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ANALYSIS OF

Objective:

Methodology:

Findings:

Conclusion:

APPENDIX C

'RED SAND' LAYER AT HANOVER SQUARE ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE

Steven Selwyn, Ph.D.
REPORT

To determine the nature of the stratum in question
to the end of determining if the layer was of
‘natural' origin or comprised of fill material.

The stratigraphy of the site was observed in situ
(in several test trenches) and the red sand layer
sampled. Two large boulders lying conformably in
the stratum were also sampled.

The sand was subjected +to wvisual microscopic
examination, at 120x, after drying at 105-F and
being passed through a magnhetic separator.

The rock samples were crushed and microscopically
examined at 60x.

The sand is primarily composed of angular to sub-
angular gquartz grains with surficial iron stains.
Small amounts of biotite mica and magnetite are
present. The size of particles is in the 1.5-1.0
0 (500 W) range.

The rock sample is a dark, coarse-grained gabbro.
It is very similar to the rocks found on the western
side of the Hudson River in the formation known as
the 'Palisades Sill‘'.

The stratum is 'natural' rather than fill. The sand
came from the northwest of the site and shows
indications of being glacial outwash till from the
Newark Triassic 'red-bed' series. The sand was
deposited underwater by a stream which trans-ported
it only a relatively short distance. The glacial
period was not the most recent "Ice-age" ice sheet
(of 10,000 yr. BP) but rather the result of a 40,000
yr. BP glaciation. The more recent glacier came
from the north and northeast and deposits a yellow
colored sand as outwash.

The sand layer dces not comprise 'beach' horizon but
rather is the result of fluvial (river or stream)
deposition.



THE CERAMIC CODING SYSTEM

by Meta F. Janowitz

Ceramic analysis in general is designaed to enablez archaeglogists to
date specitic contexts, identify related strata, and, ultimately,; address
questions related to issues such as the trading patterns and

socio—economic status of the peoplie who were responsibla for the formation

of archaeglogical deposits. The first step in this analysis i,

combiness with the typology develoned by Staniey South in consalitstion with
HMoel Hdume (Howuth 1977, it is a working typology and dates for particular
types. Identification aof more named types will bhe added as more research
in geramic history is accamulated. [Whensver possible, these changes have

been noted although they could not be incorporated into the quantitative
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en by South were used for most 18th—century and some
iaste i7th—century wares. For mast 17th century wares, especially Duich
ones, types were assigned dates based on the advice of Paul Huey (State
Office gf Historic Preservation, Albany, N.¥Y.}, Charlotte Wilcoxen (Albany
Aistorical Museum) , and Jan Baart {(Amsterdam Historische Museum}), and on
our own readings. Information on late 18th—-century and 1%th-century wares
was given by Beorge Miller (Colonial Williamsbuwrg), Jed Levin (University

of Fennsylvanial) and Sherene Baugher (Landmarks Preservation Commission).



The help of all these indiwviduals was invaluable, but we alone are
responsible for any errors of interpretation.

The emphasis in this project has been on developing a reliable
dating tool for New York City ceramic assemblages from the early 17th to
the late 1Zth—century. Such a typological tool has not previcusly been
developed for this area. THE’Dutch presence and inftluence in New York
maies typoliogies formulated for use in New England or Virginia
unsuitable. Even after the English take—over of the colony of New
MNetherliand in 1464, and in spite of the various,restrictive trade acts
passed by Parliament, trade continued with the Netherlands at least until
the 14670s (Ritchie 1976&6). In addition, locally-made wares show Dutch
influence into the 18th-century {(Janowitz, Morgan and Rothschild 1986).

The +irst, and most important, goal of our typeology is, thus,
dating. A secondary goal is simpie description and enumeration of types
and quantities of ceramics. Finally, we tried to isolate types of
ceramics not adequately described in the literature of historic
archaeology and to gather informatieon about these wares from iThe works of
ceramic historians.

Since our typology evolwved during the couwrse of cataloging the
artifacts, and since the Stadit Huys and Hanover Sguare projects
g excavations in New York City. The sitec

contains idiosyncracies which maks them rather site specific and nect

entirsiy consistent. The biggest problem that to
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we had was trying

recontcile our desire to give definite beginning and end dates with our

or

ts of gceramic

m
M

fear of oversimpiltying o misr=zpresenting the f=

icstory.

We are not, therefore, presenting i finished product but as a

icatory scheme that was uvuseful and will continue to be refined.

]
st
f
0
Y
""l

==

-

P



Initial tabulation of the ceramics was recorded by hand on
standardized forms. The information was then transferred to a computer,
which greatly facilitated the location of particular types and caiculation
of mean ceramic dates. A disadvantage of the computer system was that
vessel form was not inciuded in the computerized information. However,
whenever it could be determined, it was noted on the original hand-
tahulated sheet=z. As Ee=audry et al (1983) have pointed out, vessel forms

mu=t be included before meaningful comparisons can be made between

assembl ages.

-

he_Ceramic_Codes

In the fpliowing section, we describe only those wares not
described, or only partially described, by Noel Hume (126%2). Farticular
attention is paid to early red and buff earthenwares, delftwares, and
oriental porcelains. Some undated and purely descriptive types are
inciuded on the code list: for example #7 (red-bodied black glaze). These
are intended to be general categories for sherds which could not be more
specifically identifed and dated. Whenever possible, detinite names were
given - for example, Buckley Ware, Jackfield Ware - but when it was not
possible to identify sherds with named types, descriptive names were used,

"red bodied", "greensginger glazed" etc..

-
»
Ll
.

& full list of the ceramic codes is in Appendix L.
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COARSE_EARTHENWARES

The codes ftor red, salmon and butf-bodied earthenwares consist of
undated descriptive types, named and dated types +rom South and Hume, and

a group of types which are collectively called "17th-century"”" wares.

Descriptive, Undated Tvpes

These cnodes are deseriptive of glaze and paste color. For the
red-bodied earthenwares they are the following: #1 (Unglazed); $#2 (Clear—
Glazed); #3 (Brown—-Glazedl}; #7 (RBlack-Glazed); and #10 (Rlack—Glaze on a
Bright-Red Body). Code #1484 (Iberian Storage Jars) daoes not follow South’'s
date ramge of 174% — 178G for this type. Rased upon the contexts from
which sherds of this type were excavated in New York City, South’'s time
range is too narrow.

Undated salmon-bodied earthenwares include #20 (Unglazed) and #2323
{Green—Glazedi. Buff White-bodied undated types are #30 (Unglazed) and

#I3 (Green—Glazedi.

Our #4 is South’'= #5351 (Astbury, 1725-1750), our #B is South's #47
(Buckley Ware, 17Z20-17735), and #15 i= a combination of South’'s #35 and 42
(Agate Wares, 1740-181G). These categories were derived from South

(1972} .
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The following are red-bodied earthenwares: #3 {Clear—-Glaze,
i7th-Century Rim Frofile), #6 (Brown—-Glaze, 17th—Century Rim Profile), #11
(Green/Ginger Glarze), #12 (Green—Glaze), and #17 (Clear—-Glaze with
Speckles).

Salmon-bodied earthenwares include: #21i (Clear—-Glaze) and #22
{Mustard Blaze). Buff/White boadied types are #31 (Yellow-Glazel and #32
{(Yellow and GBreen—-Glaze).

These types were based upon similarities noted by Faul Huey in
Movember 1979 betwesn earthenwares found at the Stadt Huys Block and his
pucavations at Fort Orange in Albany. These describe paste and glaze,
although #3 and #6 also note a 17th-century rim profile. The end date of
1700 is provisional and should probably be advanced to 1720/3 since
examples of many of these types were found above the fill in lots 13 and
14 at 7 Hanover Square. None were found in the well (Feature 10 or Test
Cut CD) at the Stardt Huy=s Block which contained white salt-glazed
stonewares and English buff-bodied slipwares, and which dates to the first
quarter of the 18th century.

The red-bodied types in this group are at least in part locally
made. There was a potter in New Amsterdam at least as early as 1635 and
perhaps esarlier (ketchum 1979:20). Five =sarthenware botties found in the
basement of the Lovelace Tavern are almost certainly locally made: their
shapes are bulbous, and theivr capacity ranges from 3 3/4 cups to 4 174
CUpS. EBndy pastes appear to be the same with some color differences due
to ¥firing, but they have five differently colored glazes (Dark—Greszn,
Green/Binger, Clear—-Glaze, and both a Light and Dark—Brown). Une of the
botties has kiln damage on the bottom which prevents it from standing

steadily.
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The "17th-centwy rim" profile is characteristically Dutch
{Janowitz, Morgan and Rothschild 1986) . It is frequently, but not
exclusively, found on a distinctive body type which has been identified by
Jan BRaart as coming from the town of Bergen—op—Zoom in the Netherlands.
Bergen-0Op—-Zoom redwares have a very sandy, red-orange body which is so
soft that it can rub off on the hands. It i=s used for large cooking and
storage vessels. A group of fragmentary Bergen—op—Zoom vessels was found
beneath the fill in TC R at the 7 Hanover Square site {(see Appendix M).

Dther Dutch characteristics are the "ear" and “"celery—shaped”
handles. Ear handles are usually +ound on pipkins (small, deep,
earthenware cooking pots), storage jars, and, occasionally, on dishes.
Celery—-shaped handles are focund generally on earthenware “skillets" (flat
cooking vessels). {See Janowitz, Morgan and Rothschild (198&4) for 2 more
detailed discussion of Dutch and Dutch—tradition earthenwares.)

