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ABSTRACT

English colonization of Virginias characterizedsaboldly intrusive, spreading

quickly from the first toehold at Jamestown into the hinterlands and leadapgio

hostility with native peoples almost from the stémtthis dissertation, | examine links

between practices in the home country and Virdimiaugh the actions artzhckstoryof

one particular colonizeDaniel Gookin Jr. (1612687), @ English Puritan adventurer

who mgrated from Ireland to Virginiand later to Maryland and Massachusdttse

archaeologal evidence from bothlreland andsoutheastern Virginito demonstrate that

Irish influences on 17tkentury colonial projestin Virginia were greateghan previously

thought.

Prior to emigrating to the colonies, Gookin was one of a number of Puritans

owning property in County Cork, li@nd. | surveyed the ruins of 12 fortified houses and



four archaeological sites in County Cork that were either owned or leased by Gookin, or
were properties of his associates. In Virgiaokin is credited witlbuilding the
Nansemond Foi$ite (44SK192) a @ 1637 inland fortified bawn in Suffolkrhe
IDQVHPRQG )RUWYYV VLARUBGPW/WH WM\D EHWSKHEDRQ@\W.Q ,UHOD
Plantationndicate that the Virginia property was also built for the dual purposes of
personal defense and animal husbgnt@he plantation system Gookin learned in Ireland
he replicated in North Americaraising cattle and corn for transatlantic and intercolonial
provisioning, maintaining a tight trading network of Puritan family members in Ireland
and Puritans in other Br#h colonies, and negotiation with indigenous pe#épiesulting
in his acquisition of three plantations in Maryland and Virginia and five in New England.
| draw on archaeological evidence from four sites in Virginia and from Massachusetts
shipping records tdlustrate the Puritan network that Gookin operated within during
%ULWDLQYV &RPPRQZH@B@M.WK SHULRG

| use microhistory, archaeological biography, and landscape archaeology to
VLWXDWH WKH WUDMHFWRU\ RI 'DQLHI@ ttdhsadahntig -U TV FDU
setting. In building dirm context foronefamily  Mstory, Itie together sites, people,
and material®n an Atlantic scaleand soadd to oumunderstanding ahe materiality of

colonialism in the British Atlantic
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

Historical archaeologists have long recognized that early Engliskcéiitary sites
in the Chesapeake are widely variedayout and artifact assemblages, and have for the
most part attributed these differences to social and economic factors revolving around
tobacco monoculture. Using Atlantic history as a broad context for understanding
European expansion has resultedlose scrutiny of colonial development within the
Chesapeake, indicating that there was a high degree of regional variability in population
FRPSRVLWLRQ DQG HFRQRPLF SXUVXLWY DPRQJVW WKH &
archaeological record of th@th-century Chesapeake, archaeologists have not explored
inter-regional differences or the individuals behind settlements, or considered that earlier
colonial ventures may have influenced decisions made in the Chesapeake.

This dissertation undertakes arhanced comparative approach to understanding
colonial projects by using the archaeological biography of Daniel Gookin Jr. £1612
1687), an important but relatively unknown figure involved in English plantation projects
in Ireland, Virginia, Maryland, and Bssachusetts. Archaeological and documentary
evidence from the c. 1636 Nansemond Fort site (44SK192) in Suffolk, Virginia, strongly
VXJIJHVW WKDW HDUOLHU H[SHULHQFHV KH DQG KLV IDWK
Ireland influenced the developmenttbis site and others in the surrounding Nansemond
UHJLRQ 5HVHDUFK IRU P\ ODVWHUYV WKHVLVY SURSRVHG
on the type of particular plantation or private fortification/domestic compound known in

Ireland as d@awrn my goal for he dissertation is to go beyond simply the bawn plan for



comparison, but to address what the bawn signifies in cultural and historical terms.
Rather than approaching the interpretation of the Nansemond Fort site on its own, | create
a broader regional camtt that incorporates Gookin Jr. and the other people who settled
in the region, considering their shared colonial pasts before arriving in Virginia. This
dissertation will contribute to understanding English expansion through colonial projects
in the Atlantic world and the Chesapeake, as well as an evaluation of methods beyond
traditional comparative historical archaeology.
The 17thcentury Chesapeake
Scholars of English colonial America have viewed the tidewater areas of Virginia
and Maryland surroundinipe Chesapeake Bay as an appropriate study area for several
reasons, which include the establishment of the first permanent colonies, environment
(Curtain, Brush, and Fisher 2001), tobacco monoculture, population demographics, and
shared architectural arsettlement forms (Carson et al. 1981: #3%6; Graham et al.
2007: 451552; Horn 1979: 585; Middleton 1953; Reps 1972; Tate 1979: 3).
Archaeological investigations of the colonial capitals of Jamestown (Cotter 1994; Kelso
DQG 6W 0DU\%V1838Wiiller) RI8F 1999; Stone 1974) and hinterland
sites have significantly added to the body of work related to material culture and
DFWLYLWLHYV RI GDLO\ OLIH H J JORZHUGHZ +XQGUHG >
Hundred [Noél Hume 1982], the kgsmill Plantations [Kelso 1984], Clifts [Neiman
1980a,b], and the Maine [Outlaw 1990]), further defining the Chesapeake as a distinct

region.



With increased archaeological and historical studies beginning in the late 1970s
and extending to present, thaent to which the tobacco economy propelled or stymied
regional economic growth led to the identification of-sebions within the Chesapeake
(Walsh 1999: 548). By decreasing the scale of analysis, one is able to define the
significance of issues suds diversification of economy, material culture, religion, class
dynamics, and the rise of rabased slavery, in terms of how these factors affect the
archaeological record (Bradburn and Coombs 200541416 Graham et al. 2007).

Historian April Hatfieldin her workAtlantic Virginia: Intercolonial Relations in the
Seventeenth Centusyiccessfully used striegional analysis to broaden our

understanding not only of the interactions of the English Chesapeake colonies and New
England, but also of the largetlantic world (Hatfield 2004). When the Chesapeake is
approached from the subgional, regional, and Atlantic scales, one can begin to
understand the world that English settlers to the Chesapeake li&@ménot simply of

the land surrounding the Chesake Bay, but linked to England, Ireland, New England,

the Caribbean, and Africa (Games 2006: 687; Hatfield 2004: 2). The ideas that the waves
of settlers to the Chesapeake transported from varied projects led to a colonial
development that informed laten@lish settlements in terms of spatial layout and form,
adaptation to new environments, and policies towards indigenous populations. As
historian Alison Games has concluded, the timing and settling of English colonies around
the globe mattered; an undersiang of the individual biographies of the adventurers
involved helps us to evaluate the extent of success or failure in each subsequent endeavor

(Games 2006: 689).



The study of individual biography provides the framework from which to better
situate andinderstand the archaeological sites of the-tétitury Chesapeake in the
broader context. Archaeologists working in the Chesapeake have looked into the
biographies of colonists to explain settlement layout, architecture, and materials (Kelso
2006; Miller1999; Noél Hume 1982), but these studies have focused mainly on
interpretations of the single site, and not on arggjoon or regional context. A similar
approach has been applied to lasgale, researetriented projects, while archaeological
sites exavated through CRM excavations have not received the same level of attention.
As Graham and his colleagues have pointed out, the data set of knowedity
archaeological sites in the Chesapeake is quite vast, but we have only just begun to
explore themany variations brought to light by excavation (Graham et al. 2007: 522)
(Fig. 1).

Project Research

The background for undertaking this study involves work that | completed for my
ODVWHUTV WKHVLV RQ WKH 1#6Q0Y, dxedvQdsh JM&thvougih. WH F
CRM and lacked a formal report amderpretation (Fig 2). My research indicates that the
site was linked to Daniel Gookin Jr., an English planter who had experienced the earlier
Munster Plantation project, and whose father had been invohasdahlishing a

SODQWDWLRQ LQ 9LUJLQLD LQ bawnWKieh iV taMitifias O DQ U H\



Figure 1: Locations of known f7century archaeological sites (Graham et al. 2007).



Figure 2: Drawing of the Nansemond Fort based on archaeal@yidence (image
courtesy of Jamie E. May).

agrodefensivecompound builto protect the dwellings and personal property of a
VHWWOHPHQWY{Y ODQGORUG +LOO 6W *HRUJH
history of use by Gaelic Irish predadi the Munster Plantation; they were adopted by
English settlers in plantation efforts in La@dfaly (1556#1576), the Munster Plantation
(15844598 and 160H.641), and the Ulster Plantation (168841); these settlement

forms may have been brought to §iimia by settlers like Gookin. Others have explored

the relevance of the bawn to the Virginia colonial experience (see Deetz 1991; Hodges
1993; Kelso et al. 1999; Klingelhdfer 2010; Luccketti 2010; Noél Hume 1982; Reps
1972), but these works have focusedloe bawn as a model for town planning or

temporary settlement defense.



This dissertation project goes beyond comparing just the bawn form, but
examines why it may have been used and the implications behind it. | do this by applying
multiple lines of arbaeological and historical evidence, with the framework for my
research based on the archaeological biography scholarship of archaeologist Mary
Beaudry and the comparative archaeological approaches to British expansion in Ireland
and North America by arckalogist Audrey Horning. The use of the archaeological
biography is a trend in historical archaeology that is growing, and as a recent thematic
issue ofPostMedieval Archaeologindicates, is being used to explore not only the
biographies of people but ofaterial remains as well (Mytum 2010: 237). Situating
Daniel Gookin Sr. and Jr. within an Atlantic historical context is challenging because of
the way that their individual biographies have been treated in thé p#lser obscured in
broader historicalralyses, or portraying them as just two of many adventurers in a vast
colonial system. The archaeological biography provides a framework to better understand
WKH *RRNLQVY UROH LQ (QJOLVK FRORQL]DWLRQ HIITRUW\
the procss.

Researching the occupants of the SpeR@rcelLittle House in Newbury,
Massachusetts, Beaudry was confronted with attributing artifacts and features to the
IDUP TV OdeMuH resWleqts, Nathaniel Tracy and Offin Boardman (Beaudry 2008:
175). Focusing on these two individuals who were left out of larger early American
histories, Beaudry used the tactic of archaeological biography:

the reconstitution of forgotten or littknown lives that would never be of interest

if an archaeologistdid notb SSHQ WR EH LQYLWHG WR H[SORUH L



task is to collect and collate the archive, composed as it is of artifacts and

documents, houses, landscapes, and memories; the real feat is to synthesize and

make sense of all the various lines of emEand to construct interpretations

that move between the particular and the more general, between the microscopic

or microhistoricakind the morphologica(2008: 175176)
The construction of the two archaeological biographies enabled her to visttaimeyl
artifacts and site features) how Tracy and Boardman presented themselves at home and in
the broader context of the early American republic (Beaudry 2008: 195). A major
strength of this approach is that it is not solely focused on any one clatfaof ar
archaeological feature, nor is it limited to a single historical dataseiftiple lines of
evidence are used to create the narrative.

The archaeological biography is an important means for understanding early
English colonial expansion wherfamily 2 in this case the Gookirisis considered. Use
of family documents, correspondence, residential site plans, and artifacts over a given
period of time can demonstrate the adaptive mental and physical constructions of an
individual. As archaeologist Ha@ G 0O\WXP VXJJHVWYV S3WKLV LV ZKDW W
biographical approach attempts; these are netdiig biographies of individuals, but
insights into particular places, associations and events for which the data is rich enough
to allow such a construttRQ”~ O\WXP

Placing the Gookins in a broader context requires knowledge of British expansion
in Ireland and North America, for which a comparative archaeological approach is well

suited. In her studies of colonia@tdements in the north ofdlandUIster Plantation,



Audrey Horning has used comparisons with English settlements in the Chesapeake to
better understand the complex interactions between natives and newcomers, and the
intended replication of English culture on the landscape (Ho@00ga: 51). As Horning
points out, the archaeologist must be aware of the wide range &f eldmaohistorical
accounts, the material record, and official documensXW WKDW 3LQGLYLGXDOO
VRXUFHY UDUHO\ DJUHH" +RUQ L QUlster Pantation se@leénht) ZRUN
of Movanagher, she found that in practice what was manifested through the
archaeological record was significantly different from the historical record; English
settlers were living in Irish houses, using a combination of Bnglsl Irish ceramic
vessels, and interacting with one another in a manner that ran counter to how the
plantation structure was supposed to work (Horning 2007b: 111; 2005: 395).

, XVH WKH DUFKDHRORJLFDO ELRJUDSK\ RQQ®@ L@QIFIYXGF
work in this dissertation. An additional element within my methodology is to evaluate
whether or not this study is an example ofidti-sited archaeologyan approach derived
IURP *HRUJH 0DUF XYV fsited\ethbograpdy. This RvOoReaFIRPSDULQJ
locales, multiscalar connections, and loedl OREDO UHODWLRQV™ 54]JHZVNL
sited archaeology deviates from other comparative attempts, which more often than not
SDUULYH DW FRQFOXVLRQV RI GLIIHUH&RddtidR&WEWHRQW UDV W
WKH UHFRJQLWLRQ RI GLITHUHQFH" 5\]HZVNL % \
and Jr. as individuals, as part of a larger family involved in colonial projects, and as
members of a community of colonists with shared experienagéstaped other

developments, | am able to use a msiited approach to draw it all together.
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My dissertation research addresses three questions about the Nansemond Fort site
and early colonial projects in the Atlantic world: 1) Could the Nansemoriddfmesent
a settlement form used by the English settlers in the Munster Plantation project? 2) How
PXFK LQIOXHQFH GLG 'DQLHO *RRNLQ 6U DQG -U KDYH R
3) How did group and regional identities influence migrations amelr aolonial

ventures?

30U *RRNLQ RXW RIXBRQDXQE RER® $GYHQWXUH«"

The underpinning for this dissertation is the archaeological biographical approach
and the concept of the cosmopolitan adventurer in my study of Daniel Gookin Sr. and Jr.,
both of whom have been minimally represented in the colonial histories of the Munster
Plantation in Ireland, and of the Virginia, Maryland, and Massachusetts Bay colonies in
North America. Historian Frederick Gookin has written the biographies of bothitook
Sr. and Jr. (Gookin 1912). This genealogical work credits both father and son with
playing significant roles in colonial development, but is heavily focused on Gookin Jr. in
ODVVDFKXVHWWY 7KRXJK 'DQLHO *RRNLQ -U i ELRJUDS
proposed study, | will also consider the life of Daniel Gookin Sr. because the actions and
experiences of the father can be seen to have greatly influenced the career of the son. My
study will therefore cover a temporal span beginning in 1582 andgmdiL687 and will

HIDPLQH WKH *RRNLQVY UROH LQ IRXU (QJOLVK FRORQLD

Southwestern County Cork, Ireland

Thestarting point for theesearch is in the Irish lands that formerly made up the

English colonial project known as the Munster Plantatazcupied by settlers in 1584
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(MacCarthyMorrogh 1986: 108). Approximately 4,000 settlers ventured from England
to settle in Munster, but an uprising in the north of Ireland spread southwards, leading to
WKH SODQWDWLRQYTV GH VWO 288:Q30; @ower 200D E3% B U W K \
re-establishment of the Munster Plantation in 1604 brought English settlers back,
including Daniel Gookin Sr. and his older brother Vincent, who left their family seat in
Kent to secure land, title, and wealth in the Ighen enterprise (Gookin 1912: 29). Daniel
*RRNLQ 6U V EXVLQHVYV SXUVXLWYV LQFOXGHG FDWWOH C
resulting in products that were shipped to England and Virginia.

In 1621, Gookin Sr. involved himself more directly in the affaif Virginia when
he was granted 1,600 acres for the transportation of servants and cattle to the colony
(Gookin 1912: 42; Kingsbury 1906: 5@02). Gookin Sr. stayed in Virginia for three
years, returning to Ireland for good in 1624. He continued $e taiestock and retained
his Virginia holdings, in addition to owning stock in the Plymouth Company and land in
other plantation schemes in Ireland. Gookin Sr. died in 1632, leaving his Virginia

holdings to two of his sons, Daniel Jr. and John (Gookir2197).

Newport News and Nansemond, Virginia

The Virginia locations under study are part of the Lower James River where
'DQLHO *RRNLQ 6U fV DOORWPHQW ZDV VLWXDWHG VHYH
Jamestown. As one of the first English sestia the region in 1621, Gookin Sr. had
rights to prime riverfront land, as did Capt. William Newce, another Munster plantation
owner and friend of Gookin, whose grant lay nearby (Hatch 1957: 99). The record of the

initial voyage that Gookin Sr. undertotk Virginia indicates that he transported 57
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people to the colony, all of whom presumably settled at his Newport News plantation,

ZKLFK KH FDOOHG ODULHYV ORXQW 7KRXJK UHFRUGV GR

ODQGVFDSH RI ODULHYV OkRIXQriNiedIsy Sybbddn Halisadeyy aZ ib V

withstood a significant attack from local Indian tribes in 1622 (Gookin 1912: 43; Hatch

1957: 99). Approximately 1,3 DFUHV RI| ODQ G idditatikh hatQudfiQiantH G -

work had been done to clear the péion for grazing and cultivation (Hatch 1957: 100).
Sometime between 1625 and 1630, Daniel Gookin Jr. and his brother John were

UHVLGHQW DW ODULHYVY ORXQW ZKHUH 'DQLHO -U OLYHG

1637. Both Gookin brothers patentedd in New Norfolk (later divided into

Upper/Lower Norfolk and Nansemond counties), on the south side of the James River

closer to the entrance of the Chesapeake Bay. This particular region was considered a

dangerous frontier in the later years of the 553Md lay in the domain of the powerful

IDQVHPRQG ,QGLDQ WULEH D IDFWRU WKDW VW\PLHG HD

plantation was situated on a peninsula encompassing 1,400 acres at the confluence of the

James and Nansemond rivers, in tosSUR[LPLW\ WR WKH 1DQVHPRQGTV I

RlI 'XPSOLQJ ,vODQG 2WKHU SDWHQWHHYV LQ WKH DUHD Z

ORXQW GXULQJ *RRNLQ 6U DQG -UYV RZQHUVKLS DQG ZH

territory known to pose threats settlement (Canny 1978: 26). Daniel Gookin Jr. became

a burgess and militia commander for Upper/Lower Norfolk in 1641 and was at once

involved in settling disputes between area settlers and the Nansemonds (Gookin 1912:

66).
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By the mid1640s, social andcenomic factors led to a population decrease in the
Nansemond region. One reason was religion; there were estimated to be around 400
Puritans living on the Southside (Randall 1886: 17). Three Puritan clergymen, John
Knowles, Thomas James, and William Tompsarrived on the Nansemond early in

WR PLQLVWHU WR WKLYV FRPPXQLW\ RI 3 XULWDQV RQ(
Royalist governor, Sir William Berkeley, who had all three expelled (Hatfield 2004:
116). The expulsion of the clergymen in additich tWKH JRYHUQPHQWTfV ULJLG
WKH 3XULWDQ IDLWK HQFRXUDJHG *RRNLQ -U YV GHSDUW

move that other Puritans soon followed (McCarl 1991:439).

Providence, Maryland

The founding of Maryland in 1634 was viewedaasaffront to many Virginia
settlers who disagreed over territorial boundaries and proprietary trading rights with
Indian tribes. Population growth began with fits and starts; political and religious strife in
England and in the Chesapeake hampered Malgsty GHYHORSPHQW )ROORZL
banishment of the Puritan ministers sent to the Nansemond, several Virginia planters
VXFFHVVIXOO\ SHWLWLRQHG &HFLO &DOYHUW O0DU\ODQG!
colony (Gookin 1912: 70). Gookin Jr. establidlzeplantation near the confluence of the
South and Severn rivers (preseialy Annapolis), which he occupied for a little under a
year. This move by Gookin Jr. preceded a larger migration of Virginians from the
Nansemond who made the move northward in 164th a charter to found a settlement

called Providence (Luckenbach 1995: 3). Finding the political situation in Maryland to be
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as oppressive as in Virginia, Gookin did not stay in Providence long and looked toward

the Massachusetts Bay Colony, the dedtom of the last of his four migrations.

Boston, Roxbury, and Cambridge, Massachusetts

'DQLHO *RRNLQ -U TV ILQDO PRYH WR ODVVDFKXVHWMWA
in the context of his religious beliefs. Upon his arrival in New England he was adimitte
to the First Church in Boston on May 26th, and honored three days later by being made a
freeman (Gookin1912: 72). Gookin Jr. resided in Roxbury from 1644 to 1647, where he
took up residence next to Rev. John Eliot, and the relationship between thaltlsadia
lasting implications. Court documents suggest Gookin Jr. was often away on his Virginia
DQG 0DU\ODQG SODQWDWLRQV GXULQJ WKLV SHULRG *RI
of William Aspinwall in 1646, and the shipping records dating to Noverobtrat year,
relate to tobacco shipped from the Nansemond to Boston with Thomas Burbage as factor
(Aspinwall: 1644+ > @ %XUEDJH VHUYHG DV *RRNLQ -U TV 9
Nansemond plantation and his lands on the Rappahannock, until Gaakiredted
himself of his Virginia holdings ic. 1651.

Despite the sale of his Virginia plantations, Gookin Jr. was actively engaged in
the coastal carrying trade with the colony, likely until his death. When he moved from
Roxbury to Cambridge in 1647etbecame a partner in a shipbuilding company that
made vessels for the carrying trade. Familiarity with colonial shipping and merchant ties
were instrumental in his voyages between London and Boston, sometimes on official
business, at other times for hism profit. In 1652 Gookin Jr. was charged with bringing

WKH ODVVDFKXVHWWY %D\ &RORQ\YfV PLOLWDU\ DOORWPH
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KLV VKLSV WR %YRVWRQ D VHUYLFH WKDW KHOSHG KLP W
(Gookin 1912: 81).

Daniel * RRNLQ -U YV FLYLF DQG PLOLWDU\ DSSRLQWPHQ
until his death in 1687 were varied in scope. He was the first superintendant of Praying
Town Indians (1656), was instrumental in laying out and governing the town of
Worcester (16631680), served as a Major in the Massachusetts militia during King
SKLOLSYV H¥W6), and began to write a history of New Englatidiorical
Collections of the Indians in New Englai74) (Gookin 1912). At the time of his death
in 1685, Gookin Jihad attained the rank of Maj@eneral. Throughout his career,
*RRNLQ -U TV S XUdskniaMrvscopeUarad hi@ Midddtions from one colony to
another and involvement in shipping networks shaped his worldview, one clearly not
limited by geograpic boundaries.

Data

The primary archaeological site that this proposed research is based upon is
known as the Nansemond Fort Site (44SK192); it is located in the tidewater Virginia city
of Suffolk. Archaeological investigation uncovered the remairsspalisade that
enclosed five buildings, within an area measuring about an acre in size. The palisade and
buildings were earthfadta technique of impermanent construction in which wooden
framing supports were put into postholes or trenches with earthgpaokend them (like
many other buildings in colonial Virginia). Though the earthfast construction of the
palisade was not unique, the layout of the site was. Closely resembling early Virginia

Company Period (160% VHWWOHPHQWYV D Q gargdtidny oMWddin*SDUWLF
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the Chesapeake and elsewhere, the site represented a form of vernacular fortification,
with features that suited both agricultural and defensive needs. Only six other 17th
century fortifications are known archaeologically in Virginiarfes Fort, Wolstenholme
7TRZQH )ORZHUGHZ +XQGUHG ODUWLDXfV+RUQZRUN *OR
plans differ, but construction is the safmpalisades of light timbers set in narrow
trenches.

In 1988 the land where the Nansemond Fort stood wasidiat the development
of Harbour View, a residential/business complex encompassing roughly 1400 acres that
included a golf course, gated residential community, hospital, corporate headquarters, and
shopping center. Archaeologists with the James Rivatdtestor Archaeology
conducted Phase | pedestrian survey and shovel testing of the tract, locating séveral 17
and 18thcentury sites. One site, designated 44SK192 (Nansemond Fort), had a large
surface concentration of early 1#thntury artifacts and & shovetested to locate
associated features. Backhoe trenching exposed severalelitthry features, such as
borrow pits, building posthole patterns, and a palisade, leading to more trenching. The
nature of the finding3 chiefly the prospect of exposirgpalisaded settlemehied to a
commitment by the owners of Harbour View to provide 50 percent of the funds to
conduct excavations, with the Commonwealth of Virginia providing the rest. Intensive
backhoe trenching that revealed the rest of the palisatexgosure othe entire
fortified compound was completed in 1988, and some additional fieldwork on features

within and around the palisaded fort took place from 1902 (Luccketti 2007: 1).
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Following the fieldwork, a budget crisis caused state funtde t@scinded. These
funds had been earmarked for laboratory analysis and preparation of a final report, which
could not be completed. The artifact collection remained in the possession of the James
River Institute for Archaeology, in storage, but waseasmned by the Association for
the Preservation of Virginia Antiquities (APVA) in 1996. To date, the interpretation of
the Nansemond Fort remains largely unexplored. The excavated site is fnimanly
through four sources (Hodges 198®Iso, Lucckeit and Straube 1999; Luccketti 2010:
85404) that address the form and function of the fort; two journal articles (Graham
*UDKDP HW DO WKDW EULHIO\ GHVFULEH VRPH R
unpublished reports (Luccketti 2007; McCartney 1990)
6LQFH WKH 1DQVHPRQG )R UWdrVerGQR¥MraRNadalogy B HY HO R ¢
the City of Suffolk has resulted in Phase Il and 11l excavations of at least seven sites in
the vicinity of the Nansemond Fort (44SK003 [Moore et al. 2003], 191 [no report], 194
[McLearen and Harbury 1992], 391 [Traver 1993], 500, 503, and 523 [Moore and Lewes
2005]) which can be tightly dated to the second quarter of the 17th century. One of these
sites, 44SK194 |ocated 1500 yards due south of the Nansemond? Fadso was
palisackd, produced similar artifacts, and may be part of a larger complex, such as a
particular plantation (McLearen and Harbury 19924%). Formal reports exist for all
aforementioned City of Suffolk sites with the exception of 44SK191. All sites were
determned to be domestic occupations, but no synthesis of interpretation for how these

sites may relate to one another or comparison exists.
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| organized a GIS database of the data from all of these sites in the Nansemond to
piece together what is known archegpcally of the region. | had previously created a
GIS database of the Nansemond Fort site, as well as compiling a comprehensive artifact
database that can accommodate materials catalogued in different ways, which is linked
directly to the GIS shapefileslated to archaeological features. The GIS database
allowed me to visualize the 17tentury landscape; it also was used to approximate
colonial land patents one of the few primary documentary datasets that exists for the
Nansemond (Moore and Lewes 20@86). This visual method lends itself nicely to a
regional framework for approaching the documentary evidence to envision the region,
defining the political and social identities of the collective population. The integration of
the land patent data layanables the visualization of individuals on the landscape, and
can be correlated with primary and secondary historical documents to gain a better
understanding of the regional community.

$ YLVLW WR WKH *RRNLQYV 3 VWRPSLQJ OtidRetQGV~™ LQ
of 2011 revealed that private fortifications were regular features on the Munster
SODQWDWLRQTYY ODQGVFDSH WKHVH SURYLGH D VWURQJ
Aided by the 5volumeArchaeological Inventory of County CoflRower et al. 292) in
order to focus on specific sites dmglUniversity College Cork archaeologists
specializing in Munster plantation research, | visited 12 fortified English settler sites, two
of which were owned by Daniel Gookin Sr. In addition to these sitestddide towns
of Bandon, Courtmachscherry, Kinsale, Newcestown, and Cork, each of which have the

significance of being associated with Daniel Gookin Sr. and Jr., and other members of the
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Gookin family who remained in Ireland. When travelling betweendha tand site
locations, | used detailed Ordnance Survey maps to make basic plots of my routes, and
recorded this digitally in a GIS database similar to the one | created for the Nansemond
sites. | improved my GIS database with detailed site plans thatpilem during survey,
along with photographs and field sketches.

The synthesis of the archaeological record through GIS is augmented by maps and
primary documents to better understand the Munster Plantation and Daniel Gookin Sr./
-U TV 9LUJL Q Ledd NMd3dadituge@s@rojects. Although no family papers survive
for the Gookins, | explored what is known through deeds, accounts of other family
members and business associates, and those of adjacent landholders

&RORQLDO 9LUJLQLD Y \stddichFiddd isl ey Bul kdaie @eBsQ G KL
remain poorly understood because of the destruction of many of the earliest primary
documentsThe Nansemond region was composed of the £@étitury counties of
Upper/Lower Norfolk and Nansemond, and the surviving demtary record exists
mainly in land patent entries and court proceedings. My research involved revisiting two
surviving Minute Books from Lower Norfolk County for the years 16851, with three
secondary sources on the history of the Nansemond regiom (I807; Pollock 1886;
Whichard 1959). The combination of using these sources with the archaeological record
yielded fruitful results allowing for a reconstruction of the Nansemond region during the
*RRNLQTYV RFFXSDWLRQ

The success of turning up new direns for following the Gookin family in

Virginialedme WR DWWHPSW WKH VDPH SURFHVV LQ 0ODU\ODQG
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proprietary records compiled as the Calvert Papers, and the Court Proceedings for Anne
Arundel County (1655.659) were useful iv LW XDWLQJ 'DQLHO *RRNLQ -UTfV
the landscape, and the Suffolk and Middlesex County Deed Books in Massachusetts had
detailed references and descriptions of land owned by Gookin Jr.

| organized the archaeological and historical datasets it@avegories that can
EH HQKDQFHG E\ WKH ELRJUDSKLFDO DSSURDFK WR *RRN
settlement plan and layout aatigroup identity and migratioallow me to determine the

effects of how prior colonial projects shaped subsequentnemt

Settlement Form and Layout

$FNQRZOHGJLQJ WKDW WKH 1DQVHPRQG )RUWTYV SDO
bawn plan, comparing it to existing bawns in Munster may strengthen my hypothesis that
what we see in Virginia is in fact a form of fieldwork ééped for English plantations
in Ireland. Historian keholas Canny has proposedtfdt Q YROYHPHQW LQ ,ULVK F
of men who afterwards ventured to the New World suggests that their years in Ireland
ZHUH \HDUV RI DSSUHQWLF Hxt#&vhat®nhs a& thek@es of Flowerdew (
+XQGUHG DQG ODUWLQYYV +XQGUHG SURPSWHG DUFKDHRC
settlement forms were very similar to forms found in Northern Ireland from the Ulster
SODQWDWLRQ DQG WKDW WaKd setting up\an@dredtith@an BEnghshv D Q G D
FRORQLDO RXWSRVW LQ W K(BedizZ100D:\4Y Beétd itiet HQWK FHQW
REVHUYHG WKDW WKH (QJOLVK SODQWDWLRQV LQ ,UHODC
colonization of Virginia and others acsothe globe; as a word of caution he suggested

WKDW WKRXJK FRPSDUDWLYH VWXG\ LQ WKLV FRQWHI[W 1
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WKDW SDUWLFXODU SURFHVV RI phUHKHDUVDOY ZRUNV™ 't
settlers came to Virginia by way Munster, the likelihood that fortification and

settlement plans that worked there would be attempted in other English colonial ventures

is strong.

While this is not an entirely new concept in the study of Virginia towns and
archaeological sites and waoposed by Reps (1972) and Noél Hume (1982), my
UHVHDUFK SODFHVY PRUH HPSKDVLVY RQ WKH UHJLRQYV VH
solely on the building forms. Daniel Gookin Sr. and Jr. were not the only individuals who
planted in Munster and theshifted operations to Virginia, and it is interesting that one of
the few successes the English had in town foundation was at Newcestown by Capt.

William Newce (MacCartiyMorrogh 1986: 187). Newce settled land adjacent to Gookin
Sr. in Virginia and at last three of the individuals he transported with him came from
Munster, several of whom later established their own holdings in the Nansemond.

Historical archaeologist Eric Klingelhdfer has rejected thetormne
comparisons of Englishuilt bawns in theJlster Plantation to works in Virginia, but
ULJKWO\ TXHVWLRQV 3LI WKH V 8O0VWHU H[SHULHQFH |
Virginia, could it have been the previous colonization of Munster that gave English
FRORQLJHUV D EDZQ feiRGlH:Q20). Byaapfpohthddlthis question from
the perspective of Gookin Sr. and Jr. and Capt. William Newce and determining what
their plantation landscape of Munster looked like, and what the plantation distribution
was in Virginia, | am able to draamore fruitful parallel between the two colonial

projects.The archaeological evidence at the Nansemond Fort from the completely
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excavated site 44SK192 and partiadiycavated adjacent contemporary site (44SK194)
suggests that perhaps a particular plaonadr layout similar to English settlements in
Munster might have been what the settlers were working towards; analysis of private

plantation fortifications indicagthat this was the case.

Group Identity and Migrations

One factor that had a major impan colonial migrations to established colonies
or new ventures included networks amongst English Puritans and merchants. An
additional consideration is the impact that the Puritan faith may have had in strengthening
communities in Ireland, Virginia, andassachusetts. One prominent group of Puritans
settled in Munster at the port town of Baltimore in 1606; among them was John
Winthrop, grandfather of John Winthrop, the founder of Boston, Massachusetts in 1630.
KLOH WKH :LQWKURSVTY RRWkLaTidre noRantinglly chée &Y, @helyRrtdyQ W
KDYH FRQVLGHUHG WKH SLPSRUWDQFH RI Wd@®ghlLRQ IRU \
1986: 199). Other Puritan families resided in the town of Bandon, and it has been
suggested that Daniel Gookin Sr. was an agliteo that faith; listed among his probate
LQYHQWRU\ LQ ZHUH VHYHUDO 3SXULWDQorBbB RNV~ *RR
1986: 201). Presumably Daniel Jr. was raised as a Puritan andrnivaEgpaommunity
of Puritansupon settling in North America.

Atlantic historian April Hatfield has noted that the Virginia counties of
Nansemond, Lower Norfolk, Isle of Wight, Accomack, and Northampton had higher
volumes of international and intercolonial trade and migration than other counties in

Virginia, as well as the largest populations of Puritans and Quakers (Hatfield 2004: 112).
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Through exploring religion as a significant binding force in merchant circles and along
VKLSSLQJ URXWHV DQRWKHU DVSHFW RI 'DQLHO *RRNLQ
and egional interpretation.
Significance of the Study

The archaeological and historical data compiled for this dissertation
significanton three levels: for Atlantic world scholarshipr regionalwork in the
Chesapeake; aridr methods to historicald FKDHRORJ\ 7KH OXQVWHU 30DQ
role in the development of later English projects has been lasgetgimplified and as
DUFKDHRORJLVW 7DGKJ 2Y.HHIIH SKawWyhstew liké Weksktbryy WR U\ R
of Plantatiorera Ireland irgeneral, is part of the larger narrative history of the early
PRGHUQ $WODQWLF" 2Y.HHIIH 7KH KLVWRU\ WKH
Virginia has never been explored from an archaeological perspective, and many of the
collections that providthe data for this dissertation have not been analyzed beyond the
requisite field report. Through providing a firm context for the family history and
excavated sites, | tie together sites, people, and materials on an Atlantic scale, something
few studies hee attempted.

My dissertation is a valuable contribution illuminating the material aspects of
early colonization efforts in the Chesapeake through the exploration of settlement plans
and landscapes. Aspects of intercolonial trade patterns controlleatbynandividuals
and groups have not been explored archaeologically, and the involvement of the Gookin
family in multiple colonial projects and shipping provides a good basis upon which to

explore how such networks functioned.
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Studying the Gookins froran archaeological biography perspective provides the
bulk of my methodological approach, but it employs comparative archaeology as well. |
will be able to evaluate whether or not the material presented here represents a genuine
archaeological case studyrfa multisited archaeology. In exploring this method | will
engage with current historical atBA HR O R J\{V D S S U mpwokkHb&yobd) G WD NH
traditional comparative studies in its outcome. Simply comparing evidence using the
bawn form in Ireland and Northmerica is not enough, and on its own is problematic.
Centering the focus on individuals rather than the plantation enables one to see how
changes in English colonial expansion schemes took place globally rather than locally.

The chapter organization begiwith the biographies of both Daniel Gookin Sr.
and Jr. to foreground them within an Atlantic context (Chapter 2). Chapter 3 focuses on
the cultural landscape of the Munster Plantation, with a discussion of whether or not
Ireland should be considerediagdom or colony in the f&entury. The complex
identities of the Gaelic Irish, Old English, and New English and provide an ovesfiiew
the plantation landscape with whittte Gookins would have been faiail The
archaeological sitesurviving on the ladscape that werpart of my survey are presented
in Chapter 4.

The cultural landscape of the North American colonies of Virginia, Maryland, and
Massachusetts compose Chapter 5, elucidating some of the similarities and differences
between the plantation ireland and the subsequent projects of Daniel Sr. and Jr., and
the connections that were established through their-&#dastic network. In Chapter 6 |

discusshe LGHD WKDW WKH *RRNLQYTV SODQWDIthi@ SXUVXLW
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this out through the archaeologicavidence from the Nansemond Fartd four others

that were associated withelisookingn Virginia. The Puritan network is revealed in

Chapter 7, augmented by two artifact case studies and additional documentary analysis
suggestinghat Daniel Gookin Jr. was part of a Puritan network that facilitated his inter

colonial plantation trade betwedmetChesapeake and Massachusettsput him in

WRXFK ZLWK RWKHU IDPLO\ PHPEHUV LQ ,UHODQG DQG ZL
concludirg Chapter 8 firmly grounds the Gookin family in a broader Atlantic context and
stresses the role that archaeology plays in studies of the dynamic nature of British

colonial expansion.
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CHAPTER TWO
Daniel Gookin Sr. and Daniel Gookin Jr.

Thehistorical figures associated with the early development of the Nansemond
region of Virginia in the 1% century were weltraveled and successful in their own right,
but few are remembered today, if at all, for their actions in settling the land. Daniel
Gookin Jr. was a significant landowner in three North American colonies, rose to
incredible heights in civil service in Massachusetts, and compiled what can be considered
one of the first ethnographic accounts of Native Americans in New England, buedespit
these accomplishments remains relatively obscure. Following Gookin Jr. on his
intercolonial migrations is increasingly difficult in Virginia and Maryland, even though
after his departure to Massachusetts, he retained property and was active in teaide ther
VHYHUDO GHFDGHV +LV IDWKHUfVY DFWLYLW\ LQ ,ULVK S«
DFWLRQV DV ZHOO DQG LQ VRPH FDVHV SURYLGHG D 33Ul
adventure. To better situate Gookin Jr. and the places he settled in ammteted
narrative rather than via short vignettes, a tactic that draws together multiple lines of
evidence the archaeological biograpByis necessary.

The point of departure for the archaeological biography is the site itself; the
Nansemond Fort site hadtrfmeen associated with any historical figure(s) prior my re
DQRDO\VLV LQ P\ thataMinedrfie/toWinkK BlavilieNGookin Jr. to the site
(Pecoraro 2010). Attributing the site to Gookin Jr. was not enough; other questions

VX UURXQ G L Q Jawt \araliny addisttemdnivibim arogkat required a more
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GHWDLOHG LQTXLU\ LQWR RWKHU DVSHFWV RI *RRNLQ -U
has observed,
Archaeologists face special challenges in writing accounts of the past because
their workcompels them to weave together simultaneous interpretations not just
of texts but also of inscriptions in material and corporeal form. This process calls
for experimentation, a sense of playfulness, and more than a dash of imagination.
(Beaudry 2008: 177)
*RRNLQ -U YV ELRIJUDSK\ I[URP WKLY VWDQGSRLQW LV WU
very different colonial settings, while he maintained a strong religious commitment to
Puritan beliefs. Strongly committed to the cause of converting Native Ameraans t
Christianity while at the same time upholding the expansionist desires of the
Massachusetts Bay Company whose actions brought their destruction, the narrative of
*RRNLQYY OLIH PXVW EH ZU h¥déHQ@t &chacvlogistihkbi W VFD OH?
Mytum finds compelling about the archaeological biography:
The biographical approach allows consideration of different scales, but recognizes
that these can include the individual, who is active in at least reacting to, if not
able to significantly change largirces. The challenge is not merely to replicate
stereotypes but consider the unique circumstances that every context may offer
and therefore the variability of human choicesfuates, and actions. (Mytum
2010 246)
The microhistory and archaeologicaPJUD SK\ Rl 'DQLHO *RRNLQ -U TV OR

be understood without an archaeological perspective, and the archaeological data are
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paramount for understanding his life. To bring these two analytical methods together, |
use a thir¢ multi-sited archaeolgy ? to trace a variety of threads within Daniel Gookin
6U DQG -U YV OLYHV WR FRQVWUXFW PHDQLQJIXO FRQWE
behind the interpretation is not unlike what anthropologist George Marcus refers to as a
multi-sited ethnographylements of which have gained traction amongst archaeologists
as a way to go beyond the spatial bounds of the single site and construct a larger narrative
of the people who left the remains behind (Marcus 1995; Ryzewski 2012). Though multi
sited researcls being used in archaeology, few studies that openly are calledsibesdti
archaeologies exist, and the deployment of the strategies for conductingitedlti
research within archaeology vary.

Multi-sited ethnography as an approach was formulatedeloyg@ Marcus as a
way to examine global processes and interconnected society through the trajectory of
globalization (Marcus 1995). This strategy provides a method to analyze people, ideas,
and things in motion over multiple locations, rather than atglessite. Differing from
traditional ethnography, in which one site (with set boundaries) is studied for an extended
SHULRG RI WLPH ODUFXVY DSSURDFK IROORZV UHVHDUFK
researcher in unknown and unexpected directionssenany sites for shorter periods of
time. Though this directive might seem to gloss over the micro scale in favor of the
macro, a thorough understanding of the local is paramount, and as Marcus points out,
ILHOGZRUN LV DOZD\V FRQ Gesk dfiheiag withil e3@ndsddge nd Z D U H |

as the landscape changes across sites, the identity of the ethnographer requires
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UHQHJRWLDWLRQ " ODUFXV 7KLY WDFWLF DOORZ\
of perspectives related to a specific idedicm, or process.

In a recent article, archaeologist Krysta Ryzewski explores 4sitetl
HWKQRJUDSK\YV DSSURDFK DQG XVH E\ DUFKDHRORJLVW\
using the idea do so without@gring its roots (Ryzewski 201245). Multi-sited
ethnography as practiced by Marcus is-sellexive and is the product of several decades
of scholarship; his compiled volumiethnography through Thick and Thuas elements
of multi-sited research woven throughout essays written between 1980 an@ME36us
1998). Thus, as Ryzewski accurately points out, Marcus places importance on
SUHFRJQ L ]isi@d straxeQid¥ hssearch imaginariesather than a set of methods
prescribing a conduct of fie@RUN DQG ZULWLQ J246G MMy 19083).
:KDW LV PRUH PDQ\ DUFKDHRORJLVWYV FLWH ODUFXVTY HV
System: The Emergence of MuMM LWHG (WKQRJUDSK\" ODUFXV DV
ZRUN WKDW GHILQHV WKH DSSURDFK ZKLFK LV LQFRUUHI
essgs? 3,PDJLQLQJ WKH :KROH (WKQRJUDSK\YfV &RQWHPSRU

DQG 35 HTXLUHPHQWYV | RJOwWeWiktiRORtwhDMoKerrity R1 /DWH

RUOGZLGH SURYLGHG WKH EDVLV IRU KLV SXEOLFDW
World Systerx ©~ ZULWWHQ IRU WKH VDPH YHQXH DV 3(WKQRJUL
Cushman 1982) more than a decade earlier isceaciously methodological in framing
and constrained to some degree by the genre of a review article, but it effectively
foregrounds ta importance of a mulBited imaginary that had been percolating through

my other papers sind&'riting Culture ODUF XV KLOH ODUFXVT
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suggests some trajectories for mgited research, his later essays have revisited and
revised earér statements as a result of critique and practice (Marcus 2009a, 2009b).

With this grounding of the mulsited research within anthropology, divergences
in use when applied to archaeology call for-#o@ing of the approach with
consideration of thealasets that archaeologists routinely use and whether they are
DWWHPSWLQJ WR 3ZULWH FXOWXUH" YHUVsked VRPHWKLQJ
archaeological research exist within historical archaeology, with the exception cited in
this chapter of RyzewlfV HYDOXDWLRQ RI ODUFXVY DSStedRDFK DQGCGC
research specific to colonoware pottery by Charles Cobb and Chester DePratter in
American AnthropologigiRyzewski 2011Cobb and DePratter 2012). These essays
tackle using multsited strategs in different way3 Ryzewski suggests a method of
research design with a case study of its use on several ironworks sites owned by the
Greene family in colonial Rhode Island, and Cobb and Depratter introduce the method as
an approach towards understanding production and distribution of colonowareiith
divergences in interpretation of the utility of the method. A common thread in both pieces
is the usefulness of mulsited research in colonial and gamhodern contexts (Ryzewski
2011 261262; Cobb andePratter 2012: 447). Neither work refers to their cases
GLUHFWOAVDWHRBXDWREKDHRORJ\ " EXW ERWK SLHFHV VXJJI
its way towards the establishing a body of theory that could be termed asiadlti
archaeology.

The regarch design for my dissertation did not arise from approaches stipulated

E\ ODUFXVY VXJIJHVWLRQV IURP KLV HVVD\ ZKHUH KLV
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then franes up research threads to branch off onto other related c@iesesis 1998:
8994). Rather, by employing other tactics used in comparative archaeology and site
datasets, my research paths were strikingly similar to those posed assitediftirategy
for archaeology.

| offer in the paragraphs below what is known historically abartiel Gookin
Jr., andin the following chapters, integrate his biography with the archaeological record.
The tri-partite use of microhistory, archaeological biography, and +aiétd archaeology
enabls PH WR FRPSUHKHQG *RRNLQ §li¢t é&xpa®skQ plecem&kingg M HF W V
while constituting the colonial subject using a new approach.

The historical treatment of the biography of Daniel Gookin Jr. has been well
researched and written, but the seminal works related to his life weygeted in tk
late nineteentland early twentieth centuries (Amory 1879; Gookin 1912). Interest in his
life was limited to his surviving family members, many of whom were among New
(QJODQGYYVY HOLWHV DQG RWKHUV ZULWLQJ KLVWRULHYV F
these works made the best use of the surviving primary documents that were available,
other archival sources have been compiled and are now known. Part of my historical
research into the biographies of Daniel Gookin Sr. and Jr. involved closely scngtinizi
the genealogical histories and checking the sources, in addition to using documentation
gleaned from other archives to write their biographical narratives.

Secondary sources for the biographies of Gookin Sr/Jr. include two works, one a
collection of sha research piecedemoir of John Wingate Thornton, A.M., L.LL,

Thomas C. Amory, and the other written by a family membaniel Gookin 1612
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1687: Assistant and MajeGeneral of the Massachusetts Bay ColdnyFrederick W.

Gookin (Amory 1879; Gooky $V HDUO\ DV *RRNLQ -U YV OLII
were the subjects of interest; a leftem Nathaniel Tracy (1758799 is among the first

of these references. Tracy wrote to a member of the Massachusetts Historical Society

S\RX VD\ LQ thé P o¥ Bani@lookin that his family is extinct: this is a mistake,

KH zDV P\ PRWKHUDWXWHHD W7 UDFQ G SURPLQHQW %RVW
Quincy sought to complete a family biography in 1836, and took great satisfaction in
determiningDDQLHO *RRNLQYV IDPLO\ ZDV FRQQHFWHG WR WK}
(Morgan 2010: 255). Another descendant of Gookin Jr., John Wingate Thorntorn(1818

1878), began collecting historical material in the 1840s to write a complete biography of

Daniel Gookin Jr(Amory 1879: 8). In 1866, Thornton began a correspondence with John

P. Prendergast, an Irish antiquarian and archaeologist who had written several historical

works on 1¥-century Ireland, particularly County Cork. Both Thornton and Prendergast

can be cedited with creating the first paper trail linking Daniel Gookin Sr/Jr. to Ireland,

Virginia, and Massachusetts. A trip to Ireland in 1872 by Thornton enabled the two to

PHHW 3UHQGHUJDVWYV KRPH LQ '"XEOLQ ZDV WKH ILUVW
IRUPHU KROGLQJV LQ &RXQW\ &RUN $V 3UHQGHUJDVW UF
he [Thornton] proceeded to visit those parts of Ireland where Daniel and Vincent Gookin
hadVHWWOHG )LUVW KH ZHQW WR &DUULJIDDONULRHG 6QLIIH
surveyed the neighborhood where he had dwelt, and wrote a letter full of all these details,

now | regret to say lost. Thence he went to Bandon, where Sir Vincent Gookisand

descendats had settled, and there | had the pleasure of introducmgphVr. Bennett,
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WKH KLVWRULDQ RI %DQGRQ ZKR ZDV IXO0O WR RYHUIORZ
$PRU\ 7TKRUQWRQTV XQWLPHO\ GHDWK LQ SUH
compilation of notes on the Gookin history into the biography heetesir
A biography and family history was produced by another Gookin family
descendant, Frederick William Gookin (referred to from this point forward as FW
Gookin) (1853t LQ *RRNLQ $LGHG LQ ODUJH SDUW
research, FW Gookin tralesl to England and thoroughly examined the available primary
documents related to Daniel Gookin Sr. and Jr., as well as some of the other family
members. He dedicated his book to Thornton,awiel Gookin 1614687: Assistant
and MajorGeneral of the Masachusetts Bay Colomgmains the authoritative text on
the 17-century Gookind ): *RRNLQYYV WUDLQLQJ DV D KLVWRULDQ H
highly credible biography, despite some undertones throughout the work exhibiting
family bias. Historian Franceadviorgan has rightly concluded that
when researching early New England, genealogists and historians supplemented
IRUPDO ZULWWHQ VRXUFHV ZL Wfamidyddpe/dbtainetH\ FD O O HC
from descendants, in oral or written fotnand they used each &@f source to
confirm the information derived from the other. As with formal sources, access to
SWUDGLWLRQ" GHSHQGHG RQ WKH VWDWXV RI WKH U}F
conveying the information, especially when access entaileetdefeee meetigs.

(Morgan 2010: 256)

!$ FRPSLODWLRQ RI VRPH RI )UHGHULFN : *RRNLQYV XQSXEOLVKHG Q
limted printing by Richard N. Gookins in &9. This work goes into greater detail about latét digd 19

century descendants, but contains a few notes on the lineage of the Gookin family who remained in Ireland

until the early 18 century.
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Acknowledging that FW Gookin corresponded with Thornton family members and used
7TKRUQWRQYY FROOHFWHG QRWHV VRPH VWDWHPHQWYV DI
historical fact.

Daniel Gookin Sr. (15821.632/33)

AkeyfacWRU WKDW ): *RRNLQ UHFRJQL]J]HG LV WKDW DV
largely determined that of his son, and as the story of his life has never been printed, it is
QDUUDWHG LQ VXFK GHWDLO DV PD\ EH SHUFHLYHG WKUF
(Gookin1912: 16). By treating both Gookin Sr. and Jr. here in the same narrative | am
able to chronicle a legacy of colonial projects for a period of roughly 70 years.

7KH *RRNLQ IDPLO\TV LQWHUHVW LQ ,UHODQG EHJDQ
(older brother oDaniel Sr.) migrated as a tenant, moving from the famgy seKent,

England to Courtmabegrry, County Cork, which was part of the English colonial scheme
NQRZQ DV WKH 0XQVWHU 30DQWDWLRQ *RRNLQ 9
coincided with theeestablishment of the second Munster Plantation; the first had been

largely destroyed by rebellion in 1598, which for the most part had been subdued by 1605
(MacCarthyMorrogh 1986: 137).

9LQFHQW *RRNLQYV OHDVH RQ ODQG chéeKddrilg KDG EHHC
the first Munster Plantation included the manor of Castlemahon in the barony of
Kinelmeaky, near the town of Bandon (MacCargrrogh 1986: 291). Though his
lease was approximately seven miles from the seacoast, Vincent Gookin became involved
in the pilchard fisheries operating from the village of Courtmacsherry, eventually seating

himself there by c. 1616. His fortunes deriveatigh the fisheries made him one of the
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wealthiest men in southern Ireland; he served as high sheriff of Cork1620s and
was knighted in 1631 (Gookin 1912: 52).

(QFRXUDJHG E\ KLV EURWKHUfV VXFFHVV VRPHWLPH
Gookin Sr. migrated to Ireland and settled across Courtmacsherry Bay at Coolmain
(Gookin 1912: 30). It is safe to assume thaivas involved in fisheries as well, because
by 1616 he purchased from Thomas Petley for £1,600 the castle and lands of Carrigaline,
seven miles southeast of the City of Cork (Gookin 1912: 31).

Carrigaline had been within the territory of Gerald Fitzggrdsth Earl of
Desmond, who controlled a sefisudal domain in southwestern Ireland. Fitzgerald had a
long-running land dispute with rival family members, that fostered regional unrest and
displaced peasant populations, prompting the English to beceowiead in restoring
order in 1579 (MacCarthiorrogh 1986: 4). Fitzgerald and his allies entered into
conflict with the English which brought tweears of warfareUHV XOWLQJ LQ )LW]JHU
eventual defeat and capture. His lands were carved up amongshinmglertakers
following his suppression, leading to the establishment of the Munster Plantation in 1583.
Composed of 6,000 acres, Carrigaline became the possession of Sir Warham St. Legar in
1595, along with adjacent lands and fishing rights (presungalclyard) at Anweldie and
Crosshaven (Gookin 1912: 31; MacCarittyR U U R J K 6W /HJDUYV VR
KLPVHOI RI KLV IDWKHUfV 0XQVWHU KROGLQJV LQ ZKF
Thomas Petley (Appendix, note 1), who in turn sold it to Go8kirthree years later.

