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ABSTRACT PAGE

People have made and worn footwear for thousands of years. Our understanding of
footwear comes from a variety of sources including the archaeological record, historical
documents, paintings, photographs, and the pairs that survive from the past. This study is
of three different shoemakers from adjacent counties in the Shenandoah Valley of
Virginia in the 1850s. Combined, the three shoemakers left behind seven account books.
The analysis focuses on the account book entries, each of which consisted of a client
name, the date, what was being done, the type of footwear, and the cost. Using a
statistical program, the account book entries for each shoemaker are examined. Some of
the results include patterns of seasonality, cost differences, and different scales of
production. Agency theory provides the focus for the study, with the goal to learn more
about the shoemakers and their clients. Transportation limitations and landscape theory
are also discussed. This study is placed within the context of the mechanization of
shoemaking during the 1850s.
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Introduction

Nineteenth century American houses were filled with all sorts of objects, most of
which have not survived in the archaeological record. Some objects, made of materials
such as ceramic and glass, are easily preserved in the ground for archaeologists to find
and excavate. Other objects, made from wood, fabric, and leather, require special
conditions to preserve archaeologically. Knowledge about degradable objects such as
these often comes from examples that have been curated above ground and from
historical documents. Advertisements, personal correspondence, and inventories are all
types of historical documents that provide information about perishable objects. The
study of such perishable objects allows archaeologists to expand their narrative of the
past. The perishable objects under consideration in this analysis are footwear. More
specifically, this study is of the account books of three shoemakers who lived and worked
in the Shenandoah Valley of Virginia in the 1850s.

Footwear is a universal class of objects because people from all backgrounds,
ethnicities, and classes wore them. The quality of artisanship, cost of materials, and style
of footwear varied based upon socio-economic status. Footwear is also a unique type of
clothing in that “it is the only garment we wear which retains the shape, the personality,
the essence of the wearer” (Swann 1996). There are many instances of archaeologically
preserved footwear, with examples found in Jamestown and Boston wells, sunken ships
like the Steamship Arabia, and hidden in house walls (Saguto 2001, Stevens and Ordofiez
2005, Veres 2005, Swann 1996). The footwear found in building walls provides evidence
for the powerful symbolic power of shoes, an issue addressed by shoemaking and

footwear expert June Swann (1996). Expensive, high quality historic footwear has been
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curated above ground and is often found in museums today. However, the footwear that
the majority of the population wore is rarely curated above ground and knowledge of it
comes from both archaeology and the documentary record. To address this, the lack of
evidence for the common types of footwear, three Virginia shoemakers’ account books
will be analyzed for their data regarding the manufacture and sale of ‘common’ shoes.
The three shoemakers are Harden Keyser from Page County, Absalom See from Hardy
County, and Solomon Bowman from Rockingham County (Figures 1 and 2). The
information about each shoemaker comes from seven account books, two each from
Keyser and See, and three from Bowman. Between these seven account books there are
8,674 entries of debt to the shoemakers in regards to the making or repair of footwear.
The footwear itself is not the focus of this study, although the state of shoemaking
in the nineteenth century is addressed. Rather, the focus of this study is on what the
account books can tell about the shoemakers. Through a focus on the shoemakers,
information about their clients and surrounding community will be examined along with
how the shoemakers viewed themselves as part of the community. The mechanization of
footwear manufacture will be addressed because shoe factories in Richmond and other
cities provided competition for the shoemakers under study. In the nineteenth century,
machines were used to produce more products, at a faster pace, at a lower cost, and with
less skilled labor. Shoemaking was no different. Machines used in shoemaking were too
expensive for individual shoemakers to invest. Rather, entrepreneurs invested in
shoemaking machines and built factories to house the production of footwear. Access to
reliable transportation also affected shoemakers in the nineteenth century. The movement

of goods in and out of the Shenandoah Valley depended on human-built transportation
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networks of canals and railroads. The onset of the Civil War affected all three
shoemakers’ access to raw materials and transportation.

In dealing with this diverse array of issues, the individual shoemakers will be
teased out from the account book records. Each shoemaker’s clients were taken from the
account books and compared to the 1850 US census in order to learn more about the
shoemakers and determine where they resided on the landscape. In an ideal setting, each
shoemaker and his clients would be plotted on a map. Then the networks of trade could
be examined and questions about consumer choice could be addressed. Unfortunately, no
maps containing the homesteads of the shoemakers or their clients could be obtained for
this project. Despite this limitation, the relative geographical position of each shoemaker
and his clients will be discussed.

Account books show patterns of social interaction. Each of the shoemaker’s
account books list debits and credits. Clients for all three shoemakers used cash to pay for
their debits, but cash is not the only thing used as credit. Keyser records a few instances
of tobacco and corn as payment, in lieu of cash (Appendix A). See and Bowman list
many instances of non-cash forms of credit. Types of credit listed for Bowman’s clients
include goods such as bacon, corn, lard, wheat, beef, and alcohol (Appendix A). Also
listed as credit are tasks such as hauling wood for a day, use of a horse for a day, washing
clothing, plowing a field, husking corn, and planting a field (Appendix A). See has
similar goods and services listed as credit (Appendix A). The trade of goods and services
rather than just cash provides evidence of a network of exchange between the clients and

their shoemaker. Such networks are affected by landscape limitations and the agency of



the individuals involved. The scope of each shoemaker’s business will be discussed
within the terms of agency theory and landscape limitations.

This analysis uses only documentary research to examine three shoemakers.
Account books, items that were kept by the shoemakers to record financial transactions,
can be used to answer anthropological questions. Agency theory is the anthropological
theory utilized in this study. Who were these shoemakers and how did they fit into 1850s
Virginia shoemaking are questions that will be addressed. The records of debit and credit
speak to the agency and relative classes of the shoemakers and their clients. The
shoemakers and their clients were also affected the landscape. Landscape both inhibited
and encouraged a barter economy and the purchase of local rather than imported
footwear. Each shoemaker resided in a unique landscape and served a different network
of clients. It is through the lens of theory that the statistical analysis of the three
shoemakers can be examined and understood.

Agency theory supplemented with landscape theory provided the theoretical
focus that most interested the author. Nineteenth century United States shoemaking will
contextualize this analysis. The goal is to take these seven account books and move
beyond a cursory analysis of economics to paint a better picture of who these shoemakers
were and how they fit into the changing shoemaking profession. The shoemakers dealt
with a landscape of limited transportation options, but still managed lists of clients who
chose their services. Agency theory provides a guide to interpret how the shoemakers
created footwear and how they functioned during the industrialization of shoemaking.
The next section will discuss the state of shoemaking in the nineteenth century United

States.



Background

The information about each of the three shoemakers under analysis comes from
their account books. The merits of documentary analysis in historical archaeology have
long been established (Beaudry 1988). Account book analyses focus on a variety of
topics including economics, animal practices, and seasonality, among others (Beaudry
1988, Bowen 1988). One of the most important ideas from previous account book
analyses is the idea that economic documents can be used to answer non-economic
questions. For example, a modern-day person’s checking account shows more than just
the amount of money they earn and spend; it shows what the person spends money on
and when. This information can then be used to develop patterns of behavior, which is
used to generalize about the person and those with whom they interact. In much the same
way, account books show patterns of work for each shoemaker and patterns for his
clients. Account books in the seventeenth through the nineteenth centuries were generally
created in the standard manner, with a head of the household listed along with his debts
and credits (Densmore 1980). Community networks are recorded in the account books
through the heads of households that are listed. All three shoemakers under study kept
similarly constructed account books that recorded the debits and credits of each client.

There are many steps involved in making footwear. Shoemakers did not process
their own animal hides into leather, but rather purchased different qualities of leather for
different parts of the shoe from tanneries (Goubitz 2001, Mulligan 2006). A shoemaker
did not work alone, but his wife, children, other family members, and journeymen ali
worked with the shoemaker to create various types of footwear (Blewett 1988, Thomson

1989). Figures 3, 4, and 5 depict three different artist interpretations of a shoemaker’s
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workshop. Please see the text boxes below each image for more information. Almost all
footwear was made before the customer ordered a pair, in set sizes and types. The
shoemaker then took a premade pair off the wall to sell to the customer (Figures 3 and 5).
Custom footwear was an expensive rarity, reserved for clients with difficult to fit feet or
who were very fussy. To make custom footwear, the shoemaker took measurements of
the arch, instep, heel, and ankle of the customer’s feet and traced the feet on paper
(Goubitz 2001). Most footwear was made using standard sizes set after 1820 and was
made to generate stock, not for a specific client. Shoemakers used lasts to produce
footwear and the lasts were graded by length and width and had different shapes to suit
different footwear types (Goubitz 2001).

The leather would be cut and divided into the parts intended for the upper and
bottom parts of the shoe (Mulligan 2006, Mulligan 1981). Different footwear parts are
depicted in Figure 6. Oftentimes, the upper parts of shoes were given to women to bind,
which involved “sewing together the pieces of the upper, occasionally applying some
ornamental stitching or hooks” (Mulligan 2006). The completed upper was then shaped
around a wooden last. A last provided the form around which the item of footwear was
made (Mulligan 2006). In was in the fitting of the upper to the last that the “width of the
shoe, its taper, instep length, and other qualities that made it fit comfortably were
established” (Mulligan 2006). The next step in construction was the attachment of a sole.
The sole could be attached by sewing, nailing, or with wooden pegs (Mulligan 2006).
The nailing of soles on shoes was very rare in the United States and the use of wooden
pegs was much more common (Mulligan 2006). With the sole attached, the shoemaker

could then begin to build up the heel of the shoe or boot, if a heel was desired (Swann
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2003). Next the footwear needed to go through finishing, in which the leather was treated
and the item of footwear was inspected (Goubitz 2001, Mulligan 2006). Finally, the item
of footwear could be packed into a box and was ready for shipment (Swann 2003,
Mulligan 2006). Footwear could also be sold ‘off the peg’ by the shoemakers in their
shops to local clients (Figures 3 and 5; Goubitz 2001). The phrase ‘off the peg’ implies
that the footwear was ready made in a standard size and just waited for a person to
purchase the pair. Making a pair of footwear involved many different steps and these
steps were most often divided between the journeymen, the shoemaker, and presumably
the shoemaker’s ‘wife’. One person did not make a shoe from beginning to end, but
rather worked a particular step in the process.