The presence of these handle forms is noted on the priginal hand-written
tabulation sheets.

It was not possible to reconstruct any of the salmon-bodied vessels
s0 we have no specific information about forms. Mustard and clear glazed
sherds were frequently found in the same contexte as the "17th century”
group of redwares, but were not as common as the redwares.

Buff/white bodied vessels include pipkins, storage jars and
skillets. HMMost vessels with only yellow—glaze are completely glazed on
the interior and partially glared con the exterior. There is sometimes a
thin pink slip over the body. Yellow and green—glazed vessels have yellow
on the exterior and green on the interior. Identification of the place of

manufacture of these vessels is problematical. Buff/white
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bodied vessels with vellow and pale-~green glazes were made in England in
the 17th-century, but many of our examples have dutch ear and celery
handles rather than the typically English rod or tubular handles, (Noeil
Hume 1949:102, Rackham and Read 1924: passim). The NMetherlands have no
white—firing clay {(Jan Baart 1782: personal communication), and, although
white clays were imported there for the manufacture of delftwares, as yet
we have found no references to the use of imported clays to make coarse
earthenwares. It is also possible that these wares were made in the
Southern Netherlands (present day BRelgium) where there was white firing
clay. Neel Hume says that English yellow—glazed vessels occur on American
sites of the first half of the 1l7th—century, but we found examples at 7
Hanover Sguare above the land—-fill which was deposited in the 1&6B0s/%0s.
They are probably not locally made as local earthenware clays fire red.

FMore research is needed to determine the origin and precise dates of these

vessel s,

GL IFWARES

The dates of all buff-bodied slipwares are from the South/Hume
typology.

For red-bodied slipwares, code #71 {(Green—Glazed), #72 (Trailed and
Green—-Glazed), #74 (Trailed/Dutch Stylel}, and #77 (Trailed - Wrotham,
Limbourg, etc.) belong toc the 17th-century group of earthenwares.
Identification as "Dutch style" and Wrotham, Limbourg, and Metropolitan
were based upon illustrations and descriptions in NMoel Hume (19269:138-139)
and {(de Kleyn 1982). The dates for codes #70 (Combed/Zig-Zag, 1670-17935)

and #7323 (Sgratfitoc, 14650-1710C) were given the South/Hume dates for



similarly decorated buff—bodied wares. Code #7% (1620-1850) is a general
category for all other red-bodied slipwares. These red-badied slipware
dates are very general and should be refined based upon vessel forms and

style of decoration.

DELFTWARE

We chose to use the term '"delftware"” for all ceramics glazed with a
lead glaze to which tin oxide has been added. The resulting glaze is a
thick, white enamel which does not bond well with the body, but which does
provide a background +ar painted decoration. This ware is also known as
tin—enamelled earthenware, galley ware, or faience. The use of the term
delftware does not mean, of course, that all of these ceramics were made
in the Dutch town of Delft or even in the Netherlands. Delftwares were
made all over Europe, but the overwhelming majority of those found in new
Yark came from the hetherilands or Great Britain.

We have used the term "majolica" as a sub—-type within the delftware

=. This follows Wilcoxen, Van Dam, and Archer who use "majolica” ar
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"maiolica" to denote a ware which was lead and tin oxide glazed on the
face, but simply lead glazed on the hase or bottom. It pre—-dated
delftware proper and was the first type of tin—glazed ware made in the
Netherlands in the iléth—century. {See the explanations of the codes below
for further delftware/majolica differences.) Unfortunately, the same
words were also used by (?th—century potters for a highly ceolored, hard
white-bodied earthenware, often molded in various vegetable,; floral, or

marine formse (Barber i976:z1iB).
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The method of tin—glazing on earthenware was brought to the
Southern Metherlands (now Belgium) in the early léth—century by immigrant
potters from Italy (Neurdenburg and Rackham 1923F:22; Van Dam 1982:88).
The technigue reached the Northern Netherlands about 1330. It appears
that until the latter part of the iéth-—century, tin—glazed wares were made
along with lead—glazed late-Medieval type wares in shops organized by the
artisan system of production (Van Dam 1982:88). However, by the end aof
the first quarter of the 17th-century, the production of delftware had
been organized into an industry rather than a craft with specialists in
different phases of the manufacturing processes and investor/owners who
were not potters (Neurdenburg and Rackham 192Z7:3, Yan Dam 1982:89-%0).

Delftwares were thus the first European ceramics to be made using a

hy
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tory system of production {(unless German stonewares were produced
earlier in this manner).

The preoduction of tin—-glazed earthenwares in England was begun by
potters from Flanders (the Southern Netherlands) in the late 15605 {(Archer
nd:6—7, Noel Hume 1977:20, 198%:165). During the last half of the 1&6th-
century and the first decades of the 17th-century, connections between the
Lowlands and England were close and friendly. Communication between the
MNetherlands and Southeastern England by sea was easy, and the Netherlands
were rebelling against Spanish rule and found their closest ally in
Frotestant England. As a result of the geographical and political
connections between the two arseas, bhoth people and materials moved
raelatively freely between the two. This creates problems +or
archaeoclogists seeking to study patterns of trade through ceramics, as it

is difficult to determine the country of origin of many delftwares either

0



on the basis of decoration or clays used in their manufacture. Archer
(nd:6) states "it is known that English clay from Norfolk and Suffolk was
exported to Holland and that English pot—painters were employed in Dutch
factories, while a number of their Dutch counterparts were at work in
England. " Neutrdenburg and Rackham concur, specifically notinag the export
of ciay fraom England in the 17th-—century (1923:%). Dutch—made delftware
was being imported into England to such an extent that, starting in the
1670s, English potters petitioned for, and received official bans on the
importation of painted earthenwares (Archer nd:/; Noel Hume

1967:140~-141). It is not known to what extent these bhans were avoided or
ignored, especially after the assumption of the English throne by William
and HMary in 1688, Archer (nd:7) sums up the situation: "In any case Dutch
delftware and the presence of Dutch potters in England had & marked
intfluence aon English tin—glazed wares throughout the late 17th—century and
until 1744a."

While this mixMing of cultural influences makes the determination of
place of manufacture difficult in general, it is sometimes possible to
determine probable place of maufacture of individuwal pieces on the basis
of decoration or design motifs, especially i+ the piece is intact or
almost so. A salt cellar found at 7 Hanover Sguare (624.1105.1) was
identied by Jan EBaart as coming from Haarlem. This identification was
subsequently reinforced by illustrations in Kort (1981, pp- 220¥+).

Archer {(nd), Korft {(1781), Noel Hume (1%96%3; 1977) and most others g=nerally
assign place of manufacture to archaeological delftwares on the basis of
comparison to pieces of known provenience which are in museums or private

collections. The same holds true for dating of individual pieces.
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Noel Hume and Archer noth note differences in the Dutch and English
depiction of trees: Dutch trees are generally painted as naturalisticaily
as possible, but Engiish trees are more imprescsionistically represented
frequently shown with “long thin trunks and lumpy Sponged foliage" (Archer
nd:43) or as “"small whirlwinds speeding across the gcountryside" (Noel Hume
12469:290). Difficulty in origin of style remains as some pleces
attributed to London factories have naturalistically painted trees as well
{Archer nd:8&-8%, for insténce).

Mothing is said here about identifying pieces by makers’ marks
berause it is very seldom that archaeological specimens will have any.
Ordinary, everyday delftwares were seldom marked and English delftwares of
any kind were only very infrequently marked (Archer nd:é&).

Since the potters who brought the technigue of tin—glazing to the
Netherlands were from Italy, it is not surprising that the majority of
early decorative motifs on majolica were Mediterranean or Italianate in
style. Decorations were usually polychrome and often guite Barogue. A
major change in style ocurred in the early i7th—century when Chinese, and
later Japanese, porcelains began to appear in the Netherlands and
Engl and. (See Porcelain section, beiow, for the history of oriental
ceramics in Europe in the 17th-—centurvy.) The demand for the attractive
Hlue—on—white Oriental porcelains was tremendous. Delftware, in spite of
the artistic limitations imposed by the porosity of the glaze (which
prevented very delicate painting), was an acceptable substitute: the whaite
glaze provided a good background for blue chinoiserie designs and,
especially from a short distance, delftware gave a creditable imitation of
porcelain. (When looking at sherds, of course, there is no possibility of
confusion between delftwares and porcelains; but when looking at whole
vessels from a moderate distance away, delftwares closely resemble
porcelains?.

i1



By the mid-seventeenth-—century, the decorations on delftwares were
almost entirely blue—-on—white designs derived from the orient. These
wares were popular and widespread. An additional boost was given to the
delftware industry when trade was interrupted with China atter 1647 (see
rorcelain section). The delftware potters were able to meet at least part
of the demand for blue—on—white ceramics. It was during this mid-century
periaod that Delft became the center of Dutch production of tin—glazed
wares {(Warren 1F75:244).

According to Noei: Hume, plain white delft vessels began to be made
in the 1&40s in Engliand (1947:108). Jan Baart supports this mid—century

date for plain plates in the Netherlands (personal communication: 19B2).

faud
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appears, however, that plain vessels were never as popular as the
blue—decorated ones. At the end of the 17th-century, polychrome
decoration on delftwares were common and continued to be so througheout the

ntury. Designs were usually European in style and included
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landscapes, groups of people, and floral motifs. These motifs were alsa

found on the blue-decorated del+ttwares.