Daniel Gookin Sr. moved his family to Carrigaline shortly after this purchase. The

Gookin household included Daniel, his wife Mary Byrd Gookin, and their five sons:
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Richard (1609.655); Edward | (1611); Daniel Jr. (168587); Johr(16134643); and
Edward Il (16154655) (Gookin 1912: 5&7). Tensions soon arose which likely
SURPSWHG 'DQLHO *RRNLQYV 39LUJLQLD DGYHQWXUH" ZK|
%R\OH (DUO RI &RUN OHG *RRNLQ 6U 33ZLWHK IRUFH DQG
portion of the estate upon which Boyle had encroached. Boyle, one of the most powerful
men in Munster, was a force to be reckoned with, and it seems Gookin Sr. was willing to
make some concessions. He sold the lands of Carrigaline to Boyle in 16dé&nhirted
seated at the manor with his family, for which he negotiatedyea®flease (Gookin
*RRNLQ 6U V EXVLQHVYV SXUVXLWV ZHUH SULPDU

husbandry and the fisheries to which he retained the rights in his lease.

FW Gookin suggests that the sale of Carrigaline enabled Daniel Gookin Sr. to
invest in other plantation schemes, specifically the Virginia Company of London, the
*XLDQD &RPSDQ\ DQG 3PRVW LI QRW DOO R{G6dkld )HUGLQEL
1912: 34; Ra& 'DQLHOYY GLYHUVLILFDWLRQ RI DVVHW
Ireland was a marked contrast to how his brother Vincent had operated, and it is
LPSRUWDQW WR QRWH WKDW ZKLOH 'DQLHO *RRNLQTV FK
American and&a DULEEHDQ VFKHPHY DQG PLJUDWHG 9LQFHQW Y\
Ireland. Both sides of the family participated in business pursuits with one another at
least through two generations, and this arrangement was not altogether uncommon.

Historian Alison Gimes suggests that individuals like Daniel Gookin Sr. began their

21R FLWDWLRQV RU UHIHUH Q Fdiv¥menRwitiDEpLtges@an ReRFdiihd) désipifethe L Q
UHIHUHQFH LQ ): *RRNLQYY WH[W , KDYH LQFOXGHG LW KHUH EHFDX'
*RUJHVY VHWW O HIRyHVR@ine Vgiteq tHe ddinvhBinb¥¢kground of settlement in Ireland as well

asPuritan affiliation.
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FRORQLDO FDUHHUV ILUVW DV 3WUD Yah€dintb int® QG WKUR X
3F RV PR S RGhesy BdQeviturers often
traveled without wives and children, although they were qitehof enterprises
that involved sons, fathers, uncles, cousins and nephews, so family ties endured as
often as they were ruptured by foreign ventures. Their interest in the world
EH\RQG (QJODQGTV VKRUHV WXUQHG PDQ\ WUDYHOHL
were often able to encounter those unlike themselves with enthusiasm and
curiosity. Cosmopolitans in this new era of global interaction were made, not
born, and so they approached the world not only from the specific religious,
political, and cultural conse of the British Isles but also from their own
immediate circumstances, shaped by gender, class, ethnicity, religion, occupation,
education, and temperament. There was no monolithic response to foreign worlds
and people, nor was there a coherent cosmap@im in this period. It
encompassed a range of behaviors across a wide spectrum. (Games 2006: 9)
+LVWRULFDO WH[WV KDYH QRW FRQVLGHUHG WKH *RRNLC
Atlantic as a family business enterprise, and though speculidisegasonable to
VXJIHVW WKDW 9LQFHQW KDQGOHG DIIDLUV LQ ,UHODQG
influence abroad. Interactions between the two sides of the family were key elements in
the biography of Daniel Gookin Jr. as well.
In 1619, Daniel Srinvested in planting County Longford (approximately 190
miles north of Carrigaline) which was populated by Irish lords and their tenants who were

JUDGXDOO\ VWULSSHG RI WKHLU ODQG E\ (QJOLVK SODQV
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came to him sometiein late 1619/20, and he sold the acreage to Francis Edgeworth on
$SULO *RRNLQ *RRNLQYTY SDWHQW IRU WKH
his sale of the property returned him £350 (Appendix, note 2). This acreage in County
Longford was ever settled by Gookin yet contained provisions similar to the land grants
he estabthed in Virginia, providing amteresting comparative precursor for plantation
establishment.

6L PRQWKY DIWHU 'DQLHO *RRNLQ 6U YV 8tDOH RI KL\
recorded involvements with the Virginia Company of London appear in the record.
Gookin appears to have agreed to send cattle to Virginia, presumably from his
Carrigaline plantation (Appendix, note 3). Perhaps it was because of this interest in
overseagvolvement that Daniel was designated to be a Merchant of the Staple for the
town of Kinsale in 1621, the first year of a Staple Charter for that town. This was a
SUHVWLJLRXYVY SRVW JLYLQJ LWV KROGHU DFFHVsV WR ZHI
existence traced its roots to thé"k@ntury; the postholders regulated trade on items such
as wool ad hides, with the first staplewns designated as Dublin, Waterford, Cork, and
'"'URJKHGD $W WKH WLPH RI .LQVDOHYYV LQFRUSRUDWLRAQ

thereal significance of the staple lay not in theardination of trade but in the

regulation of debt and the creation of a sophisticated credit network. The brethren

and merchants of the staple elecddr the period of a yed&ra mayor, who

enjoyed considable legal powers especially in the regulation and recovery of

debt, and two constables of the staple. Among other things the mayors of the

staple were empowered to take recognisances of debt incurred on the staple. The
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recognisances, known as statuteplstavere a form of registered bond by which
the debtor(s) entered into a recognisance to pay the creditor(s) a fixed sum, at a
given time, together with interest at 10 per cent. The amount of the bond was not
a record of the actual loan but security fug toan and was usually double the
DPRXQW RI WKH ORDQ 2KOP)HU DQG 2T1&LDUGKD
7KLY JURXS LQFOXGHG QRW RQO\ 'DQLHOYV EURWKHU 9L
William Newce. Newce was, like Daniel, an investor in the Virginia Company, asasvel
one of a handful of successful English planters who established an Estgleskown on
the Cork frontier known as Newcestown (MacCatfihgrrogh 1986: 213). When the
WLPLQJ RI 1HZFH D Q GnemRiR te_\Qr§idMa ICQMpRNY ¢ 41 mentioned
(Newce in July 18, 1620; Gookin in November 13, 1620) and considered in the context of
their business relations in Munster, the connections to a larger Ireland/Virginia enterprise
begin to emerge (Kingsbury 1906: 405, 420).
It may be that both Daniel Gkim Sr. and Capt. William Newce timed their
migrations to Virginia to overlap, for the next reference to Gookin in the Virginia
&RPSDQ\ UHFRUGYVY UHODWHY WR D SHysEhtdtR®) IRU D SODC
:LOOLDP 1HZFH ™ .LQJWEXMBSSHQGL[] QRWH 'LWK WKH &
backing, Gookin Sr. departed for Virginia aboard Fhgng Hart sometime between
August and September of 1621. No mention is made of taking his family along, all of
whom presumably stayed behind at Carrigaline. Neavgeed in Virginia some weeks
EHIRUH *RRNLQ EXW SHULVKHG WZR GD\V DIWHU ODQGLC

UDJJHG DQG DOWRJHWKHU ZLWKRXW SURFyngIHRQ"~ 1HLOO



4C

brought healthy settlers and cattle to the colonilomember 22 and was welcomed
heartily by Virginians in need of provisions and good news (Appendix, note 6).
Stipulations by the Virginia Company ensured that Gookin was allotted a
particular plantation in the Corporation of Elizabeth Cittie, some 2&smsibuth of the
colonial capital at Jamestown. For the transportation of cattle, adventurers, and servants,
DFUHV ZHUH SODFHG LQ KLV FKDUJH ZKLFK KH FDOOF
101; Kingsbury 1906: 55854) (Appendix, note 7). FW Gookinggests that Daniel
*RRNLQTV FRKRUW GLG QRW UHPDLQ LGOH EXW TXLFNO\
plantation for defense (Gookin 1912: 43). The logic behind this assumption is sound, as
on March 22, 1622, Native Americans of the local Powhatan chiefttackad many of
the outlying settlements, killing orthird of the colonial population. Following the
attack, the governing council at Jamestown ordered that all plantations in the hinterland
be abandoned; the remaining population congregated at five larger, fortified
VHWWOHPHQWY *RRNLQ ODULHYTY ORXQW KDG EHH
EHFDXVH KH KDG DGHTXDWHO\ IRUWLILHG KLVWnéWROGLQJV
ZRXOG QRW REH\ WKH &RPPLVVLRQHUbMhddReRRBRIQG LQ WKI
thirty of all sorts with him, yet he thought himself sufficient against what could happen,
DQG VR GLG WR KLV JUHDW FUHGLW DQG WKH FRQWHQW
'"HVSLWH WKH SODQWDWLRQYV UHVLVWDQFH LW ZDV IDU
Among the manuscripts found in the possession of the Duke of Manchester is a
letter from William Hobart to his father, in which it is stated that Mr. Gookin, at

whose house Governor Wyatt and his wife were staying, had but seven men left,



41

that it was unda to go out to labour without an armed guard, that there had been

a second massacre of between twenty and thirty persons. (Kingsbury 1906: v. 4:

228)

Though the attack weakened his plantation, Gookin Sr. seems to have taken
precautionary measures for tbegfety of the remaining colonists residing there. The fact
that after 1622, Daniel Gookin, Sr. remained on his plantation and continued to cultivate
tobacco while many of his peers could not, served to enrich him further by providing him
with funds that b used to transport more settlers to Virginia and to obtain additional land
patents.

,Q ODWH $SULO RU HDUO\ 0D\ 'DQLHO *RRNLQ 6U
his servants and boarded the Virginia Company Sk# Flowebound for London. This
vese®l carried the news of the massacre, reaching England sometime before June 19.
Gookin Sr. stayed in London until the end of 1622; he attended three meetings of the

Virginia Company on June 19, July 1, and July 17 (Kingsbury 1906 v. 2: 65, 73, 90). At

Ot

the JXO\ PHHWLQJ KLV SDWHQW IRU ODULHYV ORXQW ZDV

purchase of 150 acres he had made shortly after his arrival in Virginia (Appendix, note

7KH &RPSDQ\ DOVR JDYH KLP D 3QHZ JUDQW XSRQ SD\P

was gpointed to a committee responsible for assessing losses on behalf of colonists
during the massacre (Kingsbury 1906 v. 2: 94) (Appendix, note 9). It appears that Gookin
also purchased some shares of stock from the Virginia Company of Plymouth during his

business in England, but this is harder to assess; FW Gookin states that he purchased

VKDUHV LQ WKH 31HZ (QJODQG &RPSDQ\ ~ 7KH 1HZ (QJODC
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society founded in 1649, and this reference is likely to the Virginia Company of
Plymouth, oo WR RQH RI *RUJHVY YHQMM)XUHV G5DDE

Gookin probably returned to Ireland and his Carrigaline plantation shortly after
his business was compldte London. In January of 1623, he formally conceded
Carrigaline to Sir Richard Boyle, but in thertes of his lease his intention to maintain it
for rearing livestock is clear (Appendix, note 10). He supplied servants, cattle, and other
provisions for a second voyage to Virginia aboardRtevidencewhich made landfall at
Newport News on April 10, 1&® likely aboard where two of his sons, Daniel Jr. and
John, sent to learn plantation management (Kingsbury 1906 v. 4: 11@r@hdence
was the last vessel he fitted out to go to Virginia, but it seems he was in a partnership
with John Ewing, sharingjnt ownership of th&uidanceof Bristol which also was part
of the provisioning fleet (Kingsbury 1906 v. 4: 456). Gookin was in London for Virginia
Company meetings on February 4 and May 14, 1623, and attended his last on June 7,
1624 (Kingsbury 1906 v: 422, 539).

7KH VWDWH RI DIIDLUV DW ODULHYY ORXQW DW WKH V
demise is difficult to discern, and no further mention of it is made by Gookin Sr. The
muster of Virginia, taken between January 20 through February 7 1624/%,bisés, 4
houses, 200 pounds of shot, 16 pieces, 20 pieces of armor, 20 swords, 3 pieces of
ordnance, 30 barrels of corn, 3 hogshead of peas, 2000 dried fish, and 15 neat cattle
(Shifflet 2000). Twenty individuals were listed as being present on the fpbemt@ight
who came in th&lying Hartand 12 aboard therovidence with one servant recently

GHFHDVHG 6KLIIOHW W LV UHDVRQDEO\ FHUWDLQ W
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governance from company to Royal control was a disaster for GBokiwho reaped no
financial benefit from his plantation. FW Gookin posits that this put his finances in a
serious state of arrears, as he sold portions of his Carrigaline lease away between
February 1628 and October 1630 (Gookin 19125621 Grosart 1886. 3: 19, 55).

Daniel Gookin Sr. moved with his family to Cork City, residing in Red Abbey in
the St. Finbarr parish. With several outstanding debts, he penned a petition to King
Charles | for an opportunity to venture to settle and @a8t. BrendaffV ,VOH $SSHQGL
note 11). was accepted sometime before Mard680. The mythical island thaad
allegedly been discovered by St. Brendan in 512 AD was something of a folktale in
*RRNLQ 6U TV OLIHWLPH EXW QRQHWKter@iseVV KH EHOLHY
(Mathewson 1989: 58). No documents survive to suggest that Daniel Gookin Sr. was able
to make an attempt on his petition, and no more mention is made prior to his death in
February or March of 1633.

'DQLHO *RRNLQ 6U TV HVW D8 H63BPwith SttleRE&GWHG RQ 0D
monetary value existing to leave to his family. The letters of administration for his estate
was left to his wife Mary, eldest son Richard, and Edward Il (minor); absent are Daniel
-U DQG -RKQ ZKR ZHUH DWJLQUIDHBW ONRKKH W LRHO9R |1 WKHL!
(Gookin 1912: 54). A trust administered by Sir Vincent Gookin, William Newce Jr., and
:LOOLDP %RRWK RYHUVDZ WKH GLYHVWPHQW RI WKH UHYV
conferring his plantation deeds to Danleland John (Gookin 1912: 55). A few items
ZRUWK\ RI PHQWLRQ LQ WKH LQYHQWRU\ LQFOXGH 3RQH E

%RXOWRQIV WKUHH RI 3UHVWRQHV LQ TXDUWR DQG RQH



volumes were likely written by three influential Rans; William Cooper (c. 1616
1683), Samuel Boulton (16a@6654), and Dr. John Preston (158828). MacCarthy
Morrogh suggests that a strong Puritan faction existed in Munster during this time, but
their relationships and interactions with Puritans inl&mdjand in North America have
been difficultto pin down. Among them Adam, Joand Joshua Winthrop, and Sir
Vincent Gakin wereknown to harbor Puritan sympathies (MacCaifihgrrogh 1986:
200). It is possible that Daniel Sr. was among this number, anelimportant, that this
is where Daniel Jr. became indoctrinated into the faith to which he was passionately
devoted throughout all of his North American ventures.
Daniel Gookin Jr. (c. 16124687)

Though it remains unknown where Daniel Gookin Jr. was,hbisisafe to
DVVXPH WKDW KH VSHQW PRVW RI KLV OLIH RQ FRORQLDC(
began c. 161% DQG 'DQLHO *RRNLQ -U YV ELUWK LQ F \
Munster (Gookin 1912: 61). Attempts to find records relaRdtRRNLQ -U fV ELUWK
unsuccessful in Ireland; it is not known if he was taken to the Gookin family seat in Kent,
England for baptism. FW Gookin posits that he was sent to England for education, but
this too remaing mystery, asvhether or not he wae Virginia by 1623 is up for debate.
At least three primary sources suggest that Gookin Jr. was in Virginia prior to his
majority (which would have been reached in 1630), and | elucidate this below.

7KH ILUVW VROLG GRFXPHQW wheréaboutQid they RcODQLHO *
of a deed from the General Court of Elizabeth Cittie dated February 1, 1630/1 between

S'DQLHOO *RRNLQJ RI 1THZSRUW 1HZHV LQ 9LUJLQLD JHQV
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of Daniel Gookin Sr. who had come to Virginia in 1621 adaheFlying Hart, for a
grant of 150 acres bestowed upon Addison for service to the family (Gookin 1912: 48,
I1XIJHQW 7KH VHFRQG FRPSHOOLQJ UHIHUHQFH |
Brief Journal of a Voyage in the Bark Virginia, to Virgirand other parts of the
Continent of Americgplacing Gookin Jr. on the upper Potomac River in June of.1632
Fleet, trading with Indians for beaver pelts, encountered Gookin Jr. on June 14 with a
group of Algonkiarspeaking Indian companions. Fleet dészs Gookin Jr. as an
SLQWHUSUHWHU ~ DQG OHDUQHG IURP *RRNLQ DERXW D S
whose chiefdom was at the heddle Chesapeake Bay, with whdma might be able to
trade. The authority that Fleet placed in the information teived suggest that Daniel
Gookin Jr. traveled to the Massawomeck homeland on previous ventures, loosely placing
him in modern northeastern Maryland near the mouth of the Susquehanna River (Neill
SHQGHUJDVW *R R N ht€firgteCsHygesish®Ppdk& Q DV |
WKH $OJRQNLDQ ODQJXDJH DQG LI KH GLG LQGHHG WUD\
plantation, his journey surely would have lasted for a few months at the very least.
A third reference to Gookin Jr. comes from the jourfi@@apt. David DeVries, a

Dutch sea captain, planter, and merchant who visited Virginia in.“LA88r a visit to

3) O H Honkfiakwas discovered in the library of the Archbishop of Canterbury in 1876. It has never been
SXEOLVKHG RQ LWV RZQ DQG HOHPHQWY UHODWHG WR M&H &KHVDS
Founders of Maryland aBortrayed in Manuscripts, Provincial Records and Early Docum@éndergast

1991: 5).

4TheJournal of David Pietersz de Vri@gs printed in Dutch in Alkmaar, Netherlands, in 1655. North

American historians rdiscovered the manuscript in the early"t@ntury, but only partial transcriptions in

English were undertaken in 1841, 1853, and 1909, and these focused on sections related to the history of

New Netherland. In 1969, Charles McKew Parr translated De Vries work, and published summaries of the
orignDO MRXUQDO FKDSWHUV LQ RQH YROXPH 7R GDWH QR RWKHU ZR
translation is the best available source.
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9LUJLQLDYV JRYHUQRU 6LU -RKQ +DUYH\ 'HO9ULHV DQFKRI
VWRSSHG DQG 3SDLG KLV UHVSHFRMIMWMER D3BHDOWK\ SODQ
OLNHO\ WKDW '"HOQULHVTYTV 3*RHJHQ  ZDV 'DQLHO"™®RRNLQ -L
19" '"HOULHV SDVVHG WKH QLJKW DW ODULHYV ORX@QPW )URP
a detailed conversatiothat was particulahylU HYHDOLQJ DERXW *RRNLQ -U TV
states that Gookin Jr. was a Captain in the militia, and that Gookin Jr. was acutely aware
of classes of planters in Virginia, those with money from home, and those who made
their way as indentured servants tutrseiccessful planters (Parr 1969: 242). DeVries
DOVR OHDUQHG DERXW DQ ,QGLDQ WULEH UHIHUUHG WR |
Dutch settlements in the Delaware River valley, and that Gookin Jr. knew, and was
acquainted wh them; perhaps as a résof his trading mission in 1632. Gookin Jr.
further revealed dissensions amongst the colonists related to politics in England in
VXSSRUW RI .LQJ &&KDUOHV , RU 3DUOLDPHQW DQG '"H9UL
were towards Parliament. They alsod&¢ VHG 9LUJLQLDYTVY FRORQLDO KLV\
PDVVDFUH $FFRUGLQJ WR 3DUU *RRNLQTV IHHOLQJ RQ W
thing about this tragic happening was that by their treachery the Virginia Indians had
canceled out all favorable treati®8® KDW KDG EHHQ JLYHQ WKHP E\ WKH Z
243).

DeVries and Gookin ended their conversation speaking about aspects of trade in
Virginia and the tobacedriven economy. Gookin recounted that the homes of the first
planters in the colony had besmall, consisting of one room with an attic above, but by

the 1630s homes had grown in size. Furthermore, he spoke of a greater reliance on
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overseas traders from England for commodity items, as Virginia had little productive
capacity aside from tobacco (P4969: 244). DeVries states that he left Virginia on
March 28" sailing north for the Delaware River. It is unknown if he stayed with Gookin
this entire time, but the detail from his journal of their conversations suggest that it may
have taken place ovéhe course of a few days.

These three sources suggest that it is likely Daniel Gookin Jr. had been resident in
Virginia for a longer period than earlier sources have indicated. | base this assessment
XSRQ ERWK YOHHW DQG 'H9U L H&ncré&R foRosip\aninteZiteteF K JLY H
RI WKH 9LUJLQLD ,QGLDQYY ODQJXDJH KLV WUDYHOOLQJ
trade, his activity in the militia as an officer, member of the Assembly, knowledge of the
history of the colony, and understandwfghe political and economic tenuousness of
Virginia. These are all characteristics tlaat unlikely for someone recently arrived to the

plantations to have acquired in such a short time, and would have taken a longer period to

cultivate.
These thred HIHUHQFHYV IURP WKH GHHG LQ LQ (OL]DI
HQFRXQWHU LQ 0DU\ODQG LQ DQG 'HOULHYV VWD\ LQ

resident in Virginia three years before what was previously thought. This span of time
gained him not only plaation experience, but expanded his social netywhich had
lasting implications in his long North American career.

In February 1634, Gookin Jr. formally received a grant for 2500 acres that was
owed to his father for land on the southside of the J&nes (Appendix, note 12). It is

QRW NQRZQ H[DFWO\ ZKHQ RU ZK\ *RRNLQ -U GLYHVWHG
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plantation, but it could be that because the plantation was given to both Daniel Jr. and his
EURWKHU -RKQ LQ WKHLU ¢ bréngéemefitWeZamd ntédble W WKH VKL
$SSHQGL[ QRWH 7KH VDOH RI ODULHYV ORXQW SHUKTEL
to purchase lands on the Nansemond River, which he did in 1636, 1638, and 1641
(Nugent 1934: 50, 65, 129).
| have been unable to establiSlRRNLQ -U V ZKHUHDERaXANYV EHWZH
+H ZDV PDUULHG LQ /RQGRQ RQ 1RYHPEHU W R
(Gookin 1912: 64). FW Gookin suggests that Gookin Jr. fought in the Netherlands for a
brief period of time, citing a reference @ DSW (GZDUG -RKQVRQTV ZR U/
(QJODQG TWdtdey NRRUNLQJ 3URYLGHQFH RI 6LRQYV SDYLRXU
1651, GHVFULELQJ *RRNLQ DV D 3.HQWLVK VROGLHU "~ DQ DO
origin (Gookin 1912: 64). He further statas DW WKLV WLWOH 3ZRXOG KDUGC
EHVWRZHG EHFDXVH RI KLV FRPPDQG RI WKH WUDLQHG E
*RRNLQ 7KLV DVVXPSWLRQ LV XS IRU GHEDWH JL°®
the Virginia militia and Assembly as early B833; what is more, reasons why Gookin Jr.
would have been fighting in Holland for a period of five years at the most and two at the
very least, are not readily apparent.
By 1641, Daniel Gookin Jr. and his family were in Virginia, where he took up
resicence on his patent for 2500 acres on the Nansemond River. His brother John held
VHYHUDO WUDFWYV EHORZ 'DQLHOYfYV SDWHQW RQ WKH 1DC
sizeable plantation on the Lynnhaven River in predagtVirginia Beach. John Gookin

enjoyeda certain prominence in the colony, holding the office of commissioner for the
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Lower Norfolk County court beginning in 1637 and serving as a burgess for Upper
Norfolk County in 1639. In 1640, John Gookin married Sarah Offley Thoroughgood,
widow of Addam ThAURXJKJRRG RQH RI 9LUJLQLDYYV ZHDOWKLHVW
,W LV SUREDEO\ EHFDXVH RI 'DQLHOYfY HDUOLHU SUHVHQI
influence that upon his return to Virginia he quickly attained office as a burgess for
Upper Norfek County and was present at the Assembly at Jamestown on January 12,
1641 (Gookin 1912: 65). Later the Assembly gave him the duty of keeping the peace and
training the militia in Upper Norfolk.

At a court holden at James Citty the nyne and twentyethnaf 1642, present Sr.

William Berkeley knt Governor &c. Capt. John West Mr. Richard Kemp Capt.

William Brocas Capt. Christ Wormley Capt. Hum. Higginson. The commission

for the monethly court of Upp. Norfolke to be renewed and thé*¢orhe as

followeth: Capt. Daniell Gookin, commander, Mrr&ncis Hough Capt. Tho.

Burbage Mr. John Hill Mr. Olliver Spry, Mr. Thomas Dew Mr. Randall Crew Mr.

Robert Bennett Mr. Phillip Bennett. The Capts. Of trayned Bands to be as

followeth: Capt. Daniel Gookin, Capt. ThomasrBage. (cited in Gookin 1912:

65)
*RRNLQ -U fV FORVHVW QHLJKERU DQG IHOORZ RIILFHU &
factor for his plantations following his removal to Massachusetts a few years later.

'DQLHO *RRNLQ -U TV SRVLWIisR&erk ByWinvhsf We@ X R XV RQH
FRQVLGHUHG D IURQWLHU " DQG LQ WKH KRPHODQG RI W

tribe; one of the disputes he moderated between colonists and Indians involved his
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brother, John (Appendix, note 14). Because surviving redordee Nansemond region
DUH YHU\ VSDUVH OLWWOH PRUH LV NQRZQ RI *RRNLQ -U
Despite his sizeable plantation on the frontier, Daniel took out another patent in
November of 1642 for 1400 acres of land some distantk obthe Tidewater on the
Rappahannock, another frontier recently aggudor settlement (Appendix, note 15). This
patent was owed Gookin Jr. for the transportation of himself, his wife Mary, and infant
son, Samuehlong with 28 other individuals whom knsported in 1641; it is unknown
if they sailed from England, drom plantations in Ireland. Of note, the individual
3-DFRE D QHJURH® ZDV YHU\ OLNHO\ -DFRE :DUURZ 7KH *
wife, and at least two of their offspring in VirgmiMaryland, and Massachusetts, and
'DQLHO *RRNLQ -U fV UHODWLRQVKLS ZLWK WKH :DUURZV
paragraphs.

'DQLHO *RRNLQ -U fV SODQWDWLRQ RQ WKH 1DQVHPR
majority Puritan population by the mitb30s and was developing a distinct regional
identity. One of the first settlers on the south side of the James in this area was Edward
Bennett, who by 1621 had a sizeable patent and managed to recruit 300 Puritans to settle
in Virginia. Though his plantatrowas attacked and reduced in the 1622 uprising,-he re
established himself and transported at least 600 more adherents of the Puritan faith from
England and the Netherlands. Heavily involved in the carrying trade and owning his own
vessels, Bennett estadiied a Puritaxdominated region on the south side of the James,
creatinga problem for the Royal Governor, Sir William Berkeleyno opposed the

Puritan faith (Hatfield 2004: 11816). This schism between the Nansemond Puritans
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and the Anglican majorityni Virginia deepened when in 1642, Richard Bennett, Daniel

Gookin Jr., John Hull, and 71 others sent a letter to Governor John Winthrop of the
Massachusetts Bay Colony requesting that he send Puritan ministers to Virginia for their

parish (Hatfield 2004: 18A.17; Gookin 1912: 68; Bodie 1938: #AVinthrop

dispatched Revs. William Tompson and John Knowles on October 7, diedlthe two

were joined by Rev. Thomas James of New Haven, who undertook the trip south with

them. The three had a rough journey, siriiga shipwreck near New Amsterdam, but

pressed on after finding another ship (Gookin 1912: 68). The ministers arrived to a less
thancordial reception from Berkeley, and it is perhaps no coincidence that an act was

passed in March 1643 by the Virginiasemnbly stating that any minister residing in the
FRORQ\ PXVW EH RI WKH &KXUFK RI (QJODQG DQG WKDW
care that all nonconformists upon notice of them shall be compelled to depart the collony
ZLWK DOO FRQYHQHRQ E:I2HA7). BotH Rrio®lds and James departed for

Boston in April, but Tompson stayed longer, and FW Gookin suggests that he might have
EHHQ D JXHVW RAVIRRNKQV-GGVQWDWLRQ DV D SKHDGTXD!
This assertion is based on hemading of a commemorative poem by Cotton Mather:
S+HDUHUV OLNH GRYHV IORFNHG ZLWK FRQWHQWLRXV Z|

most homeward bring, Laden with honey, like Hyblaean bees, They knead it into combs

S(IIRUWYV WR ILQG WKH LGHQWLW\ RI WKH RWKHU VLIQDWRULHV RI WKk
RecordV RI LWV UHDGLQJ ZHUH IRXQG L QrhelHistoy o BewEddehd, 1B LWHG S UL (
1649, by John Winthrop, egd.825) but nothing was found amongst other collections of Winthrop family
SDSHUV $ IRRW QG&vitdentlQCentRrEIsleMfiyght County, VirginaVWDWHY WKDW 33UHVLG
+HQU\ 'XQVWHU RI +DUYDUG &ROOHJH FRSLHG WKLV SHWLWLRQ LQ KI
Massachusetts Historical Society kindly examined this book and reports that the names of the other signers
ZHUH QRW FRSLHG"™ %RGLH 1Q S
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upon their knees. A constellatiohgreat converts there, Shone round him, and his

heavenly glory were. GOOKINS was one of these; by Thompson's pains, CHRIST and

1(: (1*/$1' D GHDU *22.,16 JDLQV"~ *RRNLQ
The departure of the ministers was likely the major catalyst for Gdokand his

family to emigrate to Maryland in the summer of 1643. This was the first migration of

3XULWDQV RXW RI WKH 1DQVHPRQG UHJLRQ WR 0DU\ODQC

proprietors, offered freedom from religious persecution. Cecil CaR¥itord

Baltimore, extended an invitation to prominent Massachusetts Bay Colony merchant Maj.

Edward Gibbons to entice New Englanders to migrate to Maryland. Historian Louise

Breen comment®W KDW %DOWLPRUHYV RIITHU SURPLVHG
free liberty of religion and abither privileges which the place afforded.
'LQWKURS UHIOHFWLQJ RQ WKLV LQFLGHQW ZDV UH
HRXU SHRSOHY H[SHULHQFHG DQ\ pyWHPSWDWLRQ WK
%DOWLPRUHYVY SURPRWLRQ RI ZKifious miX:kvRild G OLNH D
%DOWLPRUH ZDV 3KLPVHOI D SDSLVW DQG KLV EURW
SDSLVW DOVR WKH FRORQ\ FRQVLVWHG ERWK RIl 3UR)
133)

There is some debate as to whether or not Gibbons ever attemptekt o $é¢aryland,

EXW WKH WLPLQJ RI %DOWLPRUHYY DSSHDO LQ FRLQF

60 D W KNMagrfaWa Christi Americana DOOHGJHGO\ LV WKH VRXUFH IRU WKLV TX
footnote. A search of Mather was unsuccessftilnding the poem, and the only other sources it appears
are secondary genealogical works.



53

migration” ): *RRNLQ VWDWHYV WKDW *RRNLQ -U 3DFTXLUHG O
6HYHUQ 5LYHUV QHDU WKH VLWH RI Q&8 R0GEY ~ EDVHG
DQG D UHIHU HTekaHVarQe(Godki® 9127 70). This location for settlement
predates the establishment of formal counties in that region, as Anne Arundel County was
not formed until 1649. Attempts to locate a Maryland pdtn&Gookin Jr. were
unsuccessful, yet there is a distinct possibility that from Baltimore a direct land grant was
extended to Gookin Jr. and those who migrated with®him

7KH ODU\ODQG SODQWDWLRQ ZDV *RRNLQ -U JV ODVW
little is known of his activities while living there. In November of 1643 his brother John
Gookin died in Virginia, and another uprising of Virginia Indians struck the plantations in
April of 1644. Daniel Gookin Jr. left Maryland for good in May 16gkacinghis
Nansemond, Rappahannock, and Maryland plantations in the charge of servants and
IDFWRUV 7KH *RRN LnBddioR brOME\20ptdoided Gadkin with a
springboard to succesadpublic office that hevould enjoy until his death in 1687.
DaQLHOYV VZLIW DGPLVVLRQ WR WKH )LUVW &KXUFK RI %F
freeman on May 29 suggests that his reputation in Virginia and Maryland preceded him,

affording a fast assimilation into the leadership echelons of the Massachusetts Bay

The Proceedings of the Council of Maryland 168667 vol. 3provide evidencéhat Gibbons did migrate

DQG ZDV LQ WKH FRORQ\ E\ -DQXDU\ DQG JLYHQ VLJQLILFDQW SU
pp. 23 £39).

8 PDGH VHYHUDO YLVLWV WR WKH 0DU\ODQG 6WDWH $UFKLYHV 06$%
Maryland holding. The MSA maintains all records related to land transactions beginning iff the 17

century, and these are remarkably intact. H®vethe Proprietary Record Books for the dates February

1644/5 through March 1647/8 have suffered loss. A purposeful destruction of records from the period of

March 1651 RYHPEHU RFFXUUHG IROORZLQJ *RYHUQRUY -RQGDK YHQGD
PD\ DFFRXQW IRU *RRNLQYY DEVHQFH $Q DGGLWLRQDO IDFWRU IRU |
Rl %DOWLPRUHYY SHUVRQDO DOORWPHQW SURSUrkedénsteinPDQRU ODC
private collectiongpers. communication, &éd_eizar Dec. 2013).
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Colony(Gookin 1912: 72). The decision to make his first New England home in the town
of Roxbury (part of Boston, just south of the Shawmut Peninsula), where he was
neighbors with Rev. John Eliot, minister of the First Church of Roxbury, was to have
long-lastingimplications for his career. Both Gookin and Eliot were heavily involved in
VSUHDGLQJ &KULVWLDQLW\ DPRQJDW VLI HZH{/QWQQ ) EFV:IDD
7 R Z Qddncentrated villages designed to convert Indians from their traditional way of
life. From between 1646 and 1675, Gookin and Eliot set up 14 Praying Towns in
Massachusetts and Connecticut.
Massachusetts Bay, 1644687

$IWHU 'DQLHO *RRNLQ husefty, tReRhistorioal RecOidrivieiD F
more robust than in Virginia and Maryland, tbe following reasons: the Gookin family
remained in New England, the prominence of offices that Daniel held, and his
LQYROYHPHQW ZLWK -RKQ (OLRW DQG DFWLRQV GXULQJ
VLIQLILFDQW HYHQWYV G X U LCahbriBge Mas3achiis§tis Hediviibgs H Q F H
in 1647 until his death in 1687. | include what is known about his cousins in Ireland, with
whom he likely remained in contact, and who may have influenced his actions in colonial
New England affair$

The first few yeaV R 1 * R R Nresi@lente fiWlassachusetts involgedtling

his affairs in the Chesapeake and strengthening his established coastal trading network.

°): *RRNLQTV ZRUN UHPDLQV WKH DXWKRULW\ GXULQJ WKLV SHULRG
*RRNLQTVY OLIH 7KUHH RWKHU ¥R URN V- RVRKNDLVD 1BWH B LY BEAOQISAR\ HF @ I R/ MV W X
sources. For a treatment of Go@kfflV LQYROYHPHQW ZLWK (OLRW WKH 3UD\LQJ 7RZ
VHH %UHHQYYVY FKDSWHU 33UD\LQJ ZLWK WKH (QHP\ 'DQLHO *RRNLQ
,(QWHUFXOWXUDO OHGLDWRUVKLS ~ -RKQ )UKIEiHfoonfleN ODUWLQ
settlement and town founding in New England, and M. Michelle Jarrett Morris (2013) explores the

relationship between the Gookin family and their slaves in Cambridge, Massachusetts.
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2QH RI WKH ILUVW UHIHUHQFHY UHODWHG MBRnWERNLQTV
Notarial Record 1644#4.651,which were kept by William Aspinwall, Recorder of the
6XITRON &RXQW\ &RXUW GRFXPHQWLQJ PXFK RI WKH FRO
made between merchants and ship captains, providing an invaluable resource on early
inter-colonial trade Daniel Gookin acknowledged a debt to a Capt. Joseph Weld related
to a cargo of beaver pelts and other items on October 7, 1646 (Aspinwall 1983).32
-RKQ :LQWKURS ZURWH LQ D OHWWHU WR KLV VRQ GDWHC
morning a ship fronVirginia with captain Gookin and some others. She was bought by
him [of] the governour there. She came out ten days since, and we hear by her, that Mr.
KLWLQJ V SLQQDFH LV VDIH WKHUH DQG DQRWKHU RI &R
This referenceW R *RRNLQYTYV YHVVHO FRPLQJ IURP 9LUJLQLD DIW
through a storm suggests the importance of the coasting trade to Massachusetts in its
early decades of settlement.

On April 6, 1648 Daniel Gookin Jr. transferred ownership of his Rapaick
acreage to Capt. Thomas Burbage, his neighbor and fellow militia captain in the
Nansemond (Nugent 1934: 138). Burbage appears to have acted as a factor for Gookin
-U VvV 1DQVHPRQG SODQWDWLRQ DQG LV OLVWHG DV KDY
leafH” WREDFFR IURP D FRQYHQLHQW SODFH RQ WKH 31DQV
July and August of 1648 (Aspinwall 1903: 1669). There are 17 other transactions
UHFRUGHG LQ $VSLQZDOOYYVY UHFRUGYV IRU 9LUJLQLD SOD
(mostly involving tobacco) with several known Puritan planters who remained in the

Nansemond and were known associates of Gookin Jr., including Richard Bennett and
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Cornelius and Edward Lloyd. Of note, prior to 1646 mention of coastal trading with
Virginia is absenfrom the Massachusetts records: such menappear in the books
onlyafter *RRNLQ -U Vv DUULYDO DQG HVWDEOLVKPHQW LQ %
between Gookin and individils like Burbage and Bennett westeonger than others, but
itisnotunreaRQDEOH WR VXJJHVW WKDW *RRNLQ -U V LQIOXH
significant on the coastwise trade between the two colonies.

Despite the sale of his Virginia holding, Gookin Jr. still was actively engaged in
the coasting trade with the colony, likeintil his death in 1687. When he moved from
Roxbury to Cambridge in 1647/8, he, along with Samuel Champney and Walter Hastings
became a partner in a shipbuilding company that made vessels for the carrying trade. On
March 12, 1655, a ship belonging tonh skippered by Capt. John Cutts, was attacked
GXULQJ WKH %DWWOH RI WKH 6HYHUQ LQ ODU\ODQG 1HL
WUDGLQJ QHWZRUN VKLSEXLOGLQJ HQWHUSULVH DQG U
successful incorporation intoNzZ (QJODQG VRFLHW\ +DWILHOG KDV Q
who migrated and maintained connections between the Chesapeake and New England
often made their initial contacts through trade. His quick admission to the church and
FRPPXQLW\ VXJJHYV WliaMiade\o NRVEENJGlaQdhadHnade him well
NQRZQ LQ WKH FRORQ\" +DWILHOG 7KH PRVW SU
Virginia 2 Cornelius and Edward Lloyd, William Stone, Daniel Gookin Jr., Thomas
Willoughby, Francis Emperor, and Issac Allertbr? were all of the Puritan faith

(Hatfield 2004: 123).



57

6KRUWO\ DIWHU 'DQLHO *RRNLQ -U YV PLIJUDWLRQ IUF
1642, an uprising against English Protestant authority broke out in Ireland, wrecking
many of the settler plantations MXQVWHU LQFOXGLQJ ODQGV KHOG E\
Sir Vincent Gookin Sr. was a prominent figure in the New English community, and was
at the height of his career when he was knighted by Lord Cork for his services as High
Sherriff of County Cork in 16B(Gookins 1952: 138). Despite his social rank, in 1634 he
was provoked to write a letter to Lord Deputy of Ireland Thomas Wentworth, who later
GHVFULEHG LW DV 3D PRVW ELWWHU LQYHFWLYH DJDLQVYV
English, Papist, Ptestant, Captains, Soldiers, and all, which did so incense, | may say
enrage, all sorts of people against him, as it was evident they would have hanged him if
WKH\ FRXOG" TXRWHG LQ 'XQORS "HQWZRUWK XUJH
punishment fo Gookin, but before anything could be done Gookin returned to his
residence at Highfield in Gloucestéire England. He died there on February 6, 1638;
apparently his children did not suffer from the words of their father, for they remained in
Ireland.

Vincent Gookin Sr. had four sons who survived and reached majority; Sir Vincent
Gookin Jr. (c. 16181684), Capt. Robert Gookin (£1667), Thomas Gookin (21692),
and Charles Gookin (2c. 1716) (Hudleston 1943: 117). All four sons were left land in
IUHODQG XSRQ 6LU 9LQFHQW 6U IV GHDWK FRQWLQXLQJ
members of the Puritan faith (Appendix, note 16). Effects of the rebellion little affected
the tracts the Gookin family controlled around Bandon and on the coast around

Courtmacsherry, but Vincent Jr. (E500) made claims for damages, as did Robert (£300),
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and Mercy (£100) following the suppression of the revolt (Bennett 1862: 222). The
fighting in Ireland would have been known to Daniel Gookin Jr. either through his family
membes or through accounts written by English Protestants, who sought to characterize
the bloody affair along religious lines. Historian Marsha Hamilton (2004: 56) states that
Protestant

tales of horror were given wide publicity, which hardened English pestest

anger against, and fear of, Catholics. Charles was unable to stem the rebellion

because of the developing civil war in England, and thus after 1642 Irish lords

ruled Ireland, virtually, independent of the English. The Parliamentary victory in

England n 1649 and the beheading of Charles | opened a new chapter in Anglo

Irish fighting. Parliament decided to usat@olic actions during the 16442

rebellion as an excuse to reward its supporters with land, and began a wholesale

confiscation of Irish propeyt

'XULQJ WKLY SHULRG &DSW 5REHUW *RRNLQ HDUQHC

as he was one of four individuals picked by the Lord Protector to pass intelligence out of
Ireland, and helped deliver the town of Bandon to Parliamentarian forces inHe549.
continued to be instrumental in the English military bwifglin Munster, drtifying the
abbey at Rosscarbeas astatWVKDSHG IRUW LQ DQG FRQVWUXFWLC
(QJOLVK LQKDELWDQWY " WKDW FRVW KLP 03:359). %HQQHW YV
1658 Cromwell granted him the manor and lands of Abbeymahon (near Timoleague and
Courtmacsherry) which included several ploughlands and a considerable acreage. Upon

the Stuart Restoration in 1660, Gookin passed off this holding to Lord Caretyetired
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WR KLV IDWKHUYY ROG SODQWDWLRQ DW &RXUWPDFVKHU
Bandon (member of the Bandon Corporation in 1666) until his death in 1667 (Bennett
1862: 469).

One of the other Gookin cousins worth mentioning who may wavked with
Daniel Gookin Jr. as a trading partner is Thomas Gookin of Kinsale. Heavily involved in
civic affairs in Kinsale, he may also have been involved as a Merchant of the Staple like
his father and uncle, but also sent potential settlers to Nor#riéanas well as to the
&DULEEHDQ +LVWRULDQ 'RQDOG $NHQVRQ VWDWHYV WKD\V
Kinsale. He sent young Irish men and women from Munster all over the New ¥Vorld
&DUROLQD WKH :HVW ,QGLHV KH VHU ¢lkCortskrkiesDO O~ $N
of a voyage Thomas Gookin made to Maryland in 1665 aboatddpewell,a ship of
which he was part owner, loaded with provisions for the colony including everything
from spirits, fabric, shoes, and earthenwares. The cargo was seizedRrpvincial
governmentKRZHYHU EHFDXVH LW ZDV :DGMXGJHG E\ WKH &R
Goods in her imported of the Growth produccon or manufacture of Europe, are said by
WKH $FW RI 3 DUOLDPHQW IRUIHLWHGOf all’dtch8VakdH UPRUH WK
ordinances, for the use of Maryland. Both Charles Calvert and William Calvert were the
individuals who profited from thiepisode, and unsurprisinglyrther records are found
Rl 7KRPDV *RRNLQYV VKLSSLQJ JRBGherwWR1PBE)ODQG $QR
*RRNLQYV .LQVDOH FRQQHFWLRQV SXW KLP L FRQWDFW
conformists who received land grants in Ireland in 1660, and it has been suggested that

Thomas, Robert, and Charles were all intimately acquainted with(tiemer 2013:
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191). In addition to posts held in Kinsale, Gookin served as a magistrate for the west
Munster river port town of Clonakilty in 1674 and 1692 (Elmer 2013: 191).

%WRWK 5REHUW DQG 7KRPDV *RRNLQ DUH LPSRUWDQW
becDXVH RI WKHLU LQYROYHPHQW LQ ,ULVK DQG 1RUWK $P
empirebuilding system returned Daniel Gookin Jr. to his relatives in Ireland, and the
roles that his cousins played likely had a bearing on his actions in the Ameaicaies.

The Atlantic trade ventures that Thomas was part of deserve more attention in the context
of the carrying provisions to the Miitlantic and Caribbean.

Returning attention to Massachusetts, in 1647/8 Gookin Jr. moved from his
residence in Roxburp Newtowne (soon after known as Cambridge), which would be
the town of his residence until his death in 1687. The home he occupied in Roxbury was
likely rented, as shortly after his arrival in Boston in 1644 the new village of Cambridge
voted to grant lm a farm in Shawshin (later Billerica) of 500 acres. This grant was
contingent that he purchase a houselot in Cambridge, and perhaps he waited until 1647/8
to make the move while his house was being built there, or he was freeing up funds to
finance this Bw chapter in his life (Martin 1991: 224). In 1649 he was part of an
HQYR\ WKDW VDLOHG WR (QJODQG WR H[SRUW 3 EDUUHC
ILIW\ DUPV IRU WKH XVH RI WKH SODQWDWLRQ" *RRNLQ
elected maigtrate, in addition being admitted to membership in the Ancient and
Honorable Artillery Company, where he held the rank of Captain (Wall 19904109
Increased involvement with Rev. John Eliot led him to spend more time in the western

frontier regionf Massachusetts among the New England Indian population, which was
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likely made easier through his understanding of Indian languages gained during his
trading missions among the Virginia Indians.

Though details of the management and daily operationsPP RANLQ YV SODQWD W |
WKH &KHVDSHDNH DUH XQNQRZQ ODU\ODQGYV FRXUW UH
South River was run by enslaved Jacob and Mary Warrow. Jacob had been listed as a
KHDGULJKW LQ 'DQLHO *RRNLQYV Jtbba@serRrig KLV 5D S ¢
the Gookin family on the Nansemond plantation. Tragedy struck in June or July of 1653
when four Piscataway Indians attacked the Maryland plantation, murdering Jacob and his
sevenyear old son and wounding his wife, Mary, leaving her ad The Indians
SURFHHGHG WR SOXQGHU WKH KRXVH RI S WKUHH *XQQV V
DQG GLYHUV ZHDULQJ &4ORWKHY DQG EHG &ORWKHV VRP]|
(Anon. 16494657: 293296). Mary Warrow recovered, two of thesilantswere
FDXJKW DQG EURXJKW WR WULDO DQG EDVHG XSRQ 0ODU
is likely that following this event, Daniel Gookin Jr. brought Mary and her two surviving
sons, Daniel and Sylvanus Cambridge, Massachusetts (Mo2&13: 14).

, Q 'DQLHOYY ROGHU EURWKHU (GZDUG *RRNLQ GL
to England to administer his estate. In London at the same time was his cousin, Vincent
Gookin Jr., who was serving in Parliamestone of 30 members representirgldnd.
2Q0H RI WKH ZHLJKW\ LVVXHV XQGHU GHEDWH ZLWKLQ &UF
deal with the Gaelidrish rebels who had risen in 1641; some championed forced
relocation into a military district under a garrison control, while others (Viraraong

them), pushed for assimilation (Breen 2001: 3#8D). Vincent Gookin Jr. went so far as
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to write a pamphlefThe Great Case of Transplantation in Ireland Discuss&gl|aining
the value in economic, religious, and moral terms why cultural assimilatithe Gaelie
,ULVK E\ (QJOLVK VHWWOHUV ZRXOG EHQHILW DQ H[SDQG
3VXUSOXV SRSXODWLRYXYWPRKIOG 3Edd Qirt¥rRGodin\ik, SODQ
VWDWHG 3ZKDW D SOHDVLQJ VLJKW ZL @e«d Anstforiiés, WR (QJO
which she received driven from Ireland in the beginning of a War, to empty herself of her
\RXQJ 6ZDUPV WKLWKHU LQ WKH EHJLQQLQJ RI Dxt3HDFH""

9LQFHQW *RRNLQYTV SODQ ZDV X O keBdngted ®th UHMHFW H
'DQLHO *RRNLQ -U $V KLVWRULDQV %UHHQ DQG &RXJKOD
appointment to Superintendant of Praying Town Indians occurred in 1656 after his
/IRQGRQ YLVLW DQG 'DQLHOYV SODQ IRU SURVHO\WL]LQJ
$PHULFDQV ZDV VWULNLQJO\ VLPLODU WR KLV FRXVLQTYV
150; Coughlan 2000: 582).

7KH VHWWOHPHQW RI KLV GHFHDVHG EURWKHUTYV DIII

was given another order of business directly fromidaent. An English naval
expedition had recently captured Jamaica from Spain, but in order to secure the island as
a strong colony, a supply of settlers was needed. Oliver Cromwell directly ordered
Gookin Jr. with the job of recruiting suitable colonistsn New England to migrate to
Jamaica, which proved unsuccessful, and to Gookin Jr., an unpleasant task. Robert
Sedgewick, a Puritan adventurer and contemporary of Gookin, who was involved in the
fighting for Jamaica and a botched attempt to take Hisgmmecorded his attitude

WRZDUGY 3DUOLDPHQWITV FRORQL]JLQJ VFKHPH LQ ZK
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*RRNLQ -U KDG GXULQJ .LQIHIKULYO OPWHDUWHRESRHZLFEFNTV |
England involved Indian fighting as well, so his obseoret were drawfrom several
colonial projects.
| have had of late not few turnings of heart if we do fall upon small towns and
places, it is true we may burn, and it may destroy the estate of our enemy; but by
attending such a course it will be prejudi¢@the great ends proposed in this
design; for first we are not able to possess any place we attack, and in ho hope
thereby to effect our intents in the dispersing any thing of the knowledge of the
true God in Jesus Christ to the inhabitants, but radmeter ourselves to the
Indians and Blacks as a cruel, bloody, ruinating people, when they can see
nothing from us but fire and sword, we have no opportunity to converse with
them, but in such a way, as will cause them fear to think us worse than the
Spanard, which might be otherwiseddwe converse with them. (quotedBreen
2001: 126)
Daniel Gookin Jr. awaited further particulars for his mission and departed for
Massachusetts on January 20, 1656 (Gookin 1912: 93).
Upon arriving home, he followed tloeders from Parliament to recruit settlers,
and the results of his efforts can be seen, written in his own hand to colonial secretary
Thurloe (see Gookin 1912: 9803). His actions were not well received in New England,
prompting Massachusetts Bay Govardohn Endicott to write to Oliver Cronalv about

this state of affairs.
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We received by Captaine Gookin yor Highnes proposalls for the removeall of

some of ours to the Island of Jamaica, wch by or order were comunicated to the

people of this Jurisdicon, tomplyance wth yor High nes good and pious

intentions of planting the place w'h such as through the blessing of God may

hopefullie promote a designe so religious: But if by the intelligence from thence

of the mortallitie of the English there, the moticagehe answereth not expectation

May it please your Highnes not to impute it to us as declyning yor service, much

less as disaccepting yor favo' & endeavours of promoting whairaonduce to

or welfare. (quoteth Gookin 1912: 110)
Acknowledging the higimortality rates amongst settlers recently transplanted to the
West Indies in addition to the fact that most settlers in New England looked upon the
UHFUXLWPHQW HIIRUWYV ZLWK VXVSLFLRQ 'DQLHO *RRNLC
most of 1656 intie face of opposition indicates his dedication to public service as well as
to the Puritan faith (Breen 2001: 156). The rift between English Puritans and New
England Puritans caught Daniel Gookin in the middle when it came to interests at home
and abroad/RXLVH % UHHQ FRPPHQWY WKDW SUREOHPYV DURVH
because Puritans feared capitalist development, but rather such development had trans
Atlantic political implications moreover, the promoters of these schemes seemed
disturbingly at homevith a religious system that lacked fixity and determinancy that
FKDUDFWHUL]J]HG WKH LGHQWLW\ FRQFHUQLQJ WKH 1HZ (C

WKDW 'DQLHOYV FRXVLQV KDG FDUULHG RXW &URPZHOOY
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Daniel was looked um as one who could mediate between the two Puritan factions for
the good of the empire.

A trip to England in November 1657 took Gookin Jr. out of Massachusetts for
almost three years for an unknown purpose. Perhaps his travel was related to giving a full
report on his recruiting action to Thurloe, but he ended up taking ampd&rch of
1658as the Collector of Customs for Dunkirk, recently ceded to England by France in
exchange for military aid against Spain (Gookin 1912: 115). Gookin Jr. resided in
Dunkirk and received an advancement in appointment, becoming the Deputy Treasurer of
War in September of 1659. The restoration of the Stuart monarchy in May of 1660 was
the likely catalyst for Gookin Jr. to leave his Dunkirk post and sail back to
Massachus#d; this visitto Englandwas the lat he would undertakia his lifetime
(Gookin 1912: 116).

