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Abstract  

This paper contextualizes the artifact “Punch Ladle, 1773” on display in the “London, Sugar 

& Slavery” exhibition at Museum of London Docklands (UK). Placards identify the ladle as 

once belonging to “Chatoyer, Chief of the Caribs” and as on loan by the West India  

Committee. Through this artifact, the largely forgotten story of Chatoyer and the so-called  
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Black Caribsi (Garifuna) is highlighted, while complexities of the artifact’s provenance are 

analyzed through an object biography approach. The paper also considers the ethical and 

curatorial implications of the current non-repatriation of the artifact and its present location 

within the “Slave Owner” part of the exhibition. Finally, by arguing for the artifact’s global 

significance through its association with Chatoyer, a historic African-Caribbean figure of 

colonial resistance, this article contributes to current museum decolonization debates.  

  

Keywords: Object Biography; Repatriation; St. Vincent; African-Caribbean; Garifuna; 
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Introduction   

This paper provides a close reading of a single Caribbean artifact, “Punch Ladle, 1773,” 

attributed to the Carib (now Garifuna) Chief Chatoyer (d. 1795), on display in a “slavery” 

exhibition in a London museum. Through the lens of object biography, the paper’s analysis 

also demonstrates how the “meaning” of material culture shifts over time (e.g., Gosden and 

Marshall 1999). This paper argues that, owing to this object’s history, it should be repatriated 

to its place of origin in St. Vincent. Currently located in an exhibition where it draws little 

attention from visitors and thus has modest educational value, the ladle retains greater 

potential “back home” in St. Vincent. There, the artifact would be a tangible and potent 

symbol of a lost past; it would also represent an emblem of an imagined future. Indeed, 

properly contextualized, this ladle could serve as a symbolic focus globally for the Garifuna 

people, a Caribbean diasporic community with a very complex history and unique 

ethnogenesis.  

The “London, Sugar & Slavery” exhibition in the Museum of London Docklands 

(herein MoLD) is a permanent exhibition which opened in 2007 exploring London’s 
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relationship to overseas sugar production and the trade in enslaved African peoples. It is 

located on floor three of the museum, a warehouse on West India Quay to the north of  

Canary Wharf (the building being “the last remaining part of the West India Quay”; Barling 

2008). MoLD is one of only a few United Kingdom museums to focus explicitly on the role 

of the trade in enslaved African peoples in British history. According to the museum’s 

website, the building itself was constructed “at the time of the transatlantic slave trade, to 

store sugar from the West Indians plantations where enslaved men, women and children 

worked” (MoLD 2022), while a video about the exhibition notes the centrality of “how the 

trade in enslaved Africans and sugar shaped London” (MoLD 2019). As London was once 

the fourth largest port in the world that dealt with the material spoils produced by enslaved 

African peoples, it is unsurprising that the exhibition was attentive to sensitivities around this 

topic. A consultative group was established to help form the exhibition that included “[B]lack  

Londoners of African-Caribbean heritage” and the exhibition deliberately sought to  

“challenge existing historiographies” (Spence et al. 2016, 97).   

In the “London, Sugar & Slavery” exhibition, the artifact “Punch Ladle, 1773” is 

located partly behind and partly beside an old wooden sugar barrel, in a section entitled  

“Slave Owner.” This section of the exhibition is about the West Indian Docks Company 

(WIDC) which was in what is now West India Quay (the location of the museum). There is a 

particular focus on William Mitchell Esq, who together with his brother, were owners of 

large plantations in Jamaica (Figure 1 and Figure 2). According to the text board, “William  

Mitchell was chairman of the WIDC … and with his brothers … [was] among the biggest 

plantation owners in Jamaica.” A parliamentary report dated to 1807 estimates William  

Mitchell had as many as “16 or 18 [estates]… under [his] care” with 1834 documentation 

suggesting he had over 2,200 enslaved African workers on these estates (“William ‘King’ 
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Mitchell” 2022). A plan of the West India Docks is situated directly above the cabinet that 

contains the artifact “Punch Ladle, 1773.”  

Figure 1: “Punch Ladle, 1773” in situ in the “London, Sugar & Slavery” exhibition in the 

Museum of London Docklands, with a delegation of Garifuna from New York, 2021. Photo 

by Christina Welch.  

  

  

Figure 2: “Slave Owner” section of the “London, Sugar & Slavery” exhibition, 2021. Photo  

by Christina Welch.  

  

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/21619441.2022.2096960


 

This is an accepted manuscript of an article published by Taylor & Francis in Journal of African Diaspora 
Archaeology and Heritage, available online at 
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/21619441.2022.2096960. It is not the copy of record. Copyright 
© 2022, The Authors. 

  

The Artifact: “Punch Ladle, 1773”  

The artifact “Punch Ladle, 1773” is mounted on a covered rectangular wooden display plinth 

and sits inside an airtight glass exhibition case. The artifact is unnumbered and its provenance 

is complex with, as we will argue, contested ownership. The ladle is approximately 40 cm 

(16 inches) in length. This length includes a narrow wooden stem of circa 33 cm (13 inches) 

and a calabash bowl around 7.6 cm (3 inches) deep and roughly the same in diameter. The 

ladle has three distinct sets of text connected to it (Figure 3). Two pieces of text about the 

artifact are attached to the display plinth on which the punch ladle sits, and the third is the 

exhibition label, which states:  

Punch Ladle, 1773. This punch ladle belonged to Joseph Chatoyer, the leader of the [B]lack  

Caribs (Garifuna) on St Vincent. He led resistance against British settlement of the island. 

The First Carib war resulted in the signing of a peace treaty in 1773 which set out the 

boundaries between British and Carib land on the island. In the Second Carib War, on 14 

March 1795 Chatoyer was killed by a British military officer, Major Alexander Leith. Today, 

he is a national hero of Saint Vincent and the Grenadines and a monument has been erected 

on Dorsetshire Hill to mark the spot where he died. Loaned by the West India Committee.  

  

The exhibition information text provides some basic context for the artifact, although it 

should be clarified that it is Chatoyer, not Leith, who is a National Hero in St. Vincent and 

who is commemorated by the monument; Leith is commemorated by a memorial tablet 

(currently covered by a carpet) inside the Anglican Cathedral in Kingstown, St. Vincent’s 

capital.   