THE DELFWARE CODEE

The del+ttware codes fall into two separate groups: general types
whose primary function is dating and more specific types which are
descriptive of glare coliors and/or decorative motifs. The latter grouwp
was designed to enable us to locate particular sherds for further
analysis. Unless icdentified as "maiolica", all these ceramics are

tin—glazed on both surfaces.
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Code #4%9 through #35 are taken directly from the South/Hume

typrlogy and will receive no further comments here (zee Noel Hume

196%:10%-111). The other codes were compiled by us after copsultation

with Charlotie Wilcoxen and Paul Huev, and with reference to Archer (nd:l,

Van Dam (198Z), EHorfd (iF8i}, Warren (15753 1982, Noel Hums (17&%9; 1977)

and MNewrdenburg and Rackham (192Z%3).

Code #37 i(Folychrome Majolica) and #47 {Majolica, referring to alil
codes except #37, 3%, and 48) are general categories. The end date for
majolica is given here as 1724, which is a very conservative date. WVan
Dam {(i987:90) =states that, except in the province of Friesland, maiclica
production ceased in the Hetherlands between 1650 and 1675. He does not
give an end date for Frisian majolica. Horf (1981) includes illustrations
of vessels with lead—giazed bhacks which date to the last half of the
i7th-century {(see for example Figs. #738, 713, and 71l1). fNoel Hume dates
vessels with a "semi—transparent and yellowish lead—glaze” on their backs
to the Ffirst 70 vyears of the 17th—-century (i977:13. It is probable,
therefore, that 1720 is too late an end date for majolica, but until more
is known about its praduction and export to the North American colonies,

an end date cannot be firmly established.

Seneral Delftware Codes

For the following general codes the beginning and end dates of 1620
to 1780 were ussad. The beginning date is consistent with the rest of the
typology, and was chosen to reflect the earliest date of settlement in New
Amsterdam, but the end date is problematical. Due to the development of

a
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white salt-glazed stoneware, delftwares hecame iless popular and production
declined during the second and third guarters of the 18th-century, but it
was creamware that replaced delftware as the most popular type of
earthenware {(Noel Hume 1973:passim; 1962:107). By the end of the 18th-
century, most English and Dutch delftware factories had been forced either
to close or to make creamwares (Archer nd:7-8; Hudig 1979:48-50; Warren
1975: 2503 Moel Hume 1%96%7:107). The end dates which South/Hume give are
1800 for plain white delftware and 1802 for “decorated delttware”. Noel
Hume (1267:2035) also mentions delftware ointment pots which bear the names
of shops which did not exist before 1820 or 1830, but he does not say it
thece shops were in England or North America. Until more research is done
an what ceramics were being imported into and sold in New York City after
the Revolution and in the first vears of the 19th—century, it is difficult
to assign an end date to delftwares. We chose to use the early date of
1780 because we felt that it was probable that very little delftware was
imported into New Yark after the Revnlutiop. While this date may
uitimately prove to be more realistic, it might bhave been more suitable,
for the sake of consistency, to continue to use the generally accepted end

date of 180D until the issue was clarified.

#4040 (Unglazedl - this category is for body sherds which have lost
their glaze. Delftwares, except +or improperly made pieces, were always
completely glazed. #41 (Flain White-Glaze); #42 (White-Glaze with Elue
Decoration) and #3738 (White-Blaze with Purple Decaration) are general

Categories.



#43 (Blue—-Glaze) and #44 (Blue-6Glaze with Blue Decoration) refer
a robin‘s—egg-blue glaze seen freguently on 1Bth-century delftwares.

#4145 {(Manganese Stippling) is also seen most frequently on 18th-
century pieces although it is sometimes seen on 17th-century vessels
(Archer nd:4i}. The manganese was applied by blowing it in powder form
onto the vessel while portions of the piece were covered so that they
would remain white. The white portions of the glaze were then usually
painted in blue (ibid.).

#4464 (Folychrome Delft) includes all sherds with more than blue
decoration on white or blue glare. Colors range from simple yellow

highlights on a basically blue design to elaborate designs with four or

to

more colors. In general, polychrome decorated delftwares (not majolicas)

are more likely to be from the 18th rather than the 17th-century, but
pieces were individually assigned specific dates when possible.

#56 (Debased Rouen Faience) is a late type of delftware made, as
the name suggests, in France. it had a red body, white tin glaze with
blue deceration on the face, and a dark brown lead glaze on the back.
most of these vessels were used in food preparation, but plates are not
UNCOmMMon .

#52 (Nevers Blue) was made not only in France, but also in the
Netherlands and Great Britain. This type of delftware has a very dark
blue glaze which is decorated with white painting.

#3246 (Red-Bodied Delft) (except code S4) was included to monitor

this category. Faul Huey {(personal communication:1981) had suggested that

red-bodied Dutch delftwarés were earlier than the more common buff or



yveliow—hodied wares. In general, the few red-bodied sherds which were
recovered from these sites were from the earliest contexts.

#3539 (Chain Border?) and #48 (Blue Dash Rorder) are horder motifs
which are found on both delftwares proper and majolica, but which are mare
ilikely, especially #39, to be found on majolica. They occur on both

English and Dutch vessels.

CREAMWARES

These types are essentially the same as those of South/Hume with
minor modifications., We did not distinguish between lighter-bodied versus
darker—bodied creamware as this was too subjective a distinction to make
in light of Noel Hume's comment that potters found it hard to contraol the
hues of their products from one #iln firing to another (Noesl Hume
i973:239). The South/Hume type #8 "finger—painted wares was subsumed
under our type #104 for all annular wares. This was done because vessels
with the "finger—painted"” motif can have other annular—type decorations as
well (Van Rennsselaer 1978: passim). For the same reason, we included all
of the various annular or banded decorations under this one code. On a
site with more i19th—century contexts, it would be advisable to have
several codes for these types of decorations on creamwares, pearlwares,
and whitewares.

We expanded South’'s basic types {our codes $1-101) but left the
dates the same as for creamware in general. In addition, three varieties

o+ early cream—colored earthenwares (which are not actually “"creamware” if

thizs latter term is used only {for Wedgewood Oueensware types of

14



earthenwares) were included in this category in the coding system for the
sake of simplicity: #1103 (Green—Blazed) and #1066 (Clouded-Glaze) use dates
from South/Hume but the date for #107 (Early Cream—Colored Ware! 1= a
composite date from Virginia Myles of Parks Canada {(1981:personsal
communication? and South/Hume. This early (1740-1780) refined sarthenware
has a color which is usually darker than creamware proper, scmetimes
verging on a mustardy color, and is often found with intricate sprigged
decoration.

Code #1099 (Marbelized) refers to the technigue of decorating the
surface of an object with tiny chips of colored clays. These clays were
usually ground or polished to a smooth surface which resembies agate ware
or very finely marbeled slips. Occasionally, the chips were left
unsmocothed and a very rough surface results, Van Rennselaer illustrates a
teapot decorated with ground chips, which she calls "speckled" {(1978:241).
PEARLWARE

The basic date 17B0O—-1830 which South/Hume assign to plain and
edge—decorated pearlwares was used for pearlwares in general with five
e2xXxceptions: #1325 (Transfer FPrinted) and #1132 {(Underglaze-Rlue} retain
their South/Hume dates of 1740-1795 and 1780-1820 respectively; #1332
{Underglaze—-Brown) was given a date corresponding to underglaze—blue;
annular wares (#134) are dated from 1790-1820 by Snutthume,‘but we
advanced the end date to 1850 based upon Neoel Hume 1978, Van Rennselaer
1978 and our own observations. Finally, Underglaze-Polychrome Fearlware
is divided by South/Hume into later (1820-1840) and earlier (1793-181%5)

types. Since the basis for this distinction was not clear to us, we
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comhined the two into one type dated 1795-1840. However, almost all of
the underglaze—-poalychrome decorated pearlware from these sites comes from
contexts which can be dated by other means to before 1820, For a more
detsiled description of the underglaze polychrome pearlwares which were

excavated from an early 19th-—century china shop dump see appendix E.

The period 1800 to 16830 was a time of tramsition 1n the development
of refined sarthenwares in which creamware and pearlware bodies were
graduaily lightened until they became the ceramic type which is now called
"whiteware". It is alsc probable that a change was made from lead glazes
to alkaline glazes duwring the last decade of this pericd (Goring 1981:9,
Lofstrum 12746:10). The separation of pearlwares from whitewares has been
a problem for archaeoclogist=s, but most ceramic historians are in agreement
that the name given to the wares is not very important: design motifs,
decorative elements and technigues, and vessel forms are the significant
attributes which should be used for dating and soclio—economic
interpretations (Soring 1781:12, Miller 1983:passim).

