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1.0 Glass Artefact Analysis 

 

1.1 Introduction 

Presented here are the results of the analysis for glass artefacts recovered from archaeological 

excavations at 50 to 72 Union Street, Pyrmont, conducted for Urbis Pty Ltd by Casey & Lowe 

Associates.  This study begins with an overall quantitative summary of artefacts by form and 

function. The study area consisted includes Lots 1 to 3 in DP961297, Lots 11 to 13 in DP962021, 

Lots 6 to 10 in DP979736 and Lots 1 and 2 in DP185755.  

The discussion that follows includes data on temporal placement, function, origin, market access, 

technomorphology and reuse when applicable.  This discussion facilitates the subsequent analysis 

of the specific contexts and assists in addressing site-specific research questions set forth in the 

research design. 

 

1.2 The Assemblage 

The glass assemblage consisted of 3483 glass artefacts representing 521 items or minimum item 

count (MIC).  For the purpose of this study the glass assemblage is detailed by minimum item 

count (MIC).   For any serious archaeological research purposes, artefacts need to be considered as 

objects rather than rubbish. 1 They must be quantified in such a way as to facilitate functional and 

temporal analyses.2  Furthermore quantification in terms of MIC is essential when comparing data 

from this study with contemporary archaeological sites.3  

The initial discussion of the glass assemblage is presented as background for context analysis.  This 

discussion is not intended as an analysis of the glass assemblage from the entire site, for the site is 

composed of several lots and many occupational episodes, representing numerous individuals over 

time. The artefacts cannot be lumped together in one mega-assemblage that provides any 

substantive analysis that will contribute to the reconstruction and understanding of the site’s 

history.4 

This discussion begins with discussion of vectors of use. Functional and temporal data are the basic 

components of any artefact analysis. For the purpose of functional analysis items were grouped in a 

series of general use and specific use categories.  Standard typological methods were applied as a 

prelude to chronological reconstruction and chronological data were incorporated into functionally 

grouped artefact discussions.  

 

Glass MICs represented 32 percent of the Union Street artefact assemblage. These items were 

grouped into categories by form and function, including bottles (bottles, phials, jars), stoppers, 

tableware (tumblers, plates and stemware), window and mirror glass, and lighting items (globes, 

chimneys, lamp parts and shades). Bottles and their closures are discussed first by form and then 

by functional subcategories.  Tableware, lighting fixtures and flat (window) glass are discussed 

first by function and then by form. Bottles were the most abundant items in the collection and were 

subject to an in depth discussion. Other glass artefacts are subject to descriptive overviews.  

 

                                              
1 Sussman 2000, pp. 96–103. 
2 Casey 2004, pp. 27–43. 
3 Davies 2004, p. 230. Crook et al. 2002, pp. 26–38. 
4 Miller 1991. 
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1.2.1 Methodology 

Artefacts were catalogued according to a system developed by Dr. Mary Casey.  Information 

within this catalogue provided data on shape, function, material, completeness, count, minimum 

item count (MIC), description, dimensions, conjoins, product, manufacturer, reuse, and temporal 

placement.   

 

1.2.2 Dating Artefacts 

Standard typological methods were applied as a prelude to chronological reconstruction. Artefacts 

then were assigned dates through comparison of the identified artefacts with others having 

documented use-popularity patterns.  For bottle glass these dates were further enhanced by 

temporal documented information for bottle manufacturers and product manufacturers. All datable 

artefacts have a terminus post quem (TPQ) or a date when the item was first manufactured or a 

terminus anti quem (TAQ) or an end date for manufacture. During context analysis the TPQs are 

graphically represented.  Furthermore, mean dates were established for contexts with sufficient 

numbers.  These tools form the basis of statistical data that aid in calculating chronological 

placement for contexts.  

 

1.2.3 Function 

Artefacts recovered from the site were also examined on the basis of function or original intended 

use. For the purpose of functional classification artefacts are clustered into groups so that statistical 

analysis of these clusters can provide interpretive data on the site. As an overview, MICs for 

artefact by shape and use are shown in Table 1.1. For the purpose of this study any identified reuse 

patterns were discussed separately. Functional analysis categorised glass artefacts into eight 

identified groups (Fig. 1.1).  Observations on functional categories included: 

 All complete items were bottles or bottle stoppers 

 All beverage-related items were bottles and 90 percent of these bottles were for alcohol. 

Other bottles were for aerated water and cordial.   

 Food-related items consisted of tableware and commercial food containers.   

 All architectural related items were window glass.   

 Approximately 96 percent of pharmacy-related items were bottles.  Other items included 

medicine dose glasses, a stopper and variously shaped tubes.  

 Personal-related items were bottles for perfume, colognes and lavender water. 

 All pharmacy-related items were bottles. 

 Clerical items were ink bottles. 

 Household items consist of ornamental items (mirrors and dishes). 

 Service-related items consisted of lighting-related fixtures, chimneys and shades. 
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Figure 1.1: Relative frequency of glass artefacts by function. 

 

Table 1.1: Counts of glass artefacts by shape 

Shape Function MIC 

   

Bottle/jar/phial Alcohol 167 

  Beverage 18 

  Clerical 2 

  Food 25 

  food/condiment 42 

  Personal 7 

  Pharmacy 82 

  pharmacy/personal 2 

  unidentified/generic 6 

  Unidentified 53 

Total Bottles   405 

Tableware   

dish Food 7 

plate Food 2 

stemware Food 12 

tumbler Food 22 

tumbler/stemware Food 2 

Total Tableware   45 

Ornamental    

dish Household 1 

Lighting   

chimney Service 17 

prism Service 1 

shade Service 2 

globe Service 3 

lamp Service 2 

Total Lighting   25 

Closures    

stopper Beverage 0 

stopper Food 17 

stopper food/condiment 5 
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Table 1.1: Counts of glass artefacts by shape 

Shape Function MIC 

Total Closures  22 

Flat Glass   

prismatic/patterned glass Architecture 1 

mirror Household 2 

Total Flat Glass  3 

Other   

syringe Pharmacy 2 

Unidentified Unidentified 13 

TOTAL  521 

 

 

1.3 Bottles 

Much current research in historical archaeology depends on the interpretation of bottles.  For each 

bottle formal attributes were noted, including size, shape, colour, weight, function and temporal 

information. In association with other artefacts in a provenance, bottles suggest patterns of use and 

preservation.  The bottle is one of the most common glass artefact types recovered from 

archaeological sites.  Therefore, it was not unexpected that bottles represent approximately 16 

percent of the entire assemblage and 68 percent of the glass assemblage. 

The term “bottle” was used throughout this discussion to represent commercially manufactured 

glass storage containers, such as bottles, phials and jars.  Bottles contributed to both the temporal 

placement and the use (function) of the site.  Chronological data for bottle glass were based on 

advancements and/or changes in manufacturing technology over time.  Recognised bottle shapes 

enable identification of products consumed by the occupants of a site, which help answer questions 

about trade and economics.  Patented shapes and documented manufacturer and/or bottler 

embossments contribute chronological data, as well as helping to answer questions on consumer 

choice and market access. 

 

1.4 Bottle Typology 

A type series is a systematic method of identifying similar items by assigning a ‘series’ number to 

individual items with a similar attribute or set of attributes that facilitates easy access to the whole 

collection.  To facilitate the cataloguing and analysis of bottles and associated stoppers, Casey & 

Lowe has developed a type series. The bottle type series was designed as a searchable database 

with diagnostic attributes recorded and accompanied by an embedded digital image (Figure 1.2).  

In this manner the type series provided pre-considered and systematic categories in which bottles 

fit.5  

The intent of this multi-purpose type series was to 1) expedite the cataloguing process by reducing 

the entry of redundant descriptive and temporal information; 2), as a comparative reference for 

future cataloguing of similar whole or fragmented bottles; and 3) most importantly as tool to assist 

the analyst in accurate and quick retrieval of data. The database was designed with separate fields 

for bottle attribute data, including, finish, neck, shoulder, body and base.  Measurement fields 

consisted of the overall height of the bottle and base diameter.  General and specific function fields  

                                              
5 Crook et al. 2002, p. 33–34. 
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were provided to categorise the bottle’s original or intended use.6 A descriptive field was also 

included to record any stylistic attributes, such as moulded design, embossments and colour. 

Figure 1.2: Sample of bottle type series data form. 