  

Figure 3: “Punch Ladle, 1773” with exhibition text, 2021. Photo by Christina Welch.  
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It is made clear on the exhibition label that the West India Committee (hereafter WIC) 

is named as the artifact’s current owners. For context, the WIC was founded in 1735 by sugar 

merchants in London but only became a permeant trade body in 1775. The WIC was 

influential in promoting slavery and the interests of planters in the British West Indies. For 

example, it petitioned King George III (d. 1820) to allow an expedition led by Captain Bligh 

(d. 1817) to the Pacific, with the aim of introducing new food sources, including the 

breadfruit, to the Caribbean. With this history, it is no surprise that, as the oldest British  

Caribbean institution, it owns a collection of valuable archives and artifacts (West India  

Committee 2022), including “Punch Ladle, 1773.” That the ladle “belongs” to the WIC is 

confirmed by the oldest pieces of text about the artifact, which comprise two small 

(pseudoivory) white plaques attached to one side of the display plinth (Figure 4). The text on 

the left  

plaque states “PUNCH LADLE OF CHATOYER, THE CARIB CHIEF 1773”; on the right 

plaque, the text reads “PRESENTED TO THE WEST INDIA COMMITTEE BY G.  

McGREGOR FRAME, ESQ.”   

  

Figure 4: “Punch Ladle, 1773” with pseudo-ivory plaques, 2021. Photo by Christina Welch. 
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Although the right plaque text states that the artifact was gifted to the WIC, when 

researching the artifact’s history, the authors were informed that the WIC had no record of 

this gift in their committee minutes but that any information on the donor should be in other 

records. As such a search began. While it may strike the reader as rather unusual to include a 

linear narrative account of our research on this man (McGregor) and his connection to the 

artifact, we believe the story of our detective work reinforces our broader argument that, in 

the United Kingdom, “Punch Ladle, 1773” remains an obscure and insignificant wooden 

utensil. It is in many ways an example of the “orphaned, poorly documented” items that 

Friberg and Huvila (2019, 363, 367) argue are causing a curatorial crisis within heritage and 

thus remains in need of re-contextualizing. Through demonstrating the process of this 

recontextualizing of “Punch Ladle, 1773,” we believe the case for the repatriation of the 

artifact will be strengthened, and once “back home” in St. Vincent, its interpretation can be 

appropriately decolonized (Onciul 2015).  

Only a selection of WIC minutes is online and publicly accessible; it is here that our 

re-contextualizing started. Dating back to 1794 and, as such, reasonably contemporary with 

the 1773 date of the artifact, these records run through to 1922. However, what is available 

on the WIC website is only extracts from various committees and sub-committees; many 

minutes are missing and it was not initially possible to trace records throughout the period in 

question (West India Committee 2015). Given that current members of WIC did not know 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/21619441.2022.2096960
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anything about G. McGregor Frame, we first explored the possibility that the artifact may 

have been gifted between the early years of the WIC (perhaps around the time of the Second 

Carib War following the defeat of Chatoyer and his peoples, and their exile to Honduras, in 

1797) to the ending of the slavery as an institution in the Anglo-Caribbean in 1834. However, 

the early WIC minutes and other contemporary records (i.e., Legacies of British Slavery at 

University College London or the Endangered Archives Programme at the British Library) 

make no reference to a G. McGregor Frame, nor could he be located by the authors in any 

book about St. Vincent and its history and peoples (either local or settler).   

The name McGregor strongly suggested to us Scottish heritage, and many Scots 

settled in the Caribbean, setting up plantations on and/or trading in and out of St. Vincent and 

other Anglo-Caribbean islands (Hamilton 2005). A potential Scottish candidate for the donor 

of the ladle during the period following the Second Carib War was Gregor MacGregor 

(17861845) who spent time in Honduras and on several Caribbean islands during the early 

part of the 1800s. A soldier, trader, and known conman, he spent “periods in jail for fraud and 

debt” (Brown 2005, 54) and claimed the title “Sir” from the 1820s onwards; a title that “was 

seldom disputed” (Brown 2005, 49). However, the plaque states Esq. not Sir, so if 

MacGregor had given the ladle to the WIC, it must have been before 1820 and the WIC 

misspelt his surname (the plaque notes McGregor not MacGregor). We reasoned that if 

Gregor MacGregor was the donor, then it is possible that he came by the artifact through 

military connections during his time during his time in the Caribbean (Dawson 2021). 

However, we also considered this line of enquiry to have too many inconsistencies to place  

Gregor MacGregor reliably as the donor of “Punch Ladle, 1773” to the WIC.  

Moving onto the later WIC records, we located a George McGregor Frame Esq. (also 

alternately noted in the minutes as George MacGregor Frame, and G. M. Frame). This man 

first appears in the WIC minutes in May 1919 when he was re-elected to the WIC executive 
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(West India Committee 1920). The records also make clear that he attended committee 

meetings at irregular intervals from this time until the close of the available minutes in 1922; 

during these years, he also supported the election of new members (mostly London 

merchants) to the WIC (West India Committee 1922). We found further information about  

Frame scattered in online documents which placed him as the founder of Frame and Co, 110 

Cannon Street, London, EC4, and as a merchant of cacao, spices, and other West Indian 

produce (West Indies and Caribbean Yearbook 1940, 28; West Indies and Caribbean 

Yearbook 1953, 695). A WIC Circular also named him as the merchant employer of a 

deceased WIC member (West India Committee 1949, 276).  

A further clue to the significance of Frame was found in the West Indies Chronicle of  

1921, where he is noted as “enriching” the library of the WIC with “a well-preserved copy of  

Histoire Naturelle et Morale des Iles Antilles de L’Amerique” (West India Committee 1921,  

330). This Histoire was written by Charles de Rochefort (1605-1683) and first published in  

1658. The copy currently in the WIC Library (West India Committee 2022b) is dated 1658; 

Frame’s apparent acquisition of a first edition places him as a man with connections, his 

business presumably cementing trade relations across the West Indies. Given Frame had 

donated such a precious item to the WIC in 1921, his acquisition and gifting of “Punch Ladle, 

1773” to the WIC would, we surmised, not be out of character. Indeed, on visiting the WIC 

archives in March 2022, we located a single reference to “Punch Ladle, 1773” in WIC 

Circular 653 on page 428, dated 11 Oct 1923, together with a photograph facing page 431 

entitled “Two Treasures of the West India Committee” (Figure 5) (WICC 1923).  