SULRU WR 'DQLHO *RRNLQ -U TV ODVW YR\DJH WR (QJ
Southertown Proprietorship and received 500 acres of land in pagseftonington,
Connecticut (Martin 1991: 24). This was the first of several absentee landholdings that
Gookin Jr. acquired for town and plantation speculation in New England, and by this
point in his career he controlled his plantation on the Nansemond in Virginentagmn
in Maryland on the South River, a townhouse and acreage in Cambridge, and a farm in
Billerica. Another grant was awarded to him in 1665 of 500 acres between Concord and
Lancaster as compensation for public service, and in 1667 he became inwdhgt o
town planning when he was selected to be on a committee to lay out what would later

become Worcester. He likely took advantage of his Native American contacts when



66

ERXJKW DFUHV RI WKH 3, QGLDQ SODQWDWIBR®Q  VRXWK
farm and proprietary rights in the village of Boggswon (Sherburn) in western
Massachusetts (Martin 1991: 24). Though an absentee landowner in these enterprises,
Gookin Jr. was mindful of encroachments, as in 1661 Rhode Island settlers attempted to
sdze his Connecticut lands by means of squatting (Gookin 1912: 123). Though it took
four yeas in the courts to dislodge the trespasgeookin continued to facthe
problems of absentee landownershipfriontier regiongspecially conditionswere
similaU WR WKRVH tfefhbideperigéndied im Deland avidginia.
$PRQJ 'DQLHO *RRNLQ -U fV FLYLO DSSRLQWPHQWYV
for is Superintendent of Praying Town Indians, a post he held from 1656 through 1687.
Part of his respondiliiies lay in administering Praying Towns, Englidevised
settlements where Christianized Indians were schooled in the ways of Christianity. By
1656, the Praying Towns were six in number, and the missionizing effort was not
generally accepted by mostafHZ (QJODQGYV SRSXODWLRQ +LVWRULL
VXJIJHVWY WKDW WKH QRWLRQ RI WKH PLVVLRQDU\ ZzDV D
(QJODQGHUYYVY ZHUH XQLQWHUHVWHG LQ HPEUDFLQJ )XU\V
tales of past Indian atrocitiesQRW WR PHQWLRQ WKH XSULVLQJV RI 3E
Gaelic Irish, created a cloud of skepticism over the project (Breen 2001: 155). Daniel
Gookin Jr. as a cosmopolitan figure and one who had dealt with Indians (and perhaps
even Gaelic Irish in siearly career) was the logical choice for this post, but this
appointment coming on the heels of his Jamaica recruitment scheme called his loyalty to

New England into question.
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In 1662 the appointment of Robert Boyle (seventh son of Sir Richard Bayle, E
of Cork) to the governorship of the Corporation for Propagating the Gospel Among the
Indians in New England (also known as the New England Company) and also a member
RI WKH &RXQFLO IRU )RUHLJQ 30DQWDWLRQV HKJIDQ WR
DFWLRQ UDLVHG IXUWKHU DODUP LQ 1HZ (QJODQG LQ ZKL
the explicit imperial dream that Robert Boyle subsequently worked out as governor of the
New England Company, were equally disturbing, for each posited a comieetween
the transatlantic world and the frontier, hinting darkly that the two might coalesce and
RYHUUXQ WKH 1HZ (QJODQG FHQWHU " %UHHQ (O
WRZDUGV ,QGLDQ LQWHJUDWLRQ WKURXJhe Ri&yid JLRQ D Q(
Town inhabitants to the Puritan church met with increased resistance and came to a
breaking point in 1675.

'LWK 'DQLHO *RRNLQ -U fV WLPH KHDYLO\ LQYHVWHG
that often took him out of Cambridge, he still marchgehave some involvement in
LOQOWHUFRORQLDO VKLSSLQJ 2Q 1RYHPEHU WKH WR
owners of the Ketches that are to [be] builded in the town liberty to fell timber upon the
FRPPRQ IRU WKH EXLOGLQJ RIQNVMRRNDQG .HWFKHRAKH 3RADH
WKH .HWFKHV® ZHUH 'DQLHO *RRNLQ :DOWHU +DVWLQJV
vessels they constructed were between 28 and 35 tons (Appendix, note 17).
Coincidentally, a letter among the Calvert Papers from GovernateSHaalvert to Cecil

&DOYHUW /RUG %DOWLPRUH VWDWHV WKDW *RRNLQYV Y
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As for that Caution yd_ordship is pleased to give me for my owne security (my
house at Mattapenny standing so neare the water) | humbly thalikergship

for yo" advice, and shall Endeavor my owne Security by removing up to Zachiah,
and shalbe very Cautious of what shipps | goe on Board of, but for that yo
Lordshipp writes me abo@ookinsship, and their designe (wanting only
Concurrence of #1 Master) | never heard anything of it, before now from yo

Lordship. (Ridgely 1889: 277)

No further records have been found relating to this instance, and it is unlikely given
7TKRPDV *RRNLQYY OHVV WKDQ FRUGLDO UHAUWISWLRQ E\ W
reference one of his vessels, so it is a safe assumption that this quote relates one of Daniel
*RRNLQYV VKLSV
In early April of 1675, Gookin Jr. received startling news that a rebellion was
being contrived by Metacomet (King Philip) chief of thempanoag tribe. As Gookin
(1674: 440) relates in hidistorical Account,
about this time the beginning of April, Waban, the principal Ruler of the praying
Indians living at Natick, came to one of the magistrates on purposafanded
him that he had graw to fear that Sachenhilp and other Indians his
corfederates, intended some mischief shortly to the English and Christian Indians.
Again, in May, about six weeks before the war began, he came again and renewed
the same. Others also of the Christianidnd did speak the same thing, and that

when the woods were grown thick with green trees then it was likely to appear,
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earnestly desiring that care might be had and means used for prevention, at least

for preparation for such a thing; and a month aftemthebegan.

2Q -XQH WKH FRQIOLFW NQRZQ DV .LQJ 3KLOLSTV :DU I
settlement of Swansea, near prestayt Providence, Rhode Island. From the outset of the
conflict, Gookin urged farmers in the outlying settlements tspdé their farmsteads, or
join with the Indians in the Praying Towns and fight together. He also encouraged the
Massachusetts legislature to allow the Praying Indians to bear arms and fight in the New
England militia, but all three of these suggestionsewejected. Atrocities were
committed by militiamen against Indian villages thought to be friendly to Metacomet,
DQG WKH FRQIHGHUDWHG EDQGYV RI OHWDFRPHWY{V DUP\ (
the Native Americans had gained the upper hand, and mgition towards Eliot and
Gookin Jr. were at an dilme low. A handbill printed in November 1675 in Boston is
LOOXVWUDWLYH RI WKH DYHUDJH 1HZ (QJODQGHUVY VHQ\
*RRNLQYV HVWLPDWH R IdidhkepubaliwasQI007iR Z@ovis; dDthe
ZDUYV HQG ODVVDFKXVHWWY GLVEDQGHG RI WKH WRZC(
nearby English settlements.

Additional attacks on English villages west of Boston and the inability of the
militia to stem the tide ledbta more intensive public smear campaign against Gookin and
his allies, with some going so far as to threaten his life. One disturbing handbill colculate

around Boston read as follows:
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Boston, February 28, 1675: Reader thou art desired not to suppsgsapér but

to promote its designe, which is to certify (those traytors to their king and
countrey) Guggins and Danford, that some generous spirits have vowed their
destruction; as Christians wee warne them to prepare for death, for though they
will desewedly dye, yet we wisthe health of their soules. By pew society A.

B. C. D. (Cited in Gookin 1912: 153)

7KH VDPH GDWH WKDW WKH KDQGELOO ZDV SULQWHG 'DC
blasphemer, one Richard Scott, was arrested and fined.
Elizabeh Belcher, aged 57, Martha Remington, aged 31, and Mary Mitchell, aged
20, being sworne, doe say, that on ye 28th day of Febr last, abt 10 of the clocke at
night, Ri: Scott came into ye house of y said Belcher, and suddenly after he came
in broak out intanany hideous railing expressions against ye worshipful Capt.
'DQLHO *RRNLQ FDOOLQJ KLP DQ p,ULVK GRJ WKDW Z
sonne of a whoare, a bitch, a rogue, God confound him, & God rott his soul,
saying if | could meet him alorlevould pistoll him. | wish my knife and sizers
were in his heart. He is the devil's interpreter. | and two or three more designed to
cut off all Gookin's brethren at the Island, but some English dog discovered it, the
GHYLO ZLOO SODJXHoteISkndih \MiNare, Assiskuht, QaecH 4,

1675/6. (cited in Gookin 1912: 153)

Despite public opposition, Gookin Jr. did succeed in persuading the General Council to

enable the Indians to join the militia; a company of friendly Indians marched to the relief
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of the western Massachusetts town of Sudbury in early March, and acquitted themselves
well in the fight (Gookin 1912: 154).

7TKRXJK WKLV FKDQJH LQ WKH &RXQFLOYV GHFLVLRQ
and John Eliot, the next general election indiddtew the electorate felt towards their
DFWLRQV ,Q 0D\ RI *RRNLQYV QDPH ZDV QRW RQ WKH
had held for over 20 years (Gookin 1912: 156). At the same time, the Council saw fit to
promote Gookin Jr. from Captain to Majarhich placed him in command of a
FRQVLGHUDEOH ERG\ RI PHQ DQG KH ZzDV UHVSRQVLEOH
ZKHQ H[SHGLWLRQV DJDLQVW OHWDFRPHWfV ZDUULRUYV Z
protect the Praying Town Indians who were novisgy in the militia, and during most of
WKH FRQIOLFW WKH\ ZHUH LQWHUQHG RQ '"HHU ,VODQG L(
high mortality rate. He did his best to provide relief, and shortly after his appointment to
higher office he was able to pergeahe Council to get the Indians off of the island, to
safer places around Boston and Cambridge. An important case regarding the Indians
under his care came to the General Court infudust 1676 when six Christian Indian
women and children were violeptnurdered by four militiamen while picking berries at
Hurtleberry Hill near Concord (Pulsipher 1996: 462). The four men were tried and
sentenced to death; Gookin provided testimony that the Indians were given passes to
leave he camp. With his testimonthe jury ruled against the soldiers, and two were
hanged in September, while the other two petitioned the Council and were released after

paying a fine. The case was a watershed erdgrand the first instance in which
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Massachusetts men were punished fomtlueder of Christian Indians, though other
killings had occurred during the war (Pulsipher 1996: 483).

Hostilities continued for a few months after August 12, 1676 when Metacomet
was ambushed and killed in a swamp near Mount Hope, Rhode Island. Theugh th
Praying Town project was wrecked and much of the Native American population
decimated, Gookin Jr. attempted to write a narrative of the events that transpired during
the war years entitledn Historical Account of the Doings and Sufferings of the Christi
Indians in New England, in the years 1675, 1676, Mfich was meant to supplement
his earlier workHistorical Collections of the Indians in New Englapdnted in 1672°,
%RWK RI *RRNLQ -U V ZRUNV VXJIJHVW WKDWhKétv ZDV FRC
England was inevitable, but that it was up to the Puritans to provide and convert the
natives to be a part of Christian society (see Gookin 1674: 179). He did note that despite
the Prayig Towns and their mission§WKH ,QGLDQV KHbWnefLQ WKH (QJOL
ODUOERURXJK@ GR QRW PXFK UHMRLFH XQGHU WKH (QJO
them in their number of people, flocks of cattle, etc. that the Indians do not greatly
IORXULVK RU GHOLJKW LQ WKHLU VWDWCdglabW SUHVHQ\
2000: 81). Though the Praying Town project and missions largely ceased after King
B3KLOLSYV :DU *RRNLQ -U FRQWLQXHG WR VXSSRUW FRQ®

treatment when his powers as Superintendent of Ineians restored

10Gookin Jr. was attempting to write a larger histoirNew England, but the manuscript was never

finished and FW Gookin states that family tradition suggests it was given to Richard Gookin, a grandson,
but the manuscript was destroyed when his tavern in Dedham, Massadmusettsin 1724 (Gookin

1912: 165)
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The end of the war did not immediately restore Daniel Gookin Jr. to hisgare

status nor to public favor, and disruptions within his Cambridge household likely
impeded this process. Gookin Jr. owned several slaves during his lifetime, and most if not
all were members of the Warro/Warrow family. Two of the Warro brothers, Daniel and
6\OYDQQOXV ZHUH LQYROYHG LQ OLWLIJDWLRQ ZLWK *RRN
1682, and it seems he had difficulty in dealing with them. Daniel Warro first had
problems wih the law in 1669 when he was accused of impregnating Hagar, a slave of
*RRNLQ -U fV QHLJKERU -RKQ 0DQQLQJ ORUULV 7
DWWULEXWLRQ RI SDWHUQLW\ RI +DJDUfV FKLOG VKLIWH
case was lmught to trial, but ultimately, Hagar settled on Warro (Morris 2013: 17). Itis
unknown how or if Warro was punished, but he was involved in another issue during the
winter of 1676 DV RQH RI D QXPEHU RI &DPEULGJH 3FROOHJH
sors, and daughters [who] began making a practice of meeting together at night after
their parents and masters were in bed asleep. The group regularly feasted, drank alcoholic
EHYHUDJHV GDQFHG VDQJ DQG VZRUH® ORUULV
convicted, and based on his previous charges, was sentenced to be whipped.

In 1672, Sylvannus Warro was charged with fathering a child with white
servant Elizabeth Parker while he was living in the home of William Parke in Roxbury.
Though Warro was owndaly Gookin Jr. he was serving the Parkes through an agreement
that he would work in bondage for eight years in exchange for his freedom. The case
became complicated when Parke attempted to return Elizabeth Parker and her child (who

she named Sylvannus), her father, Edmund, in the western Massachusetts town of
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Lancaster. Sylvannus Warro was imprisoned, and Edmund Parker brought suit against
Parke for sending Elizabeth and her child back to him, as he was unable to support them.
The court finally ruled in @74 that Sylvannus Warro pay two shillings per week in child
support, and if he was unable to do so, be sold by his master, whom the court identified
as Parke, not Gookin Jr (Morris 2013:24). Parke recognized this error, and consulted
with Gookin Jr. @er what to do; Gookin Jr. offered to ship Warro to Virginia to be
offered up for sale, but Parke sold him instead to Jonathan Wade of Medford,
Massachusetts. Gookin Jr. visited Warro in prison after the deal with Wade had been
VWUXFN DGYLWLQQY KLRWWW RUVIDDGHYYV 1HJUR :HQFK DQG O
Morris 2013: 24). Despite the sale, Gookin Jr. engaged Warro on several occasions for
work in Cambridge, and in 1682 Gookin Jr. attempted to bring Warro back by having a
covenant between the two &sd (Appendix, note 18). Wade naturally objected and took
Gookin to court; Wade offered to sell Warro back to Gookin, which the court agreed was
fair. Daniel Gookin Jr. refused, and Sylvannus Warro remained in servitude to Wade until
his death (Morris 20&: 26).
7KRXJK *RRNLQ -U { VhiSHouseEnholdHviRRYe bt antielyQ
unnoticed, full restoration to public favor occurred in the spring of 1681 when Gookin Jr.
SHQQHG D SDSHU RQ EHKDOI RI WKH ODVVDFKXVHWWY %CLC
undHU VFUXWLQ\ E\ WKH &URZQ WKDW KDG DWWHPSWHG W
privileges. On May 11, 168#uring the general elections, Gookin Jr. was elected to the
rank of Major General, placing him in charge of all military operations withicalany

(Gookin 1912: 177). With his political and civic accolades at their height all was going
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well for Gookin Jr., until the death of his wife Mary on October 27, 1683. Gookin Jr.
married Hannah Tyng, a widow who was aged 46 when in April 10, 1685;iGé&ok
was 72. The debates between royal commissioners and local elites seeking to maintain
the colonial charter continued until 1684 when King James |l dissolved the charters of the
New England colonies and in 1686 created the Dominion of New Englandgfi lioe
newcharter stipulated the appointments of new officials, Gookin Jr. held office until his
death at age 77 on March 19, 1687 (Gookin 1912: 184). His second wife, Hannah, passed
soon after on October 29, 1688.
Gookin Jr. had nine children duriniget course of his lifetime (all of them from
his firstwife, Mary) but only thresurvived him; Daniel Gookin 11l (165@1717), Samuel
Gookin (16524730), and Nathaniel Gookin (16%592) (Gookin 1912: 181) (Fig. 3).
The wealth Gookin Jr. left to his heiesylprimarily in real estate that he had been granted
by the colony for civil service and a few parcels he bought on speculation (Gookin 1912:
190; Martin 1991: 24). Gookin Jr. owned two properties in Cambridge, one that he
passed to Samuel including a
dwelling house, barne, outhouses and yard, gardens & orchards where he now
Dwelleth & all to it belonging wth two Commons, and although | changed this
house &c wth him for that wch | now Live in unto wch house he built addition &
barne yet forasmuch as hever had from me any assurance or convayance
thereof so had no Legall Right to that house therefore | thought it Expedient to
bequeath this to him in my will that he may have as full & Legall assurance

thereof as if 1 had given him a deed. (Gookin 19128)18
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The other Cambridge holding he bequeathed to Natharfi®\ KRXVH ZKHUH , OLYH
ye barns and outhouses thereunto belonging wth all ye orchard & gardens appertaining,
ZWK WKUHH FRZ FRPPRQV DQG ZKDW EHORQJV WR WKHP’
two house lots in Cambridge were sold, with some of the family members remaining
around Boston, while others settled in New Hampshire and Maine, where Daniel Gookin
-UV ELRJUDSK\ FRPHV IXOO FLUFOH ZL WtKe bégMhd® QLHO 7 U
of this chapter:

YOU say, in finishing the life of Daniel Gookin that his family is extinct: This is a

mistake, he was my mother's grgaandfather. This Daniel Gookin had a son

Nathaniel, who was ordained minister at Cambridge. He died at tivgatyears

of age, but left a son Nathaniel, who was afterwards minister in Hampton, and

was my mother's father. He left a son Nathaniel, who was a mimsterth-Hill

parish, (Hamptonand many other children, two of whom are now living in

Portland. A cousin omine, Capt. Daniel Gookin, served in our army the last war,

with a good reputation And a captain's commission was given to him, when we

were about raising a new army in 1786 or 1787 (Tracy 1793: 25).

JLIXUH 'DQLHO *RRNLQ -U flV OLQH JUDSKLF E\ DXWKR
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7 U D Fleg§aéntame through from Nathaniel Gookin | (168692), and through his
son, Nathaniel Gookin Il (1687 2Q0H 1DWKDQLHO *RRNLQ ,,TV GDXJ
Gookin (17231.756) marriedNathaniel 7 UDF\V IDWKHU 3DAWBILFN 7UDF\
Patrick 7UDF\YV EDFNJURXQG DV DQ LPPLJUDQW KLPVHOI IUR
Wexford, Ireland, perhaps provided some of the impetus for Nathaniel Tracy to identify
KLVWRULFDOO\ ZLWK 'DQLHO *RRNLQ -U DV %HDXGU\ FR
SHP SKD VL Viogi€al dditipidtipand good reputation and his efforts at public
FODULILFDWLRQ RI KLV IDPLO\YYVY JRRG QDPH DUH IDU IUR
UHWLUHPHQW KH ZRXOG KDYH KDG DPSOH WLPH WR UHIC
183).

Though Daniel Gokin Sr. and Daniel Gookin Jr. are not individuals whose
names are immediately familiar in the histories of Ireland, Virginia, Maryland, or
Massachusetts, their traces in the archaeological and historical records are dynamic. The
archaeological biographies them directly to the land and their shaping of it, which |

discuss in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER THREE

The Cultural Biography of the Munster Plantation Landscape

'DQLHO *RRNLQ 6U DQG -U fV WUDYHOV D&G SODQWI
them footings in very different colonial projects and had a direct bearing on the decisions
they made in each successive venture. The late cultural geographer Allan Pred suggest
WKDW WKH SELRJUDSKLHV RI SHRSOH LQF®@exsGnali@y] WKH Gl
ideology and consciousness) are partially determined by an interaction with places across
WLPH DQG VSDFH" 3UHG IDQGVFDSHV BisHUH WKF
were all contentious placesmdergoing significant developmemntcachange, often with
violent confrontations or amicable adaptations that were products of colonial expansion
(Canny 2001). The landscape is the largest and most significant of all cultural artifacts,
and its content the farms and towns, road networkstevevays and other physical
feature are important factors to consider when interpreting the site and individual
(Deetz 1990: 2; Lanier and Herman 1997: 280; Pauls 2006: 77; Beranek 2012: 76). What
LV PRUH WKH *RRNLQTV FKRLF H&mlcehngdttdWHOoBh&H QW ORF D
people who shared similar backgrounds and interests in different colonies. A trend in
historical studies of communities suggests the adoption of a more flexible definition of
colonial settlements in which

community is seen as aasal network characterized by a distinctive kind of

human interaction. More recently, scholars have focused on the idea of

communities of interest, which refers to the bonds between people based on a

shared ideology, experiences, or goals. Although comiearof interest can
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exist in a geographically defined space, they frequently transcend such

boundaries. (Hamilton 2009: 15)

Therefore, to fully comprehend thendscape as an integral facstyiaping Gookin Sr.
DQG -U TV FDUHHUV FRBR fPotQikeWdckbxouRds mQsGhle Yrio@ht into
the narrative as well.

Understanding the communities of which Gookin Sr. and Jr. were members is
bound up in the colonial projects they engaged in, blurring traditional labels of identity.
This chapter willdiscuss where exactly the Gookins fit within the colonial context and
explore the landscape from a spatial and community perspective in Ireland. Brief
histories of the land the Gookin family planted is another factor for consideration if the
series of migations they madeavhich I considerDV D 3SOHDUQLQJ FXUYH ~ HDFK
informing the next. This is far from a new concept; archaeologists and historians have
commented that colonies were often trial grounds for later projects (Breen 2007: 186;
Games 199, 2006; MacCarthyORU U R JK 29.HHIIH DQG 4XLUNH
exactly migratory colonists took away is occasionally recorded in primary historical
sources, but by far the best surviving record that survives consists of physical features on

the langcape and archaeological evidence.

Colonialism and Identity

The first landscape that Daniel Gookin Sr. encountered when he left his native
Kent to begin his colonial adventure was southwestern County Cork, in the larger
province of Munster. An understand of this landscape is problematized by two major

factors that need to be introduced before a discussion and comparison with North
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America can be drawhthe debate surrounding the colonial label, and the question of
identity. These issues are as yet uolke=d, and a brief introduction to both is necessary
in the context of Munster.

A practice of applying a colonial label to English settlement in Munster has been
widely argued against by historians of early modern Ireland who suggest the term
indicates otright subjugation of one group over another, but in reality, this never fully
occurred in Ireland (see Barnard 1990: 40; Canny 20888: 1224, Gillespie 1993:

152, 2009: 45; Howe 2000). What is more, comparisons with North America because of
the colonal label have led others to reject any connection in settlement altogether (see
Canny 1978; MacCarthilorrogh 1988: 214. As historian Steven Ellis puts it,

Ireland differed from colonies such as Massachusetts or Virginia in that it was not

newly discoveregdand the method of land transfer differed from that used in

North America; overall, the main aim of English colonization in Ireland was to

accelerate the Anglicisation of the natives, while in contrast, English colonization

in the Americas was concentrdterhere the native inhabitants were few and

weak. (Ellis 1996: 89)

The big problems with labeling Ireland as colonial stems mainly from the fact that people

living in Ireland were not completely under the rule of a foreign power for a set period of

time and acted with autonomy. What is more, the groups undertaking the colonizing were

not homogenous and were fractious amongst themselves. Confronted with the facts,
KLVWRULDQ 6WHSKHQ +RZH DVNV WKH TXHVWLRQ 3:KRZ V

and Norhern Ireland? Colonial, nemlonial, postFRORQLDO RU YLFWLP RI LPS
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HYHQWXDOO\ UHFRQFLOLQJ KLV RSLQLRQ WKDW ,UHODQG
unique hybrid forms involving extensive integration and consensual partnership as well
DV H{SORLWDWLRQ DQG FRHUFLRQ" +RZH

Archaeologists working on sites dating to the early modern period in both the
5HSXEOLF Rl ,UHODQG DQG LQ 1RUWKHUQ-ofthe0dd QG DG YR
interpretation a little further, sugg@¢LQJ WKDW ,UHODQG ZDV VXEMHFW W
and though individuals may not have thought of themselves as being colonized, they were
living under a colonial system (see Breen 2009: 196; Horning 2007a: 50, 2006: 183, 199:
29.HHIIH al geog@priet Wark McCarthy sees incredible utility in a
framework of colonial process and hybridity, and contextualizes the processes as the
FDWDO\VW LQ ZKLFK 3, UHODQG EHFDPH WKH ILUVW FRORC(
plantations provided the moderfmigration and settlement that Britain exported around
WKH ZRUOG ~ OF&DUWK\ %e\ variety 6F ddldpial pojecB D Q G X Q
by the start of the 17century, the island had become a critical part of the British Atlantic
system througimodes of provisioning, international and intercolonial trade, and settler
migration (Smyth 2000: 158).

The complexities of the colonial process were bound up in the individuals who
lived in and migrated to and out of Ireland. In the early modern petistihctions were
drawn in Munster between Irish (sometimes Gaelic Irish), Old English, and New English
inhabitants. Historically divisions began by c. 1167 when Aippoman mercenaries
landed in Waterford to aid the exiled king of Leinster (the proviadke north of

Munster) Diarmait Mac Murchada regairsiihrone (Duffy 1997: §9 Henry II, King of
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England, recognized an opportunity for expansion and landed in Ireland in 1171 to
bolster the position of theiastalled Murchada. Several Irish kinggosnitted to Henry
II, and in turn, he encouraged Norman lords to populate the eastern countryside,
essentially creating a standing army of loyal subjects. Though the-Alggtoan settlers
experienced resistance, by 1175 an Afgtoman colony was seatedeastern Leinster
and Munster, as well as in parts of centragind in County Meath (Duffy 1997: J2A
grant from Henry Il to Robert Fitz Stephen and Milo de Cogan included much of the Irish
Kingdom of Desmond, where they worked to establish strongdzoigs between their
holdings and those of the neighboring Irish (Halpin and Newman 2006: 496). The Anglo
Normans introduced a system of sedentary agriculture, established boroughs and towns,
gradually displacing pastoral native Irish, or reducing theengosition of servility.
Despite this incursion, it was by no means complete, and much of the island remained
under the control of ish kings and nobles (Duffy 1997:)80

The Irish family who composed the ruling majority in Munster was the
MacCarthys, sated on the southwestern end of County Cork and hereditary Kings of
'"HVPRQG WKH 216X0OO0OLYDQV DQG WKH 2f0DKRQH\V ZHUH
region (MacCarthyMorrogh 1986: 1) (Fig. 4). These Gaelic Irish lords resisted the

Anglo-Norman invasionsral maintained their holdings well into theM@entury.
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Figure 4: Map of the Gaelic and OIld English lordship€aork, c. 1534 (Nicholls 1972

2).

The traditional enemies of the MacCarthys, the Fitzgeralds, styledeha®sss the Earls

of Desmondwho were descenddrbm Fitz Stephen and de Cogamd settled in

MacCarthy lands during the Norman incursion. The Fitzgeralds, Roches, and Barrys

constituted the lantolding AngleNorman elite in north and east Munster, later

becoming known as the Old glish; they occasionally intermarried with Gaelic Irish,

spoke Gaelic, were Catholic, and interacted frequently in trade with one another.
This distinction becomes important in the discussion of land and identity within

Munster during the period undeudy in this dissertation, but identity often shifted

following migrations. Irish Diaspora scholar Donald Akenson provides the following
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explanation for studying migration and movement in Ireland, and defining the Irish

people as

anyone who lived permanewnthvithin the social system that was the island of
Ireland. This includes both Catholics and Protestants, Kerrymen, Ulstermen,
descendants of Norman invaders and Scottish planters as well as of earlier Celtic
invaders, speakers of English as well as spsakelrish Gaelic. That there were
during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries complex political arguments about
what was the proper definition of Irish nationality is here irrelevant. It matters not
if an individual was (for example) a Catholic whoseilgt during the penal times
turned Protestant: he or she was Irish. It matters not if the person was the
descendant of some Norman soldier whose family had Hibernicized and became
more Irish than the Irish they conquered: he or she was Irish. It mattefsh®o
individual came by descent from one of the Cromwellians or from the
Confederacy soldiers who Cromwell defeated: she or he was Irish. Ivetead
political and social system and Ireland formed everyone who lived in it. They
could hate Ireland, ice it, hate each other, it mattered not. They were of Ireland,

hence Irish. (Akenson 1996: 7)

WKH FDVH RI WKH *RRNLQV $V D 31HZ (QJOLW¥#&d IDPLO\
after 1586 and were Protestant), they nonetheless were shaped by the environment in
Ireland, with one branch of the family staying in Cork, and the other transporting what

they took away from the experience elsewhere.

$NHQVRQYYVY DVVHVVPHQW PD\ VHHP WR RYHUVLPSOLI\ WK

P
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The Munster Plantation

The exerience that both Daniel Sr. and Jr. took out of Munster built on the
complexities that had been developing for five centuries prior to their setting foot in
County Cork. The AngldNorman systems of governance were imparted on the
landscape, dividing Coty Cork into baronies (districts controlled by military officers
and parceled out to tenants or lessees) and can be credited with establishing urban market
towns in Buttevant, Cork, Glanworth, Kinsale, Mallow, and Youghal, which carried on
trade with Englad and the Continent (Nunan 2@126). Munster was primarily known
for its exports of cattle, fish, timber, and wool, market segments predominantly under the
control of Old English families. With a population of a little over one million, Munster
was a rgion known to English adventurers prior to the beginning of the first Munster
Plantation (Canny 2001; Smyth 2006).

English settlement during the first Munster Plantation (H2807) was the result
of a rising led by Gerald Fitzgerald,"1&arl of Desmongagainst English magistrates
DWWHPSWLQJ WR FHQWUDOL]H 4XHHQ (OLIDEHWK ,YV KRC
Earl of Desmond, sparked what became known as the Desmond Rebellion in 1579,
inciting the population of the Desmoirtfluenced lands to wge war against English
authority (MacCartyMorrogh 1983: 290 JLW]PDXULFHTV FDPSDLJQ JDL
but he was killed in an ambush later that year, and the Earl of Desmond took up
leadership of the revolt; England responded by sending a forc@Qsr. 8y November of
1583, the Earl had been captured and executed, his lands forfeited to the Crown (Canny

2001: 127).
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The death of Fitzgerald and the destruction of the Desmond earldom resulted in
the forfeiture of around 577,000 acres in northern antheou County Cork and a few
holdings in County Kerry (MacCartHylorrogh 1983: 31) (Fig. 5). By 1586 a plan to
distribute the forfeited lands to English undertakeksights, esquires, and gentlenten
who were required to meet several conditions for settlementler to receive land
grants. Among the conditions were terms for improvements, clearing land for agriculture,
creating parks for breeding horses, as well as paying an annual rent to the Crown (Smith
1815). An important element included in the undeHaé VY WHUPV ZDV WKH SHRS
PDQRUVY DQG VHLIJQRULHVY WKH\ ZHUH DOORWWHG VWLSX
SHUPLWWHG WR FRQYH\ WR DQ\ PHHU ,ULVK" DQG WKDW :
and the heirdemale to marry none but of Englibirth, and none to meer Irish to be
PDLQWDLQHG LQ DQ\ IDPLO\ WKHUH" 6PLWK 7TKH L
populated in seven years time, would have their own garrisons of English soldiers for
defense, and would include freeholding and nef@mers. In all, 35 seignories were
granted ranging in size from about 3,000 to 14,000 acres, with the exceptioW\tH|®ir

5DOHLIKTV Vidthldd4r, 000 WECDAkAYlorrogh 1986: 291) (Fig. 6, 7).
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JLIXUH 37KH 3URY L Q ABOI®R) R @&VeyHREncig=Jobson, the
escheated Desmond lands are shaded in brown (National Library of Ireland: NLI MS
16.B.13).



Figure 6: Map of English undertaker seignories, c. 1585 (MacGattryogh 1986:
291).
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Figure 7: Table correspding to Fig. 6 showing the list of original undertakers
(MacCarthyMorrogh 1986: 292).
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The undertakers and the people they brought from England, Scotland, and Wales
to populate their seignories composed the first wave of New English settlers into County
Cork. Though intended to completely transform the landscape into a mdtigglahd,
the seignoriegeals were not realized for myriad reasoasging from incompetent
undertakers and plantation agents to the discontinuity of the land grants anditeuck of
plantation cohesion. Munster Plantation historian Michael MacGadthryogh has
estimated the New English population as around 3,580 by 1598, hardly an optimal
number (MacCarthyvorrogh 1983: 14¥H.47). This low number and the poor returns on
investmat to the Crown set the stage for plantation collapse, a fact that was recognized
E\ 4XHHQ (OL]DEHWK , ZKR UHPDUNHG WKDW 3SFRQWUDU\
number of the said Englishmen, that are commonly called undertakers, have negéected
habitation thereof with Englishmen, but have undutifuly and dangerously made grants
DQG DVVLIQPHQWY RI PXFK RI WKHLU VBPFODQIYV WR EF
2, 328, July 1 1597

The fear that the New Englidteld lands in Munster wepgecarious came at a
time when English authority in Ireland was seriously challenged by an Irish coalition led
E\ +XJK 2Y1HLOO (DUO RI 7\URQH DQG +XJK 21'RQQHOO
291HLOOYV DQG 21'RQQHOOTV U HRmIMIEDrGratket\tie NG OLVK |
Years War in 1591, which spread into Munster by 1598. In®eiptember of 1598, an
LQYDVLRQ IRUFH RI DERXW OHG E\ 2ZHQ 2Y0RUH HQW
destroyed the New English enclaves of the Plantation (M#tgEitorrogh 1986: 136).

A few of the settlements managed to hold out, and the walled towns and cities such as
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Cork, Kinsale, and Youghal remained in the hands of the Old English who opposed
291HLOO DQG 21'RQQHOO $ 6SDQLVK eHifisht@setahde@® DU\ IR L
at Kinsale in 1601, but was defeated by a larger English army, and by November 1602,
the rebellion was largely over. The experience of the first phase of the Munster Plantation
illustrated that settlements in isolation in the handeadelydirected investors would
not work; future efforts needed to employ a system of colonization supported by common
laws and by the centralized military forces of England (Canny 2001: 164).

The second phase of the Munster Plantation (¥66881) begashortly after
UHEHOV DQG ,ULVK QREOHV ZKR VXSSRUWHG 21HLOO ZH
Desmond, had their lands confiscated. Problems arose with the undertakers, most of
whom had fled to England in October of 1598, and efforts to persuadedhetarn
when the rebellion was in rout in 1601 were unsuccessful. According to MacCarthy
Morrogh, repossession activities by the Crown among other matters created headaches
for the former undertakers who had

genuine difficulties in obtaining their esta once more for in a period when

immense legal complications over removing any individual in actual occupation

of land, there were bound to obstacles after an interval of four or five years. When

Sir John Davies visited Munster in 1606 many undertaketsattlers petitioned

him for quick repossession of their lands. In some cases, too, the returning

undertaker had problems of accommodation. (MacCavtbgrogh 1986: 139)
Re-establishment of the plantation was intermittent with little government imitove

the major problem of the plantation being too wide open was a looming specter. By 1611,
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11 of the original seigneries granted had changed hands (Mac@4othygh 1986:

140).

9LQFHQW DQG 'DQLHO *RRNLQYTV OXQVWHU /DQGVFDSH

This was the situation wittandownership at the time that both Vincent and
'DQLHO *RRNLQ OHIW .HQW IRU OXQVWHU %HFDXVH 9LQFI
Daniel to migrate as well, his landholdings provide the initial Irish context for the Gookin
IDPLO\TV VHWWalel&@doq\hegibn@gspdhbiiRko their colonizing venture.
9LQFHQW *RR N L-Qdldihd erteypise 3dvdived Around pilchard fisheries,
which were operated out of the small coastal hamlet of Courtmacsherry. It appears that he
leased land and fishg rights on Courtmacsherry Bay from the Edmond Hodnett, a
member of an Old English family who became Gaelicized and adopted the MacSherry
surname (Bennett 1862: 374). Though ostensibly enemies of the New English settlers,
they chose not to ally themselweih the Fitzgeralds during the Desmond rebellion and
maintained control of their lands around Timoleague and in Courtmacsherry. The wealth
IURP WKH ILVKHULHY HQDEOHG 9LQFHQW LQ WR OHDYV
seignery just north of Gotmacsherry, which included the manor house of Castlemahon
and 350 acres of surrounding demesne (MacCadtiyU U R J K %HHFKHUT\
VHLIJQHU\ KDG EHHQ VHL]HG IURP WKH 2f0DKRQH\V IRU W
Castlemahon had been one of theingpal seats. Beecher passed the rights to his land
to his son Henry in 1593 before the outbreak of war, and once the territory had been

pacified, he sold most of the property away.
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Coolmain
'DQLHO *RRNLQYV HQWU\ LQWR , LehOODdn@in, Q F OH
GLUHFWO\ DFURVYV &RXUWPDFVKHUU\ %D\ IURP 9LQFHQWY
a castle built by the MacCarthys in thé"gentury which in part lay in ruins, and had
recently been confiscated from Florence MacCarthy by Daviddtiaid) Barry, Earl of
Barrymore, who was of Old English descent and a Protestant. Presumably Gookin rented
the manor and lands of Coolmain from the Barrys, as they were still in possession of the
tract during the rebellion of 1641. The location of Coolnveas of importance in that it
lay close to the coastal road connecting Youghal, Cork, and Kinsale to important west
Cork towns like Rosschery and Bantry. Near Coolmaivas Timoleague, a small harbor

village, where a brisk coastwise trade was carried ¢im insale and Cork (Fig. 8).

Carrigaline

Despite the advantageous situation of Coolmain near the fishery and inland and
maritime trade arteries, the purchase of the lands and manor of Carrigaline in the barony
of Kerricurriny in 1616 afforded Gookin m@opportunities to diversify his wealth
through acquisition of established plowlands and fishing operations (Fig. 9). The
connection between Thomas Petley (who sold Gookin Carrigaline), came through a series

of business transactions involving the saleiQ G LQ .HQW ZKHUH ERWK *RR
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O

Figure 8: Coolmain (circled) as depicted on the 1655 Down Survey (Down Survey:
http://downsurvey.tcd.ie/dowsurveymaps)

@

J)LIXUH ([FHUSW IURP 3% VLQJOH GUDXJKWalihe¢ ORXQVWH.L

Castle (circled) (Public Record Office London, MPF 101).
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SHWOH\YY DQFHVWUDO IDPLO\ VHDWYVY ZHUH ORFDWHG *R
was by 1616 a place with despated Old English and Gaelic Irish roots. A castle

constructed by Milo d€ogan in c. 1179 after the Norman invasion remained on the

landscape, along with other defensive elements that were built later when the MacCarthys
intermarried amongst the de Cogans, and inherited Carragaline. In 1438, the Desmonds

took the castleand sSrRXQGLQJ WHUULWRU\ IURP WKH ODF&DUWK\
lands was negotiated in 1559 between the Earl of Desmond and Sir Warham St. Leger
(Caulfield 1904: 187). The outbreak of a rebellion led by James Fitzmaurice Fitzgerald (a
Desmond) in 156 RXJKW WR WDNH &DUULJDOLQH RXW RI 6W [/H
for a brief period,; it was recaptured for St. Leger in 1570 (Appendix, note 19). Official

title to St. Leger for Carrigaline did not occur until after c. 1595 because of a dispute over
theland grant with Sir Richard Grenville (MacCartMorrogh 1983: 329). At the death

of St. Leger in 1597, Carrigaline came into possession of his son, Walter St. Leger. A

year later in 1598 the plantation was overrun, though not damaged nor is mention made

of Carrigaline as being defended. Walter St. Leger was restored to control of the castle

and lands by 1601, and he sold the parcel off by 1611 (MacGsliahypgh 1983: 330).

The transition from AngléNormans (de Cogan), to Gaelic Irish (MacCarthy), to
Old English (Desmond), and to New English settlers (St. Leger, Petley, Gookin, and
Boyle) left its mark on the landscape upon which the first and second generations of
'DQLHO *RRNLQYY OLQH PDGH WKHLU ILUVW KRPH W LV
when they occupied it in 1616the recent siege surely took its tbland the surviving

remains of the old de Cogan tower and %18" century manor house survive on the site
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as monuments to the different owners of the property. Despite the differing haattgro

RI DOO RI &4DUULJDOLQHYYVY RZQHUV WKH VLWH PDLQWDLC
structures were adaptively reused by each successive occupant. The memory of the

history of Carrigaline, its sieges and ruined walls, would have been a potemdee to

both Daniel Sr. and Jr. of the importance of plantation defense in their successive colonial

ventures (Fig. 10).

The Augustinian Friary (Red Abbey)

The final residence of Daniel Gookin Sr. in Ireland is somewhat peculiar in its
location and higtry in the context of the Munster Plantation. Following the sale of his
Carrigaline lease in 1629, he moved to Red Abbey, which was located within the liberties
of Cork City. Red Abbey, as it was colloquially known, was the Augustinian Friary,
constructedn the south side of the River Lee sometime during the reign of Edward |
(12724.307) (Power et al. 1994: 276) (Fig. 11). The friars of the Augustinian order
occupied the abbey until it was dissolved in 1541, though some members of the order
remained in radence until 1641. Elizabeth | granted Red Abbey to Cormac McTeige
ODF&DUWK\ LQ LQFOXGLQJ SWKH IULDU\ DQG LWV DSS
church &c. at the annual rent of £13 and for all the other possessions the rent of 16s. 8d.
alllishmRQH\" &DXOILHOG 7KH DUHD VXUURXQGLQJ
undeveloped and no mention is made of a neighborhood surrounding the grounds. After

order was restored in Munster in 1601, the granting of the title of See of Cork fell to Sir



Figure 10: Carrigaline as depicted on the Down Survey of 1655 (Down Survey:
http://downsurvey.tcd.ie/dowsurvey).
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J)LIXUH 7KH $XJXVWLQLDQ )ULDU\ RU 35HG $EEH\" FLUF
RI &RUN ZLWK DG M D Fébga\Cezely PLBEG MaKuddd gisVE: Rrchives

Research Library, Trinity College DublitE TCD MS 1209/45).
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5LFKDUG %R\OHYV FRXVLQ $UFKELVKRS 5LFKDUG %R\OH

lands held by the Catholic orders, of which Red Abbey was parthanelis reason to

believe that he set up some apartments in the abbey complex. An account from the

journal of Lady Fanshawe from 1650 whose husband, Sir Richard Fanshawe, was sent to

&RUN RQ JRYHUQPHQW EXVLQHVV E\ 20L Yaddd ikRERPZHOO

$EEH\ D KRXVH RI '"HDQ %R\OHYfV IQ &RUN" &DXOILHOG
*LYHQ *RRNLQ 6U JV ILQDQFLDO DUUHDUV LQ SHL

LQIOXHQFH VHFXUHG KLP UHVLGHQFH LQ 5HG $EEH\ WKUF

Cork City was predom@DQWO\ DQ 20G (QJOLVK WUDGLQJ FHQWHU

merchants and friends resided in Kinsale, Bandon, Newcestown, and Clonakilty, all west

Cork towns. What is more, as a Puritan, Gookin would have found Catholic Cork an

unappealing destination

Towns, Infrastructure, and Population

The places Daniel Gookin Sr. owned or leased in Ireland were established estates
(excepting Red Abbey) that depended upon nearby towns for support. As Audrey
+RUQLQJ ULJKWO\ SRLQWYVYifefemunrédlized eRRantih BriXisi H QW LD O
FRORQLDO SROLF\ zDV WKH WRZQ DV ERWK DGPLQLVWUL
(Horning 200%& 54). In Munster, the larger established towns in the region where
Gookin settled were Cork, Kinsale, and Clonakilty tlatee of which had an Old English

majority population. Town founding and the establishment of roads to link settlézaents

IArchaeological evidence from Clare Abbey, Co. Clare supports the rstmvef monastic structures into
lodgings. A later ¥ FHQW XU\ YHUQDFXODU DGGLWLRQ WR &0DUH $EEH\TV FO
cesspit containing c. 1460660 finds intuding afacon de Venisdrinking glass and a clay tobacco pipe
(1660:1690)(Lytteleton 2012: 88).
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to an increase in newly formed towns, each seeking the right to hold markets, which were

essential to grounding a New Englisbntrdled economyRoberts 1996: 6359).

9LQFHQW DQG 'DQLHO *RRNLQYY UROH DV VWDSOH PHUFK

particular port town, and it was likely the outport from which Daniel shipped goods to

9LUJLQLD 7KRPDV *RRNLQ §hipph®and-otfice RoMiRgInKinBateQ W L Q

IXUWKHU VROLGLI\ WKH IDPLO\YY FRQQHFWLRQ WR .LQVD
Though the older towns controlled most of the incoming and outgoing commerce,

the newly established towns are of particular relevance to the present studigllgspec

BandonBridge and Newcestown. Both towns were founded by New English settler

&DSWDLQ :LOOLDP 1HZFH D YHWHUDQ RI WKH 1LQH <HDU

Gookin Sr. (MacCartmyMorrogh 1986187 Bandon% ULGJH ZDV 1HZFHTV ILUVW

foundingattempt, conceived to augment the growth of the New English walled town of

Bandon and as an important inland port on the River Bandon that linked it to Kinsale.

Newce commanded a small garrison billeted north of Kinsale, and purchased some of the

leasesfom Phane Beecher further north on the River Bandon. By 1605 a small settler

SRSXODWLRQ ZDV VHDWHG RQ 1HZFHYVY ODQG&6 LW ZDV LQ

Morrogh 1986: 213). The generous terms of the leases offered by Rewo®e leases

extended for 200 y&s and included a small house and gafdemrre the main attraction

for newcomers and greatly spurred town growth. When Sir Richard Boyle bought up

1HZFHYY OHDVHY LQ WKH ODWH V KH VKRUWHQHG WK

raised rents significdly, capitalizing on the settlers Newce had attracted with low rents

(MaccarthyMorrogh 1986: 187).
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Newcestown was perhaps a more ambitious project than BdBrattgre in that it
was settled in an isolated, forested region of Kinelmeaky (Fig. 12). HeveeNspplied
the same method he had for Bandgnidge, offering longterm leases at an inexpensive
rate. The choice of location seems to have been calculated on the basis of quickly
establishing a market town with a ready commodity, timber, that cowdddily turn a
profit. English market towns were supposed to be positioned six anithide of a mile
apart(Britnell 1993: 83).The approximate distance between BanBoidge and
Newcestown is 6.9 miles; both towns had been granted the rights to héletsriay 1618
(Russell and Prendergast 1880: 284)e interconnectedness of the two towns through
their founder would have facilitated the timber harvesting operations that were the
PDLQVWD\ RI 1IHZFHVWRZQYV HFRQRP\ 1HZFidy/9paRZQIV UF
DQG PDVWV IRU WKH 5R\DO 1DY\ DQG IXHO IRU WKH (DVW
south on the Bandon (Nunan 2®12 IHZFHVWRZQYYVY SURGXFWV ZHQW
southeastwards to Band@midge and then down river to the ironworks or to Kinsale. By
1622 the settlement was at its height with at least 25 households enur(iBrededvell
2006; MacCartmyMorrogh 1986: 174)Newcestown was considered reasonably-well
rooted in 1621 when William Newce and his brother, Thomas, both shareholders in the
Virginia Company, departed Ireland to begin plantations in VirgDespite the
VXFFHVVHV RI D IHZ WRZQV WKDW WRRN KROG GXULQJ WI

in The Irish Commission of 1622 Crown observers remarked that first,
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Figure12: Kinelmeaky barony map, Down Survey 1655, illustrating locations of Bandon
(arrow), and Newcestown (circled) (Down Survhitp://downsurvey.tcd.ie/down
surveymaps)
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the number of English inhabitants upon their lands is greater in show than ensebst
by reason that one and the same is tenant sometime[s] to three or four undertakers and
sometime[s] to the same undertake: first as freeholder, next as leaseholder, and lastly as a
copyholder, yea, and oftentimes one undertaker is tenant to ancbend§ their
English tenants for the most part build not in villages or towns, which were best for their
safety and the strength of theuntry, but severally upon tipeoportions of land which
they hold. (Treadwell 2006: 501)

Dispersed settlement wasallmark of Old English and Gaelic Irish land use;
sizable tacts were allowed to lie falloand where characterized by New English settlers
DV QHJOHFWHG 7KHVH 3XQXVHG” VSDFHV DURXQG WKH L
were townland$ political ard territorial units within the regional landscapentities
that predated English plantation and were used to exact taxes and duties on the landless
tenants by Old English and Gaelic Irish lords (Andrews 2000: Hafhing 2013 174).
Townland compositiomnd size in Munster differed, as each were defined by the number
of acres of land and cattle that to sustain it economically. Within the townland unit,
further breakdowns included plowgids and cowlands (among other land terms which
DSSHDU LQ sMdé&eHs)Seemeptdirhlidwere retained by New English property
owners Andrews 2000; McErlean 1983The survival of the townland during plantation
likely provided a reason for slow settlement in towns wheregrgting farms in taxable
jurisdictions weralready in placeAndrews 2000: 15Xlingelhofer 2010: 73).

'LWK WKH ZRUULVRPH VHWWOHU WUHQG WRZDUGYV LV

concluded that there were approximately 2,744 New English households in the escheated
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Desmond lands (MacCarthiyiorrogh 1986: 295). The households were not enumerated

by the individual baronies, but there are figures from some of the larger estates.
&DVWOHPDKRQ GXULQJ 9LQFHQW *RRNLQYV WHQXUH KDG
1611. By 1622, there were six Né&mglish freeholders and 125 leaseholders

(MacCarthyMorrogh 1983: 343). When Daniel Gookin purchased Carrigaline, the
VLWXDWLRQ GLITHUHG LQ WKHUH ZHUH PDQ\ ,ULVK R
(QJOLVK WHQDQWYV ZHUH SUHMIQWK D@G RQIOKK: D \WH & 2DWE
(MacCarthyMorrogh 1983: 330). Though arriving at a definitive ratio for the New

English to Old English/Gaelic Irish population is problematic, historian David Dickson

suggests that by 1630 there was one New English plamteach eight Old

English/Gaelic Irish resident®ickson 2005: 50812

Housing in Munster

The planters who could afford to either lease or buy land from the original 1584
undertakers or their heirs usually took up residence in established Gaelar ©&h
English structures, as Vincent and Daniel Gookin had done. On the ample estates and
elsewhere throughout the province, a variety of housing existed and was similarly
appropriated by New English settlers and occasionally replichii@uhihg 2001: 386
Lyttleton 2012: 78; Klingelhofer 2010: 25; Breen 2007: La&e ordinary houses no
longer survive on the landscape, with archaeological and documentary evidence

providing much of what is known of their existence. The reports of the 1622

2Colin Breen suggests that a reasonable estimate for the settler population prior to 1641 is about 20,000.

+H VWDWHYV W K D W-calt K Gaefickish HQIMEMRlish/are more difficult to determine. This is

especially true given the significant impact the late sixteetatid early seventeentientury upheavals had

RQ UXUDO SRSXODWLRQV $Q\ FDOFXODWLRQ KiHRI7Z2BH4OG EH VSXULI
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commissionersVVLILHG KDELWDWLRQ W\SHV DV 3GLYHUVH RU
DQG YHU\ UDUHO\ DV Tdeadw¢iD2Dast 30K; RoRet 2087:)27

Historical maps provided a visual source for what the native structures would
have looked like, and thesllustrations have proved to be moderately accurate (Jope

*HR U JH Townd bf ZHiie in Ireland. 1602 and the maps produced

by Thomas Raven in 1622 of the company settlements in Ulster depict rectangular houses
with rounded ends, oroU H\ 3, ULV K"~ KR »Widwtimbe@r&@nalf &mictures
(Figs.13, 14). A description of houses in southern Ireland by Fynes Moryson in during
the first quarter of the I7century states that the native inhabitants resembled

nomades removing their diliags according to the commodity of pastures for

their cows, sleep under the canopy of heaven, or in a poor house of clay, or in a

cabin made of the boughs of trees, and covered with turffe, for such are the

dwellings of the very Lords among them. Andhins manner of lodging, not

onely the mere Irish Lords, and their followers use, but even some of the English

Irish Lords and their followersMoryson 1908 v. 4: 202
These rough houses usually had a central hearth (chimneys appear on the rectangular
houses in both the Carew and Raven maps), used, according to Morys®OANH D ILHU
in the middest of the roome, and round about it they sleepe upon the ground, without
VWUDZ RU RWKHU WKLQJ XQGHU WKHP O\LQJ DGO LQ D F

1908 v. 4: 202).
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JLIXUH ([FHUSW IURP 37RZQH RI &RUNH LQ ,UHODQG "~ *
ovalshaped, singlstorey houses north of Red Abbey, in contrast to the gabled,

rectangular houses (Manuscripts & Archives Research Library, TQoiliege Dublin:

IE TCD MS 1209/46).



J)LIXUH 37KH %XLOGLQJV RI WKH &RPSDQ\ RI OHUFHUV ~

Depiction of the Movanagher settlement in the Ulster Plantation illustrating the variety of
house types (Public Record Office Northerndre)
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7KH RWKHU 3, ULVK"™ KRXVHV G HSddy¥ kt@eygr@aWWwKH PDSV

half stonebuilt houses. These structures were roofed in slate, tile, or thatch with gables
suggesting the presence of a I&tbpinson 1979: 17).ocation of the hearthsas in

other Gaelic houséswas typically in the center, though some have been noted on the
gable ends. The walls of these houses had an inner and outer facing of stone, encasing a
core composed of mortar, cobbles, and small irregular stone. lssttbgswere

common though examples of a direct entry plan have been discovered archaeologically
(Lyttleton 2012: 82). Evidence for these house forms in the archaeological record is
scarce, a fact that Lyttleton attributes to volatility and urtréstdlords and teants in
17"-century Ireland did not remain on the landscape long enough to sustain continued
EXLOGLQJ PDLQWHQDQFH RYHU WLPH DQG @BV QRWHG
(Lyttleton 2012: 83; Jope 19611; Power 2007: 25).