Shoemaking is a skilled trade thousands of years in age and humans have worn
shoes even longer than that (Swann 2003). Shoemaking was an early industry in what
would become the United States, with the first confirmed shoemaker arriving in
Jamestown, Virginia in 1610 (Saguto 2001). Contrary to what many believe, southern
states such as Virginia produced footwear on a large scale in the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries (Saguto 2001, Bishop 1868). Shoemaking was a skilled trade that
was organized for mass production in the seventeenth century (Swann 2003). The early
form of mass production involved many small shops in which the shoemakers worked
and then a central overseer who maintained the stock and collected the footwear
produced each week to sell or ship (Swann 2003). The central overseer would then give
the shoemaker’s shop enough leather to fulfill that week’s quota. Shoemaking was a large
business in America in the 1850s. The following passage from Bishop’s History of

American Manufactures from 1608 to 1860 attests to size of shoemaking in the 1850s.
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The manufacture of Boots and Shoes employs a larger number of persons than any other
single branch of American industry, not exempting the cotton manufacture. The total
number of hands employed in 1860 was 123,026; of whom 28,514, or nearly one fourth,
were females. The amount of capital employed in this branch of manufacture was over
twenty-three and a quarter millions[sic]; and the value of boots and shoes made in 12,487
establishments, was $91,891,498; an increase of $37,924,098, or upward of seventy
percent of the value of the same branch in 1850.
Shoemaking was a huge business in the mid-nineteenth century, as the passage from
Bishop suggests. Despite the huge scale of footwear production throughout the United
States, some shoemakers worked on small scales, producing footwear only for their local
communities and selling it ‘off the peg’. Each of the three shoemakers under analysis
sold their footwear to individual clients, rather than an intermediary person for export.
Shoemaking adopted machines later than other skilled trades, but it was already
organized for mass production and export. Entrepreneurs in the nineteenth century
stopped using small, scattered shoemaker shops and centralized footwear production into
large factory buildings (Swann 2003). The centralization of shoemaking was done to
accommodate the introduction of expensive machines and to allow the entrepreneurs to
better oversee the shoemakers in order to insure maximum production (Blewett 1988).
The move into factories managed by businesspersons further separated the different
shoemaking tasks and people became specialists in using a machine for a particular task.
Changes in shoemaking made an impact on family structure and household patterns,
especially the role of women in shoemaking (Mulligan 2006, Blewett 1988). The change
in shoemaking also resulted in a “separation of the shoemaker from his customers”,

giving the distributer and market more control over individual shoemakers (Faler 1981).

Shoemakers were becoming workers in an industrial process, no longer able to develop



close relationships with their clients. It is within the era of the mechanization of
shoemaking that the three shoemakers under study lived and worked.

An important aspect of change in shoemaking was the invention and integration
of machinery into footwear production. The following passage from Bishop describes the
pegging machine, a vital machine invented for shoe manufacture.

In the shoe manufacture, the introduction of pegged work, probably more than any other
improvement before the invention of the Sewing Machine [sic], game an impulse to the
business. The shoe peg, a small but revolutionary instrument, is said to have been
invented by Joseph Walker, of Hopkinton, Massachusetts, about the year 1818, previous
to which time sewed work alone was made. At the present time [1868], probably seven-
eighths of the shoes made are pegged.

The pegging machine used wooden pegs to attach the soles to the upper (Mulligan 2006).
Samuel Preston’s hand powered pegging machine was developed in 1833 and hand
powered pegging machines became successful with C.D. Bidelow’s version in 1852
(Anderson 1968, Mulligan 2006). Another important innovation for shoemaking was the
adaptation of the sewing machine for leather. Sewing machines were not a new invention
in the mid-nineteenth century, but it was not until then that sewing machines were
adapted for leather and thus became invaluable for shoemaking (Mulligan 2006). The
rolling machine, invented in 1845, allowed the leather fibers to be compressed, which
reduced the amount of manual labor needed to harden the sole leather (Mulligan 2006).
Steam power was integrated into the shoemaking process in the 1850s, which further
decreased the time of production.

Machines reduced the time and cost to make footwear. Shoemakers were

changing from highly skilled artisans, with knowledge about all stages of footwear

production, to specialists in particular footwear machines. The mechanization of



shoemaking in the mid-nineteenth century resulted in cheap, fast produced footwear.
Stand-alone shoemaker shops, already uncommon by the mid-nineteenth century, were
becoming even more of a rarity as they could not compete with cheap factory-produced
footwear. The local shoemaker could still repair footwear, but repair work generates less
income than footwear making. An exception would be shoemakers who were located in
areas without competition from mass-produced footwear or those shoemakers who served
the upper class, people who could afford hand-made footwear.

The production of footwear was affected by more than just the development of
machines; footwear was after all an item of personal adornment. As with all types of
personal adornment, footwear was subject to the whims of style and the practicality of
necessity. War is a sweeping force that had a tremendous impact on footwear styles and
the materials available for it. The Revolutionary War and the War of 1812 were no
different. Both wars restricted the importation of European shoes and shoe styles, but in
general “fashion was delayed only by the length of time it took a boat to cross the
Atlantic, and fashionable women who craved the latest mode and feared appearing
colonial or backwards were limited only by their means” (Walford 2007). America’s first
fashion periodical was Godey’s Lady’s Book and it was published in 1830 (Walford
2007). Both women and men in the United States were able to keep up with the latest
fashion trends in Europe by the eighteenth century (Walford 2007). The lack of high
quality transportation systems in the United States meant that “North American women
tended to walk out of necessity rather than for recreation” which had an impact on
footwear style (Walford 2007). Most women’s shoes in the United States had to have an

underlying practicality because of this. Boots were popular for men. The boots developed

10



for soldiers in the most recent war often influenced civilian boot styles (Goubitz 2001).
Children’s shoes were often created to look like those of adults and footwear fashion
specifically for children developed late in the nineteenth century (Goubitz 2001).
Shoemakers accommodated the ever-changing footwear fashions for thousands of years
and such fashion changes were incorporated into shoemaking’s mechanization.

Blanche Hazard, an early expert on the history of New England shoemaking,
created four developmental stages of New England footwear production. The four
developmental stages of footwear production are ‘home’, ‘handicraft’, ‘domestic’, and
‘factory’ stages (Hazard 1913 and 1968). In the ‘home’ stage, a local shoemaker makes a
limited range of footwear products for a community (Hazard 1913). In the ‘handicraft’
stage, a shoemaker has a shop in which shoemaking is his primary occupation (Hazard
1913). In the ‘home’ stage, the shoemaker’s first occupation was something else and did
shoemaking as a way to earn extra money. The transition to the ‘handicraft’ stage is
marked by the fact that shoemaking becomes the primary occupation. For a transition to
the ‘domestic’ stage, the shoemaker no longer deals directly with his clients but instead
goes through an intermediary who markets the goods (Hazard 1913). The final stage is
the ‘factory’ stage, in which production was entirely removed from the home into
mechanized factories (Hazard 1913). Hazard’s developmental stages of footwear
production are heavily disputed today, even when applied to New England shoemaking.
It is even more dubious to apply these questionable developmental stages to shoemaking
in 1850s Virginia. Shoemaking did not change in nice, neat stages, progressiag from one
to the next, as Hazard suggests, but changed rapidly and uniquely. Each shoemaker did

not go through all of the stages and it was common for a shoemaker to never advance to
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the ‘next stage’. Despite the many problems with Hazard’s stages of development, the
stages provide a useful spectrum of the different scales of footwear production, even if
none of the stages actually existed in their pure form.

Each shoemaker under analysis sold his footwear in a local market and relied on
his family and journeymen to create parts of the footwear. Agricultural products and
labor were accepted by each shoemaker in lieu of cash for the footwear produced
(Appendix A). Only Keyser’s account book had very few instances of non-cash
payments. All of the account books contain the monetary value of the footwear products
and the client’s credits. As Appendix A shows, each entry lists the head of the account,
the date, what was done to the footwear, and the cost in dollars and cents. The monetary
values, however, were “regarded primarily as a convenient method of calculation” and “it
did not mean that money was widely regarded as having value in itself” (Clark 1979).
The agricultural products or labor were also given monetary values, so that the
shoemaker could ensure that enough credit was given to pay for the debt the client
incurred. Account books show how a community “traded regularly for goods and labor of
other households or whether they used the exchange networks more sporadically” (Clark
1979). The local exchange of goods and services suggests, “their economic planning was
geared to the needs of their households within the context of the local community, rather
than the demands of production for profit in the marketplace” (Clark 1979). This very
aspect of community and trade will be examined using agency theory, which puts the
focus on the individual’s actions. It is also important to emphasize here that such
community networks that existed in the 1850s represent a choice, that there “was a

deeper cultural attachment to kinship and neighborhood ties and to a spirit of mutual
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cooperation” (Clark 1979). Such networks involving non-cash credit existed for all three
shoemakers under analysis, but the mechanization of shoemaking in the mid-nineteenth
century was about cash.

