In Pursuit of a Good Glass and Good Company

Abstract

While glass appears rather homogeneous compared to ceramics and pipes, these small bits of amorphous solid silica can still reveal interesting tidbits when aspects of their chemical composition are tested using a means as simple as short wave UV light or as complex as X-Ray Fluorescence. Using UV light and a comparative approach, this thesis reevaluates archaeological glass collections from Maryland and Virginia dating from the mid 17th century to early 18th century to find evidence for the presence and absence of English lead glass. Using this data, the patterns in access, acquisition, and use (can I backup the 'use' part?) of glass tableware in the Chesapeake colonies show a radical jump in the occurrence of lead glass in assemblages at and just after the turn of the 18th century. 

Introduction

Analyses of glass ware in site assemblages commonly do not go beyond a simple "Tableglass" and "Container glass" count. This study updates narratives of the period between the tough days in the 17th century colonies and the growing colonial capitalist economies of the 18th century by using an uncommon medium of study, glass- specifically table glass and even more specifically, English lead glass. English lead glass began to enter the world markets by 1676 and soon dominated the English glass tableware industry, eventually becoming the most desirable drinking ware for tables all over Europe and the colonies in the first half of the 18th century.

During a shovel test at Coan Hall, a former colonial tobacco plantation in the Northern Neck of Virginia, students from the University of Tennessee, Knoxville came across some tiny fragments of lead glass on a domestic site that likely dates between the 1680s and 1720s (McMillan et al, 2012). This thesis springs from an attempt to make sense of what this lead glass means at Coan Hall. Many questions about the material materialized in the course of seeking answers beyond generalizations. Among the most pressing inquires were: is lead glass commonly found on sites across the Chesapeake before 1700? Can one tell how old a tableware sherd is by the presence of a folded foot rim, of lead or soda content? Who is using these lead glasses in the colonies?
The turn of the 18th century marks an interesting transition in the Chesapeake. Tobacco profit was in a downward slide. Planters across the Chesapeake increasingly turned to enslaved labor to produce means of acquiring wealth, commonly by tobacco cropping. Just after the fall of Stuart monarchy and the ascension of Queen Mary and King William of Orange to the throne of England in 1689, Protestants in Maryland routed the Catholic proprietary hold on Maryland colonial politics by running the Calvert family out of Maryland and relocating the capital to Annapolis. A decade earlier, Nathaniel Bacon and his fellow middling planters had attempted an unsuccessful revolution in Virginia in the wake of unrest and uncertainty over tobacco prices and Native American incursions. The spread of lead glass tableware around the British empire and Europe begins in the midst of this tumult. The desire for seeing the sparkle and hearing the ring of this table glass on European and colonial tables ramps up in succeeding decades of the 18th century until Continental glass-houses developed competing formulas in the second half of the 18th century. Where colonists once used green "forest glass," splurged on genuine Venetian delicates from the exclusive glasshouses of Murano island, or instead imported English and Dutch façon de venise imitations, they now preferred to buy the choicest (or so they thought) of English lead "flint glasses."

Where did the colonists in America stand in acquiring this new material? Just how quickly did it come to the shores of the New World? Were there differences in who acquired and used it? This study is comparative in approach and looks at archaeological data on the presence of lead glass on late 17th-century and early 18th-century plantations and tavern sites from Maryland's Eastern Shore to the James River in southern Virginia to seek some answers to these questions. Rather than dig up more new sites and material culture, this study seeks what has not yet been seen in the old, by going back to look at collections that until now gathered dust in archives.

With the earliest English lead glass as a focus of study, this thesis concentrates on sites dating between 1670 and 1720,  taking a comparative approach to previously cataloged but in many cases unanalyzed archaeological material.  The start date is chosen because lead glass begins to be made around 1676, and the cut-off occurs before the consumer revolution takes off in the mid-18th century (though several sites had occupations continue a bit later than 1720). Several taverns are included as comparison, especially as they had a more urban community profile and would have used far more drinking vessels (Bragdon 1981). English lead glass enters the world markets close to the turning point for the shift from indentured servants to enslaved labor on colonial plantations. Information on such early slavery sites in the Chesapeake remains sparse at this time, particularly for Virginia, although that may change in the future. Since data from DAACS and the Comparative Chesapeake Archaeology database do not currently offer a panacea of information on sites and tableware related to this period, and since determining the presence of lead in glass still remains uncommon in archaeological artifact cataloging,  it became necessary to seek out collections and determine lead glass presence in person. This study provides new data on the tableware assemblages for twelve Maryland sites and five Virginia sites. Many of these sites center along the Potomac River in the Northern Neck of Virginia and the Western Shore of Maryland. 
Whether a given sherd contains lead was determined by using an expedient, cheap method: a UV lamp. There are various other ways to test for lead content- UV rays are a subjective, quick, cheap, non-destructive means, although they cannot be used to indicate specific lead percentages. If there is lead content, the glass should fluoresce an icy blue under short wave UV light (Grant 2000). English lead glass is usually easy to identify from stylistic characteristics with certain parts, like the stem. However, most of the time only body fragments or foot fragments may turn up. If you only have a small sherd that turns out to be leaded, but it comes with other evidence of a seventeenth or 18th century occupation, you may be able to make an educated guess that this glass is true lead glass and probably did not arrive until post-1675 at the earliest.
Borrowing leaves from Lorna Weatherill's documentary research on British households and James Gibb's work on colonial Chesapeake householders with different brackets of wealth, this study begins with households as the basic unit of analysis and expands out to communities, with an aim to find regional differences in English lead glass acquisition in the Chesapeake Bay region. This project was perhaps a bit too ambitious; Some of these sites are plowzone provenience, some have features as well, and a couple were just surface collected. There are also varying degrees of excavation proficiency. With these differences in mind, it is harder to accurately compare in a robust fashion, but some patterns may be inferred from these assemblages as a whole.
This thesis is structured into 6 chapters. Chapter two covers the cultural history of English flint glass and the use of glass tableware in drinking and entertainment. The next chapter includes a literature review of research undertaken on 17th to 18th century tableware and explains the methods used for this study. Chapter four outlines the general historical context of the sites from Maryland and Virginia, and is followed by archaeological data in chapter five. The next to last chapter rounds out this thesis with an analysis of what this glassware all means for those who study the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.