The last style listed irhe 1622 survey and on the maps is the English or timber
framed house. Timbdraming as an architectural technology was time consuming and
required artisans, but most importantly required an abundance of wood, a material that
was lacking in some regions 6brk. Nonetheless, most lease terms to settlers in Munster
required that they build Englisttyle houses with stone chimneys, slated roofs, and either

stone or timber walls (MacCartiylorrogh 1983: 21@22). When William Newce drew

V F

up the lease terms fdDOORWPHQWYV LQ 1HZFHVWRZQ OHVVHHV ZHL

GZHOOLQJ KRXVH ZLWK FKLPPLHISB139.HEspeke deQiekO LV K 1D\

for the timberframed house to become the prevailing model for settlers to build, the

uprising of 164Jand eight years of protracted civil war before Oliver Cromwell
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reconquered Ireland destroyed many of the tiril@ned houses that had been built. The
clearance of woodlands hastened the demise of the timsmee for the simple reason

that materials werro longer available (Robinson 1979:49).

Plantation fortifications

The destruction of the late &entury Munster Plantation illuminated the
problems of the incongruous settlement schemes, the inability of planters to defend
themselves, and undertaikanot providing the necessary military support. In this early
modern period, warfare was changing toward reliance on muskets and artillery, rendering
some of the latenedieval works throughout Munster vulneratffggham 1988; Kerrigan
1995. Efforts weremade to modernize the defenses around the walled cities of Youghal,
Cork, and Kinsale, in addition to formal coastal fortifications, but these were largely
statesponsored initiativeBfeen 2007: 144; Kerrigan 1995; Klingelhofer 1998; Power
2007: 3233). Other forms of defense existed on the military level, and Klingelhofer has
identified eight the camp, platform or battery, redoubt, sconce, unitary or field fort,
composite fort, and specialized fortifications (ishore defenses) (Klingelhofer 1998: 8).
This list of fortification typesloes notLQFOXGH ZKDW KH WHUPV WKH 3GRF
particularly loaded term is inclusive of castles, tower houses, and fortified houses, all of
which arguably were the main defensive points across the plantatictdged These
structures met the pamailitary and resiéntial conditions in 17tHgentury Munster, and
in many cases were sufficient to meet the defensive need (Nunan 2006: 65).

As with the formal fortifications for the plantations and new settlementguiitte

environment of the secorMunster Plantation was mixed. Cod UHHQ REVHUYHV 3W
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levels of engagement that the new settlers took part in is reflective of how they structured
WKHLU VHWWOHPHQWY DQG WR WKHLU S.kHdidbahd HG VHQVI
Old English landowners responded by refurbishing tower houses, building bawns, and
adding defensive elements to existing houses. Of these actions, the bawn was probably
the most effective, because it could be easily constructed with lilflestessary out of
stone or timbeand becustombuilt to surround existing settlements. The bawn provided
protection from raiders and brigands, but was unlikely to protect against heavy siege
guns. New English planters in Munster recognized the deterapabilities of bawns,
and evidence of their construction survives on the plantation landscape.
Though stone bawn walls survive on the landscape today, many plantation sites
were surrounded by wood and éantalls. A wooden palisade was discoveteding
excavation at Blackrock in west County Cork in Bantry; it has been identified as part of
the New English Beacon/Goldfinch settlement that was established cAB588and
abandoned by the second quarter of the seventeenth century (Breen 2080).179
Situated on the grounds of an old Franciscan abbey, Blackrock overlooked Bantry Bay, a
small but significant port in west Cork. Archaeologically, two structures were uncovered,
one of alargetimbet UDPHG EXLOGLQJ IURP WKH WLRAENtRI WKH VH
DQG DQRWKHU WKDW SDUWLDOO\ RYHUOD\ LW GDWLQJ W
2005, 2007). The remains of a 3.2 ft. wide 1.3 ft. deep trench, with squared sides and a
rounded bottom and evidence for round and split palisades, wasddandfeet away
from the structural remains (Fig. 15). Breen suggests that the palisade was constructed

before the interior structures; considerable threat from the displaced clansmen of nearby
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Clandonnell Roe and settler harassment by McCarthy Reaghtheadell a necessity.
Fill from the palisade trench indicates that the palisade was removed in one episode in the
early 17'centuryreflecting a renewed sense of security by the New English settlers
(Breen 2005: 167; 2007: 121).
The plantation landscapledat Daniel Gookin Sr. and Jr. entered in Munster was very
different from what they would encounter later in Virginia. In Munster colonial processes
had been in the works for decades prior to their arrival; Gaelic Irish and Old English
settlers had with d@eseated animosities with one another, but at times found themselves
aligned together against the interests of the New English. As historian Raymond Gillespie
has observed, these interactions and negotiations between the groups in Ireland resulted
L Q [@ativeUrish societyGillespie 2006: 30) This society was characterized by
participatory creativity of many who attempted to solve the problems generated
by their own worlds. These problems were unique and complex. They resulted
from the attempts to bhd two worlds; the world of Old Europe, with its
emphasis on monarchy, hierarchy and integrated society, with a colonial world
associated with migration [and] social fragmentatidme solution to these
problems were what made Ireland differér more modrn construct, and
different to many other societies in thé"century. Ultimately, these solutions
produced a web of interactions, mutalities, reciprocities and antagonisms that

comprised a hybrid world (Gillespie 2006: 30).



112

Figure 15: Archaeologicadlan of the Blackrock site, with the palisade line drawn in
orange (image courtesy of Colin Breen).
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The notion of hybrid world was manifest in everything that occurred in Munster, from the
kingdom vs. colony debate, identity, the types of estates thBkethveEnglish were

granted, the sorts of towns they founded, the design of the houses they moved into, and
their responses to attacks from the indigenous population.

In Chapter 4 | will focus on the surviving ruins of bawns and fortifications with
whichDaQLHO *RRNLQ 6U DQG -U ZRXOG KDYH EHHQ IDPLOL
ubiquity, but here I note that all of these surviving structures were made of stone. This is
in sharp contrast to the landscape of the Chesapeake (see Chapter 5) where most colonial
public and private fortifications were constructed out of wood. Timber during the period
of the Munster plantation was available (Graham 1988) and would have been used to
make defensive palisades; the evidence for this only survives archaeologicadly at th
Blackrock site and a handful of others. | discuss the variability of the fortified plantation
KRXVHVY WKDW VXUYLYH DQG FRQVLGHU WKH ZD\V LQ ZKL
experiences in Ireland informed their actions in North America. The evidesre fr
Ireland reveals the nature of the society that Gillespie describes, and is useful to think of
both Gookin Sr. and Jr. as having maintaitiesl lifestylein the Chesapeake and New

England.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Plantation Fortifications of Munster

Many strictures from the Munster Plantation fitting the description of being
fortified exist on the landscape today and have been the subject of archaeological and
building survey over the past few decadesack 199; Jope 1960; Loeber 1973; Samuel
1998;Sweetmand99; Waterman 19§1The ravages of time and conflict have destroyed
some of the houses built during the 16th and 17th centuries, and these are distributed
widely throughout the counties that composed the plantation (Nunan 2006; Power et al.
1992, 1994 A significant number of sucéites exist in southeastern and west Cork
where the Gookin family settled; these are the places where they lived or where they
carried out their dayo-day business. The residences that New English such as the
Gookins occupiedra classified as castles, tower houses, or fortified houses; each of
these building types is unique in its own right. Because elements of private fortification
from these structures were replicated in the North American colonies and provide the
precedentd RU 'DQLHO *RRNLQ 6U DQG -U IV VHWWOHPHQWYV 1

structures from County Cork merit discussion and explanation.

The castle and tower house

The castle and the tower house are closely related forms, and for present purposes
are cfined together. In the archaeological record the ruins of castles and some tower
houses are often misidentified when not enough of the structure remains to determine
type (Power et al. 1994: 208weetman 2009: 31Though the numbers of castles and

towerhouses that once existed in Ireland is up for debate, Terry Barry suggests that 7,000
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is a reasonable figure, and if this is accurate, it means that Ireland is theaaabt
castellated country in Europe (Barry 2000: 119; Lyttleton 2013: 55). Boittatalitypes
occur in greater numbers in the provinces of Munster, Leinster, and south Connacht, a
factorLyttleton attributes to a diversity in Gaelic elite settlement in these locales
(Lyttleton 2013: 556).
The classification structures in this chapsstaken directly from the
Archaeological Survey of Irelarfdr the sake of consistency in discussing building forms
on known sites. The area where the Gookin family settled is covered in the
Archaeological Inventory of County Cork: Vol. 1 West Qd392 andVol. 2 East and
South Cor{1994). The definition ofastleis given as
what remains of Anglpl RUPDQ VWRQH FDVWOHV« 7KHVH UHPDL
fragmentary condition as to suggest that neither their construction nor subsequent
maintenance refleatlea strong and continuous military need. A recent survey of
the AngleNorman incursion into Cork concluded that by 1185 much of East and
South Cork was in their possession. However, it seems that this initial occupation
was effected peacefully by tacti@arangements with the Irish lords, a fact
reflected in the absence of recognizable motte and bailey castles in the area.
(Power et al. 1994: 214)
The precedent set by the Angltorman castle provided the prototype tioe tower
house a form developed by &glic Irish and Old English lords who traditionally resided
in masonrybuilt structures (Lyttleton 2011: 28). Thelnventorydescribes the tower

houses of Cork:
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Built in the 18" and 18' centuries as lordly residences by both Gaelic and Old
English familes. Though not castles in a strict military sense, they belong to the
VDPH WUDGLWLRQ DQG UHWDLQ PDQ\ RI WKH IHDW XU
machicolations and narrow slit windows. The majority are tall, rectangular
towers, 3 to 5 storeys imeight, each storey occupied by one room. The outer
enclosure or bawn with its corner towers on angles, is occasionally preserved and
was usually abutting the tower house rather than completely enclosing it. Tower
houses can be divided into two, roughlyarological, groups: a 15 century
group built without provision for gun loops, and a later group in which gun loops
are an integral part of the design. (Power et al. 1992: 321; 1994: 218)
The tower house represents a point in the continuum of privdifiecdions, one that
during the Plantation period became a popular means of defense among both natives and
newcomers. Adapting older structures allowed local elites to successfully defend their
KRXVHKROGYV 3LQ D V Rsedldiiding andZrcfamily foudOp@@ded the

modus operandiRU SROLWLFDO OLIH® /\WWOHWRQ

The fortified house

Origins of the fortified house in Ireland took root with the influx of New English
settlers in the late 1Band early 1% centuries. The researoli Leask, Jope, and
:DWHUPDQ SODFHV WKH IRUWLILHG KRXVH LQ WKH FRQWF
tower house and the countnguse or manor house (Leask 193ope 1960; Waterman

1961). More modern in design than the tower house using styles buitiglsettlers
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from England, the fortified manor house provided effective defense and a space of
political power Girouard 1978: 2Lyttleton 2013: 108; Nunan 2006: 67).

Distributions of the fortified house (vs. the castle and tower house) are rdndom
County Tipperary and Cork have significant summing exam@esaig 1989: 138 Two
conflicting figures exist for the total number of fortified houses built; one estimates
around 200, with more remains possibly obscured by later construCtiaig (L989:

133), while another scholar posits a solid number of 4484dick 2009: 78

Archaeologist Joe Nunan recently catalogued fortified known archaeologically and as
UXLQV LQ KLV ODVWHUYYV 7KHVLV DW 8QLYHUVLW\ &RO
22 of the ges in Cork, several of which have associated bawn walls surviving (Nunan

2006: 60).

The fortified houses of County Cork are broadly described intrentoryas a

VKLIW LQ WKH DUFKLWHFWXUDO VW\OH« LJ 0XQVWHU

century New ideas were coming in with the Elizabethan Planters and the

openingup of the country to outside influences. The-stide tower house gave

way to a roomier, bettdit, more comfortable fortified house. These retained a

vestige of defense and macHatoons were still used, but new innovations

included wooden stairs in projecting blocks and a far greater provision for private

rooms. In East and South Cork these houses were built both by established landed

IDPLOLHV« DQG DOVR E\ FloWeY é? &l 1BBAK PEBR)WN West LOLHV

Cork these houses were not being built by English settlers but by native
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landowners. This phase of hotlsalding came to an abrupt end with the

outbreak of rebellion in 1641 when many were burnt. (Power et al. 1992: 331)
Of interest with this modern building style and the fact that is was used and built by both
New English and the Old English/Gaelic Irish, Nunan rightly points out that the architects
and pool of skilled builders were natives and newcomers (Nunan 2006:i86gnY/
Gookin Jr. in 1655 makes a clear reference to this in his pamphlet against transplanting
the Irish, stressing the need for their building skills, stating that there were five or six
FDUSHQWHUY DQG PDVRQV DPRQJ HYHUhakdy@r@ teatlg ,ULVKI
in building ordinary houses and much more prudent in applying the defects of
LQVWUXPHQWY DQG PDWHULDOV WKDQ (QJOLVK DUWLILF!
Despite this interaction and high number of Irish artisans likely employed fartlied
house construction boom, research on this building style in comparison to the tower
house is quite small. Lyttleton states two possible reasons for this disparity: 1) the
numbers of fortified houses are much smaller than tower houses; anc:glothiel
association with the settler community has not been embraced by modern Irish scholars

(Lyttleton 2013: 160).

Field Survey methods

Prior to conducting field survey in southern Cork in the fall of 2011, | used the
Archaeological Inventory of Countork, vols. 1 & 20 determineextant sites to which
field visits might provide additional useful information. Frdvfest Cork, Vol. the
breakdown of potential sites is as follows: sites of castles/castles = 38: tower houses and

bawns = 41.: fortified hases = 5; total = 84 sites (Power et al. 1992dat and South
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Cork, Vol. 2the sites totaled: sites of castles/castles = 39: tower houses and bawns = 29:

fortified houses = 9; total = 77 sites (Power et al. 1994). Out of the total (161 sites), many

could be ruled out based on the description of the visible remains or relevance to the

overall research agendafforts to maintain a balance between sites that were useful for a

representation of the variability of plantation defenses and those with amaéssowvith

the Gookin family were sought out. What is more, on the basis of somelof/émtory

descriptions, sites were eliminated. As an example, one entry from West Cork reads:

3 tBallyourane £OS 132:6:2 (345,40Ballyourane Castlésite of)(1944). OD

400500, 10327,04166. Castle (site of) Though marked clearlysdsped structure on

OS map there are no visible remains of any fortification, nor is there any local tradition

WKDW RQH HYHU VWRRG KHUH®™ 3RZHU HW DO
Conversations wi Joe Nunan, who has extensive knowledge of the area under

survey in Cork in addition to the locations of some of the ruins, further helped me to

narrow down the number of appropriate sites. Following my preparatory research, |

settled on 12nventorysites and 4 locations in towns (Bandon, Cork, Kinsale, and

Newcestown) for further review. Four of these sites have a known relationship to the

Gookin family, four are siteswmed by individuals with whom the Gookinadertook

business, owith people Gookirwould have known from his travels in the region, and

the remaining four sites haebaracteristics that are relevant to the study of private

plantation fortifications; it could not be discernadhat, if any, relationship theseay

have had to the Gookirfsig. 16).
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Figure 16: Locator map of the sites surveyed. 1: Coolmain. 2: Carrigaline. 3:
Courtmacsherry. 4: Castle Bernard. 5: SRgol. 6: Barryscourt. 7: Castlemartyr. 8:
'RZQGDQLHO ORVVJURYH &RSSLQJHU fydangaR. X U W
(map by author).
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The data collected include the written descriptions of the sites fromwiéetory
reports and records of archaeological excavation, measurements and plans produced from
my 2011 research, current photographs of the site ttonsli and any additional
historical information available. These sites are organized in a GIS database | created to
for ease in map production and spatial analysis for this dissertation. The following
summaries illuminate what remains of Daniel GookinBQ G -U V 0XQVWHU 30DQ
landscape. Each summary containsltiventorysite number, site name, type of site,

relationship to the survey, and a brief description.

Sites associated with the Gookin family
3071 Coolmain (Coolmain Castle}® (Power et al.1992: 324)
Type: Tower house
Relationship to survey: residence of Daniel Gookin Sr. c. ¥3316.
On a bluff overlooking Coolmain Bay directly east of Courtmacsherry is the site
Rl 'DQLHO *RRNLQ 6U fJV ILUVW OHDVHG gteehidlds#eQ FH LQ L
surrounded by a small farm. The castle/tower house is believed to have a construction
date of c. 1470 as a seat of the MacCarthy Riabhach clan sited to protect a landing place
and roadway (Power 1992: 3Xamuel 1998: 685Infighting within the MacCarthy
clan resulted in the castle changing hands several times during™®i§" 6enturies, and
was likely in the possession of the Barrys by the time Daniel Gookin Sr. arrived in

Munster.

13The tower house site is not to be confused with the modern residence known as Coolmain Castle which
still stands roughly 1500 yards to the north. In 1907 the country house was occupied by the Heard family,
and until recently was the privatesidence of the late Roy Disney.
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During the 1641 rebellion the castle was takenheyMacCarthys then recaptured
by English soldiers from Bandon in 1642 (Bennett 1862: 127; Smith 1701: 250). A
visitor to the site in 1835 described the castle and tower as decayed; portions of the tower
house were incorporated into a dwelling sometimenaéteds, but the premises were
DEDQGRQHG E\ F +DQVEURZ Y)XOOHU
1907 the remains of the foundation of the tower house measured 32 x 28 feet and were 20
feet in height (Fuller 1907: 17). The site is degacin the 1655 Down Survey as a
turreted tower house (Fig. 17). Field survey in 2011 revealed the partially robbed
depression (approximately 4 feet deep) where Fuller recorded the remains of the tower
house. Sections of a fragmentary bawn wall exigtjts too heavily overgrown to map
accurately (Fig. 18). The trace of the old road down to Coolmain Bay survives just east of
the tower house site. Approximately 200 feet west of the tower house depression is an
intact 10 x 30 foot singtstorey gableautbuilding likely constructed in the late
16"early 17" century (Joe Nunan, pers. comm. 2011); it is still in use and roofed with

corrugated metal.
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Figure 17: Coolmain depicted in the Down Survey (Down Survey:
http://downsurvey.tcd.ie/dowsurveymagps.)

Figure 18: View from Coolmain site, facing west towards Coolmain Bay (photograph by
author).
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Figure 19: Plan of the site of Coolmain Castle and associated features (map by author).
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Figure 20: Structure 1 at Coolmain, north wall (photographublycs).

Figure 21: Bawn wall section east of the tower house site (photograph by author).
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5552 Carrigaline East (Carrigaline Castle) (Power et al. 1994: 215)
Type: Castle
Relationship to survey: residence of Daniel Gookin Sr./Jr., ¥6116530.

Locatedon a limestone outcrop on the north shore of the River Owenboy,
surrounded by plowed farmland. Four structures are on th¥ sitéch is surrounded by
a fencelike barrier composed of iron pipes mortared into square masonry posts; in places
this is in ba repair (Fig. 22). The site is very overgrown with trees and thick vegetation,
causing a general destabilization of the ruins, which led to a partial collapse of one of the
structures in 1986 (Hiram Morgan, pers. comm., 2011)

The most prominent featurd Garrigaline is the 18 x 12 foot rectangular tower
(Structure 1), representing the earliest phase of construction on the site, likely from the
13" century (Power et al. 1994: 215) (Fig. 25, 26) Roughly three feet east of the tower,
connected by a bawn Waare the remains of the north and east wall of Structure 2
measuring 8 x 10 feet; in construction appearance, it is later than the tower, probably
from the late 16/early 17" century (Joe Nunan, pers. comm., 2011). Contemporary with
Structure 2 and emected by a bawn wall to Structure 1 65 feet to the southwest is an
intact gabled east wall, three storeys in height with a chimney and three fireplaces
remaining (Structure 3) (Fig. 27). The east gable end and parts of the south wall survive,

measuring 1 1 IHHW 6WUXFWXUH LV WKH OLNHO\ FDQGLGD

¥ThelInventorylists two, but there may have been clearing since the date of the assessment in 1986. Joe
Nunan and | identified at least 4.



Figure 22: Plan of Carrigaline and extant features (map by author).

Figure 23: Drawing of Carrigaline Castle from the Down Survey. (Down Survey:
http://dovnsurvey.tcd.ie/dowasurveymaps)
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KRXVH" PHQWLRQHG LQ 'DQLHO *RRNLQ 6U fV GHHG §
with both Structures 2 and 3 is intact with a modern wood and corrugated metal roof

(Structure 4). This 8 x 10 foot building is approxieigt20 feet to the south of Structure

3, with cut stone and old mortar which in appearance suggests a'legarlys17"-

century build.

The Down Survey map of 1655 for Carrigaline illustrates only the gabled manor

house (Fig. 23). A sketch of CarrigadiCastle of unknown date illustrates the castle as it
PLIKW KDYH DSSHDUHG LQ VKRZLQJ ERWK WKH WRZH
drawing also depicts a formidaH®@oking wall surrounding the limestone outcrop; a
walk around the site in 2011 did noteal any evidence of such a wall, but it is possible

that it was removed for later construction (Fig. 24).

Figure 24: Carrigaline c. 156%artist unknown+accessed from

https://corkarchaeologist.wordpress.comftjfeedthe-badandthe-ugly/
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Figure 25: Top: Carrigaline StructureziAnglo-Norman tower, facing south. Bottom:
Interior of Structure 2, facing north (photographs by author).
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Figure 26: Top: Cargaline Structure tower interior. Bottom: View facing southest
from the top of Structure 1 (photographs by author).
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Figure 27: Top: Carrigaline Structuret3nanor house facing south east. Bottonr) (|
exterior of Structure 3 facing west, interfacing east (photographs by author).
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3032 Courtmacsherry (Courtmacsherry Court) (Power et al. 1992: 318).
Type: Fortified house
Relationship to survey: residence of Robert Gookin, c. ¥5567.

Due west of the site of Coolmain Castle is the coastabeiltst Courtmacsherry,
WKH ORFDWLRQ RI 9LQFHQW DQG 'DQLHO *RRNLQ 6U TV IL
1641, Robert Gookin built a fortified house in c. 1649/50 which was described as
surrounded by walls and turrets. The home was in possessian@btikins until 1760
when it reverted back to the hands of the Boyle family, who purchased the land from
Robert before his death (Buckley 1913: 126).

The 17"-century structure was largely demolished in the 1890s, and is now the
site of the CourtmacshgrHotel. A small section of an arched doorway and wall from

the original fortified house exist on the back of the modern building (Fig. 29).

Figure 28: Drawing of Courtmacsherry from the 1655 Down Sui\@ywn Survey:
http://downsurvey.tcd.ie/dowsurveymaps)
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Figure 29: Top: Modern Courtmacsherry Hotel. Bottom: Remains of an arched entryway
IURP 5REHUW *RRNL Qff theMrekt ¥ide Idf th&SmBderK Wuiding
(phaographs by atnor).
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3066 Castle Bernard (Castle Mahon) (Power et al. 1992: 323).
Type: Tower house
Relationship to survey: residence of Sir Vincent Gookin, c. ¥5284.

6LWH RI 6LU 9LQFHQW *RRNLQ 6U YV PDLQ UHVLGHQF
KRXVH RI WKH\ FOD& RV SDUW RI 3SKDQH %YHHFKHUTfV
the house was gutted by fire prior to confiscation and presumably rebuilt prior to
*RRNLQYV DFTXLVLWLRQ RI LW 3R Z storeyt ¥oubti® house ,Q
was built on theuins of Castle Mahon and the new residence was named Castle Bernard.
Castle Bernard was burned by the IRA in 1921, but the ruins of the house still stand.

The ruins are on the grounds of the Bandon Golf Club surrounded by diokain
fence. Access to thgte was not permitted in 2011 because of the instability of the ruins;
Power et al. listed the remains of the tower house were visible during survey in 1986,

having been used in the foundation of the later country house (Power et al. 1922: 323).

Sites @cupied by individuals known to Daniel Gookin Sr./Jr.
5552 Ship-Pool (Poulnalong/Polyany Castle) (Power et al. 1994: 231)
Type: Tower house
Relationship to survey: residence of Sir Thomas Southwell (3#825), Merchant of the
Staple for Kinsale; residea®f Richard Roche Fitzjohn (c.16#66538), Merchant of the
Staple for Kinsale.

Ship-Pool, situated on the east bank of the River Bandon, occupies an important

position along the 16/17"-century Kinsaleto-Bandon road. This point on the river is
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the mat inland location deep enough for ocepming vessels to reach, and hence Ship
Pool may have protected a landing place (Joe Nunan, pers. comm., 2011). Built by Old
English merchant Philip Roche in c. 1540, the tower house was still under construction in
1543 (Power et al. 1994: 231). The Roches likely retained ownership eP8blp
Patrick Roche was listed as resident in 1602 when he was arrested for high treason, at
which point the house was occupied by New English settler Sir Thomas Southwell,
member 6the Council of the President of Munster and Merchant of the Staple for
Kinsale (Fuller 1907: 15; Burke 2002: 98).

6RXWKZHOOYV U-RabLeade@dt his Death hKlBZH, and the house
reverted back to Roche occupancy when Richard Roche Iritzdtso a Merchant of the
Staple, took possession (Fuller 1907: 15). At his death in 1638, Patrick Roche
FitzRichard assumed ownership, but his role as an aggressor against the English
settlements in the 1641 rebellion led to his pursuit and capturepaP8al by the
%DQGRQ PLOLWLD RQ 0D\ %BHQQHWW 5RFKH
were seized and distributed to a New English settler family, the Herricks, in 1659.
Edward Herrick, Esg. was resident at the castle in 1741, and byH& &fer house was
abandoned for a new residence nearby, also called SRR O &DVWOH 27 /DXJKOLC
94; Power et al 1994: 231).

The remains of Shipool are welpreserved given its proximity to a modern road
and the river bank (Fig. 31). In 2011aoh link fence prevented investigation of the
VWUXFWXUHfYVY ZHVW VLGH DV ZHOO DV HQWU\ LQWR WKF

feet, with twastoreys remaining (likely would have had a third). Two circular towers
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positioned on the NE and SW cors@f the tower house are present; only the NE tower
UHPDLQV LQWDFW PHDVXULQJ URXJKO\ IHHW LQ GLDPF
mid-16" FHQW XU\ W\SH” DORQJ ZLWK VHYHQ VOLWYV IRU PXVN
feature attributed to acBttish influence in defensive design (Power et al. 1994: 231).

This layou? UH IHU U H G S\CRB ®ith rourided defensive bastions on opposing

corners of a rectangle, is similar to the bawn plan of the Nansemond Fort. On the Down
6XUYH\ ODS RIXOQDPORQJ LV GHSLFWHG ZLWK WZR EDWW

(Fig. 30)

Figure 30: ShigPool as depicted on the Down Surv@own Survey:
http://downsurvey.tcd.ie/dowsurveymaps)



Figure 31: Plan map of Shipool andphobgraphof the NE bastion with gun loops,
facing south (map by author, photograph courtesy of Casey Pecoraro).
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5566 % DUU\VFRXUW %DUU\TV &RXUW &DVWOH 3RZHU
Type: Tower house and bawn

Relationship tosrvey: residence of David Barfypossible landlord of Coolmé&i

prominent landowner in east Cork.

Barryscourt is a good example of a tower house and bawn in the study area; it has
been extensively restored as a house museum by Heritage Ireland. The tower house was
constructed by the Barrg@metime in the second half of theé"i&entury; in 1581 the

FDVWOH zZDV 3GHIDFHG DQG GHVSRLOHG” E\ 'DYLG %DUU\
Revolt rather than let it fall into the hands of Sir Walter Raleigh (Pollack 1999: 172). The
castle was briefly tadn, but restored to Barry in c. 1583 and held until his death in 1617.
Barryscourt seems to have been abandoned and fell out of prominence around this time,

and the Barry family seat was removed to nearby Castlelyons (Power et al. 1994: 221).

The tower louse is a central block measuring 45 x 36 feet with three rectangular
towers on the NE (24 x 16), SW (13 x 13.2) and on the E (6.5 x 11) (Fig. 32). A
rectangular masonry bawn wall keyed in to the existing tower house encloses an area that
includes a gardeand some associated farm buildings, with three towers on the NW, NE,

DQRG 6( FRUQHUV RI WKH EDZQ $UFKDHRORJLFDO HYLGHQ
towers were repaired in thel6entury (Power et al. 1994: 222). Thé"I@ntury
defensive improvemés to the bawn were accompanied by construction of the tower

KRXVHYV 6: WRZHU
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Several campaigns of archaeology at Barryscourt revealed evidenceixtzeQ  V
enclosedinterior sp®; as archaeologist David Pdallorightly asserts, the bawn was more
thanan open yard, housing a number of suppordiugys as well as a garden (Pako
7KH EDZQYY GHIHQGHG HQFORVXUH FORVHO\ FRP

within the palisaded Nansemond Fort.

Figure 32: Archaeological plan of the 1fténtuy bawn at Barryscourt (Pollock 1999:
165)
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5570 Castlemartyr (Power et al. 1994: 22324).
Type: Tower house and bawn
Relationship to survey: One of the major estates of Sir Richard Béyiarilof Cork?
EX\HU RI 'DQLHO *RRNLQ 6nhd Ifter I&ior® promidebt@duiraladD FW D
resident in east Cork.

The wellpreserved tower house and bawn of Castlemartyr combine the elements
of a five-storey tower house likely built by the Fitzgeralds in the latécERtury with a
later (16™/17"-centuy bawn wall) and a large;@abled 1%¥-century structure. Conflict
between England and the Fitzgeralds in the lafeck®tury led to increased warfare in
east Cork, with Castlemartyr as the scene for two attacks on the Gaelic Irish stronghold
by SirHeQU\ 6LGQH\ LQ DQG 7KRXJK QRW SDUW RI WK
escheated lands, Castlemartyr was eventually owned by Sir Richard Boyle in the early
17" century; after 1641 the site was passed to his son, Lord Orrery (Roger Boyle), who
occupied thdouse until his death in 1679 (Power et al. 1994: 224).

Presently Castlemartyr is owned by the luxury Castlemartyr Resort, and the tower
KRXVH DQG EDZQ ZDOO VXUURXQG WKH UHVRUWYfV KHDOV
tower house, measuring 423% feet at its base. All five storeys of the tower house are
reasonably stable, with gun loops in interior spaces in addition to loops placed to rake the
interior and exterior of the bawn wall (Fig. 35). The bawn runs 213 feetdMnd 164

feet SWANE, 20feet in height (Fig. 36). A thregabled structure with intact chimneys
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lies west of the tower house, with only the S and W walls surviving as part of the bawn;

this building measures 156 x 40 feet (Fig. 37).

Figure 33: Plan map of the Castlemartyr &@ap by author).

Figure 34: Castlemartyr drawn on the Down SuryBypwn Survey:
http://downsurvey.tcd.ie/dowsurveymaps)
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Figure 35: Castlemartyr tower house, clockwise: exterior of the tower, facing north; east
elevation; detail of east door with gun loops; interior shot of gun loops (photographs by
author).
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Figure 36:Castlemag UV EDZQ ZDOO 7RS ZDOO IDFLQJ QRUWK P
facing northeast; bottom: west wall witthodern door and repairs (photographs by
author).
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Figure 37: Interior of the-gabled structure, overview fronf'4torey of tower house
facing west, and detail of the west end, with ghost impressions for two periods of a
gabled roof (photographs by author).
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3057 Skevanish (Downdaniel Castle) and 3456 Kilpatrick (E. India Co.
Ironworks (Power et al. 1992:321, 384).
Type: Tower house/fortified industrial complex
Relationship to survey: Rierbished tower house adjacent tdl6104640s East India
Co. site; prominent position on the Kinsale to Bandon road, and important industrial site.
'RZQGDQLHO &DVWOHYV ORFDWLRQ DW WKH FRQIOXH
Brinny is of importance in the ¥7century context because thie nearby ironworks of
the East India Company. The tower house is thought to have been constructed in 1476 by
the Barry Og clan, who were displaced by the MacCarthys who repaired and rebuilt the
structure (Power et al. 1992: 321). Little mention is mddbeocastle until around 1612
ZKHQ WKH (DVW ,QGLD &RPSDQ\fV VHWWOHPHQW DQG LU
also thought to have been a yard for the construction of East India Co. ships (Fuller 1907:
63) (Fig. 38, 39). In the 1641 rising, Downd&lrmust have been at least in a serviceable
enough condition to serve as a fortification by Gaelic Irish rebels commanded by Teigue
29&RQQRU OLOLWLD IURP %DQGRQ PDUFKHG RQ 'RZQGDQ
DORQJ ZLWK 3FRQVLGHUMEGH WUHDVXUH" )XOOHU
The tower at the time of survey was in considerable ruin with thestouey NW
wall surviving. The base measures 44 x 31 feet, with gun loops on the second storey (Fig.
40). A short distance to the NE are the remains of features assodidtdidenronworks,

all earthworks covered in dense vegetativBeveral of the earthworks likely represent

Because we were unable to clear the earthworks at the time of the 2011 khaxeypmitted
measurements in this section.
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fortifications around a company compound, which may have been palisaded (Joe Nunan,

pers. comm., 2011).

Figure 38: Plan map of Downdaniel andrniworks site (map by author).



Figure 39: Downdaniel tower house drawn on the Down Syiewn Survey:
http://downsurvey.tcd.ie/dowsurveymaps)

Figure 40: Remains of Downdaniel, west elevation (photogoguthor).
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Sites relevant to the study of private Munster Plantation fortifications

3101 Mossgrove (Garranacoonig) (Power et al. 1992: 332).

Type: Fortified house and bawn

Relationship to survey: Built by a New English family c. 1612. Good representéi#on
settlerbuilt fortified house in the study area.

ORVVJURYHYV ORFDWLRQ VOLJKWO\ QRUWK Rl %DQGR
SULPH DUHD IRU 1HZ (QJOLVK 3IURQWLHU" VHWWOHPHQW
provides an excellent example gbavate, fortified plantation. The land where the
IRUWLILHG KRXVH OLHV ZDV SDUW RI &RQQRU 2f0DKRQH\
Desmond Rebellion. Reistribution resulted in the tract passing to settler GylesMaskelin
(c. 2500 acres), althgh there was no mention of a castle or tower house on the acreage
(Kermode 2001: 25). It is unknown if Maskelin improved the land or seated tenants on
his grant, and by 1612 he sold off the property to Walter Baldwin, another settler who
had come to Munsten 1589 (ibid: 20).

Walter Baldwin likely built the fortified house of Mossgrove and enriched himself
by leasing lands from New English and Gaelic Irish lords, populating his tracts with
landless tenants involved in harvesting timber. During the iebealf 1641 it appears
that he fled with his family to the safety of Bandon and that his home was attacked in
January of that same year; in a deposition taken in 1652, Walter Baldwin filed a claim for

compensation for damages at the hands of Irish reIs@RVVJURYH VWDWLQJ W
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Figure 41: Plan of the Mossgrove bawn wall (map by author).

Figure 42: Left: rounded bastion, SW corner with bawn wall, facing +ea#it; right:
rounded bastion, NW corner, facing north (photographs by author).
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ZDV UREEHG "~ 7KH GHVWUXFWLRQ DW ORVVJURYH PXVW Q
was back on the property soon afterwards and is listed in the 1659 census with his
household and 6 English and 24 Irish tenants on his holding (Kermode 2001: 28). Walter
Baldwin died in 1673 with Mossgrove remaining in the family as a principal seat until
1798 when it was burned and razed in the 1798 United Irish Rebellion. The family built
QHDUE\ ORVVJURYH +RXVH ZLWK VWRQHV IURP ?WKH ROG I
PRYH™ .HUPRGH

The Mossgrove ruins in 2011 were covered in vegetation, obscuring much of the
two-storey round towers that are at opposite ends of a bawn wall (fig. 41, 42). The towers
are spaced 78 feet apart, with gun loops. Approxipat8 feet from the N tower is a
mound of rubble, presumably from the roblmed fortified house. Power et al. suspect
the house measured about 62 x 66 feet with a circular tower at the NW corner (Power et
al. 1992: 332).
3098 % DOO\YLUHHQ &RBBdwerktdl 1992&3R412).
Type: Fortified house and bawn
Relationship to survey: Built by a New English family c. 1601. Structure represents one
of the largest fortified houses in the study area (west Cork).

Constructed by New English settler Sr WaVHU &RSSLQJHU LQ F &
Court is a representation of the fortified house at its height in County Cork.

The surviving dwelling is a house with three storeys and an attic, composed of a

main rectangular block 72 x 26 feet with two square cameers (26 x 26 feet) situated
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on the northeast and northwest corners (Figs. 43, 44). The main block is accessed by all
of the cornettowers through a door at each level. The house contains several fireplaces
and nine gun loops at ground level, some¢heim are double. Four of the original seven
chimney stacks survive. There are bawn walls keyed out of both the northwest and
northeast corneilowers; both turn north and form a square enclosed area of
approximately 82 x 82 feet. The remains of an amgilkailding are located along the

west wall with surviving traces of a large fireplace with bread oven. The house burned in

1641 and never reoccupied.

JLIXUH 30DQ RI &RSSLQJHUTV &RXUW LOOXVWUDWLQJ
courtesy of Joe Numa 2011).
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JLIXUH &RSSLQJHUTV &RXUW SODQ LQFOXVLYH RI WKH
house (map by author).
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JLIXUH 7RS &RSSLQJHUYV &RXUW IDFLQJ QRUWK %RV
(photographs by author).
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JLIXUH & R Sduitt, @ehktdl Y, t&p: facing west; bottom: facing east
(photographs by author).
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JLIXUH &RSSLQJIJHUTV &RXUW WRS -ebStHUOMWLRQ IDFLQ.
cleared section of the bawn wall, facing east (photographs by author).
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5592 Ightermurra gh (Power et al. 1994:234)

Type: Fortified house and bawn

Relationship to survey: Built by a New English family c. 1640/1. Structure represents one

of the largest fortified houses in the study area (southeast Cork).
,WJKWHUPXUUDJK VLPCdud Was\bRilt &yRNeWS EiqlisH sefter

Edmund Supple and is one of the bastserved fortified houses in County Cofke

cruciformestyle house is built on a limestone outcrop in a gentle sloping pasture land

north of the Womanagh River. The main bliek2 feet EW by 32 feet NS with a

central projecting block on the north which is 5m netlith and 6m eastest and a

projection on the south is 16 feetNand 20 feet &V; all walls stand to full height

(Figs. 50, 51). There are four storeys dentactay a stone belt course on the outside

elevations. The main entrance door is at first floor level (there is a basement) in the south

wall of the front projection. A niche for a plaque is located above this door (Fig. 52). A

second door within the prajgon gives access to the main house. It has decorated

wrought stone jambs. The kitchen fireplace is situated in the west wall of the main block.

Some of the chimney stacks protrude externally. Defence was provided at first floor level

by gunloops, and machicolation is positioned atop the front projecting wall over the

first floor doorway. All floors have access to natural light by large rectangular mullion

and transom windows; these vary from single to-@amel twa light divisions, though

many of thdintels are missing. There are 12 fireplaces and 6 chimney stacks that

survive, a ¥ stack has fallen. Many of the fireplace mantels are carved some have

joggle DUFKHG OLQWHO RQH KDV FDUYHG GHWDLO DQG DQR!



157
Supple anddDUJDUHW *HUDOG ZKRP ORYH ELQGV DV RQH

The Supples were driven out shortly after the construction of Ightermurragh was

completed during the rebellion of 1641; the house was not reoccupied after that.

Figure 48: Ightermurragh aepictedn the Down Survey(Down Survey:
http://downsurvey.tcd.ie/dowsurveymaps.

Figure 49: Approach to Ightermurragh from the south (photograph by author).

E XL
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Figure 50: Plan of Ightermurragh illustrating sumiy bawn wall (map by author).

Figure 51: Plan of Ightermurragh, illustrating locations of gun loops (image courtesy of
Joe Nunan, 2011).
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Figure 52: Ightermurragh; top: south tower, main entrance; bottom: interior of tower,
basement level, facing east (photographs by author).
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Figure 53: Ightermurragh; top: south side of the house, facing-eastt) bottom: north
tower, facing east (photographs by author).
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Figure 54: Ightermurragh; top (l): interior facingsg; (r): interior facing west; bottom:
lintel with Latin inscription and construction daie1641 (photographs by author).
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5589 Ballyannan (Power et al. 1994:233).

Type: Fortified house and bawn

Relationship to survey: Built by a New English family c5Q6This fortified house has
attributes of earlier £7-century examples and is on the continuum of building types that
formed prototypes for the country house.

%DOO\DQQDQTY VHWWLQJ LV VLPLODU WR WKDW RI1 0
of earlier Gaelic Irish or Old English habitation. Built by Sir John Broderick, Lord
2UUHU\YYVY 5RJHU %R\OH SURYRVW PDUVKDO LQ WKH \%
WR KLP IRU VHUYLFH WR 2UUHU\ DQG ZzDV DGMDFHQW WR
Castlemartyr % URGHULFN RYHUVDZ VRPH RI 2UUHU\YV FRQVW!
with the founding of the nearby town of Midleton in 16Bh(nard 1993: 18

The ruins of Ballyannan are on a working farm with the main house structure
functioning as part ahe farmyard complex. Strikingly, Ballyannan is-plan fortified
house, one of the few surviving examples in the survey area, and hence is directly
comparable to evidence from North Ameriltas a twastorey house with the remains of
dormer windows aattic level and a sentiasement within the southern third of the
house. The house is ruined and rooffei®e interior is completely overgrown. The
remains of a number of ruined ancillary buildings survive on the NE side of the main
block. The house coisss of a rectangular mainlock measuring 52 x 22 feet, with a
rectangular stairway projection off of the west wall. There are two circular towers at
either end of the rectangular block; one is on the south gable at the NW corner and the

other was at theorth gable on the SE corner (Fig. 56). The diameter of both eorner
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towers is 12 feet. The east and west walls stand to full height except for the northern end
of the west wall which no longer survives above basement level. The north gable has
fallen andno longer survives and a leémwall has been erected here. The front
elevation faces east and contains: three baysstareys, an attic and a centrally located
ground floor door. All window and door surrounds are gone. Both circular towers have
large rectangular chimney stacks. Two rectangular wreligigstone jambs remain on
the fireplace on the southern gable. Both towers have a number of gun loops at ground
floor level.

The ancillary buildings to the north and negast are in a state of ruithe west
walls and gables of these buildings is in line with the west wall of the main house. These
buildings extend east towards where the remains of a rectangulatooey roofed
building. There is a circular corntwwer (diameter 10 feet) attachexthe north of the
gable, contaimg the remains of a bread oven. The surrounding fields contain ornamental
garden features; to the north there is a viewing platform, possibly contemporary with the

house.

Figure 55: Bdlyannan as depicted in the Down Surv@own Survey:
http://downsurvey.tcd.ie/dowsurveymaps)
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Figure 56: Plan of Ballyannan illustrating the bawn wall and modern elements (map by
author).
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Figure 57: Ballyannan; clockwise: north siofethe fortified house, facing south; (r): the
front elevation, facing west; view of the bawn wall facing west; rounded bastion; north
east corner of the house (photographs by author).
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Figure 58: Ballyannan; top: view of soutlest bastion, facing ve& bottom: folly keyed
into the bawn wall, facing west (photographs by author).



Chapter Summary

The twelve archaeological sites and ruins summarized in this chapter provide an
overview of the private plantation fortifications in Munster during DanieRG%LQ 6U -U (V
time in residence. Most (if not all) are constructions of a much grander scale than they
would build and encounter in North America, but the underlying concern for defense on
all of the sites is very clear. Theptan tower house of Shipod, the bastioned bawn
walls at Barryscourt and Mossgrove, and the bawn walls enclosing structures within a
single, defended compound at Carrigaline and Castlemartyr are all elements that are
recognizable in the plans of archaeological sites in Virginial thiscuss in Chapter 6.

Though largely missing from the archaeological record in the Munster Plantation,
palisades, earthworks, and timber fortifications were likely features of private plantation
defense on the landscape. Not everyone had the tinesaurces to construct masonry
walls (or even earthworks), and the relative abundance of timber would have made this
construction an agreeable alternative. The labor force needed to build both masonry
structures and earthworks was drawn from individualdldfackgroundd Gaelic Irish,

Old English, and New Englishwhichas Loeber (1973) and Nunan (20@&ve pointed

RXW ZDV D XQLTXH DWWULEXWH LQ OXQVWHUlargODQWDWL
scale undertakings which would have brought econtwanefits to the surrounding area.
Specialised craftsmen and general labours were required, building materials and general
supplies had to be acquired and transported to the site. Within this dynamic work

environment, there must have been active exchasfgdeas between ditamen and
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EXLOGHUV" ™ :16X)QMiQexchange of ideas amongst builders is manifested in the
design of the plantation fortifications amongst the sites surveyed in this chaptes. Of t
12 sites, only Courtmacsherand Castle Berard lack evidence for some form of
fortification, and this is only because of latef"d&nd 19-century construction and
additions to the existing buildings.

The bawn wall is one feature that all but Downdaniel, $tapl, Courtmacsherry,
and Castldgernard have in common. Of the eight sites with bawn walls four of them
Coolmain, Carrigaline, Barryscourt, and Castlemartyere sites with existing 1Bor
16"- century tower houses. The other S UDRVVJURYH &RSSLQJHUTV &RXUYV
Ightermurragh, and Ballyman? were built by New English settlers in theMdentury,
and their bawn walls were constructed at the same time as the fortified houses. These four
sites were built after the first Munster Plantation was overrun at the close of'the 16
century,andtii QXPEHU DQG SODFHPHQW Rl JXQ ORRSV HVSHF
Ightermurragh, and Ballyannan) suggest that there was a clear senseesdtier
defensive element8¢ R EH LQ SODFH LQ RUGHU WR GHIHQG RQHTV
house sites (M the exception of Barryscourt) were @il forfeited tractshat New
English settlers occupied in the first years of th& déhtury, and theris a strong
likelihood that the new settlevgere responsible for erecting bawn walls for defence. This
New English cohort concerned with plantation defence was the group Daniel Sr. and Jr.
belonged to, and the Gookins themselves may have had a hand in strengthening

&DUULJDOLQH T \Fe@fArdtig Plder bDildigs dnd castle walls.
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Rounded bastionare another defensive element shared by the bawn wall, tower
house, and forfied house ShipPool, Mossgrove, and Ballyannan have these features,
and rounded bastions are found on fortifications in the colonial Chesapeake, notably at
James Fort, the NansdRiQ G )RUW DQG WKH &OLIWYV 3O0ODQWDWLRQ L
LQ 6W ODU\YV &LW\ ODU\ODQG 7KLV LV QRW WR VD\ WKELC
in Ireland, but by the early ¥&entury, fortification design was trending towards
straightsided bastions with more complex angles to give the defenders a better edge.

Following the 1602 siege of Kinsaleaknesses to James Fort tharded the harbour
were rectified by adding rectangular bastions to the main fortification block (Figs. 59,
60). Despite this advance, colonial fortifications in North America and elsewhere in the
Atlantic world continued to be built with rourdhstionsconstructed based upon what the
builder knew best.

S5HWXUQLQJ WR WKH URRW RI1 W HitsiHt&kadfarmXxVH DV DQ
defense against cattle raids, it is not surprising that they would be built for similar
SXUSRVHV RXWVLGH RI ,UHODQG :LWK WKH *RRNLQ IDPLC
Ireland, this form would have been very familiar. What isentne rectangular-glan of
the Nansemond Fort was a familiar site on the County Cork landscapd?&@iifs one
ORFDWLRQ WKDW WKH *RRNLQTV NQ&Fr THdrde® DV WKH KRP
Southward, antdecause of its location on the KinsédeBandm road. This important
artery was the main overland route that tRRNLQTV ZRXOG KDYH WUDYHOO
between Carrigine andpoints west like Courtmacsherry and Rosscarbery, where Sir

9LQFHQW *RRNLQYV IDPLO\ VHDW ZD VovorraR\yohaina @alls KLOH Z |
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Figure 59: James Fort, Kinsale, facing west. Squtreer features are the angled
bastions (photograph by author).

Figure 60: Aerial imagef James Fort, Kinsale illustrating the centrgblZn of the
fortification block (Google Edh, 2013).
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or fortified houses were built on afan, and for that matter how many bawns were
constructed of earth and timber and the plans they may have drawn from, they certainly
were in use and may have beba inspiration for the Gook#nplantatio fortifications in
Virginia.

An additional point regarding the Munster privatetifications is that most of
themwere overrun during the 1641 rising. The discontinuity of the New English
occupied leases and estates spread the planters far tgddhgarmit themselves teeact
to coordinated settlement attacks, and even thededshded plantations could only hope
to hold out long enough for help to arrive. The plantation structure of Virginia in its early
years was not unlikéhat ofthe second Munst Plantation that the Goils be@n their
colonial careers withand similarly called for experiendertifying plantations, which |

discussan Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER FIVE
37KH 6 XEXUEORHd WRWHOR D % UL G hd OtBraW Kriids€apez ~ 7
of Daniel Gookin Sr. and Jr. in the Chesapeake and Massachusetts

$V 'DQLHO *RRNLQ 6U DQG KLV IHOORZ DGYHQWXUHU
shores from th&lying Hart, the country they entered posed different challenges from
those they had faced ireland. The European settling of Virginia had been in progress
IRU \HDUV RULJLQDWLQJ ZLWK WKH 9LUJLQLD &RPSDQ\
garrisoned by 104 men and boys and growing to roughly 50 settlements and a population
of approximatef 3,500 by 1621. Surrounding the fragile toeholds of the new settlements
in Virginia (and later in the Maryland and Massachusetts Bay colonies) were numerous,
well-organized tribes of Native Americans, who were often in conflict and negotiation
with the Ewopeans living in their midst. One of the major differences between the
projects in Ireland and North America was that the Irish and English had known one
another for centuries, whereas the tribes on the east coast that Europeans encountered
were largely aknown.

Comparisons between the lifeways of the Indians and native Irish were made in
the 18" century by English authors in order to defend, justify, and gain support for
colonial ventures, but

the two lands shared few commonalities. Instead, what liskend with the New

World is the haphazard character of English attempts to wield control in both

lands. There was no accepted model, and failure was commonplace. English
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colonial efforts in Ireland and the New World were marked by uncertainty and
political intrigue, marred by brutality, and dependent upon greed. (Horning 2013:
30)
Because the Irish plantation moddid notinfluence the trajectories of North American
colonies, in the following pages | briefly outline the state of affairs in Virginiaylad,
and Massachusetts when the Gookins settled there, focusing on their influences on the
SODQWDWLRQ ODQGVFDSHYV :KLOH VRPH EDFNJURXQG LQ
development is necessary, | will not discuss the details of the proprietary foundétions o
each unless they are relevant (Fig. 61)
Virginia (16214643)
7KH VHWWOLQJ RI 9LUJLQLD DQG 'DQLHO *RRNLQ 6U
&RPSDQ\ DIIDLUV DQG 'DQLHO *RRNLQ -U TV HQWU\ LQ WR
2; here | offer a descriptiorf the landscape context of the Gookin plantations. Both of
the land grants that Daniel Sr. and Jr. received were in territories newly open to
settlement and in places where the threat of Indian attack was high. Engaged in open
warfare between 1607 and 16Ehglish settlers and warriors of Tsenacommacah, the
paramount chiefdom in tidewater Virginia, had experienced seven years of relative
stability and peace when Daniel Sr. arrived, and some of the outlying settlements had
either taken down or failed to nmaain their palisades or fortifications (Fausz 2010: 44)

(Fig. 62).
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Figure 61: Map of the Chesapeake showing locations of the Nansemond Fort and other
sitesreferred to in this chapter (map by author).
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JLIXUH ([FHUSW I1URP makiYirgiRia stidtiing the mouth of the

-DPHVY 3RZKDWDQ 5LYHU DQG WKH 31DQGVDPXQG™ 5LYHU
center mark Indian towns, and the longhouse structures indicate the residences of chiefs.

0 D U LMb@int and is marked with a whitgangle (courtesy of the Virginia Center for

Digital History).
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ODULHYV ORXQW 1HZSRUW 1HZV &RUSRUDWLRQ RI (OL]DEHWK &LW\

'DQLHO *RRNLQYYV ODULHYYVY ORXQW SODQWDWLRQ OD\
City, one of the four origial jurisdictions created by the Virginia Company between
1607 and 1618. Strategically located at the confluence of the Chesapeake Bay and
Atlantic Ocean with the James River, the region was recognized as an important defense
point, and efforts were made $eat plantations there shortly after the establishment of
-DPHVWRZQ 7KH DUHD DW WKH WLPH RI WKH VHWWOHUV{
a tribe within Tsenacommacah; they had been recently brought into the chiefdom through
inter-tribal warfae (Rountree 1989: 82). Estimates of the warrior strength of the
Kecoughtan are placed at roughly 30, perhaps the reason for the cordial reception
extended to the colonists when they arrived (Fausz 2010: 10). The other major tribe in the
area, the Nansemds, were centered due south across the James River near the mouth of
the Nansemond River.

In contrast to the Kecoughtan, thearby Nansemond chiefdarould field about
200 warriors and enjoyed a certain degree of autonomy within Tsenocommacah
(Rountreel989: 1445; Fausz 2010:)8The first documented mention of the Nansemond
comes from Ralph Lane, governor of the 1585 Roanoke Colony in North Carolina, who
explored the Atlantic Coast north from Roanoke Island as far as paeseRirginia
Beach. Lane di not visit the Nansemond, but learned of them through their neighbors to
WKH HDVW WKH &KHVDSHDNH 7KH 1DQVHPRQG NLQJTV W

the Sea, but his place of greatest strength is an lland situate as he described unto me in a
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BD\ WKH ZDWHU URXQG D E RQUWh 19%Lbt 252D IQcatiori that\ GHHSH”
likely is Dumpling Island, several miles south of the Nansemond River mouth.