Each shoemaker was affected by the landscape of the county in which he resided.
For all three men, issues of transportation in and out of their counties both limited and
allowed for the market in which they were able to sell their footwear products. None of
the men record transportation cost nor do any of them list an intermediately or
middleman client. Overland transportation was at times prohibitively expensive,
dependent on the quality of the roads and the distance needed to travel (Rothenberg
1981). Limited to a local system of exchange, the economy was not a full market
economy and remained as such until easy access to an external market was achieved
(Henretta 1978). Roads were not the only form of transportation in the 1850s. Travel by
river, canal, and railroads provided an alternative to roads and were able to transport
more products at a faster pace (Hoover 1933). It is in the context of transportation
availability that the county for each shoemaker is examined.

Harden Keyser lived and worked in Page County, Virginia and entries in his
account books range from 1849 through 1864. Page County, established in 1831, is thirty
miles long, with an average width of twelve miles (Strickler 1952, Figure 7).
Geographically, Page County “lies wholly between the Massanutten Mountains on the
west and the Blue Ridge on the east” (Strickler 1952). In 1850, Page County had a
population of 7,600 people (University of Virginia Library 2004). Given its mountainous
terrain, transportation by road in Page County was impractical for large-scale good

exportation in 1850s. The Shenandoah River runs the entire length of Page County, from
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north to south, but is very sinuous and not well suited as a means to transport goods or
materials (Strickler 1952). Despite the transportation limitations, a large tannery was
located in Luray, the County’s seat (Strickler 1952). The presence of a large tannery is
important because as a shoemaker Keyser needed a reliable source of leather. The tannery
in Luray could have sold leather to Keyser, who would have saved money by buying
local rather than importing. Strickler states that “prior to 1881, transportation in Page
County was by wagon or water” and that on the water, goods were transported by flat-
bottomed or gondola boats downstream (1952). The closest railroad was completed in
1856, in Woodstock, which was in the next valley west over the Massanutten Mountains
(Strickler 1952). Transportation in and out of Page County in the 1850s was restricted to
water or road, which provided an obstacle for shipping products in or out. The large
tannery in Luray and perhaps other Page County towns helped Keyser maintain a
successful independent shoemaking business.

The second shoemaker under consideration is Absalom See, who lived in Hardy
County and whose account books entries cover 1848 through 1871. (Hardy County is
located in modern-day West Virginia, but West Virginia did not split from Virginia until
the Civil War, see Figure 8). The 1850 population of Hardy County was 9,543 people
(University of Virginia Library 2004). The geography of See’s county is also
mountainous, with parallel mountain ridges less than 3,000ft in height (Moore 1963).
There are two major rivers between the mountain ridges, the Lost River and the South
Branch River, both of which flow towards the Potomac (Moore 1963). Like Page County,
Hardy County possessed tanneries. The first tannery in Hardy County was located on Still

Run in the Lost River Valley area (Moore 1963). The tannery on Still Run or another
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Hardy County tannery provided See easy access to the leather he needed to make
footwear. The Still Run tannery in Hardy County was supplied with hides from
throughout Virginia by means of the railroad that went into Broadway, Virginia. The
tannery then exported the leather throughout Virginia (Moore 1963). This process
incurred some expense because Broadway was located over a mountain ridge from the
tannery. This means that the railroad was close enough for See to have produced
footwear for export, but it would have been a costly endeavor.

The third and final shoemaker in this analysis is Solomon Bowman who lived and
worked in Rockingham County, Virginia (Figure 9). Bowman’s account book entries
range from 1844 to 1859 and have a solitary entry dated 1874. The population of
Rockingham County in 1850 was 20,294 people, the largest of the three counties under
examination (University of Virginia Library 2004). Rockingham County covers 870
square miles, extending “from the Blue Ridge on the southeast entirely across the great
valley to the first Alleghany ranges on the northwest” (Wayland 1980). Several turnpikes
were built in Rockingham County between 1820 and 1860, which provided the county
with better, more reliable roadways than either Page or Hardy County (Wayland 1980).
As Wayland states, “the roads...were being utilized, not only for neighborhood
communication and transportation, but also for a great wagon trade with Scottsville,
Fredericksburg, Winchester, and other markets” (1980). The roads provided a reliable
means of transportation for Bowman and so did the Shenandoah River. A railroad into
Rockingham County, specifically the county seat Harrisonburg, was not completed until

1869 (Wayland 1980). Harrisonburg contained a tannery, one of many in Rockingham
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County in the 1850s. Road and river transportation was available to Bowman, but like
Keyser and See, he did not have easy access to a railroad.

All of these issues, from how to make footwear to the state of footwear
manufacture in the 1850s to the local geography, provide the context for the three
shoemakers under analysis. Shoemaking was hardly an occupation limited to New
England, but rather it employed the most people of any industry in the United States. In
fact, the city that produced the most footwear in 1860 was Philadelphia, not Boston, or
another New England city (Bishop 1868). Virginia has a strong shoemaking tradition,
going back to Jamestown, and these three shoemakers are a part of that tradition. The
three shoemakers worked during a time of increasing mechanization, even though they
personally were unable to afford shoemaking machines. The three shoemakers did not
work alone, even though only their names appear in their account books. They were the
head shoemaker, the man who recorded the debits and credits. Their wives, journeymen
and perhaps other shoemakers worked with them to create all of the footwear that their
account books record. It is the people, the individual actors from account books, which is
why agency theory is useful. The next section will briefly address the issue of class,
detail different types of agency and landscape theory, and discuss how specific parts of

the theories relate to the three shoemakers under examination.
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Theory

Different elements of the account books provide valuable insight into each
shoemaker. As already discussed, the main feature of an account book is the listing of the
debts and credits. The cost of the shoes and the value assigned to the products used as
credit speak to the economic setting of the shoemaker and his clients. This includes class,
but also has to do with the quality of products produced. Looking beyond the footwear
itself are the people purchasing and producing it. The shoemaker’s individual actions,
choice of customers, and types of footwear products will be examined. The client’s
choice of a particular shoemaker suggests something about both the client and the
shoemaker. Each shoemaker and his network of clients were situated in a landscape that
was molded by increasingly more efficient means of transportation. The landscape and
transportation availability surrounding each shoemaker affected whom he sold his
footwear to and who purchased footwear from him. Agency and landscape theory were
chosen to guide this analysis of the three shoemakers. Class will be addressed and better
defined before moving into discussions of agency and landscape theory, all of which will
be applied back to the analysis of the three shoemakers.

The term class is multi-faceted and is used to mean a variety of things in different
contexts. Wurst argues that there are two major approaches to class, one in which class is
used “as an objective entity, thing, or structural location based on a graduated scale” and
the other in which class is used “as a relation or formation” (2006). Archaeologists are
notorious for using the terni class very broadly. In particular, Wurst suggests, “historical
archaeologists often use the terms class and status interchangeably” (2006). The term

class is most often used in a capitalistic society while pre-capitalistic societies are
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characterized by the difference in status. Another problem with the term class is the
assumption of homogeneity within a class and clear divisions between different classes
(Mrozowski 2006, Steffen 1984). A class is not something that just exists on its own
accord. Rather, class is something that is shaped, formed, and constantly maintained by
the people who make up each class. Class is also a relative term, something that is
constantly defined by both the individual and society and its relation to other classes
(Wurst 2006). Perhaps most eloquently put by Steffen, “a class is not a loaf of bread. It is
a relationship created every day by the people who live it”, therefore making it an ever
changing and quite a difficult to define term (1984)

Class is a form of identity created and maintained by both those within and those
outside of the class, but even then, it remains a nebulous term. Class-consciousness in the
early nineteenth century developed from the struggle between different groups (Steffen
1984). However, clear class divisions are often lacking. Mrozowski argued, “cultural
sensibilities thought to define the middle class were shared by many, including those who
would have been viewed by others and themselves as working class” (2006). This
shifting perspective on class marks the important difference between self-classification
and outsider classification into a particular class. This problem of insider versus outsider
classification is a recognized problem in archaeology. As Sidn Jones reiterates, “it can no
longer be assumed...that archaeological cultures reflect past peoples” (1999). Modern
groupings of past peoples into groups or classes do not necessarily reflect how they
viewed themselves. However, it can still be a valid exercise to group these three
shoemakers and their clients into relative classes. This is done to aid the analysis of the

networks between the shoemakers and put them within the boarder context of the market
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economy of the mid-nineteenth century United States. However, class is a broad term that
masks individuality, a fault that is corrected by the application of agency theory.

The use of agency theory helps to identify and define the individual actors so that
they do not get absorbed by broad theories. “The birth of agency theory reflected a desire
to counter deterministic models of human action by acknowledging that people
purposefully act and alter the external world through those actions” (Dornan 2002).
Agency theory breaks apart assumptions of homogeneity and tries to tease out the
individual actors and the roles they played to form, continue, and change their cultural
environment. Rather than a focus on society in general, agency theory focuses on the
identity of individual past actors. Jennifer Dornan provides a good synopsis of five
different versions of agency theory in her article “Agency and Archaeology: Past,
Present, and Future Directions”. One type of agency theory can be characterized as
collective agency and is put forth by scholars Michael Shanks and Christopher Tilley
(Dornan 2002). Collective agency is the idea that “individuals are competent and
knowledgeable while at the same time their action is situated within unacknowledged
conditions and has unintended consequences” (Dornan 2002). As the name suggests,
collective agency stresses the importance of collective action. The individual, in this case
a shoemaker, acts within the confines of his culture. Another interpretation of agency
theory put forth by Ian Hodder stresses individual intentionality. “Hodder suggests that it
is through an examination of individuals lives in light of historically significant
‘dimensions of experience’ that we can access and legitimately evaluate past human
actions” (Dornan 2002). In this version of agency theory, the individual’s actual

experiences are emphasized along with the structure in which the experiences and actions
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were situated. A shoemaker’s actions greatly depended on the fixed processes of
shoemaking, but his experience of shoemaking was unique to him.

