Admiralty, as might satisfy the
Company. We send Dr Bramston’s report on their security for her Majesty’s
consideration and approval, pending which the ships are, by her Majesty’s orders,
stopped in the Downs.

% TNA ADM1/5262 Dampier’s Court Martial. There were two court-martials: a routine one, for losing
his ship, of which he was acquitted and a second for mistreating his first lieutenant, of which he was
found culpable.

% Diana and Michael Preston, A Pirate of Exquisite Mind.

% The second was Voyages and Descriptions, Vol. Il (London, 1699).

2 Anne, 1. 1702-1706, TNA, SP42/7.
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Dr Bramston’s report states that the owners met him and agreed to the posting of penal
securities of £3,000 per ship, three times, as he points out, the amount required by the
Queen’s instructions to privateers, to prevent the ships from doing anything that might
injure the East India Company’s interest. The report was signed by the following

owners and sureties:

Michael Milford Esq.
Thomas Estcourt Esq.

William Price Gent.

Citizenry:

Jasper Waters
William Arnold
Edward Fowler
Charles Buckingham
Thomas Brown

Richard Collett

Sureties: Wm Price and Robert Coleman — scrivener, for St George

Pole Beresford, embroiderer and Samuel Proctor, grocer for Fame

In addition to the above B.M.H. Rogers and Masefield mention the following owners

Robert Southwell President, Royal Society
Edward Southwell Sec. of State for Ireland
Richard Longford Gent., Inner Temple

John Jacob (alias John Gascoign) Scrivener
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John Mascall of New Romney, Gent. And ‘Felip Calvert’ , owners of the Cinque

Portes, joined after the Fame had parted company.

The chancery bill records that the defendants had shares in the St George as follows:
Richard Collett 1/16

Richard Longford 1/32

John Gascoign 1/32

It is clear from the list of investors that Dampier was still in good favour with some, at
least, of his Royal Society acquaintances. Chief among these were Sir Robert
Southwell, the President of the Society and his son Edward, who was at that time
Secretary of State for Ireland, though a letter from Admiral Smyth states that ‘their

> 93

names were carefully kept out of view’.”™ William Price had recently been appointed

Surveyor of Duties for the Treasury.**

The respectability of the enterprise was further underlined by an exceptional royal
acknowledgement. According to the Royal Gazette of April 16 ‘Captain Dampier,
being prepared to depart on another VVoyage to the West Indies, had the Honour to Kiss

her Majesty’s Hand, being introduced by his Royal Highness the Lord High Admiral’.*®

The Voyage

The original plan of the expedition, as set down in Funnell’s book was to mount a
privateering expedition to attack Spain’s vulnerable South American territories. The

ships were to sail to Buenos Aires in the hope of capturing Spanish treasure ships which

% Anton Gill, Devil’s Mariner, 281.
% Treasury Books ,Vol.6, September 12, 1702.
% London Gazette, April 16, 1703.
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‘Captain Dampier gives an account are usually there’.% If they took prizes worth more
than £600,000 they were to return home, but otherwise they would carry on into the
Pacific and ‘seek for a great Galleon that trades from Manila, one of the Philippine

islands, to Acapulco, on the coast of Mexico’.%’

The letters of marque were issued to the St George and the Fame, on 3 April 1703.%
Articles were signed between Estcourt and William Price for the owners and Dampier
and Morgan for the crew, who were to ship on the principle of ‘No Purchase No Pay’.”
The agreement set down that regular accounts of purchase were to be kept and there
were to be regular meetings of a council of officers. Dampier was bound to ‘diligently
and faithfully observe perform fulfil accomplish and keep all and every of sd.
Articles’.*®

In the event the Fame disappeared from the Downs after its captain had had
‘differences’ with Dampier and a new ship, the Cinque Ports and a new investor, John
Mascall, were found to continue the expedition. The agreement between Mascall and
Estcourt valued the St George at £4000 and the Cinque Ports, a galley of only 90 tons
burthen, at £2000. The St George was to have 2/3 the purchase and the Cinque Portes
1/3, which suggests that, unlike the Rogers expedition, the investors put their money

into one ship rather than the expedition as a whole.**

The desertion of Pullings and the Fame aside, the expedition seems to have been

carefully thought out and well-organised. Dampier was accused of unnecessary

% |bid, 2. Dampier vehemently denied he had any such plan (Dampier’s Vindication, 2).