If decoratipon was present on a sherd, it was almost always possible
to assign a sherd to a particular type, but plain sherds were a problem.
To simplify classification, we made a distinction between pieces with
Elue—green puddling or aover-zll tint and thosze with ice-hlue puddling or
tint: the bluse—-green was classified as pearlware while the ice-blue was
classitied as whiteware. This division was based upon our obserwvation of
decorated sherds which could be unequivocally classified as one or the

aother.
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It might be best to standardize the term “cream-colored" or "c-c
ware" as used by Miller (198B0: passim) to cover all of these miscellaneous
12th century refined earthenwares. FPRarber, writing in the 1B%0’s, defines

cream—-colored ware as follows:

Ernown as C.C. ware by the trade, because of its

vellowish tint in former years, (it) is the

cheapest grade of reliable whiteware. it is now

made of eucellent guality, almost equal in appea-—

rance o the higher grade of goods, (these are

listed by Barber as white granite, semi—-porcelain,

and porcelain} and is used for cooking and table

purposes. Barber 1276:18-19

The term Yironstone" has also been a source of confusion {for

archaeclogists. Charles and George Mason took out a patent in England in
1817F 4or a new process of producing porcelain and earthenware; this ware
came to be called "ironstone" (Fisher 1978:2583). A similar process had
beean used since 1805 by Spode, Mintony and John and William Turner to
produce a body called "stonechina" {(Fisher ibid., MNoel Hume 196%:131).
Masons s wares were "useful and ornamental vessels ... whenever possible
imitating Chinese shapes and de&mraticns“ (Fisher ibid.?. HMany of Mason’'s
wares ware quite ornate and were deocrated in Imari-style colors, and it
is probable that very few plain wares were made in the early years of
ironstone production. Therefore, the identitication of pre—1820 ironstone
should be based both upon body type and decoration, and the possibilites

of confusion with later 19th-century ironstones {(a reason advanced by some

archaeologists for starting their whiteware dates as early as 1B05) are
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minimal. We did not include a separate category for ironstones or stone
chine Ffor several reasons: we fe2lt that the decorative elements rather
than the body type should be emphasized; there is little agreement among
archaeologists as to what constitutes ironstone; and, most importantly,
19th—century contexts on the site were few. On a 19th—century site it
would be useful to define the differences between ironstone,; common white
earthenware, semi—porcelain, antd stone. (For wvaried uses of these terms
zee, for instance, Barber 1974:1E8-19 and Gates and Omerod 1?82:7-8.)

The starting date for whiteware in the South/Hume typolegy is
1820, We chose to use 1810 instead becauwse we hoped to reduce dating
distortions caused by the overlap of creamwares, pearlwares and
whitewares. The end date for all but the feather and shell edged and
decal decorated types is 1700, which is consistent with the other dates in
our typology and which reflects the nature of the deposits which we chose
to excavate. Feather and shell edged wares were given the end date af
1865 (Miller 178B0G:10).
YELLOWWARE

This is a general group based on color of the body and inciudes
both nineteenth—century "vellowware" and earlier yellow-bodied

sarthenwares. The ninetesenth—century categories are #80 {(Clear Glaze},
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#81 {(Annular Yelloware). They were dated 1820 to 1920 (Gates and Armerod
1982: 7). #83 (Mottled-Brown Blare — Raockingham Type) was dated 178BC to
1900, but a recent reference (Garrow 198Z:238) suggests that a starting

date of 1790 would be more accurate.

#B84 (Mottled—-Frown Blaze — 18th-century type (164801750} refers to
a ware which has a buff body and a medium to dark brown glaze, mottled and
streaked with darker brown. The body resembles some yellow slipware
pastes, but is usually thinner and harder than most slipwares. The farms
which could be inferred were mugs with cordonned bases. This ware was
probably made in the Midlands of Britain during the latter 17th and first
half of the 1Bth-centuries (artifacts on exhibit, Farks Canada, Ottowal.
We dated this ware 14460 to 1750, but Davey (1975:Fig. 3 and 4) gives
similar wares the dates of c.1680 to 1780. Most of our sherds of this
type were found in pre—creamware contexts.

#8535 (Mottled-FPolivychrome Glaze) {(1740-1770) refers to a

Whiseldon—type or clouded glaze on a mustardy or dark cream body.

WHITE SALT—GLAZED STONEWARES

Most of these codes are from the South rlassification: our #170
(Flain) corresponds tg his #40; #172 (Molded Decoration) to #1é&; #173
(Slip-Dipped) to #48; #174 (Gcratch hlue) to #34; #1755 (Debased Scratch
Blue) to #24, #17&6 (Scratch Brown or Trailed) to #55; and #177 (Transfer
Frinted} toc #30.

Code %171 {(Gverglaze Decoration) refers to handpainted decorations

in polychrame colors. Floral motifs are common and the decorations often



resemble those on early creamwares. South does not include this type and
no specific dates for overglare decoration are mentioned in Noel Hume
{1969 and 1978), so the general dates for white salt-—-glazed {(1720-1803)
were used. However, Barber (1907:21) writes that this technique began
about 1740 and was out of popularity by 1780, and Mountford (1973:209)
says it starts about 1750 and was well established by the 1760s.
Therefore, it would be better in the future to date this category 1740 to

1780,

GREY AND BROWN SALT-GLAZED STONEWARES

We decided to combine the groups of grey and brown bodied wares
because there are many intermediate colers and hues and because grey
bodies are often given brown surface treatments {(for example Nottingham,
Beliermine, and British—-Brown wares) which make assignment to one group or

another difficult.

We are using the above terms rather than the alternative ones found
in the literature ("Frenchen Ware", "Rhenish—Brown stoneware', "Cologne
ware", "Greybeards" or "Rartmann Bottles") to follow the usage in Noel
of manufacture. Hellarmines have a grey or tanpe body which is covered
with an iron—oxide slip which forms a light brown to dark—-brown mottled

syrface after firing. In form, they are bottles with bulbous bodies and
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fairly narrow to fairly wide necks. A sprig-molded man’s bearded face on
the neck of the bottle and an armorial, pseudo-armarial, or coin—like
sprigged medallion on the body are found on 17th—century vessels, but Noel
Hume says that bottles without these decorations were made and exported
throught the first quarter of the 18th—century (1969:57). Bellarmines
were made in several pottery centers in the Rhineland and Flanders and the
shapes, styles of decorations, and shades of mottling vary over both time
and between potteries (Barber 1907:i11. 21-25; Noel Hume 196%7:ill. 4-6)

No reconstructable or almost whole beliarmines were recavered {from
either site and fewer than one half-dozen sherds with partial faces or
medallions were found. South’s ceramic typology dates bellarmines in two
zeparate types, "well-molded human face 1330-146253" and "deteriorated
16Z20-1700Y, Since the wvast maiority of ow bellarmine sherds are body
shardes without decoration, and because of Neoel Hume’'s comment on 18th-—
century production, we have used the dates of 1620 (our site-wide
beginning datel! to 1725 for all bellarmine sherds.

It should be noted that there is a possibility of overlap between
our bellarmine codes #i89 and 120, and #2100 and 211, "British-Brown
Stonewares". HBecause of the popularity of German salt-glared stonewares,
Jdohn Dwight and others in Ergland tried to imitate them. Efforts were
made to copy the bellarmine body, glaze, and form, the latter especially
im the 17th—century {(Barber 1207:10 ff.; Mountford 1973:199+4,: Noel Hume
194%9:111-112; Racikham and Read 1924:70fF.}. The success of the Epglish
imitations is in some doubt. Rackham and Read ( ibid. ) say that John
Dwight ‘= bottles “"might be mistaken for German but for their glaze
toagulated into thick glue-like tears.” Barber ( loc.,cit ) notes that
"Few pieces of his (Dwight s} work are known, but those which have
survived are of the highest merit."

ot



However, this reference is slightly ambiguocus as BRarber might be reterring
to Dwight’'s sculptural works in white and colored stonewares. Noel Hume
{i9692112) characterizes pieces attributed to Dwight’'s pottery as "not
very well-made"”. Ee that as it may, there are tankard sherds from test
cuts ¥ and AH at 7 Hanover Sqguare which closely resemble bellarmine sherds
in their body and glaze. Their form distinguishes them, since bellarmine
bottle sherds are more curved than mugstankard sherds, but many sherds are
=0 small that form can not be determined. In general, sherds with grey
bodies and mottled brown exteriors were coded as #1720 unless they were
clearly not bottles.

Codes #1924 (Embellished Hohr type, 1670-1710), #1%1 (Rhenish
1650-1725) and #1792 {(Westerwald, 1700-1775) correspond to South s #3539, #58
{(Sprig—Moided, Combed Lines,; Biue and Manganese Decorationi, and #44
(Stamped—-Blue Floral Devices, Geometric Designs) respectivelvy. Code #19Z
(Rhenish/Westerwald) was used when the thinness of the body and
well-executed decoration pointed to German manufacture but the type of
decoration could not be determined.

Codes #19%% (Nottinghan Type, 1700-1800Q), #2Z10 (British-Brown
Stonewarea, 1&670-17%90), #211 (Brown Saltglare Mugs, Fulham, 1&90-17%0),
#2212 (Ralph Shaw—Type, 17I2-1750), and #2133 (Brown Stoneware Bottles,
1820-1200) are South’'s codes #4646, 54, 55, 50, and 1.

The remainder of the codes are descriptive and are undated encept

for the two Albany—slip codes (#1982 ana 214) which are dated 1BCS top

190G, The descriptive codes are the following: $#19& (Flain - Gray Eody)
and #Z1& (Fiain — Brown Bodyl; #1757 (Misce=lian=sous Blue Decoration — Gray
Bodyl, #2135 (Mi=cellanepus Bilue Decoration — Brown Body); and #1992 {(Other
Brown Slip {non—-&lbanvyi — Gray Body).
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The non—-=alt glazed stoneware codes consist of three dated tvpes
from South and five undated descriptive types. The dated types are #220
(Elers Type, 1&70~-1775; South’'s #37)3; #2Z1 (Red—-Fodied Engine-Turned,
1763-1775; South’'s #2B): and #ZZ3F {Blachk Basalts, 1750-1820; South’'s

#27). The descripiive tvpes are #2222 (Miscellaneous Red Body), #224

0

iMiscellaneou

Hl

Elack Body), #2253 (Miscellansous Erown Body), and #2246
(Miscellaneous Gray Hodyd.
FURCELAIN

Methods for distinguishing between hard and soft paste porcelains
are commonly found in the "Antique” literature. Various techniques have
been advocated, some more esoteric tham others, but two are the most
reliable: irradiating the sherds with a short-wave ultra—-violet light and
examination of the broken =dges of the sherds. Ron Whate of Farks Canada
introduced us to the first method, which is also used by glass analysts to
separate soda from lead glass. When the ultra-violet light is shined on
the sherds in a dark place, hard-paste sherds will floresce a darlk,
brillant purple, but soft—paste sherds will simply reflect the purple of
the light.

