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ABSTRACT

MATERIAL STUDIES OF EASTERN PEQUOT CLOTHING IN
18TH- AND 19TH- CENTURY CONNECTICUT:

ISSUES IN COLLABORATIVE INDIGENOUS ARCHAEOLOGY

December 2007

Jonathan Knight Patton, B.A., Connecticut College

Directed by Professor Stephen W. Silliman

Within a collaborative indigenous archaeologicainework, this work is one
step in a process of cultural translation. Thesth combines embodied theory derived
from the work of Diana Loren, a focus on clothimglaadornment artifacts following
Mary Beaudry and others, and clothing-related arolwyical and documentary data sets
from the Eastern Pequot Reservation in North Sgioim Connecticut, in order to
examine the relationship of a people and theirgpla@ colonial context during the 18th
and 19th centuries. The Eastern Pequot Resenatidthe Eastern Pequot Tribal
Nation and its descendants must be understoodtssgia whole. In the 18th and 19th
centuries the Eastern Pequot were living withinnalustrializing New England and were

economically and socially marginalized under overseppointed by the Connecticut
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colonial government, who exerted control over maleynents of daily life, including
clothing procurements. Analysis of clothing trastgns from overseers account books
for the Early Industrial Period (1829 to 1859), amdassemblage of clothing-related
artifacts from three household areas on the reBervapanning approximately a century
of occupation from the 1740s through the 1850sgssigthat these years saw the
continuation of a complicated adaptation to colbd@amination through clothing, but
also suggests that clothing may have been intégrakintaining Eastern Pequot culture
through the exchange of clothing knowledge. Thetéia Pequots and their reservation
were participants simultaneously in a capitalistidustrial economy and a dialectical
relationship of domination, accommodation, culty@isistence and resistance with their
Anglo-American overseers and colonial neighborsylich clothing reflected many
elements simultaneously. They were dressing hik& tAnglo-American neighbors, but
the presence of traditional items such as beadsléments of choice visible in the
accounts, and the presence of sewing hardwarelryesred mixed styles of buttons and
buckles suggest that in the 18th and 19th cenhase individuals, especially Eastern
Pequot women, living on the reservation were neitingsible, nor static. The Eastern
Pequot were able to consistently make or acquei thwn clothing and to dress within

their purchasing power and negotiated identities @olonial, industrializing world.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Why is it important to talk about the past in iresent? It is important because
both the past and the present are inextricabletinland each explains and gives
meaning to the other. We can learn about theipastltiple ways, and in New England
today a collaborative indigenous archaeology (8din and Sebastian Dring 2008) can
fruitfully enhance the connections between pastmedent. Collaborative indigenous
archaeology is the combination of historical docotagy research; the heritage,
traditions and memories of a descendent Native Aaercommunity; and archaeology
done on tribal lands by tribal members in cooperatiith academically trained
anthropological archaeologists. These individuatsgther Native or non-Native,
understand that their participation in archaeoldggnges the story that the present writes
about the past, even while it is being written.isTdrchaeology uses available sources of
information on the past, but also acknowledgesegmiesonditions, to more fully narrate
both past and present.

This has not always been the case. Only sinc€ithiERights years of the 1960s,
corollary to the world-wide increase in the studgalonialism and the African-

American and Native American Rights Movements intN@dmerica, have
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archaeologists and Native Americans begun to restiagr relationships (e.g. Deloria,
Jr. 1996, 1999; Echo-Hawk 1993; Ferguson 1996; 2604, Kerber 2006; Larson
1997; Nassaney 1989; McGuire 2004; Rubertone 220@1; Sider 1987, 1993). The
position of archaeology may be seen in two extrem&sn expression of a long history
of colonial repression and control, or as a wasetgain control of cultural and personal
identities by reorienting colonial tools to suppletive American identities and goals.
There has been a slow shift from the former tdadkter in most of North America.
However, in Connecticut, Native American-directechaeology and anthropology has
been well integrated since Federal Acknowledgerfarthe Mashantucket Pequot Tribal
Nation (1983) and Mohegan Tribe (1994) and assedisticcessful casinos, which have
produced funding for cultural research (BodingetJdiarte 2003; Calloway and
Salisbury 2003; Handsman and Lamb Richmond 199&b.Richmond and Den Ouden
2003; McBride 2005, 1996; Nicolas 2002; PasquaQ@G8). The collaborative
indigenous archaeology currently occurring on thetérn Pequot Reservation in North

Stonington, Connecticut, is writing the next chajrethis story (Figure 1.1).



Figure 1.1: USGS New London Quad Map, Eastern Pequ&eservation,
North Stonington, CT

Over the past several summers University of Masssatks Boston archaeologist
Dr. Stephen W. Silliman has conducted an archaewbfijeld school in collaboration
with members of the Eastern Pequot Tribal Natimthis context Native Americans and
non-Native American archaeologists trained in Whesseientific principles
systematically excavating a historically Native Aroan place under guidance and
supervision of Tribal Nation representatives, Himaed the gradual formation of a
hybrid, collaborative, site-specific archaeologyleato be mobilized for education.

The format of a field school (e.g. Perry 2004) imieh the university manages the
expenses of running the excavations means thatnaiyrgoal of developing documentary
and material cultural support for cultural idemtgtican be realized with little or no economic
burden on the tribal nation. The tribal nationtum, derives further hard evidential support
for its cultural identity while also educating thefessor and students on Native American

perspectives, fostering understanding, respecgandwill in the academic and wider
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communities (Silliman and Sebastian Dring 2008)sEpproach to collaborative indigenous
archaeology is especially important for those tritaions, such as the Eastern Pequot,
Schaghticoke, Golden Hill Paugusset, and othe@oimecticut who, despite state
recognition as tribal nations, and years of resgdanme and money, have been denied
Federal recognition as sovereign tribal nationd, the economic opportunities that
accompany that status.

The Eastern Pequot Reservation has been continyuohsbited since its creation
by the colony of Connecticut in 1683. Present mensbf the Eastern Pequot Tribal
Nation have patrticipated in the field school inygations since 2003 as historic
preservation advisors, tribal interns and Tribadtbliic Preservation Officers alongside
undergraduate and graduate student in the arcltaealsurvey and intensive excavation
of portions of the current 225-acre Eastern PeReservation. This work is a product of
that collaborative endeavor which will use docuragnaind archaeological data to
explore the relationship of a people and a placeuthh their clothing, within the wider
contexts of colonialism on the Eastern Pequot Resen and a capitalistic economy in
New England during the 18th and 19th centuriescodgh an understanding of what
clothing the Eastern Pequot people were wearinigngtinis period, and glimpses of how
they were wearing that clothing, this work ass#réd clothing can be a productive way
in which to gain insight into the relationshipsweén people living within a colonial,
industrial economy during this period. The roldled Eastern Pequot Reservation in this
work is as the focal place of Eastern Pequot celtwhere the ancestors and connection

to the land are most important. The houses ocdupieing this period served as the



locus of clothing use, manufacture, modification #me exchange of knowledge related
to these things among Eastern Pequot individualdamilies.

Archaeologically, this work uses two of the guidowncepts developed for the
research model utilized by Kent Lightfoot at FodsR, California (1995; Lightfoot et al.
1998). Lightfoot’s work employs a contextual, @llist, multi-scalar, diachronic, holistic
and pan-regional methodology in order to understaadcomplicated lives of individuals
in a colonial environment. At Fort Ross, RussMative Alaskan and Native Californian
ethnicities mingled in economic, kin and domestas$ehold relationships. Using the
concepts of context and diachronism in turn, thiskabegins to address Eastern Pequot
clothing choices over an approximately 100 yeansfram the mid-18th-century
through the mid-19th-century through archaeologicel documentary data sets.

The theoretical foundations for these conceptmlierench social theory,
especially those of Pierre Bourdieu (1979, 1990) diso Michel Foucault's (1982:778)
discourse on the role of power and the subjeajedisas other derived theories about the
agency of an individual, such as those of Gidd&é83 94, 1984). Bourdieu’s essential
explanation of daily life is as a life-in-practidepm the perspective of an individual who
has choices, but is also operating within the widercontexts and determinants of
choice or “habitus”. Archaeologists have adoptedrieu’s idea in their interpretations
of material culture in colonial contexts (Barre®0®; Dobres 2000; Silliman 2001, 2006;
see also Hall and Silliman 2006).

Lightfoot’'s summation of practice demonstratesitierconnectedness of the
place and people in a colonial environment: “thiough daily practice - how space is

structured, how mundane domestic tasks are coraiumbev refuse is disposed of - that
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people both organize and make sense of their [IMes focus on daily practice is well
suited to archaeology...these routine kinds of astiblat dominate people’s domestic
lives produce much of the material culture we recon the archaeological record”
(Lightfoot et al. 1998:281). However, daily praetialso applies to the connection
between the agent in the past and the constructiagency in the archaeology of the
present. Shanks and Tilley have insisted thatsiness that practice, in its structuring,
spatiality and temporality, is political and histad, and social systems are contradictory,
not homogeneous entities, but characterized byigallrelations of dominance and
subordination. Individuals are competent and kieolgeable while at the same time their
action is situated within unacknowledged conditiand has unintended consequences”
(1987: 116; see also Tilley 1992). Archaeologitsna Loren and Mary Beaudry have
succinctly summarized these discussions in thegrésn that: “Identity formation must
be understood within local communities but locatétthin the larger surrounding
conversations or discourse that impacted how pewpkted identities and how others
viewed them within colonial society” (Loren and Belay 2006:256).

Therefore, on the Eastern Pequot Reservationndearstanding of clothing
choices through material culture and documentaty oeer a hundred year period must
be approached most broadly through the idea ofani@ space, and more specifically
through the ways in which these data illustrate@pte and their place in that space.
Colonial space is a way to conceptualize the caraf@d world in which the Eastern
Pequot and the Eastern Pequot Reservation werarargituated. Colonial space is
historically situated, diachronic, and includedetiéntial power dynamics, and situational

social interactions that assist in the definitiow ahaintenance of individual and
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corporate identities. Such identities are expeegsenultiple forms, and are reflected in
documentary and material culture data. The powerimcolonial space can also be
understood here in other critical historical anffmlogical terms, following Axel (2002),
Dirks (2002), Stoler (2002) and Scott (1985), gsagression of control through the
establishment and maintenance of modalities of m@&uding a multiply layered
bureaucracy and symbolic architecture, followirgrrand ultimately supported by an
application of violent military force. The Eastd?Pequot Reservation can be understood
in these terms as an imposed modality of rulegolanial space, which conditions the
relations of individuals within and surrounding litsundaries.

However, within colonial space, place refers torthdtiple understandings of the
landscape of the Eastern Pequot Reservation it$elbse understandings discuss,
conceptualize and interpret its history, and inelydt other ways of understanding which
encompass how and why it is understood in the pteaad the ways in which it was
understood in the past, by members of the Easegud® Tribal Nation, colonial, federal
and state officials, neighbors and the archaed®gibo pay attention to it. Most
importantly, the reservation is a constructed, ested, power-laden, but very real place
within New England and the United States, credteoligh several hundred years of
global economic connection and hegemonic colomglasition (Den Ouden 2005). The
reservation is and was a homeland (Den Ouden 2B6))%Xultural and political,
bounded, spatially-defined place with its own legyadl historical reality. The Eastern
Pequot Reservation exists as a covert power withiionial space because it contains
Native American meanings and their material reftexs. The daily, repetitive, mundane

life activities which have defined the Eastern Reqeople from 1683 through the
-7 -



present, and their historical connection to thespta) landscape and the ancestors who
maintained, inhabited and reside within that laagecare the definition of the
reservation within colonial space. The very boulmss of the reservation according to
this definition enables its material culture andutoentary reflections to represent the
domination of colonial space, as well as dialetlijadae threat to this domination through
the continuity of Eastern Pequot culture by repmetitn daily life. As will be discussed
further below, this connection extends also tohsfag, which was made, repaired and
discussed within the reservation landscape by ¢ople. Therefore an examination of
clothing material culture and associated documgmtdormation can illuminate the
relationship of past people and a place in colospale.

More significantly, the Eastern Pequot Reservatiocases a small section of
what was once a much broader Pequot cultural asrédsandscape. It is therefore also
indistinguishable from and deeply entwined with Bestern Pequot people themselves.
As stated above, people and place simultaneou§lyed@nd are defined by, each other.
Expressed another way, the connection between spacplace is through personal
relationships. Following Rodman, “here the emphason places in the world, on the
agency of individuals and of forces beyond indi@dcontrol. Places have multiple
meanings that are constructed spatially” (Rodm&@2¥11). Keith Basso’s (1996)
ethnography on the White Mountain Apache utilizgdaae based model to demonstrate
that for the White Mountain Apache the landscapgtae people are linked by their past
and to their past through a network of presenteshptaces which interface many
generations of human activity and natural landfommis a unified tribal cultural whole.

The White Mountain Apache are “who they are” beeanfstheir places in the landscape.
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The landforms are sacred places because they&esllto the people’s social and
temporal depth of relationship with them.

The same may be said of the Eastern Pequotgyang their reservation, including
the material cultural evidence of their ancestbviss, which resides on and under the
reservation’s created landscape. The Eastern Patgiavho they are in part because they
have maintained and through daily labor preserkiett teservation as the core of their
culture, as a place of unity and connection to stnaelands and relationships. The
reservation is Eastern Pequot because it holdsdheestors and past material culture
evidence of past relationships. The majority & thaterial culture is of an Anglo-American
original manufacture, but as will be discussedhieirtoelow, this material culture is also
Eastern Pequot. Material culture recovered fragemations lands, when understood as an
inseparable part of Eastern Pequot culture, reptesiee connection of a people and a place
through the relationships that gave that matetitilice its meanings.

Place, people and material culture must be appeshinterdependently and
contextually within global colonialism and its cament industrial captialism. According to
St. George (2000: 5): “becoming ‘colonial’ was atricate process. It involved both
vernacular theories of lived experience of race, racial mixture, commercial exchange,
kinship alliance, aesthetics, creolization, langyaiyility, savagery, and ambiguity
concerning one’s social position and personal paweertainlycolonial refers to a
relationship in which a majority indigenous (ordinly imported) population is politically
dominated by a minority of foreign invade€olonial situation its close companion, refers
to a complex of rule, exploitation, and culturahfict in ethnically heterogeneous political

structures that had been created by influence Wwihrout”.
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Essentially, “colonial regimes were neither mormitnor omnipotent. Against the
power which they projected across the globe anthafgtheir claim to racial, cultural, or
technological dominance, closer investigation résseampeting agendas for using power,
competing strategies for maintaining control, andlats about the legitimacy of the venture”
(Cooper and Stoler 1989:609). Furthermore, “heliega basic tension of empire: the
otherness of the colonized person was neither @meror stable; his or her difference had to
be defined and maintained; social boundaries tleat\&t one point clear would not
necessarily remain so” (Cooper and Stoler 1989:680ich elemental tensions of empire
exist alongside what Cooper and Stoler refer tinasnxiety of colonizers, “...lest tensions
among themselves over class, gender, and compasiogs of the kind of colonialism they
wished to build fracture the facade” (1989:609he3e nuances of colonial space have also
been profitably examined through multiple wavesenfinist and economic archaeology,
within the larger culturally created contexts aéndity, gender, class and race, as expressed
through material culture (see Mrozowski 2000; Spet®96; Voss 2005, 2006; Wurst 2005;
Yentsch and Beaudry 2001). Especially importarthenunderstanding of Eastern Pequot
clothing choices during the 18th and 19th centuriesuthern New England is a
consideration of Stephen A. Mrozowski’s work at Liaevrence Manufacturing Company
mill worker’s housing blocks in Lowell, MassachusgMrozowski 2000). The
archaeological anaylsis of the personal materikiliciof these individuals simultaneously
situated these agents, overseers, middle managélsd, and unskilled workers within an
industrial, class and society-structured, planmedrenment. This analysis also illustrated
the importance of clothing related material cultanalysis in accessing past choices which

reflect class, style and personal identities.
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Within this conceptualization of the role of capgm in colonial space, and as
previously described, the reservation is also eeptd fluid tension, differential control
and legitimization, equally describable as a diaeaf domination and resistance, that in
turn may be observed in the reservation’s matetiliire, especially documents and
those small artifacts related to clothing and peasdecoration. “Traditionally, small
finds have been overlooked as a viable interpretategory in historical archaeology,
often because they are relegated to static furaticategories, such as ‘personal
adornment” (Loren and Beaudry 2006: 253). Loresh Beaudry expound on St.
George’s ideas of the colonial: “in early Ameridastinct cultural traditions met and
reshaped through new social, sexual, and polititatactions. Existing and newly
created identities were malleable, subject to jeatation in different contexts” (Loren
and Beaudry 2006: 254). Loren and Beaudry, toicoattheir argument in favor of
small finds as better able to provide informationcolonial identity construction, also
utilize Kathleen Deagan’s work. “as Deagan noteslkfinds - buckles, bracelets, beads
and thimbles — are often imbued with ‘a great aeate information about gender,
beliefs, value system, social opportunities andasagentities’ (Deagan 2002:4). We
share with Deagan the conviction that small finais lead to more nuanced
understandings of how people used material cuitutiee process of becoming
American” (Loren and Beaudry 2006:257).

Diana Loren an@enevieve Fisher have also further explored idetiiiiough the
idea of the “social skin” and the differentiatioetiwveen the corporate body and the corporeal
body through the idea of embodiment, or lived edgrere. That is to say that “embodiment

must be read in context” but also that “by meandregs, ornamentation, body modification,
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posture, gesture, and representation, an individasithe ability to ‘put on a social skin’,
allowing self-identification as a member of a largedifferent social or interest group. The
presentation of self allows an individual to ‘dregs or ‘dress down’ enabling one to reveal
and conceal different selves and to gain accessstacted social arenas” (Fisher and Loren
2003:225). The corporate/corporeal distinction sstaational one subject to both internal
and external pressures: “while the presentatiasetifcan be understood as inherently
personal, it is situated within and is in relattorthe social and physical landscape. In this
larger social discourse, the sentiment intendealtyin self-presentation is open to
manipulation and representation by others” (Fistmet Loren 2003:225).

Fisher and Loren indicate that dress, clothingashatnment are multiply situated and
negotiated and therefore critical to the understandf embodiment and identity
construction. Inherent in this activity are theragederived concepts of taste and choice as
corporate determinants of individual embodimentsl, @ce-versa. The body is at once
determined by social interactions while also thioagtive, lived choices and preferences,
determining what those social interactions willitb@n inexorably linked, dialectical way. “It
is then the articulation of embodiment that is t@ynderstanding the lived experience of
social actors and, thus, to appreciating the useatérial culture in the formation of different
identities” (Fisher and Loren 2003: 228). Expresseanother way, this relationship of
body, dress, social and self follows from the stegtet that: “our understanding of bodily
presentation cannot be limited by corporeal bouedasince the transformation of the body
through modification and ornamentation affectsitttividual’s relationship to self and

society” (Fisher and Loren 2003: 225).
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For past individuals in this reservation contexiwkver, limited archaeological and
documentary visibility precludes the full revelatiof embodiment to a particular body with
the sources under consideration in this work. eladtwe are limited to more general
statements about past clothing use, which nevedhdiave significant utility in addition to
other archaeological analyses. For the documemtogmation we can discuss individuals’
clothing choices, but only suggest actual relatigus of clothing to bodies and the identities
that resulted. Likewise, material culture can ®sggvhat was in use on the reservation, but
not who exactly wore a particular item of clothiewgd definitively say what identity they
were expressing while wearing that item. As wite éxample presented through Diana
Loren’s work below, we can fruitfully illuminate le¢rwise unconsidered practices to
navigate colonial space. But a truly embodied aedhogy, that can achieve a complete
bodily resolution for the past as is possible & pinesent requires further personalized
contextual information beyond the material cultanel general commercial documents
currently accessible.

Diana Loren’s (2001, 2003; 2004; Loren and Bea@®§6) work with such an
embodied perspective is based on small finds data $§everal excavations in multi-ethnic
locations in 18th-century colonial French Louisiangort St. Pierre, and the Grand Village
of the Natchez Indians, and a Spanish presidicexa$, Los Adaes. Within French and
Spanish colonial systems in North America, ethnpigi@and documentary data suggest
attempts at the imposition of dress rules and egguis governed by race, class, gender and
political and social categories and distinctiortowever, archaeological assemblages of
dress and adornment artifacts from domestic comiexiese locations suggest, in the

uniformity, presences and absences of small fiaasuch greater freedom to mix and match
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items of higher or lower status, and multiple ethitnaditions to achieve a desired social or
political identity, while staying true to familiéraditions of dress. By dividing small finds
from these assemblages into those types of iterasthi related to dress or as integral parts
of clothing, such as buttons and buckles and tlieses which could also be worn, but worn
over other items of clothing, such as beads, knigess, loose jewelry and swords, Loren is
able to rework traditional functional ‘personal aatment’ categories. Colonial individuals
were remaining true to familiar traditions of clwity, but wearing items over this clothing
which represented other traditions, and which nasehallowed individuals to negotiate
between and among several presupposed social #ncatoategories (Loren 2001, 2003;
2004; Loren and Beaudry 2006).

Such a multiply constituted and dialectical conmepdf embodiment then allows
archaeologists to create a more or less detaitedoiretive narrative of past personal
identities because those small finds of dress dodhanent are seen as deeply nuanced
and as direct extensions of past individuals, &nauigh them, groups and places. The
body and its material culture are connected, andeaunderstood only when directly
situated in the places, which surround and debnembody, both the individual wearing
the clothes and those other people interacting aeilg basis with that person. Thus
Loren, Beaudry and Deagan have provided a theatdtasis from which to examine the
clothing-related material culture of the Easternqure Reservation, as it relates across
time, within colonial space and to place, and peopl

Material culture was procured, used, modifeettj discarded by Eastern Pequot
individuals through the course of daily life on thastern Pequot Reservation during the

colonial period, which is here understood to cargiduring the industrialization of New
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England into a capitalistic market economy throtlgh19th century. However, the original
location of manufacture of the majority of this el culture could be British or otherwise.
These objects were made and exported from mairitagtish or Continental industrial
centers, or from American colonial cities into dméstern Connecticut through larger
mechanisms of global colonial economics, persaifig local traders such as Isaac Miner,
John Punderson or D.B. Wheeler. But because Hezwation was an Eastern Pequot place,
those artifacts that began their journeys as prisdafcEnglish, French, Dutch or other
European hands, once transferred to Eastern Phgnds and used on the reservation,
became Eastern Pequot artifacts (see Silliman abds$ian Dring 2008). Used by Eastern
Pequot individuals, these artifacts had the patétdiacquire additional, uniquely Native
American meanings and uses, in addition to or atstd their Anglo-European conventions
of manufacture and function. Such a multiplicifypotential ‘lives’ also includes those later
ascribed in an artifact’s ‘lifecycle’ by modern haeologists and living Eastern Pequot
descendants.

This conception of an artifact as imbued with npléi‘lives’ in a cycle, from
original use to artifactual re-use and their asged meanings, is not a new idea, and has
been coherently presented in the work of Laurieg@an (1997, 2004) and others
(Beaudry et al. 1996; Comaroff 1997). Throughdkamples of beads and copper trade
kettles in Canadian ancient, historic and modemnieods, Turgeon indicates that a
particular artifact will have many different ‘livesver the course of its existence, during
which it will have many different meanings and esg@nt different discourses. More
recently, Victor Buchli (2005) has revisited Lauriairgeon’s idea of multiple artifact

lives as played out on a temporal continuum fronmass to maximum visibility and
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back to no mass in the context of archaeologiealtinent of an artifact. “The
archaeological artifact can be described as emgfgam a virtually dimensionless
reality of no mass, neither social nor physicah§een,” ‘unearthed,” and
‘undiscovered’), to the highly three-dimensionatlaocial ‘massive’ artifact of material
culture and then moving further along and dimimghin dimension and social ‘mass’
almost full circle to the yet again ‘buried’ artifaof the archive and hidden museum
collection” (Buchli 2005:184).

In acknowledging the multiple lives of artifactgstalso necessary to understand
that the process of synthesizing archaeologicaldmedmentary data into an
interpretation of past places and peoples is agsof cultural translation which occurs
in the present as well as the past. AccordingubdRone (2001: xiii-xiv), “in summary,
each strand of evidence-text, archaeological ssyesal memory-lend to the process of
translating the lives of Native peoples. Each diferent way recalls a part of the story
of their colonial experiences and offers a pathtaynderstanding. How these strands
of knowledge may overlap and intersect with eatieois rarely straightforward and
always more complicated than supposed. Methodegadpat recommend combining,
toggling, or opposing do not exhaust the possieditSometimes more than one creative
approach is needed, because the ways that theedgiffiypes of recall articulate with,
diverge from, and trace over each other may bmilhating. Cultural translation, then, is
a grave undertaking, and one that is especialljastging when the historical
experiences being studied are part of an ongoorg sf colonial relations”.

Within Rubertone’s summary is the implicit undargling that any document is

a product of multiple negotiations, following retacholarship by Michel Trouillot
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(1995, 1997), lan Hodder (1999, 2001) and Rosedayge (2006). A cultural
translation then, includes the combination of maasrators’ narratives in order to
influence how the present sees the past, and velnet @f the past are brought into the
present. It is also understood that this collatdeegorocess, for archaeologists and
anthropologists, should strive to be a self-reflexane (Hodder 2001) which
acknowledges the backgrounds and active partiopati those in the present in the
interpretation of those in the past.

What follows will be a clothing-centered exploratjautilizing the collective ideas
presented above and the themes of colonial spka® and a people, as understood
through clothing as a linking value, and a lesseef embodied perspective, to analyze
and interpret a selection of primary documentary achaeological data. These data
comprise a subset of a larger archaeological ettiéfssemblage from several years of
collaborative excavation on the Eastern PequotiRasen, and historical research done
in support of the Eastern Pequot Tribal Nation’sstmecent Federal Acknowledgment
Petition (2003), for recognition as a Native Amaridribal nation by the United States
federal government.

The primary documents are a compilation of speeaificount book entries that
refer to clothing and dress-related articles oviniry-year period between 1829 and
1859. These account books were kept by ‘Oversapminted by the colony and later
the State of Connecticut to monitor those famitied individuals living on the Eastern
Pequot Reservation and to look after their finarssesrecord many elements of daily life

and economic exchanges in addition to clothingalysis of these transactions includes
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tabulations of the types of clothing, frequencieexxhange and the number and gender
of the Eastern Pequot individuals involved in thigaasactions.

In contrast, the archaeological assemblage ofatsifincludes all recovered
artifacts between the 2003 and 2005 project yéatsmhay have been worn with clothing
or over clothing and include clothing fastenergaitative additions, and sewing
hardware recovered from three distinct househadsaon the Eastern Pequot
Reservation. These artifacts are compiled froargelr assemblage, which dates from
approximately the mid-18th century to the mid-1&¢mtury and relates to multiple
distinct occupations spread across the reservaiitwe. inclusion of these specific
artifacts builds upon previous work by other higtalrarchaeologists, including Ziesing
(1989), White (2005) and Loren and Beaudry (2006).

This work will consist of three further chapterslaseveral appendices outlining
specific data sets. Chapter Two presents syniesibthing related documentary data
and offer interpretations following the themes lafge and the people on the Eastern
Pequot Reservation during three decades, begimnmib@29. Chapter Three presents an
archaeologically-derived assemblage of artifadested to clothing and personal
adornment in a similar fashion for three generdlizeusehold areas encompassing both
18"- and 18-century artifacts. Chapter Four continues tothsethemes of colonial
space, place and the people within Loren’s ideasdfew further interpretive syntheses of
the data presented in the preceding chapters &mck fresearch directions for the project.

By acknowledging that this work is a step in thegass of cultural translation for
the Eastern Pequot Tribal Nation, it is possibleffer several conclusions based on the

combination of data. Primarily, the analysis aftblng related documentary and
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archaeological data, according to an embodied &wtgocused approach grounded in
colonial space, offers more nuanced insights wbahplement those available in
standardized analytical avenues based on convahtotifact and documentary
categories. While the data sets are small in cosgg they can be interpreted as
indicating that, for the Eastern Pequot residinghenreservation, the 18th and 19th
centuries were a continuation of colonization beigutme 17th century, and included
simultaneous elements of assimilation and resistaitthe 18th and 19th century those
individuals, especially Eastern Pequot women, ¢\vam the reservation were not
invisible, nor static. Their clothing choices, it the context of relationships with the
reservation overseers and as suggested by thesatobecal record, indicate that these
individuals were maintaining the ability to chosdile simultaneously participating in
the wider New England economy. These individuasenwvearing Anglo clothing, but

keeping Eastern Pequot traditions, such as beaaling, within household areas.
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CHAPTER 2

DOCUMENTARY DATA

Account books are the focus of this chapter. Thesés are the products of several
prominent Anglo-American men from the towns surmding the Eastern Pequot
Reservation. They record yearly expenditures dutiegcourse of these men’s individual
public service appointments as ‘Overseers’ to thst&rn Pequot Reservation. These
accounts recorded many economic and social intere;tincluding monthly food and
clothing purchases, house repair, wood cutting,canthge. They offer an invaluable source
of information on daily life and material culturarithg the early Federal (1775-1830) and
Early Industrial (1830-1870) periods on the Easiequot Reservation.