People instrumental to the completion of this thesis include Dr. Barbara Heath, Brad Hatch for his help with Nomini Hall contexts, the former librarian at the Corning Museum of Glass Amy deSimon for pulling loads of books for me, the former Corning Museum Curator of American Glass, Jane Spillman for showing me the whereabouts of Lead glass exhibits, and Dwight Lanmon and Hugh Wilmott for their correspondence about folded feet. I also thank Dr. Julia King and Scott Strickland for giving me access to oh so many Potomac area site glass. I also give hearty thanks to Dee DeRoche at the Virginia Department of Historic Resources, the curators Becky and Sarah Cofield Rivers from the Jefferson Patterson Museum, Silas Hurry at Historic St. Mary's City, and Karen Louvar at Stratford Hall for allowing me time and space to examine glass under a glowing lamp. This research would have been a lot tougher to pull together if not for a Patricia Black travel scholarship from the University of Tennessee, and a grant from the University of Tennessee Graduate Student Senate to go to the 2013 Society for Historical Archaeology Conference in Leicester, England.

Chapter 2: Placing Lead Tableware on the colonial Table // 

Glass tableware: Definitions

This study focuses on glass tableware. According to Parks Canada's Glass Glossary, “tableware” is glassware “used on the table and associated with food and drink as well as some items of decorative glassware, such as vases” (Jones and Sullivan 1989: 127). Although “tableware” is a very general term covering many forms with different functions, most of the glass tableware material in the assemblages covered by this study may be identified with drinking functions. To wit, vessels like goblets, tumblers, and syllabubs. English lead “Flint glass” generally came in the form of tableware like drinking paraphernalia such as stemware, tumblers and roemers, and decanters. Bowls, dessert-glasses, candle-sticks, and pharmaceutical vials were also blown from leaded metal but these forms appear to a much lesser extent in the assemblages. Drinking was the function that most leaded glass tableware was sold for during the seventeenth century (cite), and these appear to be the most obvious and common forms in the archaeological record.

As Mary Beaudry showed in her analysis of probate inventories, the general increase in individualized use of vessels towards the 18th century also coincides with an increase in function modifiers that classify the vessel as having a specific function. Interestingly, the percent of “glass” vessels with a function modifier at the turn of the 18th century is at 69 percent, and falls slightly to 57.9 percent by the mid 18th century (Beaudry 1988: 49). The number of glass vessels in the inventories in the mid 17th century is 1, so caution must be taken as this was a sample of about 200 inventories for each time period. Beaudry also does not specify what function modifiers appear in her inventories for glass (and she also assumes that glasses are all individual use only), but a review of the literature and history indicates that function modifiers for drinking glass often indicated the liquid a given glass was meant to hold. In the 18th century, drinking glasses became increasingly more specialized for a specific liquid, whether Madeira wine, cider, ale, beer, punch, or rum (Hancock 2012). Researchers differ on whether it is possible to determine the function of a given glass (Smith 2006). Occasionally, the sherds of glass in archaeological assemblages may be identified with a specific type of glass, using period sources or stylistic characteristics, but more often than not, they can only be assigned as a generic “drinking glass” or tumbler.

English lead glass is known by various names in the course of its manufacture. The supposed inventor, George Ravesncroft, was tasked with finding a glass “Christall de roache” (rock crystal) that would surpass the Venetians. He ended up creating “flint glass,” so called because the source of the silica was calcined flints from stream beds. Early on, flint glass was synonymous with lead glass, so much that heavier lead glassware was sometimes advertised as “double flint” and lighter/regular lead glassware “single flint” in the early 18th century. Flint glass/crystal was the period term  following the invention until the 20th century.

Many glass collectors know 17-18th century English lead glassware as Georgian glass, since lead glass was the material and Ravenscroft's glass-house the progenitor of the glittery, clear, balustered, and knopped glassware that would grace 18th century Georgian tables. This study is concerned only with early so-called Georgian glass; the term “Georgian” would be incorrectly applied to the colonial societies that used the earliest English lead glass.

Glass Manufacture

Before potash-lead glass came on scene, most glass blowers throughout Europe and England made glass with variants of lime glass using fuel sourced from seaweed or wood ash. This soda glass was usually greenish, yellowish, brown, or generally not quite colorless. The fine, more colorful or clearer, and often intricate Venetian glass from Murano was an even more luxurious material, although it began to be imitated by Anglo and Dutch glass-blowers taught by Venetian expatriates like Giacomo Verzelini. But, even Venetians did not quite have a handle on making a perfect colorless glass. Around 1675, George Ravenscroft was hired by the London Glass-Sellers to develop imitation rock crystal glasses. As a result, of Ravenscroft’s work, lead glass came onto the market in England and soon surpassed Venetian wares and Anglo-Dutch façon de venise due to its clarity and appealing sparkle on tables. 