Standardised nomenclature was used in the type series, as it was in the artefact catalogue.  The 

need for standardised bottle nomenclature for archaeological assemblages was first addressed in the 

1970s when John White assembled a glossary of terms for use in cataloguing bottles and their 

closures. 7  There are several references used by Australian archaeologists to standardise bottle 

nomenclature.8  For this type series the nomenclature for fields are defined as: 

Finish – The finish is the top most part of the bottle and consists of the lip, rim and bore. Each 

finish is made to accommodate a particular closure (cap, cork, etc.).  Since the top part of the 

bottle is the last part to be completed, it was called the ‘finish.’ 

Neck – The neck is the narrow part of the bottle between the finish and the shoulder.  Some wide 

mouthed containers, such as jars, have no neck. 

Shoulder – is the widened area of the bottle between neck and body. 

Body – The body is the main part of the container. 

                                              
6 NB: Bottle reuse and recycling is an issue for the analysis of an individual collection. 
7 White 1978, pp. 58–67. 
8 Boow 1991. Burke & Smith 2004. 
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Base – The base is the bottom of the bottle or jar and elements consist of the heel, resting point and 

push-up. 

Bottle measurements provide comparative data, as well as potentially assisting in the dating of 

bottles or fragments.  One study in particular, set out to develop a way to use actual measurements 

of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century British beer/wine bottles as a tool for dating different types of 

these bottles.9 Since over 22 per cent of glass MICs from the Union Street excavations were 

beer/wine bottles, recording measurement data was essential if this dating tool was to be used. 

Typically, a type series should not be used to assign function to a 

bottle form, but rather to record attribute data specific to that 

bottle. This is not to say that function cannot be identified from 

bottle forms.  Identification of standardised shapes enables quick 

determination of bottle primary, intended or original use but one of 

the pitfalls that archaeologists fall into is assuming function by 

form.  There are examples in the archaeological literature where 

mass produced generic bottles have been classified by 

archaeologists’ preconceived notion of function.10 In some 

instances a bottle type is most often associated with one product, 

but rare use as a container for another product(s) is known.  For 

example, the bottle type shown in Fig. 1.3 is almost always 

associated with salad oil. Yet an illustration in Zumwalt’s Ketchup, 

Pickles Sauces: 19th Century Food in Glass shows this same bottle 

embossed “Try Burnett’s 1D Jell Set,” which is identified as 

Australia’s Burnett’s Jelly Crystals.11 However, in the absence of 

such embossments bottles in the type series would be placed in the 

group they most commonly represent.  

In other instances generic bottle shapes were used for more than one type of product. For example, 

there were rectangular “panelled” bottles that were used as containers for food condiments, patent 

medicines, and cosmetics (Fig. 1.4).  In this situation, the function was assigned to the bottle type 

based on embossments and labelling when possible.  Unlabelled bottles were assigned to the 

generic category. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig.1.4: Panelled bottles from the early 1900s Whithall Tatum Catalogue.12 

For this study 46 bottle types (173 bottles) and one stopper type (22 stoppers) were identified. 

During this study 15 new bottle types were identified.  All whole bottles (81) were assigned a type 

                                              
9 Jones 1986, pp.115–123. 
10 Baugher-Perlin 1982. 
11 Zumwalt 1980, p.64. 
12 Munse 1970, p.179. 

 

Fig. 1.3: Salad oil bottle 
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series designation.  Partial and fragmented bottles were assigned a type series designation when 

sufficient attributes were available to identify the type.  

 

Table 1.2: Type series representation in Union Street 

assemblage. 

Number of 

Types Shape Function Quantity 

  Beverage  

4 bottle alcohol 50 

1 bottle aerated water 5 

1 bottle Clerical 1 

16 bottle Food 39 

4 bottle Personal 4 

14 bottle Pharmacy 73 

5 bottle Unidentified 6 

      

1 stopper Food 22 

Total     Total 

46   200 

 

 

1.5 Bottle Chronology 

From the time of British colonisation until the late nineteenth century Australia’s primary source of 

bottles and bottled products was Great Britain.  Therefore, the focus of this chronological study of 

bottle glass was the British glass industry; its technology and factors that affected it.  From the 

mid-eighteenth century to mid-nineteenth century there was a dichotomous development in the 

technology of bottle glass.  For one hundred years (1746 – 1845) British excise duties on common 

green bottle glass were one eighth that levied upon flint glass.13  As a result two- and three-piece 

moulds were developed for bottles made from higher taxed glass that produced thinner, lighter 

bottles.14 

 

Manufacturing Technology 

Twenty-five percent of the bottles (111) were cylindrical British beer/wine bottles that were made 

from common green bottle glasses that range in colour from dark green (black), olive, to medium 

green.15  These all purpose alcohol bottles were also used for cordial, aerated waters and other 

household products, but often their use as the latter was in fact a reuse of the bottle.16 

From the mid-eighteenth century to the mid-nineteenth century these bottles were manufactured 

using the standardised technology of the time, however, during this period cylindrical beer/wine 

bottles underwent major and minor changes in shape and size of the finish, neck, shoulder, body 

and base.17  Studies of these forms provide date ranges that were established through datable seals 

and from dated archaeological contexts.18 Based on the results of these studies, characteristics of 

finishes (lip and rim) and base (heel, pontil, push-up), as well as shape and size of neck, shoulder, 

body and base contribute, alone or in combinations, to the temporal placement of these bottles.  

                                              
13 Lardner 1832, p.151. 
14 Boow 1991, p.115. 
15 Colour cannot be used in assigning temporal placement of these bottles, as the composition of the metal 

was determined by each manufacturer’s preference.   
16 Davies 2004, p.238. Carney 1998, pp.80–93. 
17 Jones 1986, p.6. 
18 Jones 1986, pp.33 71; Dumbrell 1992, p.134; Noël Hume 1970, pp.63–68. 
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Conical push-up bases (with ridges around the push-up) (1820–1870) were the most common 

datable characteristic observed for cylindrical beer/wine bottles in this collection (59). Dates for 

other beer/wine bottles were established by the type of empontilling method used to hold the bottle 

during the finishing process and the finish process itself (Table 1.3).  The majority of bottle 

finishes (94%) were produced by a form tool. While this technology was developed in the 1820s, it 

was common on beer/wine bottles from 1850s – 1920s. The remaining finishes (2) were non-

diagnostic applied finishes. Chronological data for datable attributes of British beer/wine bottles are 

shown in Table 1.3. 

 

 

 

Eighty-eight percent of beer/wine bottles (52) had datable attributes, alone or in combination. 

Thirty-three percent of bottles (20) were complete and subject to in depth analysis to determine any 

trends for the assemblage. Thirteen whole bottles had conical push ups: five with ridges, six 

Rickett’s patent type and one with an open pontil scar.  In addition, six whole bottles were 

identified as having an 1830s variation of Rickett’s patent type and two had domed push-ups. 

Thirteen bottles had form finished lips.  Relative frequencies of combined chronological data for 

whole beer/wine bottles are shown in Table 1.4.  Results of this study indicated that the majority of 

whole beer/wine bottles were manufactured during the second half of the nineteenth century. 

Throughout the nineteenth century bottle technology advanced steadily for other bottle forms. By 

the end of the nineteenth century glass containers were mass produced, relatively inexpensive, and 

consequently readily disposable.  Therefore, they became increasingly popular as packaging for all 

manner of commercial products.  The frequency of container glass entering into the archaeological 

record since the mid-nineteenth century has also increased dramatically as a result.   Chronological 

data for manufacturing techniques are shown in Table 1.5; these techniques form the basis for 

dating bottles in the collection from the mid-nineteenth century to early twentieth century.  