The short article in the Circular describes two items, the “Two Treasures” that feature 

in the photograph. The first is a hammer used by the WIC chairman made of wood taken 

from the remains of a wharf at Fort Savonette on the Upper Berbice River, in British Guiana, 

that was captured from the Dutch in 1796 by the Scottish solider and politician, Sir Ralph 
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Abercromby (1734-1801). This item was presented to the WIC in 1904 by WIC member (and 

later, President) Sir Edward Davson (1875-1937). Davson’s grandfather was Simon Davson, 

attorney for London merchants in Berbice and a proprietor of sugar estates who was awarded 

large sums of compensation in 1834 when slavery was abolished by the British in their 

colonies (“Simon Davson” 2022). As such, we assumed the hammer was a family item. With 

the WIC having “campaigned for slave owners at the time of abolition, and [obtained] 

compensation for its members” (West India Committee 2022a), we further surmised the 

hammer would have had some significance to them as a historical artifact. However, there 

was less textual information available about the ladle. The text in the Circular stated: The 

other object is a punch ladle, the bowl of which consists of a richly carved coco-nut of small 

dimensions. The Silver rim is inscribed “Chatoyer 1773” recalling that the punch ladle was 

once the property of Chatoyer, one of the rebels in the “Brigands’ War” in St. Vincent, which 

was ended by Sir Ralph Abercromby in June, 1796 (WIC Circular 653, 1923, 428).  

  

There was no name of who gifted the item in the Circular article, nor when it was gifted. 

Additionally, despite its connections with Abercromby (West India Committee 2021), it was 

seemingly not donated by Davson. However, with no reference to Frame, we needed to find 

out more about this particular WIC member and on further research, we established that 

Frame was an Executive member of the WIC. Indeed, he appeared to be a prominent  

Executive as he was invited to a 1921 Banquet attended by The Prince of Wales (later King 

Edward VIII), and the politician (later Prime Minister) Winston Churchill, sitting close to 

both men. As such we argue it is highly possible that Frame did indeed gift the ladle, even if 

the WIC has no surviving written record of the act; having gifted an important historic book 

to the WIC and being a significant WIC member with trading interests in the region, he had 

both the money and background to make such a gift feasible. With that part of the artifact’s 
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provenance being as secured as is reasonably possible, we now move onto to the Chatoyer 

attribution of “Punch ladle, 1773.” It must be noted that since the inside of the rim is not 

visible in its display case, we have not seen this inscription. But that this inscription has not 

been noted anywhere since the 1923 article, we argue this adds to our argument that “Punch  

Ladle, 1773” is a prime example of an “orphaned, poorly documented” artifact, marginalized 

in the United Kingdom.  

  

Figure 5: “Two Treasures of The West India Committee.” West India Committee Circular 

653 (1923), facing page 431. Photo by Christina Welch.  

  

  

Chatoyer: a historical context  

Having explored the context for Frame as the donor of the artifact “Punch ladle, 1773,” this 

paper now shifts to examine Chatoyer and his people in St. Vincent. In brief, St. Vincent is a 

South-Eastern Caribbean Windward Island that was colonized by the French and the British 

and was also home to a large community of Carib peoples. The Caribs consisted of two 

groups; what was then known as “Red” or “Yellow” Caribs (otherwise “Island Caribs,” now 
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Kalinago), and “Black Caribs” (now Garifuna). The ethnogenesis of the “Black Caribs” 

resulted from the intermingling of the “Island Caribs” with Africans who had escaped 

enslavement, either by fleeing from neighboring islands such as Barbados, or being 

shipwrecked off the St. Vincent coast (Gullick 1985, 39ff). This ethnogenesis makes the 

Garifuna a unique people, blending both Indigenous Caribbean and African cultural 

traditions; thus, any heritage resulting from this blending—be it tangible heritage like the 

Punch Ladle, or intangible heritage like their culture—is exceptional. Indeed, the UN 

inscribed the language, dance, and music of the Garifuna in their diasporic locations of 

Belize, Guatemala, Honduras, and Nicaragua onto the List of Intangible Cultural Heritage of  

Humanity in 2008 (UNESCO 2008).   

The “Black Caribs” were a thorn in the side of British colonial efforts in the 

eighteenth century and mounted a number of insurrections which resulted in two wars. The 

First Carib War (1769-1773) started after the British encroached into Carib territory. Fierce 

fighting eventually culminated in a truce and a treaty, signed by prominent Carib leaders 

(including Chatoyer) and the British, that settled territorial claims. However, the treaty was 

subsequently broken by the British, and during a second period of conflict (the Second Carib  

War of 1795-1797), Chatoyer, by then the “Black Carib” paramount chief, was killed (Taylor  

2012). The “Black Caribs” were eventually entirely expelled from their homeland by the 

British in 1797. Initially billeted on the nearby island of Balliceaux, “Black Carib” people 

suffered considerable mortality during this period; it is estimated that of the 4,195 people 

detained there, approximately half died within a few months of their arrival. The survivors 

were eventually relocated to the Honduran island of Roatan, and diasporic Garifuna can now 

be found in Honduras, Belize, Nicaragua, Guatemala, and in parts of North America, such as 

Brooklyn and the Bronx in New York. The descendants of the few “Black Caribs” who hid 

from the British to escape expulsion, together with contemporary diasporic returnees, 
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comprise the small Garifuna population living on St. Vincent today (Finneran and Welch 

2020a).   

History tells us that Chatoyer was present at the 1773 Treaty signing, and the treaty 

document itself connects him to the “Black Carib” village of Grand Sable, their “richest and 

principal settlement”; however, he is not noted as a chief in the treaty (Taylor 2012, 59). This 

is interesting as a report from 1768 lists Chatoyer as a “Black Carib chief” (Young 1992a, 

193), as such it is likely that Chatoyer was a chief from a different settlement. That Chatoyer 

had a high-enough standing in Grand Sable to be among the treaty signatories, is reinforced 

by a document dated to 1769, where Chatoyer is noted as being at “the head of the mass of  

[Caribs]” when an emissary approached Grand Sable villagers requesting they swear an oath 

of allegiance to the British monarch (Taylor 2012, 59). The 1769 document states Chatoyer 

was the “son of Legottes” which, while Taylor in suggests places him as a relatively young 

man (2012, 59), we argue was a cultural designation indicating broader paternal affiliation 

and social status. To support our claim, a letter dated 1788 explicitly names John Dimmey as  

“the son of Chateaway, the grand chief of the Caribs” (Hulme and Whitehead 1992, 187), and 

in work by Kerns on 1980s Garifuna culture in Belize, she emphasizes that patrimonial 

designation and lineage are crucial in Garifuna culture, and understood as part of their 

ongoing heritage (1983, 113); “son of Legottes” we assert, does not mean young child of, but  

simply Legottes was his father.   

Adding to the evidence that Chatoyer was a man of status within the “Black Carib” 

community is our close reading of an engraving of him that dates to 1773. “Chatoyer the  

Chief of the Black Charaibes in St. Vincent with His Five Wives” was created by Agostino  

Brunias (1730-1796), an Italian painter who was employed by Sir William Young (c.1724- 

1788), President of the Commission for the Sale of Lands in Ceded Islands (Granada,  

Tobago, Dominica, and St. Vincent). In the painting, Chatoyer’s bearing is impressive.ii  
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Drawn from life, Brunias depicts Chatoyer with his head held high standing in a relaxed pose. 