A third version of agency theory Dornan calls ‘the rational actor’ and it is touted
by James Bell (2002). In the ‘rational actor’ version of agency theory, emphasis is on the
unintended. “Bell suggests that agency approaches can best be utilized only in those
realms of human activity where the ideas and motives are widely shared” (Dornan 2002).
In contrast to other agency theories, Bell limits the use of agency theory to only common
realms of human activity, rather than all human activity. As applied to this study of
shoemakers, Bell’s version of agency theory is suitable in that shoemaking is a realm of
activity with set processes and procedures. However, shoemaking is also a specialized
profession that is not common to all people. Timothy Pauketat supports a fourth version
of agency theory, dubbed ‘the unintended consequences of social struggle’ (Dornan
2002). Pauketat’s agency theory emphasizes how practices are historical processes, which
can exist simultaneously at multiple scales (Pauketat 2001). Each shoemaker can be
viewed as an individual, within his network of clients, within his county, within
shoemaking in Virginia, etcetera, at an ever-increasing scale. The fifth type of agency
theory, supported by Arthur Joyce, is practical rationality and social struggle (Dornan
2002). Arthur Joyce “defines agency as the actions of individual social actors embedded
within a broader socio-cultural and ecological setting” and suggests, “social change is the
unintended consequence of a struggle for and resistance against the accumulation of
social power” (Dornan 2002). The three shoemakers worked during a time of the
mechanization of shoemaking and transportation improvement. As Joyce suggests, the

shoemakers were actors set within a larger setting and were working against the changing

20



profession of shoemaking. Author Joyce’s version of agency theory will be used to
analyze these three shoemakers.

These five different versions of agency theory have similarities that merit further
discussion. One interesting aspect of agency theory is scale. In the study of agency, both
“macro-scale processes of world systems” and “micro-scale practices of individual
intentionality and social action” need to be examined (Lightfoot et al 1998). Agency is
important for its ability to examine an individual’s actions and choices, but this provides
little meaning unless such insights are applied a larger scale. In addition to scale,
individual actors are limited by degrees of freedom. Joyce and Lopiparo state, “agency
and structure are indivisible parts of a single process through which society is
continuously created over time” and that an individual’s action is limited by the degree of
freedom that the structure allows (2005). Archaeologists disagree about the amount of
freedom that individuals had to operate within their cultures. Restrictions on freedom
would promote the status quo while more freedom would promote challenges to it. Both
scale and degrees of freedom can be examined over time, although they are not
dependent on each other or necessarily on time. The shoemakers can thus be examined
within the context of the Shenandoah Valley in the 1850s and then compared to the
mechanization of shoemaking in Virginia and the rest of the United States. Each
shoemaker was limited by his client list, but made conscious choices in regards to the size
of his shoemaking business. The types of footwear produced were limited by the
shoemaker’s knowledge or skill, client demand, and the latest fashion trends.

An important aspect of agency theory that is especially relevant to this study is

how agency theory deals with material culture and technological change. In the
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interpretation of objects and artifacts, Andrew Martin invokes Bruno Latour’s theories on
agency. Using Latour’s theories, Martin suggests that objects only have the agency that
humans give them, that objects are both material and mental, and that what must be
studied is the process of making the objects (2005). Material objects are formed from
both mental constructs and the raw materials themselves (Dobres 1999). The mental
constructs are heavily influenced by the culture that creates the objects and by the
individual who created the object. The shoemakers created footwear using the knowledge
of the culturally popular shoe styles. The leather used to make the footwear reflects upon
the shoemaker, the raw material available, what was expected for the particular type of
footwear, and the price the client was willing to pay. High quality or imported leather
suggests something different from the use of local, poor quality leather.

Material culture is also tied to the reproduction of mental maps or social ideas.
Dobres and Robb state, “as a theory of social reproduction, agency provides an attractive
framework for understanding how material culture relates to everyday social action, to
long-standing cultural institutions, and to wholesale culture change” (2005). This takes it
further than Martin in saying that material culture shows not just dissenting groups, but
shows all forms of social reproduction and culture change. It can even be argued,
“technology always involves the recursive making of culture, agents, and material
culture” and that “technology is the sequential intertwining of social and material
experiences” (Dobres 1999). In the production of any object, the object creator is
influenced by his or her mental map of how to create the object, the available materials,
and culture. Footwear is a form of social reproduction that is dependent on available

materials and culture. The footwear the three shoemakers produced was in potential
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competition with factory made footwear. The mechanization of footwear during the
nineteenth century reflects the social, cultural, and institutional changes that took place.

Each shoemaker worked within a mid-nineteenth century Shenandoah Valley
landscape. Landscape archaeology arose from Gordon Willey’s work in the Vird Valley
of Peru and Julian Stewards’ work in cultural ecology (Preucel and Mrozowski 2010).
Early landscape theory focused on how human networks were affected by the
environment. From the late 1980s through the present, landscape archaeology has
developed into the study of past landscapes and environments. Using archaeological,
documentary, and oral sources of evidence, the focus shifted to the ways in which people
construct and use their landscape (Preucel and Mrozowski 2010). Landscape archaeology
was first applied to pre-historic cultures, but was soon adopted by historical
archaeologists. An early, influential example of landscape archaeology in historical
archaeology is Mark Leone’s 1984 study of the William Paca garden in Annapolis,
Maryland. Leone showed how William Paca’s eighteenth century formal garden was “a
place for thinking and making observations which were essential to economic and social
life;” that the garden was an active place that naturalized the existing social order (1984).
Mark Leone’s work on the William Paca garden furthered the idea that environment and
landscape were active forces that both affected people and were affected by people.
Landscape is an important archaeological issue that needs to be addressed in any study
that deals with networks of people.

Each shoemaker’s network of clients existed on a landscape that was limited by
the available transportation, but the clients still made the choice to purchase their

footwear from a local shoemaker. Ashmore and Knapp state, “from economic and
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political perspectives, landscapes provide resources, refuge, and risks that both impel and
impact on human actions and situations” (1999). In addition to wealthy men’s gardens,
prisons are another example of a landscape that was purposefully built to show
differences in power. The female convict settlement in Tasmania, Australia was built to
show domination and subordination (Casella 2001). This convict settlement provides a
great example of a completely built environment, which was much different from the
environment in which the shoemakers lived and worked. The landscape that affected the
shoemakers and their clients in the Shenandoah Valley was mainly designed by nature
rather than humans. The shoemakers’ landscape was heavily affected by the valley and
mountain terrain and the lack of transportation.

Natural geography can lead to more than just challenges in trade and can affect
the general perception of the landscape. Unusual or special parts of the landscape are
often designated sacred, off limits to settlement, while other parts are deemed good for
settlement. Paul Tacon explored the sacred landscapes of Australia. Tacon argues that
landscape is infinitely variable because it depends on a person’s point of view and
cultural perspectives (1999). In addition, some aspects of the landscape can be
universally sacred because of the interesting, unusual, or spectacular natural terrain
(Tagon 1999). Tim Ingold and Christopher Tilley also theorize about how past peoples
perceived the landscape. Ingold emphasizes how landscape is neither land, nature, or
space and that perception and interpretation of a given landscape depends entirely upon a
person’s point of view or taskscape (1999). It is important to make a clear difference
between landscape and nature because landscape is more than just the land formed by

geological processes. Landscape is the result of geological and human processes and
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involves the interpretation of this created landscape. The landscape in which the
shoemakers resided may not have been sacred, but it was modified by human action.
Christopher Tilley’s approach to landscape archacology is called the phenomenological
approach and “involves the understanding and description of things as they are
experienced by the subject” (1996). Tilley’s phenomenological approach recognizes the
importance of using all of the senses to perceive and interpret a given landscape. The
three shoemakers under study perceived their landscapes in different ways and this
perception affected the networks of clients with which they engaged.

Although the three shoemaker’s account books recorded no comments about their
landscapes, their entries are illustrative of a geographical context. No maps were found
that show geographically where the shoemakers and all of their clients lived on the
landscape. If such maps were to be found, the networks of clients and shoemakers could
be plotted using Geographic Information Systems to analyze the networks and “expand
our understanding of past experiences of space” (Fitzjohn 2007). Just as an
archaeological grouping of a past people is arbitrary, sometimes the archaeologist’s
interpretation of a past landscape does not match the perspective of a person in the past.
Although the shoemakers and their clients will not be plotted in real space, a general
sense of each shoemaker’s landscape was created using the occupations of the clients.

Agency and landscape theory provide a framework in which to approach this
study of three Virginia shoemakers. The class of each shoemaker will be analyzed using
the cost charged for pairs of footwear. The occupations of the clients will be used in part
to look at class, but more importantly to place the shoemakers on a relative landscape

within their county and discuss transportation limitations. The debits and credits within
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the account books record the social interactions between the clients and the shoemaker.
This very interaction shaped the business each shoemaker maintained and the types of
footwear he produced. Other factors that influenced the shoemaker’s business include the
agricultural cycle and access to leather. Footwear is a type of material culture that is
influenced by fashion, the clients, the availability of leather, and the shoemaker. The
mechanization of shoemaking is important because of the availability of factory-produced
footwear to the clients of these three shoemakers. All three shoemakers were individual
actors, assisted by others in the creation of footwear. The next section will detail the
statistical analysis of the three shoemakers and relate it back to the landscape and agency

theory presented in this section within the context of nineteenth century shoemaking.

26



Case Study

Under examination are seven account books from three different shoemakers.
There are 8,674 entries in the seven different account books, of which Bowman’s
represent 53%, Keyser has 34%, and See has 13%. A typical entry begins with a client
and then lists the date, what was being done, the type of footwear involved, how many
items of footwear, for whom the footwear was intended, and the cost in dollars and cents
(Appendix A). Given this unequal distribution of total entries, it would be remiss to
combine the entries of all three shoemakers and generalize about them as a whole.
However, it is statistically valid to compare the three shoemakers against each other. The
goal is therefore to note the similarities and differences between these three men in order
to look at their agency and to relate them to the larger picture of shoemaking in the
nineteenth century. The account books of all three men overlap between 1849 and 1859.
Therefore, the 1850 United States census was used to obtain information about the
shoemakers and their clients. The account book entries will be used to tease out the
agency of the shoemakers and place them on landscape within the context of nineteenth
century Virginia shoemaking.

