The Parks Canada

GLASS GLOSSARY

\\)
C,\)f“ P
s ( ORDY
\) \.> ,l/
p\ Q r.;)
S =~ )
= )
N CuE MASTS
S b 'l’;
. :
c“‘/ g ‘.{,




The Parks Canada

GLASS GLOSSARY

for the description of containers, tableware, flat glass, and closures

Olive Jones and Catherine Sullivan,

with contributions by
George L. Miller
E. Ann Smith
Jane E. Harris
Kevin Lunn

Revised Edition

Studies in Archaeology
Architecture and History

National Historic Parks and Sites
Canadian Parks Service
Environment Canada



©Minister of Supply and Services Canada 1985, 1989

Available in Canada through authorized bookstore agents and other
bookstores, or by mail from the Canadian Government Publishing
Centre, Supply and Services Canada, Hull, Quebec, Canada K1A 0S9.

En frangais ce numero s'intitule Glossaire du verre de Parcs Canada (n°
de catalogue R64-162-1985F). En vente au Canada par l'entremise de
nos agents libraires agréés et autres librairies, ou par la poste au
Centre d'édition du gouvernement du Canada, Approvisionnements et
Services Canada, Hull, Québec, Canada K1A 0S9.

Price Canada: $12.25
Price other countries: $14.70
Price subject to change without notice.

Catalogue No.: R61-2/9-27-1989E
ISBN: 0-660-13245-1
ISSN: 0821-1027

Revised edition published under the authority
of the Minister of the Environment,
Ottawa, 1989.

Editing, layout, and design: Barbara Patterson
Concept for cover: Rod Won
Cover: Drawing by C. Piper

The opinions expressed in this report are those of the author and not
necessarily those of Environment Canada.

Parks publishes the results of its research in archaeology, architecture
and history. A list of titles is available from Research Publications,
Canadian Parks Service, 1600 Liverpool Court, Ottawa, Ontario,
KI1A OH3.



The Parks Canada Glass Glossary for the Description of
Containers, Tableware, Closures, and Flat Glass

Olive R. Jones and Catherine Sullivan,
with contributions by
George L. Miller, E. Ann Smith, Jane E. Harris, and Kevin Lunn

[a—

10
12
14
16
17
17
17
22
22
23
31
32
33
35
39
39
43
47
47
49
49
50
50
55
59
57
58

69

71
71
72
73
75
76
76

78

Acknowledgements
Introduction

Part I. Glass General

Catalogue Number
Category
Material
Colour
Condition
Commercial Marks
Personalized Marks
Manufacturing Techniques
Mouth-blown Manufacture
Free-blown Bottles
Moulded Glassware
Contact Moulding
Pattern Moulding
Optic Moulding
Press Moulding
Machine-made Container Manufacture
Miscellaneous Manufacturing Techniques
Finishes and Rims
Bases and Feet
Vented Moulds
Lettered and Figured Plate Moulds
Cutting
Lampworking
Glassware Decoration
With Hot Glass
With Chemicals
With Abrasives
With Adhesives
Common Decorative Motifs
Patterns

Part II. Glass Containers

Category

Subcategory

Popular Name (Model)

Manufacture: Containers

Commercial Marks

Personalized Marks

Decoration: Containers

Container Descriptions
Finish



79

80

&1

82

&3

&3

&5

86

86
116

125

127
127
129
129
130
130
131
131
133
133
134
134
136
136
137
138
138
141
142
143
144
145
145
145

147

149
149
149
157
159
160
161

169

171
171
171
171

Bore
Lip
String Rim
Neck
Shoulder
Body Shape
Heel
Resting Point/Surface
Base
Container Dimensions

Part IIl. Glass Tableware

Category
Manufacture: Tableware
Base
Finish
Commercial Marks
Decoration: Tableware
Subcategory
Bowl
Carafe
Cruet/Castor
Decanter
Dessert Glass
Mug/Cup
Pitcher
Plate
Salt and Salt Liner
Stemware
Drinking Glass
Stemmed Serving Vessel
Tumbler
Miscellaneous Tableware
Indefinite
Undiagnostic
Unidentified