History of English Lead Glass

The history of English lead glass is interesting in its own right, marking an innovative addition to the glass industry and the growing capitalist world market. The Crown had patented and financed (?) most of the glass made in England during previous years of the 17th-century by offering monopolies on glass-making. In contrast, the invention of lead glass was engineered by the Worshipfull Company of Glass-Sellers in London. These merchants sought to influence consumer's buying decisions and gain market share over imported Venetian and fa�on a venise glass tableware. Thus they set about finding the perfect "christal de roache," glass that looked like rock crystal. They hired George Ravenscroft in the year _ to design a clear glass that would rival the best Venetian wares. Ravenscroft was granted a patent to make glass for 7 years and set up shop by the river in ___. 

Venetian Glassware and its indistinguishable Continental Kin

In the course of looking at lead glass I was intrigued by the few non-lead Venetian and facon de venise sherds that cropped up. Facon de venise indicates that a vessel is made according to the Venetian manner and designs, but outside of Venice itself. Chemically, facon de venise is almost indistinguishable from Venetian glassware. Visually, virtually no differences exist when a vessel is made by a skilled glass blower. Many of the glass-houses where the bulk of facon de venise sprang from, in Antwerp, Amsterdam, London, and Liverpool(?), employed trained expatriate Venetians who taught their skills to local glass-blowers. 

One of the most interesting finds included a rigareed bowl base from Nomini Hall, which looks very similar to some of the John Green Designs submitted by the London Glass-sellers to glass-blowers in Europe, just before Ravenscroft established his glasshouses in London. Could the planters owning these have capitalized on the same connections they went through for the Venetian style glasses, to obtain the new fashionable English lead glass? Many examples of facon de venise are found in pre 1670s contexts at St. Mary's City, a semi urban environment just north of the Potomac River (Grulich 1989). Tantalizing bits of comet prunts, marbled agate glass, lattimo milk glass, and white to multi-colored vetro a fili surfaced in the course of investigating the Chesapeake assemblages. Venetian and facon de venise were known as luxury tablewares, and in many households, there may have been only one or two vessels.

Perhaps most interestingly, facon de venise contributed stylistic forms to lead glass in the early stages, before glassblowers determined that lead glass worked best with the simple knops and balusters that became the hallmark of Georgian glassware. Some of the most obvious examples include pincered fins and quatrefoil stems. Both appear at multiple sites across the Chesapeake, in leaded as well as non leaded forms, and may indicate early pre 1700 lead glass.

Using Glassware: Drinking and Socializing

Interestingly, Seventeenth century colonists do not appear to have had as many vessels for drinking as they did serving until later in the 18th century. Instead they tended to drink communally out of pewter or earthen vessels (Beaudry 1986) regardless of economic class or status. People also drank communally out of glass vessels.. The Victoria and Albert Museum and Cornimg Museum of Glass have some great examples of giant glasses, often used for ceremonial purposes. After the turn of the century, individual teawares and glasswares began to proliferate in Colonial inventories and in the archaeological record. At Clifts for example, drinking vessels triple over 15 years from 1705-1720 (Neiman 1980: 38).

This also speaks to the question: How did people in the Chesapeake get access to early lead glass? Who is using this lead glass? Is it really just the rich and affluent? Many of the tomes on early glass tableware emphasize the exclusivity of flint crystal. 

At the turn of the century obtaining consumer goods occurred primarily through barter with neighbors, orders on account and credit through merchants or factors in Britain, or through storekeepers of a sort (Bushman 1994). Some planters in the Chesapeake sometimes served as storekeepers of goods for exchange to smaller planters and other locals. According to Richard Bushman, in 1687 there were 10-30 planters on each of the navigable streams flowing into the Chesapeake that offered such services (2004: 236). Such planters had more direct access to the ships and merchants that frequented the rivers, and if they were a storekeeper, they may have influenced what people around them bought by the goods they chose to stock. Since large planters had wide networks, they could have well influenced the glassware seen on community tables. But without more evidence from middling and lower income planters near such sites, this may not be testable. At this time most of the plantation sites in my data belong to planters of well-off status. 

Where is Lead Glass in the Colonies? Prior Research

Is there clear evidence for early pre-1700 lead glass being a common sight in the Chesapeake? Noel Hume says that by 1690 lead glass was pretty “well established in the colonies” (1969a: 187). Alas, there seems to be little but Noel Hume’s word on this subject. Many of the known early vessels used as examples come from Jamestown and the surrounding region. Most treatises on lead glass tableware deal with the eighteenth century, perhaps because that is when the material attained its zenith of form and popularity.

Although the English themselves may have been more conservative in adopting lead glass, with pre-18th century assemblages in the Royal Mews lacking leaded tableware (Telfer 2006), in the American colonies, previous researchers recovered early lead glass from contexts dating before 1682 in Jamestown (Noel Hume: Glass in Wburg collections, 14). At least one example of a Ravens-head sealed stemware vessel, likely something from the Ravenscroft era at the Savoy Glasshouse during 1675-1780, made its way to Jamestown before becoming a part of the archaeological record (Lanmon 2011:38). English lead glass also made its way to Port Royal in the West Indies within the last 15 years of the 17th century, before a devastating earthquake in 1692 sank part of the city (Noel Hume 1968: 16). However, Port Royal inhabitants would have easy access to not only the best, but also the newest wares available via seafaring merchants and privateers (Noel Hume 1968: 13). Given the wide-ranging Atlantic connections in the 17th century, it would not be far-fetched to imagine once lead glass comes to the West Indies, the first examples would also come ashore in the Chesapeake at the same time or shortly after. Could there have been differences in when glass arrived between the Potomac and the Patuxent or the Rappahannock rivers? When did it “become pretty well established”? Could there be differences in the types of glass vessels or the people who used lead glass? 