  

Table 1.3: Chronological data for British beer/wine bottles 

Technomorphology Date Range 

  

Conical push-up  1790 – 1870 

Dome shaped push-up with sand-pontil 1720 – 1870 

3 part shoulder height mould with dip mould 

body (Rickett’s patent) 

1820s –1920 

Form tool finish 1850 –1920 
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Table 1.4: Chronological data and relative 

frequencies for whole beer/wine bottles 

Quantity 

 

% 

Date 

From 

Date 

To 

1 5 1820 1860 

2 10 1820 1870 

1 5 1830 1870 

1 5 1830 1920 

1 5 1835 1870 

10 50 1850 1870 

4 20 1850 1920 

20 100   

 

 

Table 1.5: Chronological data for nineteenth-

century bottle glass  

Technomorphology Date Range 

  

  

Finishing tool 1820 – 1920s 

Post bottom mould 1820s+ 

Cup bottom mould 1850 + 

3- part moulds (Ricketts type) 1820s–1920s 

2- or 4 part vertical moulds 1850s – 1920s 

Internal threaded finish 1879 –1920s 

External threaded finish 1885+ 

Crack-off finish 1850 – 1920s 

Internal ledge finish 1850 – 1910 

  

Patent Common Name Date Range 

  

Codd bottle 1875 – 1930s 

Torpedo (Hamilton) 1790+ 

  

 

 

Bottle and Product Manufacturers 

The basic distinction was made between bottle manufacturers (glassworks) and product 

manufacturer (brewer, distiller, etc). Documented manufacturers’ marks for glass containers served 

to establish date ranges for each company.  Primary sources of this information included 

Toulouse,19 and Boow.20   Five different bottle manufacturers were identified. Chronological and 

location data for manufacturers are shown in Table 1.6.   

  

                                              
19 Toulouse 1971, 1977. 
20 Boow 1991. 
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Table 1.6: Chronological and locational data for manufacturers 

Manufacturer Date Range Location Country 

    

Aire & Calden Glass Bottle Co. 1836 – 1913 Castleford, Yorkshire England 

Cooper & Wood 1859 –1868 Portobello Scotland 

Lyon Bros Makers c1876 Liverpool England 

Melbourne Glass Bottle Co. 1902 –1915 Melbourne, VIC Australia 

Vance & Ross 1900 –1940 Alexandria, NSW Australia 

 

Aire & Calden Glass Bottle Co. was founded as Edgar Breffit & Co., in 1832 near the confluence 

of two rivers and the Aire Canal.  Breffit was known for several industry patents from the 1850s to 

the 1880s. The official name of the company changed to Aire & Calden Glass Bottle Company in 

1836. 

Cooper & Wood was formed in 1859 by Richard Wood, a successful bottle manufacturer, when he 

took his brother-in-law Thomas Cooper as a partner. The partnership lasted a few years and the 

trade mark was used until 1868. 

Melbourne Glass Bottle Co. was founded in 1872 by Felton Grimwade & Co., a Melbourne 

pharmaceutical company, and continued operating under that name until a merger with a number of 

other national glassworks firms to form Australian Glass Manufacturers in 1916. 

Vance & Ross was established in Alexandria, NSW, in 1900. It was acquired by Australian Glass 

Manufacturers in 1914, but continued to operate under that trademark until 1940s. 

 

A further chronological refinement came from labelling practices (product embossments and labels 

on containers) and trademarks for product manufacturers. Chronological placement for these items 

was derived from a large variety of sources: foremost among these were Deutshcher for Australian 

brewers,21 Baldwin and Fike for patent medicines,22 Jones for Sydney aerated waters23 and 

Zumwalt and Arnold for food products.24   Chronological data and source for product 

manufacturers are shown in Table 1.7.  

  

                                              
21 Deutsher 1999. 
22 Baldwin 1975. Fike 1987. 
23 Jones 1979. 
24 Arnold 1985, Zumwalt 1980. 
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Table 1.7: Chronological and locational data for product manufacturers 

Product Name 

Product 

Description Location  Country  Date Range  

     

Barrett & Co. aerated water Sydney Australia 1876 – 1895 

Barry's Tricopherous For the 

Skin and Hair patent medicine New York USA 1851 – 1982 

Comstock’s Dr. Morse’s Indian 

Root Pills patent medicine New York USA 1835 – 1980s  

Dinneford's Fluid Magnesia patent medicine London England 1860s –1930s 

Goodall Blackhouse & Co 

Yorkshire Relish condiment Yorkshire England 1837+ 

L. M. Green Prod. patent medicine NY USA 1876  – 1916 

Henfrey & Co. aerated water Sydney Australia 1856  – 1916 

Holbrook & Co. club sauce Birmingham England 1872+ 

Hora & Co. castor oil London England 1860 – 1915 

Lea & Perrin's  club sauce Worcester England 1837+ 

Marchant Ltd aerated water  Australia 1909 – 1930 

Piesse & Lubin perfume New York USA 1888+ 

E Rimmel Perfumer perfume Paris/London France/UK 1850+ 

James Stewart whisky Saucei Scotland 1793-1917 

Vandenbergh  Co gin  Netherlands 1870 –1890 

George Whybrow oil/vinegar London England 1840+ 

Udolpho Wolfe's Aromatic 

Schnapps schnapps Schiedam Netherlands 1848 –1920 

 

 

1.6 Bottle Use Patterns  

Determining the use or function of a bottle provides insight into many aspects of the lives of the 

occupants of a site, including their dietary habits, leisure activities, economic pursuits, health 

concerns and personal hygiene.  As shown in Table 1.1, bottles were classified by function or 

original use into seven general function categories: Alcohol/liquor (41.3%), Beverage (4.5%), 

Clerical (0.5%), Food (16.6%), Personal (2.2%), Pharmaceutical (19.8%) and Pharmaceutical/ 

Personal (0.5%). Due to their generic shape, there were 1.5 percent of bottles for which function 

could not be determined and 13.1% of bottles which were too fragmented for form or function to 

be determined. 

 

Alcohol/liquor 

Alcohol bottles generally made up the majority of glass containers recovered from nineteenth-

century archaeological sites in Sydney and other Australian urban centres.25  As previously 

mentioned, until the late nineteenth century most bottles were imported into Australia and most 

came from England. The high excise on other forms of glass containers made their cost 

prohibitive, their use and reuse almost mandatory, and their presence in the archaeological record 

scarce.  Not so with green bottle glass typically used for alcohol bottles such as beer, wine and 

champagne.  The majority of alcohol bottles from the study site were identified as common green 

beer/wine bottles (70.3%) and champagne bottles (24.8%). The remainder were spirits (1.8%), 

unspecified alcohol (2.4%) and unspecified beer/wine/champagne (0.6%).  

 Beer/wine – There were 116 beer/wine bottles. Approximately 96 percent were common 

green glass (dark green, dark olive green or black).  

                                              
25 Davies 2004, p.237. Harris et al., p.125. 
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 Champagne – There were 41 champagne bottles in the assemblage.  Most of these 

champagne bottles were manufactured between 1850 and 1920. Archaeological and 

historical records indicate that from the mid-nineteenth century imported beer and wine 

were commonly stored in these “champagne style” bottles.26 Therefore, bottles classified in 

this study as champagne contained alcohol (champagne, beer and wine), but it cannot be 

verified that they did indeed contain champagne.  Observations regarding this category of 

bottles included that: 

 

o 44 percent were from context 3400 

o 78 percent had deep push-ups with large mamelons 

o Seven had tooled finishes (Contexts 3002, 3209 – 3211, 3400) 

o Eight had sloped topped champagne finishes (Contexts 3209 –3211. 3400) 

o Three had cracked-off finishes (Context 3400) 

 

 Spirits – There were three spirits bottles in the assemblage.  One is a classic flask shape 

(3211). One was from distiller James Stewart & Co., Saucei, Paisley, Scotland (context 

3400) and one other bottle had no further distinguishing marks (3414).  

 

Other Beverages 

Other beverage bottles consist of aerated water (15) and cordial (3). Observations are as follows: 

 

 One cordial bottle is embossed [C]ORDIA[L] (context 3217) 

 Three aerated water bottles were Codd patent (context 3211, 3223 and 3231) 

 Three aerated water bottles were egg or torpedo shaped (contexts 3406 and 3400) 

 Three aerated bottles were from Sydney product manufacturers 

o Barrett & Co. (context 3202) 

o Henfrey & Co. (context 3406) 

o Marchant Ltd. (context 3229) 

 

                                              
26 Boow 1991, p.68, Stanbury 2003, pp.155 –157. Jones et al. 1985, p.79. 
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Ink Bottles 

Until the nineteenth century containers for ink were mostly ceramic.  Glass ink bottles became 

common containers for ink by the 1840s.27 There were three ink bottles in the assemblage (contexts 

3231, 3223 and 3002). 