Part IV. Closures

Category
Subcategory
Stoppers
Covers
Lids
Liners
Patented Closures

Part V. Flat Glass

Category
Subcategory
Manufacture
Window Glass



173 Bibliography
179 Index

Tables

72 Table 1. Category: Container

74 Table 2. List of terms for container manufacture
127 Table 3. List of terms for tableware manufacture
130 Table 4. Decorative techniques

132 Table 5. Category: Tableware

Submitted for publication in 1981 by Olive Jones, Catherine
Sullivan, et al.,, Archaeological Research Division, Parks Canada,
Ottawa.



| QUOUULDODOULOULUCUD000U00BUULLUUUCLOC0EEECEBEBUUUC0B0O



PREFACE
TO THE REVISED EDITION

Revisions have been made to Potash-Lead
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(p. 58), and Figures 52 and 91.
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INTRODUCTION

Background

The Parks Canada Glass Glossary grew out
of an attempt to create a standardized system
for the cataloguing of glass artifacts from
sites excavated by Parks Canada. Standardi-
zation became essential in the mid-1970s when
the Parks Canada Material Culture Research
section decided to participate in the National
Inventory Program, a computerized data stor-
age and retrieval system offered by the
National Museums of Canada. Because the
National Inventory Program used natural lan-
guage rather than numerical codes, it was
necessary to standardize terminology as much
as possible to facilitate computer searches for
objects via various traits. Standardization was
also extended to traits such as measurements
that would not be used in computer searches.

The National Inventory data base was
viewed as a pool of potential research data. In
designing a cataloguing manual for use with
the National Inventory system, therefore, an
attempt was made to envisage all possible
research questions that might arise related to
traits of glass artifacts. The resulting
cataloguing process was of course very time
consuming and has forced a rethinking of what
is essential to record.

Cataloguing

Although there has been a great deal of
discussion on classification and typology, well
summarized by Hill and Evans (1972), cata-
loguing as part of the archaeological process
has basically been taken for granted and dis-
cussion of it in the archaeological literature
has been minimal. In some institutions cata-
loguing is nothing more than putting a pro-
venience number on the artifacts. At the
other extreme there are institutions that go
into great detail in describing each artifact;
cataloguing is treated like the process of ex-
cavation, where an attempt is made to record
everything because the site cannot be re-
excavated. Usually artifacts are not thrown
away after they are catalogued, so the need
for a complete description of everything that
can be gleaned from every fragment is ques-
tionable. Anyone attempting to incorporate
everything in this glossary into their cata-

loguing process will be in danger of consuming
their budget with only a catalogue of artifacts
as a final product. Few projects can afford
this luxury if continued funding is expected.

What are some of the considerations in-
volved in cataloguing? First, there is a need
for collections management. This includes
numbering the artifacts and making an inven-
tory record of the artifacts from each unit to
enable a researcher to be sure all artifacts are
present when analysis begins. Beyond that
basic need, each project should evaluate its
own uses for its catalogues and the types of
information needed to fulfill those needs.
Some researchers use the catalogue as a tool
in research but most catalogues are never
looked at once completed, unless they are
published. If collections are in open storage it
is often much faster to visually scan the
collections than to read the catalogue records.
Another consideration is whether the cata-
logue is to be of fragments or of objects.
Cataloguing fragments can be a quick
straightforward process handled by relatively
inexperienced lab workers but cataloguing ob-
jects requires time and experienced personnel.
Determining which fragments represent ob-
jects involves identifying functional forms,
identifying parts of a whole, and deciding how
many of each type of object are present. For
example, do the various pieces of wagon hard-
ware in a collection belong to one or to more
than one wagon; which bottle necks belong
with which bases? If objects are to be cata-
logued, then the collection requires analysis
before the cataloguing process begins. The
time and cost involved have to be weighed
against the expected results and use.