7TKH -DPHVWRZQ FRORQLVWVY ILUVW HQFRXQWHU ZLW
by Capt. John Smitlwho recorded that while exploring possible locations for a fort site
LQ $SULO RI QHDU 3SWKH ULYHU RI 1DXVDPXG D SURXC
WHVWLILHG RXU ILUVWBa&hour 1Y6B: @P Datér ¢ manthDnisal D F N -
mission expbring the Nansemond River, Smith and Capt. Christopher Newport were
ILUHG RQ ZLWK 3D WRUUHQW R [2Uhe Brigsh rEspdndedb® G R1 1D
EXUQLQJ VRPH RI WKH 1DQVHPRQGTYVY FDQRHYVY DQG WKUHI
village Barbour 1968: 178). When supplies at Jamestown reached a critical low in the
winter of 1609461016 groups of settlers were sent out to purchase corn and to live
among the native peoples for the winter until Jamestown could be relieved with supplies
from England. Capt.ahn Martin was dispatched with 100 men to Dumpling Island,
under orders to buy the island from the Nansemond and subsist on the resources in that
area. Two messengers were sent to the Nansemond werowance (village chief) on the
island, who did not receive MUWLQYV RIITHU LQ WKH ZD\ KH KDG KRSH
DFFRXQW IURP *HRUJH 3HUF\ RQH RI WKH FRORQ\YV DGP
sacrifysed And that their Braynes were cutt and skraped outt of their heades with mussell
V K H OH2itle \1998: 501 In retaliation, Martin ordered an assault on Dumpling Island,
DW ZKLFK SRLQW WKH (QJOLVK SEHDWH WKH 6DOYDJHV R

Ransacked their Temples Tooke downe the Corpes of their deade kings from their

18The winter of 160% ZzDV UHIHUUHG WR DV WKH 36WDUYLQJ 7LPH” EHFDXVF
colonists perished from hunger. (Kelso, Luccketti, and Straube 1999: 8)
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Toambes And cartyed awaythLU SHDUOHYV &RSSHU DQG EUDFHOHWYV

SGLG VXUSULVH WKLY SRRU QDNHG .LQJ ZLWK KLV ORQXF

LQKDELWHG DQG WKHUH IRUWLILHG KLPVHOI" +DLOH

hours later, and in a bizarrertuof events, both Capt. Martin and George Percy, the two

ranking officers, left to return to Jamestown, leaving a Lt. Sicklemore in charge of the

(QJOLVK SDUW\ DQG WKH LVODQG 8QGHU 6LFNOHPRUHTYV

small boat Sicklemorkad been left with, and attempted to join the nearby English

settlement at Kecoughtan. While the fate of the mutineers is unknown, Sicklemore and

the rest of the English contingent were found sometime later when Percy returned to the

IDQVHPRQG 3iied ndwWthesAswped full of Breade beinge done as it

seamethe in Contempte and skorne thatt others mighte expecte the Lyke when they

VKRXOG FRPH WR VHHNH IRU EUHDGH DQG UHOLHIH DPRQ
A small number of colonists survived th@wer to receive a new governor, Lord

De LaWarre, who arrived in Virginia in midune 1610. One of his first actions was to

establish a fort (Fort Algernon) at Kecoughtan near the Indian village, where a handful of

settlers had lived amongst the nativeageably during the winter. De LaWarre shortly

afterwards dispatched Sir Thomas Gates to Kecoughtan to destroy the village, orders

which he carried out successfully driving the Kecoughtan from the lower peninsula.

*DWHVY PHQ ORRWHG W KlHMQhdhsty AderectkeGFokt Kiarfgd . dd Oe J

site of the village to protect the important corn fields cultivated by the Indraus%

2010: 30; McCartney 2007: 14New settlement of small farms began around the forts

boasting a population of around 2®p& by 1616. This was significant enough to merit
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sending burgesses to the assembly in the summer of 1619, at which point the name
Kecoughtan was dropped and the area became known as the Corporation of Elizabeth
City (McCartney 2007: 44). At the same til@evernor Sir George Yeardley
appropriated 3,000 acres of land on the east side of the Hampton River for use by the
Virginia Company as a return on investment; the tract was to be used for newly arrived
tenants who would pay the Company rent until thegixad patents, and for corporate
farms. The first Company land administrator was Thomas Newce who arrived from
1HZFHVWRZQ ,UHODQG LQ I1HZFHYYVY SDWHQW ZDV FOF
Hampton River between Johns Creek and the Strawberry Bankscatian known as
WKH 3IRUW ILHOG® EHFDXVH RI LWV SUR¢{Ca®&théy 2000R WKH &l
45; Brown 1901: 233). It appears that Newce fortified the Company Land in addition to
building two guesthouses for new immigrants and sinking a-tinekl well (McCartney
2007: 519).
$QRWKHU RI <HDUGOH\YY ODQG DOORFDWLRQV IURP
land west of Kecoughtan to Newportes News Point (present Newport News). The first
official patent in this part of Elizabeth City was givi® Daniel Gookin Sr. who set up a
particular plantation (large, sadtifficient settlement backed by private investment rather
than Virginia Company funds); there is evidence to suggest that acreage adjacent to his
tract was to be granted to Captain Vith Newce (McCartney 2007: 5B20)’ The

total acreage granted by the Virginia Company was 1,300, but a survey taken in 1769 of

On April 21 1621 Capt. William Newaaffered to transport 1,000 settlers to the colony by 1625 in return
for the position of Marshal of Virginia, which would have given him control of the militia. The Company
granted his request and offered up 2500 acres to begin his plantation, but siiftasetbllowing his

arrival in Virginia in October 1621 led to his untimely demise (Brown 1901: 233).
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the former Gookin tract places it closer to 1,400 (McCartney 2007: 49; Stauffer 1934:

7KH ODULHVY O0RXQ Wta§eou3 @dEtioMhedr Q& Corbpany rts and
established settlements and its river frontage of the grant meant it was a prime place for
planting. Approximations of the tract suggest it stretched for about four to five miles in
length, no more than half ailein width; McCartney suggests that the presiay
location was bounded to the west by Waters Creek (Lake Maury) and to the east by
1HZSRUW 1HZV 3RLQW OF&DUWOQH\ *RRNLQ 6U TV
(who can accurately be placed on taedscape) was Edward Waters, a planter who
DUULYHG LQ 9LUJLQLD ZLWK 'H /D:DUUH LQ :DWHUVY
seated just south of Blunt Point, populated by Waters and his wife and child, at least two
servants, and three tenants.

The 1622 Indian rising avoided the military works of Elizabeth City and instead
IRFXVHG RQ SODQWDWLRQV OLNH 'DQLHO *RRNLQYV ,W L
WULEH WKDW DWWDFNHG ODULHVY ORXQW DQG WKRXJK W
they fdl upon the Waters plantation killing three men and capturing Waters and his
family and two servants. The family was taken into the Nansemond territory south of the
James, but they were able to steal a boat and escape to Elizabeth City shortly after the
maVVDFUH OF&DUWQH\ 7KH ZHDNHQLQJ RI ODULHV
the smaller neaby settlements sparked an immediate reaction from the assembly at
Jamestown, who placed experienced Indian fighter Capt. William Tucker in charge of the
safetl Rl (OL]DEHWK &LW\YfV VXUYLYRUV 7XFNHU HQGHG XS

(OL]DEHWK &LW\ LQ RQ WKH HDVWHUQ ERXQGDU\ RI OI
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fortified compound with three dwellings (McCartney 2007: 703; Whichard 1959; Lutton
pers.comm., 2008). Though it is unclear what relationship either Daniel Sr. or Daniel Jr.
PD\ KDYH KDG ZLWK 7XFNHU 7XFNHUYY UROH DV WKH UH.
OLNHO\ ZRXOG KDYH SODFHG WKHP LQ GDLO\ FRRQWDFW (
OHDYH 9LUJLQLD LQ 3|RU WKH .LQJGRPH RI ,UHODQG °
never returning to the Chesapedake.

The settlers who seated patents in and around Elizabeth City, as well as the recent
immigrants who rented from planters or livedtbe Company land were, by 1630, a
seasoned community who withstood the 1622 rising and aftermath. Diversity amongst
this group like the individuals that the Newces and Gookins transported were in a
position to patent their own land, further strengtheimigumunity bonds. This played
out in the 1630s/40s when new land was opened for planting on the southside of the
-DPHV 5LYHU LQ WKH 1DQVHPRQG WHUULWRU\ $IWHU
reached Virginia, and by 1624 Thomas Newce was dead. Dami¢diisIr. and his
brother John entered into land contracts in a Croamtrolled Virginia, and continued
UHVLGLQJ DW ODULHVY ORXQW ZLWK VRPH RI WKH RULJLQ

until 1636/7.

B7XFNHU ZHQW ILUVW WR /RQGRQ WKHQ WR ,UHODQG WR ILJKW DIWH
Tucker, onetime colonist in Virginia, traffiek in unfree colonial labor, and the man responsible for
PDVVDFUHLQJ WZR KXQGUHG 3RZKDWDQ ,QGLDQV IROORZLQJ 2SHFDQ
Irish Catholic men, women, and children of Kilkenny, where troops under Sir Richard Grenvidd busi
WKHPVHOYHYV LQ NLOOLQJ DQG GHVWUR\LQJ E\ ILUH DQG VZRUG DOO
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Nansemond Plantation, Upper Norfolk/NansemondniBlaGookin Jr.)

Retaliatory English attacks on the Nansemond were mounted by Captain William
Tucker in 1623; land that had been planted near the Nansemonds territory was reoccupied
only slowly, as the tribe was highly reactive to English encroachmehewotithside.

Though officially part of the Corporation of Elizabeth City, here few patents had been
successfully seated prior to 1622, but the rising and the war with the Indians provided a
good excuse and opportunity to pacify the region. An expeditid626 under the
command of Capt. Nathaniel Basse, an Isle of Wight County planter whose plantation
was near Nansemond land, was sent to ransom several English prisoners held by the
Nansemond, and the following year Basse led several retaliatory raidative villages,
pushing the Nansemonds away from their chief village on Dumpling Island (McCartney
1990: 13). Despite the significant population spike of European settlers to Virginia, the
Muster of 1624/1625 does not list any persons residing in theeNemsl River basin, a
testament to the tenacity of the Nansemond tribe, as well as a reflection of why there
were no land grants made in the region until 1636.

While the security of the region was uncertain, colonial politics caused a certain
degree of amuity over land ownership that may have been a deterrent to settlement
H[SDQVLRQ DV ZHOO , Q .LQJ &KDUOHV , JUDQWHG D
southern part of Virginia, as may bear the name of a county, and be called the county of
Norfolk, XSRQ FRQGLWLRQV IRXQG UHTXLVLWH IRU WKH JHQF
Frederick Howard, Lord Maltravers, son of the Duke of Norfolk (McCartney 1990: 13).

7KH SURSHUW\ ZzDV UHIHUUHG WR DV WKH ODOWUDYHUYV 3
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approximatelyb5 miles on each side of the Nansemond (now Maltravers) River, from its
PRXWK WR D SRLQW DSSUR[LPDWHO\ PLOHV EHORZ 1HZ
1990: 14). The conditions stipulated by the Crown stated that Maltravers had seven years
to seat cadnists (at his own expense), and, in return, those residing within the
proprietorship had rights to trade with the natives and to import and export
commoditieg Maltravers was required to pay five pounds annually to the Crown for
these privileges, and was/gn the authority to make laws and appoint administrators for
his dominion. Settlers within the proprietorship were exempt from paying taxes to
9LUJLQLDYV JRYHUQPHQW DQG ZHUH RQO\ UHTXLUHG WR
foreign invasionorl DO UHEHOOLRQ ,| WKH SURSULHWRUVKLSTYV
seven years time, Maltravers was eligible for another patent of comparable size
(McCartney 1990: 14).

Though it is unknown what efforts (if any) Maltravers made to develop his
proprietor$ip, the claim was recognized and he was issued a patent on January 22, 1637
E\ 9LUJLQLDTV JRYHUQRU 6LU -RKQ +DUYH\ OF&DUWQH\
however, that Harvey simply ignored the Maltravers claim and issued additional patents
toVigLQLD SODQWHUYV ZLWKLQ WKRVH ERXQGV +DUYH\YV F
makes sense from the perspective that, chiefly, a tract of prime land of such a large size
meant significant revenue loss from taxes and export duties for the colony.
Correspodingly, Harvey could issue patents to individuals already in Virginia, thus

SRSXODWLQJ WKH UHJLRQ ZLWK 3ZDUP" ERGLHV UDWKHU
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group fromEngland D IDFWRU WKDW IURP +DUYH\{V YLHZSRLQW .
of thecolony by strengthening the numbers of settlers on the southside frontier.

Colonial population growth in the 1630s, fueled by the tobacco boom of the
preceding decade, prompted the creation of new political entities. The land granted to
Maltravers had beepart of Elizabeth City prior to 1636, at which date it was designated
as New Norfolk County. In 1637, settlement there was significant enough to split New
Norfolk in to Upper and Lower designations, Upper Norfolk becoming Nansemond
County in 1646. The elast patents of land in the study area were made in 1637, but
there is some discrepancy as to whether or not some tracts were occupied beginning in
1635, as some patents were issued after residence had legally (or illegally) been taken up
(Luccketti 200711; McLearen and Harbury 1990: 19). Some of the first patentees at the
IDQVHPRQG 5LYHUYVY PRXWK LQFOXGHG 7KRPDV %XUEDJH
James Knott, John Parrott (Perrott), George White, and John Wilkins (McCartney 1990:
16).

Daniel GooNLQ -U 1V SODQWDWLRQ SDWHQW LVVXDQFH GI
was not made official until December 29 1637. The opening up of the southside land
induced John Gookin to purchase several patents in both Upper and Lower Norfolk, and,
because oftheORVH UHODWLRQVKLS RI WKH WZR EURWKHUV DC
EXVLQHVV LQ 'DQLHOfV WUDGLQJ QHWZRUN KLV KROGLQ
WUDFW KH SXUFKDVHG ZDV OHVV WKDQ WZR PLOHV VRXW

Nansemond, consisgof 500 acres; for at least the next 26 years it was known as John
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*RRNLQYYV /DQGLQJ 30ODFH 1XJHQW 1®One year later he
took out another patent for 350 acres south of his original tract, due to him for the
transportation o$even peoplé? An advantageous marriage in 1639 to Sarah Offley, the
widow of wealthy planter Adam Thoroughgood, likely caused him to move his place of
residence to Lynn Haven (preselaty Virginia Beach) (Walter 1994 :97). He purchased
640 acres adjacenWR WKH GHFHDVHG 7KRURXJKJRRGYTV ODQG RQC
transportation of 13 persons, seven of whom were enslaved Africans (Neill 1886: 126;
Nugent 1973: 129). John Gookin attained the rank of Captain in the Lower Norfolk
militia and represented Lower Nolk in the Assembly in 1639, 1640, 1641, and 1642;
he died in November of 1643 (Neill 1886: 126).

$W WKH WLPH RI -RKQ *RRNLQYY GHDWK KLV RZQ OD
land totaled 6,840 acrds 'DQLHO *RRNLQIV -U TV 1D QBBORELOHG SODQ
plantation he controlled on the Rappahannock River came to 4,000 acres. The Gookin
EURWKHUVY FRPELQHG KROGLQJV RI DFUHV LQ DGGL
and captains in the militia placed them in the upper echelon of cblGrgaia society;
they were among the most prominent figures on the southside of the Lower James River

IURP EHWZHHQ F WR 'DQLHOYV GHSDUW XUdkehtURP WKH

7KH RULJLQDO SDWHQW ZDV UHDG RQ 2FWREHU UHSDWHQWHG
500 acs. Upon W. side of Nansamund River aliasr&Vers river, Up. New Norf. Co., Beg. At a point

whereupon the channel of the river abutteth heretofore called by the name of Mossey Point but at present
Betsanger, downward upon the aforsd. River, E. by N. into the woods, S. by W. &c. Due for tioé 1&ns

pers: Thomas Box, Junr., Peter Norman, John Butler, John Burden, Robert Hodges, Walter Carpenter,
(GZDUG ORUJDQ -RKQ /RZGHQ :LOOLDP 3HDVDQW =~ 1XJHQW

203.RKQ *RRNLQ *HQW DFV 8S &R RI 1HZ 1RUI ,W. ugfon\ %HJ $V
Nansamund river, E. into the woods & S. adj. the Gleab Land. Trans. Of 7 pers: Thomas Box, Junr., Peter
1RUPDQ O0ODU\ 1RUPDQ -RQ %XWOHU -RKQ %XUGHQ B5REHUW +RGJH\
22$GDP 7TKRURXJKJRRGTV SDWHQW ZDV RQH Rl WKH ODUJHVW LVVXHG
17" century, totaling 5,350 acres. (Morgan 1975: 166).
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from land grant records, wills, and court boéksrovide insight ito their social status,
but their position in the community is not captured. Consideration of the people living in
WKH QHLIJIKERUKRRG DURXQG WKH *RRNLQVY SODQWDWLR
significant to the study, as some of them came over withki@dsr. and survived the
DWWDFN RQ ODULHYY ORXQW 2WKHUV ZHUH YHWHUDQV R
following the 1622 uprising. The likelihood of this group to develop a plantation
community where a network of fortified settlements is higid, @hen combined with
militia leaders like Daniel Gookin Jr. who came from a background in Ireland where
personal defense was a necessity, indicate they were more likely to focus resources on
fortification.
Previous Virginia settlement pattern studiesgas] that linking land patents with
residency can sometimes be problematic, as occasionally land was seated before the
patent had been drawn up. Correspondingly, patents were bought and sold for speculation
during the 17th century (Kelly 1979: 188). Futher confounding property research is
the nature of 17Heentury landseating strategies. Regardless of how large of a grant one
was given, all that one had to do, according to English revenue agent Edmund Randolph,
was
cut down a few trees and make tiveith a little Hut, covering it with the bark and
turn two or three hogs into the woods by it: Or else they are to clear one acre of
that land, and to plant and tend it one year: But they fell twenty or thirty trees, and

put a little Indian Corn in the grod among them as they lye, and sometimes
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make a beginning to fence it, but take no care of their Crop, nor make any further

use of their land. (Morgan 1975: 220)

Respecting the regional framework for approaching the documentary evidence, Kealhofer
suggets that colonial landscape studies should use gptanged method of

interrogation. First, use the documents to envision the region, defining the political and
social identities of the collective population, and then examine the documents further for
clues to define the farmstead/plantation boundaries right down to the tenancies.
(Kealhofer 1999a: 59). Having characterized the general region above, | now turn to what
is known about the landowners on and in the vicinity of the Nansemond Fort tract. As
seveal of the abutters of the site tract have different relationships to Daniel Gookin Jr., |
have included all of them in a chronological narrative to illustrate how the region

developed (Fig. 63).

James Knott and George White

While Daniel Gookin Jr. has ¢hdistinction of being the first patentee on the west
side of the Nansemond Rivers mouth, James Knott was the first landowner on the east
side. Knott arrived in Virginia in 1617 aboard {Beorgeand hadbeen a convict in
/IRQGRQYV 1HZJDW H cB belwaRteansporiédHdVigkia. He was listed as
UHVLGLQJ RQ &KDUOHV +DUNHUYY SODQWDWLRQ RQ WKH
was a free man by 1625. Knott applied for ayRar lease in 1632 for a &f&re tract at
the mouth of the HamptoBLYHU WR 3RSHUDWH D R haugiit B hoH QW HU W I

known if this was approved. In 1635 he secured a 12206 patent in Upper Norfolk and
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WRRN XS UHVLGHQFH WKHUH .QRWW¢fV DIIDLUV RQ KLV S
it seems he ligd there until 1643. He moved to Maryland sometime thereafter, perhaps as
part of the regional migration to that colony, and died there in 1653 (McCartney 2007:
449).

$EXWWLQJ .QRWWTV WUDFW WR WKH QRUWKHDVW ZD'
whoreceL Y HG DFUHV LQ IXIJHQW "KLWH KDG EF
transportees in 1621, and may have been a free man when he arrived in the colony. The
wording of thereSDWHQW RI KLV WUDFW LQ UHDGYV 3 DFV ¢
into woods adj. land of John Wilkins, gent., W. Upon his own land, S. upon sd. Wilkins,
DQG 1 XSRQ ODQG RI -RKQ 3DUURWW DFUHV IRU KLV Z
(Nugent 1963: 95). The +gatent provides the names of John Wilkins and Johnt®arro

better situating landowners in the region.

John Wilkins

Of the early patentees in the Nansemond area, John Wilkins was likely the first
owner of the Nansemond Fort tract. Wilkins arrived in Virginia at the age of 19 in 1618;
he was listed as residng Q WKH (DVWHUQ 6KRUH LQ DV WKH KHD
possession of a dwelling, a storehouse, and an ample supply of stored food and defensive
ZHDSRQU\" OF&DUWQH\ , Q KH VHUYHG DV D FI
Accomack court, and in 163®hvas appointed as a vestryman. The Wilkins patent of
6HSWHPEHU IRU DFUHV ZDV ORFDWHG 332Q WKH |
River, beginning on the south side of the first bridge, running Southwest by West along

the Creek, East Southeast inte thioods, Northeast upon land of Mr. White & butting
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upon land of James Knott. 50 acres for his own personal adventure & 1250 acres for
WUDQVSRUWDWLRQ RI S HUIMITS Gkely nelred det@vd his
Nansemond property, given that he wiaavily invested in his land on the Eastern Shore,

where he served as a burgess in 1641; he was mentioned in court proceedings there until

his death in 1649 (McCartney 2007: 747).

John Parrott and Thomas Burbage

-RKQ 3DUURWWYTV 3HUNRYWWSD\WHQWVERDQUY IKKWHQ)
WUDQVSRUWHH RI 'DQLHO *RRNLQ 6U SDUURWW OLYHG F
1636 (Nugent 1963: 109). He came to Virginia as a servant in 1623 aboard the
Providence WKH VHFRQG R *R RsNdlsGGeftlitb Hia calody Brom theHe
SDWHQW RI 3IDUURWWTV ODQG LQ LPSRUWDQW SODFF
DV WKRVH RI :KLWHfV DQG RWKHU NH\ ILIJXUHV LQ WKH D
the Nansemond Fort site, encomp® L Q J 3 DFV LQ 1DQFHPRQG &R [
ILUVW FU UXQQLQJ SDUDOOHO WR WKH ULYHU XQWLO LYV
&U 7KH UHVLGXH EXWWHWK OU KLWHTV VHFRQG GHYI
Hough, 17 May 1637 & purched by sd. Perrott 16. Aug. 1637; and 100 acs. for the
WuUuDQV RI SHUV = 1XJHQW 7KH UHIHUHQFH WR
Thomas Burbage, who entered Virginia as a merchant in 1628 and became a very
prosperous planter and was socialbnnected with Daniel Gookin Jr. when he was in
Virginia and later in Massachusetts (Aspinwall 1903: #i&BD; McCartney 2007: 172).
%XUEDJHYV LQLWLDO 1DQVHPRQG SDWHQW zZDV IRU 3 D

side of the mouth of the Nansemond Rivj.Adnd of John Parrott westerly, & Ely. Upon
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ODQG RI &DSW -RKQ 6LEVH\" 1XJHQW 7TKRXJK 3DL
on the land of the Nansemond Fort, they were closely linked, as were other patentees

around them, to Gookin Sr. and Jr.

Michael Wilcox
Though John Wilkins never made use of the property where the Nansemond Fort

stood, it appears to have been first occupied by 1638 by Michael Wilcox, an Ancient

Plantef2 who arrived in Virginia as a servant in 1610. Wilcox was living on Willia

*DQH\TY SODQWDWLRQ LQ (OLIDEHWK &LWWLH LQ 8SR
he wrote a petition to Governor Francis Wyatt to enforce the payment owed by Ganey to

him for building a house, as well as to collect on an outstanding debt. Inth6agh

still in Elizabeth Cittie, Wilcox was listed as a head of household along with John Slater,
:LOFR[YV ZLIH (OLIDEHWK DQG WKUHH P-Bl&d¢d LQGHQWXUH
KRXVHKROG SRVVHVVHG RQH GZHOOLQJ 3:VMeldH SHHFHV
WZR VZRUGVY WZR FRDWYV RI PDOH DQG SRXQGV RI OHD
LV NQRZQ RI :LOFR[ SULRU WR ZKHQ KH DFTXLUHG ZK
Wilcox was living on the property in 1639 when part of his property wasdedéeorge

KLWH LQ D UDWKHU RGG WUDQVDFWLRQ 3 DFV DGM |/
land of John Wilkins dated Oct. 21, 1639. By order of the court dated Oct. 3, 1638, some
difference having arisen between these parties, the land was etjuiaéd. By this

LQVWUXPHQW :LOFR[ FRQYH\HG DOO KLV LQWHUHVW H[FH

27KH WHUP 3$QFLHQW 3ODQWHU” UHIHUV WR DQ\ LQtEeyWer& XDO ZKR DL
transported or paid their own way. Ancient Planters were entitled to 100 acres for themselves and an
additional hundred for their heirs (Nugent 1963: xxvi).
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*LYHQ WKDW WKH :LONLQVY SDWHQW ZDV IRU

rest of the property, until a4@atent of 800 acres by Sanh&oughton in 1645.
6WRXJKWRQ PDUULHG LOFR[fpatgitBeRr (OLQRU DQG WKH

the said 800 Acres of Land being part of a Patent granted unto John Wilkins

bearing date the Eighteenth day of May 1637 Containing thirteen hundred acres

and of him sald unto Michaell Wilcoxe decd who bequeathed the same unto

Ellinor unto the said Stoughton with whome he hath since Intermarried, who upon

a resurvey thereof hath since found but the said Eight hundred acres. (Nugent

1963: 162463)
This awkward land divien may indicate that the remaining 500 acres of the original
:LONLQVY SDWHQW ZDV XQRFFXSLHG DQG WKHUHIRUH HV
perhaps being granted to someone else, possibly to White, since he is the one who
GLVSXWHG :LOF Refafieni dn®Hatbiary 0900: 14).
Samuel Stoughton and Thomas Addison

Samuel Stoughton was listed as a representative for Nansemond in the House of
Burgesses in 1646, for Upper Norfolk in 164848, and again for Nansemond in 1654
1655 (Leonard 1978: 2B2).He was among the burgesses who voted affirmatively to
allow Dutch traders to operate freely in Virginia in 1646, and he served in the militia.
After 1655, Stoughton disappears from the records.

One of the last occupants who might be associated withtéhiss Sihomas
$GGLVRQ RQH RI *RRNLQ 6U V WUDQVSRUWHHV LQ $

OXVWHU IRU ODULHTV ORXQW DQG ODWHU VHUYHG D
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16264631 (Gookin 1912: 48). Addison first patented land south afdD&ookin Jr. on
the west side of the Nansemond River in 1637 (Nugent 1963: 56) and received another
patent in 1675 for
two hundred Acres of Land Lying, Scituate 7 being in the Lower pish of
Nansemond 7 on ye Land of Wm Knott to the westward Northgrtyndhe
Creeke 7 souty into ye woods, Being pt of a patent of 1300 acres formerly Grt to
-QR :LONLQV E\ SDWHQW EHDULQJ \H GDWH 2 WK RI O
should be 1637] ye 200 acres by after Severall Assignments & Conveyances
Gradually fromye sd Wilkins comeing & now being in the Possession of the said
7TKR $GGLVRQ«GDWHG WK ODUFK I1XIJHQW
$W WKH WLPH RI $GGLVRQTVY SDWHQW KH ZRXOG KDYH Et
of Virginia adventurers who had little mesanpon arrival in 1621 aboard tReying Hart,
but who eventually acquired land of their own and funds to transport others to Virginia, a
path to wealth and occasionally public office.
The landscape of Daniel Gookin Sr. and Jr. in Virginia from 162144 W&s
one that was considered the frontier of English settlement. Tracts that they patented were
in regions where other plantations were sparse, and also put them in frequent contact with
Native Americans whose villages on the southside boasted sighifiganbers of armed
warriors. This situation was not unlike their plantations in Ireland and the threat of attack
by Gaelic Irish or Old English natives was an epersent reality. Daniel Gookin Sr. and
Jr. and Thomas Newce all came from fortified settieimand would have recognized the

vulnerability of their patents in Virginia.
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Figure 63: Approximate land divisions in the Nansemond Fort vicinity, c. 1640.
Boundaries and acreage were determined by patent transcriptions (Nugent 1963) and
using theacreage plotter of ArcGIS 9.3. (graphic by author).
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Table 1.Landowners around and of the Nansemond Fort tract, 163%.

Name

Daniel
Gookin Jr.

James Knott

George White

John Wilkins

Francis
Hough

Thomas
Addison

John Parrott

Arrival in
Virginia

1630

George, 1617

Flying Hart, 1621

Marigold, 1618

Unknown

Flying Hart, 1621

Providence 1623

Patent

Description

25 Feb. 1634+
2500 acres,
betwea
Nansemond River
and Chuckatuck
Creek. Patent owet
to Gookin Sr. (Re
patent 29 Dec.
1637)

24 Mar. 1635
1200 acres, east
side of Nansemonc
River. (Repatent
18 Aug. 1637)

3 Jun. 1635+200
acres , east side
Nansemond River.
(Re-patent 6 Mar
1638, 300 acres,
bounded by
Wilkins and
Parrott).

9 Sept. 1636

1300 acres, east
side of Nansemonc
River. (Repatent
18 May 1637)

17 May 1637+

800 acres, east sid
of Nansemond
River. (Sold to
Parrott 16 Aug.
1637)

20 May 1637+

150 acres, west
side of Nansemonc
River, bounded N.
by Daniel Gookin.
16 Aug. 1637
900 acres, east sid
of Nansemond
River, on Pig
Point. Re-patented
2 Jul. 1650).

Relationship to
Gookin

None

Gookin headright.

None

None

Gookin headright.
$W ODULHTV
plantation, served
as manager there,
16261631.

Gookin headright.
Identified as a
VHUYDQW D
Mount in 1625.

Sources

Gookin 1912: 61;
McCartney 2007:
333; Nugent 1963:
78.

McCartney 2007:
449.

Gookin 1912: 48;
McCartney 2007:
741; Nugent 1963:
78, 95.

McCartney 1990:
19; Nugent 1963:
420.

Nugent 1963: 55.

Gookin 1912: 48;
Nugent 198: 56,
78.

Gookin 1912: 47;
McCartney 2007:
536; Nugent 198:
109, 197.



Name

Richard
Bennett

Thomas
Burbage

Michael
Wilcox

Samuel
Stoughton

Arrival in
Virginia
1628

1628

Prosperous1610

Unknown

Patent
Description

19 Aug. 1637+
2000 acres, east
side of Nansemonc
River, neck of land
between river and
creek.

7 May 1638600
acres, east side of
Nansemond River,
bounded by Parroti
and Sibesby.

Unknown date,
1638 +1300 acres,
former Wilkins
patent. 142 acres
ceded to White,
1638. Rest of
patent possibly
escheated, 1639
1645.

10 Mar. 1645+
800 acres,
bordered by Knott
and White. Former
Wilkins
patent/Wilcox
patent.

Relationship to
Gookin

Burgess.

Militia officer,
tobacco factor.
Manager of
*RRNLQYV
Rappahannock
holdings.

None

None

19t

Sources

McCartney 2007:
126; Nugent 1963:
66.

Gookin 1912: 65;
McCartney 2007:
173; Nugent 1963:
91, 98, 180.

McCartney 2007:
746; Nugent 1963:
125.

Nugent 1963: 162.

Table 2.Landowners of the Nansemond Fort tract and occupancy status.

Patentee
John Wilkins

Michael Wilcox

Samuel Stoughton
Thomas Addison

Dates Held/Occupancy
9 Sept. 16361638. Not resident

16384645(?). Resident

16454655(?). Resident
167548685. Resident

Sources

1963: 420.

McCartneyl1990: 19; Nugent

McCartney 2007: 746; Nugent

1963: 125.

Nugent 1963: 162.
McCartney 1990: 22; Nugent

1963: 606
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Daniel GookihlU DQG -RKQ *RRNLQYV LQKHULWDQFH RI 0D
solid footing in Virginia to expand their own landholdings when the territory south of the
James River opened for settlement in the 1630s. Both Gookin brothers attained
prominence in the colony@G WRRN WKH OHVVRQV OHDUQHG IURP ,U
Mount when they set up their own estates. The granting of new patents on the southside
HQDEOHG DW OHDVW WKUHH Gebry¥ WHite) Dobn Raffatt, aBRIX QW FRK
Thomas AddisoA to set up the own farms. Whether by coincidence or choice, these
WKUHH PHQ DOO VHWWOHG QHDU 'DQLHO *RRNLQ -U TV H'
his militia jurisdiction. Both White and Addison came to Virginia in 1621 with Gookin
Sr., and Parrott arrived 1623 on thd’rovidencewith Daniel Jr. and John Gookin.

The path of many immigrants to Virginia is cloudlyey either arérom England
GLUHFWO\ RU LQ WKH FDVH RI WKH *RRNLQV E\ ZD\ RI (C
George White and John Parrbkely followed a similar route. The National Library of
,ZUHODQGYV KROGLQJV LQFOXGH WKH /LVPRUH &DVWOH 3L
IDPLO\YfV EXVLQHVV LQ &RXQWLHV &RUN .HUU\ /LPHULFN
books and rent rolls for tetory they controlled. Two of the primary areas for settlement
in the second Munster Plantation were Bandon and Newcestown, and the leases are
recorded inA Rentall booke for Sr. Lewis Boyle knight. Barron of Bandonbridg, and lo:

Viscount Boyle of Kimaleaky part of the Lismore series. George White appears as a
lessee in Bandonbridge in 1608, and John Parrot as a lessee in Newcestown in 1619 (MS
6139, Lismore Castle Papers, National Library of Ireland). The likelihood that these are

the same men who shawp in Virginia in 1621 and 1623 is quite distinct, and suggests
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WKDW WKH RWKHU QXPEHU RI WUDQVSRUWHHY RQ 'DQLHC
Ireland rather than directly through England.
Prior to his migration to Maryland, Daniel Gookin Jr. veasimportant military
DQG FLYLF OHDGHU DQG KLV UROH DV D ILJXUH LQ 9LUJL

Chapter 2), and he continued this interaction with the Nansemond region well into the

1670s.

Maryland (16431644) (Daniel Gookin Jr.)

Daniel * RRNLQ -U YV ODU\ODQG SODQWDWLRQ LV VLJQLII
KROGLQJV LQ 9LUJLQLD FDXVHG LQ SDUW E\ ODU\ODQGT\
WKH WXPXOW RI WKH FRORQ\YfV QDVFHQW \HDUV RI VHWW
yeDUV DIWHU WKH IRXQGLQJ RI WKH FRORQLDO FDSLWDO |
when settlers were desperately needed, and the Calverts, the Catholic proprietors of
Maryland, were specifically seeking out Protestants who might have the wealth and
means to make the venture a success (Carr and Papenfuse 1983: 20). There is reason to
believe that Gookin Jr. was perhaps one of the men of character whom Cecil Calvert,

Second Lord Baltimore, hoped to recruit for his colony.

The situation in Maryland waguite different from that in Virginia. Instead of a
jont-VWRFN FRPSDQ\ YHQWXUH DV 9LUJLQLD KDG EHHQ SUL
&RPSDQ\TV FKDUWHU LQ ODU\ODQG ZDV D SURSULHWEF
single family. George Calvert, i5t Lord Baltimore, was given his colonial grant after
close to a decade in unsuccessfully attempting to seat plantations in Ireland, New

(QJODQG DQG 1HZIRXQGODQG GUDZLQJ IURP WKHVH SOL
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colonial charterilenard and Carr B2: 176478 Carr and Papenfuse 1983: 9). George
&DOYHUWYV YLVLRQ IRU ODU\ODQG ZDV RI D IHXGDO VRFL
ZKR ZRXOG UXOH RI PDQRULDO HVWDWHV $V &DUU DQG 3
an antiquated vision of what ningsucceed in North America.

Such plans faced two major problems. The first was that of anyrisigkand

development project, then or névhow to attract investors and settlers. The

second problem was tied to the f@ghow to create social order, the falation of

profitable enterprise, in a wilderness settlement thousands of miles and many

weeks away from England. Plans familiar to George Calvert saw the solution in

offers of large land grants, political power, and special titles of honor to induce

men wih capital and capacity for leadership to settle in a new colony. These

leaders were expected to bring servants or tenants to develop the land. By this

means, the familiar hierarchy of English Tu®iuart society could be

transplanted. Prospective investaould foresee orderly settlement in which land

development would bring profits. (Carr and Papenfuse 1983: 12)

Before Calvert could set up his vision on the ground, he died in April of 1632, before his
grant was read; the land passed to his son Ceadiltadk up governance officially on
June 20, 1632.
7KH EULHI LQWURGXFWLRQ RI *RRNLQYTYV LQYROYHPHC
Two placed him in the upper Potomac in 1632 with Capt. Henry Fleet. Fleet and Capt.
William Claiborne (and likely Gookin) wertgvo successful Virginia overland fur traders,

TXLWH IDPLOLDU ZLWK WKH WHUULWRU\ WKDW ZDV WR EF
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185). Claiborne would have been a figure wkelbwn to Gookin, as both of them were

burgesses and commanders of regOn®® LOLWLD LQ DGGLWLRQ WR &ODLE

neighboring patents in Elizabeth City. This relationship and the offer of a more tolerant

VWDQFH WRZDUGYV UHOLJLRQ PD\ KDYH LPSDFWHG *RRNLC

Maryland that had not yet been imporated into a county. With Claiborne in the

HTXDWLRQ WKH FDVH LV VWUHQJWKHQHG IRU *RRNLQTYV
SULRU WR ODU\ODQGYYVY FRQFHSWLRQ &ODLERUQH RS

(middle Chesapeake Bay, roughly 19 miles from predagtAnnapolis), settled by

9LUJLQLDQV LQ &ODLERUQHYY HQWHUSULVH ZDV ILQL

Maurice Thompson, William Cloberry, John de la Barre, and Simon Turgis, who supplied

Claiborne with items to barter with local Indians and armsamtain a small garrison

(Brenner 2003: 122 .24). Claiborne vehemently opposed the establishment of Maryland

as he was evicted from Kent Island in 1637; despite this setback, he went on a brief hiatus

to the Bahamas, returned to Virginia in 1642, and ket¢ent Island in 1644 (Brenner

2003: 167). Though Claiborne ultimately lost Kent Island for good in 1649, he was

aligned with Puritan interests in Virginia and London, and the presence of his post may

have been thought of as an extra layer of security RIRNLQTV FKRVHQ O0DU\ODQC(
$Q DGGLWLRQDO SRLQW WKDW DOLJQV *RRNLQTV 0DL

WKH ZULWWHQ GHVFULSWLRQV RI KLGOURBM@GLQJY WKDW V

Testementary Business, 1653) - X O\ RI *R R N h W dtt&ked iy Yo W L R

Indians who were later captured and tried in court. Resident on the plantation were three

slaves: Jacob and Mary Warrow and their young son. The Warrows had lived with
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Gookin in Virginia, and Jacob appears as a headright in theggtantfor the Nansemond
tract from 1637. The court document reveals several details that help narrow down the
location of the plantation, as well as what it may have looked like. First, the scene of the
DWWDFN LV QRWHG DV EHLQJ DX SRG HNDKH SRXAWK\ 5 LIYGIRIQL (
293). One structure is named in the deposition, and appears in the document three times,
UHIHUUHG WR DV SWKH KRXVH RI &4DSW 'DQLHOO *RRNLQ\
of the raid. The Indians fell upon Jacob wittomahawk killing him instantly, and Mary
was struck unconscious while protecting her son, who also perished from tomahawk
blows. Mary pretended to be dead, and lay near the doorway while the Indians set to
3SLOODJLQJ RU UREELQJ WKW KDHB KRXYWHE6RPHURKRG RKIC
powder and Shott and divers wearing Clothes and bed Clothes Some pewter and three
KDWWV WR D JRRG 9DOXH" $QRQ 7ZR RI WKH ,Q(
DIWHUZDUGYV DQG LGHQ WdmMéhgh addoinawezaMwé6 N L J K
3LVFDWRZD\ ,QGLDQV" $QRQ

From the deposition, the location on the South River narrows the plantation
location to approximately 56 square miles of river frontage between its headwaters a few
miles west of Annapolis and the oth at the Chesapeake Bay, due west of Kent Island.
It appears that the plantation had at least one substantial enough building to be termed a
KRXVH DV RSSRVHG WR 3 TXDUWHU™ RU 3FDELQ " QRWHG L
of items carried ofés plunder indicate was reasonably well stocked. The document also
VXJIJHVWY *RRNLQYV RZQHUVKLS RI WKH SURSHUW\ DV ZH

SUHGDWHG $QQH $UXQGHO &RXQW\JV IRUPDWLRQ LQ
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be found within he County holdings. This strongly suggests that Gookin was given his

land directly from the Calverts, who under the conditions of plantation were permitted to

grant proprietary tracts, some of which were never recorded (Joe Leizer, pers. comm.,

2013). GooL. QV JUDQW ZDV QRW RQH RI WKH PDQ\ PDQRUV W
of county jurisdictions, as only one was established in the region under study, Anne

Arundel Manor, in 1669 (Stiverson 1977: 6).

'DQLHO *RRNLQYV JUDQW S biaiRuian stder® foonh Qe O X[ R1 9L
Nansemond who established themselves on the Severn River, just east ofgagsent
$QQDSROLV /HG E\ RQH RI *RRNLQYfYVY FORVH DVVRFLDWH\
formed a settlement called Providence in 1649 (Luckenbach)19Be founding of
Providence predated the establishment of Anne Arundel County by one year and post
GDWHG *RRNLQYYVY VHDWLQJ LQ ODU\ODQG E\ VL[ \HDUV W
directly involved with the Providence community and that he rasiatl his plantation
outside of its jurisdiction and affairs. Research within the Maryland State Archives
yielded no land warrant, patent, or land ejectment records for Daniel Gookin; from the
court record he was stitbnsidered as the owner of ge@pety in 1653.

,Q VXP 'DQLHO *RRNLQTYV VKRUW UHVLGHQFH LQ ODU
him by the Calvert family on land he chose and may have been familiar with from his
past trading ventures or interactions with William Claiborne. He possessed a well
provisioned house and farm on the South River, and this land after his departure would be
surrounded by people he may have known from his time in Virginia. The Puritan

VHWWOHPHQW DW 3URYLGHQFH QHDU KLV SODQWDWLRQ |
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migrétion story; it was a community he kept in contact with after his move to

Massachusetts.

The Massachusetts Bay Colony (164887) (Daniel Gookin Jr.)

'DQLHO *RRNLQYY UHPRYDO WR ODVVDFKXVHWWYV LQ
his religious beliefs werthe accepted norm unlike the opposition he faced in the
Chesapeake. Though the Bay Colony had gone through a period of instability and
survived several schisms within the church and government, it was a relatively stable
society that welcomed his family. ERNLQfY UDSLG DVFHQVLRQ LQWR 0D
had everything to do with religion, as did his acquisition of land within the colony. Here |
SURYLGH EULHI GHVFULSWLRQ RI KRZ WKLV ZDV PDGH D |
necessary, and | discusettinree residences where Gookin lived in Boston. Though none
of these are extant or known through archaeological excavation, the neighborhoods were
LPSRUWDQW VSDWLDO HOHPHQWY RI 'DQLHO *RRNLQTYV 1t

The settlement of the Massachusetay Bolony was sponsored financially by a
jont-VWRFN FRPSDQ\ PXFK OLNH WKH 9LUJLQLD &RPSDQ\TV
Where it differed was in the corporate makeup and the mission from its parent
RUJDQL]DWLRQ WKH '"RUFKHYVW khéfrugtienPts iskekmervihnR JLYH UH:
$PHULFD DQG WR SURYLGH D UHIXJH WR ZKLFK &KXUFKP|
87). At the first meeting of the Massachusetts Bay Company in 1628, at least 25 of the 41
members were Puritan investors who had also darted financially to other Puritan
VHWWOHPHQWYV E\ WKH &RPSDQ\YVY PHPEHUVKLS JUHZ

majority (Raab 1967: 87; Seidman 1945: 218he Company had aims for trade and
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profit, but these were left in the hands of London #tees. It was generally

acknowledged that religion held primacy. As economic historian Theodore Raab notes,

Even the settlers themselves noticed the difference from previous English

undertakings. One of them wrote in 1633 that whereas Virginia had bded set

IRU SURILW HPLJUDQWY ZHQW WR 0D Voi&itgix VHWW YV |
point of conscience, others, which was more general, to transport the Gospel to
WKRVH KHDWKHQ WKDW QHYHU KHDUG WKHUHRI § 7Kl
LondkonLQYHVWRUV DQG WKH\ HYHQ WRRN DORQJ D PDC
GLVFRYHU\ DQG ILQGLQJ RXW RI«PLQHVYT %XW DV WK
England in the 1630s it became clear that the company was primarily concerned

with the establishmentof ERORQ\ pZKHUH WKH &KXUFK RI *RG >

LQ VLQFHULW\ § 5DDE

An estimated 3,000 immigrants to the Massachusetts Bay Colony in 1635
constituted a diverse group, some of whom came for religious reasons, but many others
who did not. Migants were not encouraged to join the church, but if one wanted to
improve social status, hold public office, or vote in elections, church membership was a
necessity. The process to join the church was often difficult and required a substantial
time commiment, a public profession of faith, and private examinations of understanding
of doctrine by ministers (Games 1999: 139; Seidman 1945: 221). Furthermore, to join a
church, one had to have the status of freeman, and it was up to the General Court (all

churdh members) to choose and admit freemen (Seidman 1945: 221).
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'DQLHO *RRNLQYV DUULYDO LQ %RVWRQ RQ 0D\
time for him; on the 28, he was admitted to the First Church in Boston, and he was
designated as a freeman on th& @9ookin 1912: 72). His wife Mary was not admitted
to Church until October 12. Poised to hold office almost immediately after his landing in
Boston, he had a significant advantage even over established residents and merchants
who had not joined the churcRev. John Cotton presided over the First Church, which
the Gookins attended until their move to Cambridge in 1648 when they joined the church
there.

An additional consequence of becoming a church member and freeman was the
opportunity for land ownerspi The system of land acquisition in the Massachusetts Bay
Colony differed from Virginia and Maryland; in New England, one applied for a patent in
allotments that were made within town boundaries and were voted upon by town
proprietors. The town proprie®had the ability to prevent individuals they determined
to be undesirable from entering towns, and land grants were usually less than 10 acres.
Larger grants could be attained through civil service, which is how Gookin acquired
much of his New England pperty (Martin 1991: 23).

*RRNLQYV ILUVW UHVLGHQFH LQ 5R[EXU\ UHPDLQV XQ
regardinghis ownership of land ithattown, and it assumed that he rented a house,there
though no rent roll survives. FWRRNLQ TV DV YV H ¥nioe speEntvh RAxBriktHatS
Gookin Jr. was often away on business is likely accurate; and nothing has been found to

suggest otherwise (Gookin 1912: 75). The Roxbury interlude did not provide him with
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land, but at the very least it is an important pladhis study because of the friendship
KH IRUPHG ZLWK WKH 5R[EXU\ FKXUFKY{YV PLQLVWHU 5HY
Despite his friendship and work with Eliot, Gookin was enticed to leave Roxbury
in 1648 for Newtown (Cambridge) under the provision that if he bought & hoboswn
he would be given a tract of farmland on the Shawshin River a few miles to the north.
Gookin bought a house in Cambridge on the east side of Crooked Street (Holyoke Street)
from Edward Collins and about 100 feet south of Braintree Street (HeBuaet). His
farm grant for 500 acres on the Shawshin came through in April of 1649 (Gookin 1912:
)LJ 7KH UHDVRQV IRU 1HZWRZQYY DWWHPSWV WR
given the tumult of its past decade. Rev. Thomas Hooker had dplithei Boston
FKXUFKfV WHDFKLQJVY DQG OHIW WR EHJLQ D QHZ VHWWO
PLOQLVWHU KH HQFRXUDJHG KLV SDULVKLRQHUV WR JR ZI
KRXVHV HPSW\ DQG PDQ\ SHUVRQV ZLO G&@Jn& VHOO °~ D
wake of the dgpopulation (Games 1999: 163). Despite this initial setback, Newtowne
seems to have differed from other communities founded by the Massachusetts Bay
Company not only in its fortified character but in its wallered appearanc&hich
probably reflected its early status as the capital. Whether the grid of streets laid out for
WKH 37RZQH" ZDV WKH SURGXFW RI FRQVFLRXV SODQQLQ.
compact fortified site, the result was the earliest ordered urbanrphkew England

(Sullivan 1999).
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J)LIXUH ODS RI 1HZWRZQH &DPEULGJH 'DQLHO *RI
marked by the black triangle; the 1680 purchaseaskedby the black pentagon (image
courtesy of the Cambridge Historical Society).
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Organization of the settlement constituted 64 house lots ranging from 1/8 to 3/4 of an
acre, large enough for a house and small barn. A municipal act for public safety in
January 1633 stipulated that no houses were to be built outside of the palisandeslch
any new construction take place until all lots or houses from the original layout were
occupied. Another order of 1633 required that all houses within the limits of the town be
covered with slate or board; thatch was forbidden, likely as a pegixenmeasure
against fire (Sullivan 1999).

This environment in which Gookin-4settled was an established town where he
formed close bonds with his neighbors. Nearby was Rev. Thomas Shepard who took
UHFHLYHG *RRNLQYV FRQIHVYV LiRQe Bhurtbdhvtly abe@lss DGPLW W
arrival. Another close associate was Thomas Danforth, one of the few public servants
supporting the Praying Towns and Gookin and Rev. Eliot (Martin 1991: 17). Lengthy
historical research enabled a close approximation dfldveown/Cambridge landscape
prior to 1650, which changed little prior to the turn of th& ¢&ntury.

JROORZLQJ WKH HQG RI .LQJ 3KLOLSYV :DU DQG *RRN
sold off his Shawshin parcel to Robert Thompson so he couldduigdv haise in
Cambridge irc. 1680 (Martin 1991: 24). The new house and land extended from the
corner of Bow and Arrow Streets south to the banks of the Charles River; the description
of the house and land comes from his will dated March 31, 1687, which he theglLiea
KLV ZLIH +DQQDK 7\QJ *RRNLQ 3P\ 'ZHOOLQJ KRXVH EDU
gardens appertaining to it, & the use of three commons belonging to it for wood and

SDVWXUDJH P\ KRXVH O\HV DGMRLQLQJ WR WK®.EDFN OD
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+LV VRQ 6DPXHO UHFHLYHG KLV ILUVW &DPEULGJH KRXVH

outhouses and yard, gardens & orchards where he now Dwelleth & all to it belonging wth

two Commons, and although | changed this house &c wth him for that wch | now Live in

unto wch house he built addition & barne yet forasmuch as he never had from me any

assurance or convayance thereof so had no Legall Right to that house therefore | thought

it Expedient to bequeath this to him in my will that he may have as full & Legall

assirance thereof as if 1 had given him a deed, and | order yt all ye writeings, and Deeds

yt | had of M’ Collinsforye VDLG KRXVH /DQG EH 'HOLYHUHG P\ VRQ
+LVWRULDQ )UHGHULFN ODUWLQ VXJIJHVWYV WKDW

lots in addition to a few smaller undeveloped tracts that he held elsewhere in

Massachusetts accounted for 77 percent of his total recorded wealth listed in probate

records (Martin 1991: 24).

Approaching the colonies where Daniel Gookin Sr. and JredettINorth

America through a cultural landscape framework accomplishes several things. The first is

to recognize the differences in the ways that the charters of Virginia, Maryland, and

Massachusetts Bay sought to control land ownership and populatigosition. In each

colony the Gookins held military and public offices, receiving land in payment for

services, gaining a following of other settlers who sought their protection or influences.

The focus on the landowners around the Nansemond Fort cléastyates how this

worked to a regional advantage; and several its residents were headrights of Gookin Sr.

and may have migrated from Ireland, constructing a community in the nansemond of

like-minded individuals. In this aspect, religiousietd were cemtl to the Gookis
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migrations and actions in each colony. It is likely, as will be discussed in Chapter 7, that
group adherence to the Puritan faith influenced the artifact assemblages on sites
associated with the Gookins in Virginia and Maryland, andihgltbgether a trade
network that Daniel Gookin Jr. ran from Massachusetts.

A second point is the recognition that the Gookins were able to adapt to varying
landscapes, using strategies they learned from prior ventures. Alison Games points out
that this &ct was not unrecognized in the process @etiement as a result of
migrations? 31HZ SODQWDWLRQV UHTXLUHG PRUH WKDQ EUDYF
demanded unceasing optimism, preparation to make peace or some type of
accommodation with new neightsp and a vision of the future that could picture shelter
and a cultivated field along English models where there stood forests cluttered with brush
and fields crowd& ZLWK URFNV™ *D R kh¥ Chesapeake, had the political
climate been more calucive, town founding might have taken place much as it did when
Gookin Jr. played a role in the foundation of Worcester, Massachusetts, or his
involvement as a proprietor of Southertown (Martin 1991). Along these same lines,
fortifying the landscape torptect personal holdings as well as those of their communities
was taken seriously. The fortified estates that the Gookins rented or owned and those of
WKHLU SHHUV LQ 0OXQVWHU OLNHO\ HPSKDVL]HG WKLV QH
Daniel Jr. odered the palisading of the Nansemond settlements, and took an active role in
fortifying towns in New England, including the defenses for Cambridge. Many of their

neighbors in Virginia who failed to fortify their holdings prior to the uprisings of 1622
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and1644; in New England many settlements were caughtffDUG ZKHQ .LQJ 3KLOLl
War broke out in 1675.