 

Food 

Food is a focal point of any culture.  It is central to nutrition and health. The social association and 

rituals are important in any culture. However, as Lawrence points out: 

 

Despite the cultural importance of food, the study of colonial Australian diet and 

foodways, or how food was prepared, served, and consumed, has not received a 

great deal of attention.28 

 

Commercial containers for food, found on archaeological sites, have the potential to impart 

information regarding the dietary habits of the site occupants.  Glass food containers (bottles, jars) 

were used to package and store a large variety of processed food products. For the purpose of this 

study food containers were divided into three specific groups: condiment, preserving and generic 

containers.   

 

Prior to discussing these groups it is important to understand the colonial Australian diet.  There is 

one noticeable difference between the European diet and Australian diet during the late eighteenth 

century and the nineteenth century.  The meal patterns of the working class Australian were 

influenced more by the original convict rations (predominantly meat and bread), than by the 

traditions of established British meal patterns (meat and two vegetables). One of the major 

differences was that Australian food habits were characterized by a preponderance of meat in the 

diet, usually three meals per day. Typically, the colonial Australian consumed 270 lbs of meat per 

annum, compared to a British diet of 109 lbs per annum.29 

 

During the eighteenth century and early nineteenth century there was a noticeable lack of 

vegetables in the Australian diet. Fresh vegetables did not factor highly in the early colonial 

Australian’s diet until the Chinese, who had originally been drawn to Australia by the gold rushes, 

turned to vegetable growing to earn a living. By the mid nineteenth century, well stocked vegetable 

gardens were established in suburbs and country towns.30  While vegetables do not appear much in 

the archaeological record, the predominance of meat is often noted.31 

 

There were 67 food-related commercial containers among the glass assemblage.  Approximately 72 

percent were condiment bottles, including oil/vinegar (15), pickle/chutney (25) and sauce bottles 

(8). The remainder were fragmented commercial containers. 

 

 Condiments – Food containers potentially provide insight into what type of meals were 

served. Condiments figured prominently in the Australian diet as flavouring agents to 

enhance bland meals based on salted meats.  They were foremost in providing evidence of 

dietary patterns and give an indication of the types of sauces and pickled vegetables served 

with meats.   

 

o Vinegar/oil – The presence of vinegar/oil bottles (15) in the assemblage is 

consistent with findings from other eighteenth-century and nineteenth-century 

                                              
27 Munsey 1970, p.120. 
28 Lawrence 2001, p.1. 
29 Lawrence 2001, p.4. 
30 Clements 1986. 
31 Lawrence 2001. 
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Sydney and Australian sites. Vinegar figures prominently in most meals and was 

once commonly used to flavour meats, soups and on occasion even as a beverage, 

as noted in a convict’s story “and in addition each man was given one pound of 

black bread, with a pint of sour vinegar miscalled table beer.”32 A staple in the 

Australian pantry, vinegar was used as a food preservative, such as in pickles and 

chutneys, and also had a number of household uses, such as cleaning and 

deodorising.33  There were two marked vinegar/oil bottles identified as George 

Whybrow bottles (context 3400). 

 

o Pickles and Chutneys – Before the invention of refrigeration pickles and chutneys 

served as a substitute for salads. Pickled vegetables have been popular for 

centuries, with their strong flavours providing a pleasing contrast to the blandness 

of potatoes and bread. Chutney, a condiment of Indian origin, was adopted and 

adapted quite enthusiastically by the British. Its combination of sour, hot and sweet 

flavours was used most often to perk up the flavour of leftover meat. Pickle and 

chutney bottles were the most common of the identified food containers (25).  

There were eight identified types and one bottle was for Goodall Blackhouse’s 

Yorkshire Relish (context 3232). 

 

o Meat Sauces – Meat sauces were used to enhance the flavour of lesser quality cuts 

of meat. There were eight sauce bottles in the assemblage; seven were identified as 

Worcestershire sauces. The origins of Worcestershire sauce are the subject of 

speculation.  The most common story is that the sauce’s origin was in India. Two 

bottles were embossed Lea & Perrin (context 3231 and 3400). Lea & Perrin is 

probably the world’s best known meat sauce.  It gained prominence in the world 

market through clever marketing practices (Fig.1.5).  Chemists turned 

entrepreneurs John Lea and William Perrin put cases of their Worchester sauce on 

ocean liners and paid stewards to serve their sauce in the dining rooms.34 Five were 

embossed Holbrook sauce bottles (contexts 3202, 3223 and 3231). Holbrook was a 

subsidiary of Coleman’s Foods of Birmingham, England (Fig 1.6). 

 

  

Figure 1.5: 1920’s Lea & 

Perrin’s advertisement 

Figure 1.6: 1902 Holbrook’s advertisement 

 

                                              
32 Tucker nd, p.27. 
33 Moore 1997, Introduction. Diggs 2000, p.38. 
34 http://www.lea-perrins.com/about/heritage.php 
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Personal 

Personal-related glass items were typically containers associated with an individual’s cosmetic, 

hygiene and grooming needs.  Of the seven personal-related glass bottles in the assemblage, five 

were scent bottles: two lavender water bottles and three perfume/cologne bottles. Identified product 

manufacturers consist of E. Rimmel, (context 3400) and Piesse & Lubin (context 3202), popular 

English perfume suppliers to Australia during the nineteenth century. 

 

Pharmacy 

Pharmaceutical glass bottles consisted of any container used for the sale or dispensing of 

medicines.  A total of 82 containers were identified as pharmacy bottles.  Of this number, 36 

bottles were rectangular generic types used by chemists and for patent-medicines and remedies. 

These bottles would have had an affixed paper label for chemist and/or product identification.  

Thirteen bottles bore embossments that aided in the identification of their contents. These are 

detailed in the following discussion. For 90 bottles, content was identified by unique bottle shapes 

(gin/schnapps and castor oil). 

 

 Patent and Proprietary Medicines – Patent and proprietary medicines are products 

offered and promoted to the public under a distinctive name and distinctive package. The 

worldwide success of these products from the late eighteenth century through the early 

twentieth century (and beyond) was due to a number of factors: quality of professional 

medical care, availability and astute marketing. 

 

At the turn of the nineteenth century orthodox medicine was inadequate in practices and 

knowledge.  While medical improvements were significant during the nineteenth century 

there was still an acute lack of qualified doctors in Australia. Furthermore, the medical 

profession was held in low esteem at this time.35  Practitioners were slow to adopt the latest 

medical procedures and hospitals were a place for the diseased and dying. The early 

twentieth century was most likely the first time in human history "in which the random 

patient with a random disease consulting a random physician had a better than 50-50 

chance of benefiting by the encounter."36  
 

Until the nineteenth century most people relied upon home remedies and some had their 

own home medical books and recipes, handed down from generation to generation.37  For 

example, products to relieve constipation, such as castor oil and magnesia, have been 

medicinal remedies for centuries.  Taken internally, castor oil was used as a treatment for 

constipation, intestinal inflammation and worms. Constipation, due to poor dietary habits, 

was quite possibly a wide-spread problem in nineteenth-century Sydney due to the high 

proportion of meat in the diet.  Castor oil was often taken in large doses to expel worms, 

also a common health problem of the time. External uses of castor oil include poultices for 

the relief of swollen and tender joints and placed on the chest for congestion, cough, or 

fever.  Two Hora castor oil bottles were recovered from context 3400. 

Another remedy to survive the patent medicine era of the late nineteenth century was 

magnesia, a common remedy for constipation. Magnesia is a mineral that in ancient times 

was actually dug out of a hill in Magnesia (now Manisa), a city in western Turkey, and 

eaten to soften stools. Dinneford’s Fluid Magnesia has been one of the most popular patent 

magnesia products since the 1860s (Figure 1.7 - context 3400). 

 

                                              
35 Cannon 1975, p.133. 
36 Dukes nd, p.18. 
37 Piper 1983, p.4.  
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Figure 1.7: Advertisement for Dinneford's Fluid Magnesia in Burke's Landed Gentry.38 

 

While the success of these two remedies throughout the 

centuries was due to their effectiveness, Dr. Morse’s 

Indian Root Pills, also a remedy for constipation 

(among a list of complaints), owed its success to 

marketing (contexts 3229 and 3202). Over time an 

elaborate story of "Dr. Morse" and the pills' origins 

was fabricated. The story was inserted in every box of 

the pills, stating that ‘Dr. Morse had travelled widely in 

Asia, Africa, Europe and North America, spending 

three years among the Indians of our Western country, 

where he discovered the secret of the Indian Root Pills.’ 