Households

Luxury Goods

Chapter Four

Glassware across the Chesapeake

2    Maryland

Glass tableware  assemblages of eleven sites in Maryland  were examined from the state  and federal collections  housed  at  the  Jefferson Patterson Museum.   Most of the  glass was not marked  with  lead status, so a UV lamp  was used to separate  out  the  glass sherds  using mainly short-wave  light.  Some assemblages had never been cataloged.  Even in cases where assemblages  were cataloged  and appeared  to have been checked for lead glass, some items were not actually  marked  as leaded, so I double-checked  anything that looked like possible lead glass.

The assemblages  included  one urban  tavern, one courthouse  tavern, and 9 plantations dating  between  the  1660s and  the  mid-18th  century.    Of note  is the  range  of religious persuasions on the Maryland plantations- the plantation assemblages cover Catholic,  Jesuit, Quaker,  and Protestant colonial households.

3    Old Chapel Site 18ST329, 18ST233

When  George  Calvert,   first  Lord  Baltimore,   made  his  vision  for a  Maryland   colony  a reality,  he  sought out  missionaries  from  the  Jesuit  Order  to  emigrate  and  support the spiritual   life of English  Catholic  colonists.    The  Jesuits  stepped  up  and  promptly   sent several priests  and  lay brothers  in 1633.  In order  to be a part  of the  colony, the  Jesuits had to agree to Lord Baltimore’s  terms,  which limited the powers of clerics. All titles  had to be in the names of individuals,  and the Jesuits,  not the colony, were responsible  for all costs the  mission incurred  (Sperling  and  Galke, 2001: 13).  Immediately after  arrival,  the missionaries established  a presence and a chapel in St.  Mary’s City.  It was not until  1637 that the  Jesuits  purchased  a parcel  of land  in Lower St.  Mary’s City  (Sperling  & Galke

2001: 19), which became the location  of their  working farm and manor,  St.  Inigoes.  This became part  of a planned landscape  support[ing] Catholic interested in Maryland  (Sperling

& Galke 2001: 108)
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Brief archaeological  investigations of material  remains  related  to St.  Inigoes occurred several times since the 1930s, but only glass material  from the most recent phase II surface investigations undertaken by the Jefferson Patterson museum in 2001 was studied.  Thirty- nine five by five units  were excavated  on sites 18ST233 and  18ST329.  The  investigations determined that 18ST329 was occupied by the  mid-17th  century,  but  the  majority  of ac- tivity  may  have  taken  place between  1680-1720 (Sperling  & Galke  2001:  103).  18ST329 was likely a locus for the  early  18th  century  tobacco  plantation run  by  the  Jesuits.    In comparison,  the majority  of material  from 18ST233 dated  to between  1630-1660 and were most likely from the Jesuit’s  early manor building (or less likely, a fort) (Sperling & Galke

2001: 98).  The  majority  of leaded  glass in the  St.  Inigoes assemblages  is from 18ST329, which is in keeping with the general date  ranges established  for this site.

Excavations yielded  37 sherds  of leaded  tableware, plus  two sherds  of possible  lead- content for 18ST329, but  in comparison,  the older site, 18ST233, yielded only two sherds of leaded glass.  All but  two of these came from plowzone, so it is difficult to pull out good context.  However the report  makes it evident 18ST329 was dominated by utilitarian wares and did not include more fashionable tableware  ceramics, although  this area may have been where food processing and consumption took place (Sperling & Galke 2001: 102). Despite this  lack of fashionable  ceramic,  however,  artifactual evidence may exist for the  presence of non-leaded  facon de venise glass vessels, as well as earlier  lead glass tableware  (some of which  may  also have  been  in forms mimicking  Venetian  styles).   Even  if most  of the ceramic wares were utilitarian and not terribly  fashionable,  European  glass tableware  may be something  the later  17th century  inhabitants of this site at St.  Inigoes were interested in in buying and/or using.

What  lead glass can be identified by some feature  includes a leaded pruntlet or dimple, seven sherds  of folded rims,  one unidentified  ’crenellated’  base  or rim,  6 fragments  of a contact molded,  curvilinear  glass,  and  one stem  remnant  made  of at  least  2 gathers  of metal  (all from lot 156).  The other  units  also included  sherds  of non-lead  blue tableware and  a tiny  fragment of a ruffly or rigareed,  non-lead  facon a venise decoration  (lot  144). Several glass fragments  in lot 167, 175, and  176 may have had  lead content, rather than being ”leaded”  by intent (one had a kick and partial base, so was likely a pharmaceutical container, the other sherd had a faint green tinge, so is not likely to be ”white flint glass”). These  items  fluoresced fainter  and/or whiter  so any lead may have been a by product  of the  ingredients  used in manufacture.  The  seven folded rims present  were all leaded,  and all were approximately 2.5 inches in diameter,  with  fold widths  ranging  from 5 mm wide (15 percent of base), 6-7 mm wide (25 percent), to an 8 mm wide raised pedestal  foot (12.5 percent). Assuming widths of fold are relatively  constant, there are approximately at least

5 tableware  vessels represented in this group including each set of folded rims and the blue glass and non-lead  soda glass.
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3.1     Test Unit layout at 18ST329

The  lead glass at  18ST329 appears  to  have  been  concentrated in Unit  29686, to  the northwest of a brick floor feature.  33 out of 37 sherds originated  from plowzone in this unit, including all foot rims.  This is unusual  since the site report  states  that the lion’s share of tableware  comes from the brick floor area.  Three  of the non-leaded  tableware  sherds were from this  unit.   In comparison,  only 4 lead/lead content sherds  originated  from plowzone above  the  southern  portion  of the  bricks.   The  rigaree’d  non-lead  sherd  also comes from this southern  area.