The diaspora following the conflict between the Estgand the Pequot in 1636 and
1637 led to the eventual reconstitution of the Begeople into two distinct groups under
government control on two separate reservatioesgtern Connecticut: the Mashantucket
Pequot Reservation in Ledyard in 1666, and thedBaflequot Reservation in North
Stonington in 1683. These reservations are thadeocontextual foundation for these
documents. The political and military events sunaing the Pequot conflict have been
deeply researched and cogently presented in otlreagy and secondary sources (e.g.
DeForest 1850; Den Ouden 2005; Hauptman and Wh&889; McBride 1990; Salisbury

1982; for an overview of early colonial southerniNengland, Bragdon 1996) and can be
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seen live on the movie screen and in many exhapitdhe lower level of the Mashantucket
Pequot Museum and Research Center (MPMRC).

The Federal Period and the early Industrial Peioodhe Eastern Pequot were
marked by economic and social marginalization cediplith participation in an increasingly
capitalistic and industrializing New England ecoryonThe long lasting effects of multiple
colonial wars and the American Revolution, whiclrieal over and established patterns of
Anglo-Native interactions, also influenced the EastPequot during these decades (Campisi
2005; Mancini and Naumec 2005; Mandell 2005; Sava2005). Gerald Sider explicitly
cites violence as a key element in identity fororafior Native American groups during the
colonial period: “the point here is not to dismv@slence as secondary, as do many
contemporary theorists of ‘hegemony’ but, to thetcary, to embed it at the core of
processes that form and transform culture, and saiitd strategies for contesting
domination” (Sider 1994: 109).

The 18th century and early to mid-19th centuries puanctuated by a succession of
Anglo-American ‘Overseers’- who were wealthy, edadavhite men appointed by the
Colony and later the State of Connecticut to marthie reservation, to act as steward for the
Eastern Pequot people’s land and money, and tasdtieir representative to the state
government. Unfortunately, these men were not ydvedtentive to their appointed duties,
and numerous petitions to the State General asgdmlitastern Pequot individuals for
redress for encroached lands or change of ovetsstdy to the problems with this imposed
system (Bee 1990; Den Ouden 2005; EPTN 2003: 150-1These overseers were the direct

expression of a series of laws designed by theryoknd later State, of Connecticut to
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control the Eastern Pequot and other reservatiposed Native tribes in the state (see
Campisi 1990; Den Ouden 2005, chapter 3).

The establishment of reservations, the overseéerayand this body of laws
specifically designed to control Native Americafionnecticut together in the Colonial
Period inaugurated a pattern of repression expileaggaternalistic racial and economic
terms in the 1700s: “the creation of these Pecgs®rvations was, on the one hand, an
important counterpoint to the claims of militaryncuest, for here was Pequot identity and
the existence of Pequot communities, not only askedged by colonial authority but
inscribed in the colonial landscape. NeverthelBsgyuot’s rights to their reserved lands were
threatened throughout the eighteenth century, iaedther reservation communities, Pequot
continued to assert their land rights. In so daivey articulated their own historical
knowledge and revealed their understanding of thpicity of colonial claims to legitimacy”
(Den Ouden 2005:15). Therefore, these accounthaneroduct of choices made by
overseers and Eastern Pequot individuals as thgntiaéed colonial space and capitalist
economy, while simultaneously reinforcing the powkthe reservation for some and against
others.

They are representative of standard commercialmdeats of the times, but also
emblematic of overt political power for the staad covert political power for the Eastern
Pequot people, because both are equally recordedting as participants in exchanges.

The role of writing in reinforcment of a capitaicssystem is not to be underestimated in
consideration of these commercial documents. Eng act of recording those mundane acts
of daily life which represented the continuity cidtern Pequot culture was another way to

silence and obscure that cultural expression, lsecaccounting was equivalent to control
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and depersonalization. These documents wereefictitilized to both reinforce and silence
given agendas. According to Trouillot, “silenceses the process of historical production at
four critical moments: the moment of fact creatjtire making osource$; the moment of
fact assembly (the making afchived; the moment of fact retrieval (the making of
narrativeg; and the moment of retrospective significance (traking otistoryin the final
instance)” (Trouillot 1995:26). Thus a criticahrBng of a selected portion of these
documents with these ideas in mind reveals thefagitencing as well as the mundane
activities over time representative of cultural thounity.

The specific account book entries considered hamsist of clothing-related entries
for a thirty-year period from 1829 to 1859. Theide of this particular sample endeavors to
access choices, whether made by the overseerkasiarn Pequot individual and to
illustrate the dialectical nature of these docurmémthe market economy of 19th-century
colonial space. Choices are visible through cta@famounts, types, functions, owners and
seasonal schedules of procurement, as writtentoaptated over 30 years of exchanges.
This database consists of approximately two hunoh@igidual clothing related entries and
is a compromise between sample size, adequacyrgflsadocument availability, and ease
of transcription (see Appendix A). The accountkmentries describe clothing-related
transactions between one of four overseers: Siteskbrough, Ezra Hewitt, Elias Hewitt
and Isaac Miner. One of at least 20 different &asPequot Reservation residents, both men
and women, are also named in these accounts. artieytars of each transaction consist of
a year, a day, a month, an abbreviated descripfitime clothing item, usually either a
yardage amount of raw cloth or a manufacturedlartitclothing, the amount of the

purchase, and the individual(s) for whom the matési purchased. These records are
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presented as literally as possible, as transciiloaal copies, with concurrent peculiarities of
spelling, phrasing and narrative intact. The o@$jaccount books are held in the
Connecticut State Archive and Library in Hartfonac{uding RG, Secretary of State, Box 11,
1822-1855).

Fundamentally, these accounts were produced byoarke State of Connecticut to
continue its acculturative policy of control oves Native American population and to legitimize
its own colonial policies by recording these tramigms (Den Ouden 2005; Trouillot 1995).
Each overseer was simultaneously legitimizing tbein position as the primary interface
between the Eastern Pequot Reservation and theeCiicut government, regardless of their
actual daily relationship with reservation residen®verseers knew that others might read these
accounts in higher government positions. This tegitimization means that the types of
clothing purchases recorded in these documengxtefttual Eastern Pequot’s individual’s
clothing requirements as well as the needs of Yeeseers to be seen following an acculturative
policy of continued colonial control.

Over 40 different types of raw cloth and manufaetiigarments appear in these accounts.
The frequency and size of individual cloth or ganingrocurements were spread out over the
course of a given year and were extended through y@men and children, indicative of the
ability of Eastern Pequot individuals to consisleptocure what they needed through the
established patronage system of the overseer.oaédyg does not appear to coincide with types
of clothing purchased, as raw cloth was purchaaed then presumably made into other
required articles, throughout the year.

However, there are lags and gaps in clothing peoents occurring in 1830, 1831,

1854, 1857, 1858 and 1859, which break this patiEoonsistent multi-yearly clothing
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procurements. During these times the Eastern R&pgervation residents may have been
serviced by alternate vendors, as the oversearsstiiees were not recording any of the usual
clothing procurements for their charges. For twarg, from 1857 until 1859, no other clothing
procurements, either raw or manufactured artictesobhing, were documented by the current
overseer, Isaac Miner, as purchased for EasteradPéetfividuals. Miner continued, however,
to document the supply of raw and staple food itearthe reservation residents. Such an
immediate cessation of previously repeated bi-argktrly cloth and manufactured clothing
procurements is particularly interesting, givert tsaac Miner continued to serve as overseer
until 1868. Further research is required to deiteent Isaac Miner gave another merchant the
right to deal in clothing-related articles with tBastern Pequot Reservation residents, while
continuing to supply their staple food requiremeaotsf the people took their business to
someone else at this time.

Clothing procurements throughout these thirty yadse suggest that Eastern Pequot
individuals were using almost exclusively Anglo-Amean dress, and chose items appropriate
for themselves and their families. Other New Endlalgonkian peoples were doing likewise,
based on photographic evidence collected by JaneNdaman Turano (1991) for the period
1844 to 1865. In early ambrotype, daguerreotypeghiass plate prints, Native-American
individuals pose in gender specific, modest Angloekican dress common to the period (see
Nunn 2000: 117-131), with men in white shirts, deokored, tailored suits, hats and high
collars; while women wear long sleeved, full drasshawls, and headpieces of fabrics similar
to those noted in these records. Further resedthin the archives of the Eastern Pequot Tribal

Nation may also reveal photographic evidence toptement these records.
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It is possible to trace several individuals throtiggir seasonal clothing purchases
from their appearance in 1829 through their deathd,concurrent requirements for grave
clothes, up to a decade later. The following chiarttrates the clothing exchanges of two
male members of the Shuntaup family, Samuel andyerer twenty years from 1835 to
1855 (2.1). Itis possible to see Henry Shuntaum&ractions with two overseers. Most
striking is the ability to see a life through pawfsboots, shirts, vests and pants, from Henry

Shuntaup’s yearly pair of thick boots, in this séerfprst purchased for $2.00 in early winter

of 1838, to his grave clothes (close) in late wimtiel852, purchased for only $0.75.

Table 2.1: Shuntaup Family Clothing Purchases 1835852

Year Entry Date ov # Type Family Name Person $ Comments

1835 July 28 EH 3yds A Shuntaup Saml Shuntaup .38

1835 July 28 EH trimmings Shuntaup Saml Shuntaup 06 . for same

1835 October 5 EH 3yds beaverskin Shuntaup SaSfueitap 1.50

1838 December 5 EH 1 pair boots Shuntaup H. Shpnta 2.00 thick
thick/paid G.

1838 December 20 EH 1 pair shoes Shuntaup H.S. 1.50Hewitt

1838 January 4 EH 1 coat Shuntaup H. Shuntaup 4.50broad cloth

1839 December 19 EH 1 pair boots Shuntaup Henmtabp 2.25 thick

1840 January 25 EH 4 yds cotton cloth Shuntaup h8n&up .40

1840 December 13 EH 1 pair boots Shuntaup Henmtabp 1.00 thick

1841 January 12 EH 1 pair shoes Shuntaup Samuat& 2.00 thick boots

1841 January 15 EH 3yds cloth Shuntaup Samuelt8bpn 1.00

1841 January 15 EH 3/4yds  sheeting Shuntaup Sadhueitaup .07

1841 January 15 EH 1 pair pantaloons Shuntaup Sa&8huataup 1.25

1841  April 15 EH 3yds cotton cloth Shuntaup SanSreintaup

1842 January 7 EH 1 shirt Shuntaup Henry Shuntaup 50

1842 January 17 EH 1 pair shoes Shuntaup HenrytSipin 1.50 brogan

1844  April 24 EH 1 shirt Shuntaup Henry Shuntaup 0.5

1845 September 15 ELH 1 shirt Shuntaup Henry Stumt .50

1845 December 25 ELH 1 pair shoes Shuntaup Henupt8hp brogan

1845 December 25 ELH 1+ cotton cloth Shuntaup Hé&myntaup shirts

1846 January 1 ELH 1+ hats Shuntaup Henry Shuntaup \a/‘\t/ti:Beler
and makings

1846 March 1 ELH 1 cloth Shuntaup Henry Shuntaup shirt

1846 March 1 ELH 1 pair boots Shuntaup Henry Shumta

1846 June 3 ELH 1 shirt Shuntaup J. Shuntaup

1846 June 20 ELH 1 pair pantaloons Shuntaup Helnuptaup satinnet

1846 November28 ELH 1 pair shoes Shuntaup Henup@lp .92

1846 November 28 ELH 1+ shirts Shuntaup Henry Siumt .50
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1846
1846
1847
1847
1847
1847
1847
1847

1847
1847
1847
1847
1847
1848
1848
1849
1849
1849
1849
1849
1850
1850
1850

1850
1850
1850
1850
1850
1850
1850
1850

1850
1850
1850

1850
1850
1851
1851

1852
1852

1852
1853
1853
1853

November 28
November 28
Feburary 15
Feburary 15
Feburary 25
Feburary 25
July 10
August 13

November 27
November 27
November
December 18
December 18
May 20

May 20

July 8
October 2
October 2
December 3
December 3
January 1
January 1
January 1

April 15

May 10

June 10

June 10

June 10

July 9
September 1
September 20

September 21
December 25
December 25

December 29
December 29
November 18
December 19

February 7
April 1

April 9

January 18
January 18
January 18

ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH

ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH

ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH

ELH
ELH
ELH

ELH
ELH
ELH
ELH

ELH
IM

M
M
M
M

1 pair

1 pair

1 pair

1 pair
1+

1 pair

1 pair

1+

1 pair
1 pair
1 pair

1 pair

1 pair
1 pair

1+
1+
1+
1+

1 pair
1 pair
1 pair

1+
1 pair

1 pair
1
1

stockings
thread
shoes
thread
shirt
stockings
shirts
shirt

boots
shirts
cloth
pantaloons
coat
shirt
pantaloons
shirts
shirts
pants
shoes
stockings
coat
pants
vest

shirt
pantaloons
pants
shirt
vest
shirts
shirts
shirts

pants
boots
pants

coat
shirts
boots
shirt

grave close
shoes

cloth
pants
shirt
vest

Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup

Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup

Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup

Shuntaup

Shuntaup

Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup

Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup

Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup

Shuntaup
Shuntaup

Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup
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H&muntaup
Henry Shpntau

Henu@lap
Henry Shpntau
Henry Shymtau
H&muntaup
Henry Shuntaup
J. Shuntup

Henopn&iup
Henry Siumt
Henry Shuntaup
nHemuntaup
Henry Shuntaup
Henry Shuntaup
Henyn&iup
Shuntaup
Henry Shyntau
Henry &tum
Henrpt8bp
H8hntaup
Henry Shuntaup
Henry Slpn
Henry Shuntaup

Henry Shuntaup
Henyn&up
Shuntaup
Shuntaup
Shuntaup

Henry Shuntaup
Henry Siwmt
Henry @lupn

Hemmptaup
HenanBlup
Henup@lap

Henry Shuntaup
Henry Stumt
Hengn&up
Henry Shyntau

HenanBlup
Samuel Shuntaup

Samuel Shuntaup

Samueitdbp
Samuel Shuntaup

Samuel Shuntaup

.50
.08
1.00
17
.50

.58

0 5

.50

2.25
1.00
.33
2.00
2.75
.50
2.00
1.00
.75
.75
2.00
.50
.00 6
2.50

75 .
1.00
010
75
.50

.58
.15

.50
2.12
2.50

3.00
.58
1.62

.61

75
.75

91.5
1.50
.55
.75

thick

flannel

part worn
cloth and vest

Twilled
cotton
thick boots

cloth

twilled,
collared

I1xivi

Twilled
Twilled

cotton
woolen, part
worn

thick

satinnet
blue cloth,
part worn

Twilled

grave
(clothes)

for pants and
lining for

the same and
making



paid Leonard
Brown for

mending
1855 October 10 M 1 shoes Shuntaup Samuel Shuntaup .58 shoes for SS
KEY: (OV)- overseer (#)-Cloth yardage or amount ($)-Amount of purchase in dollars

EH)-Ezra Hewitt
(ELH)- Elias Hewitt
(IM)-Isaac Miner

The circumstances by which each of these procurenaerd exchanges were made
and recorded are difficult to know, but each illaaties a small moment of a past
relationship, as well as represents the mundamtéincmus record keeping appropriate in a
paternalistic, capitalistic venture. Why did Eitewitt pay another family member on
December 20th, 1838 for a pair of thick shoes feniy Shuntaup, when Henry had just
received a pair of thick boots several weeks pribidd Henry done work in exchange for
these shoes and boots, or did Ezra Hewitt give tiweHenry out of proceeds from the sale
of wood or other products of reservation lands® Benry wear these shoes himself or were
they passed along to Samuel or another membee@hhintaup family? Did the Shuntaup
family even receive the goods that were recorddtigiss? In the process of their creation
these documents contributed to the silencing df bgtlace and a people by
compartmentalizing life in sparse line items. Stameously, these simple line items
condense and preserve past experience, and theatighl questioning they can give voice
to the same past people and places they were dreasdence as well as illuminate a small
aspect of the wider capitalistic economic systerwlnth all were part to some degree.

The wives and mothers, and children of that geiaT on the Eastern Pequot
Reservation are equally visible through these dasumin terms of their clothing choices.

Appendix B introduces Tyra, Wealthy, Thomas, Pdigiward and Elsa Nedson, among
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many others. Polly, for example, was a seamstvasstook in washing and favored calf
brogans, calico and collared, wool dresses (see®gig B, Nedson Family and C, Clothing
Types). Both Eastern Pequot men and women welalgguvolved in clothing transactions
and at least fourteen other family names, includingbands, wives, children and possibly
other relations, can be identified over this thirear period in Appendix D by year, and are
shown in Appendix B by family name, as well ashia master database in Appendix A.

This may be a visible example of what Scott (19&8ls passive resistance: “the style
of resistance in question is perhaps best deschpedntrasting, paired forms of resistance,
each aimed more or less at the same objectivefifBhef each pair is ‘everyday’ resistance,
in our meaning of the term; the second represéetspen defiance that dominates the study
of peasant and working-class politics.” (Scott 132% The accounts do not appear to speak
to open resistance, because the Eastern Pequatiumals and families were wearing Anglo
clothes, but able to choose what they requirechduaigiven year, and making their own
clothing from raw cloth, as will be discussed ferthelow. The ability to choose and
continue home production may represent Scott’siypasssistence because both actions
subvert the overseers, who for moral reasons, @asepense, may have wanted to only
provide certain styles and types of cloth and @ahatlielated artifacts, which followed their
own acculturaltive moral, economic or political adas. The accounts also suggest the
pervasive nature of the overseer system and iliyatoi tie people into the increasingly
industrialized, consumable, and accessible, regidea England economy during the early
Industrial period.

Regular procurements of from % of a yard to 8 yafdsw cloth were the norm from

1829 through the late 1830s, at which time manufadt clothing selections appears to increase.
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Likewise, thread, by the spool and skein, presuyniabivool and linen, was regularly purchased
from 1835 through 1850. Only one reference higittbgins (2 papers of pins for 31 cents in
February of 1837 to an unspecified individual). where in 30 years of accounts are full sewing
needles or needle cases, more common to Anglo holase(see Beaudry 2006), recorded as
having been exchanged or purchased by an oversees.lack of basic sewing tools is very
strange given the large amounts of raw cloth reyutdming into Eastern Pequot families. It
may be supposed that another supplier, such alsnmrahants John Punderson or D.B.
Wheeler, had a better line on needles, and EaBtmjoot people procured all such items from
them instead of the overseers. This situation r@gaires further research, given that the
overseers themselves bought goods from privatensadVitt 2007).

Another similar disparity is observed in severdties referencing items, which could be
either a finished article of clothing or a spectiipe of cloth available in raw form. These entries
include references to beaver skin in 1835, 18361838 by three separate Eastern Pequot men,
a reference to blanket in 1832 by an Eastern Pegowtan, and several references to coats from
1837 through 1852 by several Eastern Pequot merer&eother fabrics or manufactured
clothing articles, including shirts, ‘shirting’, s&s and stocking(s), may be either a type of raw
cloth or an actual article of clothing. AccordittgMontgomery’s (1984: 160, 169, 201)
dictionary of historic American textiles, each bése initial descriptors can be both a specific
type of fabric: beaver cloth, blanket, and coatemwell as trapped or manufactured articles of
clothing such as beaver skins, blankets and coats.

The most prevalent items of cloth and dress wexeaalicoes’ and several varieties of
cotton cloth, ‘stripes’, ‘plaids’, ‘shirtings’ angdheetings’, with specifically referenced woolen

cloth and garments less prevalent (see AppendixHowever, Montgomery (1975; 1984)
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indicates that several of these cloth types coald/bven from combinations of wools, linens
and cottons and could equally describe a metheeeaking or the physical characteristics of the
fabrics. Unfortunately, because fabric preservationditions are very poor in New England,
and published, archaeologically derived fabric daspre from sensitive burial contexts (Welter
1993), it may not be possible to accurately veathfyse documentary descriptions. Currently, the
Eastern Pequot Reservation archaeological asseeninielgdes no substantial textile samples,
and archaeological testing has disturbed no huer@ains or burials. According to
Montgomery (1984), these fabrics were the resuwbpean attempts to mimic and surpass
Indian/Asian printed cotton textiles, and were progtl in either English clothing manufacturing
centers such as Manchester from the mid-18th cgrauias part of increasing local production
in Massachusetts and Connecticut mill towns ineo1th century.

Alongside cotton based fabrics, manufactured stw@es the most prevalent items
recorded as purchases. Shoes, brogans, and lheetseoal sorts for men, women, and
children were procured regularly throughout theryed this sample and several other entries
reference specialty-cobbling activities in Decemtfet845 and October of 1855. Only one
pair of shoes at a time was usually procured fpexific individual, with the previous
example of Henry Shuntaup’s two pairs in severaksebeing an exception. Some of the
Eastern Pequot women and female children, sucloldsNedson and her daughter, possessed
multiple pairs of shoes within families, includimgrk-a-day brogans and finer ‘calf’ shoes or
boots, purchased over a year or two. Likewisedyiddal Eastern Pequot men and boys had
both brogans and thick boots throughout the yesapraviously mentioned. This situation
implies that shoes were important for both work kisure, but common at between a dollar

and two dollars a pair, and that there was enougihemavailable in the reservation accounts
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and family economy to purchase new pairs or toesttegm among families. Other

individuals, who may or may not have been Eastequbt, such as Jack Randall and Leonard
Brown (see shoes in Appendix C), were also cordgchby overseers to repair boots and shoes
for Eastern Pequot individuals for less money tharew pair of shoes. One example is the
case of Isaac Miner paying 58 cents to Leonard Brmarepair a pair of shoes for Samuel
Shuntaup in October of 1855.

That other Anglo-American individuals were involviedclothing-related transactions
with Eastern Pequot Reservation residents is dooteddoy other private account books of
local merchants such as storekeepers of the Whiaahdly, including Jonathan and D.B. (see
Appendix A) and John Punderson, who dealt also Midlshantucket Pequot Reservation
residents (see Witt 2007). Other undocumentedactions, which brought clothing related
items into reservation households, may have ocdure¢éween Eastern Pequot individuals and
itinerant tin peddlers from western Connecticutisttial towns (Keir 1913; Marburg 1942;
1943). Yet another possibility is that Eastern Rédgudividuals themselves were at times
itinerant peddlers, making and selling a stockrobms, baskets, cane chairs and repairing or
selling tin-ware lamps, kettles and pots and retgrto the reservation with money and other
manufactured goods (Wolverton 2003). This thrsadiscussed further in the context of
material culture in Chapter 3.

Fancier and more expensive fabrics and manufactioging items were procured
occasionally from the overseers, although buyimgéfabrics from alternate sources such as
the Punderson or Wheeler stores is also probalmil these various accounts can be cross-
referenced by individuals, as Jason Mancini ofMfRMRC is currently doing with

Mashantucket Pequot accounts, it is not possilbdayovhich sources had those types of
-32 -



merchandise favored by which Eastern Pequot fasnilfn acculturative model, used by
Linda Welters to describe clothing from burial aaxis throughout New England (1993)
suggest that by the 19th century Native Americaridew England were fully subsumed in
middling to lower class Anglo-American clothing afaghions. According to Welter
headbands and hairstyles were the only alternbgiwehich to express any alternative Native
American identity. Likewise, other archaeologianhlyses of clothing and personal
adornment items, from Anglo-American inhabitantsimiyithe 18th and 19th centuries at the
Spencer-Pierce-Little House in Newburyport, Massaekts and Strawberry Banke in
Portsmouth, New Hampshire (Wallace 2004; White 20@6licate that both the
archaeological assemblage and the documentarydrésoen together provide a more balanced
assessment of past clothing contexts. These soalee confirm Turano’s photographic
evidence and suggest that on the reservation, lBaRégjuot individuals and families were
dressing like their Anglo neighbors, but still g in a Native place and possibly wearing their
hair and other jewelry or decorations on theirldlog to demonstrate a Native American
heritage and individuality.

The various types of fabrics and manufactured gdloaisappear in these overseer’s
accounts other than the cottons and calicos preljonentioned indicate that Eastern Pequot
individuals were procuring small amounts of morpensive fabrics as additions to their
daily clothing supplies when they were requirecwailable (see Appendix C). These
included crepe, in the color black, several undmetlengths of ‘trimmings’ for dresses, lace
for ‘footings’, several yards of ‘Cambuck’, whichaynbe a variety of cambric, a fine white
linen fabric (Montgomery 1984:187), as well as edyaf ‘ribbon’ and ‘book muslin’ by the

% and % of a yard over several years. Procurenoéffitser goods, however, did not extend
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in this sample to more expensive fabrics suchlks, $irocades, satins, damasks and taffetas
(Montgomery 1975).

Procurements of manufactured goods also fit tleisdr with hats, bonnets, stockings
of cotton, yarn or wool and vests procured morenfthe later 1830s but less regularly than
raw cloth yardages, which are consistent througttmsample. Coats, pants and
‘pantaloons’ of various serviceable cotton, wodd éinen blends such as satinnet, which
Montgomery (1984: 342) indicates was a staple of$dahusetts mills from 1810, were a
regular addition to Eastern Pequot men’s wardrat@easingly from 1838. Because of the
multiple types of cloth and manufactured garments@escriptive disparities mentioned
earlier, as well as the invisibility of other prdiba yearly clothing procurements from outside
sources, it is difficult to definitively base fughinterpretations on analyses derived from
total cloth yardage percentages.

These Eastern Pequot individuals, visible througingimalizing documents, used
clothing to support themselves and their resermatibhe documents themselves are
modalities of rule, which legitimize control, aslires instruments of resistance, which
support the Eastern Pequot reservation and EaBe&zmuot individuals because they
legitimize in writing both the reservation andpisople through recording the mundane daily
activities that ensured cultural continuity. Erambment and oppression, according to Den
Ouden (2005) and others (Calloway and Salisburngd2@@mpisi 1990, 1991; Cronon 1983;
Herndon and Sekatau 1997; Handsman and Lamb Riahd®9b6; Lamb Richmond and Den
Ouden 2003; McBride 1996; Nicolas 2002; Pasquag&@s; Silliman 2006) was occurring

from the outside in Southern New England duringlifih, 18th and 19th centuries. Eastern
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Pequot individuals were simultaneously resistirgséhforces as well as adapting to them
through their ability to purchase, make and refair own clothing.

In this circumstance clothing is a dialectical egsion of individual negotiation of
colonial spaces, in that it becomes both the insnt of resistance as well as the instrument
of control and encroachment, enhancing the cororedti people to their past generations
and through them the place of these relationshpsyell as seating both firmly within a
wider industrialized American culture which intrisdgnd controls but provides access to a
wider world. The overseer system was imposed aimfarced daily, in part, through the
ability to supply clothing and potentially also tkieds of clothing supplied. However, by
providing clothing the system was also legitimizthg concept of the Eastern Pequot people
as a separate, cohesive entity with their own unjgace bounded in colonial space, who
must be dealt with as legitimate participants i rthultiple small exchange relationships
recorded in the account books. In this acknowletige of difference, but partnership in
exchange, the reservation is implicitly understasa tangible demarcation of the difference,
even within its explicit intention to control, wiigs indivisible from the people residing
within it. The material culture recovered throwgithaeological excavations within
household areas on the reservation offers anothgteviook at this role of clothing in daily

life as an expression of the connection of peaplkesich other and to a distinct place.
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CHAPTER 3

MATERIAL CULTURE

To facilitate comparisons of clothing-related atils from the Eastern Pequot
Reservation to the themes of place and body pregemtChapter 1, these objects are
separated into several categories. These catsgeeébased on conventional functional
and material descriptors, and include beads, jgwsdwing hardware, buckles, and
buttons. These artifacts were recovered archaealbgfrom locations within or
adjacent to cellar-holes, depressions, and abouadrdry stone foundations and
enclosures. These constructed landscape featumesgond to previously occupied
houses and centers of occupation and are referevit@d three general household areas
(see Appendix E). The artifact sample covers s¢vermed sites and approximately 100
square meters of the reservation. The 100 squaexr k@verage includes multiple small
sampling areas in different locations on the laadsc Due to Eastern Pequot concerns
about site privacy, the sites will be referred ndyas part of household areas and will not
be located on a map in this thesis.

The household areas correspond to those built ¢apasfeatures investigated
over three field seasons, from 2003 to 2005, wfatihnto three temporal date ranges,
based primarily on the types of European-manufadteeramics associated with above-

ground stone features. A more generalized surtiented archaeological research
- 36 -



design and methodology for some of the collectieary is also reflected in this choice of
descriptive style. Household area #1 correspomtisase areas of the reservation
excavated in 2005, including the first field seaabsite #102-123, which includes one or
more primary foundations and an associated netabdky stone piles and enclosures.
The material from this area dates primarily frora sfecond half of the 18th century,
roughly from the 1760s through the 1790s (Witt 200Fhis area has also been subject to
the most systematic excavation over the courseofield schools, with a grid of 1x1
meter excavation units supplemented by 50x50 craedhiest pits (STPs) placed on and
around the primary foundations and above-grountbsuores.

Household area #2 corresponds to those areas, vélatk to several foundation-like
features and above-ground wall and enclosure tracesnd which several 1x1 meter
excavation units and a grid of several hundred BB STPs were dug. This household area
encompasses house site #102-116, house site #8)241d portions of other areas known as
sites #102-114, #102-117, #102-119, #102-120, 40@+#21. Based on ceramic chronology
this household area dates from the 1770s into 8484, which may represent a continuous
occupation utilizing older, curated material cudtwr multiple occupations of the same houses
or general living areas separated by years or @scaBecause of the lack of intensive
systematic open excavation the nature and scogetiofties in this area is difficult to
determine and probably has the least resoluti@péeific houses. In contrast, household area
#3 was occupied primarily in the early 19th centprpbably from the 1820s into the 1850s,
and so overlaps those later occupations observiedusehold area #2. This household area
includes those materials related to parts of sifé?#113 (Cipolla 2005). Chronologically, as

can be seen in the following table the materiaafhousehold areas #2 and #3 are the most
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directly equivalent to the clothing transactionse@tved in the overseers document discussed in

Chapter 2 (Table 3.1).