Not only were there no Indians involved in the 

development of this product, there was no Dr. Morse.  

However, the romanticism of the adventurer and the 

Native American made for good marketing.39 

 

Figure 1.8: Trading card for Dr. Morse’s Indian Root Pills. 

 

The lack of qualified medical advice gave opportunity for all manner of quack practitioners 

to advertise their cure-alls in reputable journals, which were available from the local 

chemist or grocer without the cost of a visit to the local physician.  Patent medicines could 

be anything from herbal remedies, alcohol based remedies, or more commonly in 

Australia, an opium remedy, which formed the basis of many successful painkillers, such 

as chlorodyne and laudanum.  During the nineteenth century, opium and/or morphine-

based patent medicines were readily available in Australia from the local chemists’ or 

grocers’ shelves without prescription. At the turn of the twentieth century Australia was the 

largest per capita consumer of such medicines in the world and the white female population 

was the most likely Australian demographic to have developed opium habits.40 One such 

remedy was Dr. A. Boschee's German Syrup, manufactured by L. M. Green of 

Woodbury, New York, which was primarily laudanum (context 3211). The patent 

                                              
38 Burke 1886.  
39 Marcell 2002.  
40 Norberry. 1997. 
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medicine business declined after the passage of the US Pure Food and Drug Act in 1906 

and by 1916 Green discontinued this product.41  

Topical remedies such as Barry's Tricopherous For the Skin and Hair were marketed as 

hair restoratives. Barry's Tricopherous was first made available in the late 1840s by 

"professor" Alexander C. Barry.  Its formula was based on an authentic traditional 

barbershop preparation that was registered with the US Patent Office.42 In the pamphlet 

that accompanied each bottle the label claimed that: 

 

 

"The affinity between the membranes 

which constitute the skin, and the hair 

which draws its sustenance from this 

triple envelope is very close. All diseases 

of the hair originate in the skin of the 

head. If the pores of the scalp are 

clogged, or if the blood and other fluids 

do not circulate freely through the small 

vessels which feed the root with moisture 

and impart life to the fibers, the result is 

scurf, dandruff, shedding of the hair, 

grayness, dryness and harshness of the 

ligaments, and entire baldness, as the 

case may be. Stimulate the skin to 

healthful action with the Tricopherous, 

and the torpid vessels, recovering their 

activity, will annihilate the disease. In 

all affections of the skin, and the 

substrata of muscles and integuments, 

the process and the effects are the same. 

It is upon the skin, the muscular fiber, 

and the glands, that the Tricopherous 

has its specific action, and in all 

affections and injury of these organs, it 

is a sovereign remedy."  

 

 

In Holland, distilled grain alcohol was originally considered a medicinal product, which 

they used as a base and infused with helpful herbs and plants. These concoctions evolved 

into the recipes for gin used today. Seventeenth-century physican Franciscus Sylius, is 

generally credited for introducing juniper berries into the mix and thereby giving gin its 

first name, “genever” (Dutch for “juniper”), which an English penchant for brevity would 

eventually shorten to “gin.” 

From the mid nineteenth century one of most oft found patent medicines on archaeological 

sites worldwide is Udolpho Wolfe’s Aromatic Schnapps. The product’s popularity was due 

to clever marketing practices and no doubt its alcohol content. There were 42 gin/schnapps 

                                              
41 Goodwin 1999:12.  
42 http://www.hairquackery.com/hairquackery/historicalquackery/006barrystricopherous.shtml 
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bottles in the collection, two of which were from Dutch product manufacturers Udolpho 

Wolfe (context 3211 and 3400) and one Vandenbergh Co. (context 3400). 

 

 

1.7 Market Access 

A market access study is the examination of factors affecting individual selection of goods in the 

context of the supply-demand interactions and spatial distribution of goods along transportation 

networks from manufacturer to distributor to consumer. A network could be as small as purchases 

from the neighbourhood shop or extend half way around the world. To determine where Sydney 

was looking to for its goods requires understanding the commerce of its port and of the entire 

nation. To understand changes in market access in Australia requires the examination of worldwide 

commerce.  

 

During the nineteenth century many developments affected international commerce on a worldwide 

basis. In 1869, the opening of the Suez Canal brought new and faster trade routes to Australia from 

Europe. The late nineteenth-century introduction of the iron steam freighter led the way to new 

trans-Pacific routes between Sydney and major North American ports, such as Vancouver and San 

Francisco.43  While Germany and America were new market competitors actively cultivating the 

Australian market, Britain was still Australia’s major trading partner. Australia’s place in the world 

market elevated considerably due to Britain’s increased dependency on Australian wool and the 

downturn in British agriculture. In the 1870s, Circular Quay was rebuilt to accommodate this 

increasing trade and Darling Harbour, Balmain, and Pyrmont all underwent reconstruction by the 

mid-1880s.44   

One way to determine where Sydney was looking for its commerce is to look to the archaeological 

record. Bottles with embossments are one of the best sources of information for observing trade 

practices, however, data used in this study needs to be considered with data from other artefact 

classes to accurately interpret market access patterns.  Bottles used in market access analysis were 

those for which locational information on bottle manufacturer and/or product manufacturer could 

be determined. There were seven bottles exhibiting manufacturers’ embossments representing five 

different bottle manufacturers (see Table 1.6): Australia (4), England (2) and Scotland (1).  There 

were 26 bottles exhibiting product manufacturers’ embossments representing 16 different product 

manufacturers (see Table 1.7): Australia (3), England (12), Netherlands (3), Scotland (3) and USA 

(5). 

The paucity of bottles marked with bottle manufacturer information precluded comparative analysis 

with other local sites. With the exception of Australia, most product manufacturers were from 

countries with well established glassworks and it is likely that they acquired bottles domestically in 

their respective countries.  All Australian-made products were from Sydney based aerated waters 

manufacturers (Barrett’s, Helfrey & Co. and Marchant’s). Observations on products from other 

countries included: 

 English products represented mostly trade-marked condiments that were popular 

throughout Australia during the nineteenth century, including meat sauces, (Lea & Perrin, 

Holbrook, oil and vinegar (George Whybrow) and relish (Goodall Blackhouse & Co.). 

 Perfume was imported from England and the US. 

 All patent medicines were American (Comstock, Barry and Green), while the traditional 

remedies were from English product manufacturers (Hora and Dinneford). 

 Whisky was from Scotland (Cooper & Wood and James Stewart) 

 

                                              
43 Bach 1976, p.146. 
44 Cannon 1975, p.186. 
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Similar purchasing patterns were observed for a variety of other nineteenth-century sites in the 

surrounding area.  For example, in the mid to late nineteenth century, residents of the slums of the 

Blackwattle Swamp, also drank Scottish whisky and used the same brands of meat sauces and 

fragrances.45 The late nineteenth-century residents of Jackson’s Landing, Pyrmont’s working class 

neighbourhood, also used the same brands of meat sauces, such as George Whybrow’s oil and 

vinegar, Marchant and Barrett aerated waters.46  Results of market access analysis suggest that the 

purchasing practices of the residents of the study area were typical of the Sydney area at large.   

 

 

1.8 Tableware 

Glass tableware is an underappreciated artefact category in the archaeological record. This is due, 

in part, to the low relative frequency of recognisable glass tableware in a typical assemblage, and 

because fragility and resulting fragmentation of this type of artefact often renders its form and any 

decorative motifs unrecognisable.  Generally, this high degree of fragmentation also hinders 

establishment of MICs. There were 45 glass tableware items identified from the excavation at 50 to 

72 Union Street.  Tableware forms and quantities are listed in Table 1.1. Eighty percent of glass 

tableware could be attributed to a known form, approximately 80 percent of which was identified 

as drinking vessels. Of this number none were complete items and there were only nine partial 

tableware items that had more than one defining element (rim, body, bowl, stem, foot, etc.). 

 

Function, form, durability and socio-economic factors all contribute to the manufacture-deposition 

lag time of an item.47 As Table 1.1 shows the majority of tableware (69%) was utilitarian items 

used for everyday purposes (dishes, plates, tumblers), whereas stemware that was reserved for 

special occasions represented only 25% of tableware. By the 1820s vessel forms that were 

previously only produced in ceramics were now being produced in glass.  At the Union Street site 

there were a few such items including two plates and seven “dishes” (bowls or plates). While these 

items were classified as utilitarian, the low relative frequency of these items suggested that they 

were most likely reserved for special occasions, a factor that might be affected by the socio-

economic status of the working class residents at this location. 