Different archaeological contexts have
varying potential for answering questions
about the past and require different types of
information and research input. For example,
if a site is known to have been occupied for 5
years then dating the site using the artifacts
would be of questionable value. The artifacts
could, however, be used to test already-
established chronologies or to study time lag
or artifact use life. Nor do all excavated units
need be given the same degree of treatment;
treatment should depend on the unit's ability
to contribute to interpretation of the site.
Post-occupation fill from an unknown source,
for example, would contribute very little
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information. It would be appropriate to
recognize different levels of cataloguing
treatment for different types of contexts
keeping in mind the project research questions
when selecting information to be collected and
recorded.

The above comments relate to site inter-
pretation. Beyond that lies the area of arti-
fact research. With the introduction of com-
puters, archaeological catalogues have the po-
tential to become accessible to researchers
from institutions other than the one creating
the catalogue. In addition to providing access
to stored information, the computerized cata-
logue record can facilitate research questions
involving correlation, distribution, and seria-
tion which are essential for studies of chrono-
logy, typology, and technology. Many other
questions related to and growing out of these
interests can be thought of, along with other
research objectives such as pattern recogni-
tion and studies of association. It is probable
that almost every trait that can be identified
for glass containers and tableware could be of
use for some research problem. However,the
amount of time required for cataloguing, and
the cost of data entry into the computer,
prevent such a universal approach.

Once again it is up to the research organi-
zation to establish what the objectives are in
terms of research, and what present and fu-
ture obligations will be undertaken to provide
information to other researchers. For exam-
ple, efforts made to record traits used in
establishing chronologies for objects rarely
recovered from archaeological sites would not
be a productive use of time. One cannot hope
to cover all research questions that could
come up, and extensive descriptive catalo-
guing should not be substituted for research.
(For a discussion of the use of the computer in
museum cataloguing see Chenhall 1975.)

The Glossary

The Parks Canada Glass Glossary reflects
the types of glass containers and tableware
recovered from sites excavated by  Parks
Canada. These sites include French and Bri-
tish military forts and outposts, fur trade
sites, domestic and industrial sites, and ship-
wrecks. In time period the bulk of the collec-
tions date from the 18th and 19th centuries.
The vast majority of the glass used in Canada
was imported, first from France, then Britain,
and later and to a lesser extent from the
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United States. Other countries were also
sources of glass but not to any extent. Glass
made in Canada did not become a major factor
until the second half of the 19th century.

The format of this glossary is loosely based
on the artifact cataloguing form adopted by
the Archaeology Research Division, National
Historic Parks and Sites Branch, Ottawa.
Terms are listed under the appropriate subject
headings, not alphabetically. The reader will
not find in the glossary an explanation or
definition of each heading, nor has any
attempt been made to persuade the reader
that the subject breakdowns are the best ones
for a catalogue record. However, the overall
organization is intended to encourage the use
of a structured catalogue record. Information
in Part I deals with general aspects of glass
artifacts, such as their colour, condition, and
manufacturing techniques. Parts II-V deal
with aspects specific to containers, tableware,
closures, and flat glass.

The glossary is intended as a reference tool
for people inventorying, cataloguing, re-
searching, and discussing glass artifacts,
specifically containers, tableware, closures,
and flat glass. It provides guidance on termin-
ology, measurements to take, and attributes to
describe. It is intended to assist in making
Parks Canada's records and reports consistent
in terminology and usage, and thus to help
make one researcher's work comparable with
another's. It is not a cataloguing manual,
although it is an indication of what we are
likely to include in the catalogue record.

The terminology, measurements, and attri-
butes were chosen from several types of sour-
ces: documentary sources, such as glass-
makers' catalogues; government and official
glass industry publications; usages developed
over the past years by the glass unit at Parks
Canada; research undertaken by that unit; and
numerous secondary sources. A number of
problems were encountered in selecting the
"right" term from these sources. For example,
some widely used terms are too vague to be
meaningful; other terms have changed in
meaning over time; different terms were often
used for the same attribute; and changes in
the glass artifacts themselves made certain
terms obsolete.

The final choices of terminology, attri-
butes, and measurements were based on
expediency and the following considerations:

Research potential — Attributes and measure-
ments were chosen which help to esta-



blish function, ascription, and date of man-
ufacture.