Table 3.1 Eastern Pequot Reservation Clothing Artécts

Household Area 1 2 3
(1760-1790) (1770-1840) (1820-1850)

Clothing Fasteners

Copper-Alloy
Omega Shank 7 4 39
Alpha Shank 1 3 6
Other 1 2
White Metal
Omega Shank 5
Alpha Shank 1 2
Other 2 2
Buttons (total) 11 9 54
Copper-Alloy 5 2
White Metal 1
Iron Alloy 1 3
Buckles (total) 5 1 6

Items Worn with Clothing

Seed 17 2
Faceted 1
Beads (total) 17 2 2
Jewelry 1 2
Sewing Hardware 3

The artifacts mentioned above represent a smalidraof the totals of all artifacts

recovered from these household areas. Each tyaeifaict does not presently occur in
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sufficient quantities to allow significant statcsl evaluations of past clothing or
adornment choices, and so can provide suggestignsob certainties. However, these
items represent uniquely Eastern Pequot suggesiiguesst choices in wardrobe and
personal presentation that can complement theil&tnces known from the overseers’
documents.

In other words, of all the other artifacts in théat assemblage, these can most
directly assist in recreating a part of the paghefreservation through the clothing and
personal adornments of Eastern Pequot individuasch bead, ring, thimble, pair of
scissors, buckle, and button came from an exchawugh, as those identified in the
overseers accounts. Similarly, each has a steginhing with its origins in a factory in
western Connecticut, western England, or Massatisuseother places, and including
the path it took to the hands of an Eastern Pemaot or woman, such as Henry
Shuntaup or Polly Nedson. The artifacts are alsw Imeginning another life in the
archaeological laboratory. Each can tell a litikeof their stories through their locations
and visual aspects, which through an embodied septation, and can hint at place,
space and power on the reservation in the paspisént. The following offers a
general discussion of each artifact type as thayrdarm on the types and styles of dress
previous noted through the documents. More spefifures and general tables

illustrating the finer details of these small cotlens supplement each artifact type.
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Beads

Glass beads are items of decoration, which magWwea ®r woven onto cloth or
animal skins, bracelets, baskets, necklaces ang othar items in intricate patterns, in
order to accentuate meanings of clothing, jewely the wearer. Many small beads,
such as those in this sample, can be strung tagetlaewide variety of colors and shapes
to draw pictures, and to tell stories on clothingskets, earrings, necklaces, rings and
bands, to name but a few possibilities. Glass $basle been important to Southern New
England Native peoples, especially women, since i became available through
traditional trade networks in the early 16th cepfuoom European fishermen on the
northern Atlantic coast and became integrated aidegraditionally manufactured
wampum beads (Salisbury 1982; Calloway 1997; Riaidremd Den Ouden 2003). The
art of beading has continued to be an integral gfdxtative American culture, especially
through the elaborately decorated formal danceuowss worn during yearly ‘powwows’
throughout southern New England in the present.

Only 21 glass beads have been recovered from tbee tousehold areas
excavated on the Eastern Pequot Reservation. dotbgically, bead description and
categorization has been characterized in pasafiitex by a disunity of nomenclature and
dispute regarding manufacturing techniques andevatuchronological markers. Sources
such as Noél Hume (1969), Van der Sleen (1969) kitd Kidd (1983), Hayes (1982),
Ross (1997), Silliman (2000), and Sprague (2000 likeveloped organizational and
descriptive methodologies for organizing large s pf a wide variety of bead shapes,
styles and colors. Also more recently, Carolyn ¥#&/I(2005) has provided a similar

overview that applies mainly to beads as worn bglésAmerican individuals in 18th
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and 19th-century Portsmouth, New Hampshire. THeuahg descriptions will be based
on Silliman’s (2000) work at the Mexican-Californiaélative American colonial site of
Rancho Petaluma in northern California.

All of these beads were manufactured through aidgtechnique by which a
tube of glass was blown, drawn and upon sufficbeaiing, cut and polished to produce
individual beads of essentially uniform diameted aonlor. The exact techniques with
which the cutting, shaping and polishing processar® accomplished are dependent on
the primary sources relative to the bead’s counitiyrigin; Italy, France, Germany, the
Netherlands, India, Africa, China, England andtmited States were variously all
centers of bead manufacturing throughout the 1I8th and 19th centuries (Hayes 1982;
Kidd and Kidd 1979; Noél Hume 1969; Sprague 2004 der Sleen 1969).

For such a small sample | have used Silliman’s Q2@@scriptive categories,
which are derived from the work of Ross (1997) @t Ross and in southern California

colonial contexts, as illustrated in the followitadple (Table 3.2):

Table 3.2: Glass Bead Classification (after Sillima 2000, Table 8.7)
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With one exception, all beads were of the same sieasuring 3mm (see example
Figure 3.1) on the average with a single layeregdgtubular structure and can be
described as D/PCHUD or D/MCHUD within Silliman’gssification. In lieu of a
definitive universal Munsell color designation, sattation of a generic paint color wheel
determined that the beads were one of several priamal graded colors, with 10 white,
5 black, 2 red, 2 sky blue, and 1 navy blue, abtu&-gray. The 2 red beads have also
been variously identified as the polychromatic erknown as “Cornaline d’Aleppo”
which displays a dark green inner core and cormdpto the 19th century and 20th
century (Sprague 2000: 209-210), although thistitieation creates a temporal

difficulty as both red beads were recovered witimd adjacent to a primary foundation
in household area 1, which generally correspondseanid-18th century. Definitive
identification of the monochromatic, drawn beadswall as these d’Aleppos, is difficult
to determine and requires additional analysis, iwmay include microscopy or
radiography. As these small beads have been disatd throughout the world as trade
goods over several hundred years and are still faatured in the same locations in the
present a larger sample would increase certainiyenttification.

The exception was a slightly larger diameter b&aohith x 8 mm), described by
Silliman as D/POMCDI{G and by Sprague as a drawsettad ‘Russian’ bead, with a
‘compound’ structure of two distinct glass layerith a white tubular inner layer and a
navy blue outer facetted layer. This bead appednave been facetted by hand on a
wheel as all grinding marks run parallel to theg@xis of the bead and the facets are of

unequal sizes around the bead’s circumferenceHgeee 3.1). It may also have been
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strung as part of an adornment, instead of being s#ose together on jewelry or the

surface of clothing, as would be more traditiomalthe 3mm beads.

Figure 3.1: 3mm and 7mm Eastern Pequot Beads

These beads were found both inside and closé$ydaustone foundations or
enclosures in association with other clothing itéhmeughout the three household areas.
Consistently scattered in ones, twos and threasdrthese above-ground features in a
low overall concentration, the beads are evidefd¢®osehold spaces and family places.
While small and easily dropped or misplaced itetimsy may also hint at specialized
activity areas for sewing and decorative arts, Witigrrespond to parts of a dwelling
requiring abundant natural or artificial light. & helative presence of more base primary
colors among the beads in the sample also suggasisiuity to modern Eastern Pequot
ceremonial regalia, in which white beads are olekte be more abundant and to serve
as background for other primary colors in desig@kearly beads were worn or worked
by Eastern Pequot individuals as part of decoreli@tiing and/or jewelry in reservation

households consistently over time.
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Jewelry

Also scattered throughout the household areaserefervation are other reflections of
personal choice in material culture: jewelry. Theaning attached to these artifacts may
account for their rarity in the archaeological me;@lthough again the small size makes
accidental loss during activities a distinct posisyb The presence of these artifacts throughout
all three household areas, in low concentratiomslai to beads, suggests that Eastern Pequot
individuals had access to precious metals and gihver making their own jewelry or adapting
available products to their own use.

Only two finger rings, one of which may be a reegcbbject, and one faux glass or
‘paste’ gemstone (Luscomb 1997) represent allételry found. The first ring, found inside an
enclosure in household area #1, is the singular iteade of precious metal in the entire
assemblage. Slightly tarnished, the band of ihisrsring was crushed and broken, either during
its initial deposition or subsequently as a restiftedological processes, such as freeze-thaw
cycles, over time. These circumstances suggesthtbaing could have been lost or discarded
during some physical activity within the enclosufiéehe ring is hand-made, possibly cast, and
appears to have been hammered and polished, gsekalhammer indentations are evident on
its underside. It is undecorated or marked extm@phe surface-face linear pattern seen in

Figure 3.2.
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Figure 3.2: Silver Finger Ring

The ring diameter is under 2 cm and appears t@pmaimately a size 5 or 6 (1.5-1.7
cm) on a modern ring sizing chart, suggestingttimatring was worn by an individual with small
fingers, probably a woman or child, or on the sergtinkie or ring fingers of a man. However,
another ring, recovered from a foundation in hook®hrea #2, was probably a larger
individual’s ring because of its diameter, approaiely 2 cm or a modern size 10 or 11 (see
Figure 3.3). This copper-alloy band may have aally been part of a mechanical device
(washer, spacer) or small bottle top because afightly rolled interior edges and an impressed
arrow on its inner face. However, it appears teehiaeen recycled into an item of jewelry
because the band is asymmetrically flattened arabtlald only on its flattened side,
corresponding to the shape and actions of an ithdalis ring worn over time during physical

activity.
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Figure 3.3: Copper-Alloy Ring

Household area #2 has yet another example of pessiiterial reuse and alteration into
jewelry. This matron head (1816-1857) style pelmay been substantially altered, with one

portion clipped to create a hard edge and a titg ponched in the opposite side (Figure 3.4).

Figure 3.4: Modified Matron Head Penny

These alterations follow with some other relatagsespractices suggested by

numismatist Theodore Schwartz (1980: 93) for thagge pennies in wider colonial
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American contexts. Such practices included thewgaf copper pennies on belts or
pendants to combat arthritis and other maladiesn#iling of coins to structures for good
luck, and the use of cut coins as gun sights orckeyns. Equally, African-American
tradition utilized pierced coins in similar fashgofor spiritual protection, adornments and
charms (e.g. DAACS 2004; Russell 1997; Wilkie 1988). Any or all of these practices
and others may have been employed by Eastern Pieglimtuals in the use of these
materials beyond or in concert with adornment nregsni

However, the final artifact from the reservatiorhigh can definitively be
described as jewelry, is a ‘paste’ glass faux genest According to White (2005) and
Luscomb (1997), these faux gems were molded, ablgisss, meant to be glued, or
‘pasted’ into settings on pendants, buttons, bresdr clothing to imitate real precious

gems, as in this case a large facet-cut sapphgar@3.5).

Figure 3.5: Blue Paste Gem

This glass jewel was not found with any other itehad might suggest its setting or
owner; however, its size, at 2 cm in width by .5ianthickness, and abraded reverse side,

suggests that it was inset into a large settingfuk on a flat surface. Its presence, as with the
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few other items of jewelry mentioned here, suggesisthe Eastern Pequot were accessing
manufactured products and using them on the resgnvaHowever, no jewelry or adornment is
mentioned in the documents as being provided thrawvgrseer exchanges during the 19th
century. When compared to the low numbers oftifie of material culture this absence may
suggest that these items, unlike clothing, weranmtentionally introduced into the reservation
households by the overseers, but arrived via abside sources. Such a differential visibility
may relate equally to acculturative efforts of twerseers and the resistance of the Eastern
Pequot displayed in the decorations worn on thaglé-American clothing, by using
manufactured goods in slightly different ways dgrihe 19th century. The low archaeological
visibility of this material culture also suggedtsuration or reuse once in circulation among
Eastern Pequot families.
Sewing hardware

The similar low numbers of sewing-related hardwatend exclusively in household area
#3, together with documented purchases, furthewsltbat individuals, at least in these
households, were using scissors, thimbles, nequlesand thread to make and enhance their
own appearances. Beaudry (2006) exhaustively s@ewing hardware in its colonial
incarnations and suggests that these artifactsepaasent deeper meanings and demonstrate
identities, as well as the more functional matarndrmation, such as manufacturing techniques
and origins. Beaudry’s descriptors supplementiptes sources such as Noél Hume (1969) and
White (2005) and will be used to detail the onentblie and two distinct scissor bows, or finger-
holes, found in household area #3. The scissaws laoe both of iron and heavily corroded,

making exact identification less precise.
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However, the first of these scissor bows (Figuf 8ppears to match Noél Hume’s #8
(1969: 268), identified as c. 1780, and the migdie of Beaudry’s (2006: Figure 5.3) from the
Winterthur Museum, also dating to the middle of i8¢ century, and appears to have wire
bows and elaborate ball-like shanks (the portiameating the bow to the scissor blade). The
second ball and small portion of a shank (Figur@ 8ppear to match the left hand pair of
scissors in Beaudry’s (2006: Figure 5.3) and asenileed as a flat bow with a possible square
reverse shank. Both bows are described as sewisgpss, being less than 10 cm in length
based on the < 3 cm size of the bows. Until thedigidf the 19th century, most scissors in New
England would have been produced in Sheffield, &mdyl by hand, and made to many individual

patterns or conventions, allowing elaborated ssw@#isors to be available to everyone.

Figure 3.6: Eastern Pequot Small Scissors
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Figure 3.7: Eastern Pequot Small Scissors

After the establishment of American scissor makefactory towns in New
Jersey, Pennsylvania, Massachusetts and Connectitig 19th century, scissors were
more easily acquired in eastern Connecticut. Beaudicates that the uses and
meanings of these small scissors were myriad atehé&d to all members of a
household or business and all tasks within it. U$e of these tools appears to
differentially define gender, with Anglo-Americaonlonial men and women negotiating
roles as tailors, housewives, producers of clothondress the household, and as teachers
of sewing to their children over the 18th and 1&hturies (Beaudry 2006). Like
scissors, thimbles may carry multiple meaningsewsfdgr, age, activity and economic
dynamics within families. The sole thimble frone tteservation is small, approximately
2 cm in height and diameter, and of rolled manuii@cfrom copper-alloy sheet, with a

further rolled body to crown joint, and indistirrah or base (see Figure 3.8).
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Figure 3.8: Copper-Alloy Thimble

Shallow machine-made knurling covers only the teptieneter of the thimble body,
suggesting that this thimble was made for lightrcland finer needles. The crown, or top, of
this thimble is absent, but may also have beeerdalbpper-alloy sheet. These details suggest
that the thimble was made for small figures andrfsewing during the 19th century, possibly as
a training thimble for a young woman. This mayabeexample of a cheap thimble given by
overseers to Eastern Pequot women and girls togimthe adoption of Anglo-American
sewing habits and gender roles, carrying on thiendlasive traditions postulated for the thimbles
given by John Eliot to the Native inhabitants ¢f ®raying Indian village at Magunkaquog in
central Massachusetts 150 years earlier (Herb8@s; 2Mrozowski et al. 2005). The body of the
thimble is also dented and deformed, and no use-wian the knurling is visible, possibly due

to pedological processes while in the ground, ngakim interpretation of daily use, curation or
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conservation as an important object difficult. Sthimble, like the scissors, may represent uses
and meanings unique to Eastern Pequot individuals.

Eastern Pequot men, women and children on thevasan probably were in similar
situations to Anglo-Americans during the 18th afthicenturies, and motivated by the need to
support and enhance self and family, such as R@tison’s seamstress activities recorded in the
overseer’s accounts. Sewing was also perhaps @&owapresent and continue Eastern Pequot
culture despite adoption of Anglo-American clothstgles. The use of beads on baskets,
headbands or other items worn with and as dailyclg, indicated by the small but consistent
sample of uniformly small beads in multiple primanjors, and presence of scissors and a
thimble, have not been found together in otheryaeal of clothing-related artifacts at Anglo-
American households (e.g. White 2005).

Buckles

Like sewing hardware, jewelry, and beads, bucklag possess uniquely Eastern
Pequot meanings, beyond their purely functionas asefasteners for clothing, shoes, belts,
hats, and military hardware. The assemblage sktitems from the reservation household
areas is quite small, only thirteen items in totdbwever, like the other small artifacts, a
critical analysis of each individual buckle mayatel additional information not normally
considered in general archaeological analysesklBsican be fairly accurate chronological
markers because they were associated with clofasigons and technological advancements,
which changed fairly rapidly during the 18th andHl®enturies. Through material type and
functional construction details buckles may sugghsbnology, as well as the gender and
social position of the wearer. Several of thegdrgicated by the various types of decorative

devices placed on buckles through the molding m®cduring casting or incised during the
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process of hand finishing with punches, as wethasuse of tin or gilt coatings with a gold or
silver dip, to make a base metal such as brassappée gold or silver. Such decorations
may also include the application of real or fauasfe glass’ gemstones to buckle bodies
(White 2005, Whitehead 2003).

Buckles do not presently have a substantial liteesin archaeology, although
American sources such as Noél Hume (1969) and W20@5) can be compared to
English post-Medieval archaeological sources ssdWhitehead (2003) and perhaps
provide the most current synthesis of classifigatord typological discussions for
colonial contexts in eastern North America. Likegyithe Digital Archaeological
Archive of Comparative Slavery (DAACS) at Montice(iGrillo, Aultman and Bon-

Harper 2003) has produced a laboratory guide foklewclassification based on White’s
work, which outlines a numbered typology (Figurg 8nd 3.10). The form each of these
types takes is based on a standard buckle fornthwhcludes four parts: frame, hook,
pin and tongue. Together the hook, pin and toragadogether referred to as the
buckle’s chape, or all the moving parts insidelibekle frame. The shape,
manufacturing techniques, dimensions, orientatirmhdecorations of these parts are

generally diagnostic for each type of buckle.

-B3 -



Figure 3.9: Buckle Anatomy
(Grillo, Aultman and Bon-Harper 2003:8)

Figure 3.10: Buckle Hook Shapes (A-E) and Pin Termial Types (1-5)
(Grillo, Aultman and Bon-Harper 2003: 11,12)
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Buckle shapes are influenced by both their funstiand the stylistic and
manufacturing technologies in use during a giveretperiod. In the 18th century buckles
were used primarily for attaching shoes to fedtshe trousers, and to tighten knee breeches,
but also for securing a variety of other bands lagits, including hat bands, sword belts, neck
stocks, and spurs, as well as for utilitarian tasksted to heavy packaging, horse harness, or
tack and wagon strapping. These buckles evolvettpkar shapes, materials and ranges of
elaboration for each task and came to be highlyosie items of jewelry, as well as fasteners,
by the end of the 18th century. In the 19th centwrckles simplified with clothing styles and
were less often used for shoes, but continuederfarsmany other similar tasks with the
advantages of improvements in materials and matufag methods resulting from increased
industrialization, especially in New England (Wh2@05; Whitehead 2003).

Buckles from the Eastern Pequot Reservation areites below and in Appendix F in
terms of material, type, form and decorative atiiéls, as well as overall dimensions. Of the
twelve buckles present, four were made of iron, diveome variety of white metal alloy
(including tin, lead or zinc), and the remaining fsom a copper alloy, including brass and
“pinchbeck”, an alloy of four parts copper to oratgin (Grillo, Aultman and Bon-Harper
2003: 9). Of these twelve items, the majority cdroen the two more extensively investigated
foundations in household areas #1 and #3, with oné/iron buckle found in household area
#2. These buckles are primarily small shoe budktes the mid to late 18th century, and may
belong to women'’s or children’s shoes (approx.crf, with two larger exceptions that may
belong to a man’s shoe (approx. > 5 cm) and ortettlag be either a hat buckle or a small

shore buckle.
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All of these buckles are unique, and none form &heal pair. Those buckles which
are not shoe buckles are less well made iron bsaeidech may be from a simple hat band,
harness straps or belts, as they also are smatl;\wveought iron and undecorated. In
household area #1 five buckles were recovered thenprimary foundations. Of these five
buckles, four were made of copper-alloy or possibpnchbeck alloy and one was
manufactured from a lead-based white metal alldyese copper-alloy buckles are represented
only by chape fragments, while the white metal beick represented by two cross-mendable
pieces of decorated frame (Figure 3.11). When emossded this buckle appears to be of cast
manufacture in an oval shape with a curved praifilé has a Type 2 pin terminal, following
DAACS typology. The decoration on this frame isréformly incised scalloping on the face
of the frame, which was probably cast in the mold.

Whitehead’s buckle (2003: #700, 109) shown in Fegdl 1 corresponds to this shape,
which he calls “shuttle shaped” and which is presdio have had a double tongue and chape
constructed of copper-alloy or steel. The moldecbdation, however, is similar but not
equivalent, with the Eastern Pequot buckle’s spallp running outward from the interior and
the Whitehead buckle’s scalloping running uniforratyoss the body from side to side. This
buckle may also have had some additional surfaegntrent, such as paint or gilt, which has

since disappeared.
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Figure 3.11: Eastern Pequot “Shuttle Shaped” Buckleand Whitehead #700 Buckle (2003: 106)
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Only chape fragments represented the four copp@y-alickles recovered from
household area #1, with one buckle having halfark, single prong tongue and trapezoidal
hook intact. The other three buckles were reptesgdny a complete trapezoidal hook and
double-tongue chape, a double-pronged hook fragarahts double-pronged tongue fragment
respectively. Without conservation it is diffictitt determine the exact manufacturing details
of this buckle, but it appears to contain a casttpeframe with a ferrous pin and a copper
alloy hook. The frame may also be decorated, ajhawntil the ferrous concretion is removed
from around the buckle’s pin the decoration is @acl Due to this composite construction and
single prong chape form, as well as its small aiz25x1.5 cm, this buckle is probably a late
18"-century ladies or children’s shoe buckle, follog/White (2005). This buckle (Figure
3.12) also resembles Whitehead’s #649 or #662 (2003 103), with a cast body and single

prong tongue with a tinned frame.

Figure 3.12: Eastern Pequot Small Shoe Buckle
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The other three buckles from this household areaepresented by a complete chape,
with a double tongue and a trapezoidal hook (Figut8) and fragments of a double tongue
(Figure 3.14) and a two-spike chape fragment (lBqut5). The whole chape in Figure 3.14
corresponds exactly to example 8E of “cooking-patped” loop chapes with fork-shaped
tongues’ (in White 2005: 43), which she ascribe$#20-1770. Whitehead (2003: 103) also
identifies these chape fragments collectively asrGian shoe buckle hardware, which dates

from c. 1720-1790.

Figure 3.13: “Cooking-Pot” Chape
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Figure 3.14: Fork Tongue

Figure 3.15:Two-Spike Chape Fragment

In household area #2 only one buckle was recougiigdre 3.16), which may have been
associated with rough clothing, such as a hat Haucklso could be ascribed to harness or other
utilitarian activities due to its ferrous, roughrdaforged construction and small (2.5 x 3 cm)
square single-frame composition. DAACS identifig@s type of buckle as a Type 5 terminal due

to its simplicity in having only one pin, which alserves as one side of the frame.
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Figure 3.16: Type 5 Terminal

This buckle is comparable to a Whitehead #130 (2R6327), although because of the
corrosion it is difficult to determine the exactchcteristics of manufacture. Likewise, in
household area #3, several other buckles of tinsrgétype were recovered The first of these
(Figure 3.17) was of similar utilitarian forged feus construction and terminal type (DAACS
#5) to that found in household area #2, but was reictangular, as opposed to square, shape and

3 cm in length but only 1 cm in width.

Figure 3.17: Rectangular Type 5 Terminal

According to White (2005: 43-44) this chape oriéintaand small size might correspond

to a buckle used to secure hat bands or knee l@sdaht some form of harness or utilitarian
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function may also be possible. Whitehead (2003} dwer, has nothing comparable to this type
and style, raising the question of local Americaropposed to imported English manufacture.
The other two iron buckles recovered from housebhoté #3 were similar in material, size and
pattern to the single buckle recovered in houseamd #2. These were constructed of flat iron
stock, instead of rod, and may have been casguthsince these buckles have not been
cleaned and conserved it is again difficult to dosiwely identify their construction method

(Figure 3.18 and 3.19).

Figure 3.18: Iron Buckle Figure 3.19: Iron Bucke

The only white metal buckle recovered from houselawka #3 is represented by one-
guarter of the body, measuring 2.5 cm by 2.5 cnkingadefinitive size, chape and terminal
typology identification difficult. This buckle isquare or rectangular in plan but curved in
profile and has extensive decoration in the forma ehallow scalloped edge and cast rosette
designs in the flat body of the buckle (Figure 3.20he size and decoration of the buckle
fragment suggest either men’s or women’s shoe oapalication, although the cast construction
in white metal, with molded designs, suggests anvetency to an Anglo-British middling

economic status for the purchaser.
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Figure 3.20: Cast White Metal Buckle

Because of its fragmentary nature this buckbtéffecult to accurately assess and may be
either a shoe buckle or hat buckle, comparableetthWhitehead’s #693 cast pewter
rectangular or sub-rectangular shoe buckle styleh,drilled frame for separate spindle (2003:
108), or hat buckles, similar to #721 or #723 (2Q01B). Chronologically, both buckle types
fall within the mid to late 18th century, as Whiggldl indicates 1770 as the terminus ante quem
for hat buckles and ¢.1720-1790s for shoe buckles.

The other two buckles located in household areaét® both cast and/or stamped and
decorated copper alloy shoe buckles corresponditiget extravagant “Artois” style prevalent in
the late 18th century (White 2005; Whitehead 2008)s style, popularized in the pre-
Revolution French court during the 1770s through1A90s, was characterized by extremes of
buckle size, curve, construction material and detomm to accentuate the shoe, and by extension
its owner. However, even though more extravagashape than previous buckles, these
particular Eastern Pequot buckles were compargtless extravagant in terms of material and

decoration, being constructed of copper alloy gsepd to gold or silver and simply stamped
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with basic decorations instead of covered with i@ gemstones or other Rococo or openwork
design flourishes. Figure 3.21 shows an examptheohigh-style heavily jeweled shoe buckle

for comparison.

Figure 3.21: Whitehead #752,
Fancy Silver, Steel, Gem Encrusted
Buckle (Whitehead 2003:1)16

Only the frames remain on both buckles, with oaedhd entire in cross-section
at 7x5 cm in size, while the other is round andsmig one half of its frame but appears
to be more square at 8x8 cm in overall size, suggesonstruction for larger men’s
shoes. Both are missing their chape hardwareywith both appear to be of a type 2 pin
terminal design, where the pin is seated on thadra a hole, which is not the entire
thickness of the frame at that point. The buckith whe round frame also has a
decorative rosette stamped in a boss above theqimnal, beveled corners and a
supplemental rod just to the inside of the ovdralihe which has been bent on one side

and broken off entirely on the other (Figure 3.22).
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Figure 3.22: Artois Tubular Buckle with Boss

This example resembles Whitehead’s (2003: 103, #10% cut steel, 1760-1790,
Georgian double loop chape and double tongue siicdeb This buckle, however, was of cast
copper alloy construction, instead of the more aspe cut steel, and may have been gilt or
tinned as well as having cast floral patterns @ncéntral roundels. In contrast, the other flat
buckle has only cast design motifs, which appedetfioral in character, and which are

scattered uniformly along the length of the framarig (Figure 3.23).
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Figure 3.23: Cast Copper-Alloy Flat Rectangular Arbis Buckle

This buckle appears to be a simplified versionesiesal examples presented in
Whitehead (2003:105), including #670, 671 and &#8ch were cast copper alloy buckles with
double tongue and chape. Unlike these Whiteheadhpbes, which also correspond to a
Georgian “Artois” style with heavy molded and applké decoration and silver coating, this
example has only basic cast floral decoration aagd Inave been gilt.

Overall, this small sample of buckles suggestsHastern Pequot families and
individuals were wearing buckled shoes during t8#n tentury and had sufficient income to
purchase or trade for a decent but not extravegjgiat of footwear, comparable to those worn by
their Anglo-American middling neighbors. This fa@ar probably arrived on the reservation
through similar exchanges with overseers as thbserged through the documents a generation
later or longer. Another dynamic in operation be teservation is suggested by the shoe buckle
identified in Figure 3.22, which was found in tlosvker levels of a pit feature in household area

#2 (Cipolla 2005). This feature also yielded grdstone lithics, a soapstone vessel, and a gilt
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copper-alloy button back-stamped “Imperial Qualigharacteristic of a mid-19th century use-
life (Luscomb 1997; Noél Hume 1969; White 2005)icls a mixture of artifacts and dates
indicates that extensive curation, reuse and coityimay have been occurring, at least in
household area #2. These processes may indiedterthhis case, buckles, identified by
Whitehead (2003) as being conserved to wear withipheipairs of shoes, were also passed
among generations and may have had additional mgsattached to them through the
relationships of the wearers.
Buttons

Like buckles, the buttons from the Eastern Peq@steR/ation may indicate
additional meanings beyond their functional attiésu Buttons, like buckles, are
fasteners, which may chronologically reflect tedogal changes and colonial dress
styles through their size, manufacturing technicaures materials. Simultaneously, they
are material representations of intangible sod&ahents such as gender, economic
standing, and individual and group identities. éwling to White (2005: 57-62), the
size, decoration and manufacturing differentiaknsea these buttons generally
correspond to different types of garments wornrduthe 18th and 19th centuries by men
and boys and later by women and girls. These gasmnecluded a wide variety of coats,
waistcoats, cloaks, breeches, pants, stocks, sieghiets and handkerchiefs. The basic
men’s wardrobe consisting of a shirt, waistcoast@nd breeches remained similar,
though being altered in cut and numbers of buttfvos) the late 18th into the 19th

centuries.
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Buttons were diagnostic indicators of colonial Atia world dress styles and
manufacturing technologies in a way similar to Beskwith increases seen in size and
decoration through the 1780s and into the Frenatolegonary period and subsequently
returning again to smaller sizes and finely detaiteachine-manufactured styles through
the first half of the 19th century. Buttons ardigative of personal and household status
and wealth, as well as changing styles and advangseanufacturing technologies. Like
buckles, those buttons made of richer metals oemalin cloth or ornately decorated,
corresponded to higher wealth and status, and thifgslain style and baser metals
indicated lesser wealth, status or purchasing powrmen’s dress employed few
buttons during the 18th century but increased jindhe extravagance of pre-French
Revolutionary fashions in a way similar to bucklésarly 19th century Napoleonic
ladies’ fashions eschewed buttons, but the useitbdis on female garments again
increased with Federal and Victorian fashions tghothhe middle to later 19th century as
a result of industrialization and concurrent massdpction techniques (Epstein 1990).