 

Tumblers represented the majority of identified tableware forms (61%) and provide the most useful 

temporal and consumer-choice information.  From excavations of nineteenth-century archaeological 

sites in Sydney, Parramatta and outlying towns, panelled pressed-moulded glass tumblers are 

ubiquitous.  Approximately 60 percent of tumblers (13) were panelled and all but one were 

pressed-moulded tumblers.  From the 1850s pressed-moulded panelled tumblers were made in a 

variety of patterns, which was consistent with the patterns from most contemporary archaeological 

sites across the country.48  For most tumblers in the assemblage the panels terminate in gothic 

arches, but the exact patterns differed. One tumbler had cut diamond patterning which was 

common on Anglo-Irish tableware from the mid eighteenth century.  One tumbler had a moulded 

starburst on the base (1800s). 

 

Fine stemware, like fine porcelain tableware, was highly valued and was most likely used only on 

special occasions, a fact that contributed to the long life of such fragile items. There were12 items 

of stemware identified in the assemblage. There were six bowl or bowl/stem fragments.  Bowl 

shapes were identified for three bowls: two ovoid and one conical.  Four had press-moulded design 

elements (1820+), including a row of ovals (eggs) on the lower bowl (context 3414), one stem 

                                              
45 Harris 2005. 
46 Casey & Lowe 2000. 
47 Manufacture-deposition lag is the difference between the time of manufacture and the time an artefact 

enters the archaeological record. 
48 Godden Mackay Logan 2005; Williamson 2004, p.33. 
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with an angular knop (context 3212), one ovoid bowl with 6-sided stem (context 3231) and a row 

of dimples on lower bowl (3400).  There were three intact feet: two with ground pontil scars and 

one with a rough pontil scar. All feet were plain conical. 

 

 

1.9 Household Ornamentation 

There was one ornamental item associated with household decorating activities.  It was a press-

moulded bowl with a swirling floral decorative motif. 

 

 

1.10 Lighting 

For the first 50 years of the colony, lighting was provided by imported candles and oils.  The 

scarceness of these commodities prompted one of the first commercial industries in Australia – a 

candle making shop.49  While candles were the most common source of light, evidence of their use 

in the archaeological record is limited.  Evidence of oil lamps is more commonly found.  The 

development of the whale oil industry during the eighteenth century led to the first major 

innovation in lamp design in centuries. The vertical wick lamp originated with Ami Argand’s 1784 

English patent that took the previous technology of a vertical wick and enclosed font and added an 

enclosed lamp burner and chimney to enclose the flame.50  Basic elements of a vertical wick lamp 

include the chimney, burner (metal) and font (glass, ceramic or metal).  Shades for these lamps 

were available by the1840s.   

 

Lamp chimneys comprise 68 percent of the 25 lighting-related items found on site. Wide-spread 

use of lamp chimneys came only after kerosene as lamp fuel became popular in the 1820s.  

Originally, a straight cylinder, shapes adapted over time to accommodate newly developed burners. 

In archaeological collections, lamp chimneys are most often fragmented and identification of body 

fragments is established by its cylindrical shape and thickness of the glass. By the 1850s the lower 

body of the lamp chimney became bulbous and by the late nineteenth century crimped or beaded 

upper rims were common decorative motifs.51  One bulbous bodied lamp chimney was recovered 

from context 3218 and one crimped rim was recovered from context 3205. One lamp chimney was 

needle etched with a spiral design (context 3218).  In addition one solarised (straw) lamp chimney 

was recovered from context 3218 (1914-1920s). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.8: Lamp chimneys available in the 1905 Feldheim, Gotthelf and Company catalogue. 

 

                                              
49 Jean 1991, p.3. 
50 Woodhead et al. 1984,p.58. 
51 Woodhead et al. 1984,p.58–61. 
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Glass vertical wick lamp bodies or fonts became popular in the 1840s when press-moulded varieties 

gained popularity with patterns akin to glass tableware.52 There were two press-moulded vertical 

wicks lamps in the assemblage (context 3400). For one the decorative design elements included a 

rope motif rim band and stylised leaves with facets.  The other lamp was plain.  From the same 

context as the lamps one lamp shade and one lamp globe were found.  Lamp shades were used to 

diffuse the light from the flame of vertical wick and gas lighting fixtures.  The shade was clear 

with a hand-crimped everted rim (context 3400).  The globe was acid frosted with flanged rim 

(context 3400).  Also used to diffuse and reflect light were prismatic ‘crystals,’ which hung from 

the lamps.  One such triangular prism was recovered from context 3400. 

 

1.11 Flat Glass 

Until the mid nineteenth century there were two manufacturing techniques for window glass. 

Crown glass was considered the best kind of glass commonly used in windows.  Broad glass was a 

common description of window glass made of inferior ingredients.53 Crown window glass was 

thinner and finer than its contemporary broad glass. During the early 1800s there was a preference 

for crown glass in the Australian colonial market. This preference was not based on quality but 

instead was influenced by the British weight-based excise duties placed on glass. Until the 1830s 

most of the imported window glass was crown glass from Britain.54  By the 1830s Australians 

began to realise that the thinner glass was not well suited for the frequent hail storms in Sydney and 

surrounds. In 1845 the excise tax on glass was repealed and by the 1870s broad glass and the new 

and improved cylinder glass had gained preference over crown glass which had all but disappeared 

from the Australian market by the 1880s.  In the Union Street assemblage there was a 25:1 ratio of 

crown glass over broad glass, suggesting that most construction occurred prior to the 1870s.   

 

Patterned window glass (also known as prismatic, obscure, figure or decorative glass) was 

developed in 1888.55  It was used to diffuse the detail of objects, control light, and for decorative 

purposes.  Often manufactured in translucent colours, patterns were unique to manufactures. All 

patterned glass found in the study area was recovered from context 3211. 

Plate glass was originally developed by the French in the seventeenth century.  English polished 

plate glass was first processed at Ravenshead in 1773. While the use of plate glass was unlimited in 

both household and commercial settings, one common use during the nineteenth century was for 

mirrors56.  In the collection there were three occurrences of plate glass (context 3202, 3213 and 

3232). 

 

Mirror glass has a long history dating back to the ancient Egyptians and Romans. The quality of 

mirrors remained relatively poor until French gaffer Bernard Perrot patented a method for rolling 

out smooth, undistorted glass (plate).57  The chemical process of coating a glass surface with 

metallic silver was discovered in the nineteenth century. This advance inaugurated the modern 

techniques of mirror making. Both French and German inventors are credited with the development 

of this process. There were four fragments of mirror glass from context 3211. 

 

 

1.12 Closures 

Sometimes closures can impart as much information on temporal placement and function as the 

containers they seal.  All of the seventeen closures were club sauce type stoppers.  Of this number, 

                                              
52 McKearin and McKearin 1948,p.377. 
53 Lardner 1832, pp.114 – 148. 
54 Boow 1991, pp.100-101. 
55 London Crown Glass Co ND. 
56 Boow 1991, p.107 
57 Campbell 2006, p.11. 
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five were embossed with product manufacturers’ names: three for Holbrook’s meat sauce (1872+), 

one for Lea & Perrin’s Worcestershire sauce (1837+) and one for a George Whybrow condiment 

bottle (1840 – 1900s).  In addition, there were two marbles from Codd patent aerated water bottles, 

which were not considered as MICs because they were integral parts of the bottles. 

 

 

1.13 Syringes 

In 1853, the first hypodermic needles were developed simultaneously but independently by a 

Scottish physician Alexander Wood and French surgeon Charles Pravas (Fig. 1.9). This invention 

was facilitated by the 1844 development of the hollow needle by Irish physician Francis Rynd.58 As 

shown below, the first syringes were manufactured entirely of metal with rubber seals. In 1897, the 

all-glass syringe was first sold by H. Wulfing Luer of Paris.59 Two plungers and one glass barrel 

from glass hypodermic syringes were recovered from context 3400. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Fig. 1.9: Examples of early syringes developed by French surgeon Charles Pravas.