The information for each of the three shoemakers was obtained using only the
account books and the 1850 US Census. As listed in the 1850 US Census, Solomon
Bowman was a thirty-four year old Virginia born shoemaker who resided in Rockingham
County. A wife is curiously absent, even though seven children are listed, ages nine
through three months. It is unclear if his wife died or was in a different household at the
time of the census. Given that the focus is on the account books themselves and in light

of the unfortunate burning of many Shenandoah Valley records during the Civil War,
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further research was not done into Bowman’s personal life. Harden Keyser lived in Page
County for the 1850 US census and was listed as a thirty-two year old Virginia born
shoemaker. Curiously, the census box for the inability to read or write was checked in
Keyser’s census row. Keyser is listed as the head of the household with a twenty-one year
old wife Mary, who was also born in Virginia. Harden and Mary had two children, one
three-years-old, and the other one-month-old. Also listed in Keyser’s household was
Virginia born twenty-two year old Morgan Prise. Prise is listed as a shoemaker and has
the unable to read or write box checked. Shoemakers did not make an entire shoe alone
and therefore Prise probably lodged with and worked for Keyser. It is quite perplexing;
however, that both men are listed as unable to read or write since two well-written
account books have survived. The third man, Absalom See, was listed as a thirty-one year
old male, born in Virginia, and with the occupation of farmer in the 1850 US census. A
thirty-one year old Virginia born wife, Catherine, is listed in See’s household along with
a two-year-old child and a three-month-old child. Of note in See’ census listing is his
occupation of farmer. The listing of See as a farmer rather than a shoemaker will be
addressed after other aspects of the account books are discussed.

Shoemaking was a common occupation throughout the United States, and each of
the three shoemaker’s counties had their share of shoemakers. Rockingham County, in
which Bowman resided, had 110 people listed with an occupation of shoemaker out of a
population of 20,294 in 1850 (University of Virginia Library 2004). Typically, only
males had listed occupations, although women head of households sometimes had listed
occupations. Of the 110 listed shoemakers, ninety-seven were Virginia born, four were

born in Germany, three were born in Maryland, two were born in Pennsylvania, and one
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was born in each of Massachusetts, Connecticut, North Carolina, and New Jersey. The
presence of German shoemakers is consistent with the influx of German born immigrants
into the Shenandoah Valley during the nineteenth century (Fennell 2007). Nine of the
shoemakers had sons listed with different occupations, five of the shoemakers had sons
that were shoemakers, and four of the shoemakers resided in the household of another
shoemaker with a different last name. The presence of multiple shoemakers in a single
household suggests that some were journeymen who worked with other shoemakers.
Forty-one shoemakers lived in Page County, out of a population of 7,600
(University of Virginia Library 2004). All forty-one shoemakers were born in Virginia.
Page County is the smallest county both by population and area under examination and
lies the furthest east. The last county under examination, Hardy County, had a population
of 9,543 in 1850 (University of Virginia Library 2004). Only twenty-six shoemakers
were listed in the 1850 census, of which five were born in Germany, two in Maryland,
three in Pennsylvania, and the other sixteen were born in Virginia. The low number of
shoemakers in Hardy County is striking, especially because it did not have the smallest
population of the counties under study. The census listing of occupations is problematic,
as the listing of See as a farmer attests. That is not to say that the census was incorrect,
just that See serves as an example of how a person could be engaged in more than one
occupation and the difficult task of defining which occupation was the primary one.
Moving beyond the shoemakers in each county, the occupations of the clients can
be used to place the shoemakers on the landscape. A list of the clients was developed
from each of the shoemaker’s set of account books. This list was then compared to the

1850 US census. Keyser had 248 different clients, Bowman had 98, and See had 50. An
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occupation for a purchaser was recorded if the facts listed in the census matched those in
the account books. Such comparisons involved looking at the full client name and any
people listed under the client for whom footwear was made and comparing that
information to the census. In cases where it was unclear which census listing was the
client in the account book or if the account book client’s name could not be found, then
no occupation was recorded. Thus, the client occupations discussed below do not
represent all of the clients, only those whose occupations could be found in the 1850 US
census with a high degree of certainty.

Keyser’s clients had the largest range of occupations, which included over ninety
farmers, a tanner, a brick maker, two merchants, two millers, a cabinetmaker, a
silversmith, a constable, a teacher, three coopers, three blacksmiths, and a wagon maker
listed in the 1850 US census. The client occupation of farmer does little to help pinpoint
Keyser on the landscape, but the other occupations are quite helpful. Merchants, a
cabinetmaker, silversmith, teacher, constable, and a wagon maker would all have been
centralized in a town rather than scattered in the countryside. Page County’s county seat
was Luray and the other major towns were Stanley, Rileyville, and Shenandoah (Strickler
1952, Figure 7). Luray contained a large tannery. Given all of this, it is quite probable
that Keyser operated a shoe shop in one of the major Page County towns, perhaps Luray.

Bowman'’s clients found in the 1850 US Census have seven different occupations.
There were six blacksmiths, seventeen laborers, twenty-four farmers, two millers, three
plasterers, one cooper, and one silversmith. While the range of occupations is less than
that of Keyser, the types of occupations once again help place the shoemaker on the

landscape. Laborers lived near or in a town in order to acquire work. Millers were located
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near rivers in order to power the grinding stones while the plasterers, a cooper, and a
silversmith needed to be located in a town or city. There were many towns in nineteenth
century Rockingham County. Harrisonburg is the county seat and other major towns
include Dayton, Bridgewater, Elkton, Hinton, Broadway, Fulks Run, Linville, Port
Republic, Singers Glen, McGaheysville, and Timberville, among others (Figure 9). The
location of a tanner in Harrisonburg lends support to the idea that Bowman might have
been located here, but a few credits listed the borrowing of a horse for a day to travel to
Harrisonburg, therefore it is unlikely Bowman resided there. Towns such as Elkton,
Broadway, or Timberville are all likely places for Bowman because they are located on
major roads and rivers. Bowman had a lesser range of occupation types, which suggests
that he resided in a smaller town than Keyser.

See had the fewest clients and the smallest range of client occupations. Of the
clients that were found in both the account books and 1850 US census, there were one
blacksmith, one brick mason, four laborers, and twenty-eight farmers. Unlike Keyser or
Bowman, the range of occupations for See does not help narrow his location on the
landscape to a specific city or town. In addition, See was listed as a farmer in the 1850
US census. Both the few types of client occupations and See’s identification as a farmer
suggest that he resided in a smaller town or on the outskirts of town. His clientele
consisted of those living outside of town centers rather than those living within them. The
client occupations help place the three shoemakers on the landscape and contribute to
other discussions about the account books.

The clients are important for more than just their occupations. All three men’s

account books contain debits and credits with specific individuals. Most of the time the
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head of each account is a man; however occasionally a woman is listed as the head of an
account. Bowman has five, Keyser has three, and See has two women who are listed as
heads of an account (Appendix A). Clients purchased varying amounts of footwear,
which implies that their purchases are not just for their own use. Each entry is listed
under a client’s name, but oftentimes a second name of who the footwear is intended is
also listed. Of all entries for each shoemaker, one shoe or boot is mentioned 9.0% of the
time for See, 17.5% of the time for Bowman, and 4.3% of the time for Keyser. If a single
boot or shoe is mentioned, then the work is always that of some sort of repair. It is clear
that Bowman does the most single footwear item repair. A pair of shoes or boots is
mentioned 79.4% of the time for See, 80.6% of the time for Bowman, and 92.0% of the
time for Keyser. See and Bowman do about 80% of their work on a pair of shoes or
boots, but Keyser does almost all of his work on a pair of shoes or boots at 92%. The
remaining few percentage points are for entries that discuss larger orders. None of the
shoemakers had listings of bulk orders on a regular basis.

On one occasion each, Bowman and See produced an order of a six pairs of shoes.
In both cases, the reason for the large order was not listed. Keyser does fulfill several
large footwear orders. Keyser made six pairs of shoes on four different occasions for four
different clients. A large footwear purchase was common for slave owners purchasing
footwear for their slaves, especially coarse footwear. Keyser also produced a dozen pairs
of footwear six times, once each for John Bumganer and Paschal Graves, and twice for
George Kite and Noah Kite. Paschal Grave ordered a dozen coarse shoes. Paschal Graves
was a merchant, so perhaps the large purchase of coarse shoes was intended for shipment

and sale elsewhere. George and Noah Kite were probably related. George ordered a
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dozen shoes in March of 1849 and again in May of 1850 while Noah ordered a dozen
boots in September of 1852 and again in February of 1853. The large shoe orders could
have been intended for slaves. The other possibility is that the large orders of shoes were
intended to shipment outside of the county. Two different George Kite’s were found in
the 1850 US census, one was a farmer and the other a merchant. There were also two
Noah Kite’s, one a farmer and the other a miller. The purpose of the large shoe and boot
orders remains unclear, but such large orders made up only a very small percentage of
each shoemaker’s work. Bowman had one order of a dozen shoes and one of half a dozen
shoes, both of which make up 0.04% of his entries. Taken together, orders for a dozen,
seven, six, or five pairs of footwear make up 0.5% of Keyser’s entries. See had only one
order of six shoes, which percentagewise makes up 0.09% of his work.

