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In 1687 there were fewer than fifteen English joint-stock companies. The shares of those companies were held in relatively few hands and were traded infrequently. Yet, by 1691 London’s stock market was booming. The boom encompassed not just the well-established overseas trading companies like the East India and Royal African Companies, but also a number of new domestic endeavours, such as the Blue Paper Company, which manufactured wall paper imprinted ‘with all sorts of figures and colours by several engines made of brass’ and the Royal Lustring Company, which was established by a group of prominent Huguenot refugees and within a few years of its inception claimed to be employing 670 looms in London and a further 98 in Ipswich.
 While W. R. Scott’s invaluable study provides a comprehensive analysis of the financing and structure of the enterprises that emerged at this time, little is known about their investors and the trade in their shares.
 Thus the insights offered by the papers of the broker Charles Blunt are of particular interest.
 Blunt’s brokerage ledgers encompass the period between 1 January 1692 and mid-August 1695 and contain details of just under 1,500 transactions in the shares and derivatives of twenty-three joint-stock companies. Also among Blunt’s papers are a set of stock transfer records for a lead mining company, Estcourt’s Lead Mine, which provide a unique opportunity to analyse trading activity in one of the transient joint-stock companies of the early 1690s. Together these records provide a snapshot of a market that was highly sophisticated, and enable a detailed reconstruction of the level and type of business undertaken by specific investors, and by the market as a whole. Using Blunt’s ledgers this paper will first examine the progress of the stock market boom. Section II will consider the type of investor who used Blunt’s services and what their transactions reveal about their investment strategies and appetite for risk. Section III will examine the nature and value of the service Blunt provided to his customers.      
I

The Nine Years’ War (1689-1697) is often cited as the primary catalyst for the emergence of London’s stock market.
 War restricted overseas trade and diverted funds, which might otherwise have been sent abroad, to domestic use. Merchants looking for outlets for their idle capital and talent became the chief supporters of the new financial market and often took on its broking and market-making functions. It is well-known that this costly war also provided the impetus for the creation of England’s first permanent funded long-term national debt.
 Nevertheless, a number of other factors should also be considered. Indeed, the increase in entrepreneurial endeavour during the late 1680s and early 1690s was equally the result of a developing economy that was reaping the rewards of the revolution in foreign trade that had occurred during the 1670s and 1680s, and exploiting the capital and skills of the Huguenot refugees who had flooded into England after the revocation of the Edict of Nantes in 1685.

With regard to the development of a financial market, Carlos, Key and Dupree, in an essay that focuses on the Royal African and Hudson’s Bay Companies, document a limited but clear learning process that began with the establishment of the former in the early 1670s. They note a ‘growing number of transactions in each decade, which is compatible with a growth in knowledge and learning by individuals both as investors and as intermediaries’.
 Investors were also forming impressions about the potential offered by joint-stock investment prior to 1688. In particular, the substantial dividends paid by overseas trading companies in the 1680s effectively ‘taught’ early English investors to expect large profits from investment in joint-stocks.
 This lesson was reinforced in 1687 by the return to London of the treasure hunter William Phips with a haul of Spanish gold liberated from the Almiranta, a ship that had sunk off the coast of Hispaniola in the West Indies in 1641.
 Once the crown received its share of the haul, Phips’s backers were paid a dividend of just over £5,000 for every £100 invested. Phips’s success encouraged a host of imitators. According to the anonymous author of Angliae Tutamen it was the interest in these companies that sparked the stock market boom as ‘Projects like Parents, beget their like, and multiply wonderfully, Projects upon Projects…’.

Since few records survive for this period, it is impossible to reconstruct fully the subsequent progress of the stock market boom. However, some assumptions can be made. Initial activity was undoubtedly concentrated in the many wreck diving companies that sprang up in Phips’s wake but turnover was also high among manufacturing enterprises. Notably, there was an increase in the number of companies that aimed to derive advantage from the restrictions on imports during wartime. Thus, many textile, glass and paper manufactures were established at this time. From late 1690 the stock market was given a further boost when the Royal African and Hudson’s Bay Companies paid large dividends in shares.
 As the following table demonstrates, turnover in those shares increased as investors sought to liquidate their dividends, and it remained high in subsequent years. Activity in East India Company shares also increased during 1691 as a result of attempts to support that stock against attacks from rivals whose object was to depress the price so that a new subscription could be offered at par.
 Thus by the time that Charles Blunt’s ledgers commenced on 1 January 1692 activity on London’s stock market was already considerable. 