Examination of the fractured edges, especially with a hand-lens,
can also be useful. Hard paste sherds show concoidal fractures while
sott—paste sherds have granular or “"sugary" edges (Spargo 1974: 30-31}.
Unfortunately, there are several problems with this method. The sherds
are likely to be so thin that the fracture-lines are difficult to see. In

addition, fractures sometimes appear to be both conicoidal and granular,

o
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sp that the separation of the two becomes a matter of judgment.

Oriental porceliains, which atre almost always hard-paste, can be
identified by their decoration {Gordon 197%; Curtis 197%: McFadden 1979;
Falmer 1274; Mudge 19423 Medliey 1976 and others in the bibliography
contain many excellent illustrations). For identification of hard—-paste,
one technonlogical feature is particularly useful: the foot rings of
Chinese wvessels are unglazed and not infreaquently have rough spots (Whate
1981:29)1. The color of the unglazed portions is often a light-orange, buat
can be buft o greyish. The bodies of Chinsse vessels range from very
thin to thick depending on the type of vessel and the quality of the

ontting. Thicker pieces often have a slightly "curdled" or "orange peel”

T

I}
x
+
[

re, but are not pitted like salt—-glazed sherds.
Chinese Eyport Porcelains, sspegialiv those decorated with an

nderglaze~blue, oftten have landscape, floral, or landscape—+loral designs

=

with gecmetric borders. A landscape—floral design is one in which the
wer slamznts grow up from a ground (Whate 1981:26).
dragons and waterscapes sre also common. Overglaze designs,
mesraciglly in the last halfd of the l18th-century, are aften small-scale
+ioral peiterns which show European influence.

Chinese porcelains are much more common on colonial sites than are
European hard or soft-pastes. #dNoel Hume states that "although English and
European paorcelains are found in small guantities on colonial and Early
American sites of the second hal+ of the iBth-centuwry, they were not
present 1n anything like the quantities provided by the Chinese..." (Noel
Hume 1926%9:257). At Ft. Michilimackinac, there were &1 sherds of English
sott paste compared to 3,082 sherds of Chinese kEupaort Porcelain (Miiler
and Stone 1770:90). HMiiler and Stone conclude that European porcelains
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*gid not occupy a major place in the material culture of the colonial
period" because of "factors of price and supply" ( ibid. ). Froduction
rasts in China were very low and even the considerable shipping costs did
rnot raise the price of Chinese porcelains to that of European ones. The
quality of Chinese porcelains during the colponial period was at least

equal to, and usually better than, European wares. 0Of the soft paste

English underglare blue decorated was generally the cheapest

"t
~
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because it did neot require an additional firing to fix the decoration.

The China trade declined during the last years of the eighteenth and the
first hald of the 19th—century, and Chinese porcelains were replaced by
Continental hard—-paste porcelains and English bone-china in North American
homes: The gquality of decorations on Chinese porcelains had deteriorated
and many Europsan countries,; in particular England, had begun to impose
heavy tariffs to protect their own porcelain factories. The Western
potters had alse managed to improve their ware’s guality while reducing
their relative prices (Mudge 12&62: 123-127).

We recommend that porcelain not be used to calculate mean ceramic
dates. For one thing, it is difficult to establish sufficiently narrow
temporal limits for many types of porcelains, and porcelains as a class
are much more likely to be curated than are other ceramics. At the 7
Hanover Square site, for example, Test Cut J had Chinese Export Forcelains
which dated from the 1740s to circa 1B0OS which came from one depositional
episode. (These sherds were dated by Mr. David Howard for inclusion in an

axhibit.}
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Forcelain Codes

Ewropean hard and soft paste porcelains were generally not dated.
The date range for these wares is long (see below) and the sherds were
generally too fragmentary to he confidently identified. If a vessel could
be given a specific date, it was noted on the original tabulation sheets,

bhut these individual dates could not be included in the computer program.

Soft-paste porcelain is an "imitation" porcelain because it does
not contain pententsue and kaolin clays. Its composition varied and
"often incliuded finely ground glasslike materials which, when mixed with
clay, produced a white, translucent body ... other additives to the
mixture were alabaster, steatite, and ground animal bones... fired at much
lower temperatures than hard-pastes” (McFadden 19792:20). Goft-paste
porcelain was first made in France in the 1670°'s and by the 1740°'s in
England. 6As noted abave, soft—-paste porcelains are not common on North
fAmerican celonial sites, but the most +requently found type of sofi—paste
is Ernglish underglaze-blue decorated. 1Its decorations are very similar to
those fournd at a somewhat later date on pearlware (innovations in ceramic
decorations like the shell-edged motif and transfer—printing are generally
used earlier on porcelains than on earthenwares). Ceramic historians and
calliectors have devoted much effort to the study of porcelain decorations,
and 1t is often possikble to date transfer—printed and hand—-painted

decorations +rom their publications.
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Hard—-Faste fForcelain

The first successful European hard—-paste porcelain was made about
i708 by an alchemist named Johann Friedrich Bottger who was employed by
Augustus the Stong, Elector of Sawony. The Meissen +factory was founded on
his discroveries. @ second hard—paste factory was established in Vienna in
17i%? and other hard-paste factories appeared in France, Austria, Germany
and Italy from 1730 to 17350 (McFadden 197%: 12-20). Many of these
factories still exist today. Host were established by princes or other
aristocrats ar soon came under royval protection, and thus were able to
withstand the financial problems which beset them all in the early years
of production {McFadden 197%9:20). In general; the early factories began
with imitaticns of Chinese decorative styles, but by the second—half of
the 18th-century a distinctively European style with barogue and rococco
motifs was common ( op.cit. p. 24 and passim ).

Hard—-paste porcelain was first made in England at Bristol in 1748
but production had stopped by 1778 or 1781 (Cooper in Atterbury 1978:
91-132Y. The patent for porcelain was bought by other potters who
produced the ware at New Hall until 1810, but English potters in general
directed their main sfforts toward perfecting soft—-paste bone china
( ibid. ). Hard-paste was first made commercially in the United States
about 1825. There had been earlier experimental wares, but “"beginning in
1825 there was a period in which the manufacture of (hard-paste) porcelain
in America passed {from the stage of laboratory experiment and became an
important factor in the ceramic industry" (Spargo 1926:227).

As was stated above, it is probable that very little European hard

paste reached the American colonies or the early Republic. Therefore, in



order to minimize distortion in calculating the mean ceramic date, we
decided to use a starting date of 1800 for all non—Oriental hard-paste
porcelains. This decision is not entirely satisfactory but awaits further
research on the distribution of European porcelains within North America.
The number of sherds identified as non—-0Oriental hard-paste
porcelain at both the Stadt Huys Block and 7 Hanover Square is small.
Thirty sherds at the 7 Hanover Sguare site and 87 sherds at the Stadt Huys
Elock site were assigned to this type. (At the latter site, duse to our
initial inexperience, some of these sherds are probably actually
Oriepntal.) Most of the sherds, 18 at 7 Hanover Squars and 51 at the Stadt
Huys, were undecorated, There were none of the elaborate,; overglaze-

decorated wares which are characteristic of 1Bth—century European vessels.

The term "Oriental Export Forcelain” will be used here for all
Oriental porcelains found at the 7 Hanover Square and Stadt Huys Block
sites. "Oriental" is used rather than "Chinese" because we thought it
likely that porcelains from Japan would be fpund in New Yoark City. That
we have not yet identified any sherds as Japanese, 1S probably more a
tactor of the difficulty of identifying fragments than of the absence aof
Japanese wares here. Chinese porcelainse made for export to the West have
been called Chine—-de—Command, Oriental Lowestoft, or China Trade
Forcelains, but the currently accepted term is Chinese Export Forcelain as

used by Mudge, Falmer, Gordon and others. "0.E.P." when used below will

v
(]



refer to Oriental porcelains in general, and "C.E-F." will refer to

1}

Ehinese porcelains specitically.

Chinese Export Porcelains were made in China for Western markets to
different standards than those made for internal Chinese markets. Some of
the latter wares were imported by Ewropeans, but so far none have been
identified from sither site.

Nhén Chinese porcelains first appeared in Europe during the late
Middle Ages, their beauty and rarity caused Europeans to equate them with
jewels and precious metals and they were usualily possessed only by
sovereigns. During the 17th-century the Vereenigde Oostindische
Compagnie, the V.D.C., {(Dutch East India Company), imported such
aquantities of underglaze-blue export wares that it became possible +or
Dutch middie class househalders to have cupboards full of porceiain (van
dar pijl-Ketel 1982:30)., it is not yet known to what extent this
availability of porcelain extended to the Dutch 17th—centuwry colonies; but
in the 1Bth-century English colonies, Oriental porcelains were a standard
item in middle and upper class inventories (Noel Hume 1946%:2357, Deetz
1973: passim, Brown 1973: passiml.