Lastly, the lands occupied and owned by the Gookins in the Chesapeake and New
England represent artifacts in their own right, and the descriptionspitiamary sources
and secondary historical research anchor them in space and time. For both Daniel Sr. and
Jr., the parcels they owned became the commodities that made them and their offspring
wealthy, enriching their heirs long after their respective deatitsthey remained known
figures within the communities of which they were a part. While archaeological evidence
may not exist (or remains to be uncovered) in the locations the Gookins called home
these landholdings | consider part of the archaeologecalrd.

| discuss he Nansemond Fort site (44SK192) that Daniel Gookin Jr. was
responsible for constructing and that was occupied by individuals who were transported
by him or his fathem Chapter 6 and further expaddiSRQ *RRNLQ -U fV VKDSLQJ
lands@pe in the Nansemond region of Virginia. This particular fortified settlement
EULGJHYV WKH JDS EHWZHHQ WKH *RRNLQTWHOQ&ZQ 0XQVYV

encountered iVirginia.
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CHAPTER SIX

The Archaeology of the Nansemond Fort (44SKI9

At the time of the first construction on the Nansemond Fort site, c. 1635, English
settlers resident in the area were few in number. Land patents on the west side of the
Nansemond River in Isle of Wight County as well as those on its east bank in Upper
Norfolk refer to thickets, many small creeks and marshes, and Indian fields (Nugent
1963). The site may have been cleared of trees and thick vegetation by Native Americans
ZKHQ WKH SDWHQW ZDV LVVXHG DQG WKHUHelhdt WKH UHI
SUHVXPDEO\ VSDQQHG %HQQHWWY{V &UHHN 1XJHQW
YHU\ IODW DQG WKH EUDQFK RI .QRWWTTV &UHHN MXVW Q
marsh (Fig. 65). The Nansemond River and the streams that drain intanitlaee i
saltwater zone of the lower James. Settlers at the Nansemond Fort would have had to
either get water from natural springs, collect rainwater, or sink a well, for which there is
no evidence on the site.

It is somewhat puzzling that a small frontiettement in a region where Native
Americans were known to be hostile was located in what appears to be an isolated place.

If we consider the archaeological plan of the site in the context of regional development

and the economic pursuits of the peopletivhere, a picture emerges of a settlement

planned around farming, in this case, cattle raising. | describe the Nansemond Fort from
WKH DUFKDHRORJLFDO ZRUN FRPSOHWHG LQ LQ WKLV

development from c. 1638650.
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Figure 65: Aerial photograph of the Harbour View tract, 1988. Star marks location of the

Nansemond Fort site (courtesy James River Institute for Archaeology).

Though Englishmen occupied the Nansemond Fort site continuously from cA6885

the presaet study focuses on the first 15 years of occupation. The tight chronology
established for the 1fear span can be further broken down into three phases, discerned
during postexcavation analysis based on stratigraphic sequenceshecensts, and
artifactdensities. Archaeological evidence suggests that the site was occupied by settlers
almost immediately after its first patent, or perhaps a little earlier. This is the likely
situation with the Nansemond Fort site, as it seems that the first patente'd/ilkoms,

never occupied the tract, but may have placed servants on the property to maintain his

land claim. The rgpatent of the tract in 1638 suggests Wilkins did not sufficiently
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improve the land (an action that incurred tax penalties) escheating itdbelginia, and

then patented by Michael Wilcox.

Phase 1A, c. 1638637

Building on the site began during Phase 1A, c. 1835with the erection of a
small dwelling, very crude in plan and layout (Fig. 66). Characterized by an irregular
plan, Structee 1 measured roughly 16 x 21 feet, possibly with a small chimney in its
center. An additional factor in assigning an early date to this structure is the near absence
of European artifacts in the postholes, in addition to the fact that the holes mudr small
in size than othersonthesiteDQ LQGLFDWLRQ WKDW 6WUXFWXUH ZD
SULPLWLYH DQG ZLWKRXW DQ\ WKRXJKW RI ORQJHYLW\ ~
occupied during the construction of the rest of the buildings on site (Luccketti 28)0
(Fig. 67).
In contrast, Structure 2 was a much better built, tbegedwelling with
dimensions of 18 x 34 feet (Luccketti 2007:R8(Fig. 68). With two fireplaces, the
plan included a woofloored hall and a diftloored room further partitioneftr a small
chamber. Architectural material from a pit nearby that was a cellar associated with a later
leanto addition yielded turned lead for casement windows, as well as daub. Structure 2
had two entries; one on the north wall of the westobi2 bay,and the other located on
the south wall of the center f@ot bay. An external woedndclay chimney stood in the
southeast corner of the building, with a footprint measuring 4 x 7 feet. The postholes for
the chimney were cut by repair postholes, andithfer these four repair posts was

composed of burned daub and charcoal, further validating the chimney interpretation
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(Luccketti 2007: 20). A $ost, 16foot square addition was built off of the northwest
corner, although no diagnostic artifacts wemmxkered that provided a precise date of
construction. The construction methods used in this building have been suggested by
architectural historian Willie Graham to reflect a higher standard in building emerging in

the Chesapeakepaired tiebeam

Figure 66: Plan of the Nansemond Fort, Period 1A, c.26837. (map by author)
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Figure 67: Archaeological plan of Structure 1. (map by author)

Figure 68: Archaeological plan of Structure 2. (map by author)
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assembly, and no earthfast stud evidence fofldtloe2 two characteristics that he
believes to be experimentation in building (Graham 2003: 182).

Approximately 180 feet west of Structure 2, a tHoag, 18ft 6in x 30ft building
barn was uncovered. Structure 3 was probably divided into twl@bred raoms with a
narrow passage in between (Luccketti 2007: 22) (Figs. 69, 70). There were three entries
for the building? a 5ft doorway on the south wall of the center bay, a rougkityehtry
on the north wall in the northwest corner, andfadening on tb west wall on the
south corner (Luccketti 2007: 22). Structure 3 was the only building constructed on the
ZHVW VLGH RI WKH FRPSRXQG VXJJHVWLQJ WKDW GXULQ
site served as the barnyard. Having a detached barndstdiok and grain would have
been a Chesapeake adaptation, as in England and much of Europe, farm outbuildings
were uncommon. As architectural historian Donald Linebaugh (Linebaugh 1994: 4) has
pointed out, in 17#tentury England, people desired to havaetivities under one roof.
7KH PXOWLSOH UHSDLU SRVWYV VSHDN WR WKH EDUQYV O
range.

Running easwest, a palisade line approximately 147ft long with two openings
for gates ran between Structure 3 and to Structuf@i2 palisade may be interpreted two
ZzD\V DW WKLV HDUO\ VWDJH RI WKH VLWHTV GHYHORSPHC(
DWWHPSW WR GHPDUFDWH WKH ODQGRZQHUYYV FODLP *L°
settlement, it is likely that the paide was a temporary measure until a more substantial
work could be erected. The positioning of the palisade indicates that Structures 2 and 3

predated it, since neither were oriented on a straight line to correspond to palisade
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construction. Since thereas no corresponding palisade line to the south, the individuals
who built the palisade may have stopped before completing an enclosure of the three
buildings on the site. As an alternative, the palisade may have been a method of

RUJDQL]LQJ W Kagridukuvsl\aho dbmmestc\sfabe; other divisions in the form of

worm fences or wattle barriers might have further defined specific activity areas on the

site.

7

Slot rench

\

Figure 69: Archaeological plan of Structure 3. Slot trenches were added shortly after
construction, likely corresponding with the palisade wall during Phase 1B. (map by
author)
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Figure 70: Plan view of Structure 3 prior to posthole excavation. (courtesy of James
River Institute for Archaeology).

Figure 71:Plan of the Nansemond Forgifibd 1B, ¢.163@8.646. (map by author)



21¢

Phase 1B, c. 1638646
During Phase 1B, c.1636646, the defensive palisade was dismantled to make

way for a more substantial fieldwork that enclosed the entire settlement (Fig. 71).
Increased conflict with the Naesond and other tribes in the region was sporadic
throughout most of the 1630s, resulting in a-fear war that began in 1644. At this
time, Michael Wilcox and his family were living on the tract; they either built the
enclosure themselves or with neighsapport under orders from Capt. Daniel Gookin Jr.

LQ KLV FDSDFLW\ DV 8SSHU 1RUIRONYfV PLOLWLD FRPPDQ

Figure 72: Aerial view of excavated palisade and Period 1B features (courtesy of James
River Institute for Archaeology).
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Figure 73: East walpalisade postmolds (courtesy of James River Institute for
Archaeology).

Figure 74:Excavated NE bastion. (courtesy of James River Institute for Archaeology)
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Figures 75: Excavated SW bastion. (courtesy of James River Institute faedtogy)
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The enclosure was shaped roughly like a trapezoid with two rounded bastions, at

opposing corners, made of split logs. The palisade enclosed an area of 222ft x 98ft x

224ft x 75ft; the split logs were seated in-& Wide by 2ft deep slot trach and stood

upright, forming a wall that was more like a breastwork just tall enough to allow one to

shoot over (Kelso, Luccketti and Straube 1999: 29; Luccketti 2007: 25) (Figs. 72, 73).

This type of configuration bears striking resemblance to a basloseme, which was in

use prior to and during the English colonial projects in Ireland. According to George

+LOOfV KLVWRU\ +LOO RI WKH 80VWHU SODQWDW
it was customary amongst the ancient Irish to construct their bawns or cattle
enclosures near their residences in times of peace, and adjoining their
encampments in times of war. These enclosures were always formed on a certain
well recognized plan, of trenches and banks strengthened by stakes, or most
frequently by growing hedge®) guard against the attacks of wolves and other

ravenous animals, as well as the assaults of hostile tribes.

JRONORULVW 5REHUW %ODLU 6W *HRUJHTV VWXG\ RI WKF
(1990: 242) also characterizes the bawn as a fortificatmrporated into the English
defense system in Ulster, becoming

a defensible courtyard, whose wallbuilt most often of stone, but also of brick,

clay, timber (both earthfast and silled) wattle and daub, an8l pomtected the

house, family, and personalRrSHUW\ RI WKH SODQWDWLRQYV SUL
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houses could be fretanding in the center of the bawn, or placed against one of

the peripheral walls.
These characteristics led people to call such structures forts even though they are more
properly th RXJKW RI DV IRUWLILHG VHWWOHPHQWY , XVH WKH
reader that this does not mean | am discussing a formal military installation erected at
government expense or even by trained military engineers. Rather, this sort of enclosure
fits the pattern of private forms of protection of a vernacular sort that were common in
colonial contexts.

Thetwtc EDVWLRQHG SODQ DQG WKH OHQJWKV RI WKH IR
whoever planned the fort had an understanding of the limitadiothe musket. Firearms
of the period were notoriously inaccurate, but the placement of the bastions at opposing
ends of the fort allowed for enfilading fire. The 1-t#ntury English matchlock weighed
about 16 Ibs. and had a bore size roughly equivadeatmodern 1@auge shotgun. Its
maximum effective range was about 100 yards, and beyond this the trajectory of the ball
was unpredictable (Peterson 1956: 14). To compensate for musket accurétayglat2
angle jog in the palisade line 138ft from thetheast bastion was present, and on the
south wall 112ft from the southwest bastion (Luccketti 2007: 25). These protective
features would afford a musketeer inside the palisade the cover needed to protect against
enemy advances on all sides of the palivaals.

The trapezoidal form of the Nansemond Fort palisade has been interpreted as
somewhat of an anomaly; drawn plans of Irish bawns depict them stwaagjat! and

UHJXODU \HW D EDZQ GDWLQJ IURP RQ W-Hd&y VLWH RI
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Williamsburg also had a trapezoidal plan. Archaeologists felt that the irregularities
probably resulted from a lack of trained surveyors in the colony (Noél Hume 1982: 254),
but a likely explanation in the Nansemond case is simply that the existing structures
needed to be enclosed. By taking advantage of the surroundings rather than creating and
attempting to apply an entirely new plan, the builders rendered the issue of regularity a
moot point.

Inside the palisade there were two buildings, Structures 4.&8imusture 4 was
much like its predecessors from Period 1A in its thrag frame and exterior dimensions
of 14 x 26 feet, with a hall and chamber plan (Fig. 76). This building lacked a hearth and
FKLPQH\ DQG KDG D UHFWDQJXO DR NVIWRHG DHERBRXW RW PUR
north wall. Excavations at James Fort have revealed several storage pits associated either
with leanto structures against the fort wall or with small, fst@nding, temporary
shelters (Kelso and Straube 2008:#2%), indicatng that this practice was not all
together unknown. Linebaugh suggests that underground storage pits may have been a
FRPPRQ IHDWXUH RQ &KHVDSHDNH VLWHY DQG WKDW WK
Euro $PHULFDQ GZHOOLQJV LQWRn&baugh 1004 K1Y AHEQW K FHQ W)
absence of a hearth and chimney is perplexing as this structure certainly has the
indicators of being lived ia the hall and chamber plan and the rectangular pit for
storage. Structure 5, measuring 10 x 16ft 9in, lacked a hewatthrgy indication for room
divisions, and was aligned with Structure 2 (Fig. 77). This alignment suggests the two

were built at the same time, and its size suggests it might have been used as storehouse.
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6WRUHKRXVHV RI VLPLODU V IsgdcaXétiond at Riigndll @ K& LQJ .HO
Littletown Tenement site, which dated to 164665 (Kelso 1984: 59).

The large space within the fortified compound shows no signs of being sub
divided while the palisade stood. At Structure 3, however, two slot trertdditasih from
the northeast and northwest corners to the palisade wall were uncovered, providing for a
small enclosed space off the rear of the house, perhaps serving as an animal paddock
(Charles Hodges, personal communication, 2010). On the west sidelmiitding was a
semicircular slot trench with an opening in the center. Animals may have been housed
SULPDULO\ RQ WKH ZHVWHUQ VLGH RI WKH VLWH FRUURE
southwest bastion [which] provided not only a fortified emteg but a funneike barrier
IRU GULYLQJ DQLPDOV" +RGJHYV 7KLY ITHDWXUH L
bolstering the interpretation of Structure 3 as a barn, and resembles annexes on English
medieval barns where cows are milked (BeresfordHurdt 1972: 111). During the
SHULRG RI WKH SDOLVDGHYV H[LVWHQFH LW ZDV OLNHO\
enclosure at night as well as during periods when danger of attack was high. Cattle could
have been separated from the rest of thielings within the enclosure by worm fences,

or other temporary barriers that would leave no archaeological trace (Neimdn 9280

Phase 1C: 16461650

Following two years of warfare with the tribes of the Powhatan Confederacy, Virginia
Governor Sir Willam Berkeley signed a treaty with the tribes in October of 1646, which
gave the Nansemond region territory to the English (McCartney 1990: 9). Feelings of

relative security are reflected in the p@éd6 archaeological record at the Nansemond
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Figure 76: Archaeological plan of Structure 4. (map by author)

Figure 77: Archaeological plan of Structure 5. (map by author



Figure 78: Working shot of Structure 4 during excavation. (courtesy of James River
Institute for Archaeology)

Figure 79: Excavated postholes of Structure 5. (courtesy of James River Institute for
Archaeology
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Figure 80: Animal enclosure on the west end of Structure 3. (courtesy of James River
Institute for Archaeology)

Fort, which provides evidence of the disttieng of the palisade, a hindrance to

movement in and outside of its walletween 1646650, Phase 1C. The erection of
Structurel4, a small 10 x 10ft storehouse, and the inclusion of Garden 1, demarcated by a
roughly 40ft long fenceline, may indicatepanded agricultural practices resulting from

the opening of more land after the treaty (Luccketti 2007: 29). Off the northwest corner

of the garden enclosure, another fenceline, orient&] kan almost directly down the

center of the former open arealretcompound. The fenceline extended for

approximately 101ft, with a 3ft 6in opening 40ft from the garden enclosure, effectively

separating Structure 3 from the rest of the former compound. This division is perhaps
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representative of changes in land owngrsfiom Wilcox to Stoughton, and may reflect
DQRWKHU KRXVHKROGYfY SUHVHQFH RQ WKH VLWH
Other features dating between c. 163560 consisted mainly of borrow pits and a
feature interpreted as an exterior cellar. The exterior cellar dates to either Beaod 1
1C, as it lay in between Structure 2 and the north wall of the fort, cutting neither one. It
measured 15 x 4 ft with straight sidewalls and a flat bottom and was a little over 2 ft in
depth (Luccketti 2007: 37). Small postholes (less than 10 inclheseggvere in each
corner of the cellar (total of four), suggesting support for a plank covering indicating that
the cellar was boartined, with a soil stain representing a sill along the north side. No
evidence of feature erosion or heavy organic camnagons were found, ruling out the
possibility that it was a processing feature, such as a saw pit. This feature was the second
greatest artifaetproducing feature on the site; the deposit suggests it represents a period
of cleanup and reordering follaving the dismantling of the palisade wall. Perhaps was
part of a learto addition off of Structure 2.

A feature that yielded the most finds on the site, referred to as the Large Borrow
Pit, roughly 16ft in diameter, probably was dug shortly after theg@dd came down, and
pre-dates the fence around Garden 1. The feature bottomed out at a depth of 8ft, tapering
in width from 6ft to 4ft. Ninetysix percent of all finds from this feature came from the
top two layers, suggesting that the pit was open ftwoa $ime, and that the top deposits

were intentional.
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Figure 81: Plan of the Nansemond Fort, Period 1C, #880. (map by author)

Figure 82: Archaeological plan of Structure 14. (map by author)
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Though the feature was first thought to be a welb, Was ruled out as it lacked the
KDOOPDUN VLIQDWXUHYV RI KDYLQJ D GLVFHUQLEOH EXLO
brick or barrel lining, either of which should have been present at a depth of 8 ft. This
feature could be evidence of an attemapsink a well, a project that was abandoned for
unknown reasons.

A single, extended burial oriented eastst was found on the western half of the
site; may date to the study period. The grave shaft was rectangular, measuring 6ft 10 in
long and 2ft 3 irwide, with remains encountered at a depth of 2ft 3in (Luccketti 2007:
44). Poor preservation meant that only fragments of the left and right humeri, left and
right femora, left and right tibiae, minute fragment of the cranium, part of the left
temporal, ad one tooth; the presence of a completely formed 3rd molar suggests that the
individual was at least 12 yrs old. It was not possible to determine sex, race, disease,
WUDXPD RU FDXVH RI GHDWK RI WKH LQGLYLGXDO [/XFFN
squarely within the fortified compound, indicates that the individual may have been
interred during a period of threat at a time when confinement within the walls was

necessary.

Comparative Evidence

The 15year time span represented by the archaeolofgiatires described above
correlates with the experiences colonists faced upon arrival in Virginia and reflects the
learning process for adapting to the new environment of the Chesapeake. Household

clustering, for example, took place on the site beforednstruction of the Nansemond
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JRUWYYV SURWHFWLYH SDOLVDGH ZDOOV 7KRXJK WKH OR.
the enclosure is defense related, St. George (1990: 244) offers an alternative.
3DUW RI WKH FDOFXODWHG JU RtZéHon/ th(QWaB DQ G TV QT
rooted, paradoxically, in the retention of an enclosed, protective, and defensive
settlement pattern that looked back to the fixed, known security of feudal social
relations at the same time that commodity relations were looseningrdnagters
of social place. In this system the role of the bawn and the importance of defense
IURP 3SFXOWXUDO RWKHUV® KDV HFOLSVHG WKH NH\ U
theory? which similarly championed the pastoral image of the enclosed
farmstead aa means of efficiently organizing aristocratic concepts of fixed social
rank while protecting the commodities of individual land owAarsEnglish
economic and social reform.
In the framework of the English colonial practices for demarcating parspace, the
VI\PEROLVP RI WKH SDOLVDGHYYVY GXDO UROH IRU GHIHQVH
is important for interpreting the Nansemond Fort. The internal divisions within the
fortified compound clearly demarcate areas of use, with the wagirpof the
compound for cattle, and the east used for dwellings and probably some gardens.
6WUXFWXUH YV VSHFLILF XVH IRU FDWWOH DQG WKH ODL
have allowed two or more households participation in animal husbandry.itSieeens
likely that most of the landowners in the neighborhood of the Nansemond Fort were
ubLvLQJ FDWWOH DQG WKDW DW OHDVW WKUHH RI WKHP

Mount plantation (and perhaps on his lands in Munster), this may not bendhe only
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palisaded enclosure on the wider landscape that was not open to archaeological
investigation.
One building inside the enclosure that could be a representation of an Irish form
of vernacular architecture that housed both people and anin&lsicture 4. Work by
archaeologist Audrey Horning at one of the Ulster Plantation settlements in Movanagher,
Northern Ireland, uncovered the remains of a Gastlile house in the English settlement
not dissimilar in size and layout to Structure 4. MovadkaHU ZDV DOORWWHG WR W
Company of London in 1611; it occupied a prime tract of land with rich timber and
fishing resources. By 1619, the settlement had grown to the size of a small village; an
DVVHVVPHQW RI WKH OHUFHU M\até Ré&sS@pPasadieWWWOHPHQW V
a very large bawn, 120ft. square, 4 flankers, of good stone and lime. Near the
bawn are six houses of cagework, some covered with shingle, others thatched and
inhabited by such poor men as they could find in the country, andghgseich
dear rates for the land they are forced to take Irish tenants to pay their rent.
Diverse other houses of slight building, but far off, and dispersed in woods, where
inhabitants are forced to relieve such woodkerne as go up and downe the country.
(quoted inHorning 2001: 383)
7KH UHPDLQV RI WKHUKRRWIBDWY RV Kbihz@BrZdwith-hU H
rectangulaplanin shape, measuring 14 x 24ft (Horning 2001: 385). There was strong
evidence for a central heartbnsisting of an ash deposit sumded by rocksAbsence
of interior posts nearby implies that the building had a smoke canopy rather than a

chimney stack (Horning 2001: 389). In the center of the southern half of the house was a
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small pit, interpreted as being used for unili@or storage much like a root cellar.

Postholes for this structure were shallow, suggesting that they werelmaan

puncheon$ a feature shared by early Virginia buildings at James Fort and at the Maine

(Deetz 2002: 31). Horning suggests that the house was oddupkenglish tenants, and

that this Gaelic house form found favor with Ulster settlers, who brought the construction

technique to North America. Edmund Plowden, an English adventurer who spent time in

9LUJLQLD ODU\ODQG DQG 0DV VarsmmMonywaviidbEURWH LQ

structure was an Irish house of posts walled and divided with close wattle hedges, and

WKLQ WXUIHG DERYH DQG WKLFN WXUIV ZLWKRXW EHORZ
The similarities of the Movanagher house to the Nansemond/Fp¥ 6 W B3 X FW X U H

dimensions, lack of chimney base, placement of underground storage@misdes

compelling evidence that suggests that other vernacular building technologies were

transferred from English colonial projects in Ireland to Virginia. Befoo®ing on toa

summary of research drawns in a North American context | address the enclosure wall

of the Nansemond Fort through comparison of two other fortified sites in Virginia. The

circumstances through which the Nansemond Fort was palisadedlissiotilar to

-RUGDQYV -RXUQH\ HA&B5 villageldn the upper James River near

presentday Richmond (McLaren and Mouer, 1993), and the Clifts Plantation (44WM33),

a c. 16704.740 fortified plantation on the Potomac River (Neiman, 1980b). Bdtrese

settlements, like the Nansemond Fort, were enclosed because of the threat of Indian

attack, and in each case the palisade line resulted in demarcated interior work spaces.
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7KH VHWWOHPHQW DW -RUGDQYV -RXUQH\ ZDV FRPSR
farmgeads; it was attacked during the March 1622 uprising. Samuel Jordan, master of
one of the plantationgrganized the survivors and fortified his plantation, but was dead a
year later (McLearen and Mouer 1993: 6). According to the Muster of 1624/5, William
)DUUDU PDUULHG -RUGDQYV ZLGRZ DQG DVVXPHG FRQWUI
compound lived William Farrar, his wife, their three children, and 10 senadhtsales
EHWZHHQ WKH DJHV RI DQG 7TKH PXVWidR0DOVR UHFR
SRXOWU\ PDGH XS WKH DQLPDO FRPSOHPHQW ZLWKLQ )DI
Mouer 1994: 7). The site, archaeologists McLearen and Mouer suggest, was the
DGPLQLVWUDWLYH FHQWHU IRU WKH JUHDWHU -RUGDQTYV
beiQJ DEOH WR ZDON 3RXW RI WKH JDWH RI KLV IRUW DQG
DQG SDOLVDGHG FRPSRXQGV RI KLV WHQDQWYV =~ ZKLFK V;
existed nearby (McLearen and Mouer 1993: 7) (Fig. 84).

The Clifts Plantationthough occupied for a longer period of time than the Farrar
VHWWOHPHQW DW -RUGDQYV -RXUQ H\68Z(M&mER LOBOhILHG [UF

7KH WUDFW ZDV VLWXDWHG RQ 3RSHYfV &UHHN D VKR
by Nathaniel Poperém 1650 to 166@nd passed on to his son Thomwalso held it until
1685. Thomas likely did not occupy the site while it was fortified, probably leasing it to
tenant farmers (Neiman 1998: 1). From the period c. H5&D, the site consisted of a
large, 3bD\ 3 PDQRU KRXVH ~ DQG D VPDOO TXDUWHU ,Q C
colonists in the counties along the Potomac and the Susquehannock, a neighboring tribe.

It is likely that the site was fortified at this time by being enclosed by alsglit
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redangular palisade measuring 55ft x 60ft (Fig. 85). The configuration was not dissimilar
to that of the Nansemond Fort; each had rounded bastions at opposing corners.

Though the palisade surrounded the manor house, the west wall ended when it
reached theorner with the south wall, extending southwards for a few feet, linking up
with the quarter. This extended palisade raises questions in terms of the palisade
HQFORVXUH DW WKH 1DQVHPRQG )RUW 7KH WZR 3DSSHQC
have led to ther outbuildings that were not discovered, but were still part of the larger
settlement. Correspondingly, worm fencing at Clifts, though discussed in the context of
the Nansemond Fort as likely interior divisions for cattle, could have also protected
garcens or corn fields outside of the enclosure.

JROORZLQJ WKH HQG RI WKH 6XVTXHKDQQRFN :DU DQ
wall at Clifts came down as it was no longer a necessity. This private fortification existed
only as long as needed, escaping docuat®n in the county records. Some
GRFXPHQWDWLRQ GRHV H[LVW WKDW 3ZHDOWKLHU SODQYV
Neck counties erected such fortifications around their homesteads during the 1675 Indian
VEDUH " EXW IHZ QD P H Vrtifiddtiéng ar¥ hbCdesdriDedl (Wekrtdn 1R98:
3). When the Nansemond Fort is considered in this context, it may not be extraordinary

that it escaped notice.



JLIXUH S$UFKDHRORJLFDO SODQ RI WKH HQFORVHG FRP
Structures 1%nd 16, and rounded fence; Structure 15 is a barn incorporated into the
enclosure wall, and likely used for cattle (McLearen and Mouer 1994: 7).
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Figure 85: Plan of the Clifts Plantation, c. 167685. Dotted line indicates the palisade.
Compare thexension of the palisade west wall to the plan of the Nansemond Fort, p. 63
(Neiman 1980a : 15).



23¢

7KH HIDPSOHV RI WKH HQFORVHG FRPSRXQG DW -RUG
house at the Clifts Plantation serve to illustrate two points about the Narcs&an
First, private fortification was not uncommon, but specific details were not recorded
about fortified settlements, likely because the enclosures stood for only a few years, when
external threats loomed. Even though the records related ta@drtiny Nansemond
County are gone, the Nansemond Fort may have escaped documentary recording in any
HYHQW 6HFRQG ERWK -RUGDQYV -RXUQH\ DQG &OLIWYV
RXWVLGH RI WKH HQFORVXUHV IRU GLIIHAdhdv@ e XUSRVH)
the administrative center for a small village that was surrounded by other prvately
maintained fortifications. Clifts, on the other hand, was the site of the main plantation
house, but during the time of danger had all buildings on therddesed by worm fence
or palisade. This raises the question about how best to characterize the Nansemond Fort
site? as part of a larger complex, like a particular plantation, or as an administrative
center may have had additional establishments associatedav

There is at least one other site near the Nansemond Fort that is contemporary and
that may been part of it. Lying 1,500 ft south of the enclosed compound, a site known as
44SK194 was tested in 1990, revealing traces of a palisade wall and enpdigphole
patterns (Fig. 86). Among the finds were second quartercEfitury artifacts including
many lead bandolier caps, leading archaeologists to interpret the palisade as another
fortification for a compound or house (McLearen and Harbury 1990T8&)implication
RI WKH VLWHYV SUR[LPLW\ WR WKH 1DQVHPRQG )RUW PD\

or a larger particular plantation existed within this landscape.
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Figure 86: Plan of features uncovered at 44SK194, with palisade. (McLearen and
Harbury 1992: 36)
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My discussion of the Nansemond Fort thus far has focused on the historical and
archaeological contexts that when taken together provide an interesting scenario for site
interpretation. One topic of concern that has not been addressedlirsdb&a
IDQVHPRQG )RUWYYV HQFORVXUH SODQ ,I WKH 1DQVHPRQ
fortification, there were multiple parallels that an English adventurer to North America
could choose from. Many settlers to Virginia were veterans of warslamd and the
Low Countries, where triangular and square fieldworks were used, constructed to
withstand assaults from musket fire and artillery. Evidence suggests that the site was not
a formal military installation, but instead a private fortificatibuilt for the purpose of
selfpreservation in the event of an attack by Native Americans. Distinctions of two types
of defense methods used by settlers to Virginia, noted by the Virginia Company of
IRQGRQ LQ 3RQH IRU WKH L Qey{and]@é dtherlofDVVDXOWYV D
FKXVLQJH DQG WDNLQJ VRPH SODFH RI $GYDQWDJH DQG
(Kingsbury 1, 1906: 317).

Archaeologists of the colonial Chesapeake have evaluated the two types, formal
and private, for interpreting early fortifitans in the region. Primary documents confirm
contemporary notions along the same lines. Archaeological evidence for formal
fortifications come primarily from James Fort at Jamestown Island, while evidence for
SULYDWH ZRUNV KDV W X UWHQ HGD X SV DOV VRANGDENG- RPORZ H U
and the Clifts Plantation (Kelso, Luccketti, and Straube 199831 What are the
characteristics of the private works, and does the evidence from the Nansemond Fort site

ILW EHVW" :LWK 'DQL H @rs‘iRtRe\Nafsemdnl kegDQIACKYNOUKdS in
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English colonial projects in Ireland, | suggest looking towards the Irish bawn as the
SUHFHGHQW IRU WKH 1DQVHPRQG )RUWTV SODQ 6FKROD!I
a North American context, but not alvgagonsidered the people behind the plan. The
following presents the breadth of historical and archaeological research on bawn
enclosures and their significance in English colonial America.
Historian Howard Mumford Jones was one of the first scholarsaiw d
connections between English colonizing efforts in Ireland and Virginia, citing 42
individuals who were shareholders in both the Virginia Company of London and also
plantations in Ireland (Jones 1942: 450; Rabb 1967). The approach Jones took was to
examne the primary historical documents surrounding English colonization, their
purposes, and intended audiences. He clearly stated the pitfalls-tof ome
documentary colonial comparisons, emphasizing that
American historians have also naturally arrang@ecuments having to do with
colonies in an order convenient for the understanding of American development,
just as they have frequently interpreted these documents fromfAdarisic point
of view. Provided the omissions of such an approach are clealéysinod, no
harm is done, but, the omissions not being understood, a false order of importance
may be imposed upon history, from which misleading conclusions may be drawn
regarding the transit of civilization from the Old World to the New. (Jones 1942:

459)
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In the same vein, Jones pointed out the fact thaG#ediclrish and Native Americans

were portrayed in English colonizing literature as being similar, alien, cultures (Jones

1942: 451455). The primary documents studied by Jones, however, shotulek taken

DW IDFH YDOXH IRU WKH\ VHUYHG WKH SXUSRVH RI 3IDPL
to the English venturers to Virgintarendering the unfamiliar familiar for English

audiences.

David Beers Quinn recognized the potential uses of thedpbges of English
colonizers and their impacts in Ireland and Virginia, first linking the similarities between
Native American and Irish forms of warfare (Quinn 1991a). He further expanded on how
this was perceived by the English, tracing the individudis colonized Roanoke as a
starting poing Sir Walter Raleigh, Richard Grenville, Ralph Lane, Thomas Hariot, and
John White were all involved in speculative claims during the Munster Plantation of
15842 all of whom may have transferred lessons learned iandeto the Roanoke
attempts. Quinn also recognized that during the Virginia Company Period, planters in
Ireland sought to diversify their investments and establish plantations in Virginia as well.
Two cases he cites are those of Daniel Gookin Sr., and Tapgmas and Sir William
Newce, Munster planters who were amongst the first patentees in Elizabeth Cittie (Quinn
1991a: 1628).

A4XLQQTY HIDPSOHV RI *RRNLQ 6U DQG WKH 1HZFH ELU
historical and archaeological discussion of bavasghey both would have been familiar
with them, and even built them in Virginia. William Newce and Gookin Sr. were friends

and business associates in Ireland, and both brought cattle from their plantations there to
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Virginia. Newce had experience in colahadministration as well, in the planning and
settlement of Bandon, one of the few towns that the English established in Munster that
endured (Gookin 1912: 39; MacCartlyR UU R J K 20H RI 1HZFHYV IL
Munster improvements was the establishmentbpHZFHYV 7RZQ D VXEXUE RI %
from which he transported colonists to Virginia in July of 1621. Newce, like Gookin Sr.,
ZDV JLYHQ D ODUJH ODQG SDWHQW LQ (OL]DEHWK &LWWL
costs and charges 1000 personsto VigLD EHWZL[W WKLY DQG PLGVRPHU
given the title of Marshall of the Colony, and was knighted by King James | prior to his
departure (Gookin 1912: 39). During the Massacre of 1622, like Gookin Sr., Newce was
instrumental in defending his plation at Newport News (as that area of Elizabeth Cittie
had become known), gathering survivors at their plantation (Gookin 1912: 41). William
DQG 7KRPDV 1HZFH DO-XRXWXHOWWMRZBHBEXKHYWMWQHZ LPPLJU!
colony, improving the land withglisades and a bridined well. Thomas perished
sometime in the fall of 1622, and William was dead by the spring of 1623 (McCartney
2007: 519520). The fortification that both Newce and Gookin undertook may have
closely resembled what Samuel Jordaneréct® W -RUGDQfV -RXUQH\

My endeavors to look historically into cresslonial connections led me to other
avenues of inquiry to enhance my knowledge of such connections. As Horning has
pointed out, the comparisons of primary documents and colonist biogsagam result in
SD FORVHO\ PDWFKLQJ PDQLSXODWLRQ RI WKH SK\VLFDO
,ZUHODQG"~ +RUQLQJ towards othé RésbbrcD that heested the bawn as

a device forcontrolling the landscape, scholars Anthony Garvan ahd Beps drew
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comparisons between English North American colonies and Ireland from the perspectives
of architecture and town planning. Garvan focused on colonial towns in New England,
and postulated that English colonial plans for settlement had Clagsicspired
underpinnings, ideals seen in the plans of town layouts in Ulster (Garvan 1951). From
17th-century descriptions of James Fort and modern depictions of it, Garvan noted that it
SFORVHO\ UHVHPEOHG DQ 80OVWHU EDRYZ@WHtRWHG D VKR
DWWULEXWHG WR &DSW (GZDUG ODULD :LQJILHOG -DPHV
military service in Ireland (Garvan 1951: 39).
Like Garvan, Reps recognized the Classical and Renaissance elements in English
colonial planning in Nott America, but emphasized (more than Garvan had) the
importance of crossolonial comparisons. Successful assessment of choices madg durin
the settling of North Americeequires knowledge of the Emglt colonial project in
Ireland.
One cannot understanah@ish colonization in America, including the
development of town planning theory and practice and the role that towns were
expected to play, without some knowledge of the earlier overseas colonial
ventures. The real frontier for English colonization ie khtter part of the
sixteenth century and the first decades of the seventeenth lay in nearby and

familiar Ireland rather than on the strange and distant shores of North America.

(Reps 1972: 8)
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J)LIXUH 'UDZLQJ RI WKH )LVKPR @niHaiMh\at BaRYRSEND Q\ VHW W (
Ulster, 1622. Note the variety in housing types depi¢tdee roundeeectangular
buildings represent traditional Gaelic houses. (Reps 1972)

JLIXUHV 'UDZLQJ RI WKH '"UDSHUTfV &RPSDQ\ VHWWOHF
Ulster, 1&2. (Reps: 1972).
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To illustrate his point, Reps used drawings of plans of the Ulster Plantations (Figs. 87 and
88), which constituted reductions of larger, Renaissance fortified settlements that in the
colonial context met the needs of an administrativeezenithout the baggage of a town.
He further solidified his point by referencing descriptions of James Fort (1624) and
Henricus (1611.622), commenting that when the settlers began to move outside of the
SURWHFWLYH ZDOOV W Kvue Yibkely ReBdmKl€dlivéde Hinéa? BIXiefW K D
YLOODJHV"® BHSV
JROORZLQJ WKH UHVHDUFK RI 5HSV 5REHUW %ODLU ¢
North America as having precedent in the Ulster Plantation. St. George provides a case
study of the c. 1652660 Bray Rossiter Farm in Guilford, Connecticut, in which the
bawn fulfills not only a defensivele, but a symbolic one as well.
The Ulster bawn played a role in the defensive design of early New England
settlements, [but] it did so as part of a largétural system of imperial expansion
which linked the imperatives of protecting fixed capital to a complex system of
EHOLHIV WKDW GURYH *RGTV (QJOLVKPHQ WR GHIHQC
while also attempting their wholesale conversion toRtwestant faith. (St.
George 1990: 244)
The plan of the Bray Rossiter Farm (Fig. 89), like those Garvan and Reps presented, is
GHVFULSWLYH 6W *HRUJHYTV SODQ RI WKFkceniutyP LV DQ LC
document; he compares it to drawingdJster bawns (St. George 1990: 241). St.
George also uses documentary evidence of English views that Native Americans and

indigenous Irish were analogous in all manners and barbaric, and that English settlers in
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Figure 89: Plan drawing of the Br&Rossiter bawn (St. George 1990: 244). This plan
resembles the drawings of Ulster plantation bawns, but was likely a single farmstead, like
the fortified house at Clifts
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ERWK FRORQLDO SURMHFWY QHHGHG WR SGeRd¢HFW WKHP
1990: 264). This assumption that there were similar native to newcomer cultural relations

in both Ireland and North America that resulted in hostility is problematic; in reality, one

is hardpressed to draw such straightforward comparisons batthedrish and Native

Americans (Audrey Horning, pers. communication 2009).

Archaeologist Ivor Noél Humfamiliar with both Garvan and ReVY] DVVHVVPHQW
of Ulster plansUHFRJQL]J]HG WKDW WKH DUFKDHRORJLFDO HYLG
afortific DWLRQ PXFK OLNH D EDZQ LQ 1RsO +XPH
&RQQHFWLRQ ~ KH VWDWHYV 3ZDV YDOLG QRW RQO\ LQ WFh
HYHU\ IDFHW RI FRQWHPSRUDU\ FRORQLDO OLIH" 1RsO +.
interpretatonRI WKH IRUW DW ODUWLQYfV +XQGUHG 6LWH & NQI
)LJ 1RsO +XPH IXUWKHU UHPDUNHG WKDW WKH IRUW
YHQWXUHUV EHFDPH SD QZWheRhatWwsHindMeRaDyRr@risfera®lé, N L W~
making no diffeHQFH ZKHUH WKH\ VHWWOHG EHFDXVH ZKDW WHEK
KDG WR GR LW ZLWK UHPDLQHG WKH VDPH" 1RsO +XPH
not just by the archaeological plan, but also by the drawn plan of the Ulster village of
MacosquiQ F )LJ &RPSDULQJ WKH ODUWLQTV +XQGUI
period site with Ulster plans, Noél Hume was comfortable in making the connection, and
KH UHIHUUHG WR WKH IRUWLILFDWLRQ DW ODUWLQYV +XQ
,Q WKH GHFDGH IROORZURJIDWNR OO UWXPBYIV +XQGUHG UHPEL
other colonial fortifications were discovered in Virginia, all of which differed in plan

from one another. Other archaeologists similarly were drawn to the conclusion that these
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enclosed settlements could lzedsto drawuponprecedent from Ulster Plantation
YLOODJH SODQV 7KH H[FDYDWLRQ RI -RUGDQYV -RXUQH\
palisaded compound, that was conceptualized like
the Vintners settlement at Balleague in Ulster, Northern Irelandappédtared in
$W WKH KHDG RI WKH YLOODJH SODQ OD\ WKH PDV
compound, a combination of public and private space wherein church services were
held, court was convened, and the public business of the community was conducted.
Extending from a gate in the fort was probably a lane which defined the town
commons, and another road to the landing on the river. Along the main lane were
individual house lots: croft, toft, and yard complexes of individual tenants and their
servants. Somef these were also enclosed with defensive palisades. (McLearen and
Mouer 1994: 6)
7TKRXJK WKH FRPSDULVRQ RI WKH -RUGDQYV -RXUQH\ VLW
apt, it is imperative to recognize that English colonial efforts in Virginia predaged
establishment of Ulster, and one should be cautious when applying a direct comparison to
Ulsteras a model for early sites trae contemporary in dat€harles Hodges explored
ZKDW KH WHUPHG 3SULYDWH™ FRORQLDO ®BLUJLQLD IRUWL
suggesting that while some plans might owe allegiance to works in Ulster, attention
should be given to colonial works of the French, Dutch, and Spanish for a more holistic

comparison (Hodges 2003: 27).
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Figure 90: Archaeological plan of c. 16 ROVWHQKROPH 7RZQ ODUWLQTYV
EDZQYY ORFDWLRQ DW WKH 3KHDG®™ RI WKH VHWWOHPHQW

drawings of Ulster settlements. Of note is the Corral, which is enclosed on three sides,
with a gap in the bawn Wldhat gces into it. Much likeWKH 1DQVHPRQG )RUW WK

Hundred bawn was designed for livestock (Noél Hume 1988).
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Figure 91: Drawn plan of the village and bawn at Macosquin, Ulster c. 1610. Similar to
ODUWLQYYV +XQGUHG WKH EDhalgg rest oith¢ BiteDQaddkoRtINo& R P Z K L
Hume 1988).

He recommends moving away from the Ulster model for plantation and fortification
strategy underpinning colonial settlement in North America, and that in interpreting a
privately fortified site, the resmrcher look towards the Roman, Medieval, and
Renaissance ideology that would have informed-tétitury plantation ideals and
methods of controlling the landscape (Hodges 2003: 31). These earlier notions of

dividing land for the dual purpose of farmingdashefense broadens ofigerspective
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when examining private fortifications, and gets beyond an Utgetric comparative
scheme (Charles Hodges pers. communication 2010).

The handful of archaeologically excavated private fortifications in the
Chesapeakare a small, but incredibly rich data set for informing us about how English
colonists organized themselves to optimize agriculture and for defense, but can the term
SEDZQ" EH XVHG DFFXUDWHO\ WR GHVFULEH DQ\ RI WKH V
that the term bawn does have much utility in a North American context, but that one
should carefully evaluate the form and function of the site before applying this term.
From my own research and intensive review of the evidence, | consider the
characterizabn of the Nansemond Fort enclosure as a bawn to be appropriate and the
most reasonable interpretation. Perhaps in evaluating the bawn one should consider that
they were used by the English in quaslitary functions in the Munster Plantation as
well, which predated Ulster and Virginia in English colonization. As archaeologist Eric
Klingelhofer notes, fortifications from the late 16th to early 17th century in Ireland were
increasingly complex and specialized; some rooted in Italian and French Renaissance
designs, others were based on Dutch siegeworks, yet others were indigenous in form.
Throughout the Plantation Period, several modern and outmoded forms were in use, but
WKH SUHFWLOLQHDU HQFORVXUH ZDV REVROHWH H[FHSW
took no other shapdKlingelhtfer 19988).

$ IXUWKHU UHDVRQ IRU XVLQJ WKH WHUP EDZQ LQ W

context is that it may have been the word that the colonists used to describe the

enclosures that they built. Though the word bawy n@ appeadirectly in the records,
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the WH U P 3 BROUWQ Htariedddtuments from 1647 relating to events in Lower
IRUIRON &RXQW\ 1DQVHPRQGYYVY QHLJKERU XVH WKDW ZF
resembling bawns (LNC Minute Book B, 164651, 41a42a). The Lower Norfolk
FRQOQHFWLRQ LV SDUWLFXODUO\ LOQOWHUHVWLQJ 'DQLHO °
Norfolk County, and like Daniel was present at hisfafjnér ODULHTV ORXQW SODQV
was alsa district militia captain. Several of BRNLQ 6U TV WUDQVSRUWHHV Il
1623 settled in the region, and as Canny suggests may have been Irish or English settlers
who were in Munster before coming to Virginreencethe construction of a familiar
agricultural and defensive fieldwork mayeabeen the preferred defensive measure.
Chapter Summary

To summarize the Nansemond Fort site from the archaeological and historical
evidence presented thus far, it appears that Michael Wilcox was the first occupant and
probably lived there when the endfocX UH ZDV EXLOW 'XULQJ WKH HQFOR
least two households occupied two domiciles within the walls, and a substantial portion
of the site was allocated for cattle. Following the removal of the palisade, the site was
divided down the centeprobably when it changed hands from Wilcox to Stoughton. The
presence of the two dwellings on the site, Structure 2 and Structure 4, pose interesting
opportunities for comparison, given that a parallel to Structure 4 may be a Gaelic house.

The palisadlew® OV Rl WKH 1DQVHPRQG JRUW -RUGDQYV -R
Plantation were all constructedterthe main dwellings on each site were built. This
response is not unlikehat we find regarding construction sme of the bawns found

on sites in the Munstétlantation; the construction of the bawn walls at Barryscourt and



25¢

Castlemartyr result fromew occupants moving to the sites while facinthe specter of
warfare and raids. The life span of the bawn as a fortification measure in Ireland and
North Americavaried depending on threat levels, and the archeological evidence from
the Nansemond Fort and the Clifts indicate that the walls were removed when no longer
needed.

The results of survey in Ireland presented in Chapter 4 combined with the
archaeologica¢vidence from the Nansemond Fort site in this chaptaffiren that the
EDZQ ODEHO LV DSSOLFDEOH WR GHVFULEH WKH IRUWYV
construction at least four individuals residing nea&ridaniel Gookin Jr., George White,
John Parrott, and Thomas Addisbrcame to Virginia from IrelandThe form was one
that was entirely familiar and useful in raising cattle. Acknowledging that the erection of
bawn walls is a big undertedg (as evidenced in Chapter #&)would have taken the
community support to build and maintain. | argue that the shared background of the
Gookin cohort mustered a workforce in the Nansemond megibuild palisades, much
asddWKH VXUYLYRUV RI WKH DWWDFN RQ -RUGDQTYV -RXUQ
compared to the individual fortifications in Ireland, like SRipol and Ballyannan (and
consequently, all three share thplan fortification), but biographical information for
Nathaniel Pope does not elucidate where the origins of his palisade pldvaveagome
from.

This physical impression on the landscape in Virginia of fortifying the
1DQVHPRQG UHJLRQ LV RQH VLJQLILFDQW LPSDFW WKDW

'DQLHO *RRNLQ -U fV UROH LQ WKH 9LUJLQLDoOBERG 1HZ (Q
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Chapter 7 explores his role in a network of Purifaminated trade that helped him move

into Massachusetts and set himself up as a leading figure in society. His Chesapeake
plantations were vital in this capacity, gaining him entry into the piavisg trade like

what Daniel Gookin Sr. had done for the Virginia Company. Artifacts from the
IDQVHPRQG )RUW DVVHPEODJH IOHVK RXW ZKDW WKH *RF
material perspective, aithk his actions tdhe Puritan networkn which hewas

enmeshed



CHAPTER SEVEN
Comparative Assemblages

To date analysis of the Nansemond Fort site has been restricted to the attributes
and meaning of the palisade and the dimensions of the structures for comparison against
other 1#-century Qiesapeake sites (Deetz 2000; Hodges 1993, 2006; Luccketti 2009;
Mallios 2000). Lacking a formal report, the artifacts are known through oblique
UHIHUHQFHYV LQ JUD\ OLWHUDWXUH :RUN WR FUHDWH D C
thesis in 2009 rectifet this enabling comparison with other sites in the region that
produced contemporary artifacts.

Trade activities in which both Daniel Gookin Sr. and Jr. played active roles were
intercolonial and international in scope, but the extent and nature of homitiht be
reflected archaeologically poses a challenge. What such an assemblage might look like is
a topic that has in some ways been addressed in Chesapeake archaeology, but ascription
to specific trade networks has not been determined. Supplying glanishipping the
tobacco crop was an enduring problem in the colonies for much of theefiury.
Following the successful cultivation of tobacco as a cash crop, an elite quickly emerged
who not only gained control of the Virginta-London exchange n&ork, but of the
colonial government as well. Several important s@tonomic events such as the
tobacco depression of the 1630s, the English Civil War (B232and the passage of the
Navigation Acts (1651) challenged the system of the established a&fitl gave rise to
RWKHUV ZKR RSHUDWHG RXWVLGH RI WKDW V\VWHP 7KLV

development encompasses not only these events but also the rise basackslavery,
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social diversification, and a shift of identity from EngltshVirginian and can likely be
fleshed out when archaeological materials are queried; artifacts should be considered the
paramount source for interpretation in the absence of documentary evidence. Artifact
assemblages from archaeological sites in Virgilaiang between the second to third
quarters of the feentury are diverse in their composition, which has led to
considerations of what causes the variations and how artifact studies should be
approached.

| discuss five sites contemporary in occupatamge in this chapter, summarizing
spatial layout and focusing artifact analysis on ceramic vessels and tobacco pipes (Fig.
92). The production origins of these two classes of artifacts elucidate patterns of trade
occurring in the second and third quarigirshe 17" century when Daniel Sr. and Jr.
owned property in the Chesapeake. Because artifact data from sites that have
relationships to the Gookins are scarce or-existent, | have selected the assemblages
from four contemporary sites in Virginia togsent here along with the data from the
Nansemond Fort.

| charted origin points for the vessels and pipes from the comparative sites in
general terms. Minimum vessel counts were used in all collections to derive the numbers,
and ceramic designations areuenerated under Continental Europe, Europe Unknown,
England, China, and Local (meaning settler manufacture as opposed to Native
American), to capture the production locations of the different wares. Vessel forms and

function, though listed in the site rapg® are not included in my site artifact summaries;
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Figure 92: Locator map of the comparative sites. 1: Nansemond Fort (44SK192); 2:
Knowles site; 3: Sandys (44JC802); 4: Hampton University (44HT55); 5: Pentran
(44HT44). (map by author)

instead | foca on the production points. Clay tobacco pipes are charted similarly,
categorized as Europe Unknown, English, Dutch, and Local. Counts of both bowls and
stems compose the totals, and differentiations between English and Dutch pipes were

made on the basi§ makers marks found on bowls and stems.
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Nansemond Fort +44SK192 (c. 163@.680)
Relationship: Built by Daniel Gookin Jr.; part of a neighborhood of individuals closely
associated with him.

Archaeology of the Nansemond Fort took place from 1988 to aS%rt of a
total excavation for the construction of a business park, resulting in a removal of the
plowzone and a focus on the sealed contexts (Luccketti 2007: 1). Lacking funds for post
excavation research, the excavators never produced a formal bepdhie artifacts were
washed, catalogued, and labeled, enabling preliminary conclusions about the site to be
made.

Following the cataloguing of the artifacts in 1992, four periods of site occupation
were identified based on artifact date ranges aatigtaphic relationships (Luccketti
2007: 48). Site chronology begins with Period 1A, from ca. #6857, 1B from 163%
1646, and 1C from 16461650. Period 2 lasted from 16H®680, when occupation
ceased on the site (Luccketti 2007: 31). R diametedating based on European
tobacco pipe stems for all excavated features places the median date at 1656.77, but
locally made tobacco pipes are more numerous than imported varieties (Luccketti 2007:
45). Within the local pipe assemblage, at least two typese potentially identified with
D VSHFLILF PDNHU LQFOXGLQJ 353" S5LFKDUG 3LQQHU
examples (Straube 1992; Luckenbach and Kiser 20065).8deramic wares present on
the site come from several different points of origin, posed of Dutch coarseware,

slipware, and delftware, Italian slipware, Frechen and Westerwald stoneware, North
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Devon fine gravel, coarseware, and sgraffito, Spanish olive jar, Iberian costrel, and local
coarsewares (Luccketti 2007: 45).

Based on the ceramfinds, the excavators concluded that the wares reflected a
high-status occupation, but that the artifact assemblage in total was unusually low
(Luccketti 2007: 50). Two households occupied the site for a little over 40 years, and the

vessel count is thewest of the four sites under comparison.

Figure 93: selected artifacts from the Nansemond Fort, clockwise: Duiglatia plate,
Dutch delftware charger, group shot featuring an Iberian costrel, lovaltle chafing
dish, North Devon balustradButch coarseware milk pan, and a Dutch coarseware 3
legged pot (photographs by author).
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Figure 94: Counts of vessels from the Nansemond Fort (chart by author).

Figure 95: Counts of clay tobacco pipes from the Nansemond Fort (chart by author).
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The Knowles Collection (c. 162%.650)

SHODWLRQVKLS 3DUW RI 'DQLHO *RRNLQ 6U TV ODULHTYV |
7KH ORFDWLRQ RI ODULHTV ORXQW LV DSSUR[LPDWHO

1971), but because of its location on the banks of the James River, ittsdossion and

GHYHORSPHQW *RRNLQ 6U TV SODQWDWLRQ QRZ OLHV PF

piers of the Norfolk and Southern railway. Before preskyt Newport News was

extensively built up, a physician named Jerome Knowles dug a large trasbdang out

of the river bank between 1928 and 1935 (Pawson 1969: 115; Ivor Noél Hume, pers.