Table 1: Annual numbers of stock transfers in the main trading companies, 1688-1698

	Year
	EIC*
	RAC
	HBC

	
	
	
	

	1688
	624
	101
	25

	1689
	
	82
	26

	1690
	
	39
	50

	1691
	3,139
	930
	149

	1692
	
	491
	109

	1693
	
	391
	85

	1694
	2,426
	207
	57

	1695
	
	194
	54

	1696
	
	129
	22

	1697
	
	195
	19

	1698
	1,158
	734
	12


Source: IOR, L/AG/1/10/2; pp. 199-204; L/AG/14/3/2-4; PRO, T70/187-189; PRO BH 1/465.

* Few East India Company transfer books survive from this period and those records encompass no complete years. Thus, the above figures have been calculated by taking an average of the trades conducted in the known periods and multiplying them by 240 – the average number of trading days in a year. Thus, in 1691, 1,086 trades were conducted between 4 June and 19 September on 83 trading days – an average of 13.08 per day. Multiplying this figure by 240 trading days gives an estimated total for that year of 3,139 trades.

The reasons behind Blunt’s decision to become involved in the new financial market are not known, but it is likely that he was one of the many who believed that ‘there’s more to be got by Stock in a Week, or sometimes in a Day then by any other Business…in a Year.’
  As the following chart shows, there was initially some justification for such optimism. Blunt’s business boomed in 1692 and 1693. During those years he was paid £1,866 and £2,329 in brokerage respectively. However business declined rapidly thereafter. In 1694 he received just £490, and in 1695 a mere £79.
 It is also notable that from mid-1694 the very small amount of business conducted was concentrated in Bank of England stock and Million Adventure tickets – the new instruments of the public debt. 

Figure 1: Trading activity recorded in Charles Blunt’s ledgers, 1692-1695. 
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  Source: PRO C114/165. 
The coincidence of the decline of Blunt’s business with the foundation of the Bank of England and the emergence of the public debt is interesting. The decline of the stock market was attributed by Scott to the combination of the negative effects of the war on the economy, accumulating losses in shipping, and the constriction of trade and dislocation of credit that resulted from the poor state of the English coin and consequent recoinage of 1696 and 1697.
 However, as the evidence from Blunt’s ledgers suggests, the association of the ending of the stock market boom with the economic crises of the mid-1690s will not suffice.
 Indeed, it seems that, although the companies that emerged in the 1690s did face many problems, it was the superior returns promised by the public funds and, in particular, by the Bank of England that reduced interest in the early stock market. The economic crises of the mid-1690s, therefore, merely hammered the last nails in the coffins of the smaller joint-stock companies.

II

Given that London’s first stock market boom was typically brief and turbulent, it may be questioned how far it served to draw fresh capital from inexperienced investors into the market. Prior to 1688 there had been very few opportunities for joint-stock investment and, as shown in the following table, the companies whose shares were actively traded were held in relatively few hands. 

Table 2: Main joint-stock companies of the period prior to 1688

	Company
	Date established 
	Date at which capital/no. of shareholders recorded
	Nominal capital (£s)
	No. of shareholders
	Nominal value of each share

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	East India
	1601
	1688
	739,782
	511
	£100

	Royal African
	1672
	1688
	111,100
	203
	£100

	Hudson’s Bay
	1668
	1672
	10,500
	32
	£100

	White Paper
	1686
	1686
	20,000
	?
	£50

	Royal Lustring
	1688
	1692
	60,000
	134
	£25

	
	
	
	
	
	


Source: India Office Records, L/AG/1/10/2, pp. 204-211; Davies, ‘Investment in Seventeenth Century’, p. 296; Scott, Constitution and Finance, III, pp. 471-475.