%" Ibid, 3. The highly ambitious figure of £600,000 may be a literal. £60,000 would have been a
substantial and worthwhile sum.

% TNA HCA 26/18

% An account of the various methods of payment may be found in David J. Starkey, *”To Excite the
Whole Company to Courage and Bravery”: The Incentivisation of British Privateering Crews, 1702-
1815°, in Doe & Harding, eds., Naval Leadership and Management, 1650-1950.

1% TNA C6/390/82 sheet 1.

1% Ipid.
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expenditure (as were both Rogers and Shelvocke later) but relations between the
commander and owners appear to have remained amicable and Dampier records a visit
by ‘Southwell and the Duke of Ormond’ while they were in Kinsale.** Like Rogers
after him Dampier took the opportunity of an enforced stay in Ireland waiting for the
arrival of the Cinque Portes to take on stores and crew and make adjustments to the
ship. There is one letter to Edward Southwell from Price, who seems to have been

acting as ship’shusband, that may have rung alarm bells in London:

10 July 1703

| observe also that they have spent in about five weeks time above nine tuns of
harbour beer, which is more than a hogshead every day, and everything also seems
to be managed with the same sort of hushandry, and | see the captain gives up the
conduct of these matters to others without exercising his own reason, and therefore
I wish you would be pleased to take some notice of his improvidence and enjoin
him to look better after things for the future.'%

It must have been galling for the owners to look back, after the debacle of the
expedition, and note the significance of these observations, but, to be fair, much the
same was to be written about Woodes Rogers when he, too, overspent his budget in

Cork.

The St George and the Cinque Portes set off from Kinsale on September 11, 1703. Six
days before a report in the Daily Courant records what must have been a severe blow to

the expedition:

Kingsale, September 5™

Last night Captain Charlton of the Rye Galley and Mr Griffith first Lieutenant of

Captain Dampier’s ship, being drinking together in this town, words arose between

them and they went out; Mr Griffith was Killed Captain Charlton was committed to
H 104

prison.

192 Anton Gill, Devil’s Mariner, 285. This is presumably Edward, who had reason to be in Ireland, rather
than his father.

19 Ipid, 284.

1% Daily Courant 16/09/1703
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The replacement for Griffith was not a success. On the evening of sailing Dampier and
his new first lieutenant Huxtable ‘had such high words in the Cabbin, that Captain
Dampier call’d to the Master, in order to put the Ship about, and stand in again for
Kinsail, in order to put him [Huxtable] ashore’.!®® In the event Dampier changed his
mind but it turned out to be the first of a series of rows and disputes between Dampier
and his officers which was eventually to result in the desertion of almost all of them.
On St Jago in the Cape Verde Islands, according to Funnell, Dampier turned Huxtable
ashore ‘with his Chest and Cloaths and Servant, much against both their Wills, at about
twelve at Night’.*® Huxtable died on the island three months later. At the island of
Grande in Brazil Dampier’s newly promoted first lieutenant, James Barnaby, absconded

along with eight of the crew.*”’

The myth of William Dampier, mariner, buccaneer, adventurer and hydrographer, which
had begun to unravel on his voyage in command of the Roebuck, was further
undermined as the St George entered the South Seas. At the Roebuck court martial
Dampier was accused by his lieutenant, George Fisher, of being ‘a very mean artist’ and
while the court dismissed this accusation there are grounds for believing Fisher.*®
According to Funnell, Dampier badly miscalculated his westing when rounding Cape
Horn and turned North, thinking he was in the Pacific, only to find he was still to the
east of Tierra del Fuego.'® He later failed to recognise Juan Fernandez, which he had

visited in his buccaneering days, and sailed straight past it, only being persuaded of its

1% Welbe, An Answer, 1.

196 Fynnell, Voyage Round the World, 6.

97 1hid., 11. Welbe suggests (p2) that the men merely took Barnaby ashore and then returned.