Compared  to  the  total  2,064 non-architectural historical  artifacts from  the  phase  II work at  Old Chapel  (Sperling  & Galke 2001: 82), tableware  makes a very small portion. Coarse earthenware dominates  the assemblage  at the brick feature  with 62 percent of 470 sherds, which suggests occupation  between 1701-1773 (Sperling & Galke 2001: 82). Binford pipe dating  indicates  a median  of 1704 (Sperling  & Galke 201:  83) for the  brick feature, though  the  authors indicate  that there  were a number  of large  bored  pipes  which  may correspond  to an earlier occupation,  along with lead-backed  tin glazed ceramic.  When the

2001 report’s  pipe bore data  for 18ST329 is used with Heighton  and Deagan formulas, the
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date  is 1713.  Two leaded sherds  originated  from destruction debris  used to fill in a cellar that apparently underlay  the  brick  floor.  Glass  tableware  made  up  0.11 percent  of the historic  assemblage,  including architectural materials  (Sperling  & Galke 88).

The area west of the bricks interpreted as an area of food storage or prep seems to have very little lead glass- only 2 sherds- and lead content at that- show up here in plowzone.  One is a probably  pharmaceutical bottle  kick.  The  brick floored outbuilding may  also reflect domestic  food prep  activities  (104).   There  were no popular  mid  18th  century  ceramics which together  with lower incidence of early 18th century  ceramics may reflect lessintensive use before the  1720s and  no domestic  occupations  after  1750 (104).   18ST320 may  have been a locus for the early 18th century  Jesuit  plantation, possibly even a dairy (107), but more a support area prior to that (105).

18ST233 had almost  no evidence of leaded glass, and very little  glass tableware. How- ever, occupation  debris from a borrow pit in unit  47071 to the north  of an excavated  unit block revealed  one sherd  of a blue decorative  free blown glass element (Sperling  & Galke

2001: 59), which indicates  that tableware  was probably  not unknown  tot  he occupants  of St.  Inigoes in the mid 17th century.   Analysis of other  glass showed only one unidentified leaded sherd from the plowzone of unit  46651, located  in the south  of the excavation  unit block.  Of note  is the  presence  of a very thick  leaded  sherd  from the  1996 Webster  field survey in field 5.  At this  time  the  function  of the  buildingin  this  area  is unknown,  but  it is unlikely to have been the Fort.

[Interp?]
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3.2     Rigareed, nonlead fragment from Lot  144
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3.3     Folded rims from Lot  156

4    Old Baltimore, 18HA30

18HA30 is the site of an ordinary,  or tavern, that served the courthouse  at Old Baltimore at least between 1683 and the removal of the County Seat to its new location at Baltimore in 1691. This ordinary  was owned by James  Phillips  Sr, who at his death  would count as
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one of the  wealthiest  men in the  area  (Davis  et  al.,  1999:  132).  Taverns  were often  the first or second structures built  in a community, along with the Courthouse (Rice 1983). In

1671, the  Maryland  Assembly mandated that an Ordinary would be established  near  the Courthouse at Chilbury  Point in Baltimore  County, and from then on proceeded to specify exactly how much Maryland  tavern  licenses would be, the prices for drinks, number of horse stalls,  and even how many beds a tavern  should hold (Davis et al., 1999: 12). Phillips  was given a license to operate  his tavern  in 1863 and  continued  to do so until  death  in 1689 (Davis  et  al.,  1999:  17).  The  probate  inventory  for James  Phillips  Sr.  showed he could host several visitors  at one time, with 10 ”bed boulsters”  and plenty of chairs, tables,  and tableware  (Davis et al., 1999: 133).  After his death,  the land passed on to his eldest son.

Phase  II archaeological  work at  Old Baltimore  exposed features  that revealed signs of differential  use in the  site  prior  to  becoming  a tavern, and  afterwards.   Phillips  gained the  land  through  marriage  in 1678, and  the  artifacts speak to the  Old Baltimore  Tavern functioning  in a dual manner  as both  a residence and a community meeting-place  and/or boarding house.  Phase II investigations uncovered the remnants of a brick chimney and end wall belonging to a post-in-ground structure, as well as several features  corresponding  to a well and several refuse pits(Davis et al., 1999: 63, 73).  According to the overall artifact assemblage,  the  site  continued  to be used  until  the  very  first  years  of the  18th  century, with  1680-1710 being the  most  likely period  of overlap  for use-dates  (Davis  et  al., 1999:

113). The Binford pipe date  for the site is 1676.92 (Davis et al., 1999: 115), but  using the Heighton  and Deagan Formula  offers a date  of 1692.76, which unlike the Binford date,  sits squarely  in the middle of the artifact use-range.  Using the Heighton  and Deagan  formula on pipes from several features  also better  agrees with  the  presence  of lead glass in those features.

Keeping  in mind  that samplings  were limited  as the  investigation was just  phase  II (Davis  et  al.,  1999:  81), some statements can  be made  about  the  presence  of lead glass at Old Baltimore.  Glass including wine bottle  glass made up a mere 4%of the assemblage (Davis et al., 1999: 115). 47 sherds of tableglass  were recovered from the entire excavation (Davis  et  al.,  1999:  99).   Of these  sherds,  44 were examined  and  found  to  comprise  40 leaded or lead content, and 4 nonleaded.

There  are 9 folded rims present,  which when subjected  to MVN analysis  could come from  at  least  three  to  four  different vessels.   Three  fragments  are  5-6 mm  wide and  of approximately 2.5” diameter.  One is 5 mm in diameter,  but  far thinner, flatter,  and finer, as well as 3” in diameter.   The remainder  are also quite  thin  with 3-4 mm wide folds and are  3” in diameter.   One sherd  from FS139 has  an  odd  humped  fold- whether  a flaw or through  intention, I am not  certain.   Together,  using the  most  conservative  measure,  the smaller diameter,  approx.  5 mm wide folded foot rims comprise about  21.25 percent of one base.