It has also been argued that, at this time, the majority of stock was in the hands of dominant social groups. With reference to the Royal African Company, Davies estimated that in 1675 one-fifth of the stock was owned by ‘courtiers, lawyers, widows, provincial aristocrats, esquires and gentlemen’ and found that much of the remaining stock was in the hands of merchants ‘most of whom may be taken as members of Gregory King’s class of “greater merchants and traders by sea”’.
 Moreover, Davies concluded that ‘a large part of the stock was in the hands of the top layer, rather than the middle or lower layers, of City society; men of aldermanic status or only just below it’.
 The East India Company did attract a greater diversity of shareholders. Yet, ‘the bulk of the [Company’s] capital was probably throughout the [seventeenth] century in the hands of City men’.

Since the new concerns that emerged during the 1690s also operated with only a small amount of capital and consequently few shareholders, scope for the extension of the market was rather limited. The King’s and Queen’s Corporation for the Linen Manufacture in England, for example, issued only 340 shares when it was established in 1690.
 The Company of Glass-Makers of London had only 120 shareholders at its foundation in 1691.
 Records for Estcourt’s Lead Mine are incomplete but the transfer book shows that only 103 individuals were active in this stock between 1693 and 1695.
 

Since most of the stock ledgers and transfer books of the joint-stock companies set up during the early 1690s have not survived, there is little consistent evidence to indicate whether these opportunities were taken up by fresh capital provided by new investors or by capital provided by those with an established connection to the financial markets. However, Charles Blunt’s ledgers can provide some indication of the type of individual who was active at this time. Blunt also recorded minimal details of three initial subscriptions (for Estcourt’s Lead Mine, the Orphan’s Bank and for a company described in the ledgers as ‘Engine’),
 which can give some insight into the type of interest that new companies attracted. Of the 155 individuals who traded through Charles Blunt between 1692 and 1695, twenty-two (or fourteen per cent) were already stockholders in the East India Company, Royal African Company or Hudson’s Bay Company in 1688.
 With regard to the initial subscriptions undertaken by Blunt’s clients, out of a total of twenty-five transactions, only four were made by individuals who were not already actively involved in the financial markets.
 This evidence, although very limited, suggests that the new opportunities that emerged in the early 1690s did encourage new investors into the market but established connections remained important. 

An examination of the social status and place of residence of Charles Blunt’s clients indicates that new investment opportunities continued to be taken up chiefly by merchants and others from the upper echelons of City society. The social status of sixty-one of Blunt’s 155 clients can be determined. Twelve of his clients titled themselves ‘esquire’, there were five gentlemen and four titled men. In addition, twelve merchants, three goldsmiths and three scriveners can be identified. Those thirty-nine individuals conducted nearly fifty-seven per cent of the recorded transactions, although it should be noted that the total was dominated by John Blunt, Charles’ cousin and later the chief architect of the South Sea Bubble, who traded a total of 303 times between 1692 and 1695, and Sir Thomas Estcourt who traded 182 times. Together John Blunt and Estcourt transacted 23 per cent of Charles Blunt’s business.
 However, Blunt’s other clients did represent a cross-section of society and included four women, an apothecary (John Houghton), a captain, a colonel, a dyer, an excise officer, a glass grinder, a grocer, a haberdasher, a jeweller, five linen drapers, a mercer, an upholder, a vintner and a watchmaker.
    

The recorded place of residence of Blunt’s clients offers further evidence to support the assumption that the investor base was limited in the early 1690s. Blunt recorded the addresses of about one-third of his clients, all of whom resided in London.
 The addresses of many of his remaining clients can be inferred from other sources revealing that the majority resided in London; mostly within the Square Mile. 

The investment choices made by Blunt’s clients also offer a picture of a relatively restricted market. Scott estimated that more than one-hundred English joint-stock companies were established between 1688 and 1695, yet Blunt’s clients dealt in the shares of only twenty-three different companies.
 This finding is not just a reflection of the limitations of Blunt’s business. The activity recorded in the ledgers shows a similarity to the price lists published during 1692 in John Houghton’s Collection for Improvement of Husbandry and Trade. Houghton’s list of tradable securities included only eight companies when publication commenced in March 1692.
 As the following table shows, the eight, which were the East India, Royal African, Hudson’s Bay, Linen, Glass-Maker’s and White Paper Companies, the Company of Copper Miners and an unspecified wreck diving company, corresponded closely to those companies most actively traded by Blunt’s clients. Therefore, it would seem that those companies formed the basis of the stock market during the early 1690s. 