Account book patterns can be obtained by looking at the entry distribution by
year. As shown in Figure 10, the entries from Bowman’s three account books form a
normal distribution with a single peak and a quick drop off. A normal distribution is in
the shape of a bell curve, with a gradual beginning and end and a rounded peak in the
middle. The normal distribution of Figure 10 shows Bowman beginning work as a
shoemaker in 1845 and 1846, with steady footwear production from the late 1840s
through 1855, and a decline in his work after 1855. When represented separately, each
account book forms a normal distribution of entries with expected overlap between
account books (Figure 11). The normal distribution of the final account book may
because of missing additional account books or because Bowman stopped making

footwear.
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When Keyser account book entries are graphed together, a clear bimodal
distribution appears, with peaks in 1852 and 1858 and a dip in 1855 (Figure 12).
Interestingly, this dip in production roughly corresponds to a different style of hand
writing in the account books and a misspelling of client names. The different handwriting
and incorrect spelling is present in entries from the first half of 1855 and then the original
handwriting and spelling resumes. Perhaps Keyser, the presumed author of the account
books, was sick or had someone else manage the books for a time before returning. When
graphed separately in Figure 13, Keyser’s two account books cover different spans of
time and the dip in production in 1855 does not fall between the account books. The first
account book only represents 1849 and 1850, whereas the second account book covers
1852 through 1864. The entries have a sharp decline after 1859 with a slow trail off.
Given the several years of fewer entries that form a tail, it seems likely that Keyser
stopped producing footwear after 1864. There are many possible explanations as to why
footwear production slowed in 1860. Perhaps it was because of the start of the Civil War.
Military exemptions were given to shoemakers “for the public good” because shoemakers
could produce footwear that was greatly needed by the confederate army (Daily
Richmond Examiner 1864). However, supplies of leather and markets for export were
limited by the war. Keyser stopped making footwear in 1864 and none of his children
continued in the shoemaking profession.

See’s two account books that cover the greatest time span, from 1846 through
1871. Figure 14 depicts the entries from See’s account books. A tri-modal distribution is
apparent with entries peaking in 1854, 1862, and 1867. After 1867, there is a gradual

decline in the number of entries through 1871. Important to note in Figure 14 is the low
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number of entries each year. Bowman’s peak year was 1853 when he had 548 entries and
Keyser’s peak year was 1852 with 408 entries. See’s year with the most entries was 1862
and even then consisted of only 102 entries. See therefore worked on a much smaller
scale of production. When taken apart, the two different account books produced by See
show that the tri-modal distribution is not an artificial pattern created by the different
account books, but is an actual entry pattern (Figure 15). Limited leather toward the end
and after the Civil War might explain See’s decrease in production between 1864 and
1866. See worked on a smaller scale of production than Bowman or Keyser, but he
worked as a shoemaker for a much longer span of time.

An element of account book research that has already been proven but merits
further discussion is its seasonality (Bowen 1988). As shown in Figure 16, Bowman’s
entry distribution is fairly even across each month. There is a low point from June
through August and a peak in October. November, December, and January all have over
four hundred entries. This entry distribution combines all years. Perhaps June through
August Bowman had other activities to attend to like farming and trading. Given that
footwear is most often produced inside a house, it makes sense that other work would be
done during hot summer days. More production in October through January coincides
with late fall and early winter. Christmas and the New Year may have encouraged people
to get new footwear, although such conclusions are tenuous. Keyser’s entry distribution
by month, Figure 17, has a peak during February and the months of October and
December are heavy in entries. Like Bowman, Keyser has the lowest number of entries in
June. There are about 100 entries without a definite month in Keyser’s account books and

the distribution of those 100 unknown entries could skew the monthly pattern in Figure

35



17. The monthly distribution of entries for See has the clearest trend of all three
shoemakers. See’s distribution, Figure 18, shows the most entries between October and
January, with a steady decline after January until July. Work picks up a bit in August and
then drops again in September before the plateau of more work October through January.
See has seventy entries for which a month is unknown. The decline in entries during the
spring and summer follows the agricultural cycle of planting and tending crops. August is
typically a month in which crops finish growing for the season, involving less work, and
thus perhaps allowing See to spend more time shoemaking. See’s increase in work in
October through December could be related to the celebration of Christmas and the New
Year. The religion of each shoemaker and his clients is unknown, so the role of
Christmas remains unknown. The drop off in entries in September, harvest time, also
suggests See was heavily influenced by the agricultural cycle. See, listed in the US
census as a farmer, perhaps let his shoemaking business be dictated by agricultural cycle.
The footwear mentioned in each entry is also important. Between all three
shoemakers, only eleven different terms were used to refer to the items of footwear. The
eleven different terms are shoe(s), boot(s), fine shoe(s), fine boot(s), slipper(s), pump(s),
small shoe(s), small boot(s), coarse shoe(s), coarse boot(s), and moccasins. The singular
and plural forms of each term were combined and considered the same term. Fine is a
relative term that refers to better-made and fancier footwear. Fine shoes or boots also
suggests that the clients had some disposable income to spend on non-utilitarian
footwear. Opposite of fine is coarse footwear, which was of a lower quality than regular
boots or shoes. Coarse footwear was often produced for slaves, but others also wore this

type of footwear (D.A. Saguto 2012, pers. comm.). Small shoes or boots referred to
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footwear made for children, rather than adults. There was also a price different, small
shoes in the account books cost less than full-size shoes or boots because less leather was
needed to make them and less time to stitch them together. In the 1850s, boots typically
were male footwear and one boot type was pull-on boots that went to the middle of a calf,
called ‘Wellington’ boots (D.A. Saguto 2012, pers. comm.). Sippers in the 1850s were “a
thin-soled, low-cut shoe without fastenings” and were a popular footwear type (Rexford
2000). In the account books under study, slippers were only produced or repaired for
women. However, slippers made for both men and women, required skill to sew, and
were indoor wear only (D.A. Saguto 2012, pers. comm.).

Pumps defined lightweight footwear with or without fastenings, lighter than
shoes, and were produced for both sexes (Walford 2007). Like slippers, pumps were
luxury footwear that required more skill to make (D.A. Saguto 2012, pers. comm.) Only
two pairs of moccasins were mentioned, one made by See and one made by Bowman.
The moccasins mentioned in the account books were ‘shoe packs’, which means the
upper and soles were done in one piece (D.A. Saguto 2012, pers. comm.) Moccasins were
adopted from Native American footwear in the 1700s, but had European soles added to
make them more suitable for winter wear (D.A. Saguto 2012, pers. comm.) A moccasin
was half-soled and capped by See for client Jacob S See on October 16, 1848. For who in
particular the moccasin was intended is unknown. In Bowman’s account book, the entry
states that he half-soled a pair of moccasins for George Pennibacker on June 3, 1845. In
the case of Bowman’s account book, it is listed that the moccasins are for George
Pennibacker and not someone else in his family. The footwear terms show the client’s

access to disposable income and the skill of the shoemaker to make different footwear.
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There is no seasonal pattern to fine or coarse footwear, mainly because each
shoemaker produced too few for the monthly changes to have any statistical significance
(Figures 19-21). There are seasonal patterns for boots and shoes. Figure 19 shows how
Bowman produced the most shoes in October and the most boots December through
March. The patterns for boots and shoes for Bowman mirror that of his overall
production. See has some seasonality in the production of shoes, with the most October
through January, as shown in Figure 20. See’s pattern in shoe production is very similar
to Figure 18, which shows the seasonality of all entries. Keyser has a seemingly random
pattern of shoe work, as shown in Figure 21. Boot production and repair has a clearer
pattern for Keyser, with the most production in February. Keyser’s boot production is
relatively high October through March (Figure 21). The footwear types lack strong
seasonal patterns and follow the overall production patterns depicted in Figures 16-18.

All three men have the same pattern of production in that what they produce or
repair the most is shoes, followed by boots, then fine shoes, and then small shoes. The
variation thereafter differs. The production by all three men of fine shoes means their
clients had disposable income. In addition, the fourth most common small shoes mean
they produced footwear for children. After shoes, boots, fine shoes, and small shoes,
Bowman produced or repaired pumps, slippers, fine boots, and coarse shoes. Bowman
also repaired one pair of coarse boots and one pair of small boots. Keyser’s production of
footwear after shoes, boots, fine shoes, and small shoes, in order of most to least, include
coarse shoes, pumps, coarse boots, slippers and one pair of small boots. Other than the
common four footwear types, See only had three entries involving fine boots and three

entries about pumps. Bowman and Keyser produced more types of footwear than See,
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although all three men used the same terms to refer to the footwear they produced.
General terms of shoes and boots can be considered unmarked terms, whereas if the
specific boot or shoe styles were listed then the terms would be marked (Beaudry 1988).
A marked term is a term that is given a modifier such as ‘fine’, ‘small’, or ‘coarse’ so as
to better describe the object and further separate it out from other forms of material
culture that are similar to it (Beaudry 1988). The use of modifiers or lack thereof is
important because it speaks to the purpose of the account books. The three shoemakers
used very general terms of shoes and boots, with simple modifiers such as ‘coarse’,
‘fine’, and ‘small’ because they kept the account books for themselves. Each shoemaker
knew the technical terms for the type of shoes he was making, but such terms were
unnecessary in his own account book. In recording an entry, the type of work being done
and the general type of footwear, shoe or boot, provided the information the shoemaker
needed to assign a value to that entry.