He is naked apart from a loin cloth which secures a small knife, and nonchalantly smokes a 

pipe while leaning slightly on his walking stick overseeing the work of his “five wives.” The 

five women are also depicted semi-naked wearing short skirts and necklaces; two have leg 

decorations. Three of the women are carrying baskets laden with produce, while a fourth is 

depicted in the process of emptying hers; there is a sense of giving tribute in the scene. A 

fifth woman carries an infant, and she is shown gazing at Chatoyer. The practice of Carib 

polygamy was noted in a contemporary record by Dr Alexander Anderson, the  

Superintendent of the St Vincent Botanical Garden from 1785-1811 (LinnSoc Anderson 

MS606) and it would not have been unusual at this time in many indigenous and traditional  

African cultures for multiple “wives” to denote a high social status (Fenske 2015). 

Interestingly, Kerns (1983, 113) noted that in the Garifuna language there is no difference 

between the term for wife or co-wife, i.e., legitimate marriage partner and extra-marital 

partner, adding to the evidence that monogamy was not part of “Black Carib” or Garifuna 

heritage. With polygamy (the keeping of multiple wives) then indicating wealth for the 

“Black Caribs,” we argue that the inclusion of a child in the engraving, would suggest 

fertility; a theme echoed in the lush landscape and the produce in the baskets (for a more 

fulsome reading of Brunias and his work, see Bagneris 2017).  

However, while characteristics such as tobacco smoking, leadership, social status, and 

wealth were understood as markers of prestige by the colonizers, the nakedness and 

polygamy also depicted in the illustration were typical markers of “savagery” (Fay 1996,  

229). The Brunias engraving therefore places Chatoyer as a “noble savage” in a work 

produced by an artist whose patron, Sir William Young, was an important politician who 

notably commissioned the work in the same year that Chatoyer co-signed the peace treaty 

with the British that ended the First Carib War.   
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The origins of the artifact?  

At the 1773 Treaty signing that ended the First Carib War, it is believed there was an 

exchange of goods; these would have been tokens of friendship between the two sides, 

although an engraving of the event (based on another Brunias image roughly contemporary 

with the event) does not show this.iii While it is not known what may exactly have been 

exchanged, documentary evidence details that gift exchanging between the British and the 

“Caribs” was normal. In January 1792, Chatoyer and his brother Du Vallée “with six of their 

sons” paid a visit to William Young, the son of the aforementioned patron of Brunias, Sir 

William Young. Chatoyer and Du Vallée brought as gifts “a stool of Charaibe workmanship, 

and a very large cock turkey of the wild breed.” In exchange Chatoyer received from Young,  

“a silver mounted hanger” and Du Vallée, “a powder horn.” The show of friendship went 

further, with Chatoyer and his sons staying for supper, each drinking a bottle of claret (Young 

1992b, 212). Thus, it is not beyond possibility that the punch ladle on display at the MoLD. 

was a gift given by Chatoyer to the British at the 1773 Treaty after signing his name and the 

date for posterity.   

To add weight to the local artifact claim, it is notable that the bowl of the ladle is 

calabash (Lagenaria siceraria), a tropical plant whose gourd is easily dried and hollowed for 

domestic such as containers and ladles (not coconut as the WIC Circular claimed). Even 

before British colonization and the arrival of rum and/or wine punch (which were both 

popular drinks with the plantocracy), Indigenous communities had long made a fermented 

beverage from native plants such as cassava (Dunn 1972, 277). However, as the bowl of the 

ladle is elaborately carved and bound with a metal strip secured by small metal rivets, the 

item goes beyond a purely utilitarian function and indicates wealth and social status. Whether 

there is any spiritual significance to the ladle itself as an item is difficult to know. Kerns’s 
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research on Black Carib women and Garifuna ritual in Belize in the 1980s would suggest not, 

but it is possible the ladle was used in rituals that included the use of rum, “the staple drink of 

nearly all ritual occasions” (Kerns 1983, 92). Notably, rum and rum punch (made with beaten 

eggs and hot rum) were and continue to be used in Garifuna death rituals. Johnson notes in 

his study of Garifuna religion and ritual in Honduras and the Bronx from 1997 to 2002, that 

rum is poured into a grave as a libation at burial, that the dead person is fed rum for a few 

days after burial. Additionally, he notes that rum punch is used in a highly significant ritual 

that occurs around one year after death, a ritual which determines the end of a mourning 

period; although it can occur again if the ancestor contacts a buyei (shaman) to request it 

(2007, 94-95). The importance of rum in death, mourning, and ancestor communication 

rituals should not be underestimated, with the consumption of rum used “to create the 

atmosphere of exuberance and generous abundance favored by the ancestors” (Johnson 2007,  

96). Thus, while a punch ladle as a domestic utensil for serving a beverage is rarely 

understood as sacred among the Garifuna, a punch ladle that was used in ritual would have 

spiritual significance.   

Ancestor communication is an importance part of Garifuna religion. Thus, while  

“Punch Ladle, 1773” may or may not have some inherent sacrality, its connection to  

Chatoyer as an ancestor makes a far stronger case for is current spiritual importance. 

Avoiding the dualistic, reductionist, and arguably colonialist sacred/profane divide, we argue 

that the notion of “potency” is more appropriate here. We draw on the work of Welsh (1992) 

who, in exploring the repatriation of museum artifacts, argues that potency is a useful term 

for powerful, political, and symbolic objects that “in the course of their existence…can take 

on, lose, or change potency in different places and in different times” (1991/2, 858). We do 

not know what the ladle stood for when it was gifted. It may have been an important ritual 

implement gifted by Chatoyer to the British as a highly significant symbol of Garifuna 
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culture, or perhaps it was just a decorative token of diplomatic exchange from one important 

man to another. But regardless, it is associated with Chayoter and, as Johnson argues, 

Chatoyer is “in a sense the progenitor of all contemporary Garifuna” (2007, 77). With its 

interior inscription cementing the link, this artifact provides the only tangible connection with 

this pre-eminent iconic Garifuna ancestor. But the artifact also connects the Garifuna to St 

Vincent. Yurumein (the Garifuna name for St Vincent) is the Garifuna’s spiritual homeland 

and the place of their ethnogenesis; many diasporic Garifuna take regular pilgrimages both to  

Yurumein, and to Balliceaux, the island where the “Black Caribs” were initially exiled in  

1797 before being transported to Roatan; the bones of ancestors lie in both locations 

(Finneran and Welch 2020b). Thus, Yurumein and Chatoyer as origin place and person, are 

wrapped up in this single marginalized museum artifact.  