A close study of buttons can provide additionébimation often overlooked. In
ways similar to jewelry, scissors and buckles,dngthave extended use-lives and can be
used in a variety of ways beyond their functiomadnufactured purposes, as well as
reused, recycled, and mixed to achieve an indiVisld@sired appearance. In a
hypothetical narrative example, a large diameterate, gold button, manufactured as
part of a matched set for a wealthy man’s waist,coght be lost or traded and later
reused as jewelry or a gaming piece or re-sewnwyraan on her own coat or hat to

accentuate her desired appearance. The samelseétarfs might equally be divided and
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passed from father to sons, accumulating deepelidameanings in addition to being
functionally added to other garments over timeplebeing discarded in the course of
events and beginning another life as an artif&amilarly, the meanings given to buttons
in Anglo-America may not necessarily mirror thogplged to these items on the Eastern
Pequot Reservation.

Relevant source materials on historic buttons aed thetal compositions are not
exhaustive and a variety of sources can be usedpliyied. These sources include
academic publications such as White (2005), Bra(2@00), Karlins (2000), Light
(2000), Heath (1999), Scovill Brass (1997), Whit847), Noél Hume (1969), South
(1964), Olsen (1963), Marburg (1943, 1942), and KE913), as well as other popular
press button collector’s guides from English andefican sources, including Meredith
and Cuddeford (1997), Luscomb (1997), Epstein (1,986rks of unknown date by
Owens Jr., Porter, a 1998 regional button idestifosn guide without a definitive author
and (Beresford 1960). Internet sources, includlmgcataloging manual from the Digital
Archaeological Archive of Comparative Slavery bylttnan and Grillo (2006) are also
increasingly important.

The three household areas on the Eastern Pequetagsn included in this
sample produced 74 buttons, making them the lasjegke artifact type to date among
those artifacts related to clothing and dress h@®ysehold areas the total buttons of all
types were 11 in household area #1, 9 in housedrela #2 and 54 in household area #3,
with 39 of these coming from a single unit outsiddeouse foundation. These buttons, no

two of which are identical, encompass a varietsnaterials available in the late 18th and
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19th century, including vulcanized rubber, glas®lls white metal alloys, copper-alloys
and iron. These buttons were manufactured thrawgdriety of different processes over
time, which give individual buttons approximatelyanologically diagnostic forms
(Aultman and Grillo 2006, White 2005, White 1977).

The following descriptions and discussions willdzesed on Noél Hume’s (1969)
numbered button typology (see Figure 3.24), whiels Wwased in turn on the work of
Stanley South (1964) at Brunswick Town (1726-76)@8830) and Fort Fisher (1837-
65), North Carolina. This typology is still sergable for smaller assemblages of buttons
such as those from the reservation (see Appendbe&iuse it combines several
elements of description within one classificatoeating, facilitating later comparison.
This typology has since been amalgamated in lesssaible formats more suitable for
large collection data entry operations in such jgalibns as the DAACS button catalog

manual by Aultman and Grillo (2006), which is basedhe work of White (2005).
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Figure 3.24: Noél Hume Button Typology, after Soutl{1969: 91)

Each of the numbered types presented in this graptiudes material, manufacturing
method, shape, decorations, ‘back stamped’” manufagtinformation or advertisements, and
attachment or ‘shank’ type, which includes twoaurfholes drilled in the button body or type
of wire loop connector, which were bent and solderecast within the button body, forming
shapes identified as the Greek letters alpha ogamé&hese attributes are assigned general
chronologies, with types 1-16 from 1726-1776, typés23 from 1800-1830 and types 18-32,

as well as examples of 1, 7, 11, 15, and 16, ocufrom 1837 to 1865, indicative of button
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reuse and curation between occupation dates a Nash Carolina sites. The use of this
chronology for a New England site is justified, &ese button manufacturing was concentrated
in the English cities of Birmingham, and to a lessdent in Sheffield, during the 17th and
18th centuries and all buttons were exported t¢ €aast cities for dissemination throughout
colonial America. After the American Revolutiomddish button manufacturing, first in
pewter and white metals and later in brass anderegloys, was adopted in New England
industrial regions of Connecticut and Massachusett®wns such as Waterbury and
Attleborough. There artisans from Birmingham hathblished operations and American firms
had adopted English technology and combined #rgd factory towns with new sources of
labor, resources and water or steam power (for plessee White 1977; Scovil Brass 1997,
Porter; Owens Jr.).

Buttons, as well as the other clothing items presip discussed, traveled onto the
reservation and throughout New England and Amdxnyciand, through trade, via overseers
and local traders, and secondary agents such a@m#rant tin-smith (Marburg 1942, 1943),
soldiers and seasonal laborers; and by sea witaland ocean-going trading vessels manned
by sailors, many of whom were African or Native Aman. According to Mancini and
Maumec (2005), a large number of local individdedsn Stonington, Ledyard, Groton and the
New London area served in Connecticut regimentsomn@ontinental Navy ships during the
American Revolutionary War from 1775 to 1783. Wathecord of recent military service in
varied locations throughout North America, thesividuals, who might have either lived on
the Eastern Pequot Reservation or had relationsliv there, could make money to acquire

these items in their travels and return with therthe reservation.
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As related by Mark A. Nicolas (2002, 2005), for@tisouthern New England Native
communities, such as the neighboring Wampanoag conties of Mashpee, Nantucket and
Martha’s Vineyard and their participation in thealihg industry, the connection of the sea to
reservation lands and commerce was a strong orelaN especially cites Herndon and
Sekatau (1997) and Mandell (1998) in linking theitimae industry to the simultaneous
shifting of colonial racial categorizations, whighished both Native and African-Americans in
southern New England into more generalized ‘coloedithic groupings during the 18th and
19th centuries. This shift in racial categorizatadso was occurring as a result of changing
Anglo-Americans perceptions emphasizing the rapdpgpearance of local Native American
populations (see also Castile 1996), which in taay have impacted clothing choices, as
shown by Turano in the clothing choices employedary photographs from these areas.

Wampanoag men and women on both land and sea lteniagtheir traditional
patterns in order to negotiate a wider maritimeeblasage-labor society to keep their
homelands together, with voyaging men and workiogen returning with money to
Mashpee or Aquinnah to provide for the relativa$lsting on the land. That a similar
situation was occurring on the Eastern Pequot Ragen is quite possible, with individuals
involved in military service, wage-labor and seefgractivities off reservation as a way to
gain those remaining at home financial powers tgotiate with the overseers and within the
colonial economy (see Witt 2007).

Thus buttons may be seen as significant represeméadf both Eastern Pequot
connection and participation in the wider colomairld, and the interconnectedness of the

reservation to the wider Atlantic economy betweeaglgnd and America, as well as to the one
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within New England and the American colonies. 3aMypes of the buttons identified by
South in his North Carolina samples were probaldyufactured in England and New
England and exported to North Carolina, throughcawetile shipping channels from England,
Connecticut or Massachusetts by Anglo-Americanearsdor even by African-American or
Native-American sailors from northern homes senangort Fisher or passing through
Brunswick Town. With this background for EastesgBHot Reservation buttons established,

the following table (Figure 3.25) presents the mesigon button assemblage.

Figure 3.25: Eastern Pequot Reservation Buttons

Eastern Pequot
Reservation Buttons

Totals by Household Area

Household Area 1 2 3
(1760-1790)(177041840) (1820-1850)

Size
>1.5cm 0 1 24
1.5-2cm 9 1 16
<2cm 1 6 12
Unknown 1 1 2
Shank Type
Alpha 1 4 9
Omega 9 3 37
Unknown/Other 1 2 8
Material
Copper Alloy 8 7 42
White Metal 2 0 7
Ferrous 1 0 3
Other 0 2 2
Total 11 9 54

-74 -



In differentiating these buttons by size, shanletgpd material it is possible to
cautiously suggest gender and clothing type, akagethronology. Together with
observable decorations and ‘back stamped’ wordgparases, political, economic and
regional origins and conditions can also be suggesFor button sizes in the 18th and
early to mid-19th centuries, White’s (2005) guideB pertain primarily to documented
men’s clothing, with buttons over 2 cm and into $e&m range in diameter defined as
having come from a jacket or coat, with waistcshtrt and both male and female sleeve
buttons ranging in the 1.5 to 2 cm range or smédlefemale dress moving into the mid
19th century.

Within a continuum of observed shank types and nagea 1.5-2 cm, copper-
alloy omega shank button with back stamp similaa téo&l Hume type 9, 18 or 28
represents an early t"l‘&entury norm, while a >3cm, pewter or white metakt,
undecorated example similar to a Noél Hume 7 @p8asents early T8century,
imported buttons. A 1-cm, four-hole, pearl or mdain button, similar to a Noél Hume
type 19 to 23 and 32, is indicative of progressma later 19-century norm in button
manufacture, where shanks had been replaced byphaulireaded loops. Among this
range are a myriad of examples specifically idediind named by collectors (Epstein
1990; Luscomb 1997; Meredith and Cuddeford 199d@d)iarsome cases examples that
can be exactly matched to a specific date, marwacand location (Owens Jr.; Porter).
Appendix E outlines the particulars of each bufmmd on the reservation, and the
following pages are a summary of the buttons foanreach household area and the

information they suggest.
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The buttons from the primary foundation and surthaig enclosures in
household area #1 represent a mixture of matearalamanufacturing styles, and,
therefore dates and clothing items. The firshee was a Noél Hume type 26, two-
piece, stamped copper-alloy button, which had aded cross section and a face
stamped with a plant stalk or single sheaf desigrwell as a separate bent wire shank

(Figure 3.26).

Figure 3.26: Wheat Sheaf Design

This two-piece button style is indicative of anlg#m mid-19th century
manufacturing technology according to Luscomb (328 is given a date range of
1837 to 1865 based on Noél Hume’s typology. Anothuton from this household area
is also representative of a 19th century date. iBréscopper-alloy, omega shank button
1.5 cm in diameter (Figure 3.27), which had antigéess face with a copper-alloy back
and shank similar to that late 19th century stylbuiton labeled by Luscomb as ‘vest
buttons’ because of their relative size and extengse of inset glass face decorations
(1997: 211). This dating may indicate a secondacypation at a later date than that

indicated by the earlier date range for the housketi@a, as derived from the ceramic
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assemblage (Witt 2007) and other buttons. Thesdl smlatively ornate buttons could
be used by either sex, on shirts or dresses afahaigr buttons, may have been reused

and recombined on multiple garmentseguired.

Figure 3.27: Vest Button

The nine other buttons from this household areakhundecorated and include a
type 11 button more suggestive of the mid-18thwgrdate of the household area, being
a 2 cm, undecorated, cast white metal button wjgloaable alpha cast-in shank (Figure
3.28). This button is suggestive of a men’s coataistcoat button, and may have been

dipped or gilt.

Figure 3.28: White Metal Button, Type 11

Another earlier button manufacturing method wasesgnted by only a rim
fragment in this household area, however; enougtaimed to identify it as a type 7, cast

pewter, lathe-turned button (Figure 3.29). Thigdmtvas approximately 1.5-2 cm in
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diameter and probably had a wire alpha shank, whieficast in a mold as part of the
button, then finished on a lathe, and is suggestivemen’s coat, waistcoat or vest

button.

Figure 3.29: Lathe-Turned Pewter Button

The eight remaining buttons from this householé a@ntinued the observed
mixture of early to mid-18-century materials and styles, with white metapper-alloy,
wood and iron together, and stamped and cast examphllpha shank and early four-
hole styles. These buttons include one 1.5 cmigh®ne 2.5 cm type 9, and one each
types 10, 3, 7, 9 and 12, all in the 1.5cm to 2ange. Figure 3.30 shows examples of
types 3, 7, 9, 10 and 12. Only eleven buttons wezeent overall, and are indicative of a
variety of manufacturing types and dates. Theeefiocan be suggested that buttons were
reused over time, and probably used on multiplengats by men, women and children

throughout the 1B-century occupation of the households in this area.
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Figure 3.30: Household area #1 Buttons (A-E)
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In a similar fashion to household area #1 buttbosisehold area #2 contained
ten buttons associated with above ground foundsitidine majority of these buttons
correspond to the ¥8century bracket of the household area and représgh later
alpha and omega shank types, but again there aeatethers that correspond to early
to mid-19"-century materials and manufacturing methods. Gilgehe earlier buttons
are larger and lack decoration, whereas the latiéotis are smaller, more ornate and
better crafted, but again there are those in betywsech as one type 18, flat stamped,
copper-alloy button, 2.5 cm in diameter with an gastyle shank and a faint circular

chevron decoration around the shank (Figure 3.31).

Figure 3.31: Type 18, Chevron Shank

Those earlier examples from household area #2decteveral type 9 of varying
larger diameters, including a 1.5 cm hand stamplagh faced, alpha shank copper-alloy

button and a similar undecorated, 3 cm alpha shapger-alloy button (Figure 3.32).
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Figure 3.32: Type 9, Small and Large Examples

The largest button, a 3 cm type 9, was an undeahralpha shank, stamped copper-

alloy example (Figure 3.33).

Figure 3.33: 3 cm ‘Tombac’
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These buttons correspond to an example of the targd (¥2"-2") undecorated or
hand stamped decoration copper-alloy ‘tombac’ tydeuscomb (1997: 197) and are
attributed to the early 18th century. These laxgmmples would have begun their use-
lives as part of men’s coats or vests but perhaps bf use for other alternative purposes
because of their large size.

Those buttons in household area #2 characteristieedater 18th century and
early to mid-19th century include one type 18, 1stamped, omega-shank copper-alloy
button (Figure 3.34), that was gilt covered andd&surel wreath decoration on its back

face, representative, perhaps, of later buttons@eledging feminine styling.

Figure 3.34: Laurel Back Decoration

Two other buttons from this later occupation of tloeisehold area are both type
18, omega-shank examples of later 19thcentury maetided manufacturing processes,
including gilding and stamped back decorationshwite decorated with a continuous

laurel pattern around the shank (Figure 3.35),thadther button bearing a eagle and
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star motif (Figure 3.36), similar to the motif falion the 1-cm button above in figure

3.35.

Figure 3.35: Laurel Shank Figure 3.36: Eagle andt&r Shank

The remaining two buttons from this household aveee unlike the rest in that they
clearly represented mid-19th century manufactutéegnology, made from vulcanized
rubber and glass and using two and four holesemsely, instead of shanks for

fastening the buttons to the garments (Figure 3.37)

Figure 3.37:Rubber and Glass Buttons
(Inverse of the rubber button depicted in right andleft sides)

The vulcanized rubber button was stamped with aersikdentification and date,

(Goodyear, 1851), which corresponds to the yeasdteGoodyear secured his patent for

-83 -



the manufacture of an improved vulcanized rubbé&obuNelson Goodyear was also the
son of Amasa Goodyear, who had begun a button raetuing operation in Waterbury,
Connecticut, in 1805 and which continued to prodgitemachine stamped copper-alloy
buttons through 1835 (Luscomb 1997; see also Watgtiutton chronology in Owens
Jr. and Porter).

Further research beyond the scope of this wonlegaired to determine the exact
familial, trade and stylistic connections duringat/is know to popular collectors as the
‘Golden Age’ of American button manufacturers ahnelit operations in the state of
Connecticut, especially around the Naugatuck Vadiay the town of Waterbury, during
the 19"-century. However, it is clear that Eastern Pedudividuals were integrating
new button materials and forms into existing sevand clothing use patterns as they
became available on the reservation through thewsieconomic and social channels
previously indicated.

Like household areas #1 and #2, household #3 mutiso indicate similar mixed
use of 18- and 19-century buttons together. Examples oft@ntury buttons include a
type 8, cast, undecorated, alpha shank button i chameter characteristic of
Luscomb’s (1997:197) ‘Tombac’ buttons and a typecbpper-alloy, cast button with a

soldered U shank 2.5 cm in diameter (Figure 3.339)3
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Figure 3.38: Type 8, ‘Tombac’ Figure 3.39: Type 10

Two other buttons characteristic of early to midil&entury production include a
type 7 cast, lathe-turned, white metal alloy, alphank button 1.75 cm in diameter, and
a type 29 cast, white metal alloy, omega-shanlobutt5 cm in diameter (Figure 3.40,
3.41). Another white metal button (see Figure 3wiith copper-alloy type 8 for
comparison) that bridges "18and 18-century manufacturing technology is this 2-cm,
cast, omega-shank button. This button has a baokpged maker’s identification around
the rim: ‘A. Goody ...Son Hard Wkt’, which may be aarly example of Amasa
Goodyear’s 1805 Waterbury factory, or equally mayabhother unknown American or

English button manufacturer.

Figure 3.40: Type 7 Figure 3.41: Type 29
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Figure 3.42: Cast White Metal Button with Copper-Aloy Button

These white metal and copper-alloy buttons wessibly utilized together, and
found in the same contexts as buttons made laten 6ther materials such as pearl or
shell (see Figure 3.43). The two, 1-cm diameter-fwle pearl buttons found in
household area #3 were popularized in the 19thucgfdr both men’s and women'’s

fashions (Epstein 1990; Luscomb 1997; Meredith@uaddeford 1997).

Figure 3.43: 4-Hole Pearl Buttons

However, of the total buttons recovered from hoottharea #3, a majority
(37/53) are type 18 gilt, copper-alloy, back-stathpenega-shank forms, between 1 and
2 cm in diameter. The following examples are magtof this type with diagnostic
decorations or markings from which additional im@tion may be gathered. The 1-cm
example showed traces of gilt and was decoratets dace with a stamped wickerwork

pattern and rolled edge identical to an examplenf@wvens Jr'sAmerican Button
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Manufacturers Guideorresponding to an R and W Robinson Extra copfley-button

(see Figure 3.44).

Figure 3.44: R and W Robinson Extra, Attleborough MA

The R and W Robinson button company was locatédtlaborough,
Massachusetts, and was actively manufacturing t88% until 1848, although Luscomb
(1997: 163) indicates the Robinson family enteghad been active from 1812 through
the 1840s, with that particular factory opened827. The presence of at least one
Attleborough-manufactured button in southeasternn@oticut is characteristic of the
interconnectedness of southern New England duhiagricreasing industrialization of
the region in the 19th century. There may be dbiogtions from this company within the
button assemblage, but no other buttons allow die#nassociations to Robinson or

another Massachusetts button manufacturing company.
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All of these buttons from household area #3 cowedpo the ‘Golden Age’ of
American button manufacture, where decorated anki-s@mped copper-alloy, gilt
buttons were the popular standard (Epstein 1998¢dmb 1997; Scovill Brass 1997; see
also Porter). That period, from the second detaaeigh the middle of the 19th century,
is also verified by this 1-cm gilt, omega-shanknirthe household area, decorated on its
face with a wheat sheaf design corresponding tcam$’s ‘Jacksonian’ period buttons.
According to Luscomb “Jacksonians are small salidhyne-piece, buttons with a separate
plain rim turned over the edge to form a bordel.wdre brass, gilt finished, with plain
disk having a raised design” (1997: 108,109). Thed®n designs correspond to the

period of Andrew Jackson’s presidency from 1846 the 1850s (Figure 3.45).

Figure 3.45: Jacksonian Wheat Sheaf Design (as idéied in Luscomb 1997)

Examples of these Golden Age buttons also inclutlem example (see Figure
3.46) of both face- and back-stamped decoratioitb,tihe face design being a six-petal
rosette around a central boss and an illegible nsakeark on the back edge. This face

design is similar to those shown by both Luscon@®{) and an undated reference in
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Owens Jr. as representative of gilt mid-19th cgntopper-alloy buttons of American or
English manufacture, but cannot be further refitteginpoint a maker or more specific
date range. The other button in Figure 3.46 iseercommon, type 18 undecorated face
1.5 cm, omega- shank copper alloy button, withirat taack-stamped multiple circle
design around the shank. Additionally, this butbane trace fibers adhering to its shank,
the only example of extant recovered textiles ftbmEastern Pequot Reservation.
Microscopically these fibers were initially idemifl as blue and green dyed wool thread,
although a UV fluorescence test could be perfortnackrify this identification (Piechota

2006: personal communication).

Figure 3.46: Large Plain and Small Stamped Type 18

These buttons represent the simultaneous varietyiaifiormity characteristic in
the products of the 1830 to 1850 period of ‘Golédge’ mass-produced button
manufacturing operations in Waterbury, Connectiant elsewhere in New England and
England. Like other fasteners, potential usesHese copper-alloy buttons, such as those
with striking similar back stamped advertising detions, including ‘2 QUALITY

GILT’, ‘EXTRA RICH COLOUR’, ‘IMPERIAL STANDARD’ and ‘GOODYEAR'’s
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BEST ANOI.’, are many, and their associated meanfog Eastern Pequot individuals
may go beyond a simple fastener.

Other variations on the type 18 back decorated eegjpoy omega-shank buttons
in the 1-1.5 diameter range include a 1-cm buttrirtg a chevron design encircling the
shank and a slightly domed cross-section includntigd edges, and a 1.5 cm button
having a flat cross-section, with an obscured makeark encircling the shank,
including several five pointed stars and the leglbtters “CO”. Two other examples
bore back stamped maker’s advertisements commibre td/aterbury button
manufacturers including ‘Best Strong Standard’ d@mdble Gilt’ but no further maker
specific information. Three similar buttons botkey advertising slogan variations,
including ‘PLATED’, ‘TREBLE ORANGE’, and ‘BEST COLOR’, relating to the
button’s desirability because of their shine awcti golden color.

These buttons were produced to be both attractidedarable, and the various
advertisements, maker’s marks, designs and slaianged into the backs attest to both
qualities. The extensive use of dipped tin, go&dipg or gilt in combination with
various sheet metal rolling technology and maclaissisted die-stamping methods
allowed the production of large numbers of chebmysand sturdy copper-alloys
buttons, which mimicked more expensive gold oresilvarieties. Industrialization made
these buttons more readily available to all sexessacial strata. They can be more
specifically referenced to a particular manufaatoreregion than to a garment or gender
(Epstein 1990; Luscomb 1997; Scovill Brass 199&;aso undated references in Owens

Jr.; Porter).
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The presence of large numbers of these type 18rzutvithin household area #3
suggest that additional activities, potentiallyliatng repair or piece work production of
clothing for an outside vendor, were potentiallgweing in addition to family clothing
production. Equally, this larger number of buttomasy represent other past activities,
unique to the particular Eastern Pequot individaald/or families who resided in that
particular household area, about which the arcloggzdl record can only reveal a small
portion. However, when compared to the documergaigyence of overseer-supplied
clothing for this period, which is characterizedebgrevalence of factory-made
garments, instead of the raw cloth of earlier desaduch a prevalence of type 18
buttons is quite understandable. Equally, thegmes of mixed types of buttons together
from household areas #1 and #2 appears to inditate¢he prevalence of raw cloth
being made into clothing, as seen in the 1830&asfern Pequot seamstresses such as
Polly Nedson, was occurring in the 18th centuryel.

Summary

Along with these buttons, the beads, buckles, sgWwardware and jewelry from
the reservation household areas document the tenisigilization of the products of
Anglo-American industry on the reservation by Easteequot people to clothe and
decorate themselves and other items of materitireul As previously discussed, these
artifacts have multiple lives, and can be both Arg§merican and Eastern Pequot, and
are representative of the complicated nature @frvesion life in the 18th and 19th
centuries. The purchase, use and modificationngfid:American clothing were not

passive acts of simple acculturation, but a morepwated mixture of elements of
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accomodation for preservation, passive resistandeadaptation to the dominant
colonial, capitalistic and increasingly industrarid. The continued ability of Eastern
Pequot people to exert some form of choice in ttheass and decoration, as indicated by
the modifications, potential alternate uses andeaswand the inclusion of traditional
items, suggests that clothing and the elements afse and manufacture solidified the
relationships between generations, and througle tretationships also to the place on
the reservation where clothing use, manufacturepmair occured. A detailed
understanding of Eastern Pequot family histories@mal traditions of clothing
manufacture will, however, ultimately prove or disge this assertion.

The choice shown in the ability to engage in exgeansuch as those later
observed in the accounts, which allowed the tootsraw materials of clothing
production, repair and decoration to appear inrves®n households, is representative
of the integration of Eastern Pequot lives withia tvider contexts of a capitalistic
economy. However, clothing, cloth, beads, scissbrsad, rings, buttons, buckles and
faux gemstones were obtained and used to makeemmiade the garments and
accoutrements of Eastern Pequot peoples by theirhands, in their own dwellings, on
their reservation, according to their own perceimedds and purchasing power
throughout the 18th and 19th centuries. The ghitorocure, make and use clothing,
even if that clothing appears the same as theitcAngighbors, is equivalent to the
continued ability to exist as a distinct Eastergure culture.

Similarly, documents and artifacts indicate thastérn Pequot chose to wear

Anglo styles of dress, but suggest that this outlyazonformal dress may have been
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worn in particular patterns and colors, or decaratéh beaded designs or accompanied
by specific types of jewelry, headbands, scarvesoihted bags or other subtle and overt
additional items. In doing so, Eastern Pequotviddials strengthened their connection
to the people from whom they had learned the sialipiired to make, modify and
decorate clothing, and by extension also to theegplghere these family connections
occurred, where a grandmother, or mother passedl&dge to a son or daughter,
allowing the reservation to also reinforce whahéans to be Eastern Pequot through a
shared knowledge of clothing manufacture and thtei@h meanings which accompany

the stories or lessons.
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CHAPTER 4

CONCLUSIONS

The importance of clothing to the relationshipg&attern Pequot people,
previously suggested through the archaeologicardegains additional meaning when
compared to Diana Loren’s experience with Frenah$panish colonial clothing from a
half-century earlier. The clothing-related arttiafrom the three household areas on the
Eastern Pequot Reservation show much less vanetalb, with no military items to
wear over clothing, such as swords, guns and #ssiociated sheaths or holsters. As
previously mentioned, the overall sample from #&ervation is small and reflects the
more generalized survey oriented archaeologicalret design and methodology for
some of the collection years.

However, consistently present are items of deammaguch as beads and jewelry,
as well as items that may be both part of clotlsindg decoration for it, such as buckles
and buttons, throughout the temporal range ondbervation, as represented for the
second half of the 18th century by material cultamd for the first half of the 19th
century as understood through overseers acco&uish consistency, as opposed to a
wider range of additions, in material culture, segjg that the Eastern Pequot were not
shifting themselves very much within colonial hiretdes and chose, or were forced to

choose a certain, potentially lower, level of p@sihg power that partly determines
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clothing choices. The ability to choose what wasnyas well as what was worn over, is
clearly not a simple matter for the Eastern Pedquaing the 18th and 19th centuries.
The choice embodies many simultaneous social, raliltund economic forces, which is
opposed to the extremes of having no choice amylderced to use only that material
culture provided by the overseer, or having margiags in an environment of apparent
social flexibility, as in frontier Louisiana or Tag (Loren 2004; Loren and Beaudry
2006). Diachronically, Eastern Pequot clothing aera very similar over the 100 years
encompassed by this sample, suggesting that thdaneractivities involved in clothing
purchase, repair, decoration and modification asigificant part of cultural
maintenance by a subjugated people in a dominatayinalized place within colonial
space.

A general comparison of the relative numbers ofichg- related artifacts per
cubic meter of excavated soil further suggestsrésdrvation life was more complicated
than is suggested. The intensive site examinaiin@,occurred in household area #1
yielded fewer buttons for many more cubic metersaif excavated, than did the shovel
test pit-based intensive (locational) survey metthagly, which utilized few excavation
units in use elsewhere on the reservation. Tlagively higher numbers of buttons in
household area #3 came from one stratified featunereas those recovered from
household area #1 and #2 represent a scatter aamahdithin sub-surface deposits
adjacent to above ground features. Additionalest@mination level testing in the future

within household areas #2 and #3 would assistaofglthe relative visibility and pattern
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of utilization of clothing-related artifacts, ang éxtension, daily life and choice on the
reservation.

A consideration of gender is critical to an undemsting of life on the reservation
and the pivotal nature of clothing and the relaglops that it defines. Consideration of
gender also is also central to Loren’s work, andhereservation the visibility of gender
was suggested by the artifacts, but difficult tGrdgvely prove with archaeology alone.
The documentary data suggest that for the firgtdiahe 19th century, home-made
clothing was the norm, only giving way to the pwasé of manufactured garments as
New England industrialized in the 1830s and 1880swith extra fineries available
when required and fit in part to distinct Easteeg#ot traditions, as seen in the small
number but consistent distribution of similar timgads of several different colors
throughout the household areas.