The  authors  of the  Old Baltimore  Report  state  that no table  glass was found in the solely domestic  features.   It appears  that lead glass was present in every assemblage  that post-dates 1683 when Phillips’ home began to function at least occasionally as an ordinary.
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The  majority  of ceramics  were English,  typical of the  decreased  ceramic  vessel diversity observed  on post-Restoration sites,  but  Davis  et  al.   found  no Chinese  porcelain  on the site, which is interesting because porcelain does not reenter  trade  in force until 1690 (Davis et al., 1999: cited by authors  on page 136). Does this indicate  that perhaps  the assemblage of tavern  glass is not later than  the 1690s, in keeping with Phillips’ death in 1689 and/or the removal of the County Seat in 1691? It is unclear whether  Philips Jr.  kept rooms open for let after his father’s death.  Unfortunately no dateable  glass sherds such as stem fragments were present.    A few fine, thin  lead  foot rims  in the  assemblage  may  be reminiscent  of early, pre-1700s lead glass stemware  that glassblowers still tried  to create in the manner  of Venetian  forms but  they  cannot  be precisely dated  at this time.

Davis et al.  believe that the Tavern  fits the characteristics of a mixed domestic/tavern setting,   like most 17th-century  taverns   in  Maryland   (1999:   122).   The  Old  Baltimore Tavern  also shows characteristics of an urban  tavern  or meeting house based on the artifact categories Bragdon (1981) outlined,  although  Davis et al. term its location as ”semi-urban”

1999: 125.
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4.1     Folded rims from FS132

5    Charles’ Gift, 18ST704

There  are three  sites in this  analysis  with  connections  to each other  through  the  Calvert family and  those  who worked with  them:  Mattapany, Rousby,  and  Charles  Gift.  Charles Calvert,  the future  third  Lord Baltimore,  lived at Mattapany (18ST390) until 1682. Major Nicholas Sewall was Charles  Calvert’s  wife Jane’s  eldest  son by her first husband Henry Sewall, Major Sewall lived at Charles Gift (18ST704) to the end of his life in 1737 although
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he was often kept  away from home by anti  Catholic  sentiments in the  last  decade  of the

17th century.  Major Sewall’s neighbor for at least a brief time at the Halfhead/Rousby site (18ST751)  was Christopher Rousby,  a royal revenue  collector  who was later  murdered  at sea in 1684 by a nephew of Charles, by then the third  Lord Baltimore.  Rousby and Charles Gift have well preserved  17th century  features,  but  only Mattapany and Charles Gift have seen intensive  phase  III investigations, so the  available  assemblage  for comparison  from Rousby  is slimmer.

Nicholas  Sewall served  as  Secretary  of the  Province,  part  of the  Governor’s  Concil, and  Deputy  governor.  His close personal  connection  to the  Calverts  and  identification as Roman  Catholic  put  him in hot  water  by 1689 when the  ”Association  for the  Defense of Protestant Religion” got their hands on him, forcing him to flee to Virginia (Hornum  et al.,

2001: 49,50).  Over the  course of the decade  he came back every so often to check on his affairs,  and  only after  1694 does it  appear  things  smoothed  out  again  so he was able to live his life at  Charles  Gift until  death  in 1737 (Hornum  et al., 2001: 51).  It is tempting to attribute this fill to some structure destroyed  during  the decade following the Glorious Revolution  in England  and Protestant uprising  in Maryland,  but  nothing  is mentioned  in the site report  about  Sewall building  a new home.

Feature 12 at Charles  Gift dates  to the last quarter of the 17th century  and may have been filled in connection  with the demolition  of an earlier house.  Although  glass from the rest of the phase II work was analyzed  for lead, items from feature  12 will be the focus in this  paper.   Window  lead gave a TPQ  of 1675 and  1682 for the  pit,  while the  absence  of certain  early 18th century  ceramics suggested  that the pit was filled by, if not before 1700 (Hornum  et al., 2001: 142). The Binford pipe stem date was 1669.37 (Hornum  et al., 2001:

590).  In contrast, Heighton  and  Deagan’s formula  gives a date  of 1687.42 for feature  12, more in line with the TPQs  and the presence of more lead glass than  soda glass. Unlike Old Baltimore,  there  were a very few sherds of porcelain,  which may indicate  that some items were deposited  after  1690 (Hornum  et al., 2001: 607).  Fourteen sherds of tableware  came from feature 12 (Hornum  et al., 2001: 88), but only the presence of a minimum  5 glassware vessels can be determined at this time- by two folded foot rim sherds of varying  heaviness and  thickness  and  one plain  footrim,  plus a white  lattimo  vessel of Venetian  or German manufacture, and the quatrefoil  soda glass stem fragment mentioned  above (assuming  this IS soda,  and  not  lead  glass,  as  authors  say).   Out  of twelve analyzed  fragments,   three remain  of unknown  leaded  content, having  very faint or white  fluoresence.   The  rest  are indubitably leaded, including all 3 foot rims in the MVN.

Several  of the  lead  glass  fragments   from  Charles’  Gift  appear   rather crude.    One stemware  stem fragment (fig 3.2) in feature  12 also shows evidence of less than  ideal manu- facturing,  with a visible area where the glass paraison  was not completely smoothed  out by the glass-blower.  Although  feature  12 has been dated  to being filled by 1700, this stem ap- pears very much like a stem Nol Hume dates  to 1730-1760 (1969: 191, fig XVIII). Another stem  fragment with  an inverted  baluster  (not  analyzed  by this  author) is remarked  on in the  site report  as being of poor quality,  unusually  heavy  lead glass, and  similar  to those
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vessels ordered from Venice by the London Glass Sellers around  1680 (Hornum  et al., 2001:

539).  There  is a base and  partial body of a tiny  vessel of unidentified  function  (possibly a dram  glass?), which is rather thick  and clumsily blown (see fig 3.1).  This vessel did not come from feature  12, but  being lead glass, it cannot  predate  1675.  One more stem  (also not  analyzed  by this  author) was recovered  from feature  12- a soda wine glass stem  with quatrefoil  knop similar  to late  17th  century  stemmed  ware.  This  may have been English or Dutch  in manufacture (Hornum  et al., 2001: 539).  The rest of excavations  brought out

73 sherds of lead or lead-content glass, with 8 additional minimum  vessels.  Forms  ranged from tumblers  to  stemware,  and  from plain  ware  to  pattern molded  vertical  and  lattice forms, along with at least one possible pharmaceutical bottle.