To add to the “orphaned, poorly documented” status of “Punch Ladle, 1773” in the 

United Kingdom, we should note that despite being in the 1923 WIC article with an 

accompanying photograph, it does not appear as part of the broader WIC archive catalogue 

(West India Committee 2019). Further, it has only been described in one academic source;  

Myers’s (1980) inventory of “Archaeological Materials from Dominica in North American 

and European Museums,” which states:   

The West India Committee, 48 Albemarle St., London WI - The West India Committee has 

no archaeological material, but does have, in the director's office, 'punch ladle of Chatoyer,  

Chief of the Caribs, 1773, presented to the West India Committee by G. MacGregor Frame, 

Esq.' This is a carved calabash cup about 3 in. in diameter fitted with a metal rim and 

polished wooden handle (Myers 1980, 478).  

  

Note that Myers does not mention the inscription inside the ladle bowl. The absence of this 

raises several questions. Was Myers unable to handle the artifact and thus see the inscription?  
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The inexactness in the artifact description (with the “cup” being “about 3 in.”) suggests it 

may not have been measured. Or was the inscription too difficult to read? Silver tarnishes 

over time, but the 1923 WIC article suggests it was legible at this point and, if that is the 

case, then was the item gifted shortly before 1923 and inscribed around that time, with its 

provenance part of oral history?   

Until we can arrange access to examine the artifact in detail, we can only speculate. 

However, from a close inspection of the artifact through the glass exhibition case, it is clear 

that the bowl is elaborately carved. Under the metal rim on the calabash bowl, running down 

to the bottom of the ladle, is a carved design made up of two rows of concentric semi-circles, 

separated by two bands of cross-hatching. The design for the upper set of semi-circles 

comprises a central panel, a band of cross-hatching, a petal design, then further 

crosshatching. The lower set of semi-circles comprises a central panel, two bands of petals 

separated by cross-hatching, then a final band of cross-hatching (Figure 6).  

  

Figure 6: Detail of the bowl of “Punch Ladle, 1773,” 2021. Photo by Christina Welch.  

  
The bottom of the bowl is rounded and appears to have a design, although it will need 

to be removed from the case for examination for confirmation; as noted, we have been unable 
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to examine the artifact or arrange for a conservator to provide a photogrammetry 

representation for analysis. The lack of access to the ladle is due to the MoLD being unable to 

allow removal of the artifact from its case without the permission of the owners, which they 

understand to be the WIC. However, as noted, the WIC have, until we alerted them to the 

artifact, been unaware of its existence. The MoLD current Collection Registrar also postdates 

the acquisition of the artifact and there appears to be no paper trail for the loan; as the ladle is 

not in the WIC list of holdings, it has literally vanished from their records. But regardless of 

the WIC being understood as owners of the artifact by MoLD, the ownership of “Punch 

Ladle, 1773” remains highly contentious. On the top of the display plinth is a brass plaque, 

positioned above and between the two white plaques which states: “Presented to THE  

GOVERNMENT AND PEOPLE OF ST. VINCENT AND THE GRENADINES by THE  

WEST INDIA COMMITTEE 1987” (Figure 7). It would seem in the mid-1980s the WIC 

believed the ladle would be more appropriate located in St Vincent than on the directors desk 

in London.  

  

Figure 7. Brass plaque on “Punch Ladle, 1773,” 2021. Photo by Christina Welch.  

  

  

That “Punch Ladle, 1773” is still in the United Kingdom and remains in the 

ownership of the WIC suggests that the ladle was either not presented to the government and 

people of St. Vincent but that the intention was there to do so (as represented by the plaque), 

or that, alternately, the artifact was not accepted by the Vincentian government in 1987. 
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Personal correspondence with relevant individuals on St. Vincent and the Grenadines in 2020 

suggested to the authors that the Vincentian government of the time were aware (or had been 

made aware) of the artifact, and were making efforts to have it repatriated. However, private 

correspondence between the authors and a Vincentian official who wishes to remain 

anonymous, suggests the WIC balked at repatriation due to the perceived lack of an adequate 

facility in St Vincent in which to display and curate the artifact. It should be noted that the 

authors have been unable to verify this claim with the WIC, due largely to the fact that the 

artifact was not only absent from the WIC holdings list, but that its 1987 repatriation attempt 

also does not appear in their records. Given its contested and confused provenance, the ladle 

is, perhaps, the ultimate example of Friberg and Huvila’s “orphaned, poorly documented”  

item in need of re-contextualizing (2019, 363, 367).  

It is not clear when the Vincentian administration came to know about the ladle. 

Unfortunately, most of those in St. Vincent involved in the 1987 repatriation attempt have 

now died or retain only a dim recollection of the event. However, in early 2022, and as a 

direct result of investigations by the authors of this paper, a letter was sent by the Bequia 

Heritage Foundation (a not-for-profit trust promoting heritage in St. Vincent and the  

Grenadines) to the Prime Minister of St. Vincent and the Grenadines, Dr. The Hon. Ralph 

Gonsalves, in a new attempt to see the artifact return home. At time of writing, we have 

no further information on this repatriation request beyond what is in the postscript.   

 Having outlined the context of “Punch Ladle, 1773” through the lens of object biography 

and provided a brief historical overview of St. Vincent, the “Caribs”, and Chatoyer, as 

well the contemporary effort to repatriate the artifact, we now shift our attention to the 

social memory of Chatoyer. Unpacking the contemporary relevance of Chatoyer to 

Vincentians, and to the Garifuna people on the island of St. Vincent, and in diaspora 

contributes to our attempt to contextualize the artifact as fully as possible.  
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Chatoyer and “Punch Ladle, 1773” in social memory  

  

“Punch Ladle, 1773” is firmly attributed to Chatoyer by the MoLD, by Myers, and also in the 

WIC Circular of 1923. As noted, Chatoyer was an important “Black Carib”/Garifuna leader. 

Post-1763 when the island was ceded to the British by the Treaty of Paris, he most probably 

rose in prominence for his capabilities in guerrilla warfare against the British as well as in 

diplomacy with them (Taylor 2012, 62, 75). But as well as being a signatory to the treaty that 

ended the First Carib War in 1773, Chatoyer was the paramount chief of the Carib peoples at 

the start of the Second Carib War in 1795. In a circa 1798 first-hand account of the Second  

Carib War period, Chatoyer is described as “commander in chief of the Leeward side” of the 

island, with his brother du Vallée commanding the Windward side (Anderson 1992, 224). 