Table 3:  Total number of trades conducted by Blunt’s clients, by company, 1692-1695

	Company 
	No. of
	%age of
	
	Company
	No. of
	%age of

	 
	trades
	Total
	
	
	trades
	total

	Linen Company 
	612
	40.91
	
	Tap 
	8
	0.53

	Glass-Maker's Company 
	281
	18.78
	
	Million Bank 
	5
	0.33

	Estcourt's Lead Mine 
	187
	12.50
	
	Hudson's Bay Company 
	3
	0.20

	White Paper Company 
	110
	7.35
	
	Orphan's Bank 
	3
	0.20

	East India Company 
	108
	7.22
	
	Salt Petre 
	3
	0.20

	Royal African Company 
	52
	3.48
	
	Captain Poyntz's Engine 
	2
	0.13

	Company of Copper Miners 
	42
	2.81
	
	Royal Lustring Company 
	2
	0.13

	Blue Paper Company 
	20
	1.34
	
	Carving 
	1
	0.07

	Water Company 
	19
	1.27
	
	Glass Bottle Company 
	1
	0.07

	Bank of England 
	15
	1.00
	
	Pennsylvania 
	1
	0.07

	Jersey Linen Company 
	12
	0.80
	
	Venetian Steel Company 
	1
	0.07

	Irish Paper Company 
	8
	0.53
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	


Source: PRO C114/165 

Yet, the restricted scope of Blunt’s clients’ investments does not necessarily indicate conservatism in their decision-making. Indeed, many were using new and sophisticated derivative instruments to achieve their investment aims.
 Of Blunt’s 155 customers, two-thirds used some form of derivative. Although many of those investors traded with Blunt on only one or two occasions, forty traded with him ten or more times between 1692 and 1695. It may be supposed that their activity, as recorded in the ledgers, gives a better indication of their overall trading strategies. Of those forty individuals, only one did not include some derivatives in their portfolio and many traded in those instruments very regularly.  

It is also interesting to note that many contemporaries alleged that interest in the companies established during the early 1690s was chiefly speculative in nature. Notably, the new Board of Trade set up in 1696 to examine the state of the English economy reported that both linen and paper manufacture had been hindered by the actions of stock-jobbers. In particular, 

the linen manufacture in this kingdom hath made [no] great progress of late. The stock subscribed for that purpose was soon diverted by a stockjobbing trade, and thereby all the Corporation disabled to promote it…they have not any looms…what linens they sell at their sale are only such as they buy of weavers in Yorkshire, Durham and Lancashire.
 

The paper industry, although it was described as a ‘very useful manufacture’, was similarly hindered ‘by the perversion of the stock subscribed for that purpose into a stock jobbing trade’.
  

Interestingly, Blunt’s ledgers offer a clear insight into this type of manipulation. The company concerned was Estcourt’s Lead Mine. The mine was owned by Sir Thomas Grosvenor who, disappointed by the local miners’ inability to exploit it, granted the mining rights to his ‘cousin and friend’ Phineas Bowles, a prominent London broker and stock-jobber, and John Blunt.
 Bowles, Blunt and Sir Thomas Estcourt, apparently without Grosvenor’s knowledge, turned the project into a joint-stock company nominally headed by John Lethieullier. An initial investment of £5,000 was made in the mine.
 But in all other respects it would seem that the company was typical of those complained of by contemporary observers. In particular, the proprietors were all City merchants or moneyed-men who, arguably, knew little of the practice of lead mining. Furthermore, an accumulation of refusals in an account registered in Charles Blunt’s ledgers as ‘John Blunt and Company’, together with an unexplained rise in stock price from around £10 to over £100 in late 1693 and early 1694 confirm that the company was used for speculative purposes.
 It is also notable that in December 1694 and January 1695 there was a further significant level of activity in the stock of Estcourt’s Lead Mine mostly driven by the actions of John Blunt who during those two months purchased 285 shares and sold a total of 506 shares. Thereafter, trading ceased when the Company was amalgamated with the Royal Mines Copper Company.