FRPP ‘U .QRZOHVY FROOHFWLRQ ZDV JLYHQ WR &R

director of the Department of Archaeological Research Ivor Noél Hume recalls tha

it was found in the 19308ashing from the river bank at Newport Newsan

area subsequently occupied by coal wharfs or piers. Mr. Knowles stored it in his

attic and it remained there after he went blind. After his death a relative brought

the collecton to me and | gave it a home in my department at CW. The majority

of the colonial material dated from the second quarter of the 17th century and

includes the finest group of Pisa marbled slipwares that | have seen or heard of

from any site (Ilvor Noél Humepers. comm., 2011).

Colonial Williamsburg curated and catalogued the collection, and to date, only the
tobacco pipes within the assemblage have been analyzed, by Michael Pawson in 1969.
Pawson published an article on the pipe collectiorheQuarterlyBulletin of the
Archaeological Society of Virginia3DZV R Q JURP ZKDW 3DZVRQ FRXC(

Colonial material (when not washed out) lay two to three feet under the surface, directly
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above and separated by a roslored streak and a layer of ladioyster shells. This has

since been verbally confirmed by Mr. T. Patterson Knowles, the son of Dr. Jerome

Knowles, who added that it was recovered from the oyster shell layer; the bulk of the

Indian material was picked up along the north shore of thesi&iver between Point

%UHH]H DQG WKH PRXWK RI WKH :DUZLFN 5LYHU" 3DZVRC(

Despite the lack of scientific excavation of Knowles pit feature, when the
collection was accessioned by Colonial Williamsburg curator Audrey Noél Hume
completed the aginal cataloguing and was able to roughly determine the artifacts that
FDPH IURP WKH 3 FRORQLDO OD\HU ~ 7KH FHUDPLF YHVVHC
catalogued and digitized by former Colonial Williamsburg curator Bill Pittman, who also
completed the mimal vessel counts. Though the material represents only a single
feature and the recovery methods are not comparable to the other four sites, it is to date
WKH RQO\ DUFKDHRORJLFDO GHSRVLW DVVRFLDWHG ZLW
Mount. The assasnent of the collections value by Noél Hume and the expert cataloguing
of the artifacts by Audrey Noél Hume and Pittman lead me to conclude that the artifacts
have a context for comparison amongst the other sites.

The numbers of vessels form the KnowleBection is quite high (Fig. 96)
FRQVLGHULQJ WKDW LW UHSUHVHQWY RQH IHDWXUH +RZ
least 3050 people living on the plantation from between 18&P5; | base these figures
on the list of passengers from tRkying Hart and theProvidence as well as the Muster
of 1624/5 (Dorman 2005: 99). The location where Knowles found the trash pit closely

PDWFKHV 'DYLG GH Q9ULHV KLVWRULFDO GHVFULSWLRQ RI
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plantation, and the temporal range &fif DUWLIDFWYV VXSSRUW 'DQLHO *RF

residence ossite.

Figure 96: Counts of vessls from the Knowles collection (chart by author).

Figure 97: Counts of clay tobacco pipes from the Knowles collection (chart by author).
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Sandys Site+44JC802 (1630:1.650)
Relationship: Occupied by John Wareham, burgess in council sessions with Daniel
Gookin Jr.

The discovery of the Sandys Site by James River Institute for Archaeology crew
during Phase | survey in 1992 prompted two years of complete exaavhthe site
from 19964998 (Mallios 2000:7). The site was occupied from c. 1630 to c. 2 8%
period following the dissolution of the Virginia Company and the depression of the
&KHVDSHDNH WREDFFR PDUNHW ,Q '"HFHPE Hsldent *HRUJH
Treasurer (he was also brother of Company Treasurer Edwin Sandys), patented a 400
acre tract 8 miles east of Jamestown Island on a bluff overlooking the James River.
Sandys may never have lived on the site; he probably seated some of his indentured
servants on the property, on which was found a well, one dwelling, a storehouse, and an
additional structure, all partially enclosed within a palisade (Fig. 98). Sandys sold his
tract to Edward Grendon sometime before 1628. The probable occupant ofpeypro
was a merchant, John Wareham, who came into possession of the tract in 1628. Wareham
was listed as a representative to the House of Burgesses for 1632/3; other court records
associate him with the site until at least 1638. The presence of a steredmusll as the
VLWHYV FORVH SUR[LPLW\ WR WKH QDYLJDEOH ZDWHUV R
location from which to ship tobacco to Europe in either English or Dutch ships, while
also serving as a distribution point for European goods.

The Sandys site inclusion among the comparative sites has relevancy to the study

because of its occupation range, size, and also its location further up the James River



Figure 98: Plan map of the Sandys site illustrating excavated features (Mallios 2000: 2
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Figure 99: Counts of vessels from the Sandys sites (chart by author).

Figure 100: Counts of clay tobacco pipes from the Sandys site (chart by author).
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from the other sites. The vessel count is reasonable for a small settlement, and like the
Nansemond Fort and Knowles Collection, the production points of are predominantly
from Continental Europe. The numbers of Enghsanufactured vessels from the
Nansemond Fort (9) and local wares (10) correspond with the Sandys site nutibers
vessels of Engdh origin, and 11 made locally (Fig. 99).
Hampton University Site £44HT55 (c. 162G4.660)
Relationship: Early Elizabeth City patent; glebeland controlled by the Second Church of
the Elizabeth City Parish.

An agricultural field owned by Hampton Univessitithin the corporate limits of
the city of Hampton was subject to pedestrian survey in 1979 prior to a highway
expansion project, leading to an open UHD H[FDYDWLRQ E\ &RORQLDO
Department of Archaeological Research from October #48y 1988 (Edwards et al.
1989: xi). A domestic complex made up of five structures, five refuse pits, one well, one
boundary ditch, and 10 slot fences was uncovered, temporally spanning c18&20
(Edwards et al. 1989: 64) (Fig. 101). The internal divisionatetk by the slot fences
within the site resemble those of the Nansemond Fort, again suggesting that there were
several households on the tract (Edwards et al. 1989: 65).

Historical land ownership on the site began shortly after the Kecoughtans were
driven from the area by Sir Thomas Gates in 1610; period estimates suggest the Indians
had cleared about 2,088,000 acres that were readily habitable for English settlement.

The land 44HT55 occupied lay within 3000 acres set aside for use by the Virginia
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Figure 101: Plan map of the Hampton University site (44HT55) (Edwards et al., 1989:
66).
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Company, which was overseen by Capt. Thomas Newce in M@Tartney 1983 At

least five patents near the project area were made betwees @86 but little has been
OHDUQHG DERXW WKH SDWHQWHHY 7KH PRVW OLNHO\ V
became part of the glebelands of the Second Church of the Parish of Elizabeth City. The
exact location of the parish church is unknown; Rev. Jonas Stockton wakitmeasly

ministers, and in 1627 his leasehold was listed as formerly part of a large tract of some
1,500 acres of common land reserved for the Virginia Compgdnggnt 1979: B As the
UHSRUW RQ WKH VLWH SRLQWYV RXW 3DfQhY KeRtXydédkk 6 WRF N
> @ WKH SDUFHO RI ODQG KH OHDVHG LV DSSDUHQWO!
years afterward. The description of this holding places it adjacent to the Second Church

site, although the legal relation between the two iCstiK QFOH D U (GZzDUGV HW
The Second Church was active until 1667, when another church was established on the
west side of the Hampton River. A devastating hurricane struck the lower tidewater area

on September 6, 1667, which may be a reason étéeérment terminated ceased to exist

by the end of the 1660516It 1985: 180.

*LYHQ WKH FRQGLWLRQV IRU WKH SDWHQWYVY LVVXF
European history of having a common use rather than a single owner, the parallel to the
situation of he Nansemond Fort is quite strong. Patents in early Elizabeth City were
escheated frequently, and few settlers remained in the area very long. Though more
artifacts were recovered from 44HT55 than from the Nansemond Fort, the origin points
for ceramics fagr those produced in Continental Europe. A major difference is the high

number of local wares (38), and a spike in Engfisbduced vessels.
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Figure 102: Counts of vessels form the Hampton University site (chart by author).

Figure 103: Counts of claylacco pipes from the Hampton University site (chart by
author).
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Pentran Site +44HT44 (c. 163G1.670)
Relationship: Residence of William Claiborne; later owned by merchant Thomas
Jarvis.

Excavations by the William and Mary Center for Archaeological eResh
(WMCAR) in 1996/1997 for an expanded public transportation hub within the City of
Hampton uncovered a large "t@entury domestic complex similar to that at 44HT55.
The multtcomponent Pentran site (44HT44) contained seven structures, one well, 17
refusefilled pits, and 16 slot fences (Fig. 104) associated with two early Elizabeth City
ship captains and merchants, Capt. William Claiborne and Capt. Thomas Jarvis (Higgins
et al. 1999: 119). Occupation ended at the site upon the death of Jarvis in 1684,
coinciding with the tobacco depression of 1GB000.

European settlement around the site began in 1620; the first patents issued on the
east side of the Hampton River along the shoreline. The location of 44HT44 is believed
to have been occupied first 1624 by Capt. William Claiborne, who patented a-aée
WUDFW RQ WKH ZHVW VLGH RI WKH +DPSWRQ 5LYHU +1
LQYROYHPHQW LQ WKH 9LUJLQLD &RPSDQ\ DV WKH FROR
head of Council of State (18P garnered him wealth and influence prior to the
&RPSDQ\fVY GHPLVH $IWHU GLVVROXWLRQ KH ZDV QDPHG
from 1625 to 1635 (McCartney 2007: 205). Martha McCartney (McCartney 200 205
206) suggests Claiborne was active iragiety of trade activities from his Elizabeth City

plantation.
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Figure 104: Plan map of the Pentran site (44HT44) (Higgins et al.,1999: 34).
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Bythemd V :LOOLDP &ODLERUQHYV LQWHUHVW LQ ,C

had become evident. He paid bbailder John Wilcox to construct a shallop, and

he attempted to patent a method he had devised for keeping Indians as guides.

Governor George Yeardley and Dep@pvernor John Pott successively

authorized Claiborne to explore the Chesapeake Bay and titddéhe Indians,

and in 1629 he received permission to trade with the Dutch and other English

colonies.

&ODLERUQHYYVY UHVLGHQFH LQ (OL]DEHWK -year'iexm@E NHO\ H
service as a representative of the Commonwealth; he moveeédtisosa new tract on

SWKH TURQWLHU" RI 3DPXQNH\ 1HFN FRQWLQXLQJ WUDG
1677 (Higgins et al. 1999: 117; McCartney 2007: 206).

Ownership of the property between 1661 and 1680 is unclear. In 1680, Captain
Thomas Jarvis wned a 200DFUH 3WUDGLQJ SODQWDWLRQ™ WKDW
&ODLERUQHYYV IRUPHU DFUHDJH +LJJLQV HW DO

DFUHV RI -DUYLVY SURSHUW\ ZHUH FRQGHPQHG E\ WKF
of laying out a dwn? this was to become Hampton (Tyler 1922: 29). It is possible, and
indeed likely, that Claiborne retained ownership and control of his Elizabeth City tract
until the time of his death, operating it as a trading plantation under the oversight of
servantsRU D WUXVWHG IDFWRU 3DWHQW UHFRUGV IURP WKl
DQG -DUYLVY DFTXLVLWLRQ RI WKH ODQG GR QRW UHYHI

the period 166@.680 are very sparse. The archaeological report for 44HT44 suggests
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that the occupation by the Jarvis family began in c. 1661, but nothing else is known about

7TKRPDV -DUYLV DVLGH IURP WKH IDFWV WKDW KH ZDV

EXUJHVV IRU (OL]DEHWK &LW\ LQ DQG WDWICRQ KHWF

cannot be determined when he came to Virginia, or if he owned land in the colony before
'LWK VKDN\ GHWDLOV UHODWHG WR -DUYLVY RZQHI

reference from 1680, there is a distinct possibility that Claiborneattmat the property

until his death in 1677. Simply because Claiborne moved in 1661 does not imply he sold

his Elizabeth City property, especially if it was a trading plantation and bringing in

money and goods.

Figure 105: Counts of vessels from thenian site (44HT44) (chart by author).



Figure 106: Counts of clay tobacco pipes frm the Pentran site (44HT44) chart by author).

European wares at the Nansemond Fort

At a glance, the minimum vessel list is skewed more towards wares produced in
Europe ather than those made locally (Fig. 107). While it should not seem unlikely that
WKLV ZRXOG EH WKH FDVH JLYHQ WKH VLWHYVY ORFDWLR
household items were imported to the colony, the question of how the residents of the
Nansmond Fort obtained the wares remains unanswered. Sites occupied during the same
period, such as the Boldrup Site (16B&0) in presentiay Newport News, and the
Buck Site (16461660) near Jamestown Island, have an almost completely different
assemblageamposed of locally made wares (Luccketti 2007: 49; Mallios and Fesler
1999: 215). Given this situation, it becomes necessary to look at sites on-bycease

basis, gathering as much documentary evidence as one can about the people and their
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Figurel107: Totals of vessel counts from all five sites and origin points of production
(chart by author).

Figure 108: Totals of clay tobacco pipes from all five sites and origin points of
production (chart by author).
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biographical backgrounds to determimby differences exist among the excavated
collection. As Games (Games 2006: 687) has pointed out,

attention to people reveals the repeated efforts of the English to transport models

of cultural interaction devised in one ocean basin to another. By loakihg

global visions of participants in different schemes, historians can see the

unlimited imagination and ambition with which merchants and others pursued

paths to profit. Scholars can also recapture the intertwined relationship between

history and gegraphy: the chronological order in which the English encountered

different parts of the world mattered, encouraging men to transport models from

one place to another and often hindering new settlements as a result.

By identifying the likely site occupanénd their background, as well as ceramic

distribution trends in England, the supply situation to Virginia, local production catalysts,

DQG UHJLRQDO GLIIHUHQWLDWLRQ RQH FDQ EHJLQ WR E
ceramic assemblage.

Constructiorof the Nansemond Fort began in c. 1635 at a time when the
southside of the James River was beginning to open up to English settlement. Having
established that Daniel Gookin Jr. provided the impetus for the fortification of the
Nansemond Fort site and thhbse who were already near the tract or residing on it were
seasoned veterans of other colonial ventures it is possible to make interpretations of the
ceramic assemblage.

'‘DQLHO *RRNLQ 6U V SODQWDWLRQ RI ODULHTYTV ORXC

during a period in when the Virginia Company teetered on the verge of bankruptcy and
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internal factionalization (Brenner 1993: 1995). Individuals who undertook voyages of
supply to Virginia at their own expense were awarded with sizable land grants, which is
precisely how Gookin Sr. was able to enrich himself and future generations of his family
(Gookin 1912: 43). Supplying the colony in the way that the Virginia Company had
planned to do through the establishment of a Companyrolled magazine had failed to
ILYH XS WR LWV SURPLVH WKH VKDUHKROGHUV ZKR FRQW
inflated prices, leaving small planters in the Tidewater with little choice in their
SXUFKDVHV %UHQQHU *RRNLQTY SODQWDWLRQ PI
differentt\ DV LW ZDV D 3SDUWLFXODU SODQWDWLRQ™ QRW X
Company; Gookin may have been able to supply his venture through alternate means.
Born and raised in Kent, England, Gookin Sr. came from a family of modest
means beforeit migration to Ireland in 1610 at the age of 25 (Gookin 1912: 29).
Beginning in the 18 century, a commercial revolution took place in England and the
&ERQWLQHQW ZKLFK OHG WR SGUDPDWLF FKDQJHV DQG LQ
(Gaimster 1999: 216Merchants and artisans migrated from the Low Countries and
German states, arriving in English cities and towns, and bringing with them varied
products that were readily adaptable to English use. This took place first along the
southeast coast (of whicheKt is the southernmost county), causing
the emergence of an urban middle class which became increasingly
cosmopolitat LOQGHHG &R QWL QHQWIB@ste WpurchdsiQgvheldnsy L F q
religious beliefs and lifestyle. It is no accident that excavationswns with

significant alien populations, including Norwich and Colchester, which are not



281

seaports, have produced some of the most substantial assemblages of imported

ceramics and other Continental style goods. (Gaimster 1999: 216)
By the time of Gookin6 U V ELUWK WKLV ZRstaDIShdtBystmEaHdH Q D ZHC
perhaps one that he had been brought up with, and applied to his Irish ventures. When
Gookin Sr. set off from Ireland to Virginia aboard #iging Hartin April of 1621, he
brought with him40 cows; little else is mentioned of the cargo he elected to bring
(Gookin 1912: 66). Since this was his initial planting venture, however, it is likely that he
brought ceramic wares as well, perhaps of a mixed collection as Gaimster suggests.

The likeihood is strcQJ WKDW *RRNLQ dguipfied vAtR ¢éeRamisv ZD V
vessels of a cosmopolitan sort, and the vessels that survived the initial years in Virginia
were brought to their new patents during the first phase of settlement at the Nansemond
Fort. Thaugh this is one explanation, other factors may have shaped the Nansemond Fort
site assemblage as well. A study by historian Frederick Fausz of regional trends during
the first half of the 17 century in Virginia led to the identification of three areathas
3SPDUURZ” RI (QJOLVK V HENYaheth K RyHNOWort INWs QI XnBektqwh
Island, and Charles City/Bermuda Hundred (Fausz 1971: 58). There may have been a
stronger Dutch presence in the Lower James area (Elizabeth City/Newport News) than
elsewlere, and this can perhaps be seen in site artifact assembliestly as 1620, the
Dutch Company of Merchant Adventurers of Middelburg (Netherlands) had been plying
the Virginia waterways, negotiating contracts to ship tobacco to Europe. Dutch trader
David Pietersz de Vries remarked on the difficulties of operating in this manner,

FRPPHQWLQJ 3SWKHUH LV QR WUDGH IRU XV XQOHVV WKH!
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(QJOLVK VKLSV"® 3DJDQ % \ D IORXULVKLQJ 'X
the Chesapeake, and in the holds of Dutch vessels coming to Virginia to pick up the
annual crop, they carried mucleeded household items to exchange for merchantable
OHDI 6FKDHIHU 7KH 1DQVHPRQG )RUWTTV VHWWOI
when tade with the Dutchwas well established, and could perhaps be why much of the
VLWHYY DVVHPEODJH FRQVLVWY RI "XWFK XWLOLWDULDQ
that were supplied to the English market by the Dutch.

%HIRUH GHFODUL §émldg®is\a iiue iy URE X¥VD RI WKH UHJ
association with Dutch tobacco factors, mention must be made of what a typical Dutch
colonial assemblage may have looked like. In the Netherlands, domestic pottery
SURGXFWLRQ GHYHOR S HfEuRKeNhar bebn|Qadag&il by pokitek R
religious strife the United Provinces was the only European country with a manufacturing
base capable of providing consumer goods to its own domestic market and overseas
colonies, in addition to supplying other owesis coloniesaswéll :LOFR[HQ
The Dutch enthusiastically filled the void in the carrying trade following the decline of
the Hanseatic League in the@&entury moving the ceramic wares of Europe further
abroad (Wallerstein 1980: 79). Thenefpit should be expected that a middling Dutch
assemblage included local coarsewares suited for food preparation, in addition to
3\ H O-@rik/dr green glazed white earthenwares;ddiporated vessels, gorgeously
decorated stoneware, many-glazed waresand even a small amount SRUFHODLQ”
(Schaefer 1998: 102Assemblages from sites in New Netherland, while reflective in

many ways of life in the Netherlands, are strangely lacking in utilitarian items that were
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essential for food preparation and storagjenilarly, Dutch earthenwares are heavier and
bulkier to transport than the more refinedgiazed flatwares (Schaefer 1998: 102).

Despite this observation, Dutch coursewares have been found in great abundance
on many colonial English sites in the Ghpeake, so if the Dutch were not unlikely to
transport their own utilitarian earthenwares, perhaps others were. A brief look into the
ceramic redistribution modes in England during th& dénhtury indicates that it is likely
that Dutch utilitarianware$ HDFKHG 9LUJLQLDYV VKRUHV LQ (QJOLVK
serving as the major center of redistribution to other ports, evidence from Exeter on
(QJODQGYV [@ivMdéy acthipslig argument.

Stonewares found in Cornwall, for example, regularly paggedigh the hands

of at least three different merchants by the time they reached their home ports:

ILUVW 3D O L H Q-Couwiespobl@ndorRmerchants shipping stonewares

in bulk to London, second Exeter or other Devon merchants buying in London

(typically in batches of a few hundred pots) and sending these back to home ports;

third, local Cornish merchants buying a basketful or two of stonewares in the

Devon ports for sale at home. Similar patterns of sale and resale in the American

trade serve toamind archaeologists working on American sites that their Rhenish

finds may reflect direct contact with the Low Countries or supply from London,

or alternatively supply from one of the various English provincialspemgaged

in the Atlantic trade. (Allar1999: 286#)

Allan cites an entry from an Exeter port book documenting that merchant Roger Prowse,

HQJDJHG LQ WKH FRORQLDO WUDGH UHSHDWHGO\ DVVHP
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American market, sometimes obtaining his goods at Rotterdam, oth@ressaenably
EX\LQJ ORFDOO\" $00DQ
&RQVLGHULQJ WKLY WUDGH G\QDPLF LQ DVVHVVLQJ

the presence of both Dutch and English North Devon utilitarian wares in the same
features becomes easier to understand. Examiradgg patterns and site-site
comparisons confounds the notion that we can ascribe only one system of trade and
supply to Virginia.

A discussion of the local ceramic wares and the large quantity of local pipes could
perhaps offer more insight intogienal developments than treating them on their own.
Three ideas of how the wares in Virginia may have arrived at the site have been offered
DERYH HDUOLHU VKLSPHQWYV IURP 'DQLHO *RRNLQ 6U fV
trade; and English redistriban and transshipment. To treat each one adequately in
assessing its plausibility, knowledge of who resided at the site provides the key. In an
earlier work (Pecoraro and Givens 2006), | speculated that in the Lower James drainage
Dutch tobacco factorskiely were responsible for the Continental European ceramic
assemblages in the region, but | now consider it likely that the assemblage is a result of
local redistribution, perhaps through riverine or coastal trade by planters who owned
shallops or pinnacescluding the Gookins. This is largely because of Daniel Gookin Jr.
and nearby planters affiliated with him and who were all Puritans; this supposition is
reinforced by the fact that he continued his merchant activity from Virginia to

Massachusetts (Hafd 2007: 120).
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*RRNLQ -U V VWUDWHILF PRYH WR 1HZ (QJODQG PD\
WKURXJK *RR Ndo@nialifhding n€@WéiH &hd religious ties. Hatfield has noted
WKDW 33XULWDQV ZKR PLJUDWHG DQG PBap&keBdQHG FRQ
New England often made their initial contacts through trade; his quick admission to the
FKXUFK DQG FRPPXQLW\ VXJIJHVW WKDW *RRNLQTV HDUOL
ZHOO NQRZQ LQ WKH FRORQ\" +DWILHO Gidnotdivest )XUWKH
himself of his Virginia plantations, immediately but continued to administer them
through trusted overseers. Evidence exists that he maintained relations with other Puritan
HOLWHV LQFOXGLQJ 5LFKDUG %H Q Q HnatVend NgtRan@DWHU EH
8WLH DVVLVWLQJ KLP GXULQJ 8WLH {#654)(lkWH I960:D VWXGH
1094.10).

7REDFFR JURZQ RQ *RRNLQ -UYV SODQWDWLRQV DV
Virginia, was likely transported by vessels that sadetlof Boston. Compelling
HYLGHQFH RI WKLY HPHUJHV IURP :LOOLDP $VSLQZDOOTYV
$VSLQzZDOOYV ILUVW UHIHUHQFH WR 'DQLHO *RRNLQ -U L
debt owed to a fellow merchant. This date appears shDrtitWHU *RRNLQYYV PRYH W
%RVWRQ DQG DIWHU WKLV ILUVW DSSHDUDQFH LQ $VSLQ
to the shipping of Virginia tobacco to Boston, with Nansemond appearing as the point of
origin place; the Virginia factor was Capt. Thomasliage. The relationship between
Burbage and Gookin Jr. was lestanding; both served as militia officers in Virginia,
RFFXSLHG DGMDFHQW SODQWDWLRQV DQG %YXUEDJH VHU

tract he owned on the Rappahannock RiveranWJLQLDYYV 1RUWKHUQ 1HFN
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%WXUEDJHTYV %YRVWRQ FRXQWHUSDUW ZDV 'DYLG 6HOO
soapboiler and merchant; Selleck continued to negotiate contracts with other planters in
Virginia, primarily in Nansemond and Upper/Lower Norfolk. Timk between Gookin
-U DQG 6HOOHFN LV WKURXJK 7KRPDY 6DYDJH RQH RI *R
fellow member of the Ancient and Honorable Artillery Company. While the documentary
HYLGHQFH VXJJHVWYV *RRNLQ -U TV INansexsh@aneiNeQ WKH W
England, material evidence from the Nansemond Fort site, when interpreted within the
IUDPHZRUN RI $00DQfV SURSRVHG UHGdxpWwed efEXWLRQ QH
Dutch coarsewares and North Devon products may have constitutettba pbthe
FDUJRHV RI VKLSV LQYROYHG LQ *RRNLQ -UfV LQWHUFRC
The Nansemond Fort and the hinterland: Comparative Discussion

The five assemblages of ceramic vessel and clay tobacco pipes studied here share
the common attribute of containindhagher percentage of items produced in Europe than
of those made in England or locally, with the exception of the Hampton University site
(44HT55). The artifact presence of greater numbers of more local and English wares, as
well as of local pipes at Hartgm seems at odds with what we see in the Knowles
collection, at the Nansemond Fort (44SK192), and Pentran (44HT44), but these three
sites lie in the same geographic area at some distance from Hampton. Upon reviewing the
artifacts from 44HT55, archaeolotggslebated whether it was best interpreted as a
frontier settlement, versus a more cosmopolitan one such as Jamestown (Edwards et al.

1989: 113). Authors of the report on 44HT55 anticipated,
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that the HT55 artifact assemblage should differ from assembieyeved from

settlements further along the James River in terms of quality, quantity, and point

of origin. This initial supposition seemed plausible until comparisons were made

with other assemblages, specifically the material recovered at the College

LDQGLQJ VLWH - % -DPHVWRZQ ,VvODQG DQG WKH

site near the modeiaiay city of Hopewell. Direct comparisons with these

assemblages revealed a striking similarity in the quality of the objects recovered.

Perhaps the most stilg comparisons occurred between HT55 artifacts and exact

RU VLPLODU SDUDOOHOV IRXQG DW WKH &DXVH\TV &L

the mouth of the James River. The finds at this location are so similar to those of

HT55 as to call into questiohe original premise that proximity to the mouth of

the river and immediate access to foreign shipping would be reflected in the

guality and quantity of goods. The fact that the same kinds of ceramic wares and,

to a lesser extent, artifacts from the sanverdie foreign origins suggests not only

transAtlantic trade networks, but some means of local distribution along the

James River. (Edwards et al. 1989: 113)
This assessment calls into question why archaeologists approach early sites in the
Chesapeake witpreformed assumptions about why sites such as Jamestown would
SURGXFH DVVHPEODJHYV GHHPHG 3 FRVPRSROLWDQ ™ ZKLOH
This is because of how archaeologists and historians interpret the likely impact of laws

passed by the Genévsssembly aimed at regulating where ships entering the colony
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could unload their cargoes. Behind such measures was Governor John Harvey who
proposed an act that the Assembly passed in 1631/2 stipulating that
Every shipp arriving in this colony from Engliror any other parts, shall, with
the first wind and weather, sayle upp to the porte of James Citty, and not unlade
any goods or breake any bulke before she shall cast anchor there, upon payne that
the captayne and mayster of the sayd shipp shall fotfetsayd goods or the
value thereof, and shall suffer one mounthes imprisonriRelety(and Hatch
1955: 23.
If this act had worked as Harvey intended, the assemblages of sites further away from the
market point at Jamestown might have-ofifashion andvell-used objects for the
simple fact that getting to Jamestown required a considerable investment in time, which
the average tobacco planter simply did not have. Loca#lge wares would also
constitute a greater percentage of the sites material asseniidaguse the need would
arise for utilitarian items that tended to break or wear out with more frequency to be
made nearby. A last point is that we would expect to see the numbers of artifacts decline
on sites further from Jamestown as a result of or@ W¥eUDOL]JHG 3XUEDQ" PDUNH
'"HVSLWH WKH DFWYV SDVVDJH RSSRVLWLRQ E\ LQIOX
ties to London and Parliament, chief amongst them, Capt. William Claiborne, saw to it
that the law was never enforced. As Horning points outighahe measure would have
been effective to promote town growth and centralize trade at Jamestown, the easy
QDYLJDWLRQ RI 9LUJLQLDYY ZDWHUZD\V PDGH LW LPSRVYV

Elizabeth City and the Nansemond region provided much lzettess for mariners
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(Horning 1995: 149). This fact has been ignored by Chesapeake archaeologists far too
often, and the assumption derived through the historical record of the law working is a
major pitfall, rather than basing interpretations on the reeoveaterial evidence.

The preponderance of European wares on assemblages from the other four sites in
the study can also be correlated to known owners who either had ties to international and
intercolonial trade, or who were themselves closely conneitetHT55, where the
site occupants remain unknown and perhaps were tenants on land controlled by the
church, their position outside of a trade network controlled by local elites (like
GookinSr/Jr. or Claiborne) might account for a mix of European amdlyquoduced
items. In contrast, 44HT44, with its large numbers of Eurojpeaduced ceramics and
tobacco pipes and very few English or locatitpde wares could represent an assemblage
HISHFWHG RQ D 3WUDGLQJ SODQWDWLRminfRtle$ittd DWHG E\ &
Dutch mariners and the Londdrased Clobberry and Co. (which was made up of several
former Virginia Company investors) it is highly reasonable to suggest a scenario
reflecting his direct involvement in trading activities and ownership oesha vessels
active in the Virginia trade.

The importance of Elizabeth City/Kecoughtan to the Dutch tobacco trade is a key
element for understanding the ceramic assemblages; during the decade of the 1640s, the
region was frequented by Dutch marinerd aras the residence of a few factors who
ZHQW VR IDU DV WR SXUFKDVH D SODQWDWLRQ LQ 3. HFRX
100). Brothers Dirck and Arent Corstenstam arrived in Virginia in the late 1630s and

patented an 86Acre plantation in Elizabetbity and a lot in Jamestown. In 1640 they
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shipped at least 60,000 pounds of tobacco from Virginia to the Netherlands, and the next
year they sent 100,000 (Enthoven and Klooster 2011:A10%). Another of the active

Dutch traders residing in Elizabeth Capd Lower Norfolk was Capt. Simon Overzee,

and his connections in local trading networks were aligned with Daniel Jr. and John

Gookin.

353" WREDFFR SLSHY DQG ORFDO WUDGH QHWZRUNYV

To illustrate what such a trade network might look like from a material
pergective, | offer the example of localipade pipes. Earlier local pipe studies have
examined the rise of local production to plantation economies (Henry 19%97;14
Mouer 1993: 105145), and more recently discussions of local distributions (Luckenbach
andKiser 2006; AgbeDavies 2004) and those involved in pipe production or controlled
the trade. The remains of three archaeological sites in Virginia associated with the
Gookin family are known, with the largest of these being the Nansemond Fort site.
Amongthe significant finds from the site are 19 locally made tobacco pipe bowls with
WKH LQLWLDOV 353" VXUURXQGHG E\ D KHDUW )LJV
been found on pipes from three other Chesapeake gitesChesopean site (44VB48),
St ODU\TV &LW\ 6W -RKQTV DQG 3D W Xhe @akeroRthe) W &9
353" SLSHV LV LGHQWLILHG DV 5LFKDUG 3LQQHU D UHVLC
between at least 1640 to 1663 (LNC Book A: 170; LNC Book D: 232; Luckenbach and

Kiser2006: 164).



291

JLIXUH 'UDZLQJ RI RQH RI WKH 353" SLSHVY UHFRYHU
(drawing courtesy of Jamie E. May).

JLIXUH SKRWRJUDSK RI RQH RI WKH 853" SLSHV LOOXV
color (photograph courtesy of Jamesdilnstitute for Archaeology).
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JLIXUH ODS RI VLWHYV ZKHUH 353" SLSHV KDYH EHHQ IR
SDWX[HQW 3RLQW &9 WKH 6W -RKQTV VLWH 6W 0D
(44SK192) and the Chesopean site (44VB48) (map by author).
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Limited distributions of locallynade pipes in the Chesapeake are the norm, and as
IXFENHQEDFK DQG .LVHU VXJJHVW 3:FRORQLVWY DGRSWHG
similar to that of early postmedival potters in England. Typical English country gotter
like a local tobacco pipe maker, produced quantities intended for a limited regional
market. Examples of londistance distributions are rare, but significant when they
RFFXU" /XFNHQEDFK DQG .LVHU ,Q WKH FDVH RI
temporal contexts in which they appear fit within the time frame of a civil and economic
unrest in the Chesapeake colonies (1640s to 1660). Disruptions caused by the outbreak of
the English Civil War (1642 ,QJOHTV 5HEHOOLRG26),BDBAJ\ODQG
FHQGDOOYVY 5HEHOOLRQ O0ODU\ODQG IUDJPHQWHG WKH
radical Puritans gaining the upper hand. The leading citizens and merchants in the
Nansemond region where Pinner produced his pipes were Daniel Gookin Jr., Richard
Bennet, Cornelius and Edward Lloyd, William Stone, and Simon Overzee: all of them
were Puritand Overzee exceptedwith intercolonial trading ties (Hatfield 2004: 123).

As a trader, Gookin Jr. owned several ships, and trafficked between Virginia,
Maryland and Mssachusetts frequently during riid" century. Three of four sites
ZKHUH WKH 353" SLSHVY DUH NQRZQ FDQ DOO EH WLHG WR
family relationships or the possibility that his ships were the vehicles for their
distribution. The Nasemond Fort, with the largest assemblage of pipes, was built by
Gookin Jr., and used (and maybe lived in) by individuals who had come from Ireland
with his father or were transported some years later (Pecoraro 2010: 35). A few miles east

of the Nansemonddtt site, the Chesopean site has been linked with planter Adam
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Thoroughgood, whose widow Sarah Offley married John Gookin in 1641. The daughter
of Adam Thoroughgood and Sarah Offley, Sarah Thoroughgood Gookin, married Simon
2YHU]HH DQG XSR@GHDRMXK *RRNLQIWHU]JHH XVHG KLV ZLIH
expand his shipping business. In 1653/4 Overzee moved from Virginia to Maryland,
ZKHUH KH RZQHG WKH 6W -RKQYV VLWH LQ WKH FRORQLL
death in 1660 (Henry 1979: 19).@H 353"~ WREDFFR SLSH KHHO IRXQG LG
SDWX[HQW 3RLQW VLWH LV WKH RXWOLHU LQ WKLV VWXG
DQG LWV ORFDWLRQ LQ FORVH SUR[LPLW\ WR 6W O0ODU\YV
Chesapeake Bay couldli2 UHDVRQ IRU WKH ORFDO SLSHYV RFFXUU!
2l WKH HLJKW 353" SLSHV IURP WKH 6W -RKQYV VLWH
contexts dating between 163%65, one is from a 1665685 stratum, and the other
three are plowzone finds. Accordiny R 6 W ODU\TV &LW\ &XUDWRU Rl &RC
+XUUAL¥YHQ SRWHQWLDO IRU UHGHSRVLWLRQ 53 SLSHV DI
likely from the first two generations of occupants (Lewger and Overzee). Given
2YHU]JHHYTV LQYROY HP H® 9 oe ohhis (leDi@tivind)RRbdtoddce River
association seems likely in terms of distribution networks. However, he was also
FRQQHFWHG ZLWK $FFRPDFN RQ 9LUJLQLDYV (DVWHUQ 6K
WKH SLQQDFH VDLOV"™ 6LODV:EWWU\ SHIUVSIFRPPIURP VHD

FRQWH[WYV DW WKH 1DQVHPRQG )RUW DQG HLJKW IURP WI
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J)LIXUH &RXQWYVY RI DOO NQRZQ 353" SLSHV LQ 9LUJLQL
archaeological contexts (image by author).

plausible lirk between Daniel Gookin Jr. and Simon Overzee through social and familial
bonds allows me to suggest that they operated a trade network on an intercolonial scale.
7KH SUHVHQFH RI WKH 353" SLSHVY RQ VLWHY DVVRFLDWH
nowhereelse in the Chesapeake) inalie that the pipes were moved aitightly
controlled network.
| provide the site and artifact summaries in this chaptan attempt to
demonstratseveral points. Chief among them is that there is much to be learned by
linking the historical record of Daniel Sr. and Jr. and their activities on the landscape with

the material record in the Knowles collection and from the Nansemond Fort site. A
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second consideration is that while the artifact counts from the Nansemond &ort as
whole are low in comparison to té®from the other sites examineere, thecomposition
of the collection is not unusual for the region; this bolsterhigppthesis thabutch
tradersoperatingn the Lower James area might have been responsibleirfigiriyy
European wares into the colony as part of the tobacco exchange network. A third point is
that Elizabeth City/Kecoughtan provided the region with a vibrant port thpassed
Jamestown (brea&f-bulk point) as a place to acquire items needed t@isustrms and
SODQWDWLRQV EHIRUH WKH\ ZHUH 3UHWDLOHG ™ LQWR WK
supported. This is related to a fourth factor, that local pipes might provide a data source
through which we can examine the nature of these inteli@blogtworks by providing a
material dimension to what has been hinted at in historical documents.

Determining the material signature of regional, irgional, and intercolonial
trade and exchange a significant contribution that historical archeologgkes towards
understanding colonial development in th& ¢&ntury. My research suggests an
DOWHUQDWLYH WR FRPSDULQJ VLWH DUWLIDFW DVVHPEO
ILWVY DOO" DVVHVVPHQW RI DUWLID F YWorg¢ Bothpdbaive@iteW\ L Q W
data and more biographical research on site occupants can strengthen my argument, |
provide an important first step towards testing this theory. The data that | gathered from
the artifacts found at the Nansemond Fort, the Knowlesat@h, the Sandys site,
Hampton University, and the Pentran site combined with what is known biographically of
the site occupants and the European settlement history of the Lower James region leads

me to propose a different interpretation of the variagimongst Chesapeake artifact
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assemblages. Toidoes not discount the likelihood tiattch tiaders in the Chesapeake
broughtin items produced in Europe, but | think their roles in supplying Virginia
plantationdirectlyis overstated. Dutch trader Davic Vries wrote specifically on the
GLIILFXOWLHYV RI EHLQJ 3DQ RXWVLGHU LQ WKH 9LUJLQL

| consider, in regard to this tobacco business, that anyone who wishes to trade

here must keep a house here and continue all the year, that the preepared,

when the tobacco comes from the field, to seize it, if he would obtain his debts. It

is thus the English do among themselves; so there is no trade for us, unless there

be an overplus of tobacco, or fewer English ships. After spending ther \Ware,

| was compelled to leave, as were almost all the ships, without tobacco, and to let

my debts standParr 1969: 247)

De Vries commentssaone oubf-the-network strengthen the plausibility tHabokin Jr.
and others like him controllatieregioral tradingnetwork.

Considering the number of Puritans living in the Elizabeth City/Nansemond and
Norfolk counties (Games 1998; Hatfield 2007; Levy 1960) and the shipping records of
Puritan merchants from Boston regularly trading with the Virginia PwitAspinwall
[1903] 16444651), | suggest that a Puritdominated network was responsible for the
transshipment of marketable items to plantations within this netivotke Chesapeake.

The signahrtifact bolsteringhis argument is the presermiethe 353" SLSHV IRXQG RQ
on sites associated with Daniel Gookin Jr., John Gookin, and Simon O¥ealtdleree
owned sailing vessels and are historically known to have ipeechants or traders.

'DQLHO *RRNLQ -U fV OHDGHUVKL S Virgnaknab@dw&K H 3XULWD
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movement to Massachusetts, but his business as a trader was equally as important to his
success. Historically we know that Gookin maintained his trade networks with the

Chesapeake until the 1670s, but this is overshadowed by hisenveht with the New
(QJODQG 3UD\LQJ 7RZQV DQG .LQJ 3KLOLSYTV :DU :KHQ *R
with his biography, his story has a greater bearing on colonial development in the broader

Atlantic world.
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CHAPTER EIGHT

Conclusion

$W WKH FORVH RI 'DQLHO *RRNLQ 6U fV OLIH KH UHT?>
Charles] EDVLQJ KLV FODLP RQ KLV H[SHULHQFH LQ VHWWOL
words his career exemplified that he
Hath for manie yeers beine not only a greffecter and wellvisher to all the new
Plantatons in ye late discovered Lands and Continents in and beyond ye Seas, but
also a Planter and Adventurer in the most of them himself; Holding those workes
to bee of great consequence and tending both tooye gif God for ye
propogating of Christian Religion in places where for the most savage and
heathen people did live and inhabit. (cited in Gookin 1912: 52)
This was a sentiment Daniel Gookin Jr. clearly shared. My dissertation work stemming
from a study bjust the Nansemond Fort site is broadened by a +sitétil strategy to
fully understand the colonial projedtswhich the Gookin family operatedhe
biographies of the people on and around the sites studied in this dissertation, their
interactions withthe land, and the society they sought to construct and maintain can be
identified across space and time through sites site and artifacts, but standing alone do not
reflect any fixed pattern or agenda. Anthropologist Alfred Gell has alluded to the human
mind and experience playedtdan the archaeological record:
$ SHUVRQ DQG WKH SHUVRQYV PLQG Dtempo@RW FRQWD
coordinates, but consist of a spread of biographical events and memories of

events, and a dispersed category ofemak objects, traces, and leavings which
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can be attributed to a person, and which, in aggregate, testify to agency and
patienthood during a biographical career which may, indeed, prolong itself long
after biological death. (Gell 1998: 222)
*HO OV VYisperieHaRagpropriate to the life of Daniel Gookin, dihich |
reconstructed using the analytical methods of microhistory, archaeological biography,
and mulitsited archaeology to develapwholly novel approach of comprehending
colonial projectscapitalist expansion, placemeaking, and constituting the colonial
subject.
Applying the label of multsited archaeology to my dissertation is unique and a
term that few have self applied. To illustrate why the label is appropriate, | revisit
0D U F X %2 blibw the people, follow the thing, follow the metaphor, follow the
plot, story, or allegory, follow the life or biography, and follow the confliepplying
the archaeological and historical data compiled in my research. Instead of following just
oneof these routes, | can place my research into all of these, with strong connections and
GDWD OLQNLQJ WKHP WRIJHWKHU 7KH IRUPDWWLQJ RI WK
evaluation of a mdl-sited strategy (Ryzewski 201257), which serves to illustte how
the routes, relationships and mediating data coalesce to form thesit@dtarchaeology
of the Gookin family (Table 3). Though elements of my dissertation research routes are
FORVHO\ UHODWHG WR ODUFXVY Gtedstategy iRt RQ IRUPXO
enough to say that what | undertook is a rrsiteed archaeology. As Ryzewski notes,

3 P X QitdtLethnography clearly cannot be acapg SDVWH DSSOLFDWLRQ LQ D
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(Ryzewski 2011241); Beaudry writes that in order to use the nmited method
HITHFWLYHO\ LQ DUFKDHRORJ\ 3ZH QHHG WR GHYHORS VI
multiple sites of study, based on genuine connections that once existed, by reconstructing
WKH QHWZRUN DQG WKH QRGHV RU RTH@Wah Rl FRQWDFW"
difference between a mubited ethnography and a mugited archaeology is that
archaeological routes do not rely solely on research imaginaries as Marcus advocates
(Marcus 1998: 6); archaeological data provide the validity of the rowgesthaeologist
proposes.

To illustrate the validity of the workings of the archaeological and historical
record in a multsited archaeology as Beaudry suggests, | return to my primary research
guestion posed in Chapter 1: could the Nansemond Fort eepreesransplanted
settlement form used by the English settlers in the Munster Plantation? To answer the
question, | first analyzed the Nansemond Fort plan and contemporary bawn forms in
Ireland comparatively (see Pecoraro 2010), providing a departuref@ofarther study
because there were similarities between fortifications in the two places. It required a more
detailed investigation to associate sites in the region of County Cork, where the Gookin
family was most active, with bawn forms of neighboridgw English and Old English
planters who were part of their social network. After a review of property ownership
DPRQJVW WKH *RRNLQYY QHWZRUN RI IDPLO\ DQG EXVLQF
archaeological sites and ruins to Daniel Sr. and@it##se had not been previously

connected to the family, yet some share striking characteristics witkplae ayout of
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Routes
People

Things

Metaphor

Story/Plot

Life/biography

Conflict

Relations
Daniel Godkin Sr., Daniel Gookin Jr.

Extended Gookin family in Ireland

Gookin cohort

Fortified plantation sites in Irelartd
fortified plantation sites in Virginia,
Maryland, and Massachusetts

Ceramic vesselral pipe assemblage:

Puritan expansion/British empire
building

Puritan networR international/inter
colonial relationships

Historical careers of Daniel Gookin
Sr. and Daniel Gookin Jr.

Interactions with Native Americans

Puritans vs. other groups (ie
merchantsAnglicans, non
conformists)

30z

ODUFXVY URXWHY DSSOLHG WR PHGLDWLQJ VRXL

Mediators

Primary historical documentation an
biographies

Genealogy

Archaeological excavation/site
survey

Landscape survey

Primary historical documentation an
biographies

Genealogy

Landscape survey

Primary historical documentation an
biographies

Archaeological excavation/site
survey

Landscape survey

Primary historical documentation
Maps/deeds

Archaeological excavation/site
survey

Landscape survey

Primary historical documentatién
mostly shipping records
Archaeological site reports

Primary historical documentation
Maps

Landscape survey
Archaeological assemblages

Primary historical documentation an
biographies
Archaeological assemblages

Primary historical documentation an
biographies

Genealogy

Archaeological excavation/site
survey

Landscape survey

Primary historical documentation an
biographies

Primary historical documentation an
biographies

Archaeological excavation/site
survey

Landscape survey
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the Nansemond Fort (see Chaptér3hip-pool, Mossgrove, Ballyannan).
Archaeological evidence from sites in County Cork that had occupation ranges
contemporary with the Gookins, specifically Blackrock, added further examples of the
use of wooden palisades to defend plantation residences.

Through using the mulBited route®f following the people and following the
thing and thenreHVWDEOLVKLQJ WKH FRQQHFWLRQV EHWZHHQ W
Munster Plantation and their network of fellow planters, | have established the
importance of the bawn plan as a settlememhfwsansported from one colonial project to
the next. Comparing like settlement forms across space and time divorces them from their
context with people and place; conversely the railiéid strategy is critical in
establishing legitimate relationships aswhtexts. From this perspective, the bawn
becomes a product of English expansion into new places; those who made use of it in
multiple locales can be linked to previous settlement ventures in a more meaningful way.

The research | conducted for my disagan on the Gookin family connesct
places Ireland, Virginia, Maryland, and Massachuséttsith things like the bawn
settlement form, ceramic and tobacco pipe assemblagg®waitan expansion a
narrative supported by genuine, traceable, archaeoladahistorical evidence.

Methods that | used to construct the narrative were ya#td in nature, drawn from

ODUFXVY ZRUN ZLWK UHILQHPHQWY DSSURSULDWH IRU LW
by Beaudry and Ryzewski. The colonial context of the GodknP LO\YfV HQJDJHPHQW
within the Atlantic world requires that their trajectory from one place to anbthe

recognized, as Cobb and DFD W W H U VXJIJHVW 3ZH FDQQRW
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settlements without a panoramic sense of where immigrants came frorthéiow
lifeworlds were constituted, and how they interacted with one another and with European
FRORQLDO RXWSRVWYV "~ |, IRXQG WKDW Widjeckshr@gJ WKH *RR
YLHZLQJ WKHP DV SRLQWYV RQ D *OHDUQ&amJ FXUYH"™ ZDV
understanding of the decisions that Daniel Gookin Sr. and Jr. made during their careers.
The connections and linkages made among locations and the archaeological record fit
within the strategies of muisiited research, and when | evaluate how | orgahiny
dissertation, | believe that it represents a faithful example of what can be termed a multi
sited archaeology.

If we consider that Daniel Gookin Sr. and Jr. had backgrounds in other colonizing
ventures before coming to America, chiefly the Irish Man®lantation, the site plan of
the Nansemond Fort has a greater role to play in the interpretation afelithry life in
the Chesapeake, on a trahigantic and intercolonial scale. | make the case that those
who settled on the Nansemond Fort trachedo Virginia with similar backgrounds and
experiences, and thus were likely to have produced settlements along lines similar to
ZKDW WKH *RRNLQV GLG LQ ,UHODQG DQG DW ODULHYV OF
DQ 3, ULVK &RQQHFWL RQhe EaRyREQrdpEahl ieditents Dfohe
Nansemond territory.

In Chapter 1 | proposed three questions about the Nansemond Fort site and early
colonial projects in the Atlantic World, which were: 1) Could the Nansemond Fort
represent a settlement form ddgy the English settlers in the Munster Plantation project?

+RZ PXFK LQIOXHQFH GLG 'DQLHO *RRNLQ 6U DQG -U Kk



30¢

development? 3) How did group and regional identities influence migrations and other
colonial adventures?

The first question, related to tidansemond RUW V SDOL&dayHeGE GHVLJIQ
LQIOXHQFHV IURP ,UHODQG Ldingaqulntli@ry askiyrou@d-a) TV XSEU
point strengthened by examinationtbbse who settled in the Nansemond region with
him. The NanvHPRQG )RUWTTV EDZQ HQFORVXUH ZDV D IRUP IDF
spent time in Ireland and likely became a feature that they adopted to suit individual
homestead and plantation needs. From a defensive standpoint, it has been demonstrated
that in Munser and Ulster, English planters were encouraged to construct bawns around
new settlements. As the district militia commander, Daniel Gookin Jr. was familiar with
WKH EDZQYfV XVH LQ ,UHODQG SHUKDSV SURYAGLQJ WKH
constructhem on farms imegiors that were lacking defenses when the threat of Native
American attack in the late 1630s/early 1640s was a reality. Thomas Addison, John
SDUURWW DQG *HRUJH :KLWH DOO RI ZKRP VHWWOHG LC
presentDW *RRNLQ 6U V ODULHYVY ORXQW 3O0ODQWDWLRQ ZKH¢
Wilcox was a resident of a fortified Elizabeth Cittie plantation prior to his move to the
Nansemond. All of these mereve at least familiar with suakefenses in Virginia, and
pethaps from previous experience in English colonial ventures elsewhere.

7KH VHWWOHPHQWY{V SODQ DQG WKH EXLOGLQJV ZLW
English were adapting to life in the Chesapeake. By the 1640s, English settlers coming to
Virginia had been a part of or were aware of English colonial projects around the globe;

WKH\ KDG :DGDSWHG VXFFHVVIXO PRGHOV LQ GLIIHUHQW
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DFFXPXODWHG WKH NQRZOHGJH DQG H[SHUWLVH WKDW V
692). In that cotext, Daniel Gookin, Jr. and the others who settled in and around the
Nansemond Fort can be seen as mediators between the first and second generations of
English colonists in Virginia. The enclosure plan can be said to reflect, albeit indirectly,
thelegad Rl 'DQLHO *RRNLQ 6U DQG -U TV FRORQL]JLQJ HQG!
and beyond, to Maryland and Massachusetts.

My second question of how much influence Daniel Gookin Sr. and Jr. had on
LUJLQLDYYV FRORQLDO GHYH O Rt8 #s\W@MWThHe\GodKinlfankiyv O\ PR U |
represents the second wave of English settlers to Virginia during the period when the
Virginia Company struggled to remain solvent, resulting in the Company giving grants
VLPLODU WR ZKDW *RRNLQ 6U nplanatdtlo ld GrgeRrdctknLY OD UL H
unsettled territory allotted to him not because of his wealth or title but because he
transported in the form of cattle and indentured senargtinable commoditigke
colony so desperately needed. This was an experizgawel Gookin Sr. had had before
when he made the decision to migrate to Ireland at the time the Munster Plantation was
revived after the 1589 rising, and although Virginia was a less familiar place, some of the
dangers were the same. While that may be#se, the reality is that the one of the goals
of the Munster Plantation wa&s populate the countryside with English planters and
tenants, with little regard for the indigenous Irish. Colonial experiences are composed of
human action, material culturayéhtheoretical underpinnings, all of which are tied to a

parent power (Gosden 2004:23English VXSSRUWHG WURRSV VXSSUHVVHG
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English undertakers carved up Desmond lands and populated them with English settlers.
In Virginia, this was the dé&®, but it took decades to implement.

By placing Munster and Virginia in comparative colonial context, we can see that
the early English plantations in the Nansemond and in Munster share similar traits.
Considering the land in Munster and southside ¥iegiboth were settled in
circumstances that arose from discontinuous plantation ideals. In Munster, the escheated
Desmond holdings were fragmentary, making property distinctions difficult and
incongruent (MacCarthivlorrogh 1986: 144). When land on theu8tside of the James
opened up to settlement in a similar fashion, lands that appeared uninhabited were still
ZLWKLQ WKH GRPDLQV RI WKH UHJLRQYV 1DWLYH $PHULF|
land. An added factor in the Nansemond region was the MAMtHU YV 3URSULHWRUVK
LVVXHG E\ WKH &URZQ DQG QRW E\ 9LUJLQLDYV *RYHUQR!
problems behind issuing and settling such a large tract. The characteristic of dispersed
settlement is a shared element, as in the first Munster RMbtR Q LW KDG EHHQ WKI
good policy to scatter the Irish among the English newcomers hoping they would become
$QIJOLFL]HG  -ld@redghlaBBY K46). The plan for settlement dispersal in
Virginia following the 1622 uprising was, in practice, desigteetdave a similar effect,
buffering the Native American population, while minimizing the potential for casualties
WKDW ODUJHU VHWWOHPHQWY PLJKW LQGXFH $OWKRXJIK
establishment in 1602 threat from the invasion fafraign power was considered,
internal risks from the native Irish were not. In Virginia this was also a fear, but the

granting of patents to individuals on land south of the James following several years of
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warfare with Native Americans suggests thatdblenists felt that the Native Americans

had been pacified. Both colonies experienced indigenous risings, in Munster in 1641, and

in Virginia in 1644. Both were also subject to foreign invasidine Munster coastal city

Rl %DOWLPRUH ZDV VRBRBNNG LXWFK BLEDWHY RSHUDWLQJ
the southside Virginia plantations were harassed and suffered destruction by the Dutch

navy in 1675.