During the Second Carib War, Chatoyer was killed (on 14 March 1795). British accounts 

suggest that he was instrumental in the drawn-out murder of three Englishmen and was 

subsequently killed by Major Leith of the island’s militia (Shephard 2013, 55; Taylor 2012, 

119-120). After this death, the British claimed, most probably falsely (Johnson 2007, 76), 

that a note was found in Chatoyer’s pocket that suggested a Carib alliance with the French 

and a desire to “annihilate” the British colonizers, “men, women, children” alike (Kim 2013,  

118; Young 1992b, 206). Both claims are contentious. The Vicentian historian Adrian Fraser  

(2011) disputes that Leith killed Chatoyer noting that the country’s Governor made no 

mention of this in dispatches, and we likewise find it debatable that Chatoyer would have 

been able to pen such a letter in a language foreign to him, when archival evidence shows  

Chatoyer only spoke and wrote in French when engaging with non-Caribs (TNA CO260/13, 

LinnSoc MS Andeerson 606). Regardless, for the British in 1795, gone was the “noble 
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savage” of 1773, and in its place was a figure of brutality; this new casting of Chatoyer also 

accorded with the desire of the British political administration and plantocracy to see the  

“Black Caribs” exiled, thus allowing access to land for settlement and crop development.  

  

Notwithstanding the exile of the “Black Caribs”/Garifuna and the death of Chatoyer at 

the hands of the colonizers, to the Garifuna globally and the people of St. Vincent, Chatoyer 

is a hero. Indeed, due to his heroic death at the hands of the colonizers, he is figure of 

resistance, and in 2002 was made St Vincent’s National Hero. An obelisk was erected in 

1980 to Chatoyer on Dorsetshire Hill, close to where he was killed, and a wreath-laying 

ceremony takes place there annually on National Hero’s Day, which falls on the anniversary 

of his death (March 14). This day, a national holiday, commemorates Chatoyer’s legacy with 

celebrations carried out in Garifuna villages on the island. The importance of Chatoyer to St. 

Vincent was summed up by the Ministry of Urban Development, Labour, Culture and 

Electoral Matters, which stated that Chatoyer “remains a hero even though his Carib empire 

has long since been destroyed” and that he is a “leading figure in the history of the  

Garifuna/Black Carib people [epitomized] his people’s contribution to the history of St. 

Vincent and the Grenadines” (2009, 116). At St Vincent’s Argyle International Airport, a 

portrait of Chatoyer by Calvert Jonesiv stands alongside those of Cuban and Venezuelan 

politicians and revolutionaries, Fidel Castro (d. 2016) and Hugo Chávez (d. 2013), thus 

firmly identifying Chatoyer as part of the wider regional anti-colonial pantheon. Indeed,  

Gullick notes that Chatoyer is, for the Garifuna, “a symbol of Black Power” (1995, 165).  

An annual conference held by the Vincentian Garifuna Heritage Foundation takes 

place around March 14 annually (these conferences started in 2012 and commemorate 

National Heroes Day), with diasporic Garifuna pilgrimaging to St. Vincent/Yurumein, and 

when the seas allow, to Balliceaux (Finneran and Welch 2020b). But it would be incorrect to 
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assume that Chatoyer has only become an important historical figure in more recent times. 

Indeed, efforts to claim his legacy as a significant symbol of African-Caribbean resistance 

date as early as the 1820s when the legend of Chatoyer as a figure of colonial opposition was 

instrumental in establishing Black theater in America.   

In 1821, in New York City an all-Black theater was founded by a Mr. Brown.  

Depending on the source, this founder was either Mr. James Brown (Peterson 1990, 37) or  

Mr. William Alexander Brown (Thompson 1998, 137). According to Peterson, Mr. James  

Brown was a native of the West Indies who settled in New York in 1816 after a career as “a 

steward on a Liverpool liner” (1990, 37). Meanwhile, Thompson claims a firmly and 

specifically Vincentian heritage for Mr. William Brown (1998, 136). While Brown’s first 

name may be a source of contention, his Caribbean origin and his career as the manager, 

director, and playwright of the African Grove Theatre is without doubt. We also know with 

certainty that Brown wrote and directed a play entitled “The Drama of King Shotaway.” On 

the handbill for its second performance in June 1823 (the handbill for its first 1822 

performance is lost), the drama is described as “founded on the facts taken from the 

Insurrection of the Carabs in the Island of St. Vincent.” The “Shotaway” of the play’s title 

was, of course, Chatoyer. Being one of the first plays that Brown wrote, “The Drama of King 

Shotaway” was a very early example of African-American playwriting (Thompson 1998, 

136). The theater in which the play was performed seated around 300 individuals and had a 

separate section for white people (Peterson 1990, 36). The African Grove Theatre was 

established as a direct response to segregation (Thompson 1998, 137), and the plays 

performed there were deliberately pertinent to the politics of the time, including the play 

written about Chatoyer’s life and death.   

With Chatoyer then established as a key historical figure in African-Caribbean history 

as well as in African-Carib history, we next move to where all this leaves “Punch Ladle, 
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1773.” As noted, undocumented (barring the 1923 WIC Circular article) until 1980, the ladle 

sat first in the London office of the Director of the WIC, an organization established as an  

“association between London Merchants engaged in West Indian trade and absentee owners 

of West Indian estates who lived in London” (Hall 1971, 1). It is now on display in the  

Museum of London Docklands (MoLD) in an exhibition about “London, Sugar & Slavery.” 

However, and perhaps most importantly, it is as far as can be established, the only extant 

artifact to be associated directly with Chatoyer. In the next section, we will explore the 

contemporary contextualization of this significant artifact.  

  

The ladle as contested heritage?   

The issue of repatriation of artifacts from western museums is a current lively topic, although 

the discourse has tended to be dominated by certain well-known cases (e.g., the Benin  

Bronzes, Hicks 2020). In comparison, the issue of Caribbean artifact repatriation from 

European and North American museums is rarely touched upon. However, there have been 

debates surrounding the Jamaican “Taino” material in the British Museum (Harris 2019). 

Specifically relating to St. Vincent, the U.S. Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) returned a 

collection of artifacts in February 2022 that had been removed from an archaeological site in 

1995 by an American missionary for his own personal collection (Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

and Foreign Trade 2022). Thus, clearly, the case of “Punch Ladle, 1773” does not exist in 

isolation.   