Sgurces of B.E.F. and_a Brief History eof the Trade

The first organized European sea trade with the Orient was
initiated by the FPortuguese in the léth-—century. They reached China in
1514, but the Chinese did not permit them to set wup a permanent trading
tase until 1557, when they were allowsad to settle at Macao. Macao is
located at the mouth of the Fearl River BO miles downriver from Canton.

Eetore this time, the Fortuguese traded along the coast hy establishing

21



annual trade fairs {EBeurdeley 1962:469-70). From the 1560°'s, at the least,
porcelains were a regular part of the goods shipped to Europe, but, since
the trade was controlled by the Portugese, it could only be obtained in
Lisbon. When FPhillip II of Spain laid claim to Fortugal in 1580, this
intra—-European trade became difficult For the Dutch. The Netherlands were
in the midst of a revolt against Spanish rule in the Netherlands, and
Fhillip officially closed Fortguese porits to the Dutch (Curtis 1979:3-4,
Beurdeley 1962:894f). Unsanctioned trade continued, but there was
frequant confiscation of ships and cargopes by the Spanish. The Dutch
merchants responded by trying teo establish direct trade with the Orient.
They set out Ffor the East Indian islands where they expected to find fewer
Fortguese than on the mainland of China (van der Fijl-kKetel 1282:%9). fany
of the cities of the MNetherlands formed companies to trade with the
Indies, and these =mall companies were in competition with each other
until 1502 when they were amalgamated into the V.0.C.. By 1406, the
V.O.C. had established a trading base at Bantam where Chinese merchants
brought goods to trade with Indonesian as well as Dutch and other European
traders. Because the Dutch could net cbtain a monopoly in the markets at
Bantam, they moved in 1412 to Jakarta Island where they established the
town of Ratavia (van der Fijl-kEetel 1982:10}). The Chinese government did
not allow the Dutch to trade directly on the mainliand, so the V.0.C.
continuad to meet Chinese merchants at Batavia and on Formosa, which was
settled in 1&24. In 1640, the Dutch captured the strategic port of
Malacca 4rom the Fortugese, and the Netherlands became the dominant

European power in the trade with the Orient (Curtis 1972:4).



During the first guarter of the 19th-century the English began to
dominate the trade with China through ports in India. The 4irst English
ships sailed for China in 1594, just one year after the first Dutch fleet,
but all three vessels were lost at sea. English trade to the Orient was
sporadic throughout the 17th—century, although two separate East India
campénies were merged into the Honorable East India Company and by 1725
the English accounted for 70% of Chinese imports to Europe (Curtis
1979:4).

The Chinese government continued to limit contact between
foreigners and Chinese, and in 1757 trade with Europeans was restricted to
Canton. Canton, formerly the center of the medieval sea trade with the
Arabe and the Persians, had been opened to European trade in 1&899. The
trade at Canton was strictly regulated and the movement of foreigners
beyond the waterfront district of the "hongs" — the trading buildings -
was prohibited. {See Mudge in particular for a detailed description of
the organization of trade at Canton.) Trade was limited to Canton until
the GOpium Wars of 1B39-1842,; when the western powers, led by England,
imposed new trading agreements upon the Chinese.

There is no evidence of direct trade between New York and China
before the Revolution. Once the war was over, the merchants of the
American port cities lost no time in trying to meet the demand for Chinese
goods. The first American ship, "The Empress of China", financed by
Robert Morris of Fhiladelphia and Daniel Farker of New York, left New York
City on February 22, 1784 and returned on May 11, 1785 with, among other

goods, 9&Z2 boxes of porcelain (Mudge 19246F:14). By the 18305, the United
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States was chailenging England’s trade domination, but the China trade 1in
general had fallen off. European porcelains had replaced Oriental ones in
fashion as the quality of the Chinese wares, and the price of European
wares, declined {(Mudge 19262:127).

The amount of porcelain imported into Europe was guite large.

Gordon, quoting from Voler 's work on the V.0.C. records, states that "on a
conservative basis, approximately 12 million pieces were imparted during
the period (14&02-1&682) by the bDutch alone" (Gordon 1979:%). Medley uses
the figure of three miliion pieces annually at the height of the trade in
the late 17th-century {(Medley 1974:261)}. Curtis summarizes various
sources to estimate 60 million pieces by the end of the i8th—century
{Curtis 1979:5). At present, we do not know how much of this porcelain
found its way to the American colonies or if it was part of a general
trade in ceramics between the Netherlands and England and their colonies.

it is possible that many 17th and 18th-century porcelains were
brought in to North America by specific individuals for their own use, but
we know, from archaeological evidence and from Mudge ' s extensive
documentary research, that C.E.F.s were common in NMew York City china
shops by the end of the 1Bth—century.

The main soruce of Oriental porcelain was China and the principal
place of manufacture was the state—-administered kilns at Ching—te Chen
{Jingdezhen!. Ching—te Chen had bheen a =specialized pottery manutacturing
center since the Sung Dynasty (1127-1279) (Hedley 127621144 F£f.). Various
political and financial factors caused the kilns to be Ytransformed from
privately ownhed crattsmen’'s kilns into a series of industrial complexes"

{op.cit. p.117). Throughout the Ming Dynasty (13Z34B-1643) the kilns at



Ching-te Chen supplied porcelains for the lmperial households and for
domestic markets. By the léth—century the potters were suffering from a
decline in Imperial orders due to the financial troubles of the later Ming
emperors, but partial relief came through orders from the Japanese and
iater the Fortugese and Dutch (Medley 1975:224-225). The Chinese potters
were not hesitant to cater to the Occidental market (specially decorated
wares and faorms had been made for the Arabic and Fersian markets since at
least the 14th century). Chinese forms decorated to European specifics
are known from the i&th-century {(Le Corbeiller in Gordon 1979:8Z), but the

first evidence of European forms sent to China for copying comes from the

(o

¥Y.0.C. records for 1435, in which the Dutch governor reported that be had

sent a large assortment of wooden models of ceramics to Chinese merchants

Chirese porcelain production suffered from the fighting and general
unrest that mariked the end of the Ming and the establishment of the Ching
Oynasties {(i&3Z5—-148G)., The kilns at Ching-te Chen itselt were destroyed
during the 1570s and were not rebuilt wuntil 14683. During this guarter
century of disruption in Chinese production, Dutch trade with Japan was
the crincipal sogurce of Oriental ceramics for Europe (Falmer 1%76:10,
Whate 19B1:27!.

When the kilms at Ching—te Chen were rebuilt, they were also
reorganized. Froduction for the Imperial househclds was overseen by a
superintendant appointed by the emperor. The Ching emperor, K ang-hsi,
was very interested in porcelain and in improving the organization of its

manufacture. Some kilns made wares only for the Imperisl palaces, while

I
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other kilns made wares +for domestic markets and for export {(can der
Fijl-Ketel 1282:41). The guality of porceiain bodies varied with the
proportions of pentuntse and kaclin as well as with the skill and care of
the potters, and inferior bodies were often used in export wares (Mudge
196Z:49-50, 75). By 1700, Ching—te Chen was one of the largest cities in
the worlid, with over 1,006,000 people and approximately 2,000 kilns
{Curtic 1i797:5). Froduction was organized along a type of assembly line
in which one person waz responsible for only one small part of the entire
procass (see Duwrtis p. Sy wvan der Fijl-Ketel p.41 4., and, especially,
Mudge chapter 35, for detaile of manufactwing at Ching-te Chen.) These

manufacturing methods resulted in speed and standardization. Guality of

In

decoraticn algsn varied considerably and ranged from extremely well
executed paintings to those which are almost scribbled.

Some provincial kilns, notably those of Fukien and Swatow, also
made porcelains which found their way, particularly in the 17th—-century,
te furopean markets (van der Fijl-kKetel 128Z2:46, 45; Mudge 1%42:54-55), but
YChing—te Chen and the minor kilns in Jae—chou prefecture (where Ching—te
Chen is Ipcated) were responsible for the great bulk of the ceramic
output” (Fedley 19746&:217:.

Some morcelains, especially in the later 18th—century, were not
decorated at their place of manufacture, but were sent plain to Canton
where they were painted with polychrome—-owverglaze celors and gilding, and
refired. Thiszs was done in order to reduce the time needed to fi11l1 special

orders. Orders for special shapes or underglaze decorations had to bhe

[
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placed at least a year in advance, but standard forms were kept in stock
at Canton and were decorated to order. Monogramed and pseudo—armorial

designs were commonly done in this manner.

Identification of porcelains was camplicated by several factors:
the small size and unmendability of most of the sherds; our far from
complete knowledge of C.E.P. designs; and the unfortunate propensity of
overglaze colors to come off in the ground. Overglaze decorations tend to
adhere to dirt rather than to the surface of vessels, “Shadows" of the
decorations are left on the glare and designs can thus be determined, but
colors are lost. HMost Chinese porcelains were unmarked, but reign marks
of the Ming and Ching emperors were occasionally used. None were found at
the Stadt Huys Block or 7 Hanover Sqguare sites. Hume (1969:2464) and
Medley (1974:277-278) illustrate reign marks.

The dates used are a combination of Medley, Mudge, Falmer and
Whate, for the most part. They do not include all of the possible types
of porcelains made during the 200+ years of the China trade, but they do
include the most common ones and should be useful for 17th, 18th, and
early i7th century sites. The end date of 1840 was used for most of the
categories because, following Mudge, it is likely that "Chinese export
porcelain, suffering from breakage, poor guality, and competition ... had
been fairly well superceded by BEuropean wares by 1841¢ (Mudge 126Z:1271).
This does not mean, of couwrse, that =s11 importing of Chinese porcelains

stopped; however, ampunts greatly declined.