The experience of English colonial rule in Munster was one that Daniel Gookin
Sr. and Jr. practiced Virginia, and they did it well, with Daniel Sr. maintaining order at
ODULHYV ORXQW DIWHU DQG 'DQLHO -U HIIHFWLYHO\
and keeping the peace with the Native American tribes until his departure in 1643.

*RRNLQ - s %h\eader &dngst the southside Puritans is evident from his signing of

the Nansemond petition to bring Puritan ministers to his community. A further indicator

Rl *RRNLQ -U V LQIOXHQFH LV VXJIJHVWHG E\ WKH PLJUD
Maryland following his lead after 1644. The records of shipping between the Nansemond
UHJLRQ DQG %YRVWRQ LQ WKH \HDUV LPPHGLDWHO\ IROOR
Massachusetts Bay Colony suggest his ties continued to impact Virginia until he

withdrewfrom intercoastal shipping by the 1670s.

The third question | posed relates to group and regional identities and how they
influence migrations and other colonial adventures, in this case focusing on Puritans. The
Puritan enclave on the southside of tamés River that Daniel Gookin Jr. belonged to in
Virginia was a known community deemed worthy of support by the Massachusetts Bay

Colony. In part this relationship was necessary to supply New England with staple
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products such as meat and grain that thesBiamond region could provide, but it appears
that a good deal of trarshipment of items occurred between the two colonidsat\é
more, after the establishmesftParliamentary control over England, a spike in
international and intercolonial trade occuria the Puritardominated regions of
Virginia, suggesting the emergence of Purtiominated trade networks (Hatfield 2004
112). Though more work remains to be done in terniesiiing out the volume of trade
and what itsnaterial signatures may haveele the archaeological sites studied here have
all produced a preponderance of intéiorzal ceramic wares, likely vidnis trade
network.

Treating Puritans as a group during the period under study is fraught with
problems, because they were hardly calee€nglish Puritans were often at odds with
their counterparts in New England, the Caribbean, and Ireland, and with the Gookin
family, this is best illustrated in the problems Daniel Gookin Jr. and Vincent Gookin Jr.
faced on how best to deal with indrngeus people in New England and Ireland
UHVSHFWLYHO\ 7KH HIIRUWV WR &KULVWLDQL]H 1HZ (QJC
KLVWRULFDO UHVHDUFK RQ 'DQLHO *RRd¢dtu@entddhvaOLIH L
wealth of primary sources, but alsedause of the trouble he received for his work.
Slightly less known is the role that his Irish past played in the matter, and the importance
of the influences of his cousin, Vincent Gookin Jr., in shaping some of his policies
towards Native American treaamt. Though Rev. John Eliot laid the framework for the
proselytizing efforts first, Daniel Gookin was the official government mediator. Historian

Louise Breen has suggested that the ideas behind protecting the Indians came from Sir
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S5LFKDUG % R\ ©n$ With the @aelitriBhFavd Old English he encountered in

Munster in the early fTFHQW XU\ % R\OHV EHOLHYHG WKDW 3WKH Q
FRORQL]JHUV RI ,UHODQG«>VKRXOG@ VHW DERXW WKH WD
people and landsoa R HVWDEOLVK WKHPVHOYHYVY DV WKH ULJKWI
that this process should take place through rigid assimilation, transforming barbarous

Catholics to hardvorking Protestants. This practice was attempted by a few, but a

violent uprising gainst the English settlements in Munster and Ulster in 1641 proved to

be a major setback and turn public opinion against the usefulness of such a tactic. An

incursion by Oliver Cromwell from 1649653 effectively destroyed pockets of

resistance, and usleelin a new wave of English Protestant settlers.

When Daniel was abroad in England and Ireland in 1655, Vincent Gookin Jr. was
serving in theenglishParliament as one of 30 members representing Ireland. One of the
weighty issues under debate within Cromwv® fV 3IDUOLDPHQW ZDV KRZ WR E
Gaeliclrish rebels who had risen in 1641; some championed forced relocation into a
military district under a garrison control, while others (Vincent among them), pushed for
assimilation (Breen 2001: 14950).Vincent Gookin Jr. went so far as to write a
pamphlet,The Great Case of Transplantation in Ireland Discussgg|aining the value
in economic, religious, and moral terms why cultural assimilation of the Gashdy
English settlers would beneftaf EDQGLQJ HPSLUH )XUWKHUPRUH (QJ
SRSXODWLRQ" FRXOG FDUU\2 DXWo MKANWQW HERXRQ HQ WYV \8 I
a pleasing sight will it be to England, instead of meager naked Anatomies, which she

received driven from Ireland in theeginning of a War, to empty herself of her young
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6ZDUPV WKLWKHU LQ WKH EHJLQQLQJ RI D 3HEIFH"" %UHE
9LQFHQW *RRNLQYY SODQ ZzDV XOWLPDWHO\ UHMHFWHG E
critics as a degenerate Englishman wid been thoroughly corrupted by the Irish, a
critigue he staunchly rejected. Nevertheless he was able to remain in the political realm.

7TKH WLPLQJ RI 'DQLHOYfV DSSRLQWPHQW WR WKH SRV
Massachusetts Indians in 1656 is strikingin do&HUDWLRQ RI WKLV YLVLW 9]
that the Gaelic Irish were essential as a labor force to the new English population in
Ireland was borrowed by Daniel when he made a motion in the Massachusetts General
Court proposing the conversion of the Mohawikhe western reaches of the colony to
exploit the fur trade there and in the Hudson River Valley. Another instance directly from
'DQLHO *RRNLQYV ZULWLQJV RQ 1HZ (QJODQGTYV ,QGLDQV
Vincent drew a direct parallel betwedmetplight of the Gaelic Irish and that of Indians
not brought under the care of civilizing Christians. Despite their shared viewpoints and
DJHQGDYVY WKHUH ZDV WRR JUHDW D GLIITHUHQFH EHWZHH
America to succeetl New Englanderbecame less dependent on Native American
cooperation for survival by the mit'" FHQW XU\ UHQGHULQJ PDQ\ RI 'DQL

talking points moot.

Concluding remarks

Historical archaeology of comparative colonialism in the Chesapeake and Ireland
is gainingground, as scholars recognize the value of developing broad cultural contexts
IRU VLWH DQDO\VLY LQ ERWK DUHDV $V DUFKDHRORJLVW

FHQWXU\ 3ZH NQRZ WKDW WKLV LV D FULWLFDW@ctSHULRG



31z

having a vast geographical reach, sometimes arching over Ireland and sometimes
bouncing in and out of Ireland. Yet, we struggle to think that the Ghislicof the late
1500s and early 1600s might have learned new cultural tricks from sourcethather
WKHLU (QJOLVK QHLJKERUV RQ WKH LVODQG" 2f.HHIIH
similarly problematic parochialism exists, but the large corpus of excavatedenttiry
sites makes it possible to recognize through the archaeological recoraésedtra
transported colonial experiences. Adventurers planting new colonies were certainly aware
of the value of past colonial projects, as evident in the words of a Captain Blackman, who
witnessed the failure of an English attempt to colonize Madagascarin 3KDG WKRVH
who are to bee honoured for planting Virginia and S. Christopher, deserted on such
VOHQGHU JURXQGY , EHOLHYH ZHH KDG QRW D WKLV 'D\
2006: 689).

The value of comparative colonial experience was knonvthcentury
adventurers, and as researchers of the past, it should be known to us, and used to
construct broader frameworks for studying English colonial sites. | have constructed my
framework of study on the Nansemond Fort site and its occupaliiis imanner,
LQGLFDWLQJ WKHUH LV PXFK PRUH WR WKH VLWHYfV UHSL
settlement. The Nansemond Fort in this context links Virginia to English colonies in
North America, and also to Ireland, leading to a greater understarfdiogvahose in the
17th century lived their daily lives, and conceptualized thems&lwes in isolation, but
as part of a wider world, connected by past experience and trade. The bawn plan of the

site can shed light on the plantation experience in IredadVirginia, how plantations
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were laid out, what economic pursuits are reflected in their plans, and how they fit into
the larger landscape. Bringing in the aspect of the English experience in Munster adds
another element to comparative research on Bngbfonialism in North America. By
viewing the Nansemond Fort as a transported agricultural form from one colony to
another, | have tried to bridge significant gaps between practices of adapting to the
landscape of the Chesapeakedugcessive generationgcolonists. The Nansemond Fort
represents English and Irish traditions in both defense and farming, adapted over time
though colonial processes into a form that became a common part of the landscape in

early colonial America.
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APPENDIX

Full Transcripts of Relevant Deeds

SHWOH\YV JUDQW WKDW 'DQLHO *RRNLQ 6U SXUFKDVHC
XXXV. - 22. Grant from the King to Thomas Petley, es§ork Co. The castle, manor,
town, and lands of Carrigaline otherwise Beaveriaioimg 4 5/4 carews or plowlands,
great country measure, being parcel of the lands of the undertakers in Cork. Co. rent 2(1)
13(s) 4(d) Ir. Together with the fishing of Croshaven and Anweldie, parcel of said manor:
subject to the conditions of plantatioent 13(s) 4(d).xLiberty to impark 300(a), with
free warren and park; to hold courts baron and leet; to hold adhynsarket and a fair
at Carrigaline on Lammas day and the day following, unless such a day fall on Saturday
or Sunday in which case tffer is to be held on the Monday following, with a court of
pie-powder and the usual tolls; rent 13(s) 4(@) hold forever, as of the castle of
Carrigrogroghan, in common soccage. 1 Mal?.11

7KH &RXQW\ /RQJIRUG JUDQW L @Ergah@bleeres:7KH ODQGV F
Killenawse and Garrynegree 48 acres; Rosesmyne, Lisduffe and Garriduff 78 acres
pasture and 29 acres bog and wood; Lissemagunen 96 acres; Lissard and Carribolum 101
acres; Shiroe and Kilderin 61 acres; Bragwie 90 acres pasture and g0@gind wood
DGMDFHQW WR WKH ODQGV RI /LVPDJXQHQ LQ WKH WHUU
pasture £6-0 English currency, and for 69 acres of bog and wadotl(8. 2d. , To hold
in free and common soccage, subject to the conditions éflédmeations of Longford:

Viz. To allow of wood for building of houses on the premises and sand and slates during
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the period of three years from date of the grédnffo cause his several tenants in
feefarm or for term of life or lives or years in fee taibwild in townredes (and not
dispersedly) for defence, and to extract a fine of £8-0 per ann. For every house built
apart. To sew or plant one acre with hemp for every 500 acres in his fosgkssthe
SDLQ RI' V IRU HYHU\ \HBWwElV r&3idenCfet Ehé/greater [aH oS H
every year upon the premises unless licensed to absent himself by the Lord Beputy,
and in that case to leave a sufficient Agent. Lastlyto render yearly to the Lord Deputy
the prime bird out of every eyrey Great Hawks that shall build in his woods (19 James
[, Part 1: 1621, XIII 24).

3:KHUHDV XSRQ D |R'UNFHNboWitHeDb@halt-bf KID Goakin for
transportation of Cattle out of Ireland into Virginia an offer was made unto him after rate
of x': a Cowe upon certificate of their safe landing, provided they were fayr and lardge
cattle and of our English bred. The said Mr. Wood hath now returned his fynall aunswere
that he cannot entertain the bargaine undérthg Cowe without exceedingelglDW ORVVH’
(Kingsbury 1906: 420).

2WKHU DVVRFLDWHYV RI *RRNLQ 6U ZB UlhattepofRO YHG LQ
staple to the town of Kinsale, (of the same form and purport as the article, number
LXXX]I., page 498) nominating David Meaghe oinsale, Thomas Southwell of
Polylony,Vincent Gookin of CoutncshangEdward Davenant of Whiddyyilliam
Newce of Newcestown, Daniel Gookin of CargaNemas Adderly of Kinsale, William
Hull of Limcon, Nicholas Barham of Claughnehakelty, Richard RothJahn of

Kinsale, Stephen Coveney of Cloughnehakelty, William Newce, Jun., of Newcestown,
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John Davenant of Whiddy, Nicholas Belling and Josias Farley, to be the original a society
DQG ERG\ FRUSRUDWH IRUHYHU E\ WKH Q®OBfH RI WKH 30D
OHUFKDQWYV RI WKH 6WDSOH RI WKH WRZQ RI .LQVDOH =
and Vincent Gookin and Edward Davenant to be the first constables of the taple
society empowered to hold lands to the value of 10 (1) per annlimilay, 19"
James 1, Part 1. 1621, p. 501). My emphasis added.

*RRNLQ 6U fV OHWWHU ZDV DGGUHVVHG WR 9LUJLQLD &
Deputy signified of a letter hee received from Mr Gookin of Ireland who desieed y
Clause in the Contract betweemhand the Company touching Cattlé"wee had
undertaken to transport to Virginia after the rate of eleven pounds the Heiffer and Shee
Goats at 8 10° apeec for Whee might take any Comodities in Virginia att such prizes as
the Company here had sett dQH KHH GHVLUHG \p WKRVH ZRUGV PLJK!
explayned;$QG WR WKLV H¢{HFW T "HSXW\ JODP3 p3 VLIQL ¢ HC
LQ WKH QDPH RI WKH &RXQVHOO DQG &RPSDQ\ YQWR P
DQG PHDQLQJY ZDV LWW VKRXOG EH ODZIXOO DQG IIUHH
andsell all such Comodities hee shall carry thither att such rates and prizes as hee shall
thinke good and for his Cattle shall receive either of the Gouernor or other pryvate
psonns any of the Comodities there growinge att such prizes as hee cann agree; And
ODVWO\ \p DFFRUG LQJH WR PY *RRNLQV UHTXHVW LQ KLYV
VKRXOG KDYH D 3SDWWHQW IRU D SWLFXODUU 30DQWDPRC
Newce and should allso have liberty to take 100 Hoggs out of the fforrest vppon

condtion that hee repay the said number againe unto the Company within the tearme of



317

seaven years; Provided that hee use them for breed and increase and not for present
VODXJKWHU  .LQJBE®XU\

*RYHUQRU :\DWWV DFFR X Q¥aR WritRiQth i<fathBrRds épe6 U TV
RI KRSH DQG H[FLWHPHQW 37KHUH DUULYHG KHUH DERXYV
Gookin out of Ireland wholy upon his owne Adventure, without any relatione at all to his
contract wth you in England, wch was séHO O IXUQLVKHG ZLWK DOO VRUW
well as with Cattle as wee could wyshe all men would follow theire example, hee hath
also brought with him aboute 50 men upon that Adventure, besides some 30 other
Passengers, wee have Accordinge to theirelssated them at Newports news, and we
doe conceive great hope yff the Irish Plantation pspr yt frome Irelande greate multitude of
SHRSOH ZLOEH OLNH WR FRERHOKLWKHU" 1HLOO

7TKH VXFFHVV RI *RRNLQTV YR\DJH f chtNeSgtdriptedxi@e\ WKH W
Virginia Company to seek out individuals like him. A proposal to the Company by
SFHUWHQ JHQWOHPHQ RI , UHODQG” UHDGV 31RWLFH ZDV
VXI¢HLHQW PHQ FRPH RXW RI ,UHODQGnZnkyphuaRIed3G Y Q G H |
RI §DWWOH WR 9LUJLQLD WKLYV 6SULQJH YSSRQ WKH VDP|
Itt was therfore moved that Southampton Hundred, Martins Hundred, Berkleys Hundred,
and all other pryvate Plantaéons that desyred to have Cattle woplddsed out of hand
to give speedy notice what numbers of Cattle they would have w°h beinge certainely
NQRZQH WKH\ PLJKW SRVHG WR D IXUWKHU WUHDW\ Zu3 W

7KH WLWOH RI WKH GHHG UHDG Cuchb6ibgd theheile GD XJKW

and Executrix of Lieutenant Richard Crouch did sett and assigne over in this Court 150
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Acres of land, wch he said Leiutenant Crouch did bequeath unto her by the name of Mary
Younge his sister, wch Land, was for their servants palisAdventures and lyes at
1HZSRUWV 1HZHV WKH VDLG ODQG VKHH DVVLJQHG RYHU
314).
s, W zDV WKHUHIRUH WKRXJKW ILWW WR UHIHUU LW WR
authority may be graunted by the Companie to timeiginge trends of Such as are slaine,
or shall hereafter decease to administer vpon the good£ lefte vnto them, and what course
may best be taken for recovery and preservacon of all such good from losse and
imbeazellinge to the vse and behoufe of the prnaprietors, to this end the Court hath
appointed m r Gibbs, m r Wheatly, m r Binge, Gookin, m r lohnson, m r Procter, m r
Rob : Smith, or any fower of them to meete on ffriaay next the 9 th of this present
Moneth about 2 of the Clocke in the Afterm@oat m r Deputies to advise about it, and to
FHUWLILH WKHLU RSLQLRQV WR WKH QH[W &RXUW’™ .LQJVIE
7KH -DQXDU\ HQWU\ LQ %R\OHTV MRXUQDO UHDG)
perfected vnto me a generall Release of all his righti®adand of and in the Manor of
Bever als Carrickeleyn, for which (besides what | paid Sir Warham St. Leger) | paid Mr
Gookin one thousand two hundreth and ffiftie pounds ster: And made him a lease therof
for 22 yeares at C" per annum. & now in regard hengxished the Lease | made him by
passing me a ffyne & Release, | renewed his lease for 18 years from Michas Last, vppon
his surrender of my former lease | made him, he promising me to make all his
vndertenants new leases on the same Rents & condicioniselaelyefore : of this

mannor he lets owt as muche as yelds him cl". ster: a year, besides the Kings rent and my
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Rent : & Keeps the house6&0 acres of the best Land free in his own occupatubrch
is ritchly worth one C" ster: more per annum : Mr Thompettey of whome Mr gookin
SXUFKD]J]HG LW KDWK DOVR VLWKHQV 5HOHDVHG WR PH D
1886 v. 2: 6768).

'DQLHO *RRNLQ 6U fV ODVW SHWLWLRQ IRUDGYHQWXU
The humble Peticon of Daniel Goolgent. Sheweth that whereas y* Petitioner is, and
hath for manie yeers beine not only a great affecter and Wellwisher to all the new
Plantatons in y* late discouered Hands and Continents in and beyond y* Seas. Butt also a
Planter and Aduenturer in the mo$them himself; Holding those workes to bee of great
consequence and tending both to y* glorie of God for y* propogating of Christian
Religion in places where for the most savage and heathen people did live and inhabit:
Also to the great strength eningdaenritching of manie Christian Monarchs Princes
theire King doms and subjects, whoe by honest and industrious courses, doe discouer and
bring in such comodities, and ritches into your Ma" Dominions as those places and Hands
doe afrbard, wob often proobethe necessarie and proffitable to your MatUl and your
subjects. And for that yc Petitioner hath had credible notice and informacon by diuers
English travellers merchants and other gent expert in maritane affaires and discoueries of
a certaine Hand lyingn y* maine Ocean Sea betweene y* degrees of fiftie one and fiftie
five of Northerlie latitude, and distant West and by South about three hondred leagues
from y* Blasques in your Ma" Realme of Ireland: wchsaid Hand being heretofore
discouered in part, wasamed and called Saint Brandon or the Isle de Verde, and islikely

to prooue very vsefull and pfituous to both your Mat* said King doms of England and
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Ireland, and to affoard and yield them much ffish with manie other valuable comodities
and ritches in regzt of the ppinquitie and neare neighborhood thervnto. Humblie
therefore beseecheth your Matl* to graunt y* said Hand by the said names, or by some
other name and certainties by your Ma" letters Patents vnder y* great scale of England
vnto the Petitionein as liberall and beneficiall manner and forme, and with as large pre
leminents and Immunities for y* planting and enioying thereof wth the bordering Islands
(if anie bee) as your Ma"* hath bein pleased to graunt Nova Scotia and other places and
Islandsto Sr William Alex ander, Knight, and others your Mau loving subjects in y* like
cases. And to give warrant to your Mat* Attorney gennerall to prepare a bill for your

Roiall Signature, for the speedie passing therof accordingly. That y* Petitioner male ha
power and encouragement further to discouer and plant the same Island. And the
SHWLWLRQHU VKDOO GDLOLB3)SUDLH F° *RRNLQ

12. The grant was issued in 1634 but not perfected until 1637, suggesting that Gookin did
not occupy his tract untis/ OHDVW DIWHU '"HFHPEHU RI 37R DOO
shall come, | Sr John Harvy, Kt: Governor, .... Know yee that | the said Sr John Harvy

Kt. doe wth the consent of the Counsell of State accordingly Give and graunt uato Dan
iell Gookin Esqr twe thousand five hundred acres of land, situate lying and being in the
upper Countie of New Norfolke upon the northwest of Nansemond River beginning at the
South East side of a Small Creeke, which lyeth in the midway betweene the mouth of
Chuckatuck at Newown hundred Extending upwards upon Nansamond River South
West and back into the woods North West, the said Twoe thousand five hundred acres of

land being graunted unto him the said Daniell Gookin, by order of Court bearing date the
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25th of ffebruary 163being alsoe due unto him the said Daniell Gookin by and for the
transportation at his owne Expensts and charges of fiftie p'sons into this Colony whose
names are in the record mentioned under this pattent, To Have and To Hottitett.,

the 29th Decemlbd 637. Tho* Curtis, Jon Curtis, Wm. Smith, Wm Wadsworth, Gilbert
Whitfield, Hugh Jones, Jon. Thomas, Hen. Price, Wm Richards, Jon Garner, Phill
Chapman, Wm Hooker, Wm Granger, Jon Roe, Chas. Kenley, Griffin Marfin, Chas.
Griffin, Wm Ellis, Jon Hillier, Hgh Jones, Hen. Coslay, Jon. Scott, Jon. Burden, ]Jon.
Buckland, Jon. Box, Jos. Mosly, Edwd. Burden, Edwd Morgan, Wal. Manst, Benj. Box,
Tho. Browne, Austin Norman, Hen. Norman, Peter Norman, Christ. Elsworth, Ann
Elsworth, Geo. Child, Thomas Addison, Rodyéalker, Roger Blank, Wm Long,

Thomas ffield, Robert Smith, Wm Pensint, Morgan Phillips, Wm Jewell, Wm Clarke,
'DQLHOO +RSNLQVRQ :P &RRQH\ (VD\ 'HODZDUH  1XJIHQ
13. A grant to William Cole in 1685 suggests this join ownership; earlier ieéard
:DUZLFN &RXQW\ ZHUH GHVWUR\HG 37R DOO F :KHUHDYV
Francis Lord Howard, Governor &c, doe with the advice and consent of the Councell of
State accordly give and grant unto the Honbl* William Cole, Esq., one of hesivs
Councell of State of this Colony ffowerteene hundred thirty and one acres of land twelve
hundred and seaventeene acres whereof lyes in Warwick County & the remainder being
twoc hun dred and sixteene acres in Elizabeth Citty County commonly caliguzbNe

News according to the most ancient and lawfull bonds thereof being all that can be found
upon an exact Survey of two thousand five hundred acres of Land formerly granted to

Daniell Gookin Esq except two hundred & fifty acres formerly conveyed aratle over
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by the said Gookin whoe together witbhn Gookirconveyed the aforesaid
ffourtenehundred thirty and one acres of land to John Chandler whoe conveyed the same
to Capt. Benedict Stafford from whome the same was found to escheat in the Secretaries
office under the hands and seals of John Page, Esq., escheator Gener'l of Warwick &
Elizabeth Citty Counties & a jury sworne before him for the purpose dated the third day
of Aprill 1684 may appeare & was since granted to the said William Cole, Esq., and
Capt. Roger Jones whoe made their composition according to Act & since by the said
Roger Jones assigned & made over to the said William Cole, Esq., &c. Dated the 20th of
Aprill, 1685 (Nugent 1934).

3&DSW -RKQ *RRNLQ KDWK UH 8dHitvalgel Wit RobbeResV KH % R
committed by the Indians belonging to Nanzemond in the county of the lower Norfolke,
The Court hath therefore ordered according to the request of the said Capt. John Gooking,
That Authority be given to the Comander of thap. Nofolke either by L or
Commission to send to the Indian King of Nansimond that those Indians who have
committed the Outrages may be sent in to receive such condigne plasshmnature
of the offense may justly merritt, as alsoe to restore the godissiehich shall refuse
to pforme that then the said Comandr shall have power to apprehend any of the Indians
WKH\ FDQ DQG WR NHHSH WKHP LQ KROG XQWLOO VDWLV]
(Gookin 1912: 66). Daniel Gookin Jr. was the commanéé&tpper Norfolk.

S7TR DOO WR ZKRPH HWEF QRZ NQRZ \HH WKDW WE
wth the Consent of the Counsell of State accordingly give and graunt unto Capt. Daniell

Gookin fourteen hundred acres of land situate or being pp&twunocke River about
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thirty-five miles upon the north side and beginning at a marked red ooke standing on the
River side on the westward side of a pond of water and extending for length east north
east three hundred and twentie pole unto a marked kexj and for breadth from the

first mentioned marked tree by south, south east line nigh unto the River side seaven
hundred pole unto a marked white ooke standing on a point on the westward side of the
mouth of a small creeke and soe extending for lengsh [#arth East three hundred and
twenty pole unto a marked pyne, and soe North North West parrallel to the River Course
unto the second mentioned red ooke, the said ffourteen hundred acres of land being due
unto him the said Capt. Daniell Gookin by andtfa transportation of twentie eight

persons into this colony whose names are in the record mentioned under this pattent. "To
Have and to Hold, "etc., "Yielding and paying" etc., " which payment is to be made
seaven Yeares after the date of these p'sedtaa@rbefore,” etc., " Provided alwaies that

the said Capt. Daniell Gookin his heirs or assigns doe not plant or seat or cause to bee
seated on the said ffourteen hundred acres of land wth in the terme of three yeares next
ensuing after admittance cultivat" grant to be void. " Given by a Grand Assembly for

the seating of Rappahannock River aforesaid, "etc., "dated the fouerth of November
1642.Memo0900 acs. Of the foregoing is due sd. Gookin by assignment from sd. Burbage
for the servants mentioned: Walin Wildly, Christ. Vaughan, Jon. Morgan, fferdinand
Heath, Margarett Davis, Tho" Beede, William Paine, Roger Wilcox, Eliza : Brooke,

Thos. Ringall, Robert Mason, Rich. Browne, Marsoy Lanmore, Robert Bernard, William
Webb, James Perkins, Jon Addison, Terkins, (Daniel Gookin) himself 2 several

times into this Colony, Mrs. Mary Gookin, Sam" Gookin, Thomas Warren ,William
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6KHSSHUG (GZDUG &RRNH ODU\ &RGQH -RKQ %ULJKW -L
138).

$Q H[FHUSW IURP 6LU 9LQFHOHD GRRRLRO P YRQOILQFHQ
land of Breandon [Bandon?] mentioned in a deed granted by Rt. Hon. The Earl of Danby
to me. My executors shall keep in their hands all the said lands of Breandowne [Bandon
Towne?] and all rents and profit thereof foHhSD\PHQW RI WKH (DUO RI 'DQE
and raising of portions for my daughters until my son Vincent be twenty four years of age
and then my executors to deliver quiet possession of all my lands to him he giving
security to pay £1000 t his sister Mercy @&%0 to his sister Elizabeth Il (if one or both
VLVWHUYV GLH EHIRUH P\ VRQ 9LQFHQWYY HQWUDQFH XSR
executors to raise portions for my Daughters then living). To my son Robert and my son
Thomas my Manor of Castle Maughorgi&Elemahon] as it now standeth made over to
them by deed from Mr. Henry Beecher by feoffment. If Robert die without issue male his
part to descend to his brother Thomas (with similar cluse if Thomas dies without issue
male and if both so die, then to theudhters). To my son Charles all my land at Cargen
and Bally Langio and my land of Ballimacke William and my lease of Lyslo the whole
profits to remain with executors for raising portions for my daughters until he is 21. All
my lands and leases in Irelatadbe let nd my fishing malthouse | give power to sell my
land at Compton Magnor to pay debys and raise portions for my daughters. Ballydowincy
to be sold for portions for my daughters. To my executors £20 each. To John Burrowes a
mortgage | have upon Wigim McPhillip at Kilmackamoge and my lease of Court

OF&KHU\ DIWHU \HDUV"™ +XGOHVWRQ
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17. A court case dated April 1, 1672 in which Gookin and company brought William
&DUU D VKLSZULJKW WR VXLW LOOXPLGDR&AHEdWKH VPDC
about 49: yeares beeing sworen saith that hee wrought wth William Carr upon the
vessells built by him in Cambridge about 4 months in the winter 1670 & | Do say &
Affirme y' William Carr master of the worke Did not follow his worke diligentlgnhi
selfe nor improue & imploy the hands y' wrought w'h him wch was not less than six or
seauen som times; and in particuler when hee had sett out a peece of worke to hew or fitt
hee would Repaire under the shed & sitt & smoke & when y* worke was done the
workmen were faine to goe & call him to sett out more worke; & the whilst hee did it
they were faine to stand still wch was an occasion of loss of much time, wheras hee might
easily have prepared worke ready against the other was done also | do furtheryAfirm
hee the said Carr did seldome while | was their Do an hours worke or two in a day wlb
his owne hands. And also | do say y' 1 saw him order the cutting of the best oake planks
in the yard for Ribben. Further hee saith not. Taken upon oath this ¥spwif 1672
before me DANIEL GOOKIN.Thomas Longhorne aged about 51 saithwichtis aboue
written is Truth & further hee adds yt hee being sawier in the yard from first to Last doth
Judge that the owners Are damnified about 10 pounds in Respectiofliiee sawed &
JRWWHQ IRU WKH YHVVHOOV WKDW OLHV WKHUH SDQ RI L
77).
37KHVH SUHVHQWYV ZLWQHVVHWK WKDW , 6\OYDQXV :DU
Daniel Gookin Esqgr in whose house | was borne bred &aed & my parents Jacob

and Maria Warro were his servts & vassals; | do hereby freely and voluntarily covt agre
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& oblige my selfe faithfully diligently & truly to serve & obey him ye sd Daniel Gookin;

his children as he shall please to appoint for thelesterm of my naterall life, hee &they

being to provide me meat, drink, lodging & apparell or a sertaine sum of money to buy
apparell yearly as may be agreed & so take care of me in sickness & in health as

Christian duty requirer. In witness whereof | 8teSylvanus Warro have to this covt put

P\ KDQG DQG VHDOH 1RYH " FLWHG LQ ORUULYV

19. FW Gookin places the year of the siege at 1568, with no reference cited. Caulfield
FLWHVY D GHSRVLWLRQ ZULWWHQ E\ % DtibQibekreldtedddO LH 6W
WKH UHEHOOLRQ 3)HE $GYHUWLVHWK WKDW ZKHQ
Right Hon. Henry Sidney, Knt. the Lord Deputy of this realm of Ireland, being in these

parts about the taking of the Castle of Ballymatrtir from $teneschal of Imokillie, and

the Castle of Carrigaline from James Fitzmaurice, did deliver and commit to me upon

trust to keep the use and behalf of Sir Warham St. Leger, Knt., this said castle and the

land thereunto belonging, all which Sir Warham hadelage of the Earl of Desmond,

and ever since | have kept to the contention of Sir Warham, although by James

Fitzmaurice and the said Seneschal, with Rurye McCarghe and their complices many

times | was assailed and most cruelly and miserably preyed, dsefa@k Sir John
SHUUHWWYV FRPLQJ ZLWK WKH /RUG 3UHVLGHQW DV VLQF
Right Hon., that since the scape of the said Earl | have been menaced to render up this
Castle to the Earl, and practices made by the Senesclsslatoltethe same, and

especially now late with 25 long double ladders which were made in Dromquin wood,

and should have been brought hither by certain boats of Youghal, whereof | advertised
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Mr. Walshe, the justice here, and | thank God | have preventegthetices, and by
*RGYV *UDFH VKDOO DFFRUGLQJ WR WKH VDLG FRPPDQGI
keep this Castle or loose my life. Now, the Earl perceiving that, and also that | am
keeping with a double guard well furnished, he hath a new eleviic., to come within
these 8 days 5 miles hence, and 2 from Cork, and then by proclamation to tender a sum of
money for which he saith that the Castle and lands lieth in mortgage into Sir Warham,
and then and there send for me to receive the sameratet the Castle, which | refuse
to do, then with all his power he will assail this castle and burn and spoil this country. |
doubt not this castle as | do lament the spoil of all which | have thought it my duty to
advertise your Honor, etc. from the CasRd &DUULJDOLQH DOLDV %HDYR\H

1904: 190).
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CURRICULUM VITAE

LUKE J. PECORARO

5000 Ridgewood Rd.
Alexandria, VA 22312
(757)7848403
luke.pecoraro@mail.com

EDUCATION

PhD

MA

BA

Boston University
Graduate School of Arts & Sciences
Department of Archaeology
Boston, MA
Sept. 2007+2015
Dissertation Title:30U *RRNLQ RXW RI ,UHODQG ZKROO\ XSRC
D G Y H QAN Krdhidéologicaltudy of Intercolonial and Transatlantic
Connections in the Seventeenth Century.
Boston University
Graduate School of Arts & Sciences
Department of Archaeology
Boston, MA
Sept. 2007+May 2010
Thesis Title:321 & KXV L Q J g SoGe Plade of Advantage, and There to
PDNH 6RPH 3DOO\WDGRHV" $WODQWLF &RQQHFWLRQV
Virginia.

Virginia Commonwealth University
College of Liberal Arts

Richmond, VA

GraduatedCum Laude

Aug. 2003 tMay 2006

RESEARCH INTERESTS
Postmedieval archaeology, industrial archaeology, approaches to comparative
colonialism, landscape and survey, vernacular architecture, and Atlantic history.

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE (2001 +PRESENT)

*HRUJH :DVKLQJWRQTV 0RXQ Wur Bnd G&dens (MWD Veétdon OVAY
Assistant Director of Archaeological Reseafdb hrs/wk)

May 2011 +Present: Carry out day to day excavation work on the historic estate and
outlying properties. Report directly to the Director of Archaeology and ovéetgerew

and delegate projects. Interpret the site to the public through seasonal archaeology tours,
and scheduled site visits. When not in the field, duties include organization of the
archaeological GIS database, authoring technical reports, ancadtfaat analyses. Act
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as a mentor to undergraduate and graduate students, providing guidance and feedback on
senior research projects and theses.

Boston University Department of Archaeology
Journal of Field Archaeology Editorial Assista30 hrs/wk)
June 2010+May 2011: Assisted th&ournaleditor in manuscript review and
management, correspondence with authors, and worked with the art editor to prepare
articles for publication.
Journal of Field Archaeology Denfiellow (30 hrs/wk)
December 2008:JunH $SWWHQGHG WR WKH 3% RRNNVEBHFHLYHG”
and process book reviews. Responsible for review layout, as well as other publication
related tasks.

Graduate Teaching Fello{20 hrs/wk)
August 2008tDecember 2008: Assisted professorgeimching undergraduate
archaeology lectures. Responsible for grading exams, holding office hours, and
SURYLGLQJ OHFWXUHV DW WKH SURIHVVRUfV GLVFUF

Public Archaeology Lab (Pawtucket, RI)

Field Archaeologist/Lab Assista(O hrs/wk)
May 2008 £Septenber 2008: Conducted cultural resource management archaeological
projects; Carried out excavations and survey in the field. Catalogued and processed
artifacts in the lab.

Boston University Department of Archaeology/Preservation Studies Program

Project Manager(20 hrs/wk)

Mary B. Wakefield Educational Trust Archaeological Management Plan Project
September 200&May 2008: Full responsibility for development of the Geographic
Information System (GIS) database for the project, including data entry, iatieopabf
digital maps, and linking all archaeological, documentary, and architectural data into the
management system.

Association for the Preservation of Virginia Antiquities (Jamestown, VA)

Staff Archaeologist

Jamestown Rediscovery Archaeological Bov{40 hrs/wk)
April 2006 +August 2007: Carried out day to day excavation work on the 1607 Fort Site.
Interpreted the site to the public through seasonal archaeology tours, and scheduled site
visits. When not in the field, duties included organizatibthe digital archive, and
authoring of portions of the site technical report. Seasonal work as an instructor and
lecturer in the annual@eek summer field school, and member of the program
committee for planning the 2007 Annual Meeting of the Soc@tyistorical
Archaeology.
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Archaeologist

Jamestown Rediscovery Archaeological Pro{d6thrs/wk)
August 2002+April 2006: Carried out day to day excavation work on the 1607 Fort Site.
Site interpretation daily, and artifact processing during inchiémeather. Seasonal
instructor in the annuak&eek field school.

Jamestown Rediscovery Archaeological Field School and Inter(#hiprs/wk)
June 2002+August 2002: Involved for 6 weeks as a field school student, learning
archaeological skills andagning a greater understanding of the archaeology and history
of Jamestown. At the end of the field school, offered a 5 week internship, with more
responsibility to field work and interpretation.

James River Institute for Archaeology (Williamsburg, VA)

Field Techniciar(40 hrs/wk)
June 2000+June 2002: Conducted cultural resource management archaeological
projects. Carried out excavations and survey in the field; processed artifacts and flotation
in the lab.

TEACHING EXPERIENCE

2013Present University of Maryland, HISP 319a/619a Special Topics in Historic
PreservatiordMount Vernon Field School for Historic Preservatia@Gourse

Instructor.

2008 Boston University, AR 10& Great Discoveries in ArchaeologyCourse
Instructor.

2007 College ofWilliam and Mary, HIST 4802 Jamestown Rediscovereghdjunct
Instructor.

200307 University of Virginia, ANTH 55892 Jamestown Rediscovery Field Schaol

Adjunctinstructor.

FELLOWSHIPS

2014 Summer Research Fellowship, Boston University, ($6,000).

2011 Graduate Research Abroad Fellowship (October), Boston University, ($3,500).

20102011  Journal of Field Archaeologifellowship, Boston University, Dept. of
Archaeology ($23,900).

20092010  Journal of Field Archaeologiemi-Fellowship, Boston University, Dépof
Archaeology ($10,200).

2008 Graduate Teaching Fellowship (AugusDecember), Boston University, Dept.
of Archaeology ($10,200).
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GRANTS, AWARDS, AND SCHOLARSHIPS

201314 Graduate Scholarship, Boston University, Graduate School of Arts agncgsi
($12,212).

2012 The Creighton Gabel Memorial Scholarship ($1,100).

2012 The Angela J. and James J. Rallis Memorial Award and Alice M. Brennan
Humanities Award ($2,500).

2010 Society for Historical Archaeology Ed and Judy Jelks Student Travel Award
($500).

2009 Virginia Department of Historic Resources Threatened Sites Grant ($1,000).

20072008  Graduate Research Assistant Scholarship, Boston University, Graduate School of
Arts and Sciences ($23,900).

CURRENT RESEARCH

University of Maryland, Histori®reservation Program, Research Faculty
March 2013+Present: Lecturer in historic preservation courses, and instructor in
UMD/Mount Vernon Historic Preservation Field School.

Survey and Landscape Archaeology on Montserrat (SLAM), Field Archaeologist
June2010 tPresent: Team member in a ler@gm landscape archaeology project to
record the prehistoric and historic resources on the island of Montserrat, directed through
Brown University. Responsible for mapping of sites using an RTK GPS system and
pedestria survey for archaeological sites.

First Colony Foundation, Research Archaeologist
October 2006+Present: Team member of the First Colony Foundation, -gorudit
organization dedicated to the archaeological and historical research of the Roanoke
Colonies (1584+1591).

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS

Society of Early Americanists
January 2012tPresent

Society for PosMedieval Archaeology
April 2007 +Present

Society for Historical Archaeology
January 2003tPresent; helped organize 2007 conference

PUBLICATION

2014 3HFRUDUR /XNH - *HRUJH :DVKLQJWRQTV 5XUDO 9LOODJH
Economy and the TowiThe Alexandria Chronicle Monograph Seri&pring Il.
Alexandria, VA: Alexandria Historical Society, Inc.
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2010 Pecoraro, Luke 3 2 IChusinge and Takinge Some Place of Advantage, and There to
PDNH 6RPH 3DOO\WDGRHV" $WODQWLF &RQQHFWLRQV DW
Published MA thesis, Boston: Boston University Mugar Memorial Library.

PUBLICATION (peer -reviewed)

(2015) Pecorarof XNH - 3*HRUJH :DVKLQJWRQYV 1HLJKERUV DQG WKH
WR ORXQW 9HUQRQTV &XOW XU Dnveiling &¥ PBtRHMOUpR UW KFR P L
Vernon: Shining New Light on the Man by Preserving the P&adited by Carol Borchert
Cadou and Daglas Bradburn. Charlottesville: The University of Virginia Press.

(2015) BHFRUDUR T/XNRIX-VRKRXOG ZDQW PRUH RU DQ\ RI \RXU QHI
:DVKLQJIJWRQTV :KLVNH\ 'LVWLOOHU\ DQG WKH 30DQWDWLF
Urbanism in the EarlfChesapeakesdited by Julia King and Hank D. Lutton.

Gainesville: University Press of Florida.

2013 |Cherry, J.A[K. Ryzewslfl| DQG / - 3HFRUWQWGRRIE6DFUHGH3IDRANHDQG
Roll Ruins of AIR SttGLRV 0 R Q WA/dHagtldgies of MQbility and Movement
edited by M.C. Beaudry and T.G. Parno, ¥8. New York: Springer Verlag.

2006 BHFRUDUR /XNH - D Q GikeltorperdiviroiDméahnt@f fuccdr or reliéfe
The provisioning of 17-century Virginia during times of chang@ostMedieval
Archaeologyl0(1): 6249.

BOOK REVIEWS

2014 Review of James Lyttletofhe Jacobean Plantations in Seventedgbémtury Offaly
(Dublin: Four Courts Press, 2014).Historical Archaeology8: 3.

SYMPOSIA ORGANIZED

2015 3HFRUDUR /XNH - p7KH 7DVN RI PDNLQJ ,PSURYHPHQWYV F
Plantation Landscape Archaeology. Symposium at tHeMi@ual Meeting of the
Society for Historical and Underwater Archaeology, Seattle, WA.

20145 Pecoraro, Luke J. and Eric Benson. Mount Vernon Regional GIS Symposium for Historic
Resources. Mount Vernon, VA. (3 of these meetings have been held).

2014 Brock, Terry, David Brown, Thane Harpole, and Luke Pecoraro. The Intersecting
Plantation Landscape Bymposium at the 47Annual Meeting of the Society for
Historical and Underwater Archaeology, Quebec City, QC.

2013 Brock, Terry, David Brown, Thane Harpole, and Luke Pecoraro. The Intersecting
Plantation Landscape I. Symposium at the Society of Earlgrisamists 8th Biennial
Conference, Savannah, GA.
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CONFERENCE PAPERS

2015

2015

2014

2013

2013

2013

2012

2012

2011

2011

2011

Pecoraro, Luke J. Renvisioning Mount Vernon: a Digital Reconstruction of George
:DVKLQIJWRQTV (VWDWH 3'TABdd) Medlikh\ofHI@ \Sddigy bW W K H
Historical and Wderwater Archaeology, Seattle, WA.

Stricker, Leah, and Pecoraro, Luke J. Digging in the Wilderness: Uncovering George
:DVKLQJWRQYV )RUPDO ORXQW 9HUQRQ /DAGWMIFDSH 3DSHL
Meeting of the Society for Historical and Underwakechaeology, Seattle, WA.

BHFRUDUR /XNH - 'DQLHO *RRNLQYV &KHVDSHDNH 7KH ,Q
Paper presented at the&nnual Meeting of the Society for Historical and Underwater
Archaeology, Quebec City, QC.

Pecoraro, LugJ.37KH 6PDOO 5XUIRXQMWODHUERQTV (FRQRP\ DQG \
Plantation and Town. Paper presented at the Society of Early Americanists 8th Biennial
Conference, Savannah, GA.

BHFRUDUR /XNH - 'DQLHO *RRNLQTYV $WODd3daHeFin RUOG &
Ireland and Virginia. Poster presented at th A8nual Meeting of the Society for
Historical and Underwater Archaeology, Leicester, UK.

5\]JHZVNL .U\WVWD /XNH - 3HFRUDUR DQG -RKQ ) &KHUU\
Plantations: AWLFXODWLQJ /DQGVFDSH $UFKDHRORJ\ ZLWK &RQ
Historical Narrative and Cultural Geography. Paper presented at'tna&ial Meeting

of the Society for Historical and Underwater Archaeology, Leicester, UK.

Pecoraro, Luke J3 : K Dthién is to be done? Something must, or | shall be
UXLQHHRUJH :DVKLQJWRQYV (VWDWH LQ WKH ™WK FHQWXU
Annual Middle Atlantic Archaeological Conference, Virginia Beach, VA.

Pecoraro, Luke 2,1 \RX VKRXOG BDDQQN RRIRXUIRQHLJKERUV ZDQW
':DVKLQJWRQTV :KLVNH\ 'LVWLO OH URapeQpeeséntetHatziieD Q WD W L F
44" Annual Conference on Historical and Underwater Archaeology, Baltimore, MD.

Cherry, John F., Krysta Ryzewski, and Luke J. RééARKinda Sacred Place 7KH
RockandRoll Ruins of AIR Studios, Montserrat. Paper presented at thadoual
Contemporary Historical Archaeology and Theory Conference, Boston, MA.

3HFRUDUR CutXitiud a-fewd trees and make therewitd W W ®eégienzlW -
Landscape Variability in 17th century southeastern Virginia. Paper presented 4t the 43
Annual Conference on Historical and Underwater Archaeology, Austin, TX.

Pecoraro, Luke J., Thomas Leppard, John F. Cherry, Krysta Ryzandktlizabeth
Murphy. Using a GIS framework in Caribbean landscape archaeology: Survey and
Landscape Archaeology on Montserrat 2010. Poster presented af' theritél Meeting
of the Society for American Archaeology, Sacramento, CA.
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2010 Pecoraro, Lukd. 3« Rl FKXVLQJH DQG WDNLQJH VRPH SODFH RI $G
PDNH VRPH 3D al@anti¢ Daniiettivhs at the Nansemond Fort, Virginia. Paper
presented at the 42nd Annual Conference on Historical and Underwater Archaeology,
Amelia Island, FL.

2009 Pecoraro, Luke B2XU GHDUH GHDBHUXQILIK PRG "Weehtudy XGD TV
Atlantic Connections. Paper presented at the 41st Annual Conference on Historical and
Underwater Archaeology, Toronto, ON.

2008 Pecoraro, Luke 2« WR PDNH Vew Counies &hld pladt and inhabite herein with
DOO GLOLJHQFH FKHHUThe@QKiIVRaniiyaGd a&lrbastaMrade
between Virginia and New England in thé"éntury. Paper Presented at the
Omohundro Institute of Early American HistorfQaG & X O W' Xuhtiaf ®onference,
Boston, MA, June .

2008 Pecoraro, Luke J. A Tale of 3 Jamestowns: Public Outreach and Education at the 1607
James Fort Site. Paper Presented attfgi¢hnial Graduate Student Conference,
Boston, MA.

2007 PecordJ R /X NPbits; piges or the like §f 3IDWWHUQV RI 7UDGH DQG WKH !
Elitesin 1" +FHQW XU\ 9LUJLQLD ~ 3D'*knualStitkeutPe&¥ HG DW WKH
Competition, Middle Atlantic Archaeological Conference, Virginia Beach, VA.

2007 Pecoraro /I XNH3RWV SLSHV RU 3MRHVBIUNH R 7UDGH DQG WKH
Elites in 17 *century Virginia. Paper presented at th& Adnual Conference on
Historical and Underwater Archaeology, Williamsburg, VA.

2005 Pecoraro, Luke J. and Davidl * L Y HlGketo ferish from want of succor or reliéfe

The Problems and Solutions of Provisioning-téntury Chesapeake During Times of
Change. Paper presented at th® 88nual Conference on Historical and Underwater
Archaeology, York, UK.

INVITED LECTURES

2015 Pépin Lecture Series in Food Studies and GastronBoston, MA. )H E 3:KLVNH\
LQ $PHULFD °

2014 7KH ,ULVK LQ ODVVDFKXVHWWYV &R MrHGb6k@ BUlHof RZHOO 0$%$
Ireland, wholly upon hiswne Adventuretntercolonial and Transatlantic
&RQQHFWLRQV LQ WKH 6HYHQWHHQWK &HQWXU\

2013 The George Washington Symposium, Historic Preservation. Mount Vernon, VA. Nov.
16,** HRUJH :DVKLQJWRQYfV 1HLJKERUV DQG WKH +LQWI
MountVEUQRQYfV &XOWXUDO /DQGVFDSH °

2012 7KH *HRUJH :DVKLQJWRQ 6RFLHW\ :LOPLQJWRQ '( 1RY
9HUQRQ ~



36¢

2011 Washington and Lee University, Lexington, VA. ANTH 39%all (Instr. Sean Devlin)
Senior Seminar in Anthropological AnalysiCaULEEHDQ $UFKDHRORJ\ 'HF
Other Emerald Isle: Survey and Landscape Archaeology on Montserrat (SLAM), West
,QGLHV ~

2010 Olin College, Needham, MA. AHSE 219%pring (Prof. Meg Watters) Introduction to
Archaeology. Apr. 6, Site Formation Procesd &pr. 20, Site Recording.

2010 American Institute for Archaeologynnual Lecture Series speaker:
6HSW 2EHUOLQ &ROOHJH 2EHUOLQ 2+ 37KH 2WKHU (P
$UFKDHRORJ\ RQ ORQWVHUUDW 6/%$0 :HVW ,QGLHV ~
Oct. 27, Wittenburg& ROOHJH 6SULWEKH HQAHE G2+DU3H DOZD\V DGYHQ\
$UFKDHRORJLFDO ,QYHVWLJDWLRQV RI 5RDQRNH ,VODQG
2FW .QR[ &ROOHJIH WD HEDGIIDYUH BOZD\V DGYHQWXU|
Archaeological Investigations of RoanokedPD QG 1& DQG WKH 3/RVW &RORQ

SERVICE

201145 Archaeological Society of Virginia (ASV) Certification Instructor: Topographic map
reading, landscape survey methods, and archaeological site recording.

200940 Chair, Lecture Committee, Boston Univerédepartment of Archaeology.
PROFESSIONAL TRAINING AND DEVELOPMENT

2015 (65, )HGHUDO 8VHUYfV &RQIHUHQHB :DVKLQJWRQ '& )HE
2013 (65,  QWHUQDWLRQDO 8VHUYV &RAHUHQFH 6DQ 'LHJR &%
2012 National Preservation Institute Seminars/éke Training (Mount Vernon, VA)

Mar. 20 tHistoric Structures Reports: A Management Tool for Historic Properties.

Mar. 2122 +Preservation Maintenance: Understanding and Preserving Historic

Buildings.

TECHNICAL REPORTS

2015 Pecoraro, Luke, Eleanor Breen,@n-RH 'RZQHU 3, QWHULP 5HSRUW RQ H]
60ODYH &HPHWHU\ ); " ODQXVFULSW RQ ILOH 'HSW RI -
Collections. Mount Vernon, VA.

2014 3HFRUDUR /XNH DQG (OHDQRU %UHHQ 3 QWHULP 5HSRUW
ExcavatioQ ); " 0ODQXVFULSW RQ ILOH 'HSW RI +LVWRUL
Collections. Mount Vernon, VA.

2012 3HFRUDUR /XNH 30RXQW 9HUQRQ ODQVLRQ 5RRI $VVHVVP
of Historic Preservation and Collections. Mount Vernon, VA.

PecRUDUR /XNH 36RXWK 6HHGKRXVH 'RRU 5HSDLU ~ 0DQXV|
Preservation and Collections. Mount Vernon, VA.
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3HFRUD U Rowet iBarden cold frames Condition AssessméndDQXVFULSW RQ
file, Dept. of Historic Preservation and Gadtions. Mount Vernon, VA.

SBHFRUDUR /XNH MaRs{dp8huaterpte@epdirODQXVFULSW RQ ILOF
Dept. of Historic Preservation and Collections. Mount Vernon, VA.

SHFRUDUR /XNH ZLWK %LOO &ROH 37KH 3RWREBDF 2YHUOF
Manuscript on file, MVLA. Mount Vernon, VA.

Kelso, William M. and Beverly Straube, editors, with Eric Deetz, David Givens, Carter

C. Hudgins, Seth Mallios, Jamie May, Luke Pecoraro, Tonia Rock, and Danny Schmidt.

3 +2006 Interim Report oW KH $39% ([FDYDWLRQV DW -DPHVWRZQ
Available online: www.apva.org/rediscovery/pdf/208@06report.pdf

MEDIA

2009 Time Team America (Team Archaeologist)

July8: Episode 1: Fort Raleigh, Roanoke Island, NC
July 22:Episode 3: New Philadelphid, |
July 29: Episode 4: Range Creek, UT

RELEVANT SKILLS WITH EQUIPMENT & COMPUTER SOFTWARE

Proficiency in the use of the following equipment and software:

-Nikon DTM 352/332 total station, as well as TDS Recoe8efies data collectors.
-Topcon HiPerLit RTK GPS system

-ESRI ARCGIS, v. 10.3

-AUTOCAD, v. 14

-Bentley MicroStation

-Surfer 7

-Adobe lllustrator CS5