The curators of the “London, Sugar and Slavery” exhibition state that in part the 

“exhibition can provide a meeting place between collections, the institution, its audience and 

unresolved public issues” (Spence et al. 2016, 95). However, the issues around “Punch Ladle, 

1773” remain unresolved. The MoLD, as far as can be established, have not queried why the 

brass plaque on the artifact they display states it was gifted back to its homeland, yet remains 
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“loaned by the West India Committee.” Additionally, the WIC has no solid provenance for 

the artifact in their archives beyond it being one of “Two Treasures” in 1923, nor can current 

members explain why it was not returned to St. Vincent as the brass plaque claims. In St. 

Vincent, there is a hazy memory that the gift was offered, but that repatriation was not 

forthcoming; contemporary efforts toward repatriation are still too new to determine whether 

they may bear fruit. As such, this paper now shifts to consider what could be done with the 

artifact given its contentious provenance.  

There is a precedent in Britain for the return of historically significant artifacts, albeit 

it in a different context. By drawing on an example from the Kelvingrove Museum in  

Glasgow, Scotland, the authors suggest a potential way forward in thinking about “Punch  

Ladle, 1773,” and “reconciling issues of ownership” (Nicks 2003, 23). In brief, the  

Kelvingrove Museum was approached by the Lakota Sioux regarding ownership of several  

Sioux artifacts, most notably a sacred Ghost Dance Shirt. The Ghost Dance was a North 

American Indian religious movement that sought to bring back to life native peoples killed by 

colonizers. Ghost Dance Shirts once blessed, were believed to repel the bullets fired from 

American soldiers and were worn at the Battle of Wounded Knee (1890) which saw the 

slaughter of  between 150 and 300 Lakota men, women, and children by the American  

Cavalry. Kelvingrove’s Ghost Dance Shirt was gifted or sold to the museum in Glasgow by  

George Crager in 1892 as an artifact from Buffalo Bill’s Wild West show, which had been 

touring in Britain. The specific story of the eventual repatriation of the Kelvingrove Ghost 

Dance Shirt is not important to this paper, but what is important is that the item was returned 

home, and a replica was provided to the museum by the Lakota (Maddra 1996). The replica 

Ghost Dance Shirt now on display in the Kelvingrove Museum is used as a teaching tool to 

instruct about Native American history, and to show how multiple stakeholders can work 

together to a mutually beneficial resolution over a contentious artifact.  
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 As the only material artifact connected to the legendary Chatoyer, “Punch Ladle, 

1773” is sacred to the Garifuna and highly significant to Vincentians more broadly. We posit 

that a way forward in the immediate future is that the artifact be removed for examination by 

an expert in eighteenth-century Caribbean material culture and, by using photogrammetry, be 

replicated virtually using three-dimensional (3D) imaging. The 3D image could be made 

available digitally, allowing Garifuna people globally and Vincentians in St. Vincent and 

overseas access to it, leaving its repatriation to be negotiated by the WIC, MoLD, and the 

Vincentian government. As Johnson notes, with diaspora peoples relying on “artifactual 

representations to recall the homeland to mind” (2007, 33), providing online access to this 

unique and highly significant item would permit Garifuna worldwide to connect with 

Yurumein and, along with Vincentians both in St. Vincent and in diaspora, have a tangible 

connection to their National Hero. While repatriation talks take place however, we strongly 

suggest the MoLD relocate the artifact to a more suitable location within the exhibition that 

focuses on African-Caribbean culture, reworking the text board to explain its significance and 

highlight the object’s connection to colonial resistance.   

As noted, “Punch Ladle, 1773” currently sits in a glass cabinet in the “Slave 

Owner” section of the exhibition which focuses on wealthy good imported into the West 

India Docks, and William Mitchell (1742-1823) whose had “‘perhaps 16 or 18’ sugar 

plantations under his  

‘care’ at various times” and who in 1834 received financial compensation for releasing from 

slavery 2,234 enslaved African workers (“William ‘King’ Mitchell” 2022). However, we 

strongly assert that while historical records indicate that Chatoyer’s brother, du Vallée, had 

nine enslaved African workers on his cotton plantation (Gullick 1985, 82; Johnson 2007, 14), 

this specific artifact should not be associated in the museum with the slave trade itself as the 

current artifact location implies. Indeed, that the Garifuna are historically an unenslaved 
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people is, as Belizian historian H. Gilbert Swaso, states “a point of pride for the Garifuna 

people” (Brandes 2018); they were not enslaved and very few owned enslaved African 

workers.  

The issue of curatorial space is important. The “London, Sugar & Slavery” exhibition 

at the MoLD dates to 2007 and is now a permanent feature of the museum. In creating an 

exhibition, the contemporary curator selects objects to be displayed and places them with 

relevant text so as to construct a narrative for the visitor. A recent paper about the narratives 

presented within the Oak Alley Plantation in Louisiana, USA argued for individual stories 

about enslavement to be placed “in relation to other themes present in the museum’s narrative 

[which] help determine whether and how the commemoration of slavery is segregated, 

marginalized, or… incorporated” (Hanna 2015, 5); there is power in display (Staniszewski  

1998) and a signification process and relationship “between objects, people, places and ideas  

(Lind 2010, 46). By placing “Punch Ladle, 1773” in the section about “Slave Owners” and 

specifically noting prominent Jamaican plantation owners, the Mitchells, there is the strong 

probably that an incorrect link could be created by a visitor between Chatoyer and plantation 

slavery. Thus, the current placement of the artifact in an area about industrial enslavement is 

highly misleading. Adding to the potential for misleading the visitor is that, while the WIC 

are listed as owners of the artifact by the MoLD on their text board, as noted, the artifact’s 

display plinth has a brass plaque stating this is not the case. There is no information in the 

exhibition that clarifies this anomaly.   

We argue that “Punch Ladle, 1773’s” current location not only further marginalizes 

the artifact, but could confuse any inquisitive visitor. Further, the nearby electronic 

information screen has five slides on St. Vincent and the Grenadines which note that the  
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Carib Indians displaced the Arawak Indians, the “first people to live on the islands,” in the 

thirteenth century (slide 1), that St. Vincent was “originally names Hairouna by the Caribs”  

(slide 2), that most Vincentian are “decedents of enslaved Africans,” although there are some  

East Indians, Carib Indians and some “mixed race inhabitants” (slide 3), that the country’s  

“official language is English” (slide 4), and that the country’s exports are mostly agricultural 

and merchandise (slide 5). This information screen does nothing to relate the artifact to any 

of the five slides, and the slides say nothing about the colonial resistance of the Garifuna to 

British rule, nor their exiled fate at British hands. No visitor to the MoLD would learn much 

about the colonial history of St. Vincent or be able to place “Punch Ladle, 1773” within this 

history. Yet this omission could be rectified by providing more detailed information about the 

artifact on display that emphasizes the importance of Chatoyer to African-Caribbean peoples 

today and historically. This would not rub against contemporary decolonization efforts by the 

museum, nor conflict with the exhibition’s thrust to highlight injustices linked to British 

colonialism in the West Indies as well as the history and ongoing legacies of enslavement. 