Of course, such concerted manipulation of a stock was difficult to organise and achieve. Thus, as John Houghton asserted, ‘in small Stocks ’tis possible to have Shares rise or fall by the Contrivances of a few Men in Confederacy; but in great Stocks ’tis with more difficulty’.
 Nevertheless, the potential for individuals to combine resources in order to manipulate prices did add to the risks faced by investors. Moreover, it is fascinating that much of the duplicitous activity in Estcourt’s Lead Mine was conducted through Charles Blunt’s brokerage business. The financial broker plays an important role as the provider of information and advice. Thus, it is essential, especially in an immature market, that the customer can trust his judgement and integrity. The activity in Estcourt’s Lead Mine must, therefore, call the value of Blunt’s services into question. 

III

Yet, examination of Blunt’s ledgers suggests that such duplicity was not a constant feature of his business. He appeared, for the most part, to be providing a good service to his clients. It is especially notable that Blunt was acting almost solely as an intermediary. He acted as the counterparty in only six of the trades listed in his ledgers indicating that he would have been seen to be acting as an impartial advisor. Blunt was also able to attract the business of some of the most prominent stock-jobbers and brokers of the period.
 In addition, he acted as broker to both parties to the trade in around one-third of the transactions recorded in his ledgers, suggesting that he had very good contacts in the market and was not reliant on other brokers to supply counterparties for his clients. Perhaps most interestingly Blunt did not offer discounted rates to his loyal customers, in spite of the fact that some of them accumulated large annual brokerage bills. Thus he was confident of his value to his clients and evidently did not fear that they would be lured away by competitors.

Furthermore, although many of Blunt’s clients dealt with him infrequently, this should not be seen as a reflection on his integrity. It was rather a result of the nature of London’s early stock market. Few participants traded actively at this time and those who did were Blunt’s fellow professionals. The cost of brokerage was also prohibitive. Blunt charged 10s. per share, or per £100 nominal in Bank, East India, Royal African and Hudson’s Bay Company stock on any type of transaction. For this reason it may be supposed that most investors would only have used a broker when a counterparty was not forthcoming by other means or when negotiations were complex. Indeed, many of the deals recorded by Blunt were option trades, time bargains or loans backed by stock, indicating that the intermediation of a broker was found to be most useful in the negotiation of complicated trades. 

Moreover, some of Blunt’s clients were extremely loyal. Many retained a relationship with the broker throughout the period covered by the ledgers and, during that time, some traded very regularly. Perhaps unsurprisingly, John Blunt, through a personal account and the account listed in the ledgers as ‘John Blunt and Company’ used Charles’ services on 80 occasions in 1692, 168 in 1693, and 55 in 1694. Joseph and Benjamin Collyer dealt through Blunt 71 times in 1692 and 85 times in 1693. William Sheppard, the most prominent stock-jobber of the period, dealt through Blunt 11 times in 1692 and 52 times in 1693. Samuel Cudworth, another prominent jobber, traded through Blunt at least once a month on average between 1692 and 1695.
 

Some of Blunt’s customers also appeared to reap the rewards of their loyalty when he acted as broker in the initial offering of shares in Estcourt’s Lead Mine. It is significant that of the twenty-two individuals listed in Blunt’s ledgers as being among the initial subscribers, only four were not already regular clients.
 As noted above, the initial price of the shares was £10 but by mid-1694 shares were being quoted by Houghton at £150.
 Thus, those who retained their stock realised a large profit. But, more problematically, it was those same loyal customers who were induced to sell refusals on Estcourt’s Lead Mine to John Blunt in late 1693. Out of the 22 original subscribers, 17 sold the right to ownership of their stock at prices little better than their original purchase. The ledgers unfortunately do not record their reaction on finding they had been duped out of a potentially profit-making position but it is notable that only four of the seventeen were still using Blunt’s services in 1695.  