                                              
58 BLTC Research  
59 Becton, Dickinson and Company 2006. 
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2.0 Context Analysis 
Pursuant to the research design, analysis of glass artefacts was undertaken to assist in the 

interpretation of the site. Select general and site-specific research questions were identified for 

inclusion as part of the glass material culture analyses.  General questions as to temporal and 

functional interpretation of the material culture are fundamental to and form the backbone of any 

material culture study. Results of these analyses are presented for designated contexts. Site-specific 

questions are addressed, where appropriate, in the context discussions and analysed in depth in a 

more comparative framework in the specialist analysis. 

 

2.1 38/40 Edward Street Cesspit (3400) 

Cesspits or privies as archaeological resources have been the subject of numerous articles during 

the last five years.  In 2000, an entire issue of Historical Archaeology was dedicated to the subject 

“What we can learn from the excavation of privies.”  The report of archaeological investigations at 

Five Points, a nineteenth-century slum in New York, presents the documented and archaeological 

evidence of contemporary privy cleaning and sanitising practices.  Most recently, Penny Crook and 

Tim Murray’s article on the analysis of cesspit deposits from The Rocks details approaches to 

assessing cesspit deposits.60   

One of the ‘guides’ for the assessment of cesspits is LeeDecker’s 1991 study of disposal processes 

and behaviours associated with the formation of cesspit deposits, which identifies the accumulation 

of cesspit fill as resulting from the following processes: 1) direct deposition of human and other 

waste, 2) accidental loss of objects, 3) deliberate placement of artefacts and/or materials to serve as 

percolation fill, 4) gradual, long-term accumulation of direct household refuse, 5) rapid deposition 

of refuse as part of a major cleaning or site abandonment event, and 6) re-deposition of household 

refuse originally deposited in yard or sheds areas.61 

For the purpose of this study, one factor considered was the abandonment of this cesspit as an 

active lavatory in 1879 when City Council began enforcing mandatory sewerage installation and 

usage by householders. Another factor was systematic rubbish collection which was citywide by 

1875. 

 

By the 1880s there were small terrace houses along the western side of the study area boundary. 

These were home to families that had similar occupational profiles to those residing elsewhere 

within the study area and the rest of the Pyrmont area. The cesspit (context 3401) at the rear of 

38/40 Edward Street was associated with one or both of these households. 

Excavations located a sandstone cesspit (context 3401) at 38/40 Edward Street.  The east wall of 

this feature was cut by the brick wall and cement slab associated with the subsequent flour mill. 

Over 41 percent of the site’s glass items (214 MIC) were recovered from the fill of this cesspit 

(context 3400).  The majority of glass items from the cesspit were bottles (176), including 68 

whole bottles.  In addition, there were 65 window glass fragments.  Other artefacts included 

tableware (19), lamp parts (15), syringes (2) and stoppers (2).  

Chronological data were available for 92 percent of the MICs and for all window glass fragments. 

As Figure 2.1 illustrates, TPQs for glass range from 1790 to 1900.  The 1790s date represented the 

development of the “torpedo” or egg-shaped aerated water bottle that was in use until the early 

1900s.  The 1820 TPQs represented the beginning manufacture date for a range for bottles and 

tableware whose technomorphology did not change throughout the majority of the nineteenth 

                                              
60 Wheeler 2000; Crook & Murray 2004, p.44-56. Yamin, 2000, p.94. 
61 LeeDecker 1991. 
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century, primarily 3-part shoulder hinged beer/wine bottles (with dip mould body) and press-

moulded tableware.  The 1850 TPQs represented a large variety of bottle manufacturing 

technologies and product manufacturers’ production dates, foremost among these were 

gin/schnapps and champagne bottles, both of which had date ranges extending into the early 

twentieth century. Temporal information was also provided from documented bottle embossments. 

As shown in Table 2.1, the dates for these bottles range from the mid 1830s to the early twentieth 

century.   

 

 

  Figure 2.1: TPQs for glass artefacts from the cesspit at 38/40 Edward Street 

 

Table 2.1: Chronological data for bottle embossments from the cesspit at 38/40 Edward Street 

Description Mark From To Qty 

     

sauce 
Aire & Calden Glass Bottle Co. (bottle 

manufacturer) 1836 1913 1 

patent medicine Barry's Tricopherous For the Skin and Hair 1851 1982 1 

beer/wine Cooper & Wood (bottle manufacturer) 1859 1928 2 

patent medicine Dinneford's Fluid Magnesia 1860s 1930s 1 

patent medicine Hora & Co. 1860 1915 2 

condiment Lea & Perrin's Worcestershire  Sauce 1837+   1 

beer/wine Lyon Bros Makers (bottle manufacturer) c1876   1 

condiment 
Melbourne Glass Bottle Co. (bottle 

manufacturer) 1902 1915 3 

perfume E. Rimmel Perfumer 1850+   1 

gin/schnapps Udolpho Wolfe's Aromatic Schnapps 1848 1920s 1 

gin/schnapps Vandenbergh  Co.   1870 1890 1 

condiment George Whybrow 1840s+   1 

 

 

Results of temporal analysis indicate a gradual, long-term accumulation of direct household refuse 

from the late 1830s to the early twentieth century. With the lack of systematic rubbish collection in 

Sydney until the1890s and mandatory citywide sewerage connection by 187962 (available from 

1860) the cesspit could have been abandoned as an active lavatory as early as the 1860s and used 

                                              
62 Coward 1988, p. 95. 
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for household refuse during the next three decades. After the introduction of citywide rubbish 

removal it appears that deposition into the cesspit was sporadic and may represent re-deposition of 

household refuse originally deposited in yard or sheds areas. 

Functional analysis classified approximately 93 percent of the glass MICs into five identified 

groups: Beverage (80), Food (50), Personal (5), Pharmacy (50) and Service (15). A functional 

representation of MICs for each spit is shown by quantity in Figure 2.2 and by relative frequency 

in Figure 2.3.  In addition, there were 65 window glass fragments that represented architectural 

debris shown in Table 2.2 by quantity and relative frequency for each spit.  Observations made 

during functional analysis included:  

 

 Architecture – All window glass was categorised as architectural debris.  Relative 

quantities of both window glass fragment counts and weights suggested that most structural 

modifications and/or repairs and maintenance were represented by debris in the upper most 

spit. 

 
Table 2.2: Relative quantities of window glass by spit 

found in Context 3400 

Spit Weight Quantity 

 # % # % 

     

1 224 44.3% 34 52.3% 

2 68 13.4% 7 10.8% 

3 118 23.3% 15 23.1% 

4 96 19.0% 9 13.8% 

     

Total 506 100% 65 100% 

 

 Beverage – Approximately 45 percent of all bottles from this cesspit were beverage related 

and most beverage bottles were alcohol related (74), including 55 beer/wine, 18 

champagne and one whisky.  There were also four aerated water bottles and two cordial 

bottles in the Beverage Group. As Figure 2.3 shows, the highest relative frequency of 

beverage bottles was from Spit 2.  

 

 

Figure 2.2: Functional representation for MICs from cesspit fill by spit (context 3400). 
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Figure 2.3: Relative frequencies for functional representation for MICs from cesspit by spit (context 

3400). 

 

 Food – Food related items consisted of commercial containers (27), stoppers (2), tableware 

(19) and two items that could have been either bottles or tableware.  The majority of 

commercial containers were condiment bottles, including pickle/chutney (15), oil/vinegar 

(9) and meat sauce (1).  Tableware items included tumblers (11), stemware (3), one 

bowl/plate and unidentified tableware (4). 

 Personal – There were five personal grooming bottles recovered from the cesspit.  Four 

bottles were embossed with trademark information for E. Rimmel Perfumer of Paris and 

London.  The fourth was a handcrafted perfume bottle with hexagonal inswept base with 

rough pontil scar. 

 Pharmacy – The majority of pharmacy-related items were bottles (96%).  Twenty-two 

pharmacy bottles (44%) were gin/schnapps bottles, including one for Udolpho Wolfe’s 

Aromatic Schnapps and one for Vandenbergh Co., both of Scheidam, Netherlands that 

were recovered from Spit 1.  Other trademarked products found in the cesspit fill included: 

o Home Remedies – Traditional home remedies such as Dinneford’s Fluid Magnesia 

and Hora’s Castor Oil (2),  

o Patent Medicines – One bottle of Barry’s Tricopherous For the Skin and Hair. 

The remaining pharmacy-related items were two hypodermic syringes recovered from Spit 

4. Given that these syringes are incomplete, it could not be determined if they were partial- 

or all-glass syringes. 