Through this combination of artifacts and documgthts visibility of gender is
also much better and is representative of docurdesred Eastern Pequot and other
southern New England Native American’s familial dentraditions (e.g. Lamb
Richmond and Den Ouden 2003) where the women vesponsible for home and field.
The equal visibility of women in documented clothpurchases for themselves, as well
as through their male relations, suggests thatwesg primary to many of the clothing
choices visible to the overseers in the 19th cgntiiowever, the resolution of gender
roles and their connection to visible clothing desi for the 18th century remains less
clear. Given the scant presence of only two pissnall scissors, one crushed ‘training’

thimble and the mixed usage of small numbers ofrold’-century buttons and 19
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century factory-made buttons together in the hoolskefireas- as well as the documented
usage of many yards of raw cloth a year, pinsathrand the absence of documented
thimbles or needles- it is plausible that Eastexguét women, such as Polly Nedson,
were making and repairing clothing, were respoedibf reservation households and
potentially passing on the tools required for toie within their families. Likewise,
these combinations of older and newer buttons hegetlso suggests that buttons were
retained over time and re-used, either on multjallenents or in other special ways not
visible through the sources at hand, similar tortioglified Matron Head penny from
household area #2.

Eastern Pequot families were also potentially mengatiheir households in part
with other items procured, possibly through themndabors, or from alternate vendors,
traveling relatives or itinerant tradesmen outsiteeoverseer’'s economic purview, as
neither scissors nor thimbles appear in theseqogatidocuments. These items,
following Beaudry (2006), retain value over timealaxhibit multiple functional and
meaningful use-lives in a way not easy to seeeratithaeological record alone. The
large relative number of type 18 copper-alloy bogtérom household area #3 further
reinforces this idea, as these buttons, like theklles, were coming from other parts of
Connecticut, England and in one definite case, fkd@ssachusetts as well. Curation in
these circumstances implies additional meaningdeelto the act of acquisition and the
stories behind the circumstance of introductioon meservation households that may
relate to family connections and episodes of traagkuggested by Nicolas (2005). The

role of these outside items in determining the gmes of local reservation-based cottage
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industries which relied on imported raw materials;h as small-scale jewelry
production, piece-work manufacture or the re-taiigrand cleaning of garments for cash
is intriguing and requires further research ancudoentation.

The connection of the rest of industrializing Nengknd to those individuals
and families, whether through the overseer diramtlgther avenues, demonstrated by
these artifacts appearing in reservation housedn@ds also suggests that Eastern Pequot
were leaving the reservation and southeastern Ctinnearea but returning with money
or goods to support their families. While cleadflective of capitalism in practice the
presence of those decorative personal items, sutltessilver ring, faux paste glass gem
and the multiple instances of fancier calf booits of ribbon and dress trimmings
observed for wives and daughters in the 1830s atspalso suggests the results of these
combined efforts and hints at the importance athohg to familial relationships and the
landscapes of those connections. Because of thiergtynamic inherent in colonial
space and the dialectic of reservation placeralel involves regular translations of
bounded space, mentally as well as physically, alibthing choice potentially reflective
of techniques for external accommodation which wrayay not be equivalent to daily
clothing choices within reservation householdspd$sible to distinguish, the choices of
clothing used by reservation residents when goutgrdo the wider colonial spaces of
North Stonington or New London might be an exangblaccommodative camoflage
entirely separate from those garments worn dayatovdthin reservation boundaries.
Unfortunately, the clothing and identities specifig employed in these cases are very

difficult to separate through the data at handuher analysis of the larger sample of
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material culture from household area #3 may proth@emost resolution for the presence
and use of clothing in crossing boundaries witlulogial space.

Returning to the concept of cultural translatioagemted by Patricia Rubertone
(2001) in Chapter 1, the interpretations and cafinlyiconnections presented here are in
part a product of the self-reflexivity (Hodder 2Q00byce 2006) and creative story-telling
of archaeologists, and are interpretations basedammplete data which may not be
equivalent to accurate past meanings. As archgistdpwe may never be able to
definitively connect Polly Nedson to a pair of shsalissors or a thimble. She cannot
share with us the important life stories that tmélate how she may have used her
scissors, where she got them and what she feltt dbewon, and from whom she learned to
sew or cut cloth and where she preferred to uga,thdich are so important and which
combine to make the story of a people and a place.

A relatively coarse grained embodied archaeologieaspective, as presented in
Chapter 2 in combination with a collaborative irehigus archaeology, however, may be
as close as we in the present can achieve. Thefaseembodied perspective to address
material culture and documentary data situateaitifacts, whether scissors or the
account book entry which describes their acquisjtas a descriptor of and in relation to
the idea of an individual, as well as their positas simultaneously a single entity linked
to multiple circles of connection with other peg@paces and places, even though the
complete connection between body, meaning, ideatitymaterial culture is rarely
achieveable. Through this combination, the petsgecan most profitably speak to past

personal choices, social interactions, economiaemices and the places of these actions.
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Whatever the authentic reality in the past, the@ss of cultural translation
depends upon how well we as archaeologists inrbgept can link many people and
diverse threads of information in an honest, regpef@ashion. The previous work has
been one step within a collaborative indigenoubagology, which may assist the
present members of the Eastern Pequot Tribal Natioecovering parts of their past and
gaining deeper insights into their present. Thisuinent is a beginning and is
consequently of limited scope. The next step rhasin equal consideration of Eastern
Pequot family histories, oral traditions and thi#uwmal meanings that these bodies of
knowledge provide to clothing-related artifacts a@odumentary materials.

The incorporation of such information was an egdwl of this document, with
the further goal of utilizing such a combinatiorptovide additional educational
initiatives in the teaching of Eastern Pequot yalibut their reservation and the history
of the Eastern Pequot Tribal Nation. Inherenti®future realization of this activity is
the use of an embodied perspective, which allowsegnt Eastern Pequot Tribal Nation
members and archaeologists to use clothing-retatgdrial culture as a common link in
discussions about previous generations of Eastgud® men, women and children, in
order to understand through familiar relationsmpse fully what it was like to live on
the reservation in the 18th and 19th centuries.

Practically, such an effort is an extended probesdis upon mutual trust,
acceptance of varied perspectives, and the cutiivaf personal relationships, which
represents one facet of a successful and entioipborative archaeology. In this case,

initial efforts included formal and informal presetion of a portion of the archaeological
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data presented here to the Eastern Pequot Trihalcland the Eastern Pequot Tribal
Nation at large during a Council meeting and the&2€ummer powwow gathering.
Archaeological interest among members of the Baftequot Tribal Nation was as
varied as the individuals in the community. Quesdifrom Eastern Pequot youth were
characteristic of children worldwide, and includ#gdmentals such as, What are those
things? How old are these artifacts? Where didfymuthem? Who owns them? and

How much is that worth? Especially relevant tafatcollaborative efforts is one

youth’s question: “How much could you sell thainpifor on eBay?” The partial
connection of the reservation place and its ardogexal heritage to some of today’s
generation of Eastern Pequot youth is apparemigget simple questions. Such a
situation is quite surprising to archaeologistskamy within a collaborative, embodied
approach, and requires additional self-reflexivigrchaeologists must understand that
just because the artifacts and documents are iantad us, they may not be as important
to all those involved, even those individuals whe directly related to ancestors who
made and used the items recovered through excavétithis case, the material culture
merely reflects what the people already know allmernselves and their reservation and
may consequently not hold much interest, desgtamiterent linking value from an
anthropological archaeological perspective. Tlséolhy embedded in such a landscape of
relationships, whether in archaeological narratiliged experience by residents, or
stories passed down through generations, is whiiéraa The goal is to find a common

language.
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However, equally important are observations of ¢éhibastern Pequot individuals
of all generations, who today utilize beads, bugktrittons, jewelry and sewing
hardware not so different from those items recavarehaeologically on the reservation,
to create beautiful regalia for wear during powwamsl dance competitions to represent
themselves and their Eastern Pequot Tribal Natiolegitity. The act of creating and
using these worn works of art shows that the BafRequot Tribal Nation continues to
present itself as inextricably linked to a heritafielothing production and modification
past through generations within or in the contéxhe unifying space of the reservation
land, and as represented by clothing related nahwrlture derived from archaeology on
the reservation.

With these varied perspectives and observatiastd research directions for
anthropological archaeologists, in cooperation \mgmmbers of the Eastern Pequot Tribal
Nation, include the collection of clothing use awdjuisition of information through
more in-depth documentary research to expand oter¢iose themes observed
throughout 19-century overseer-based clothing exchanges intbik. Central to this
research would be the integration of family mememy oral histories gathered through
interviews and examination of family photographiclaecorded documentations. The
goal of this integrative research would be to fellihe clothing choices and uses of
clothing over time for one or more Eastern Peqanptilies, such as the Shuntaups, from
their appearance on the reservation in the 17ttupethrough the 20th century. Such a

body of information would then provide a referefmecomparison of archaeologically
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derived artifacts recovered from other reservationseholds, for which it is difficult to
determine an origin, ownership or residence.

Archaeologically, the next step for this line ofearch based on clothing-related
artifacts is a two-fold one. The first researcbj@ct would consist of comparison of
Eastern Pequot household assemblages to assemiotagesmilar temporal ranges on
the Mashantucket Pequot or Mohegan reservatioalsidimg households within the area
at Mashantucket historically known as “Indian Towa&cupied in the 18th and 19th
centuries, for which there are existing definitdacumentary linkages to a particular
family or individual. The research questions arethrndology to guide this comparison
would concentrate on defining if Mashantucket Pégudlohegan families dressed in a
similar fashion to their Eastern Pequot relatived @hether relative access to available
goods and raw cloth usage was related to occupat@nseer relationships and family
composition.

The second phase of archaeological research weutdnbore definitive sourcing
of clothing-related artifacts than the one beguthia work. This work has described
access among Eastern Pequot individuals to clottalaged goods produced by the
colonial Atlantic economic system and the Industeavolution in New England.
However, much more could be done within each aitti¢tassification to determine the
path these artifacts took to reach the soils oBhstern Pequot Reservation and the use
lives through which each artifact progressed. péhs and use lives of the Golden Age,
Type 18 copper-alloy buttons found in household @& deserve a more exhaustive

examination of manufacturers, patterns and th@faetorkers who made the buttons,
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which would complement their use among the Eafequot. Another area of
complementary research within this research qugstibich has been initially
introduced in Chapter 3 through the work of Nicd2802, 2005), would be an
examination of maritime trade through southern Newgland Native American and
African-American sailors, tracing particular typsfsclothing or clothing-related goods
which these individuals may have procured durirgrttioyages and carried home to
their reservations or villages.

These several future research directions reptréssic anthropological and
archaeological extensions of the themes presenttilsi work. Again, the process is one
of cultural translation that should strive to emypéocollaborative, embodied approach.
The past may be gone, but the creation of therest@about the past occur in the present

and in doing so defines both.
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APPENDIX A: MASTER CLOTHING DATABASE, 1829-1859

Year| Entry Date | Overseer Quantity Type Family Name | Person |Amount Comments
182¢ May 22|SC 1 cotton Ned Tyre Ned |..34 handkerchief/bill DE
Wheeler
[182¢ March €|SC [73/4yds  |cotton sheeting |Fagins [LFagins |14 |
182¢ August ¢/SC 1 pair shoes Unk Filona
182¢ May 22|SC 7 yds shirting Ned Tyre Ned (.12 1/2
182¢ May 22|SC 7 yds calico Ned Tyre Ned |.23
182¢ May 22|SC 10 yds shirting Brushel Lucinda
Brushel
182¢ March 2¢|SC cotton cloth Ned Tyre Ned for apron
182¢ March 2¢|SC leather Ned Tyre Ned for shoes
182¢ March 2£|SC 13/4 yds cotton stripe Brushel Moses .15
Brushel
182¢ March ¢|SC 7 yds cotton plaid Fagins I. Fagins |.14
[182¢]  August 14scC [1 pair |shoes [unk [Moses | [thick
183: October 1.{SC 1 grave clothes Fagins Issac handkerchief
Fagins
[183z]  January 2|sC 3 yds [shirting [unk | [10  |of DB Wheeler
[1837] April 9]sC [1 pair |shoes [unk [Prude. |08 |
183: March 2¢/SC 1 calico Fagins Margaret frock
Fagins
[183z]  March 2¢sc [1 pair |shoes [Ned [Tyre Ned [1.25 |
183: March £|SC 1 grave clothes Hill Betsey Hil
183: Feburary 1{SC 1 blanket Unk Prude. .50 of DB Wheeler
183z Feburary 1|SC 1 pair shoes Unk Prude. 1.25 of DB Wheeler
183z June 2|SC 10 yds cotton sheeting |Fagins P. Fagins |.10
[183z]  January 2|sC 1/2 yds |calico [unk [20  |of DB Wheeler
183: October 1.{SC 1 grave clothes Fagins Isaac sheet
Fagins
183: October 1.{SC 1 grave clothes Fagins Isaac shirt
Fagins
183z October «|SC 5yds cotton cloth Pompey Lory
Pompey
183z July 4|SC 1 pair shoes Shelly Cyrus 1.50
Shelly
1832 July 4|SC 6 yds cotton Shelly Cyrus .75 stripe
Shelly
183: June 2|SC 1 cotton Fagins P. Fagins (.88 shawl
183z] November (SC 1 pair boots Shelly Cyrus thick
Shelly
[183:]  January 2|sC 7 yds [sheeting [Ned [Tyre Ned [.88  |by Geo. W.
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Year| Entry Date | Overseer Quantity Type Family Name | Person |Amount Comments

183¢ January 2|SC 1 shirt Unk Filene

183¢ January 2|SC 1 pair shoes Unk Filene tapping

183t July 2z|EH 3yds sheeting Nedson Edward (.38
Nedson

183t July 3C|EH 4 thread Shelly Hannah [.04 skains
Shelly

183t October 2/|EH 1 pair shoes Fagins Prue 1.50 brogan
Fagins

183t October 1/|EH 1 pair shoes Shelly Hannah [1-
Shelly

183t October !{[EH 3yds beaverskin Shuntaup Samuel |1.50
Shuntap

183t October 1i|EH 8 yds calico Nedson Tyra 1-
Nedson

183t August 1<|[EH 8 yds calico Nedson Tyra 1- daughter
Nedson

183t July 3C|EH 6 yds sheeting Ned Richard |.70
Ned

183t July 3C|EH 2 1/2 yds calico Shelly Hannah (.42 c¢ |children
Shelly

183t June 2'|EH 7 yds cotton plaid Shelly Hannah
Shelly

183t July 2¢|EH 3yds A Shuntaup Saml .38
Shuntaup

183t July €|[EH 2 yds calico Nedson Tyra
Nedson

183t July 7|EH 1 pair shoes Fagins Prue 2-
Fagins

183t June 2'(EH thread Shelly Hannah to make same
Shelly

183t July 2¢|EH trimmings Shuntaup Saml .06 for same
Shuntaup

183t July 3C|EH cotton plaid Shelly Hannah (1.13 children
Shelly

183¢| December |EH 1/2 book muslin Nedson Elsa
Nedson

183¢| December 1{EH 3yds sheeting Robbins Betsy brown
Robbins

183¢| December 1{EH 5vyds sheeting Robbins Betsy blue
Robbins

183¢ December |EH 1 pair boots Shelly Cyrus boy
Shelly

183¢| December |EH thread Ned Tyre Ned and trimmings

183¢ December |EH 1lyd crepe Ned Tyre Ned black

183¢ December |EH 3yds lace Nedson Elsa footings
Nedson

183€¢| December 2(EH 3yds sheeting Fagins Prue 4/4
Fagins

183€ June 1.|EH 1 bonnet Shelly Hannah [1-
Shelly

183¢€ June 1.|EH 3yds beaverskin Nedson Edward |[1-
Nedson

183¢€ May 1£|EH 1 pair shoes Nedson Tyra 1.50
Nedson

183¢ June 1.|EH 7 yds calico Shelly Hannah |1.50
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Year| Entry Date | Overseer Quantity Type Family Name | Person |Amount Comments
Shelly

183¢€ May 4|EH 4 yds calico Shelly Hannah
Shelly

183¢€ March 2¢/EH 3yds cotton plaid Nedson Thomas |2-
Nedson

183¢€ March Z|EH 8 yds cotton plaid Nedson Tyra 1-
Nedson

183¢ June 1.|EH 1lyd ribbon Shelly Hannah
Shelly

183¢ December |EH 3yds cotton cloth Nedson Elsa
Nedson

1837 Feburary 2 |EH 4 yds shirting Unk 2.38(?)

1837 Feburary 2 |EH 2 yds calico Unk 1.88

1837 January 3|EH 6 yds shirting Skesucks Nancy .75
Skesucks

1837 January 3|EH 10 yds calico Skesucks Nancy 1.40
Skesucks

1837 January 3|EH 3yds shirting Pompey Sarah .38
Pompey

1837 January 3|EH 7 yds calico Pompey Sarah .98
Pompey

1837 January 1|EH 1 pair yarn stockings  [Shelly Saml .75
Shelly

1837| Feburary 2|EH 2 paper pins Unk .31

1837 January |EH 8 yds cotton plaid Shelly Hannah (1.50
Shelly

1837 January |EH 1 pair shoes Nedson Edward (1.04 thick
Nedson

183¢| December |EH 1 pair boots Shuntaup H. 2.00 thick
Shuntaup

183¢| December 2|EH 1 pair shoes Shuntaup H.S. 1.50 thick/paid G. Hewitt

183¢| December 2|EH 1 shoes Nedson Ned 1.25 thick/paid G. Hewitt
Nedson

183¢| December 2|EH 3yds beaverskin Shelly Lem 1.00 paid G. Hewitt
Shelly

183¢ January |EH 1 coat Shuntaup H. 4.50 broad cloth
Shuntaup

183¢ July z|EH 6 yds cotton cloth Pompey Sarah .75
Pompey

183¢| December 1|EH 1 pair boots Shuntaup Henry 2.25 thick
Shuntaup

183¢| November 2 |EH 1 pair boots Nedson Edward (1.50 boy
Nedson

183¢| September |EH 7 yds calico Pompey Sarah 1.17 daughter (?)
Pompey

183¢ May 3C|EH 8 yds calico Unk Philena |1.34

183¢| September |EH 1yd bleached cloth  |Pompey Sarah 17
Pompey

184(| December 2|{EH 10 yds cotton cloth Nedson Thos 1.00
Nedson

184( January 2|EH 4 yds cotton cloth Shuntaup S. .40
Shuntaup

184( June 2!|[EH thread Unk .02

184( January 1|EH 3/4yd calico shirting Nedson Wealthy (.20
Nedson
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Year| Entry Date | Overseer Quantity Type Family Name | Person |Amount Comments

184( January 1|EH 8 yds calico Nedson Wealthy [1.00
Nedson

184( January 2|EH 1 pair shoes Nedson Ned 1.25
Nedson

184( January 1|EH trimmings Pompey Sarah 17 for dress
Pompey

184( May 2E|EH 8 yds calico Unk Philena |1.30

184( May 2E|EH 1 pair shoes Unk Philena |1.25 daughter (?)

184( June 2/|EH 15 yds sheeting Unk 1.50

184( June 2/|EH 4 yds calico Unk .50

184( June 2/|EH 3/4 yds sheeting Unk .07

184( October 1'|EH 1 pair shoes Unk Philena [1.25

184(| December 1|EH 8 yds bleached cloth |Pompey Shelly and|1.30
Sarah

184(| December 1|EH 3/4 book muslin Unk .22

184(| December 1|EH 1 spool thread Unk .07

184(| December 1|EH 1 pair cotton stockings |Unk .20

184( January 1|EH 8 yds woolen cloth Pompey Sarah 2.00 dress
Pompey

184(| December 1|EH 1 pair pantaloons Unk 1.00

184( January 1|EH 1 pair shoes Pompey Sarah 1.23
Pompey

184(| December 1|EH 1 pair boots Shuntaup Henry 1.00 thick
Shuntaup

1841 July 1Zz|EH 1/2 yds muslin Nedson Wealthy (.16 Book for child
Nedson

1841 July 1Zz|EH 1 spool thread Unk .06

1841 November |EH Cambuck Nedson Thos .88 Cambric(?)
Nedson

1841 December |EH 1 pair shoes Shelly Cyrus 1.50
Shelly

1841 July 1C|EH 2 hats Unk .50 Palmhaq(?)

1841 January 1|EH 1 pair shoes Shuntaup Samuel |2.00 thick boots
Shuntaup

1841 July 1C|EH 3yds calico Unk .37

1841 July 1z|EH 21/2 Cambuck Unk .34 Cambric(?)

1841 May 31|EH 5vyds cotton cloth Unk .45

1841 July 1C|EH 6 yds bleached shirting|Unk .60

1841 May 31|EH 8 yds calico Unk 1.34

1841 May 1Zz|EH 12 yds calico Nedson Thos 1.50 wife
Nedson

1841 April 15|EH 3yds cotton cloth Shuntaup Samuel
Shuntaup

1841 April 12|EH 1 pair stockings Pompey Sarah .20
Pompey

1841 April 11|EH 3/4yd cloth Pompey Sarah .25
Pompey

1841 April 11|EH 4 yds cloth Pompey Sarah 1.00
Pompey

1841 January 1|EH 1 pair pantaloons Shuntaup Samuel |1.25
Shuntaup

1841 July 1C|EH 1 spool thread Unk .07

1841 January 1|EH 3/4 yds sheeting Shuntaup Samuel .07
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Year| Entry Date | Overseer Quantity Type Family Name | Person |Amount Comments
Shuntaup

1841 January 1|EH 3yds cloth Shuntaup Samuel |1.00
Shuntaup

1841 April 15|EH 3yds cloth Unk .75

184z January 1|EH 1 pair shoes Shuntaup Henry 1.50 brogan
Shuntaup

184z June 2'|EH 1 grave clothes Pawhage Prue .34 paid for making
Pawhage

184z January (EH 1 shirt Shuntaup Henry .50
Shuntaup

184z July z|[EH 17 yds calico Nedson Thos 2.10 children
Nedson

184: October {{EH lyd cotton cloth Nedson Thos 10 wife
Nedson

184: April 12|EH 3yds cotton cloth Unk .24

184: Aprl 12|EH 1 pair shoes Unk 1.08

184: April 12|EH 3yds cloth Unk .75

184: June 2 |EH 3yds cotton cloth Brushel Moses .30
Brushel

184: October {|EH 1 shirt Brushel Moses .34
Brushel

184: October {(EH 1 pair pants Brushel Moses .50
Brushel

184: October {(EH 1 grave clothes Brushel Moses 1.50
Brushel

184: October {(EH 8 yds calico Nedson Thos 1.00 wife
Nedson

184¢ April 24|EH 1 shirt Shuntaup Henry .50
Shuntaup

184t| September 1|ELH 1 shirt Shuntaup Henry .50
Shuntaup

184t| September 1|ELH calico Unk Philena for dress

184t| September 1|ELH cotton cloth Unk Philena for shirts

184t| December |ELH 1 pair shoes Randall Jack as per his bill
Randall

184t| December 1|ELH 4 macs Shelly G. Shelly

184t| December 2|ELH 1 pair shoes Shuntaup Henry brogan
Shuntaup

184t| December 2|ELH 1+ cotton cloth Shuntaup Henry shirts
Shuntaup

184t June 2'|ELH calico Shelly Polly
Shelly

184¢| December 2{ELH 8 yds calico Unk Philena |1.10

184¢€ April 9|ELH 1 pair booters Gorden Molly
Gorden

184¢ June :|ELH 1 shirt Shuntaup J.
Shuntaup

184¢ June 2/|ELH 1 pair pantaloons Shuntaup Henry satinnet
Shuntaup

184¢ June 2/|ELH 8 yds calico Unk Clarry for dress
(Mrs.
Hewitt?)

184¢€ June 2/|ELH 1yd cotton cloth Unk Clarry lining for dress
(Mrs.
Hewitt?)
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Year| Entry Date | Overseer Quantity Type Family Name | Person |Amount Comments
184¢€ April 9|ELH 2 shirts Unk Philena
184¢ October 1.|[ELH 1 pair shoes Nedson Polly 1.00 calf brogans
Nedson
[ 184¢ March 1|ELH [1 pair |stockings [unk |Lea [34 |
184€| November 2 |ELH 1 pair shoes Shuntaup Henry .92
Shuntaup
|184¢]  October 1 |ELH 6 yds |cotton cloth [unk [Philena |50 |
184¢ April 9|ELH cloth Unk Philena for dress
184¢ April 20|ELH 1 grave clothes Shelly C. Shelly
184¢ April 10|ELH 1 shirt Shelly C. Shelly |.75
184¢ March 1|ELH 1 pair boots Shuntaup Henry
Shuntaup
184¢ March 1|ELH 1 cloth Shuntaup Henry and makings shirt
Shuntaup
184¢ January 2|ELH 1+ pants Shelly G. Shelly britches
184¢ January 2|ELH 1+ shirts Shelly G. Shelly
|184¢]  January 1|ELH [1 pair shoes [unk [Philena | [brogans
184¢ January |ELH 1+ hats Shuntaup Henry at DB Wheeler
Shuntaup
184€| November 2 |ELH 1+ shirts Shuntaup Henry .50
Shuntaup
184¢ April 10|ELH 1 shirt Shelly C. Shelly |.50
184€| November 2 |ELH thread Shuntaup Henry .08
Shuntaup
184¢| December 2{ELH 1 pair shoes Unk Philena |.84
184€| November 2 |ELH 1 pair stockings Shuntaup Henry .50
Shuntaup
1847 August 1JELH 1 pair shoes Nedson Thos 1.08 brogans for daughte|r
Nedson
1847 July 14|[ELH 2 yds cotton cloth Fagins Fagins girls
1847 Feburary 1 |ELH 1 pair shoes Shuntaup Henry 1.00
Shuntaup
1847 July 14|[ELH 9 yds calico Fagins Fagins girls
1847 July 1|ELH 6 yds sheeting Nedson Ed Nedsol|1.10
[ 1847 July 1|ELH 1 |coat [Nedson |Ed Nedsoi[2.00 |
[ 1847 July 1|ELH 1 [hat [Nedson |Ed Nedsoi|.50 |
1847 August 1(|ELH 1 dress Unk Philena  [1.69 dress
1847 August 1(|ELH 1 pair shoes Unk Philena (.98 calf
1847 August 1JELH 1 shirt Shuntaup J. Shuntug|.50
1847 July 14|[ELH thread Fagins Fagins 1.67 girls
1847 November 2 |ELH 1 pair boots Shuntaup Henry 2.25 thick
Shuntaup
1847 November 2 |ELH 1+ shirts Shuntaup Henry 1.00 flannel
Shuntaup
1847 November 2 |ELH 1 cloth Shuntaup Henry .33
Shuntaup
1847 December 1{ELH 1 pair pantaloons Shuntaup Henry 2.00 part worn
Shuntaup
1847 December 1|ELH 1 coat Shuntaup Henry 2.75 cloth and vest
Shuntaup
1847 December 2|ELH 1 dress Nedson Polly 1.39 calico
Nedson
[1847]  August 1(|ELH 6 yds [sheeting [unk |Philena .60 |
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Year| Entry Date | Overseer Quantity Type Family Name | Person |Amount Comments
1847 Feburary 1|ELH thread Shuntaup Henry 17
Shuntaup
1847 April 25|ELH 1 dress Unk Philena  |[1-
1847 July 1C|ELH shirts Shuntaup Henry .50
Shuntaup
1847 Feburary 2|ELH 1 shirt Shuntaup Henry .50
Shuntaup
1847 Feburary 2 |ELH 1 pair stockings Shuntaup Henry .58
Shuntaup
1847 Feburary 2 |ELH cloth Nedson Nedson |1.50 for childs grave
clothes
1847 March 14 ELH 1 pair shoes Gardner Molly 1.00
Gardner
1847 April 2|ELH 8 yds calico Ned Thankful [1.00
Ned
1847 April 2|ELH 1yd cotton cloth Ned Thankful |.30
Ned
1847 April 10(ELH 6 yds cotton cloth Unk Philena  [1.50
1847 April 15|ELH 1pair shoes Ned Thankful |1.20
Ned
184¢ May 2C|ELH 1 pair pantaloons Shuntaup Henry 2.00
Shuntaup
184¢ January 1|{ELH 1 shirt Unk Young .50
Indian
184¢ Feburary {|ELH 1 pair shoes Ned Thankful |1.00
Ned
184¢ April 4|ELH 1 grave clothes Unk Philena |6.00 and coffin
184¢ Feburary {|ELH 1 pair pantaloons Nedson Thos 2.13
Nedson
184¢ January 1|ELH 1 pair shoes Unk Young 1.00
Indian
184¢ April 3|ELH 1 pair shoes Nedson Thos 1.00 brogans for daughte
Nedson
184¢ May 2C|ELH 1 shirt Shuntaup Henry .50
Shuntaup
184¢ January 1|ELH 1 coat Unk Young 2.00
Indian
184¢| December |ELH 1 pair shoes Shuntaup Henry 2.00 thick boots
Shuntaup
184¢ July €|[ELH 2 shirts Shuntaup Shuntaup |1.00
184¢ July €|ELH 4 (yds) calico Nedson Polly 1.87 dress lining
Nedson
184¢ July €|[ELH 1 pair shoes Nedson Polly 1.00 Booters (?)
Nedson
184¢ October |[ELH 1 pair pants Shuntaup Henry .75 cotton
Shuntaup
184¢ December |ELH 1 pair stockings Shuntaup Henry .50
Shuntaup
184¢ October :(ELH 1+ shirts Shuntaup Henry .75 Twilled
Shuntaup
185(| December 2|ELH 1 coat Shuntaup Henry 3.00 |blue cloth, part worr
Shuntaup
185( June {|[ELH 1 pair boots Nedson Nedson |1.17 calf
girl
185( June 1I|ELH 1 pair pants Shuntaup Shuntaup |1.00
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Year| Entry Date | Overseer Quantity Type Family Name | Person |Amount Comments
185(| December 2|ELH 1+ shirts Shuntaup Henry .58 Twilled
Shuntaup
185( January |ELH 1 pair pants Shuntaup Henry 2.50
Shuntaup
185(C June :|ELH 1 dress Nedson Nedson [1.10 calico
girl
185(C June :|ELH 1 dress Nedson Polly 1.50 collared and wool
Nedson
185(C May 1C|ELH 1 pair pantaloons Shuntaup Henry 1.00
Shuntaup
185( April 15(ELH 1 shirt Shuntaup Henry .75 twilled, collared
Shuntaup
185( April 1|ELH 1 calico Nedson Polly 1.20 dress and lining
Nedson
185( January 3|ELH boots Randall Jack 2.50 for mending boots f
Randall Indians
[185¢(]  January 1|ELH | [thread [Ned [Ned. o8 |
[185¢(]  January 1|ELH 3 yds |cotton cloth [Ned [Ned. [27 |
185(| September |ELH 1+ shirts Shuntaup Henry .58 Twilled
Shuntaup
185(C January |ELH 1 vest Shuntaup Henry .67
Shuntaup
185C| December 2|ELH 1 pair pants Shuntaup Henry 2.50 satinnet
Shuntaup
185( January |ELH 1 coat Shuntaup Henry 6.00 cloth
Shuntaup
185(C June 1I|ELH 1 shirt Shuntaup Shuntaup |.75 Twilled
185( June 1I|ELH 1+ vest Shuntaup Shuntaup |.50
185( July €|ELH 1+ shirts Shuntaup Henry .58 Twilled
Shuntaup
185(| September z|ELH 1+ shirts Shuntaup Henry .15 cotton
Shuntaup
185(| September z|ELH 1 pair pants Shuntaup Henry .50 woolen, part worn
Shuntaup
185C| December 2|ELH 1 pair boots Shuntaup Henry 2.12 thick
Shuntaup
185( January 1|ELH 3yds sheeting Ned Ned. 2.25
1851 January |ELH 1 pair boots Nedson Polly 1.00 calf
Nedson
1851 January 2|ELH 1 pair boots Nedson Thos .90 calf for daughter
Nedson
1851| December 1|ELH 1 shirt Shuntaup Henry .61
Shuntaup
1851 November 1|ELH 1 pair boots Shuntaup Henry 1.62
Shuntaup
1852 February 2|IM 1 pair boots Nedson Polly 1.00
Nedson
1852 February '(ELH 1 grave close Shuntaup Henry .75 grave (clothes)
Shuntaup
185z December 2|lsaac Minor |1 pair shoes Nedson Polly .75
(IM) Nedson
1852 April 1|IM 1 pair shoes Shuntaup Samuel |.75
Shuntaup
1852 April 9|IM cloth Shuntaup Samuel |1.59 for pants and lining
Shuntaup for the same an
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Year| Entry Date | Overseer Quantity Type Family Name | Person |Amount Comments
making
1852 June ‘{IM 1+ shirts Nedson Polly .50 paid for washing
Nedson shirts
[ 1857 August £[IM 1 shirt Unk 60 |
1852 October 1i{IM 1 pair shoes Nedson Polly .92
Nedson
1852 October 1i{IM 4 yds cotton cloth Nedson Polly 9.36
Nedson
[ 1857 May €|IM 1 |coat [unk | [2.50  |dress
185: January 1{IM 1 pair pants Shuntaup Samuel |1.50
Shuntaup
1852 January 1{IM 1 shirt Shuntaup Samuel |.55
Shuntaup
1852 January 1{IM 1 vest Shuntaup Samuel |.75
Shuntaup
185¢ October 1i{IM 1 shoes Shuntaup Samuel |.58 paid Leonard Browr
Shuntaup for mending shoes
for SS
185¢€ January 1{IM 1 shoes Brown Leonard [.25 taps for shoes
Brown
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APPENDIX B: CLOTHING BY FAMILY NAME