Next is the issue of the types of work the three shoemakers were doing to the
footwear. Twenty-three different terms or unique groupings of terms were used to refer to
what was being done to the footwear item(s) in each entry. The twenty-three different
terms and term groupings are listed in Table A. Each shoemaker did not use every term,
instead displaying individual preference. For example, Keyser and See commonly used
the word ‘mending’ but Bowman rarely used it and instead favored the term ‘repairing’.
Table A displays the number of entries each shoemaker used a particular term. ‘Making’,
‘mending’ or ‘repairing’, and ‘half-soling’ were used quite frequently by each
shoemaker. Other terms are dominated by particular individuals like ‘heeling’ for

Bowman and ‘soling,” ‘footing,” and ‘soling and footing’ for Keyser. The term ‘footing’
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refers to a skillful removal of the lower portion of the boot from the upper par and the
rebuilding of the entire foot part (D.A. Saguto 2012, pers. comm.). ‘Footing’ a pair of
boots is a very skillful boot repair technique and was done by all three shoemakers, but
by Keyser the most often. All twenty-three terms listed in Table A can be regrouped into
two categories, ‘making,” and ‘everything else’. ‘Everything else’ refers to any repair,
mend, or modification made to the footwear other than its making.

Using the regrouped terms of ‘making’ versus ‘everything else’, some interesting
patterns emerge. The work involving ‘everything else’ was repair work, and was done on
an as needed basis whereas shoe making could be done at any time to create stock.
‘Making’ versus ‘everything else’ will be examined both by year and by month. The
yearly statistics are in Table B. In an average year, Bowman had about 81 entries
regarding ‘making’ and 206 regarding ‘everything else’, which means he did two and a
half times as much repair work as he did making. Keyser averaged 83 entries about
‘making’, but only an average of 115 about ‘everything else’ per year. See operates on a
smaller scale and averages 19 entries a year about ‘making’ and 26 entries on ‘everything
else’. The maximums and minimums are given in Table B to show the differences in
terms of scale of production between the men. More useful are the percentages of
‘making’ and ‘everything else’. As shown in Table B, there are surprising similarities and
differences between the three shoemakers. Keyser and Bowman operate on similar scales
of production, but percentagewise the types of work they do are a bit different. Keyser
and See spent approximately 41-42% of their time ‘making’ footwear, whereas Bowman
only spends 28% of his time ‘making’ footwear. Bowman spends more of his time

repairing footwear than the other two men, perhaps because of competition from other
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shoemakers or from imported footwear. See’s large percentage of footwear ‘making’
footwear supports the idea that he was situated in a more rural location and therefore was
depended upon to make footwear. Keyser was located more centrally in a town than the
other two men and his high percentage of ‘making’ footwear suggests that he sold a high
quality product that could compete with imports.

‘Making’ versus ‘repair work’ was also examined by month, using a bar graph for
each shoemaker rather than a table. As shown in Figure 22, Bowman’s work shows a
clear seasonal preference when it comes to ‘making’ versus ‘repair’. Most footwear
repair occurs between December and May, but is also part of Bowman’s workload June
through November. The trend in ‘making’ is more pronounced for Bowman, with low
amounts of footwear making January through August. In September, the amount of
‘making’ nearly doubles and then further increases in October. In November and
December that amount of ‘making’ remains pronounced, but at a decline towards the low
level of January (Figure 22). It appears that Bowman minimizes the ‘making’ of footwear
between January and August and then increases production September through
December. When Bowman spends more time ‘making’ footwear, he has less time to
repair footwear. Most striking is the seasonality of the making of footwear.

Keyser’s pattern of ‘making’ versus ‘repair’ also shows some interesting patterns
(Figure 23). June through November is somewhat constant with ‘repair’, then it increases
from December to a peak in February, and then it declines through May. Keyser might
have more time to repair footwear in the winter months and less so in the summer and
fall. The pattern for ‘making’ is less clear, with a low around 70 and a high around 140.

Given this little range, it seems that Keyser steadily produced footwear. Taken together,
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Keyser has a steady supply of footwear ‘making’ and repaired footwear with some
regularity but with an emphasis on ‘repair’ during the late winter and early spring.

The ‘making’ versus ‘repair’ monthly pattern for See provides insight into his
shoemaking business. As show in Figure 24, See’s ‘making’ of footwear rises from
September through November and December, and then declines through March. From
March until August, the rate of ‘making’ appears to be a low, steady state. See’s
production of footwear occurs mainly between October and February. The peak for
footwear ‘repair’ is a bit different from that for ‘making’. Footwear ‘repair’ for See
remains high October through April and then slowly declines through July. In August,
shoe ‘repair’ has a spike before declining in September. See has a high rate of ‘repair’
October through May and most footwear ‘making’ October through February. The trend
of making in late fall and early winter supports the idea that See worked as both a farmer
and a shoemaker.

Another issue is the units of work for each shoemaker. In order to assess the
amount of work for each shoemaker, the numbers of entries per year and per month were
examined. See has on average the fewest entries per month at three, Keyser has fifteen
and Bowman had the most at twenty-four (Table C). The yearly averages, as depicted in
Table C, follow the same pattern with See having an average of 45 entries, Keyser having
200, and Bowman having 289. These counts and averages of entries per year speak to the
scale of production under which each shoemaker operated. With an average of only 45
entries per year, See operated on the smallest scale of production. See’s low number of
entries also means that being a farmer may have been his primary occupation and

shoemaking provided a secondary source of revenue. The 200 entries per year average for
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Keyser means that he operated on a larger scale of production. Bowman operated with
the largest scale of production, with an average of 289 entries per year. Based on the units
of work, both Bowman and Keyser were full-time shoemakers and See was primarily a
farmer who also worked as a shoemaker.

Another element of the account books is the footwear prices. See and Bowman
had similar prices for similar items of footwear, with shoes priced at around 50¢ and
boots between $1.00 and $1.25 (Appendix A). The similar prices for the same work
means that Bowman and See may have produced the same quality of footwear. Bowman
and See also charged similar rates for the same types of repair work. Keyser sold shoes
for between $1.50 and $1.75, with a usual price of $1.62 Y2, and he sold boots for
between $3.50 and $4.00 (Appendix A). Keyser sold fine boots for more than $4.00.
Keyser charged more for all types of footwear repair than Bowman or See, often double
the price. If living in a town and producing footwear for wealthy clients, Keyser would
have been able to charge more for his footwear. In addition, Keyser had the best access to
transportation and the importation of high quality leather and other shoemaking materials.
Being in an urban setting, Keyser had more competition from footwear imports than the
other shoemakers did. Figure 25 is a newspaper advertisemernt for footwear, an example
of potential competition for Keyser (Richmond Daily Whig 1857).

The seven account books show how each shoemaker was an independent actor
within a larger socio-cultural setting, influenced by many factors. Bowman and See
produced similar qualities of footwear, even though Bowman had the greatest scale of
production and See the smallest. Keyser was the least influenced by the agricultural cycle

and produced the most expensive footwear. See and Bowman accepted many agricultural
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products as payment, suggesting that both farmed to various extents (Appendix A). All
three shoemakers represented an end to an era of American shoemaking. Machines were
too expensive for these shoemakers to afford. None of the shoemaker’s sons or daughters
became shoemakers. These three shoemakers did not work alone, nor were they
controlled by an intermediary who sold their footwear elsewhere. All created footwear
for stock and spend varying amounts of time repairing footwear. The next section will tie
together the case study presented in this section with aspects of agency and landscape
theory, specifically Joyce’s interpretation of agency theory and the limited transportation

available to the shoemakers.
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Discussion

Production of footwear in the nineteenth century United States was in flux.
Previous methods of creating products were giving way to production in factories. The
mechanization of shoemaking led to changes in the family structure, because men and
women now had to work in a factory rather than in small shops or within the home
(Mulligan 2006). This study focused on three shoemakers who resided in the Shenandoah
Valley of Virginia. The three shoemakers produced footwear directly for clients and
rarely produced large orders of footwear. These three shoemakers worked during the
mechanization of shoemaking, which occurred throughout the United States, including
Virginia (Blewett 1988). Figure 26 is of the Stephen Putney Shoe Company in
Richmond, Virginia, which was established in 1817 (DA Saguto 2012, pers. comm.). The
Stephen Putney Shoe Company is an example of a Richmond shoe factory, like those that
provided competition for these three shoemakers. The clients listed in the account books
chose to purchase their footwear from each shoemaker and were limited in their options
by lack of reliable fast transportation in and out of the Shenandoah Valley.

The examination of the account books provided information about the agency of
each shoemaker. The shoemaker’s families, especially their wives, and journeymen all
worked with each shoemaker to produce footwear (Walford 2007). All of these
individuals knew how to produce footwear and were responsible for the perpetuation of
culturally set types of footwear. Bowman had the largest scale of production with an
average of 289 entries per year. Despite this, Bowman spent less time percentagewise
making footwear than either Keyser or See. Keyser’s scale of production was smaller

than that of Bowman, but not by much. Both Keyser and See spent similar amounts of
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time making and repair footwear. See had the smallest scale of production. The lists of
credits in Bowman and See’s account books, of things like planting corn, plowing a field,
and husking corn, suggest that they had their own agricultural fields (Appendix A). In the
1850 United States census, See is identified as a farmer. Given See’s small scale of
production it is quite likely that he spent more time farming than shoemaking. Classifying
See into one category, either farmer or shoemaker is problematic as he is both. The real
question is how did Absalom view himself? Most likely, See viewed himself as a farmer,
shoemaker, husband, father, friend, and neighbor, among others. Each man was more
than just a shoemaker, living and working in a way that perpetuated his cultural
experience.

In taking these many factors together, a rough picture of landscape for each
shoemaker is created. Based upon client occupations and footwear prices it seems that
Keyser lived in an urban setting, Bowman near or in a town and See worked in a more
rural setting. The clients of each shoemaker were determined by the products produced
and transportation limitations. See had the least access to major transportation; therefore,
his clients were limited to those living near him. Bowman had more access to major
transportation but still dealt with clients directly. Keyser also dealt with his clients
directly in an urban setting but had access to high quality materials and better forms of
transportation. None of the men relied on intermediaries who shipped their footwear out
of the county. Each client had a choice as to where to purchase or have his or her
footwear repaired. The lack of transportation limited the client’s options, but it was still a
consumer choice. See especially appears to fulfill the role of shoemaker because of

necessity and perhaps lack of competition. The landscape in which each shoemaker
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resided shaped his businesses but he was also an active participant in utilizing the given
landscape to his advantage.