108 TNA ADM1/5262, Fisher’s petition to the Earl of Pembroke. ‘Artist’ refers to his navigational ability.
1% Eunnell. Voyage Round the World, 14. Funnell also questions Dampier’s observations of nature,
remarking that alligators’ eggs were ‘quite round; although Captain Dampier in Vol. II, Part II page 75
says that these eggs are longer than a goose’s; which I suppose he took upon hearsay.’ Ibid., 54.
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identity when his crew pointed out that his companion ship, the Cinque Portes, was

110

already anchored there.”™ Welbe is sarcastic about Dampier’s skills and motives:

...by a greater Providence than what Captain Dampier says, we got safe to
Amboyna. For his Part, he was a great Pilot, and he had been there before, but
none of us ever had; and if he could have help’d it, never should; for then he would
be sure none could give any Account of his Transactions and Conduct, but the
World must have been Amuz’d with his stories.***

Woodes Rogers’s experience on the 1708 voyage matches that of Funnell and Welbe.
Dampier had been appointed by the owners of Rogers’s expedition as ‘Pilot of the
South Seas’ but once there Rogers seems very rapidly to have lost faith in Dampier’s
navigation and his memory, remarking at one point that ‘Captain Dampier has been here
before but it was all a long time ago’ and rating his ability not much above the
‘Spaniards, who are generally ignorant,” since he was ‘uncertain whether [Tecames]
was the Port under our Lee, tho’ I never saw more remarkable Land’.**? The last straw
was Dampier’s insistence that the islands they had previously visited were not the
Galapagos at all since he was:

very positive of seeing other Islands about 100 or 110 Leagues from the Main

under the Equinox. He tells us he was at them formerly when he was a Buccaneer,

and has describ’d’em in one of the Volumes he calls his Voyages, and says that

those Islands we were at lay to the Westward of them; but he must be mistaken, or
we had seen them in the last Runs to and from these Islands.'*®

Rogers’s next entry triumphantly confirms Dampier’s mistake:

Sept. 8. We are run over and beyond where our Pilot affirm’d the Islands were,
and no sight of them; so we all agree that the Islands he was at when a
buccaneering can be no other but those we were at, and are going to now; the
nearest part of them lies 165 Leagues to the Westward of the Main Land.™*’

10 bid., 17

11 30hn Welbe, An Answer, 8.

12 \Woodes Rogers, Cruising Voyage (1928), 183.
13 1bid., 190

14 1bid.
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Biographers have tended to blame Dampier’s navigational failings during the Rogers
expedition on his advancing years (he was sixty in1711), but are still inclined, despite
the lack of evidence in either Rogers’s or Edward Cooke’s narratives, to believe that he
provided invaluable navigational assistance to the expedition. Dampier claims, at
various times in A New Voyage Round the World, to have been a useful navigator but
the facts of his seafaring career are against him. The ships he travelled in suffered
various changes of captains and senior officers, but it is noteworthy that Dampier was
never promoted from the forecastle. This is surprising, given that, as Rogers

s 115

commented, buccaneers were notorious for changing officers “at every caprice”.

Defoe went further, quoting:

he once knew a buccaneering pirate vessel, whose crew were upwards of seventy
men, who, in one voyage, had so often changed, set up and pulled down their
captains and other officers, that about seven and forty of the ship’s company had at
several times, been in offices of one kind or another: and among the rest they had,
in particular, had thirteen captains.™®

Buccaneers elected their captains and usually chose those who seemed likely to bring in
the most plunder. They were not necessarily the best navigators. Thus sensible
buccaneers (a rare breed according to Rogers) took care to appoint officers who
balanced fighting ability with a sound command of seamanship and navigation.
Dampier does not seem to have impressed his fellows with his grasp of either. At one
point, when Swan decided to divide his forces between two ships — the Cygnet and a
smaller Portuguese barque — he placed Dampier in the barque under the newly

appointed Captain Teat but still gave him no office.*’

When Dampier found himself
(reluctantly, according to his journal) among the mutineers who seized the Cygnet from
Swan at Mindanao he claimed that the mutineers would not let him go, for fear they

should need a man to ‘navigate the ship’, and yet he was not chosen when they

15 Woodes Rogers, A Cruising Voyage (1712), xvii.

11 [Daniel Defoe]. An Account of ...the Late John Gow (London,1725), 279-80, quoted in Williams, The
Great South Sea, 87.