FAGINS

Year| Entry Date |Oversee[Quantity Type Family Name Person Amount| Comments
182¢ March ¢SC 7 3/4 yde¢[cotton sheetir|Fagins |.Fagins .14

182¢ March ¢SC 7 yds |cotton plaid |Fagins I. Fagins .14

183Z! June 2{SC 10 yds |cotton sheetir (Fagins P. Fagins .10

183Z! June 2{SC 1 cotton Fagins P. Fagins .88 shawl

183Z] October 1:{SC 1 grave clothes |Fagins Isaac Fagins shirt

183Z| October 1.{SC 1 grave clothes |Fagins Isaac Fagins sheet

183Z| October 1.{SC 1 grave clothes |Fagins Issac Fagins handkerchie
183Z| March 2¢|SC 1 calico Fagins Margaret Fagir frock

183 July 7|EH 1 pair |shoes Fagins Prue Fagins |2-

183t| October 2:(EH 1 pair |shoes Fagins Prue Fagins |1.50 brogan
183¢|December 2|EH 3yds [sheeting Fagins Prue Fagins 4/4

1847 July 14|ELH 9yds |[calico Fagins Fagins girls

1847 July 14|ELH 2yds |[cotton cloth |Fagins Fagins girls

1847 July 14(ELH thread Fagins Fagins 1.67 girls

BRUSHELS

Year|Entry Date||OverseelfQuantity Type Family Name Person Amount|Comments
182¢| March 28SC 1 3/4 yds|cotton stripe|Brushel Moses Brushel|.15

182¢ May 2z(SC 10 yds |shirting Brushel Lucinda Brush

1843  June 2 (EH 3yds |cotton cloth [Brushel Moses Brushel|.30

1847 October {|EH 1 shirt Brushel Moses Brushel|.34

1847 October {{EH 1 pair [pants Brushel Moses Brushel|.50

184%| October ‘{EH 1 grave clothe|Brushel Moses Brushel|1.50

GARDNER

Year|Entry Date|Overseel|Quantity | Type|Family Name Person [|Amount|Comments
1847 March 14[ELH 1 pair |shoe|Gardner Molly Gardne|1.00

GORDEN

Year|Entry Date|OverseelfQuantity [ Type [Family Name| Person [Amount{Comments
184¢€i April 9|ELH 1 pair |booter:{Gorden Molly Gorder|
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HILL

Year|Entry Date|OverseelfQuantity Type Family Name| Person [Amount|Comments

183Z] March 4[SC 1 grave clothe|Hill Betsey Hil

NED

Year|Entry Date |OverseelfQuantity| Type [Family Name| Person [Amount Comments

182¢| March 2¢|SC leather Ned Tyre Ned for shoes

182¢| March 2¢|SC cotton clott{Ned Tyre Ned for apron

182¢ May 22|SC 7 yds calico Ned Tyre Ned .23

[182¢|  May 2z|sC 7yds |[shiting  [Ned TyreNed [121/2 |

182¢ May 22|SC 1 cotton Ned Tyre Ned .34 handkerchief/bill DB Wheelgr
183Z] March 2¢|SC 1 pair |[shoes Ned Tyre Ned 1.25

1837 January 2|SC 7 yds sheeting |Ned Tyre Ned .88 by Geo. W.

1847 April 2|ELH 8 yds calico Ned Thankful Ne(|1.00

[1847]  April2]ELH  [1yd  [cotton cloti|Ned [Thankful Ne<|.30 |

[1847]  April 15|ELH  |1pair  [shoes  [Ned [Thankful Nec|1.20 |

183E July 3C|EH 6 yds [sheeting |Ned Richard Ned|.70

183¢|December |EH 1lyd crepe Ned Tyre Ned black

183¢|December |EH thread Ned Tyre Ned and trimmings

185(| January 1|ELH 3yds sheeting |Ned Ned. 2.25

[185(| January 1]ELH  [3yds |cotton cloti|Ned [Ned. 27 |

[185(| January 1[ELH | thread  [Ned [Ned. log |

|184¢| Feburary [ELH |1 pair [shoes  [Ned [Thankful Ne(1.00 |

NEDSON

Year| Entry Date Overseer |Quantity Type Family Name Person Amount Comments
183 July €|EH 2 yds calico Nedson Tyra Nedson

183 July 2Z(EH 3yds sheeting Nedson Edward Nedsol|.38

1841 July 1Z(EH 1/2 yds |muslin Nedson Wealthy Nedso|.16 Book for child
[1841] November |EH | |Cambuck |Nedson  |Thos Nedson [.88  |Cambric(?)
[1847] July z|EH [17 yds |calico [Nedson  [Thos Nedson [2.10 |children

1847  October {|EH 8yds |calico Nedson Thos Nedson |1.00 wife

184%  October {|EH 1lyd cotton cloth [Nedson Thos Nedson |.10 wife

184¢€| October 1.{ELH 1 pair |[shoes Nedson Polly Nedson |1.00 calf brogans
1847 Feburary 2|ELH cloth Nedson Nedson 1.50 for childs grave cloth¢
[183¢[  August 1EH [8yds |calico [Nedson  [Tyra Nedson |1- [daughter
[183¢[ October 1|EH [8yds |calico [Nedson  [Tyra Nedson |1- |

183¢i March Z|EH 8yds |cotton plaid |[Nedson Tyra Nedson |1-

183¢i March 2¢ EH 3yds cotton plaid [Nedson Thomas Nedso|2-

183¢i May 15(EH 1 pair |[shoes Nedson Tyra Nedson |1.50

183¢€i June 1{EH 3yds beaverskin |Nedson Edward Nedsol|1-

[183¢| December [EH [1/2 book|muslin [Nedson  |Elsa Nedson | |

[183¢| December [EH [3yds |lace [Nedson  [Elsa Nedson | |footings
183¢| December |EH 3yds |cotton cloth |[Nedson Elsa Nedson

1837 January |EH 1 pair |[shoes Nedson Edward Nedsoi|1.04 thick

183¢)| December 2|EH 1 shoes Nedson Ned Nedson |1.25 thick/paid G. Hewitt
183¢|November 2(|EH 1 pair |boots Nedson Edward Nedsoi|1.50 boy

[184¢| January 1{EH [8yds |calico INedson |Wealthy Nedso[1.00 |

- 115 -

[%2]



Year| Entry Date Overseer [Quantity Type Family Name Person Amount Comments
184(| January 1|EH 3/4yd |calico shirtin(|Nedson Wealthy Nedso|.20

184(| January 2|EH 1 pair |[shoes Nedson Ned Nedson |1.25

184(| December 2|EH 10 yds |cotton cloth |Nedson Thos Nedson |1.00

1841 May 1z(EH 12 yds |calico Nedson Thos Nedson |1.50 wife

1847 July 1|ELH 6 yds sheeting Nedson Ed Nedson 1.10

[1841] July 1|ELH 1 |coat [Nedson ~ [EdNedson  [2.00 |

[1841] July 1|ELH 1 [hat [Nedson ~ [EdNedson |50 |

184¢| July &(ELH 4 (yds) |calico Nedson Polly Nedson |1.87 dress lining
184¢| July €|ELH 1 pair |[shoes Nedson Polly Nedson |1.00 Booters (?)
185( April 1|ELH 1 calico Nedson Polly Nedson |1.20 dress and lining
185( June J{ELH 1 dress Nedson Polly Nedson |1.50 collared and wool
[185(] June :[ELH 1 |dress Nedson  |Nedsongirl [1.10 |calico

185( June :(ELH 1 pair  [boots Nedson Nedson girl 1.17 calf

1851 January |ELH 1 pair |boots Nedson Polly Nedson |1.00 calf

1851 January 2|ELH 1 pair |boots Nedson Thos Nedson |.90 calf for daughter
185Z| December 2|Isaac Minor (IM|1 pair  |shoes Nedson Polly Nedson |[.75

[1857] June [IM 1+ [shirts [Nedson  [Polly Nedson |.50 |paid for washing shir
|185z| February 2(IM [1 pair  |boots [Nedson  [Polly Nedson [1.00 |

185Z| October 11|IM 1 pair |[shoes Nedson Polly Nedson |.92

185Z] October 11|IM 4 yds cotton cloth [Nedson Polly Nedson |9.36

1847 August 1ELH 1 pair |[shoes Nedson Thos Nedson |1.08 brogans for daughter
1847\ December 2|ELH 1 dress Nedson Polly Nedson |1.39 calico

[184¢| Feburary [ELH |1 pair  |pantaloons |Nedson  |Thos Nedson [2.13 |

[184¢| April 3|ELH [1 pair  |shoes INedson  [Thos Nedson [1.00 |brogans for daughter
PAWHAGE

Year|Entry Date|Oversee|Quantity Type Family Name| Person [|Amount| Comments

184Z|  June 2'{EH 1 grave clothe|Pawhage Prue Pawhag|.34 paid for makini

POMPEY

Year| Entry Date |Oversee[Quantity Type Family Name Person Amount| Comments

183Z| October {SC 5yds [cotton cloth |Pompey Lory Pompey

1837| January 3|EH 7 yds calico Pompey Sarah Pompey (98

1837 January 3|EH 3yds shirting Pompey Sarah Pompey |38

183¢l July Z|EH 6 yds cotton cloth |Pompey Sarah Pompey |.75

|183¢| september |EH [7yds |calico |Pompey  [Sarah Pompey [1.17  |daughter (%))

|183¢| september |EH [1yd  |bleached clot|Pompey  [Sarah Pompey |17 |

184(| January 1{EH 1 pair |shoes Pompey Sarah Pompey |1.23

184(| January 1{EH 8yds |woolen cloth |Pompey Sarah Pompey |2.00 dress

184(| January 1{EH trimmings Pompey Sarah Pompey |.17 for dress
184(|December 1|EH 8 yds bleached clot|Pompey Shelly and Sare|1.30

[1841]  April 11]EH [4yds |cloth [Pompey  [Sarah Pompey [1.00 |

[1841]  April 11]EH [3/4yd |cloth [Pompey  [Sarah Pompey|.25 |

[1841]  April 12|EH [1 pair [stockings |Pompey  [Sarah Pompey |20 |
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SHELLY

Year| Entry Date |Oversee|Quantity Type Family Name Person [Amount| Comments
183z July £{SC 6 yds [cotton Shelly Cyrus Shelly |.75 stripe
183z July £{SC 1 pair |shoes Shelly Cyrus Shelly |1.50
183Z) November (SC 1 pair |boots Shelly Cyrus Shelly thick
183 June 2'(EH 7 yds cotton plaid |Shelly Hannah Shell
183Ei June 2 (EH thread Shelly Hannah Shell to make sam:
[183¢]  July 3(|EH 2 1/2 yd¢|calico |Shelly [Hannah Shel|.42  |children
[183¢]  July 3(|EH | |cotton plaid |Shelly [Hannah Shel[1.13  |children
1841 December |EH 1 pair |shoes Shelly Cyrus Shelly |1.50
184¢| June 2'(ELH calico Shelly Polly Shelly
184t|December 1|ELH 4 macs Shelly G. Shelly
[184€| January 2[ELH |1+ [shirts |Shelly |G. shelly | |
[184€| January 2[ELH |1+ [pants |Shelly |G. shelly | |britches
184¢i April 10(ELH 1 shirt Shelly C. Shelly .50
184¢i April 10(ELH 1 shirt Shelly C. Shelly .75
184¢€i April 20(ELH 1 grave clothes|Shelly C. Shelly
183 July 3({EH 4 thread Shelly Hannah Shell|.04 skains
|183t] October 1 [EH 1 pair  |shoes |Shelly [Hannah Shell1- |
[183¢| May 4|EH |4 yds |calico |Shelly [Hannah Shell |
183¢i June 1{EH 7yds |calico Shelly Hannah Shell|1.50
183¢i June 1{EH 1 bonnet Shelly Hannah Shell|1-
183€i June 1{EH 1lyd ribbon Shelly Hannah Shell
183¢| December (EH 1 pair |boots Shelly Cyrus Shelly boy
[18371] January [EH |8 yds |cotton plaid [Shelly [Hannah Shel|1.50 |
[1837] January 1|EH 1 pair  |yarn stocking|Shelly [sami shelly |75 |
|183¢|December 2|EH [3yds |beaverskin [Shelly [Lem Shelly [1.00  |paid G. Hewit
SHUNTAUP
Year| Entry Date O:eerrs Quantity] Type 'ﬁemg Person Amount Comments
183E October !|EH 3yds |beaverskir|Shuntaup [Samuel 1.50
Shuntap
183 July 2¢|EH 3yds |A Shuntaup [Saml Shuntau |.38
[183¢| July 2¢[EH | [trimmings [Shuntaup  |[Saml Shuntau|.06  [for same
183¢| January |EH 1 coat Shuntaup |H. Shuntaup [4.50 broad cloth
183¢| December |EH 1 pair |boots Shuntaup |H. Shuntaup [2.00 thick
183¢| December 2|EH 1 pair |[shoes Shuntaup [H.S. 1.50 thick/paid G. Hewitt
183¢| December 1|EH 1 pair |boots Shuntaup [Henry 2.25 thick
Shuntaup
184 January 2|EH 4 yds cotton Shuntaup |S. Shuntaup |.40
cloth
184(| December 1|EH 1 pair |boots Shuntaup [Henry 1.00 thick
Shuntaup
1841 April 15|EH 3yds |cotton Shuntaup |Samuel
cloth Shuntaup
1841 January 1|EH 3/4 yds |sheeting |Shuntaup [Samuel .07
Shuntaup
1841 January 1|EH 3yds |cloth Shuntaup |Samuel 1.00
Shuntaup
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Overs . Family

Year| Entry Date i Quantity| Type NEmE Person Amount Comments

1841 January 1|EH 1 pair |[shoes Shuntaup |Samuel 2.00 thick boots
Shuntaup

1841 January 1|EH 1 pair |pantaloons{Shuntaup |Samuel 1.25
Shuntaup

1847% January (EH 1 shirt Shuntaup |Henry .50
Shuntaup

184% January 1|EH 1 pair |[shoes Shuntaup |Henry 1.50 brogan
Shuntaup

1844 April 24 |EH 1 shirt Shuntaup |Henry .50
Shuntaup

184%| December 2|ELH |1+ cotton Shuntaup |Henry shirts

cloth Shuntaup

184%| September 1|[ELH |1 shirt Shuntaup [Henry .50
Shuntaup

184t) December 2|ELH |1 pair  |shoes Shuntaup [Henry brogan
Shuntaup

184€] November 2 |ELH |1+ shirts Shuntaup |Henry .50
Shuntaup

184¢ March 1|[ELH |1 pair  |boots Shuntaup |Henry
Shuntaup

184¢€| November 2 [ELH thread Shuntaup [Henry .08
Shuntaup

184¢i March 1|ELH |1 cloth Shuntaup |Henry and makings shirt
Shuntaup

184€| November 2 [ELH (1 pair |stockings |Shuntaup ([Henry .50
Shuntaup

184¢€i June|[ELH (1 shirt Shuntaup |J. Shuntaup

184¢i June 2|ELH |1 pair |pantaloons{Shuntaup |Henry satinnet
Shuntaup

184€] November 2|ELH |1 pair |shoes Shuntaup |Henry .92
Shuntaup

184¢€i January [ELH [1+ hats Shuntaup [Henry at DB Wheeler
Shuntaup

1847 Feburary 2|ELH |1 pair |stockings |Shuntaup |Henry .58
Shuntaup

1847 Feburary 2|ELH |1 shirt Shuntaup |Henry .50
Shuntaup

1847 Feburary 1 |ELH thread Shuntaup |Henry 17
Shuntaup

1847 Feburary 1|ELH |1 pair |shoes Shuntaup |Henry 1.00
Shuntaup

1847 August LJ|ELH (1 shirt Shuntaup |J. Shuntup .50

1847 November 2 ([ELH (1 pair |boots Shuntaup |Henry 2.25 thick
Shuntaup

1847 December 1|{ELH |1 coat Shuntaup [Henry 2.75 cloth and vest
Shuntaup

1847] November 2 |ELH |1+ shirts Shuntaup [Henry 1.00 flannel
Shuntaup

1847] November 2 |ELH |1 cloth Shuntaup [Henry .33
Shuntaup

1847 July 1(|ELH shirts Shuntaup |Henry .50
Shuntaup

1847 December 1|ELH (1 pair |pantaloons|Shuntaup [Henry 2.00 part worn
Shuntaup

[184¢| May 2C|ELH |1 pair |pantaloons/Shuntaup [Henrv 200 |
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Overs q Family

Year| Entry Date i Quantity| Type NEmE Person Amount Comments
Shuntaup

184¢ May 2C|ELH |1 shirt Shuntaup [Henry .50
Shuntaup

184¢| October ([ELH [1+ shirts Shuntaup [Henry .75 Twilled
Shuntaup

184¢| October ([ELH (1 pair |pants Shuntaup [Henry .75 cotton
Shuntaup

184¢| December |ELH |1 pair |shoes Shuntaup [Henry 2.00 thick boots
Shuntaup

184¢| December [ELH (1 pair |stockings |Shuntaup ([Henry .50
Shuntaup

184¢| July €|[ELH |2 shirts Shuntaup |Shuntaup 1.00

185(] September |[ELH |1+ shirts Shuntaup [Henry .58 Twilled
Shuntaup

185(| December 2|ELH |1+ shirts Shuntaup |Henry .58 Twilled
Shuntaup

185(| December 2|ELH |1 coat Shuntaup |Henry 3.00 blue cloth, part worn
Shuntaup

185(| December 2|ELH (1 pair |pants Shuntaup |Henry 2.50 satinnet
Shuntaup

185( December 2|ELH (1 pair |boots Shuntaup [Henry 212 |thick
Shuntaup

185(] September z|[ELH |1+ shirts Shuntaup [Henry .15 cotton
Shuntaup

185( July S[ELH |1+ shirts Shuntaup [Henry .58 Twilled
Shuntaup

185( June 1|ELH |1 shirt Shuntaup |Shuntaup .75 Twilled

185( June 1L|ELH |1 pair |pants Shuntaup |Shuntaup 1.00

185( May 1C|ELH |1 pair |pantaloons{Shuntaup |Henry 1.00
Shuntaup

185( April 15(ELH |1 shirt Shuntaup [Henry .75 twilled, collared
Shuntaup

185( January [ELH |1 vest Shuntaup [Henry .67
Shuntaup

185( January [ELH (1 pair |pants Shuntaup [Henry 2.50
Shuntaup

185( January [ELH |1 coat Shuntaup |Henry 6.00 cloth
Shuntaup

185( June L|ELH |1+ vest Shuntaup |Shuntaup .50

185(| September z|[ELH (1 pair |pants Shuntaup |Henry .50 woolen, part worn
Shuntaup

1851] November 1|ELH |1 pair |boots Shuntaup [Henry 1.62
Shuntaup

1851] December 1|ELH |1 shirt Shuntaup [Henry .61
Shuntaup

185Z April 1 {IM 1 pair [shoes Shuntaup |Samuel .75
Shuntaup

185Z April 9|IM cloth Shuntaup |Samuel 1.59 for pants and lining for the same anu
Shuntaup making

185Z February |[ELH |1 grave closiShuntaup [Henry .75 grave (clothes)
Shuntaup

1857 January 1{IM 1 pair [pants Shuntaup  [Samuel 1.50
Shuntaup

1857 January 1|IM 1 shirt Shuntaup |Samue .55
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Overs . Family
Year| Entry Date i Quantity| Type NEmE Person Amount Comments
Shuntaup
1857 January 1{IM 1 vest Shuntaup  [Samuel .75
Shuntaup
185¢| October 1/{IM 1 shoes Shuntaup |[Samuel .58 paid Leonard Brown for mending sh
Shuntaup for SS

SKESUCKS

Year|Entry Date|Overseel[Quantity [ Type |Family Name Person Amount
1837| January 3|EH 10yds |calico |Skesucks Nancy Skesucl{1.40
|18317| January 3|EH |6 yds [shirting/Skesucks  [Nancy Skesucl|75

UNKNOWN FAMILIES

Year|| Entry Date [Oversee|Quantity Type Family Name Person Amount| Comments
182¢ August €|SC 1 pair |[shoes Unk Filona

182¢|  August 14SC 1 pair |[shoes Unk Moses thick

183Z] January 2{SC 1/2 yds |calico Unk .20 of DB Wheele
183Z] January 2{SC 3yds shirting Unk .10 of DB Wheele
[183z] Feburary 1|sC [1 pair  |shoes |unk [Prude. [1.25  |of DB Wheele
[183z| Feburary 1|sC 1 [blanket |unk [Prude. [50  |of DB Wheele
183z April 9|SC 1 pair |[shoes Unk Prude. .08

1834 January 2(SC 1 shirt Unk Filene

1834 January 2(SC 1 pair |[shoes Unk Filene tapping

1841 July 1({EH 6 yds bleached shirtin|Unk .60

[1841] July 1([EH [1 spool [thread |unk | o7 |

[1841] July 1([EH [3yds |calico |unk | [37 |

1841 July 1Z|EH 21/2 Cambuck Unk .34 Cambric(?)
1841 July 1Z(EH 1 spool |thread Unk .06

1847 April 12|EH 3yds cotton cloth Unk .24

1847 Aprl 12|EH 1 pair |shoes Unk 1.08

[1842]  April 12|EH [3yds |cloth |unk | 75 |
|184¢[September 1|[ELH | [calico |unk |Philena | [for dress
184¢%|September 1(ELH cotton cloth Unk Philena for shirts
184¢€| January 1|ELH 1 pair |[shoes Unk Philena brogans

184¢€i March 1|ELH 1 pair  |[stockings Unk Lea .34

184¢€i April 9|ELH cloth Unk Philena for dress
[184¢ April 9[ELH |2 [shirts |unk [Philena | |

[184¢/  June2|ELH  [8yds [calico |unk [Clarry (Mrs. Hewitt?| [for dress
184¢i June 2/|ELH 1yd cotton cloth Unk Clarry (Mrs. Hewitt? lining for dres:
184¢€| October 1|ELH 6 yds cotton cloth Unk Philena .50

184¢€)| December 2{ELH 1 pair |[shoes Unk Philena .84

184¢€| December 2{ELH 8 yds calico Unk Philena 1.10

[1847]  April10[ELH  [6yds [cottoncloth  |unk |Philena [150 |

[1847]  Aprii25|ELH |1 |dress |unk |Philena [1- |

1837| Feburary 2|EH 2yds |calico Unk 1.88

1837 Feburary 2{EH 4 yds shirting Unk 2.38 (?)

1837 Feburary 2|EH 2 paper |pins Unk 31
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Year|| Entry Date [Oversee|Quantity Type Family Name Person Amount| Comments
183¢ May 3C|EH 8yds |calico Unk Philena 1.34

184( May 2E|EH 8yds |calico Unk Philena 1.30

184 May 25(EH 1 pair |[shoes Unk Philena 1.25 daughter (?)
184 June 2/{EH 15 yds [sheeting Unk 1.50

184 June 2/{EH 4 yds calico Unk .50

184( June 2{EH 3/4 yds |sheeting unk .07

184( June 2|EH thread unk .02

184(| October 1|EH 1 pair |[shoes Unk Philena 1.25

184()| December 1|EH 3/4 book|muslin Unk .22

184()| December 1|EH 1 spool |thread Unk .07

184()| December 1|EH 1 pair |cotton stocking:{Unk .20

184(| December 1|EH 1 pair |[pantaloons unk 1.00

1841 April 15|EH 3yds |cloth Unk .75

1841 May 31(EH 8 yds calico Unk 1.34

1841 May 31(EH 5yds cotton cloth Unk .45

1841 July 1({EH 2 hats Unk .50 Palmhaq(?)
184¢ April 4| ELH 1 grave clothes |Unk Philena 6.00 and coffin
1852 May €|IM 1 coat Unk 2.50 dress

1852 August £{IM 1 shirt Unk .60

1847  August 1(|ELH 1 dress Unk Philena 1.69 dress

1847  August 1(|ELH 1 pair |[shoes Unk Philena .98 calf

1847  August 1(|ELH 6 yds sheeting Unk Philena .60

184¢| January 1{ELH 1 coat Unk Young Indian 2.00

184¢| January 1{ELH 1 shirt Unk Young Indian .50

184¢| January 1{ELH 1 pair |[shoes Unk Young Indian 1.00
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APPENDIX C: CLOTHING BY TYPE, 1829-1859

BEAVERSKIN

Year| Entry Date |Oversee|Quantity| Type Person Amount| Comments
183%|  October !{EH 3yds beaverski|Samuel Shunt¢{1.50

183¢i June 1{EH 3yds beaverski|Edward Nedso|1-

|183¢|December 2|EH [3yds |beaverski[Lem Shelly  [1.00 |paid G. Hewit
BLANKET

Year|Entry Date |OverseelfQuantity | Type |Persor{Amount| Comments
183Z|Feburary 1|SC 1 blanke|Prude.|.50 of DB Wheele

BLEACHED SHIRTING

Year|Entry Date |Overseel|Quantity Type Persor|Amount|Comments
1841 July 1(|EH 6 yds |bleached shirtin .60

BLEACHED CLOTH

Year| Entry Date |Oversee[Quantity Type Person Amount|{Comments
183¢| September |[EH 1lyd bleached clot|Sarah Pompey |.17
184(|December 1|EH 8 yds bleached clot|Shelly and Sarz|1.30

BONNET

Year|Entry Date|Overseel|Quantity | Type Person [Amount|Comments
183¢i June 1{EH 1 bonne|Hannah Shell|1-

BOOTERS

Year|Entry Date|OverseelfQuantity [ Type Person [Amount|Comments
184¢€i April 9|ELH 1 pair |booter{Molly Gorder

BOOTS

Year| Entry Date |Overseel|Quantity | Type| Person Amount Comments
183Z] November |SC 1 pair |boot¢|Cyrus Shelly thick

[183¢| December [EH [1 pair  |boots|Cyrus Shelly | [boy

[183¢| December 1|EH [1 pair  |boots/Henry Shuntau[2.25  [thick
183¢November 2(|EH 1 pair  |boots{Edward Nedso|1.50 boy
184(|December 1|EH 1 pair |boot¢fHenry Shuntau|1.00 thick