Indeed, in 2020 the Museum of London was instrumental in the removal of a contentious 

statue of Robert Milligan, a Jamaican planter who “upon his death in 1809, owned 526 

enslaved Africans” that stood in front of MoLD, and produced an educational resource to  

encourage discussion about the history and legacy of enslavement (MoLD 2020).   

Anthony Shelton, curator of the “African Worlds” exhibition in London’s Horniman 

Museum, has noted how museums often continue practices rooted in colonialism. In the case 

of the MoLD’s 2007 gallery, there have been clear efforts to avoid what Shelton (2003, 184) 

calls the cultural colonialism of the “us and them” rhetoric. The gallery curators have exposed 

hidden connections between the enslavers and the enslaved; they have also made evident how 

the wealth of London was rooted in the labor of people forcibly transported from their 

homelands to work and die on plantations in the Caribbean and Americas—that is, if they 
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made it that far. They graphically highlight the ships and their human cargo, noting the 

onboard death rates as well as the life expectancy of those in enslavement, while emphasizing 

the ongoing legacy of colonialism and the transatlantic trade in enslaved African peoples.   

The WIC today, cognizant of their history, work with and for people in the Caribbean.  

As an organization, and in partnership with funding bodies, they have helped highlight the  

West India Regiment’s role in World War I; they have also assisted the National Museum of 

Monserrat in training young people to archive and curate. Following Hurricane Irma (2017), 

they produced a document to support Anguilla in their recovery and future resilience, having 

submitted evidence to the British Foreign Affairs Committee on the future of British  

Overseas Territories.   

Thus, in this paper, we do not in any way wish to downplay the contemporary efforts 

of both the MoLD and the WIC in acknowledging the British history of enslavement, nor do 

we wish to undermine each organization’s role in contemporary efforts to make amends.  

However, “Punch Ladle, 1773” appears to have fallen through the cracks. It is an artifact that 

speaks to the hidden history of the Garifuna, an African-Caribbean people with a unique 

indigenous ethnogenesis. The Garifuna are proud that they were never enslaved by 

colonizers, yet through du Vallée’s plantation workers, they have a complicated relationship 

with the enslavement of Africans – one group of people from whom they are descended. 

They have a heritage enmeshed in the legacy of colonialism, and a historic leader in 

Chatoyer, the only National Hero of St Vincent, the Garifuna homeland. Yet the only extant 

artifact to be attributed to him, is in a London museum in an exhibition on “slavery” in a 

section entitled “Slave Owners.”  

  

Conclusion  
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In this paper, we have sought to unpack the history of Chatoyer’s “Punch Ladle, 1773”, 

through providing a contextualized object biography that removes it from its current  

“orphaned, poorly documented” state. We have also sought to present a case for some form 

of repatriation that conforms with recent decolonialization efforts in museums until debates 

over its ownership can be resolved. We assert there are clear issues with the current 

presentation of “Punch Ladle, 1773,” an artifact significant and even sacred to the Garifuna 

people globally through its link with their ancestor Chatoyer. Given the Garifuna’s history as 

a people whose heritage was largely stripped away by the British when they were forcibly 

evicted from their homeland in 1797, this rare historical object becomes even more precious. 

Further, for the people of St. Vincent, a country whose complex history is intimately 

entwined with legacies of colonialism and the ghosts of enslavement, the symbolism of an 

artifact embued with a legacy of resistance to colonizers is highly important. For Vincentains, 

and for the Garifuna, Chatoyer is their National Hero, a source of identity and pride, and the 

ladle is the only material artifact identified as belonging to him. It thus has mythic qualities 

that resonate with wider debates about the commemoration of rebellion leaders of African 

and African-Caribbean descent in the Anglophone Caribbean (Phulgence 2015). As such, the 

artifact also links to ongoing discussions around the intergenerational legacy of enslavement 

and colonialism (Gump 2010, 52) and the continued need for decolonization (Coombes and  

Phillips 2020; Onciul 2015).   

By foregrounding the legacy of “Punch Ladle, 1773” as it speaks to British 

colonialism and the history of African-Caribbean anticolonial resistance, we have highlighted 

a narrative often subsumed beneath wider regional transatlantic metanarratives. We argue that 

these broader narratives often miss the nuances of the historical relationships between all the 

people in the wider transatlantic web. In a sense, this single artifact can be viewed as a 

metaphor for these complex and fraught relationships. The contextualized object biography of 
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“Punch Ladle, 1773” we have presented above embodies many of the debates around colonial 

contact, resistance, violence, indigenous Caribbean survival, and the politics of heritage in the 

present. Slthough perhaps physically unremarkable as a museum item, “Punch Ladle, 173” 

offers a potent heuristic centralizing symbol for a marginalized African- 

Caribbean people.   

  

Postscript  

On Monday 20th June 2022, Blondel Cluff CBE, Chief Executive of the WIC, uploaded a  

Tweet stating that discussions had taken place with His Excellency Cenio Lewis (HE Lewis), 

High Commission for St Vincent and the Grenadines, about how they could “work together 

on the national hero, Chatoyer, whose heritage is an intrinsic part of the history of the  

Caribbean and the UK”. It was accompanied by a photograph of them both in the WIC with 

“Punch Ladle, 1773” in its Perspex display case. Notably, the plaque noting the WIC 

presented the artefact to the Government and People of St Vincent in 1987 was absent from 

the wooden plinth on which the ladle sits (although the two white plaques were still present), 

and ladle had been turned slightly dislodging the metal band that runs around the rim of the 

cup; previously it was mounted at a slight angle to give the best view of the decoration on the 

cup. Having met with HE Lewis on Thursday 9th June 2022 and passed on this paper 

(prepostscript version) we look forward to developments regarding the artefact which is 

currently no longer part of the MoLD exhibition. Correspondence from HE Lewis to Dr 

Welch dated 27th June 2022 has noted that the Punch Ladle is now UNESCO-Protected and 

repatriation will require the St Vincent and Grenadines Government to follow procedure to 

obtain a  
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UNESCO release from the West India Committee.  For clarity, HE Lewis had, previous to 

our meeting, been sent a draft version of this paper via PM Gonslaves, who had been alerted 

to the paper via our communications with Nicola Redway of the Bequia Heritage Foundation.   
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