Common usage —- Many terms have been esta-

blished over the years, both in the litera-
ture and in the glass unit. Whenever
possible these were kept. In instances
where the terms are inaccurate but are
commonly understood, they were kept (e.g.
"wine" bottle).

Consistency — Some terms, although unsuit-

able in some way, were retained. For
example, for late-18th century glassware,
"down-tooled" lip describes both the manu-
facturing technique and the shape. For
19th and 20th century glassware, however,
when finishing tools and machines were in
use, the manufacturing aspect is no longer
true. But the shape continued to be made
and the term has been kept to describe the
shape.

Visual reconstruction -—- Descriptive  terms
were often chosen to help in visualizing an
object when it is not immediately acces-
sible.

Parks Canada archaeological collections — The
nature of the archaeological collections
(types of glassware commonly recovered
and condition of the artifacts) made the
elimination of a host of terms and usages
possible and necessitated the addition of
others,

Accuracy — Terms that gave a clearer repre-
sentation of an object were chosen over
those in common use that are confusing
and/or meaningless. Terms with several
different usages have been eliminated or
defined.

It is hoped that this glossary will be of
assistance for those working with glass from
archaeological sites.
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PART I. GLASS GENERAL
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CATALOGUE NUMBER

By Oxford English Dictionary definition, a
catalogue is

Now generally distinguished from a mere
list or enumeration by a systematic or
methodical arrangement, alphabetical or
other order, and often by the addition of
brief particulars — descriptive or aiding
identification, indicative of locality,
position, date, price or the like.

In archaeology, the catalogue number is the
basic link between the artifact or object and
its provenience and whatever else has been
recorded or described about the item. Parks
Canada's catalogue numbers are assigned in
two parts. The first part consists of a site
number and a provenience number. At this
level of labelling several artifacts could have
identical numbers. If the collection is not
being worked with or is being inventoried only,
then these numbers are not likely to be added
to. However, if an artifact or object is
selected for illustration, type collection, or if
the provenience unit is being catalogued, it is
given an object number. Object numbers have
been broadly defined within the Parks Canada
cataloguing system. Sometimes the number
refers to a part of an object such as a bottle
neck or occasionally to a whole bottle. Rarely
does the object number represent a minimum
vessel or object count. Therefore, adding up
the catalogue entries will not provide an ob-
ject inventory. This is particularly true for
sites with large assemblages where, for exam-
ple, several hundred black glass bottle bases
cannot be matched up with a like number of
bottle necks.

It is recommended that catalogue numbers
be assigned after mending and cross-mending
to minimize confusion resulting from multiple
numbers.

CATEGORY

For purposes of cataloguing, glassware is
divided into several broad functional classifi-
cations. Not all of these categories have been
discussed in detail in this glossary.

Container -- A general term for commercial

bottles and jars. However, we also include
such items as canning jars, nursing bottles,
and toiletry bottles for the dressing table.
These last items would have been pur-
chased for use, whereas the commercial
containers would have been acquired be-
cause of their contents. Containers gener-
ally outnumber all other functional types
of vessel glass in archaeological assem-
blages.

Tableware — A general term for vessels used
to serve food and drink, and for glassware
used on the dining table, such as tumblers,
bowls, and pitchers, and for decorative
items such as vases. Tableware is general-
ly the second most commonly occurring
category of vessel glass in archaeological
assemblages. Glass tableware comes in a
diversity of shapes and levels of decora-
tion, and can be useful as a tool in studying
socioeconomic status. In late-19th and
20th century assemblages there can be
some confusion between tableware and
containers that were originally packers'
ware for jelly, jam, and other products but
were used as tumblers when the product
was consumed.

Closures — These are separate items associa-
ted with containers or with tableware. If a
closure is attached to a specific object, the
two items should be catalogued together.

Lighting devices — A term used for glass items
associated with illumination, such as lamp
chimneys, lamps, candlesticks, and light
bulbs (Woodhead et al. 1984).

Flat glass — Used for window glass and mirrors
and not for fragments of flat-sided con-
tainers or tableware. Flat glass occurs
frequently in archaeological assemblages.

Miscellaneous glassware — A broad term
covering a host of glass objects such as
pharmaceutical glassware, marbles, door-
knobs, gemstones, clothing items, bird
feeders, insulators, and so on.