184¢€i March 1|ELH 1 pair |boot¢{Henry Shuntau

1847|November 2 |ELH 1 pair |boots|Henry Shuntau|2.25 thick

|185(|December 2|ELH |1 pair  |boots|Henry Shuntau[2.12  [thick
[185(] June |[ELH |1 pair |boot|Nedsongirl [1.17 |calf
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s

Year|| Entry Date |Overseel|Quantity | Type Person Amount Comments
1850 January 3|ELH boots{Jack Randall |2.50 for mending boots for India
1851|November 1{|ELH 1 pair  |boots{Henry Shuntau|1.62

1851 January 2|ELH 1 pair |boot¢fThos Nedson (.90 calf for daughter
1851 January |ELH 1 pair |boots|Polly Nedson |1.00 calf

1857 February 2]IM 1 pair |boots|Polly Nedson |1.00

CALICO

Year| Entry Date [Oversee|Quantity | Type Person Amount{ Comments
182¢ May 2Z|SC 7yds |calicc|Tyre Ned .23

[183z] January 2|sc [1/2 yds |calicc] |20 |of DB Wheeler
183z March 2¢|SC 1 calicc|Margaret Fagins frock

183t| October 1i|EH 8 yds calicc|Tyra Nedson 1-

183 July €|EH 2 yds calicc|Tyra Nedson

183 July 3({EH 2 1/2 yd¢|calicc|Hannah Shelly 42 children
[183¢]  August 14/EH [8 yds |calicc|Tyra Nedson |1- [daughter
[183¢/  June 1|EH [7yds [calicc|Hannah Shelly ~ [1.50 |

183¢i May 4|EH 4yds |calicc|Hannah Shelly

1837 Feburary 2|EH 2 yds calicc 1.88

1837| January 3|EH 10 yds |calicc|Nancy Skesucks [1.40

1837| January 3|EH 7 yds calicc|Sarah Pompey 98

[183¢| September |[EH [7yds |calicc/Sarah Pompey ~ [1.17  |daughter (?)
[183¢]  May 3(|EH [8yds |calicc|Philena 134 |

184( May 2E|EH 8yds |calicc|Philena 1.30

184 June 2/{EH 4 yds calicc .50

184(| January 1{EH 8 yds calicc|Wealthy Nedson 1.00

1841 July 1({EH 3yds calicc .37

[1841]  May 1Z|EH [12 yds |calicc|Thos Nedson [1.50  |wife

[1841]  May 31|EH [8yds |calicc| 134 |

184 July Z|EH 17 yds |calicc|Thos Nedson 2.10 children
184%  October ‘{EH 8 yds calicc|Thos Nedson 1.00 wife
184£|September 1|ELH calicc|Philena for dress
184¢| June 2'|ELH calicc|Polly Shelly

|184€| December 2[ELH ~ [8yds  [calicc|Philena 110 |

[184¢/  June2|ELH  [8yds [calicc|Clarry (Mrs. Hewitt?] [for dress
1847 July 14|ELH 9yds |calicc|Fagins girls

1847 April 2|ELH 8 yds calicc| Thankful Ned 1.00

184¢| July €|ELH 4 (yds) |calicc|Polly Nedson 1.87 dress lining
[185(] April L[ELH |1 |calicc|Polly Nedson [1.20 |dress and linin
CALICO SHIRTING

Year|Entry Date|Oversee|Quantity Type Person Amount|Comments
184(| January 1{EH 3/4yd |calico shirtin|Wealthy Nedso|.20

CAMBUCK

Year| Entry Date [Oversee(Quantity| Type Person [Amount|Comments

1841 July 1Z|EH 21/2 Cambucl .34 Cambric(?
|1841|November |EH | |cambucl{Thos Nedso|.88  |Cambric(?
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CLOTH

Year| Entry Date |Overseel|Quantity | Type| Person Amount Comments
1847 April 12|EH 3yds cloth .75

184¢€i March 1|ELH 1 cloth [Henry Shuntaug and makings shirt
184¢€i April 9|ELH cloth [Philena for dress

|1847| Feburary 2[ELH | [cloth [Nedson [1.50  [for childs grave clothes
[1841] January 1|EH [3yds |cloth|Samuel Shuntai[1.00 |

1841 April 11|EH 4yds |cloth|Sarah Pompey [1.00

1841 April 11|EH 3/4yd |cloth|Sarah Pompey |.25

1841 April 15|EH 3yds cloth .75

185Z! April 9|IM cloth [Samuel Shuntat{1.59 for pants and lining for the same and mal
|1847|November 2|[ELH |1 [cloth [Henry Shuntaug|.33 |

COATS

Year| Entry Date |OverseelfQuantity {Type Person Amount Comments

183¢| January (EH 1 coat |H. Shuntaup |4.50 broad cloth
1847|December 1{ELH 1 coat |Henry Shuntau|2.75 cloth and vest

1847 July 1|ELH 1 coat |[Ed Nedson 2.00

184¢| January 1{ELH 1 coat |Young Indian |2.00

185(|December 2|ELH 1 coat |Henry Shuntau|3.00 blue cloth, part worn
[185(| January [ELH |1 coat |Henry Shuntau|6.00  |cloth

[1857] May €|IM 1 |coat | [250 |dress

COTTON

Year|Entry Date|Overseel|Quantity [ Type| Person [Amount Comments

182¢ May 2Z|SC 1 cottor|Tyre Ned |.34 handkerchief/bill DB Wheelgr
183Z! June 2{SC 1 cottor||P. Fagins |.88 shawl

183Z! July 4|SC 6 yds cottor|Cyrus Shell|.75 stripe

COTTON CLOTH

Year| Entry Date [Oversee|Quantity| Type Person Amount| Comments
182¢ March 2¢|SC cotton clotl| Tyre Ned for apron
183Z]  October «{SC 5vyds cotton clotl|Lory Pompey

[183¢| December [EH [3yds |cotton clotl|Elsa Nedson | |

183¢ July Z|EH 6 yds |[cotton clott{Sarah Pompey .75

184()| December 2|{EH 10 yds |cotton clotl|Thos Nedson 1.00

184(| January 2|EH 4 yds cotton clotl|S. Shuntaup .40

1841 May 31(EH 5vyds cotton clott .45

[1841]  April 15|EH [3yds |cotton cloti{Samuel Shuntaup | |

[1842]  April 12|EH [3yds |cotton cloti| 24 |

18473 June 2 |EH 3yds |cotton clotl|Moses Brushel .30

184  October ‘{EH 1lyd cotton clotl|Thos Nedson .10 wife

184¢)| December 2|ELH 1+ cotton clott|Henry Shuntaup shirts
184£|September 1|ELH cotton clott|Philena for shirts
[184€] October 1|ELH  [6yds |cotton clott|Philena 50 |

[184¢/  June2|ELH  [1yd  [cotton cloti|Clarry (Mrs. Hewitt?| llining for dres
1847 April 10(ELH 6 yds |[cotton clott|Philena 1.50

1847 July 14(ELH 2 yds cotton clotl|Fagins girls
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Year|| Entry Date |[Oversee|Quantity| Type Person Amount|{ Comments
1847 April 2|ELH 1yd cotton clotl| Thankful Ned .30

185(| January 1{ELH 3yds |cotton clotl|Ned. .27

185Z] October 1i{IM 4 yds cotton clott|Polly Nedson 9.36
COTTON PLAID

Year|Entry Date||Overseej|Quantity[ Type Person Amount|{Comments
182¢|  March ¢SC 7 yds cotton plaicl. Fagins .14

183 June 2'(EH 7 yds cotton plai(jHannah Shelly

[183¢[  July 3(|EH | |cotton plai|Hannah Shelly|1.13  children
[183¢| March Z|EH [8yds  |cotton plai(|Tyra Nedson [1- |

183€| March 2¢EH 3yds |cotton plai Thomas Nedsc|2-

1837| January (EH 8 yds cotton plai(jHannah Shelly|1.50

COTTON SHEETING

Year|Entry Date|Oversee||Quantity Type Person [Amount|Comments
182¢|  March ¢SC 7 3/4 yds|cotton sheetir|l.Fagins |.14

183Z! June 2{SC 10 yds |cotton sheetir|P. Fagin|.10

COTTON STOCKINGS

Year| Entry Date |Oversee|Quantity Type PersorfAmount|Comments
184(|December 1|EH 1 pair |cotton stocking .20

COTTON STRIPE

Year|Entry Date|OverseelfQuantity[ Type Person |AmountfComments
182¢| March 25SC 1 3/4 yd<|cotton strip|Moses Brush|.15

CREPE

Year|Entry Date |OverseelfQuantity [Type| Person |AmountjComments
183¢|December |EH lyd crepe|Tyre Nec black

GRAVE CLOTHES

Year|Entry Date |Overseel|Quantity Type Person  [[Amount

183Z| October 1:{SC 1 grave clothe|lsaac Fagins

183Z| October 1.{SC 1 grave clothe|lsaac Fagins

183Z) October 1:{SC 1 grave clothe|lssac Fagins

183Z] March 4[SC 1 grave clothe|Betsey Hill

1842 June 2'(EH 1 grave clothe|Prue Pawhag|.34

[184%] October {|EH 1 |grave clothe|Moses Brushi|1.50

[184€] Aprii20[ELH |1 grave clothe|C. Shelly |

[184¢]  April4|[ELH |1 |grave clothe|Philena 6.00
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HATS

Year|Entry Date|Overseel|Quantity [ Type Person Amount| Comments
184¢€| January |ELH 1+ hats |Henry Shuntau at DB Wheele
1841 July 1({EH 2 hats .50 Palmhaq(?)
LACE

Year|Entry Date |OverseelfQuantity [Type| Person [Amount|Comments
183¢|December |EH 3yds lace [Elsa Nedsa footings
LEATHER

Year|Entry Date||Oversee/|Quantity | Type | Person |[Amount|Comments

182¢| March 2¢SC leathe [Tyre Nec for shoes

MACS

Year| Entry Date |Oversee[Quantity [Type| Person |Amount|Comments
184¢%|December 1{ELH 4 macs|G. Shelly

MUSLIN

Year| Entry Date |Overseel|Quantity | Type Person Amount| Comments
183¢€| December (EH 1/2 book|muslir|Elsa Nedson

184(|December 1|EH 3/4 book|muslir| .22

1841 July 1Z(EH 1/2 yds |muslir|Wealthy Nedso|.16 Book for chilc
PANTALOONS

Year| Entry Date |OverseeQuantity| Type Person Amount

184¢| Feburary {ELH 1 pair |pantaloon|Thos Nedson |(2.13
1847|December 1|ELH 1 pair |pantaloon|Henry Shuntaug|2.00

185( May 1C|ELH 1 pair |pantaloon|Henry Shuntaug{1.00

[184¢)  May2C|[ELH |1 pair |pantaloon|Henry Shuntauf|2.00

[1841] January 1|EH 1 pair  |pantaloon|Samuel Shunta|1.25

[184¢|  June2]ELH |1 pair |pantaloon|Henry Shuntaug|

PANTS

Year| Entry Date |Oversee||Quantity [Type Person Amount| Comments
184%  October ‘{EH 1 pair |pant:{Moses Brushel (.50

184¢€¢| January 2{ELH 1+ pant¢G. Shelly britches
184¢|  October i{{ELH 1 pair |pant{Henry Shuntaug|.75 cotton
[185(| January [ELH |1 pair [pant{Henry Shuntaug|2.50 |
[185¢/  June L|JELH |1 pair [pant{Shuntaup [1.00 |
185(|September z(ELH 1 pair |pantgHenry Shuntaug|.50 woolen, part wor
185()| December 2|ELH 1 pair |pant{Henry Shuntaug(2.50 satinnet
185%| January 1{IM 1 pair |pant{Samuel Shuntat{1.50

PINS

Year|Entry Date [OverseelfQuantity [ Type|PersorfAmount|Comments
1837|Feburary 2 |EH 2 paper |pins 3lc
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RIBBONS

Year|Entry Date|OverseelfQuantity | Type Person [Amount|Comments
183¢i June 1{EH 1lyd ribbor|Hannah Shell

SHEETING

Year| Entry Date |Oversee|Quantity| Type Person Amount|{Comments
183z January 2(SC 7 yds sheetini|Tyre Ned .88 by Geo. W
183 July 3({EH 6 yds sheetini|Richard Ned .70

[183¢]  July 2:|EH [3yds [sheetin|Edward Nedson|.38 |
|183¢|December 2|EH [3yds [sheetin|Prue Fagins | |4/4
183¢|December 1{EH 3yds [sheetini|Betsy Robbins brown
183¢|December 1{EH 5 yds sheetini|Betsy Robbins blue

184(| June 2/|EH 3/4 yds |sheetini .07

184(| June 2/|[EH 15yds |sheetin: 1.50

[1841] January 1|EH [3/4 yds |sheetin|Samuel Shuntai|.07 |

[1847] August1(ELH  |6yds |sheetin|Philena 60 |

1847 July 1(ELH 6 yds |[sheetini|Ed Nedson 1.10

185(| January 1|ELH 3yds sheetini|Ned. 2.25

SHIRT

Year| Entry Date |Oversee||Quantity [Type Person Amount| Comments
1834 January 2(SC 1 shirt [Filene

1842 January |EH 1 shirt [Henry Shuntaug|.50

[1842]  October {|EH 1 shirt [Moses Brushel .34 |

[184<]  April 24|EH 1 [shirt |[Henry Shuntaug|.50 |
184E|September 1{ELH 1 shirt |Henry Shuntaug|.50

184¢€i April 10(ELH 1 shirt |C. Shelly .50

184¢€i April 10(ELH 1 shirt |C. Shelly .75

184¢€i June J{ELH 1 shirt [J. Shuntaup

[1847| Feburary 2|[ELH |1 [shirt [Henry Shuntaug|.50 |

[184¢]  May2([ELH |1 [shirt |[Henry Shuntaug|.50 |

185( April 15(ELH 1 shirt |Henry Shuntaug|.75 twilled, collarec
185( June 1{ELH 1 shirt [Shuntaup .75 Twilled

1851| December 1{ELH 1 shirt (Henry Shuntaug|.61

185Z! August £{IM 1 shirt .60

[185¢] January 1{Im 1 [shirt [Samuel Shuntai.55 |

[1847] August LJELH |1 [shirt [3. Shuntup |50 |

[184¢| January1[ELH |1 [shirt [Young Indian |50 |

SHIRT(S)

Year| Entry Date |Oversee||Quantity [Type Person Amount Comments
184¢| January 2{ELH 1+ shirts|G. Shelly

184¢i April 9 |ELH 2 shirts|Philena

184¢€|November 2{[ELH 1+ shirtsfHenry Shuntau|.50 c

1847 July 1({ELH shirtsfHenry Shuntau|.50 c
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Year| Entry Date |Oversee|Quantity [Type Person Amount Comments
184¢| July &(ELH 2 shirts|Shuntaup 1.00

184¢|  October (ELH 1+ shirts|Henry Shuntau|.75 ¢ |Twilled

185( July ¢IELH 1+ shirt¢fHenry Shuntau|.58 ¢ |Twilled

185(| September [ELH 1+ shirts)Henry Shuntau|.58 ¢ |Twilled
185(|September Z|ELH 1+ shirts|Henry Shuntau|.15 ¢ |cotton

|185(| December 2[ELH |1+ [shirts|Henry Shuntau|.58 ¢ |Twilled

[1857] June ‘[IM 1+ [shirts|Polly Nedson |.50 ¢ |paid for washing shirts
|1847|November 2|ELH |1+ [shirts|Henry Shuntau[1.00 ~ [flannel

SHIRTING

Year|Entry Date |OverseeffQuantity| Type Person Amount| Comments

182¢ May 22|SC 10 yds |shirtinc|Lucinda Brushe

182¢ May 22|SC 7 yds  |shirtinc|Tyre Ned 12 %

183Z) January 2{SC 3yds shirting .10 of DB Wheele!

1837| January 3|EH 3yds shirtinc|Sarah Pompey |38

1837| January 3|EH 6 yds shirtinc|Nancy Skesuck{75

|18317|Feburary 2|EH 4yds [shirting| [2.38 ()]

SHOES

Year| Entry Date Overseer [Quantity [ Type Person Amount Comments
182¢ August €|SC 1 pair [shoe|Filona

182¢| August 14SC 1 pair [shoe|Moses thick

183Z! July 4|SC 1 pair |shoe|Cyrus Shelly 1.50

1832 Feburary 1|SC 1 pair |shoe|Prude. 1.25 of DB Wheeler
183Z! March 2¢|SC 1 pair |shoe|Tyre Ned 1.25

[1837] April 9|SC [1 pair  |shoe |Prude. o8 |

[1834] January 2[SC [1 pair  |shoe Filene | |tapping

183E July 7|EH 1 pair |[shoe|Prue Fagins 2-

1841] December |EH 1 pair |shoe|Cyrus Shelly 1.50

184Z) January 1|EH 1 pair |shoe|Henry Shuntauf|1.50 brogan

1847 Aprl 12|EH 1 pair |shoe| 1.08

|184¢| December [ELH [1 pair  |shoe|Jack Randall | [as per his bill
|1845| December 2|ELH [1 pair  |shoe [Henry Shuntaug| [brogan

184¢| January 1|ELH 1 pair [shoe|Philena brogans
184¢€| October 1.{ELH 1 pair [shoe|Polly Nedson |1.00 calf brogans
184¢€|November 2(|ELH 1 pair |shoe|Henry Shuntaug|.92

184¢€|December 2|ELH 1 pair [shoe|Philena .84

[1847| Feburary 1|ELH [1 pair  |shoe|Henry Shuntaug|1.00 |

[1847]  March 1<[ELH [1 pair  |shoe|Molly Gardner [1.00 |

1847 April 15(ELH 1pair shoe|Thankful Ned |1.20

183%| October 1JEH 1 pair |shoe|Hannah Shelly |1-

183%| October 2/ |EH 1 pair [shoe|Prue Fagins 1.50 brogan

183¢€i May 1E(EH 1 pair [shoe|Tyra Nedson |1.50

|183¢| December 2|EH [1 pair  |shoe|H.S. [1.50 [thick/paid G. Hewitt
[184(| January 2|EH |1 pair [shoe|Ned Nedson  [1.25 |

184( May 2E|EH 1 pair [shoe|Philena 1.25 daughter (?)
184(| October 1JEH 1 pair [shoe|Philena 1.25
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Year| Entry Date Overseer [Quantity [ Type Person Amount Comments
1841 January 1|EH 1 pair [shoe|Samuel Shuntai[2.00 |thick boots

184¢| July &(ELH 1 pair [shoe(Polly Nedson |1.00 Booters (?)

184¢| December |ELH 1 pair |shoe|Henry Shuntaug|2.00 thick boots

185Z| December 2|Isaac Minor (IM|1 pair  [shoe|Polly Nedson |.75

185Z! April 1{IM 1 pair |shoe|Samuel Shuntai|.75

[185z] October 1(IM [1 pair  [shoe|Polly Nedson [.92 |

[185¢[ October 1(IM 1 |shoe |Samuel Shuntai.58  |paid Leonard Brown for mending shoes fol
185€¢| January 1{IM 1 shoejLeonard Brown |.25 taps for shoes

1847 August 1(/ELH 1 pair [shoe|Philena .98 calf

1847 August 1ELH 1 pair [shoe|Thos Nedson |1.08 brogans for daughter
184¢|  January 1|ELH 1 pair [shoe{Young Indian |1.00

|184¢| Feburary [ELH [1 pair [shoe|Thankful Ned [1.00 |

[184¢| April 3|ELH [1 pair  |shoe|Thos Nedson [1.00  |brogans for daughter
STOCKINGS

Year| Entry Date |Overseel|Quantity| Type Person Amount|Comments

184¢i March 1|ELH 1 pair  |[stocking:Lea .34

184¢€|November 2(|ELH 1 pair  |stocking|Henry Shuntau|.50

1847 Feburary 2|ELH 1 pair  |stocking|Henry Shuntau|.58

184¢| December |ELH 1 pair  |stocking|Henry Shuntau|.50

THREAD

Year| Entry Date |OverseelfQuantity | Type Person Amount| Comments

183E June 2 |EH threac(|Hannah Shelly to make sameg

[1841] July 1([EH [1 spool [thread| o7 |

1841 July 1Z|EH 1 spool |threac .06

184¢€|November 2|ELH threa(|Henry Shuntau|.08

1847 Feburary 1|ELH threa(|Henry Shuntau|.17

183 July 3({EH 4 threa(|Hannah Shelly|.04 skains

[183¢| December [EH | [threac| Tyre Ned | [and trimming’

[184C|  June 2[EH | [threa o2 |

184(| December 1|EH 1 spool |threac .07

1847 July 14(ELH threa(|Fagins 1.67 girls

185(| January 1|ELH threa(|Ned. .08

TRIMMINGS

Year|Entry Date||Oversee|Quantity| Type Person [Amount|Comments

183 July 2¢{EH trimmings|Saml Shuntatr|.06 for same

[184(| January 1|EH | |trimmings|Sarah Pompe|.17  [for dress

VEST

Year|Entry Date|Overseel|Quantity [ Type Person Amount||Comments

185(| January |ELH 1 vest |Henry Shuntaug|.67
[185(| June 1|ELH |1+ vest |Shuntaup [50 |
[185%| January 1{IM 1 |vest [Samuel Shuntal|.75 |
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WOOLEN CLOTH

Year|Entry Date||Overseel|Quantity Type Person [Amount|Comments
184(| January 1{EH 8yds |woolen clott|Sarah Pomp¢(2.00 dress

YARN STOCKINGS

Year|Entry Date|Overseel|Quantity Type Person [Amount|Comments
1837| January 1|EH 1 pair |yarn stocking|Saml Shell |75
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APPENDIX D: CLOTHING BY YEAR, 1829-1859

b

1829

Year|Entry Date||Oversee/|Quantity Type Family Name| Person Amount Comments
182¢| March ¢SC 7 3/4 yd<|cotton sheetir|Fagins I.Fagins .14

[182¢| March ¢[sC [7yds  |cotton plaid |Fagins |I. Fagins 14 |

[182¢| March 2t[sC [1 3/4 yd<|cotton stripe |Brushel ~ |Moses Brushel|.15 |

182¢| March 2¢SC leather Ned Tyre Ned for shoes
182¢| March 2¢SC cotton cloth |Ned Tyre Ned for apron
182¢ May 2z(SC 10 yds |shirting Brushel Lucinda Brush

182¢ May 2z(SC 7 yds calico Ned Tyre Ned .23

[182¢|  Mmay 2z|sC [7yds |shirting [Ned [Tyre Ned 12172 |

[182¢]  May 2z|sC 1 cotton [Ned [Tyre Ned |34 |handkerchief/bill DB Wheel
182¢| August €¢|SC 1 pair |[shoes Unk Filona

182¢| August 14{SC 1 pair |[shoes Unk Moses thick
1832

Year| Entry Date [Overseel|Quantity Type Person Amount| Comments

183Z! June 2{SC 10 yds |cotton sheetin|P. Fagins .10

183Z! June 2(SC 1 cotton P. Fagins .88 shawl

183Z! July 4[SC 6 yds cotton Cyrus Shelly |.75 stripe

[1837] July 4|sC 1 pair  [shoes |Cyrus Shelly [1.50 |

[183z] October {sC [5yds |cotton cloth |Lory Pompey | |

183Z| October 1:{SC 1 grave clothes |Isaac Fagins shirt

183Z] October 1:|SC 1 grave clothes |Isaac Fagins sheet

183Z] October 1:|SC 1 grave clothes |Issac Fagins handkerchief
183Z|November |SC 1 pair [boots Cyrus Shelly thick

[183z] January 2|sC 1/2 yds |calico | [20  |of DB Wheele

183Z| January 2|SC 3yds |shirting .10 of DB Wheele|

183Z)| Feburary 1|SC 1 pair [shoes Prude. 1.25 of DB Wheele

183Z)| Feburary 1|SC 1 blanket Prude. .50 of DB Wheele

183Z! March £|SC 1 grave clothes |Betsey Hill

[183z] March 2¢/sC 1 pair  [shoes [Tyre Ned 125 |

[183z] March 2¢/sC 1 |calico |Margaret Fagir| [frock

[183z]  April9]sC 1 pair  |shoes [Prude. .8 |

1833

Year|Entry Date|Oversee/|Quantity[ Type | Person [Amount|Comments

1833 January 2|SC 7 yds |[sheetin|Tyre Nec|.88 by Geo. W
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1834

5

Year|Entry Date|OverseelfQuantity [ TypefPersor|Amount|Comments

1834 January 2(SC 1 shirt |Filene

1834 January 2(SC 1 pair [shoe|Filene tapping

1835

Year|Entry Date|Overseej|Quantity[ Type Person Amount| Comments
183 June 2'(EH 7 yds cotton plaijHannah Shelly

[183¢]  June 2|EH | thread  [Hannah Shelly| |to make sarrle
[183¢]  July 7|EH [1 pair [shoes  |Prue Fagins [2- |

183E July &|EH 2yds |calico Tyra Nedson

183 July 2Z(EH 3yds sheeting |Edward Nedso|.38

183 July 2¢{EH 3yds |A Saml Shuntau)|.38

183 July 2¢{EH trimmings |Saml Shuntau)|.06 for same
[183¢[  July 3(|EH [21/2 yde|calico ~ [Hannah Shelly|.42  [children
[183¢[  July 3(|EH | |cotton plaiHannah Shelly|1.13  |children
183E July 3(|EH 4 thread Hannah Shelly|.04 skains
183 July 3({EH 6 yds sheeting |Richard Ned |.70

183t August 14EH 8 yds calico Tyra Nedson |1- daughter
183¢| October 1/|EH 8 yds calico Tyra Nedson |1-

[183¢[ October !|[EH [3yds |beaverskin|Samuel Shunté[1.50 |

|183¢[ October 1|EH [1 pair  [shoes  |Hannah Shelly|1- |

|183¢[ October 2 |EH |1 pair |shoes  |Prue Fagins [1.50  |brogan
1836

Year| Entry Date |Oversee[Quantity] Type Person Amount| Comments
183¢i March Z)EH 8 yds cotton plai¢|Tyra Nedson |1-

183¢| March 2¢EH 3yds cotton plai(jThomas Nedsc|2-

183¢i May 4(EH 4 yds calico Hannah Shelly
[183¢]  June 1|EH [7yds |calico  |Hannah Shelly[1.50 |
[183¢)  May 15[EH |1 pair |shoes  |TyraNedson [1.50 |

183¢i June 1{EH 3yds |beaverskin|Edward Nedso|1-

183¢i June 1{EH 1 bonnet Hannah Shelly|1-

183¢i June 1{EH 1lyd ribbon Hannah Shelly

183¢| December (EH 1/2 book|muslin Elsa Nedson
|183¢| December [EH [3yds |lace |Elsa Nedson | [footings
|183¢| December [EH [3yds |cotton clott|Elsa Nedson | |

183¢| December (EH 1lyd crepe Tyre Ned black
183¢| December (EH thread Tyre Ned and trimming!
183¢| December (EH 1 pair |boots Cyrus Shelly boy
183¢|December 1{EH 5 yds sheeting |Betsy Robbins blue
|183¢|December 1|EH [3yds [sheeting |Betsy Robbins| [brown
|183¢|December 2|EH [3yds [sheeting |Prue Fagins | 414
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1837

Year|Entry Date |Overseel|Quantity Type Person Amount{Comments
1837| January |EH 1 pair |[shoes Edward Nedsoi[1.04 thick

1837| January |EH 8 yds cotton plaid |Hannah Shelly [1.50

1837| January 1|EH 1 pair |yarn stocking|Saml Shelly |75

|18317| January 3|EH [7yds |calico |sarah Pompey|98 |

|18317| January 3|EH [3yds |[shirting |sarah Pompey(38 |

1837| January 3|EH 10yds |[calico Nancy Skesucl{1.40

1837| January 3|EH 6 yds shirting Nancy Skesucl{75

1837|Feburary 2 |EH 2 yds calico 1.88

1837|Feburary 2 |EH 4 yds shirting 2.38(?)
|1837|Feburary 2|EH |2 paper |pins 31 |

1838

Year| Entry Date |OverseeQuantity[ Type Person [|Amount Comments
183¢| December (EH 1 pair |boots H. Shuntau(2.00 thick
183¢|December 2|EH 1 pair |shoes H.S. 1.50 thick/paid G. Hewitt
183¢|December 2|EH 1 shoes Ned Nedso|1.25 thick/paid G. Hewitt
183¢|December 2|EH 3yds beaverskifLem Shelly |1.00 paid G. Hewitt
183¢|  January (EH 1 coat H. Shuntau||4.50 broad cloth

1839

Year| Entry Date |Overseel|Quantity Type Person Amount | Comments
183¢| May 3C|EH 8yds |calico Philena 1.34

[183¢ July Z|EH |6 yds |cotton cloth |Sarah Pompey|.75 |

183¢| September |EH 7yds |calico Sarah Pompey|1.17 daughter (%))
183¢| September |EH 1lyd bleached clot|Sarah Pompey|.17

183¢|November 2(|EH 1 pair |boots Edward Nedso|1.50 boy
183¢|December 1|EH 1 pair |boots Henry Shuntau|2.25 thick

1840

Year| Entry Date |Oversee|Quantity Type Person Amount | Comments
184(| January 1{EH 1 pair |shoes Sarah Pompey |1.23

[184(| January 1|EH |8 yds |woolen cloth |Sarah Pompey [2.00 |dress
184(| January 1{EH trimmings Sarah Pompey |.17 for dress
184(| January 1{EH 8 yds calico Wealthy Nedso [1.00