4% (Encre de Chine, also called "pencilled” or "en grisaille”,
1720-179%). This type has overglaze painting in a brown/black manganese
based ink. Designs were usually finally drawn and the technique was most
probably inspired by contemporary European engravings. Flesh tones and
gilt highlights were sometimes added. This techniqgue was developed during
the last years of the reign of K'ang—hsi {circa 1720) and its greatest
popularity is said to have been between 1730 and 1750 with dated examples

found through 1725 (Falmer 1974:17-18).

#2200 {(Plain, i.e. white without decoration; undated!. Most Chinese
vesseles were decorated with either underglaze or overglaze colors, but
some plain white wares were made at Ching—te Chen in the same shapes as
decorated wares and differed only by being glazed “"with a perfectly
colowless glare of great brillance" (Medley 1276:25%). All of our plain
white sherds, except for undecorated portions of plate bases, are small
and we could not reconstruct any plain white vessels. It is likely that

most all of the plain sherds are pieces of decorated vessels.

#251 (Underglaze—Rlue — Canton or NManking patterns, 1720-1840). This
category was used when these gpecific patterns could be identified. EBoth
were used on a wide variety of vessel shapes. The central moti+ of both
is some combination of islands. bridges, willows and houses. The borders
differ: "Canton ware customariiy has a dark—-blue lattice or network border
on a&a solid light—-blue ground with a wavy ar scalloped line above. The

Nanting baorder concists of a cioser network with a small ornament in each

L
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mesh of the net. Instead of the scalloped line of the Canton ware, it has
& spearhead border." {(Mudge 1%62Z:140).

The =imilarily dated "Fitzhugh" pattern has not been identified
fraom either site. Hudge (1962:141) discusses and illustrates this

pattern.

#2527 {(Underglaze-Blue with Brown Line Atop the Rim, 1700-1840). It had
been suggested to us that the brown rim was found on vessels made before
the Revolution. Ron Whate, bhowever, states that this technique was used
intao the 12th-century but was not used be{nrelabout 1700
{i7Bi:pers.comm.). It is common at both sites and is found on cups,

plates, and shallow bowls.

#2553 {Underglazre—-RBlue — general; undated). This is a general category for
all blue and white sherds except those coded as 251 or 252. Our eventual
goal is to be akle to create more tightly dated categories based on
design; blue and white porcelains were by far the most common C.E.P.s and

1 be most important for archaeologists to learn about decorative

[}

it wi
styles and motifs from ceramic historians and antiguarians. Designs are
the key, for once the underglaze—blue technique was fully developed in the
i4th—century, dating sherds becomes a matter "of art rather thanm of
technology, and it is decorative style and fashion which take first place”

{(Medley 1976:1911).
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#7254 (Famille Rose, 1720-1840). This overglaze decorative technique is
defined by both its palette (i.e. a particular combination of colors) and
its style. It was developed about the same time as en;re—de—Chine from
European methods for enameling metals with opaque colors (Falmer 197&: 16,
Medley 197&:244). Color included an attractive rose-pink, which gave this
palefte its name, as well as other pinks, greens, blues, yellows, and
opaque white. The Chinese potters experimented with these colors
throughout the 1720s, and by 1730 had mastered the technigue (Medley
ibid.}). Famille rose designs are likely to be floral and according to
Moel Hume, show “large and rather blowzy pink peonies” (Noel Hume
19&69:25%9). Delicate floral designs, birds, and figures are alse common.
Medliey characterizes famille rose designs as chowing "meticulous treatment
of detail, while the stability of the enamel pastes permitted delicate
shading of tones and a wide variety of colour combinations: (Medley

19746:247) .

#2557 (Famille Verte, {(16&60-174%7). This overglaze decorat:ive technigue
became common after the reorganization of the kilns at Ching—-te Chen
(Gordon 1975:9). The conlors are translucent enamels with green as the
dominant color. Designs are often outlined in brown or black and early
{pre—1700) pieces often show underglaze-blue in combination with overglaze
colors {(Medley 1976:243; Falmer 1974:15-14). These translucent colors
were largely replaced by the opagque colors of the famille rose palette by
1735 {(Palmer ibid.). The end date of 1735 was therefore provisionally
chaosen although the famille verte palette is still occasionally used

today.
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#2754 (Famille Npir) is, acrording to Medley, a variant of famille verte
(Medley 1976:244). Famille jaune is another variant and the three "use
the same palette but the emphasis is either on the black or the yellow
rather than the green, and in both cases these tend to be background

colours" {ibid.). Famille noir should not be confused with encre de Chine
(#7249 above). Famille noir is polychrome while encre de Chine is a

monochrome technique that may occasionally be used in combination with

colors, usually of the famille rose palette.

#2255 (Overglaze-Decerated, "European" style, predominantly red,

1750z -1840)

258 (Overglaze—Decorated "European' style decoration, 17307-184QC).

These codes are based upon style rather than palette. Ewropean style
derorative elements or European subjects (Riblical, mythological, genre
srenes, etc.} were used by Chinese decorators as esarly as the late 17th
century, and encre de Chine and famille rose decorations are often
influenced by European designs. These codes, however, refer to simplified
designs which were based on those found on contemporary European
porcelains. These are the designs referred to as "crudely decorated”
(Gordon 1975:9), "declined to a point where very little craftsmanship was
involved" (Noel Hume 1924%:261), and “(with a) lack of imagination and
vitality" (Curtis 1980:6). The designs are extremely simplified and
horders are often merely wavy lines, dots, dashes, or sketchy spearhsads.
Freguently, there is a small scale, rather delicate, floral design in the
centers of tea cups, saucers and shallow bowls and on the exteriors of tea
cCUpS.
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At the Stadt Huys Rlock and 7 Hanover Sguare sites these wares are
found with creamwares and pearlwares. We know, from the matched sets of
tups and saucers which were found in the ceramic shop refuse at 7 Hanover
Sguare, that the same shops which spld Euwropean retined earthenwares also
=old C.E.F.= at the end of the I8th and early 17th centuries,

The beginning date is provisional. HNone of the sources consulted
mentions when these simplified decorations began to be made, but all are
in agreement that the majority of overglaze C.E.F.s were done in this
style by the end of the 18th century. Further analysis of archaeclogical

collections should help to establish a2 beginning date.

#2585 15 a separate code for two reasons: many of our sherds seem to be
decorated only with reds and we wanted to be able to isolate them for
further studvy; and we encountered some difficulty in separating "red only"

fragments from rouge—-de—fer designs {(=see 263 belaow).

#2579 (Overglare—Dhecorated - general, undated}. This is a general category
ftor sherds which were too fragmentary or too poorly preserved to identify

furthery, or which did not fit into any identifiable category.

#2560 (Brown—Blaze — usually external, 1720-1780Y. Colored monochrome
glazes were a standard Chinese decorative technigue since early times.
{They were not included in this typology since these were rarely used on
export porcelains.? However, coating the exteriors of vessels with an

opague brown glaze became common in the 18th century (FPalmer 1974&:18).



Feserve panels were sometimes decorated in famille rose colors or
underglaze—-blue. When famille rose colors are wsed with a brown
glaze, the vessels are called "Ratavian ware" since much of it was
reputedly shipped from this Dutch settlement (ibid.). Noel Hume
says that the brown external glaze is most common in the years
1740-1780, but Palmer illustrates a 1720-1740 cup and saucer

{Ngel Hume 194%9:2460, FPalmer 1974:43).

#2461 (Underglaze and Overglaze Decorated, 1700-1780). This code
was originally intended to include only the Chinese Imari-style
porcelains which dats, according to Noel Hume, from 1700-178B0
(1949:258). The Imari style was developed in Japan and received
ite name from the port of Imari. it became popular during the
circa 1650-1480 disruption of the China trade (Whate 1981:27}).
Underglaze—~hblue was combtined with overglaze-red and gold to create
attractive and distinctive designs. The Chinese copied this
technique, especially for floral and landscape-floral designs
(Palmer 1974:18). fAgain, none of the other sources give dates for
the start of production of Chinese Imari, so it was decided to use
Noel Hume's dates. We did not use the beginning date for Japanese
Imari, bux it is possible that some of this original Imari reached
New York in the 17th century.

Soma underglaze—blus decorated vessels were embellished
with gilding to enhance the decoration or to personalize a

standard design, especially in the late 18th and early 1%9th



centuries. This gilding is frequently lost in the ground, but
sometimes hints of it remain on sherds. Even though these sherds
are technically under and overglaze—decorated, they should not be

lassified in this category, which should be resetrved {for Imari

N

styie, but some may have inadvertently been included.

263 (Rouge de Fer, undated). Rouge—de—+fer is an overglaze

loring first used in the 15th century (Palmer 1976:34). It is a

A
8]

bright red usually found in combination with other colors. In the
early part of the i8th rcentury, it was often used with underglaze—
blue and famille verte; during the latter part of the century, the
rouge—de—fer palette frequently included gold, black, gray, and
hints of famille rose colors {khate 1981:pers. comm.). Rouge-de—
fer designs in this later period, generally rococco, were most

common as tea warss,

e
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APPENDIX E

THE CERAMIC SHOP DEPOSIT

by Meta Janowitz and Marie Lorraine Pipes

A ceramic dump located in Lot 27 was sampled with a
test pit (AO) and two shovel tests {17 and 22). The deposit was
sealed by an overlying brick floor which extended over the
foundation wall next to which the deposit had accumulated. The
field notes of the excavator (JL) say that "the trash deposit
itself was about 50-60% ceramics in a sand matrix (a small
quantity of silt and/or clay was mixed with the sand). Small
guantities of bottle glass, bone, and oxidized metal were
recovereﬁ as well. The ceramics and their matrix were not packed,
there were air spaces between some of the sherds. The large size
of many of the sherds indicate that they were not subject to
extensive trampling and breaking after deposition. The many fresh
breaks can be attributed to the passage of heavy euqgipment over
this area.... Under the deposit was a mortar floor.”