Unidentified glassware — A term wused for
glass artifacts whose function cannot at
the present be identified but which have
potential for identification; it is not used
for nondescript fragments of glass.



Undiagnostic glassware — A term used for
miscellaneous nondescript glass fragments
whose function cannot be determined even
in the grossest sense and whose function
will probably remain undetermined.

Burnt glass —- A term used for glass that has
been affected by fire and, as a result, is
not identifiable beyond the fact that it is
glass. On occasion an object may be
recognizable in spite of being burnt and
may be catalogued in a specific category.
However, fire distorts and melts glass in
such a way that the object may look signi-
ficant when in fact it is not.

MATERIAL

Glass is defined by the British Standards
Institution (hereafter referred to as BSI) as "an
inorganic product of fusion which has cooled
to a rigid condition without crystallizing" (BSI
1962: 6). Characteristically

Glass is typically hard and brittle and
has a conchoidal fracture; it may be
colorless or colored, and transparent to
opaque; masses or bodies of glass may be
made colored, translucent, or opaque by
the presence of dissolved, amorphous, or
crystalline material (Society of Glass
Decorators 1968: 21).

The major component of glass is silica,
which in its pure form can be melted to form
glass. Its fusion, however, requires such a high
temperature that it has never been commer-
cially viable (Newman 1977: 284; Rosenhain
1908: 5-6). Therefore an alkali has tradi-
tionally been added to the silica and served as
a flux to lower the melting temperature of the
silica. As purer raw materials came to be
used in an effort to obtain higher and more
consistent qualities of glass, it was found that
a non-alkaline base had to be added to the
batch to replace the natural impurities which
had formerly occurred in the alkali and acted
as stabilizers (Newman 1977: 184; Douglas
and Frank 1972: 25-26). Glass with insuffi-
cient amounts of stabilizer suffers from criz-
zling, a condition found on very early English
lead glasses and some 18th century French
tumblers and stemware.

By the late-17th century, the three princi-
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pal components of glass were silica (silicon
dioxide, SiO7), commonly used in the form of
sand; flux (alkali), either soda (sodium oxide,
Na0) or potash (potassium oxide, K20); and
stabilizer (non-alkaline base), either lime (cal-
cium oxide, CaO) or lead (lead oxide, PbO)
(Rosenhain 1908: 35-53). These fluxes and
stabilizers, in various combinations with each
other, have been used historically to define
the main different types of silicate glasses,
types that remain in production into the 20th
century. These types are soda-lime glass,
potash-lime glass, potash-lead glass, and lime
glass.

In the 20th century many other types of
glasses with different characteristics have
been developed. The ability of the researcher
to identify the type of glass by visual charac-
teristics alone is limited and not dependable.
In this regard colour is particularly unreliable.
The only way to be absolutely sure of the glass
composition is by chemical analysis, although
inferences can be made on the basis of colour,
style, and fluorescence once chemical analysis
has established that comparable objects are
consistently of a particular glass type. The
determination of glass composition is most
useful for the French period in Canada to help
determine country of origin for table glass
(see McNally 1979).

Soda-Lime Glass

Also known as soda glass, this is one of the
most ancient of glasses and one of the most
common. Before the late-18th century, soda
was added to the batch in the form of ashes
obtained by burning certain marine plants,
such as kelp and seaweed. Soda was and is
still used as a flux throughout the Mediterran-
ean area, most notably in Venice. Although
soda glass normally had a bluish or greenish
tint due to impurities being present in the
batch, by the 13th century Venetian glass-
makers had discovered the secret of colourless
glass and soon became famous for their cris-
tallo. Soda glass is light in weight and appear-
ance and because it sets up quickly, it lends
itself to elaborate forms and decoration. Ven-
etian cristallo was so popular and its quality so
difficult to imitate that in the 15th and 16th
centuries Venetian glassmakers were enticed
to set up shops in other European cities. A
style of table glass known as a la fagon de
Venise was soon being made in all of the major
European glass centres. This style, made in



soda-lime glass with soda imported chiefly
from Spain, remained the dominant one until
colourless potash glasses were perfected in
England and Bohemia in the late-17th century.