 Service – All glass service related items were lamp parts, including lamp fonts/bases (2), 

chimneys (10), globes (2) and a lamp prism. 

Results of glass analysis for the fill of the cesspit at 38/40 Edward Street suggested an 1830s – 

1900s date range.  The glass items from the lower spits in the cesspit dated earlier than subsequent 

deposits, suggesting that the accumulation in the cesspit represented gradual, long-term 

accumulation of direct household refuse. The glass assemblage had several indicators of a typical 

nineteenth-century domestic assemblage, including: 

 

 a high relative frequency of alcohol bottles 

 a variety of traditional food condiments used to enhance the flavour of meat meals 
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 home remedies and patent medicines  

 popular fragrances 

 

Atypical items consisted of the hypodermic syringes.  Due to the relatively new development of 

these medical tools during the nineteenth century, they were typically associated with an 

assemblage that was related to a hospital or physician. Opiate-based pain-relief solutions were the 

primary intravenous solutions injected during the nineteenth century.63 

 

 

2.2 Gillespie Brothers Flour Mill (3202 and 3204) 

The Gillespie brothers’ Anchor Flour Mill, situated at 52 Union Street, was commissioned in 1921. 

The mill complex covered the whole of the study area. The mill was demolished in 1986. 

Demolition debris from previous terraces located at 66 Union Street and 62 Union Street consisted 

of contexts 3202 and 3204 respectively.  

There were 19 glass items (MIC) recovered from these contexts. All but one artefact was 

recovered from context 3202, including 12 bottles, 5 stoppers, a plate glass fragment and 10 crown 

window glass fragments. The one glass item from context 3404 was a partial beer bottle. 

Chronological data were available for 100 percent of the artefacts (Figure 2.4).  The 1820 TPQs 

represented the earliest date of manufacture for a range of bottles whose technomorphology did not 

change throughout the majority of the nineteenth century, including form-tooled lip shapes, conical 

push-ups and post bottom moulds. The 1850 TPQs represented club sauce stoppers that were in use 

during the last half of the nineteenth century and the first half of the twentieth century.  Temporal 

information provided from documented bottle embossments (Table 2.3) served to narrow the date 

range for the context and indicated a late nineteenth-century to turn of the twentieth century date 

range. 

Functional analysis classified approximately 68 percent of the glass MICs into five identified 

groups: Beverage (5), Food (7), Household (1), Pharmacy (1) and Personal (1).  In addition there 

were two bottles identified as pharmacy/food related and for two bottles no function could be 

determined. Observations made during functional analysis included: 

 Beverage – Beverage bottles were beer/wine (2) and aerated water (2). 

 Food – Condiment bottle stoppers (5) and unspecified food containers.  

 Household – The one highly polished 7.5mm plate glass fragment was possibly a mirror or 

used as table top protection. 

 Pharmacy – The one pharmacy bottle was for Morse’s Indian Root pills, a popular patent 

remedy during the nineteenth century and early twentieth century. 

 Personal – the one personal-related item was a Piesse & Lubin perfume bottle. 

 

                                              
63 Hodgson 2001. 
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Figure 2.4 TPQs for context 3202 and 3204 

 

Table 2.3: Chronological data for bottle embossments from context 3202 

Description Mark From To Qty 

     

patent medicine W.H. Comstock/ Morses Indian Root Pills 1835 1920 1 

aerated water Barrett & Co. 1876 1895 1 

perfume Piesse & Lubin 1888   1 

club sauce Holbrook & Co. 1872   1 

 

Results of analysis of glass indicated that the terrace house demolition deposits underlying the 

Anchor Flour Mill (contexts 3202 and 3204) dated from the late nineteenth century to turn of the 

twentieth century.  Commercial products provided a snap shot of the residents who lived in these 

terrace houses.  They had typical consumer purchasing patterns evidenced throughout Sydney 

during this time.  The residents had common medical concerns and turned to popular patent 

medicines for relief. 

 

 

2.3 House No 66 Union Street: Room 1 (context 3211) 

By the 1860s there was extensive development along Union Street. Between 1870 and 1900 most of 

these houses were residences for tradesmen, many of whom worked in the nearby ship building 

yards. By the early twentieth century the one-story terrace house at No. 66 Union Street was 

reported to be a boarding house.64 

The glass artefacts from Room 1 in the house at 66 Union Street consisted of 26 items (MIC) that 

were, for the most part, highly fragmented (451 fragments).  The majority of glass items (85%) 

were bottles.  Other glass consisted of stoppers (2), tableware (1) and unidentified glass (3).  In 

addition, there were 135 window glass fragments.   

Chronological data were available for approximately 58 percent of the items and all window glass 

(Figure 2.5). The 1820 TPQs represent the earliest possible manufacture date for a range of bottle 

technologies that did not change throughout the majority of the nineteenth century, primarily form-

finished lips (1820 –1920) and post bottom moulds (1820+).  Specific dates provided by 

documented products also contributed to temporal analysis and suggested a mid- to late nineteenth-

century date range for the assemblage. 

                                              
64 Casey & Lowe 2003, p. 30. 
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Figure 2.5: TPQs for glass artefacts from House 66, Room 1 (context 3211). 

 

Functional analysis classified approximately 59 percent of the glass MICs into three identified 

groups: Beverage (12), Food (9) and Pharmacy (3). Architecture-related items consisted of 135 

window glass fragments. In addition there were 2 containers classified as food/pharmacy, 12 

unidentified containers and 2 items for which neither form nor function could be identified.  

Observation made during functional analysis included: 

 Beverage – Beverage-related items were all bottles, including beer/wine (3), champagne 

(2), spirits (1), unspecified alcohol (3) and aerated water (3) bottles. 

 Food – Food-related items consisted of commercial containers (5), stoppers (2) and 

tableware (2). Commercial containers were primarily condiment bottles (3) consisting of 

oil/vinegar and containers for pickles or chutneys.  Likewise, all stoppers were for 

condiment bottles. For the most part tableware was too fragmented for form identification.  

One MIC was identified as the rim of a tumbler or stemware. 

 Pharmacy – Two pharmacy bottles were for gin/schnapps and one was for an unspecified 

patent medicine. One gin/schnapps bottle was for Udolpho Wolfe’s Aromatic Schnapps of 

Shiedam and the patent medicine bottle was from L. M. Green of New York. 

The lack of diversity in the glass assemblage from Room 1 in the house at 66 Union Street 

precluded in depth analysis of this context.  Glass items from this context were typical of late 

nineteenth-century domestic assemblages in Sydney.  Condiments containers were standard types 

found in most households of the time.  Similarly, beverages consumed were standard products 

found in a residential setting. 

Results of analysis for glass from underfloor deposits from Room 1 in the house at 66 Union Street 

indicate a mid- to late nineteenth-century date range and elements in the glass assemblage were 

typical of items available to the nineteenth-century Sydney market. 

3.0 Discussion 

Glass from the cesspit at 38/40 Edward Street provided the most insight into the lives of Pyrmont’s 

nineteenth-century residents. These deposits represent an accumulation of household rubbish from 

the commencement of residential development until the homes were demolished for construction of 

the Anchor Flour Mill. Commercial containers, in particular embossed bottles, provided an 

abundance of information on consumer purchasing practices, dietary habits, medical concerns and 

gender-related personal hygiene. 
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Consumption habits were demonstrated by a variety of products. The high relative frequency of 

beer/wine bottles is consistent with nineteenth-century Sydney patterns of alcohol consumption.  

The presence of condiment bottles indicated that meat dishes might have been based on inexpensive 

cuts of meat that required sauces and chutneys to make them more flavourful.  

Digestive aids, such as schnapps and intestinal remedies, such as castor oil and fluid magnesia, 

indicated that the residents experienced typical maladies of the time.  The products they turned to 

for relief were also typical of those used by residents of other nineteenth-century Sydney area 

neighbourhoods. The popularity of particular brands was in part due to astute marketing practices 

by the ever-growing patent medicine industry. 

The medical paraphernalia was an unusual find in a residential assemblage. During the late 

nineteenth century the primary use of hypodermic needles was for the intravenous injection of 

medical opiates, in particular morphine. Opiates were the most effective, inexpensive and readily 

available pain medication of the late nineteenth century and an ingredient of many of the popular 

patent medicines.65 However, intravenous injections of morphine were reserved for the most severe 

pain. 

                                              
65 Hodgson 2001. 
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