Y7 william Dampier, A New Voyage Round the World (1999), 132..
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appointed a new captain, master and quartermaster to replace Swan and his officers. '8
There is no surprise in this. Dampier gives an account of his early years at sea in A
Voyage Round the World, VolL.II. Like many of Dampier’s statements about himself it
implies that he was in some way trained in the art of navigation, although a closer

reading suggests quite otherwise:

Upon the Death of my Father and Mother, they who had the disposal of me, took
other Measures; and having removed me from the Latine School to learn Writing
and Arithmetick, they soon after plac’d me with a Master of a ship at Weymouth,
complying with the Inclinations | had very early of seeing the World: with him |
made a short VVoyage to France, and returning thence, went to Newfoundland,
being then about eighteen Years of Age. In this VVoyage | spent one Summer; but so
pinched with the Rigour of that cold Climate, that upon my return | was absolutely
against going to those parts of the World, but went Home again to my Friends. Yet
going up a while after to London, the offer of a warm Voyage and a long one, both
which | always desired, soon carried me to Sea again. For hearing of an outward
bound East-India Man, the John and Martha of London, Capt. Earning
Commander, | entered my self aboard, and was employed before the mast, for
which my two former voyages had some way qualified me.**®

It is clear from this that his benefactors intended Dampier to be educated for the sea,
and it was usual to begin such an education at a ‘mathematical school’. This would
normally be followed, for those intending to be an officer, by apprenticeship to a ship’s
master for a period of one to four years.”® This was the course followed, for example,
by Woodes Rogers. It is not clear from Dampier’s statement whether he was
apprenticed to the master of the Weymouth ship, but if he was, it clearly ended
unsatisfactorily since he was next taken on ‘before the mast’, i.e. as a seaman. No
qualification was required for this, though his few months at sea may have entitled him
to be rated as able. His naval commission as Captain of the Roebuck tells us little about
his navigation and seamanship skills, since it seems to have been given on the same

basis that Edmund Halley was commissioned to command the Paramore, that is, as

18 preston & Preston, William Dampier, 225.
19 \william Dampier, Voyages and Descriptions, Vol.II (London , 1699), Part I1, 2.
120 See Peter Earle, Sailors, for a description of the apprenticeship system operating at the time.
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acknowledgement of his status as a writer and as a protégé of Hans Sloane and, most
significantly, Prince George of Denmark, the Lord High Admiral. Funnell awards rather

grudging and possibly ambivalent credit for Dampier’s hydrographic skills:

I cannot in justice but take notice, that upon all this Coast, and during our whole
stay in the South Seas, we found Captain Dampier’s Descriptions of places very
exact; and his account of Winds, Currents &c. very extraordinary.'?!

What Funnell does not say is that Dampier was a good navigator.

Those other attributes, in the public’s imagination, of the buccaneer — courage, bravery
and seamanship - were not notably present in Dampier, according to his contemporaries.
Welbe accuses Dampier of cowardice, incompetence, drunkenness, sharp practice and
poor leadership, and cites as examples his behaviour in key incidents during the voyage.
The first began on 29" February 1704. Both ships chased a sail first seen while they
were at anchor off Juan Fernandez. She turned out to be a French man-of-war of,
according to Funnell, about 30 guns and well-manned — a formidable opponent for the
St George (20 guns) and the Cinque Portes (16 guns).*?* Funnell goes on to describe
how they traded broadsides for seven hours (the Cinque Portes having fallen back after
firing ‘ten or twelve guns’) and had nine men killed before withdrawing and allowing
the French ship to escape. On the face of it this sounds a creditable performance in
which the St. George persevered in an action against a much stronger opponent despite
considerable losses and Funnell leaves the distinct impression that they were probably
lucky to escape a worse mauling. Dampier must surely have come to regret, therefore,

his intemperate attack on Funnell’s account in which he blames their failure on the crew

21 Fynnell, Voyage Round the World, Preface.
122 Fynnell, Voyage round the Wo