The  presence  of nice table  glass might be expected  for someone of Nicholas  Sewall’s stature. The glass items in the feature  12 assemblage that indicate  that status include the lattimo  glass and  the  soda glass stem.   Other  artifacts speak  to  that conclusion;  a book clasp, a ball clay figure, glass wine bottle  seals, and cattle  bones that were cut with saws (Hornum  et al.,  2001:  602-603).   The  authors  checked  the  assemblage  using  Pogue’s  12 category  list, and found it showed a middling  standard somewhat  at odds with the status materials  above.   While  they  have  a point  that Pogue’s technique  may  not  work so well in the  late  17th  century,  choices in individual  artifacts can vary  so much.   [find data  for Sewall’s EMI].  The  presence  of young  cows in the  butcher  record  indicates  that Sewall could spare cows for the slaughter  (Hornum  et al., 2001: I-19).  This behavior is unlike that seen at Old Baltimore,  where cows were conserved (Keck 1999), despite  the supposed high status of James  Phillips  Sr.
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5.1     Unidentified small lead vessel from Charles’ Gift
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5.2     Showing seam on  crudely made stem from Charles’ Gift

6    Mattapany  and Mattapany  Magazine, 18ST390

7    Rousby, 18ST751

The seventeenth century  component of the Rousby site in St.  Mary’s County on the shores of the Patuxent River has a somewhat  complex ownership history.  In brief: the area’s first non-Native  American inhabitants were the Jesuits  circa 1637 before lands were ceded back to  Lord  Baltimore  in 1641 and  became  part  of Mattapanient Hundred  near  St.   Mary’s City.  Thereafter, the land fell into the hands of the Edloes, who rented  a parcel containing the site along the creek out to the bricklayer  John  Halfhead  between  the 1660s. Halfhead and  his heir lived on a homestead  on this  land until  1675.  In 1683, the  Edloes sold some land including the former Halfhead  parcel to Christopher Rousby,  the King’s Collector  for the Maryland  colony between 1676-1684. Rousby was murdered  at sea in 1684 and did not enjoy his land  long.  Christopher Rousby’s estate  executor,  his brother  John,  did not  live more than  a year longer than  Christopher.  The  land  ended  up in the  hands  of Rousby’s wife’s second husband, Captain Richard  Smith,  who probably  lived there  until  1710, after which the  site probably  lay unoccupied  until  the  later  18th or 19th century  (Child  et al.,
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2005: 12, 29, 77).

Comparing  the  two (three) potential sources of tableware  at  this  site:  John  Halfhead Sr.  was a tenant farmer  and  a skilled bricklayer  who had  finished masonry  on sites like the home of Leonard(?) Calvert,  the Governor  and cousin to Lord Baltimore.  In contrast, Christopher Rousby  was a man  who became  prominent in early  Maryland  regional  gov- ernment at  various  times  as a county sheriff and  official, holding  a lucrative  position  as King’s Collector  until  1684 when his position  became  contested  (Child  et al., 2005:  29). Rousby  eventually  amassed  a significant amount of property in Maryland  before his un- timely  death.   With  7 cows, ”2 mares”,  and  one ”negro”  named  Christoph (unspecified whether  servant  or slave),  the  things  mentioned  in Christopher Rousby’s  will would put his EMI at 8.11, on the lower end of the scale- though  this does not account for other  land not explicitly  mentioned  in the will.

The  data  on this  site comes from CRM  Phase  II investigations undertaken in 2001at the Naval AIr Station  in St.  Mary’s County. The investigation was brief, and some features were left about  60-70% intact for future  work(Child  et al., 2005:  64), so artifact data  is limited.  However, the little  artifactual data  available  does show some interesting trends.

Child  et  al.  make  the  case that of 12 out  of 13 features  are  identified  with  the  sev- enteenth century  component at  the  Rousby  site,  and  that of these,  2 refuse pits  and  3 structural features  very  likely  date  to  the  period  spanning  the  Halfhead  tenure  (early

1660s) to the death  of the Rousbys  (1685) (2005: 77) The authors speculate  that Rousby may  have  lived in the  old Halfhead  home (CHECK  CITE), but  given the  end tenure  of the  Halfheads-  the  Halfheads  could  not  have  been  expected  to  gain  access to  lead  glass in 1675 unless they  had  very special connections  with  Ravenscroft  or distributors of very early  Ravenscroft  glass.   Therefore  if any  lead  glass is to  show up  in the  well-preserved later  17th century  contexts  found during  the phase II investigations, it is either  an Edloe, a Rousby,  or someone else depositing  that glass.  Furthermore, if this part  of the  site was indeed abandoned after  the deaths  of Christopher Rousby  and John  Rousby,  the presence of leaded  glass in undisturbed context  could  offer a clue that glass arrived  before 1685, which is earlier than  the general 1690 date  of lead glass ubiquity  Noel Hume gives (1969). Pre-1685 lead glass would have a lead-oxide level of somewhere between  15-30%.