A goal of this analysis was to examine what could be learned from shoemaker
account books with a bit of supplemental information from the US census. Using these
materials, each shoemaker was placed on the landscape, their networks of clients were
examined, agricultural influences were assessed, and the quality of footwear determined.
The availability of raw materials and limited transportation into the Shenandoah Valley
allowed each shoemaker’s businesses to prosper in a time of shoemaking mechanization
and the move into factories. All three men were married with children in 1850 and
subsequent census records show that none of their children became shoemakers. The
three shoemakers represent a microcosm for what was occurring throughout the United
States. Mechanization allowed footwear to be made quickly and cheaply, affectively
putting an end to the type of shoemaking the three men under study practiced. The Civil
War may also have contributed to the end each shoemaker’s business because it caused
shortages in the supplies needed to make footwear. Each shoemaker was an actor who
perpetuated the type of shoemaking he learned and his cultural knowledge through the
footwear that he sold and repaired.

This analysis of three shoemakers has both its strengths and weaknesses. Future
work could better place these shoemakers on the landscape if maps of their towns were
located. Each shoemaker’s general location was determined using the entries in the
account books. Limited biographical information for each shoemaker was provided in
this analysis. This omission was deliberate. This is not a biographical examination of the

three shoemakers, but rather an analysis to prove the vitality of using only account books
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to address anthropological research questions. Excessive biographical information would
change the analysis into a history of each shoemaker. Enough information on the history
of shoemaking was provided in order to provide the foundation for issues discussed in the
case study and help place these three shoemakers in the context of American shoemaking
in the nineteenth century. In future work, this study could expand to look at all surviving
shoemaker account books from these three counties. In an ideal setting, all of these
shoemakers and their client networks could then be plotted on the landscape of the
Shenandoah Valley in the 1850s.

To conclude, Solomon Bowman, Harden Keyser, and Absalom See survive today
in the account books that they created. The three shoemakers are suited for comparison
because they lived in adjacent counties and their account books overlapped for a decade.
It is important to understand shoemakers such as these who worked during the
mechanization of shoemaking and its move into factories. Each shoemaker and those who
worked with them possessed mental maps of how to construct footwear, a cultural
tradition that would be lost with mechanization. Each man is quite different, with See
being more farmer than shoemaker, Bowman spending more time repairing than making,
and Keyser creating footwear at least double the price of the other two men. Each
shoemaker can be viewed differently depending on the scale of observation, but each man
continued previous ways of footwear manufacture. The community in which each
shoemaker resided is reflected in the footwear that was produced. It is only through the
study of account books that each shoemaker can be placed relatively on the landscape and

his agency as an individual actor in the past can be discussed.
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Appendix A

The following are selected transcriptions from the account books and are listed by
shoemaker.

Absalom See

Page 8
1854 Noah Keller $ cts
April 29 to mending one shoe 10
May 6 to mending boot 06
June 2 to making one pare of shoes with spur peaces 62 %2
3 to mending pare of shoes 20
July 17 to half soaling one pare of shoes 12 %
to closing 1 seams in fine shoes 1215
31 to 22 days mowing and making hay 1 25
Aug 22 to footing on 1 half soals and cap one pare shoes 121,
30 to half soaling boot cap and close seams 25
Oct 26 to making one pare of shoes 50
30 to mending one pare of shoes 10
Nov 20 to footing one half soals 3 caps 1 heel 30
Dec 2 to footing on half soals caps heels 25
30 to mending one pare of shoes 12%
Jan 16 1855  to mending 2 pare of shoes 20
Feb 7 to making one pare of shoes 62 Y2
15 to making one pare of small shoes 25
20 to making one pare of shoes for Cath. 50
March 6 to mending one pare of shoes 10
5 81
1854 Credit $ cts
April 29 got 19 pounds of Bacon at 8cts 1 52
May 16 to covering corn of one day 50
June 3 got 1 ¥2 pounds of Lard at 9ts per Ib 13 1/4
Aug 7 got back bring a grist of wheat 12 V2
Sept 7 got 4 2 pounds of lard at 9ts per Ib 41
30 got Buck to take mother home 12 %
30 got 2 ¥2 pounds of lard at 9 cts per 1b 23
Oct 23 got 3 pounds of lard at 9 cts 27
Nov 13 got 48 Y2 pounds of Beef 4 Yats per Ib 2 18%
March 17 got Buck to go to Rockingham 50
5 9%
5 81
18 V2
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Absalom See

1855
Sept 24
28

Oct 16
22
25

George See
To one day stacking hay
To 1 Y2 days carring corn
To half day carring corn
To % of a day work at the machine
To 3 days hawling manure
To 4 days plowing
To 2 days plowing
To 2 days plowing
To 1 day husking corn
To 1 ¥ days husking corn
To helping to make sugar drops

50

cts
50
75
25
37 14
50
68
84
84
44
63

__ 31

16



Harden Keyser

1850
May 16"

17 16lh

1858
June 12

1858
Oct 15

1859
Dec 2

1850
July 23"
July 26™
Sept. 27"
Do. ¢
Do. «
Oct 10"
Do. 26™
Nov. 4"
Do. *
Do. “
Do. 18™
Do. “
Do. «
Do. “

1849
March 24

Thornton H. Taylor Dr.
To making one per shoes for wife
and finding upper leather
To half soling, patching & heeling
two per shoes for sons (Jas & William)
To half soling one per shoes for Barbara
To 1 pair of shoes for Wm
To 1 pair of shoes for self
To 1 pair of shoes for James
To halfsoling 1 pair shoes and finding leather for self
To bottoming and 1 pair of shoes and finding
leather fore William
To halfsoling 1 pair of shoes for James

Mark M Huffman
To 6 1bs of Tobacco

James W Taylor
To 12 V2 cents worth of tobacco at different times

George Kite
To 9 barrels of corn at $3.00 per

Edward Almond
Part soling and patching pair of shoes for Cum
To half soling & heeling 1 pr of boots for Martin Burucker
To bottoming 1 pr of shoes & finding leather for Wilson
To patching & piecing for the same
To patching his own shoes
To half footing 1 pr of boots for Benjamin
To 1 pr of shoes for Wilson
To half soling & heeling 1 pair of shoes
To half soling & part wetting 1 pr of shoes
To patching 1 boot for Benjamin
To 1 pair of shoes for Harrison
To 1 pair of shoes for Sarah Beam
To heeling & part soling 1 pair for Mely.
To capping 1 Boot for Benjamin

Jonathan Wolfesberger
To one pair of fine shoes for wife

51

[E R S Y

27

75

50
122
50
50
25
37 V2

75
25

75

14 Y2

00

cts
40
50
62 V2
1215
6 4
572
62 Y2
56 Y
50
6
6212
50
25
12 %

50



Harden Keyser

1849 George L Kite

March 24 To one dozen pair shoes

1852 Pascheal Graves

Feb. 23" To mending two pair Boots for Jas & William

13

To Twelve pair of Corse Shoes
1852 Arthur R Gordin

March 6 To one fine pair Boots for Self
« To one pair Shoes for Katherine

52

19

— &2

cts

cts
90
50

cts
00
50



Solomon Bowman

July 25™ 1845

28
Novem 8
28

December 17
1846

January 12
March 30
March 10 1847
May 6

July 25" 1845
Cr.
1846
November 30
December 14
28
January 13 1847
25
February 8
22
March 10
April 29
May 18

January 3" 1851

Jan 3

Jan 27, 28, 29
Feb 19

Dec 4

28

Robert Fareburn
Owing me one dollar and fifty two
Repairing pare of shoes wife
Halfsoaling one shoe per self
Halfsoaling one shoe per self
Repairing pare of shoes per wife
Making pare of shoes Anny

Halfsoaling p. pare of shoes self
Halfsoaling f. pare of shoes self
Halfsoaling pare of shoes Anny
Halfsoaling f. pare of shoes self

28

Robert Fareburn
Spinning 4 dozen and a half
Washing one day
Washing one day
Washing one day
Washing one day
Washing one day
Washing one day
Washing one day
Washing one day
Planting corn one day
Planting a half a day

87
John Gile
Thrashing half a day
Plowing tow days and a half
To one load of pinewood
To one load of pinewood

53

Setelt.

—

w

—

cts
52V,
12 V4
20
20
06 %4
37 %

50
20
37 %
50

77 %

77 Va

cts
12 V5
25
25
25
25
25
25
25
25
50
25

921,

92

cts
50
50
00
00



Solomon Bowman

January 2™ 1851 92
William Silfuse
Jan 2 Working one day
3 Thrashing one day
23 Cleaning wheat a half a day
Feb 24 Butchering a calf
April 3 Making fens a half a day
May 27 Making fens one day
31 Making fens a half a day
June 3 Plowing corn one day
27 Cutting wheat one day
Oct 9 Working a half a day
Husking corn a half a day
Nov 18 To one day butchering
Jan 1852 Thrashing 3 V2 days
July 17 By cash two dollars
March 26" 1851 59
Katherine Meyers
Dr. Transferred from page 50 & 51
Halfsoaling n. pare of shoes Anny
27 Halfsoaling n. one shoe
April 14 Halfsoaling one 3p. pare of boots
15 Patching one boot
Halfsoaling h. p. pare of shoes
16 Halfsoaling p. one shoes Andrew
May 5 Halfsoaling p. one boot Sam

Setelt July 15™ 1851

54

N =

0 A

W

cts
50
50
25
25
25
50
25
50
00
25
25
56
75
00

cts
013
20
10
18 34
0612
20
10

10

96 %
72 %
24
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