IV

Charles Blunt’s ledgers reveal much about the development of London’s early financial systems. They offer a picture of a stock market that was far more restricted than is implied by Scott’s assertion that more than one-hundred joint-stock companies were established in the early 1690s. Nevertheless, this market did attract new capital from a variety of sources. Moreover, it was a sophisticated market, which rapidly came to understand and utilise complex derivative instruments. The stock market boom, although typically short-lived, also laid the groundwork for the successful development of England’s first funded long-term National Debt. Indeed, the government, in its search for a method of funding the Nine Years’ War, was clearly responding to the innovations of the private market and taking advantage of the public interest that had been generated by the stock market boom. 
But while the ledgers show the progress that was being made in London’s financial systems, they also demonstrate some of the difficulties faced by investors in this new environment. Notably, they show that in an immature market, where information was difficult to access and understand, the investor is always vulnerable to the kind of concerted deception that was perpetrated by John Blunt with, it must be supposed, the cooperation of cousin Charles. 

Finally, the ledgers reveal the origins of John Blunt’s duplicitous career. Blunt learned early that the market could be easily manipulated and that investors were easily duped by the prospect of riches. It was a lesson he put to good use in his dealings with the South Sea Company. 

Appendix 1: Ongoing activity of a selection of Charles Blunt’s clients 

	Surname
	First name
	Occupation/ Social status 
	Active in BOE 
	Active in EIC
	New EIC sub (1698)
	Active in RAC
	Active in HBC
	Estcourt's Lead Mine
	Million Bk cash sub**
	Million Bk lottery sub
	Million Bk annuity sub

	Bellamy
	John
	Scrivener
	Y
	Y
	
	
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Blunt
	John
	Scrivener
	
	Y
	
	
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Bowles
	Phineas
	Merchant
	Y
	Y
	
	
	Y
	Y
	
	Y
	Y

	Collyer
	Joseph and Benjamin
	Leathersellers
	Y
	Y
	
	Y
	
	Y
	
	
	

	Cudworth
	Samuel
	Merchant
	
	Y
	
	Y
	Y
	Y
	
	
	

	De Casseres
	Francis
	Broker
	Y
	
	
	
	Y
	
	
	
	

	Doughty
	Edmond
	Merchant
	Y
	Y
	
	
	Y
	Y
	
	
	

	Estcourt, Sir
	Thomas
	Knight
	
	Y
	
	Y
	Y
	Y
	
	
	

	Glover
	Gabriel
	Linen Draper
	Y
	Y
	
	Y
	Y
	Y
	
	
	Y

	Hall
	Urban
	Merchant
	Y
	Y
	
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	
	

	Hall
	John
	Haberdasher
	Y
	Y
	
	Y
	Y
	
	
	
	

	Hatsell 
	Laurence
	Scrivener
	Y
	Y
	
	Y
	
	
	
	
	

	Hudson
	Peter
	Gunpowder Maker
	
	Y
	
	Y
	Y
	
	
	
	

	Lancashire
	Robert
	Merchant
	Y
	Y
	
	Y
	Y
	
	
	
	

	Levy
	Benjamin
	Merchant
	Y
	Y
	
	Y
	
	
	Y
	
	

	Sheppard
	William 
	Goldsmith 
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	
	Y
	Y

	Sweetapple
	John
	Goldsmith 
	
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	
	
	
	


Sources: Bank Archives, AC 28/32233, 28/1513-1522; AC27/382; IOR, L/AG/14/3/2-6; Subscription Book, New East India Company, A/1/54; PRO T70/187-198; HBC A43/1-2; C114/164-165; List of subscriptions to the Million Bank, C114/16.

** It was possible to subscribe to the Million Bank using cash, Million Adventure tickets and annuities. Thus, a subscription in either lottery tickets or annuities implies activity in the Bank itself and in those government debt instruments. 
� Scott W. R., The Constitution and Finance of English, Scottish and Irish Joint-Stock Companies to 1720 (3 Volumes, Cambridge, 1910-1912), III, pp. 71-72; Gwynn R. D., Huguenot Heritage: the history and contribution of the Huguenots in Britain (London, 1985), pp. 67-68. 


� Scott, Constitution and Finance. 


� Public Record Office, Papers of Charles Blunt, PRO C114/164-5. 


� See Dickson P. G. M., The Financial Revolution in Britain: A Study in the Development of Public Credit, 1688-1756 (London, 1967); Brewer J., The Sinews of Power: War, Money and the English State, 1688-1783 (London, 1994); Jones D. W., War and Economy in the Age of William III and Marlborough (Oxford, 1988). 