184(| January 1{EH 3/4yd |calico shirting [Wealthy Nedso|.20

184(| January 2{EH 4 yds cotton cloth S. Shuntaup  |.40

[184(| January 2|EH 1 pair  |shoes [Ned Nedson [1.25 |

[184C]  May 2t[EH [8yds |calico |Philena 130 |

184( May 2E|EH 1 pair |shoes Philena 1.25 daughter (%)
184 June 2/{EH 15yds |sheeting 1.50

184 June 2/{EH 4 yds calico .50

184 June 2/{EH 3/4 yds |[sheeting .07
[184c|  June 2[EH | [thread | o2 |
[184¢| October 1|EH 1 pair  |shoes |Philena 125 |
184(|December 1|EH 8yds |bleached cloth [Shelly and Sare|1.30
184(|December 1|EH 3/4 book|muslin .22
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Year| Entry Date |Oversee[Quantity Type Person Amount| Comments
184(|December 1|EH 1 spool |thread .07

184(|December 1|EH 1 pair |cotton stocking .20

184(|December 1|{EH 1 pair |boots Henry Shuntau [1.00 thick
184(|December 1|EH 1 pair |pantaloons 1.00
184(|December 2|EH 10 yds |[cotton cloth  |Thos Nedson |1.00

1841

Year| Entry Date [Overseel|Quantity Type Person Amount| Comments
1841 July 1C|EH 6 yds |bleached shirtir .60

[1841]  July 1c|EH 1 spool |thread o7 |

1841 July 1C|EH 3yds |calico 37c

1841 July 1Z|EH 1/2 yds |muslin Wealthy Nedsor{.16 ¢ |Book for chilc
1841 July 1Z|EH 21/2 Cambuck .34 ¢ |Cambric(?)
1841 July 1Z|EH 1 spool [thread .06 c
|1841|November |EH | [cambuck [Thos Nedson [.88 ¢ [Cambric(?)
|1841| December |EH 1 pair  [shoes [Cyrus Shelly  [1.50 |

1841 January 1|EH 1 pair  [shoes Samuel Shuntati{2.00 thick boots
1841] January 1|EH 3yds cloth Samuel Shuntat{1.00

1841] January 1|EH 3/4 yds |sheeting Samuel Shuntai|.07 ¢

1841] January 1|EH 1 pair |pantaloons Samuel Shuntat|1.25

[1841]  April 11|EH [4yds |[cloth |sarah Pompey [1.00 |

[1841]  April 11|EH [3/4yd |cloth |sarah Pompey [25¢ |

1841 April 12|EH 1 pair  |[stockings Sarah Pompey (.20 ¢

1841 April 15|EH 3yds cotton cloth Samuel Shuntat

1841 April 15|EH 3yds cloth .75¢

1841 May 1Z|EH 12 yds |calico Thos Nedson [1.50 wife

[1841]  May 31|EH [8yds |calico | [1.34 |

[1841]  May 31|EH [5yds [cotton cloth | [45¢ |

[1841]  July 1c|EH 2 |hats | [50 ¢ [Palmhaq(?)
1842

Year|Entry Date||Oversee/fQuantity Type Person |Amount Comments
184Z) January |EH 1 shirt Henry Shuntau|.50

184zZ) January 1|EH 1 pair |[shoes Henry Shuntau|1.50 brogan

1842 June 2'(EH 1 grave clothe|Prue Pawhage|.34 paid for makin
[184z]  Julyz|EH 17 yds |calico Thos Nedson [2.10 |[children

1843

Year|Entry Date|/Oversee/fQuantity Type Person |AmountfComments

184%  April 12|EH 3yds cotton cloth .24

[1842]  Aprl 12|EH [1 pair  |shoes | 108 |

[1842]  April 12|EH [3yds |cloth | 75|

1843  June 2 |EH 3yds |cotton cloth [Moses Brushi|.30

1847 October {{EH 1 shirt Moses Brushi|.34

184%| October ‘{EH 1 pair [pants Moses Brushi|.50

184%| October ‘{EH 1 grave clothe|Moses Brushi|1.50

[184%] October {|EH 8yds |calico Thos Nedson|1.00  |wife

- 134 -



Year|Entry Date |Overseel|Quantity Type Person |AmountfComments
1847 October {{EH 1yd cotton cloth |Thos Nedson|.10 wife

1844

Year|Entry Date||Overseel|Quantity [ Type Person Amount|Comments

—

1844  April 24|EH 1 shirt |Henry Shuntau|.50

1845

Year| Entry Date [Oversee|Quantity| Type Person Amount| Comments

184¢ June 2|ELH calico Polly Shelly

184¢%|September 1(ELH 1 shirt Henry Shuntau|.50

184£|September 1|ELH calico Philena for dress
184£|September 1|ELH cotton clott|Philena for shirts

184t| December [ELH 1 pair |shoes Jack Randall as per his bi|l

|184¢[ December 1{ELH |4 [macs  [G. Shelly | |

|184¢[ December 2|[ELH |1 pair [shoes  [Henry Shuntad| [brogan

|184¢| December 2[ELH |1+ |cotton clott{Henry Shuntau| [shirts

1846

Year| Entry Date |Oversee|Quantity Type Person Amount| Comments
184¢€|  January |ELH 1+ hats Henry Shuntaup at DB Wheeler
184¢€| January 1|ELH 1 pair |[shoes Philena brogans

184¢€| January 2|ELH 1+ shirts G. Shelly

184¢€| January 2|ELH 1+ pants G. Shelly britches
[184¢/  Marchil[ELH |1 [cloth [Henry Shuntaup | land makings shi
[184¢]  March I[ELH |1 pair |stockings |Lea [34 |

184¢i March 1|ELH 1 pair  [boots Henry Shuntaup

184¢€i April 10(ELH 1 shirt C. Shelly .50

184¢€i April 10(ELH 1 shirt C. Shelly .75

184¢€i April 20(ELH 1 grave clothe|C. Shelly

[184¢ April 9[ELH | [cloth |Philena | [for dress
[184¢ April 9[ELH |2 [shirts |Philena | |

184¢i April 9 |ELH 1 pair  |booters Molly Gorden

184¢€i June J{[ELH 1 shirt J. Shuntaup

184¢€i June 2/|ELH 1 pair |pantaloons |Henry Shuntaup satinnet
[184¢|  June2|ELH  [8yds |calico [Clarry (Mrs. Hewitt?| [for dress
[184¢/  June2|ELH  [1yd  |cotton cloth [Clarry (Mrs. Hewitt?| [lining for dress
184¢€| October 1 |ELH 6 yds |[cotton cloth |Philena .50

184¢€| October 1.{ELH 1 pair |[shoes Polly Nedson 1.00 calf brogans
184¢€|November 2|ELH 1 pair |[shoes Henry Shuntaup .92

184¢€|November 2|ELH 1+ shirts Henry Shuntaup .50
|184€|November 2[ELH |1 pair |stockings [Henry Shuntaup |50 |
|184€|November 2[ELH | [thread |[Henry Shuntaup |08 |

184¢| December 2|ELH 1 pair |[shoes Philena .84

184¢|December 2|ELH 8 yds calico Philena 1.10
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1847

Year| Entry Date |Oversee|Quantity| Type Person Amount Comments
1847 Feburary 1|ELH 1 pair |[shoes Henry Shuntau|1.00

1847 Feburary 1|ELH thread Henry Shuntau|.17

1847 Feburary 2|ELH 1 shirt Henry Shuntau|.50

[1847| Feburary 2[ELH |1 pair |stockings |Henry Shuntau|.58 |

|1847| Feburary 2[ELH | [cloth [Nedson [1.50 |[for childs grave clotht
1847  March 1<ELH 1 pair |[shoes Molly Gardner |1.00

1847 April 2|ELH 8 yds calico Thankful Ned |1.00

1847 April 2|ELH 1lyd cotton clotl|Thankful Ned |.30

1847 April 10(ELH 6 yds cotton clott|Philena 1.50

[1847]  April15]ELH  [ipair |shoes  [Thankful Ned [1.20 |

1847 April 25(ELH 1 dress Philena 1-

1847 July 1|ELH 6 yds sheeting |Ed Nedson 1.10

1847 July 1|ELH 1 coat Ed Nedson 2.00

1847 July 1|ELH 1 hat Ed Nedson .50

[1841] July 1(ELH | [shits  |Henry Shuntau|.50 |

[1841] July 14ELH  [9yds |calico  |Fagins | |girls

1847 July 14|ELH 2yds |cotton clott|Fagins girls

1847 July 14(ELH thread Fagins 1.67 girls

1847 August 1(/ELH 1 dress Philena 1.69 dress

1847 August 1(|ELH 1 pair |shoes Philena .98 calf

[1847] August1(ELH  [6yds |sheeting |Philena 60 |

[1847] August LJELH |1 [shirt [3.shuntup |50 |

1847 August 1JELH 1 pair |[shoes Thos Nedson |1.08 brogans for daughter
1847|November 2 |ELH 1 pair |boots Henry Shuntau|2.25 thick
1847|November 2 |ELH 1+ shirts Henry Shuntau|1.00 flannel
1847|November 2 |ELH 1 cloth Henry Shuntau|.33

[1847|December 1[ELH |1 pair  |pantaloons|Henry Shuntau[2.00  [part worn
|1847|December 1[ELH |1 |coat [Henry Shuntau|2.75  |cloth and vest
|1847|December 2[ELH |1 |dress  [Polly Nedson [1.39 |calico

1848

Year|Entry Date|Oversee|Quantity Type Person |Am0unt Comments
184¢| April 4| ELH 1 grave clothe|Philena 6.00 and coffin
184¢| May 2C|ELH 1 shirt Henry Shuntau|.50

184¢| May 2C|ELH 1 pair |pantaloons |Henry Shuntau(2.00

[184¢| January 1[ELH |1 |coat [Young Indian [2.00

[184¢| January 1[ELH |1 [shirt [Young Indian .50

184¢| January 1{ELH 1 pair |[shoes Young Indian |1.00

184¢|| Feburary {[ELH 1 pair |pantaloons |Thos Nedson [2.13

184¢|| Feburary {[ELH 1 pair |[shoes Thankful Ned |1.00

184¢| April 3|ELH 1 pair |[shoes Thos Nedson |1.00 brogans for daughter
1849

Year|Entry Date [OverseelfQuantity | Type Person Amount|Comments

184¢| July €|[ELH 2 shirts  |Shuntaup 1.00

[184¢|  July€e|ELH |4 (yds) [calico |Polly Nedson [1.87  [dress linin

[184¢|  JulyelELH  |1pair [shoes |Polly Nedson [1.00 [Booters (?
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Year|Entry Date [OverseelfQuantity | Type Person Amount|Comments
184¢| October :|ELH 1+ shirts  |Henry Shuntau|.75 Twilled
184¢| October :|ELH 1 pair |pants |Henry Shuntau|.75 cotton
184¢|December |ELH 1 pair |[shoes |Henry Shuntau|2.00 thick boots
184¢|December |ELH 1 pair |[stocking:{Henry Shuntau|.50

1850

Year| Entry Date [Oversee|Quantity| Type Person Amount Comments
185( January |ELH 1 coat Henry Shuntau|6.00 cloth

[185(| January [ELH |1 pair [pants  |Henry Shuntau[2.50 |

[185(| January [ELH |1 |vest [Henry Shuntau|.67 |

185C| January 1{ELH 3yds |sheeting |Ned. 2.25

185(| January 1|ELH 3yds cotton clotl|Ned. .27

185(| January 1|ELH thread Ned. .08

185(| January 3|ELH boots Jack Randall |2.50 for mending boots for Indiaps
[185(] April L[ELH |1 [calico  [Polly Nedson [1.20  |dress and lining
[185¢|  Aprii15|ELH |1 [shirt [Henry Shuntau|.75  |twilled, collared
185( May 1C|ELH 1 pair |pantaloons{Henry Shuntau|1.00

185( June J{[ELH 1 dress Polly Nedson |1.50 collared and wool
185( June J{[ELH 1 dress Nedson girl 1.10 calico

185( June 1{ELH 1 pair |pants Shuntaup 1.00

[185¢/  June1|ELH |1 [shirt [Shuntaup ~ |.75  |Twilled

[185¢|  June 1|ELH |1+ vest [Shuntaup |50 |

185( June :(ELH 1 pair  |boots Nedson girl 1.17 calf

185( July ¢IELH 1+ shirts Henry Shuntau|.58 Twilled

185(| September [ELH 1+ shirts Henry Shuntau|.58 Twilled
185(|September Z|ELH 1+ shirts Henry Shuntau|.15 cotton
|185(|September zZ[ELH |1 pair |pants  [Henry Shuntau|.50  |woolen, part worn
|185(| December 2|[ELH |1 pair |boots  [Henry Shuntau|2.12  |thick

185(| December 2|ELH 1 pair [pants Henry Shuntau|2.50 satinnet

185()| December 2|ELH 1 coat Henry Shuntau|3.00 blue cloth, part worn
185()| December 2|ELH 1+ shirts Henry Shuntau|.58 Twilled

1851

Year| Entry Date |Overseel|Quantity | Type| Person Amount| Comments

1851 January |ELH 1 pair |boots|Polly Nedson |1.00 calf

[1851] January 2|ELH |1 pair |boots|Thos Nedson [.90 [calf for daughte
|1851|November 1[ELH 1 pair  |boots|Henry Shuntau[1.62 |

=

|1851|December 1[ELH |1 [shirt [Henry Shuntac|.61 |

1852

Year| Entry Date Overseer [Quantity| Type Person Amount Comments

185Z] February |ELH 1 grave clos¢/Henry Shuntauy|.75 grave (clothes)

185Z] Decembe|lsaac Minor 1 pair [shoes Polly Nedson |.75

2C|(IM)

185Z! April 1{IM 1 pair |[shoes Samuel .75
Shuntaup

185Z April 9(IM cloth Samuel 1.59 for pants and lining for the same and
Shuntaup making
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Year| Entry Date Overseer [Quantity| Type Person Amount Comments
185Z May €|IM 1 coat 2.50 dress
1852 June ‘(IM 1+ shirts Polly Nedson |.50 paid for washing shirts
185Z) February 2{IM 1 pair [boots Polly Nedson |1.00
185Z! August £{IM 1 shirt .60
185Z] October 1i{IM 1 pair |[shoes Polly Nedson |.92
185Z| October 1/{IM 4yds |cotton Polly Nedson  |9.36
cloth
1853
Year|Entry Date|Overseel|Quantity [ Type Person Amount{Comments
1857 January 1{IM 1 pair |pant{Samuel Shuntat{1.50
[185%| January 1{Im 1 [shirt [Samuel Shuntai.55 |
[185¢| January 1{Im 1 |vest [Samuel Shuntal|.75 |
1855
Year|Entry Date|Oversee|Quantity | Type Person Amount Comments
185E| October 1/{IM 1 shoe{Samuel Shuntat|.58 paid Leonard Brown for mending shoes fol| SS
1856
Year|Entry Date|Overseel|Quantity | Type Person Amount{ Comments
185¢€| January 1{IM 1 shoeLeonard Browi|.25 taps for shoejs
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APPENDIX E: MATERIAL CULTURE

BEADS

Area #1

Unit Northing Unit Easting|Field Seaso[Unit Type/Letter |Level|Quantity |Object|Color/South Type[|Material [Comments
796 607 2004(1x1 1 1|BE blk glass [seed
797 606 2004|1x1 6E 1|BE blue glass |[facet
Area #2

Unit Northing Unit Easting|Field Seaso[Unit Type/Letter |Level|Quantity |Object|Color/South Type[|Material [Comments
540 530.5 2003 (1x1 A3 1|BE white glass [seed
540 530.5 200%|1x1 A3 1|BE white glass |seed
Area #3

Unit Northing Unit Easting|Field Seaso[Unit Type/Letter| Level |Quantity |Object|Color/South Type|Material

302 1051 200%|1x1 4 2|BE white/red glass

302 1048 2005|1x.5 10 1|BE white glass

307 1056 200%(1x1 4 1|BE white glass

309 1054 2005|1x1-E W 1|BE sky blue glass

309 1051 200%(1x1-B 1 1|BE black glass

309 1054 200%|1x1-E 11w 1|BE white glass

309 1054 200[1x1-E ew | 1[BE  |white [glass

311 1053 2005(1x1-J 4 3|BE black glass

311 1052 200¢5|1x1-I 3 1|BE sky blue glass

311 1052 2005 (1x1-I 3 1|BE white glass

311 1053 2005|1x1-J 3 1|BE blue-grey glass

312 1052 200%|1x1-0 3 1|BE red glass

312 1050 2005|1x1-K 5 1|BE white glass

[313 [1051 200E[1x1-S [4-N hali| 1[BE  |white glass
JEWELRY

Area #1

Unit Northing [Unit Easting||FieId Seaso||Unit Type/Letter | Level|Quantity [Object|Material Comments

258 1032.5 | 200%(1x1 5 1(RI Silver [stamped/etched design
Area #2

Unit Northing |Unit Easting|Field Seaso [Unit Type/Letter |Level|Quantity |Object|Color/South Type[|Material {Comments
610 410 200%|STP A 1|RI ringlike ?
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Area #3

Unit Unit Field Unit f . Color/South f
Northing Easting | Season | TypelLetter Level|Quantity [Object Type Material Comments
796 607 2004|1x1 3 10T CA worked Matron head Ig penn
1816-1857
Unit Unit Field Unit g ; Color/South .
Northing Easting S TypelLetter LevelfQuantity [Object Type Material Comments
798 605 2004|1x1 6DW 10T blue Glass |[faux cut gemstone/2
cm
SEWING HARDWARE
Area #3
Unit Unit Field Unit g ; Color/South g
Northing Easting | Season | TypelLetter LevelfQuantity [Object Type Material Comments
797 605 2004|1x1 8E 1|07 CA hand rolled sheet thimble/2.E
cmx1.5 cm
Unit Unit Field Unit . . .
Northing Easting - TypelLetter LevelfQuantity |Object|Material Comments
794 605 2004|1x1 4F 1|ME Fe nail/sewing scissors/2 cm finger hole/ Hu
#5
Unit Unit Field Unit . . .
Northing Easting Season | TypelLetter Level|Quantity |Object{Material Comments
797 606 2004|1x1 3w 1ME |Fe nail/sewing scissor/ornamented haft/Hulme|#8-
c1780
BUCKLES
Area #1
Unit Unit Field Unit . . .
Northing Easting Season | TypelLetter Levell|Quantity [Object| Material Comments
302 1048 2005|1x.5 10 1/BK Cu/Pinchbec|shoe/cast double oval hook fragment/3 tm
302 1047 2005|1x.5 11 1(BK Cu/Fe/Pewte|shoe/cast trapezoid single-prg tongue/lpop
hook
311 1052 2005{1x1-1 3 1/BK Cu/Pinchbec|shoe/trapez. frame/dbl prg tongue/3x3
cm/White 8E
312 1052 200£(1x1-O 3 2|BK White Metal |shoe/cast rect./incised oval dec./T2
term./3x2 cm
313 1051 2005(1x1-S 4S 1(BK Cu/Pinchbec|shoe/cast double prg tongue fragment/ 3
cm
Area #2
Unit Unit Field Unit f . Color/South .
Northing | Easting | season | TypelLetter Level|Quantity [Object Type Material Comments
600 500 200%|STP A 1/BK Fe forged /square single framed/T!
terminal/ 3x3 cm
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Area #3

76

o]

Unit Unit Field Unit ; f Color/South q
Northing | Easting | Season| Typel/Letter Level[Quantity |Object Type Material Comments
608 497 2004{1x1 3 1|BK Fe cast forged rod/undec./single
frame/T5 term./3x1cm
‘793 |604 ‘ 200£‘|1x1 |3 ‘ 1|BK | ‘Fe ‘?
794 605 2004|1x1 5F 1/BK White shoe/cast/dec./ square single
Metal frame/unkn term.
794 604.5 2004|1x1-S 3 1/BK Fe forged/square single frame/T5
terminal/3x3 cm
796 607 2004{1x1 6 1|BK CA shoe/cast rod/dec./square
frame/T1/2 term. /8x8 cm
796 607 2004|1x1 5 1/BK CA shoe/cast/stamped rect./dec./T2
terminal/7x5 cm
796 606 2004{1x1 3 1|BK Fe cast/forged/undec./sq. single
frame/T5 term./3x3cm
BUTTONS
Area #1
Unit Unit Field Unit : g Color/South :
Northing | Easting | Season| Type/Letter LevelfQuantity |Object Type Material Comments
258 1032.5 200g|1x1 3 1/BT 26 CA stamped sheaf design/wire
shank/1837-1865/1.5 cm
302 1051 200£[1x1 5 1|BT CAJglass |glass inset/o shk/Luscomb "vest
button'/1.5 cm
302 1047 200%|1x.5 14 1/BT 7 Pewter |rim fragment/cast/spun
302 1047 200£(1x.5 10 1|BT 12 Fe/Pb cast shank/undec./2 cm/1726-17
307 1052 200£(1x1-Q 7 1|BT CA cast shank/ fragment
309 1052 200£(1x1-C 17s 1|BT 10 CA domed disc/soldered
shank/undec./1.5 cm/1726-1776
309 1053 200%|1x1-D 6 1/BT 29 Fe/Pb cast body/wire eye/1.5 cm
alloy
311 1053 200£(1x1-J 4 1|BT 3 CA/wood |stamped 2 piece/4 hole/1.5
cm/Luscomb "Gent's BT"?
312 1052 200£|1x1-0 3 1/BT 18 CA stamped A shank/undec./1.5
cm/1837-1865
312 1050 200£(1x1-K 5 1|BT 12 Fe/Pb cast shank/ round/undec./ 1.5
alloy cm/see 302/1047-10
313 1051 200£(1x1-S 4S 1|BT 10 Br/Fe stamped/ferrous shank/undec./2.
cm/ 1726-1776
Area #2
Unit Unit Field Unit f Color/South .
Northing Easting Season | Type/Letter RN Type MEIENEY Comments
370 490.5 200%{79x.5 1|black rubber |'Goodyear' 2 hole/1851
370 490.5 2003|79x.5 1|white glass |4 hole fragment/1837-1865
370 490.5 200%{79x.5 1/9 CA hstamped/undec./no shank/3 cm
490 510 2003|STP 1(9 CA hstamped/A shank/undec./3 cm/ Luscomi
"tombac"
560 520 200%|STP 1|18 CA stamped/gilt/laurel bk/O shank/2.5 cm
600 500 2003|STP 1(18 CA stamped/gilt/ eagleandstar bk/O shank/2
cm/1837-1865
610 500 200z[STP 1]? [ [

- 141 -



h

dge

Unit Unit Field Unit f Color/South .
Northing Easting Season | Type/lLetter (QUENIY Type e G

690 390 200%|STP 1|18 CA hstamped/bkstmp chevron/O shank/2.5 ¢

690 380 2003|STP 1(18 CA stamped/gilt/laurel bk/O shank/ 1 cm

710 370 200%|STP 1/9 CA hstamped/undec./A shank/ 1.25 cm

[780 (720) 360 200z|STP 1lo [cA |hstamped/undec./A shank/ 3 cm

Area #3

Unit Unit Field Unit : g Color/South :
Northing | Easting | Season| Type/Letter LevellQuantity |Object Type Material Comments

607 495 2004|1x1 5S 1/BT Fe fragment

607 495 2004|1x1 3 1/BT 18 CA r stamped dec./gilt/O shank/1.5 cm/
thread frags

607 495 2004{1x1 4s 1|BT 18 CA mstamped/gilt/R+W Robinson extra-
1835-1848/1 cm

607 495 2004|1x1 4 1/BT 18 CA mstamped/domed/rolled edge/undec..
shank/1 cm

607 495 2004{1x1 5S 1|BT 18 CA hstamped/ undec./A shank/1.5 cm/
Luscomb 'tombac'

607 495 2004|1x1 5S 1/BT Fe fragment

607 495 2004{1x1 3 1|BT 18 CA fir mstamped dec./O shank/1 erame ol
rev unclear

608 497 2004|1x1 2 1|BT 29 White cast/O shank/f dec./"A.GOODY...SOM

Metal HARD WKT/2 cm
608 497 2004{1x1 2 1|BT 9/18 CA hstamped/O shank/gilt/undec./1.25 cr
608 497 2004(1x1 3 1|BT White cast/undec./O shank/1.5 cm
metal

611.5 498 2004|1x1 4 1/BT 18 CA mstamped/rolled edge/domed/r dec./1

611.5 498 2004{1x1 4 1|BT 18 CA mstamped/O shank/r dec.'CO.."gilt/1.
cm

611.5 498 2004(1x1 4 1|BT 8 CA cast domed/ undec./A shank/2
cm/Luscomb ‘tombac’

794 606 2004{1x1 5F 1|BT 18 CA castdomed/ undec. /A shank/1.5
cm/Luscomb ‘tombac’

794 505 2004{1x1 3F 1|BT Fe heavily corroded/2.5 cm

794 605.5 2004[1x1-S 4 1|BT 18 CA fir stamped dec./gilt/ 1 cm/O shank/nc
name

794 606 2004|1x1 6F 1/BT 18 CA stamped/gilt/1.75 cm/O shank/rolled e

794 605 2004{1x1 7F 1|BT 18 CA mstamped/f/r dec./gilt/"Imperial
Quiality"/1.25 cm

795 606 2004|1x1 5 1/BT 25 CA/Fe |2 piece/stamped f dec./Fe O shank

795 605 2004|STP A 1|BT 18 CA hstamped/undec./A shank/2 cm

795 610 2004|1x1 A 1/BT 28 CA mstamped/domed/undec./unkwn shk/
cm

796 606 2004|1x1 7 1|BT 18 CA mstamped/O shank/gilt/'TREBLE
ORANGE'/1.5 cm

796 607 2004|1x1 6 1|BT 18 CA h/mstamped/O shank/gilt/"..LOOM.."/1
cm

796 607 2004|1x1 6 1|BT 18 CA h/mstamped/O shank/gilt/'IMPERIAL
STANDARD"/1cm

796 606 2004|1x1 4 1/BT 8/18 CA cast/stamped/O shank/ undec./1.5 cn

796 606 2004{1x1 3 1|BT 18 CA mstamped/domed/O shank/f dec.bos:
design/2 cm

796 607 2004|1x1 6 1|BT 18 CA h/mstamped/O shank/gilt/"2nd Quality
Gilt"/2 cm
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N

cm

/1

o

Unit Unit Field Unit : f Color/South .
Northing | Easting | Season| Type/Letter LevellQuantity |Object Type Material Comments
796 607 2004{1x1 6 1|BT 18 CA h/mstamped/O shankp/gilt/"EXTRA
RICH COLOUR'/1.5cm
796 606 2004|1x1 6 1|BT 18 CA mstamped/O shank/"BEST COLOUR'
cm
796 607 2004|1x1 5 1/BT 18 CA mstamped/gilt/O sk/1cm/"Goodyear's
Best ANOI"
796 606 2004{1x1 S1 1|BT 18 CA h/mstamped/silver plated/O
shank/"PLATED"/2 cm
796 607 2004|1x1 5 1/BT 18 CA hstamped/spun/undec./O shank/1.25
796 607 2004{1x1 4 1|BT 8 White cast/f weave dec./A shank/1.5 cm
Metal
796 607 2004(1x1 3 1|BT 29 White cast/domed O shank/undec. but tinne
Metal cm
796.5 605.5 2004|1x1 1 1/BT 18 CA stamped/gilt/O shank/1.75 cm/"Extra
Rich Color"
797 611 2004{1x1 4 1|BT 18 CA stamped f/r dec./O shank/1 cm/chippe
edge
797 606 2004(1x1 2W 1|BT 718 White cast domed/undec./O shank/1 cm
Metal
797 606 2004|1x1 6 1/BT 18 CA stamped/undec./A shank/1.25 cm
797 605 2004{1x1 6 1|BT 18/28 CA hstamped/domed/O shank/undec./1.2
cm
797 606 2004|1x1 2W 1|BT 18 CA hstamped/gilt/r dec. "GILT"/O shank/1
cm
797 606 2004{1x1 4SW 1|BT 7 CA cast/undec./A shank/1.25 cm
797 605 2004|1x1 11 1/BT 18 CA mstamped/gilt/1 cm/ Luscomb
"Jacksonian"-1840-50
797 605 2004|1x1 5N 1/BT 18 CA mstamped/qgilt/O sk/r dec. "Super Fine
London"/1 cm
797 605 2004{1x1 8E 1|BT 7128 CA hmade/rough cut/poorly soldered
shank/undec./2 cm
797 606 2004|1x1 W 1/BT 9/18 CA hstamped/O shank/undec./2 cm
797 605 2004{1x1 7 1|BT 18 CA stamped/gilt/1.25 cm/r dec. "Treble *
Gilt"
797 606 2004|1x1 3w 1/BT 18 CA bkstmp dec./gilt/O shank/1cm/ "Halloc
Moore"
797 605 2004|1x1 9F 1/BT 18 CA mstamped/gilt/1.5 cm/ "Best Strong
Standrd"
797 606 2004|1x1 2NW 1|BT 18 CA hstamped/r dec. "LONDON"/2 cm
798 605 2004(1x1 7 2|BT white Pearl 4 hole/ 1 cm
798 605 2004{1x1 2 1|BT 7 White cast/spun/undec./ f scratched/A shank
Metal cm
798 605 2004{1x1 6CW 1|BT 29 White cast/O shank/undec./1.5 cm
Metal
810 610 2004|STP A 1|BT 10 CA cast/domed/soldered U shank/undec..

cm
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