Out  of 25,892 historical  artifacts, very little  was identified  as tableware. At least  37 sherds  were pulled  from the  collections,  and  only 16 appeared  to  have  lead or potential lead content. The Rousby  assemblage  may have evidence for pre-1700, perhaps  even pre-

1690 lead glass.  First,  This  small collection  showed qualitative differences in UV colors. McClenaghan  (1989) and  Brill () mentioned  that early  English  lead glass, with  its lower lead content may  fluoresce a darker  purple  thatn the  brilliant blue  of later  and  modern English  glass.  Some of the  sherds  do show a purplish,  darker  blue cast.   One is whiter, several are just faint blue under UV short-wave  light.  Second, the 17th century-associated glass of identifiable  form appears  to be of a form that is more elaborate  than  most English Lead  glass of the  very  last  years  in the  17th  century  or 18th  century.   See the  sherd  in figure blank  below,  which  is reminiscent  of a ribbed  hollow knop  on a stemmed  vessel.
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This fragment is one of three  sherds of lead or lead content tableware  that comes from the feature  1-01, identified  as a refuse pit dating  to the late 17th century.

7.1     The potential ribbed knop from Rousby
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7.2     extant examples of ribbed knops

8    Buck Site 18KE292

The Buck site is located  in Kent County, Maryland.   The site was excavated  in the  1970s and the glass is curated  at the Jefferson Patterson. The site included a trash  pit, that due to the dearth  of finer ceramics, may have originated  from a household of tenants or enslaved individuals  owned by Henry Hosier.  Hosier had bought the land from John Tully of London in 1671 and  set up a plantation by 1679, where he owned at  least  6 slaves at  the  time  of his  death  in  1786 (Alexander  1984:16).   Alexander  determined this  trash  pit  was  used somewhere between  1660-1700 (Alexander  1984:15).  The stem  fragments  were previously studied by Arlene Palmer from Winterthur, who confirmed that at least one fragment is part of a quatrefoil  stem dating  1690-1710 (Palmer 1979). The stem element exhibits  crizzling. My analysis showed this stem element was leaded.  In the squares  related  to the trash  pit, there  were three  pieces of leaded tableware, including the quatrefoil  stem, a square angled base fragment (possibly a decanter?) and a piece of the bowl base from a drinking glass that Ms.  Palmer  dated  1690-1720.  Ms.  Palmer’s  notes  showed there  was a candlestick  in the trash  pit assemblage  but  this was, alas, not available  in the assemblage  for analysis at the time.  Material  from the surface included one non-lead wheel-engraved  tumbler  sherd such as might be found during the mid-18th  century,  originating  from Bohemia.  The remainder of the Buck glass tableware  (6 sherds)  was unprovenienced and appears  to be mainly later century  material  including  a mason  jar  lid and  molded  bottle  with  an ’E’. Four  of these sherds were leaded, but  they are not figured in the rest of my analysis.

All three  leaded  sherds  from the  trash  pit  come from square  IIC-B.  All three  sherds count as one vessel each.  The trash  pit TPQ  was 1573 with a TAQ of 1700. The Harrington Range  Alexander  gives in  his  notes  shows a  peak  in  7/64,  or  1650-1680 with  344 pipe stems  (Alexander  Notes:   28).   The  344 includes  pipe  stems  below plowzone  as  well as in  the  plowzone.   No numbers  are  given  for counts,  however  by  using  the  percentages to  determine  counts,  I obtained  a  Binford  date  of 1695.0206.   (With  pipes  from  below plowzone, the  Binford date  is 1635!) This  isn’t the  best  way to do pipestem  analysis  but gives a clearer idea of a potential midpoint date  than  the Harrington ranges.

Given Alexander’s belief that this was a modest dwelling inhabited by modest planters or slaves, it is interesting that there is evidence of leaded stemware  because of the pre-18th century  time period.  If this was a modest  household,  and if glassware was really a luxury item  only rich people afforded or sought before the  18th  century,  what  is this  stuff doing in a humble  household’s trash  pit?
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9    Rousby, 18ST751

Virginia Sites:

Thus far, lead glass assemblages at the late-17th century Virginian sites are known

only through catalog information from previous excavations. The Chesapeake Tidewater

in Virginia is physically de

ned by three di
erent peninsulas, all of which are represented

by at least one site in this paper. The lower peninsula, de

ned by the courses of the James

andYork rivers, and the location of Williamsburg and Jamestown, remains the most wellknown

region in terms of colonial Virginian material culture and consumer choices. As

such, it is not a major part of this analysis, but will be referred to as comparison.

In terms of early glass, Jamestown boasts some of the earliest examples of lead glass

available in the colonies. At least one example of a sealed Ravens-head stemware vessel,

likely something from the Ravenscroft era at the Savoy Glasshouse during 1675-1780,

made its way to Jamestown before becoming a part of the archaeological record (Lanmon

2011:38). No other known Ravenscroft period glass examples exist in the colonial record

as of now. However, examples of glass attributed to the period immediately proceeding

Ravenscroft (possibly related to the Hawley Bishopp era at the Savoy glass-house) do show

up in Port Royal (?: 23) and the Jamestown-Williamsburg area (?: 15). Nol Hume was

especially perplexed when the "

nest example of post-Ravenscroft lead glass found yet"

came from a cellar hole at Clay Bank in Gloucester county, on Virginia's middle peninsula.

In contrast to some of the sites with early lead glass associated with high status colonials,

Clay Bank appeared to be a rather "unimportant home site" (?: 15). Elsewhere, tiny fragments

of 

nely-blown lead glass with venetian design elements like nipt diamond waies,

gadrooning ?, and trailed rims speak to early versions of lead glass tableware making its

way to the New World.

1 Newman's Neck, 44NB180
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