� Between 1693 and 1698 the state raised £6.9m. in long-term funds. £1,000,000 was raised through a tontine loan and the sale of life annuities in late 1693. In 1694, £1,000,000 in public funds was raised through the Million Adventure lottery, £1,200,000 was lent by the Bank of England and £300,000 was raised through the sale of further annuities. The Malt Lottery of 1697 was a failure and the anticipated £1,400,000 was only realised when the Treasury issued the unsold tickets as cash. The final £2 m. was lent by the New East India Company in 1698. 


� For the revolution in foreign trade see Davis R., ‘English Foreign Trade, 1660-1700’, Economic History Review, Volume VII (1954), pp. 150-166. Scott asserts that the ultimate importance of the influx of skilled Huguenot workers to the establishment of new joint-stock companies during the 1690s can scarcely be over-rated. It should, however, be noted that Holmes argues that their contribution was less significant and that many of the developments in the textile and other industries of this period were the product of domestic enterprise. Scott, Constitution and finance, Vol. I, p. 313; Holmes G., The Making of a Great Power: Late Stuart and Early Georgian Britain, 1660-1722 (London and New York, 1993), p. 54.


� Carlos A. M., Key J. and Dupree J. L., ‘Learning and the Creation of Stock Market Institutions: Evidence from the Royal African and Hudson’s Bay Companies, 1670-1700’, The Journal of Economic History, Volume 58, (1998), p. 324. 


� During the 1680s the East India Company paid dividends of twenty-five, and in 1689, fifty per cent. The Hudson’s Bay Company also paid a fifty per cent dividend several times during the 1680s. Even the Royal African Company paid dividends of 10.5 per cent. Scott, Constitution and Finance, II, p. 179; p. 237; p. 34. 


� For further details of Phips’s adventure see Earle P., The Wreck of the Almiranta: Sir William Phips and the search for the Hispaniola treasure (London, 1979).


� Anon., Angliae Tutamen: or the Safety of England (London, 1695), p. 23. 


� The HBC paid out a scrip dividend of 200 per cent in September 1690 and the RAC paid 300 per cent in July 1691. Davies K. G., ‘Joint-Stock investment in the later seventeenth century’, Economic History Review, Volume IV (1952), p. 292.


� Scott, Constitution and Finance, II, p. 152.


� Anon., Plain Dealing: in a Dialogue between Mr. Johnson and Mr. Wary… (London, 1691), p. 2. 


� PRO C114/165.


� Scott, Constitution and Finance, I, pp. 347-349.   


� See also MacLeod C., ‘The 1690s Patents Boom: Invention or Stock Jobbing?’, Economic History Review, Vol. XXXIX (1986), pp. 549-571. 


� Davies, ‘Investment in Seventeenth Century’, p. 299. 


� Ibid.


� Ibid., p. 300.  


� Scott, Constitution and Finance, III, pp. 474-475. 


� Ibid. 


� PRO C114/165. 


� Probably Captain Poyntz’s engine for draining land and clearing obstructions. Poyntz’s Engine was advertised in the Collection for Improvement in mid-1693. It was noted that anyone interested in investing in his invention could meet him ‘at Exchange time, at the Marine Coffee House in Birchin Lane’. Houghton J., A Collection for Improvement of Husbandry and Trade (London, 1692-1703), 4 Aug. 1693; Scott, Constitution and Finance, II, p. 482.  


� IOR, L/AG/1/10/2, pp. 204-211; Public Record Office T70/187, Royal African Company, stock ledger; HBC A43/1-2, Hudson’s Bay Company Archives, transfer books, 1688-1702. 


� PRO C114/165


� Ibid. 


� Ibid. 


� Ibid.


� Scott, Constitution and Finance, I, pp. 328-329. 


� Houghton, Collection for Improvement, 30 Mar. 1692. Houghton expanded his list of stocks to encompass approximately sixty companies in 1694, yet he did not provide prices for many of the smaller companies indicating that turnover in those enterprises remained low. 


� Derivatives are defined here as options, time bargains and loans on stock. 


� ‘The Commissioners of Trade and Plantations Report on the State of Trade, 1697’ in J. Thirsk and J. P. Cooper eds., Seventeenth-Century Economic Documents (Oxford, 1972), p. 576. 
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