In 1787 a Frenchman, Nicholas LeBlanc,
developed a chemical process to convert com-
mon salt (sodium chloride) into soda. This
process provided a purer, more dependable,
and more readily available flux than that de-
rived from plant sources (Douglas and Frank
1972: 23; Biser ca. 1899: 30). Thus, during the
19th century soda was the preferred flux for
making bottles, window glass, and lamp-
shades in European countries (Douglas and
Frank 1972: 40). The use of soda was further
increased by the development in 1863 by a
Belgian, Ernest Solvay, of the ammonia pro-
cess of producing soda (Biser ca. 1899: 30).
This process was simpler, more effective, and
cheaper than the LeBlanc process.

As far as table glass is concerned, by the
end of the 19th century soda-lime glass was
gradually replacing potash-lead glass. This
was undoubtedly due in part to the improved
processes for obtaining soda but more impor-
tantly to a new glass formula developed in
1864 by William Leighton in West Virginia.
Although commonly called "lime" or '"lime
flint" glass, this glass was essentially a new
composition of soda glass (McKearin and
McKearin 1948: 8) which produced a colour-
less glass with a brilliance approaching lead
glass and with excellent qualities for press
moulding. It was considerably cheaper than
lead glass and became the dominant type of
glass for inexpensive pressed table glass in
North America (Douglas and Frank 1972: 40).

By the late-19th century, soda had become
the major type of flux used in the production
of glass containers and pressed tablewares.
With the introduction of automatic glass-
bottle-blowing machines, the use of soda in
combination with lime resulted in a hard,
stable glass which set up quickly and could
accommodate the speed with which the bottles
were produced. Today, colourless bottles are
still made of soda-lime glass (Dominion Glass
Company Limited, ca. 1970: 3).

Potash-Lime Glass

The potash-lime glass industry was until
the 19th century essentially a "forest" indus-
try.  Glassmakers in western and central
Europe, where soda was not readily available,
made use of bracken fern and other woodland

plant ashes beginning in the 10th century.
These wood ashes, high in potash content,
were a good and available source of alkali as
the forests were so extensive and the ashes
were obtained as a by-product of the glass-
makers' wood-burning furnaces (Douglas and
Frank 1972: 6).

The early potash-lime glasses were usually
a green colour due to iron being present in the
sand. In Germany and Bohemia this glass was
called Waldglas and common products included
drinking glasses and window glass (Zerwick
1980: 53).

In the 17th century much emphasis was
placed on the development of colourless glass
formulae. This was in part due to the difficul-
ty in obtaining adequate supplies of soda for
making cristallo, but as well there was a
gradual shift in taste, particularly in Bohemia,
towards heavier glasses which would lend
themselves to engraving. Bohemian craftsmen
were skilled in engraving natural rock crystal
and by the end of the 16th century they were
engraving some glass (Douglas and Frank 1972:
18). By 1680 a colourless glass made of potash
and lime was developed in Bohemia. This
"crystal" could be blown into thick, heavy
forms and lent itself well to engraving and
cutting (Douglas and Frank 1972: 26). Al-
though Bohemian '"crystal" was widely ex-
ported, table glass imitative of it was made in
western Europe throughout the 18th century
(McNally 1979: 10). During the 19th century
this type of glass became less popular than
potash-lead glass but it continued to be made,
most particularly into luxury tablewares in
Bohemia.

In general, potash-lime glass declined in
use during the 19th century due to the switch
to coal-burning furnaces and the new proces-
ses for obtaining soda. With the advent of
machine-made glassware, potash-lime glass
was found to be not as suitable as soda-lime
glass as it did not set up as quickly.

Potash-Lead Glass

Potash-lead glass, or lead glass, was first
developed in England in 1676 by George
Ravenscroft. This glass is colourless, heavy,
and lustrous, with a high refractive index. It
also sets up more slowly than soda-lime glass
and, although it was first made into Venetian
styles, new styles of glassware which took
advantage of all of these qualities were soon
fashioned. Stemware was characterized by
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