The deposit contained 15,582 sherds of undecorated
creamware, 227 sherds of decorated creamware, 11,740 sherds of
underglaze polychrome handpainted pearlware, 5794 sherds of plain
pearlware, 621 sherds of other pearlwares, and 1759 sherds of
Chinese export porcelain, making a total of 35,814 sherds.

Almost all of the pottery is unmarked and only two



trademarks were observed: D.D. and Co. (David Dunderdale of
Castleford, who was in business from 1790 to 1821); and
Herculaneum (established in 1796). There are a dozen Dunderdale
marks and only one Herculaneum. All are on plain creamwares.

We believe that this deposit accumulated rapidly and
represents a limited number of dumping episodes rather than
normal, occasional breakage from a china shop. The reasons for
our opinion are as follows: there are sherds which crossmend
throughout the deposit, vessel forms and decorations are uniform,
matched sets of pearlwares and Chinese porcelain are present, and
there is a rather limited number of vessel forms represented
overall. The sherds are likely to be the remains of a merchant’s
disaster of one sort or another. They might have broken in
shipment from England or represent some stroke of ill luck that
fell upon the shop’s inventory. It is also possible that the
wares were discarded because they were no longer in fashion and
thus unmarketable, but this is unlikely because it would be
unusual for a merchant to dispose of outmoded wares by throwing

them out rather than by selling them at reduced prices.

Description of Vessels

The overwhelming majority of the pearlwares are underglaze
polychromes handpainted in greens, brown, yellows, oranges, reds
and blues, in at leagi 42 different designs. Underglaze
polychrome pearlware was made from 1795 to 1830 and was most

popular in the period from 1800 to 1820, according to Noel Hume



(1969; 1978). The designs used are generally floral or geometric
and Noel Hume says that: " these designs also occur in silver-
lustre resist and ... are most common on pitchers and mugs. Many
ceramic historians ungenerously dismiss them as ‘peasant’ styles,
and while it is true that they belonged in village homes rather
than in aristocratic town houses, designs, shapes and thinness of
potting are frequently all of a high standard" (1978:47). With
the exception of some large bowls, the decorations, in our
opinion, are not so much "peasant"” or "rustic" as neoclassical;
they generally show restraint and balance of design. They are
certainly no more flamboyant than some decorations found on
contemporary European porcelains. The fact that this collection
of polychrome pearlwares was found in Lower Manhattan in a
fashionable turn of the century shopping district might indicate
their use as favored tea and table wares for middle and upper
class urban families rather than as the simple crockery of
country feolk.

The forms which we have been able toc reconstruct are almost
entirely tea wares and serving vessels. They include handle-less
tea cups and matching saucer bowls and deep bowls of at least
three sizes. There are also a few large "breakfast size" cups.
There are three fluted tea pots decorated in a pattern which is
also found on fluted tea cups and saucers, and unfluted cups and
saucers. A fourth teapot has a more neoclassical shape and a
design which shares elements of several other designs but does

not precisely match any.



There are at least six large bowls which could have been used
as serving vessels, as fruit bowls, or as small punch bowls. On
all of these bowls the exterior designs are similar but the
interior designs show great variety. The exteriors have four
large motifs separated by scattered leaves or blossoms. The
large motifs are stylized peonies, daises or roses. Some of the
bowls also have smaller blue or orange flowers surrounding the
large ones. The leaves on all the bowls are the same shade of
green. Interior central decorations are floral with geometric
border designs.

There is only one plate in polychrome. This small vessel has
a rather atypical (for this deposit) decoration. Other types of
vessels which are represented by only one piece are a large
pitcher and a small pitcher or creamer. The design on the large
pitcher is similar to those on the large bowls, but the tiny
floral design on the small vessel in unlike the rest of the
collection.

The designs on the teawaregs are less flamboyant than those on
the large bowls. Tea cups are shaped like small bowls and have
no handles. Some tea cups and their accompanying saucer bowls
are molded with swirled flutes. Two designs are found on these
fluted teawares: a yellow-green floral, which is also found on
the fluted teapots, and a simple geometric design in blue and
brown. Many of the fluted teawares and some unfluted vessels
have marks on the bottom in dark brown which are probably

decorators’ marks. Since the designs are all hand-painted, they



naturally show individual variations and it is interesting to
match up these variations with the different decorator’s marks.
The same decorator’s marks are found with different designs.
There are also two saucer bowls with blue hatchmarks along the
inside of the footrings, which are probably tally marks of some
sort.

Flatwares are rare and all, except for the small plate
mentioned above, have blue or green shell edge decoration. One
platter has been reconstructed and other sherds appear to
represent plates as well as platters. There are only 175 blue
edged and 81 green edged sherds. As far as we have been able to
determine, there are no plain pearlware vessels of any type. The
approximately 5,800 plain sherds almost certainly belong to
decorated vessels.

One of the most unusual characteristics of this collection is
its relative lack of underglazed blue pearlware - only 279
sherds. All are teawares and most are from only two patterns.
Shapes of cups and saucer bowls are the same as those in
polychrome. Only nine transfer printed fragments of pearlware
were recovered. All are quite fragmentary and are decorated in
blue or black. No vessel forms could be determined or patters
identified.

Attempts to find information on hand-painted pearlware
designs and their makers from written sources were
unsatisfactory. We were rather surprised to find that little has

been written about polychrome pearlwares. Most writers simply



say that a certain manufacturer made polychrome along with
underglaze blue and edgewares, but few illustrate these designs
and even fewer talk about how important this type of design was
in the output of a pottery. Noel Hume’s articles noted above
have been the most helpful but he only illustrates a few
patterns.

The range of forms in creamware is more varied than in
pearlware. There are chamber pots, pitchers, basins, bowls of
various sizes, plates, handleless tea cups, saucer bowls and at
least one tea pot. Most of the vessels are undecorated and most
plates have the "royal" style rim. The D.D. & Co. marks are
found only on the bottoms of plates. The quality of the
creamwares varies from rather coarse to guite fine.

The most interesting creamwares are the half-dozen pitchers
with overglaze transfer printed designs in dark red or black.
With one exception, all have ship motifs on one side and
sentimental or patriotic motifs on the other. One pitcher in
particular shows the last two lines of a poem "Sweet William’s
Farewell to Black Eyed Susan" by John Gay. The lines are "Her
lessening boat unwilling rows to land. Adieu! she cries and
waves her 1lilly hand". John Gay lived from 1685 to 1732 and is
best known as the author of "The Beggar’s Opera'. "Sweet
William" was published in 1720 and the use of this poem almost
100 years later is in keeping with early 19th century
sentimentality. On the other pitchers, one ship flies a sixteen

star American flag and another sports a Union Jack. One of the



black prints is washed in green and yellow and at least one was
highlighted with small additions of yellow/orange. Identical
prints are found in black and dark red on different vessels.

The one non-nautical pitcher was unfortunately too faded to
see clearly, but close examination in a strong light shows a
variety of Masonic symbols: a beehive, points of the compass,
death’s head, columns, a cross, the sun, ete..

Diana Roussel in her book on the Castleford pottery (1982)
says that the creamwares made by David Dunderdale were primarily
"useful" wares in which table wares predominated. Not many
teawares were made and problably none date before 1800.
Pearlwares comprised about 40% of the total output of the factory
and, still according to Roussel, few were handpainted. If this
were true, it is unlikely that the polychrome pearlwares from the
7 Hanover Sgquare site are from Dunderdale’s factory. However, a
1947 Antigques Magazine article (reprinted in Attebury 1978)
dealing with late 18th century refined earthenwares illustrates
{p. 126) a handpainted creamware plate marked D.D. & Co. whose
floral decoration closely resembles some of the floral sprays on
the pearlwares in the ceramic dump.

It has been established that Dunderdale was exporting his own
and other manufacturers’ earthenwares to the United States in the
1790’s. Among others, he exported Wedgewood’s wares but they
were of such poor quality and were so poorly packed that
Dunderdale asked Wedgewood for a 15% discount for breakage.

The Chinese export porcelains in the ceramic dump are all



teawares. Once again there are handleless tea cups and matching
saucer bowls. Only four designs are present with five variations
of the most common one. The decorations are typical of the end
of the 18th and first years of the 19th centuries (David Howard,
personal communication). Red is the predominant color and the
designs can at best be described as sketchy rather than
elaborate.

In both pearlware and Chinese export porcelain, the sets of
tea cups and saucers have the main decorative motifs on the
interiors of saucers and the exteriors of tea cups. There are
sometimes simple lines or swags, as well, on the other surface
around the rim,

Teapots in redwares of various types are also found: there
are 2 engine-turned lead-glazed earthenware teapots and a fine-
bodied red stoneware coffee pot lid (also lead glazed). At least
three black glazed bulbous bodied teapots are represented.

In summary, the general picture of this collection is of food
storage and preparation, with "sanitary" vessels of creamware and
teawares and serving vessels of pearlware, Chinese porcelain and
some creamwares. The collection does not represent the conplete
range of forms and decorations of the period; in particular,
there are very few underglaze blue pearlware sherds, and few

tablewares.
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