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ABSTRACT 

Historic ceramics from the 19
th

 century British military site of the Albert Barracks in 

Auckland, New Zealand, are investigated. The research follows two strands of enquiry.  

The ceramics are analysed quantitatively in order to investigate similarities and differences 

in various attributes when compared among selected 19
th

 century sites.  If the ceramics are 

present in similar amounts and types in sites occupied by civilians, it may appear that the 

military site presents no significant differences from a civilian site.  However, if the 

ceramics are less varied than civilian sites, this may present a signature that is indicative of 

a military site.  The second focus of research is on developing a social context in which to 

place the ceramics, particularly those that are quantifiably negligible, but may allow for 

another story to be told about life in the Albert Barracks.  The emphasis here is on 

recovering the wives and children of the soldiers, who are often hidden in military 

discourse.  This research has uncovered the very real presence of families in the Albert 

Barracks, and may open the way to further study on gender issues within the British 

military.  The research has also found that there may be a relationship between ceramic 

variability and military sites, and this signature is a factor that could be investigated in 

archaeological analysis of ceramics from British military sites in New Zealand in the 

future. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

On one small corner of the site on which the University of Auckland is building a 

student amenities centre, a group of enthusiastic students and professional archaeologists 

uncovered remains belonging to a period of Auckland city's 19
th

 century history that has 

now largely been buried, or destroyed, by development.  The excavation of this portion of 

what was the site of the Albert Barracks, once occupied by various regiments of the British 

army, took place over three weeks towards the end of 2001, and was conducted amongst 

the organised chaos of an urban site redevelopment, surrounded by diggers, trucks, and an 

interested public.  Because of the high student input during excavation, a number of 

students were offered the opportunity of working with the artefactual material, and this is 

how the writer came to be sitting in a room surrounded by thousands of ceramic sherds, 

asking the question "what does it all mean?" 

 In an attempt to find an answer to this huge question, the problem was broken down 

into a number of key issues.  Firstly, I was interested to understand if there was anything 

distinctly different about the ceramics from a military site, as compared to a civilian site. 

To answer this question it is necessary to examine whether a large-scale pattern can be 

diagnosed from the proportions and variety of ceramics, and whether this pattern 

categorises a military site as unique.  By understanding the pattern formed by the ceramics 

this question led to that of predictability, by asking what archaeologists might therefore 

expect to find in a military site. 

 This question, on the one level, can be approached by examining what has been 

found previously on British military sites.  Generally, a military site might be expected to 

contain fortifications, whether remains of the solid stone wall that once surrounded the 

Albert Barracks, or remains of earthworks where a redoubt may have been constructed.  As 

far as portable artefacts go, military buttons could be expected to be found, as well as the 
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disposable remnants of weaponry in the form of bullets, musket balls and percussion caps.  

Clay tobacco pipes and alcohol bottles would be expected to be found in a 19
th

 century 

military site, perhaps signifying the well-known vices of soldiers of the time.  As far as 

ceramics go, previous research (Sussman 1978, 2000) indicates the likelihood of a less 

varied assemblage than might be expected from a civilian site, however many of the same, 

popular, ceramic transfer-printed designs, such as "Willow" and "Asiatic Pheasants" would 

be expected to appear.  A historical archaeologist would also undertake a reasonable 

amount of historical research to understand how the site was used.  In New Zealand, this 

research has focussed on military tactics, strategies and campaigns, with the recording of 

fortifications connecting the documented record to the archaeology.   

The ceramics assemblage of the Albert Barracks, whilst finding various amounts of 

popular 19
th

 century ceramics, also had a number of artefacts that might not be expected if 

the type of model described above, regarding expectations of a military site, was followed 

stringently.  This leads to the question of just where do the pieces of china doll and 

childrens' toy teasets found in the ceramics assemblage of the Albert Barracks fit in this 

model?  The answer lies in taking a broader perspective than that of solely investigating 

large-scale pattern, to incorporate recovering social issues of sex and gender.  Judging by 

the large numbers of soldier's descendants, particularly of the 58
th

 Regiment (John Young 

2002, personal communication), there was a lot of sex occurring in the ranks, whether by 

married or unmarried couples.  This factor was taken into account by the British army, 

which had policies in place as a means of controlling the behaviour of the soldiers.  Some 

of these policies were focussed around allowing a certain percentage of men to marry, and 

have their wives and families living in barracks.  Some policies had the objective of 

controlling activities such as drinking alcohol to excess by providing diversions, such as 

libraries and sporting activities, to which the public were invited.  A place such as the 
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Albert Barracks was therefore not just about the soldiers, but was incorporated into the 

social fabric of the lives of their families, and the general public that were able to frequent 

such places.  These policies are discussed further in this research. 

However, any quantity of ceramic sherds needs to be analysed in a systematic way.  

This research therefore adopts an approach following two strands of enquiry, whereby the 

data is quantitatively analysed as a means of understanding whether there is a pattern to the 

types of ceramics found in military sites, or whether the ceramics are comparable to those 

found in other, civilian, 19
th

 century New Zealand sites.  On the one hand, Sussman (1978, 

2000) argues for a lack of variability in British military ceramics.  However, the Albert 

Barracks was a site that had families living within its walls, and where members of the 

public attended events.  In order to achieve a full, more complex, understanding of how the 

Albert Barracks may have functioned as part of the Auckland community, and in the lives 

of wives and families of the soldiers, during its period of occupation, the approach is also 

taken where a few artefacts can be seen to open the door into another way of thinking 

about the military site - one where the archaeology allows for the clear presence of people 

other than soldiers in the Albert Barracks. 

Chapter One of this research presents an overview of issues associated with 

interpretation and analysis of historic ceramics, based on a number of key references from 

the field of historical archaeology and the study of ceramics.  A background to the Albert 

Barracks is then discussed in Chapter Two, in which a historical and social context is 

provided for the ceramics.  This chapter, by examining the social context of the Albert 

Barracks, attempts to bring to light the ways in which families, and the community 

generally, had a role to play in the lives of the soldiers.   This social context is then looked 

at in relation to the way in which issues of gender have not been approached in previous 

studies of military sites in New Zealand.  Chapter Three looks specifically at the site of the 
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Albert Barracks in relation to the archaeological context of the excavation and the contexts 

from which the ceramics were recovered.  The ceramics data analysis is covered in Chapter 

Four, where the data is examined in terms of the attributes of ceramic type, colour, 

decorative technique, pattern, vessel form and dating.  The ceramics are then compared 

with other 19
th

 century sites, including one British military site.  The aim of this 

comparison is to understand whether the ceramics from the military site of the Albert 

Barracks are distinguishable in any way from those of other sites.  The dissertation ends 

with a brief conclusion. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTERPRETING AND ANALYSING 

HISTORIC CERAMICS 

 
 Nineteenth century archaeological sites in New Zealand generally produce copious 

amounts of historic ceramics, most often earthenware, and most commonly transfer-printed 

ware.  However, little has been published in the way of an identification and interpretation 

system for the ceramics appearing in these sites.  As a consequence most of the ceramics 

analysis undertaken as part of archaeological excavations in New Zealand is based around 

understanding chronologies by looking at dates from manufacturer's marks, with little 

being examined in the way of what the presence or absence of particular types of ceramics 

might mean. There are also issues of consistency regarding taxonomic descriptions of 

vessel forms, with no standard means of identification available.  However, there are a 

number of issues surrounding any classification and interpretation system.  Most of these 

issues came to my attention during or after the practical experience of undertaking 

ceramics analysis of the assemblage from the Albert Barracks. Analytical and 

interpretative approaches towards understanding historic ceramics tend to parallel debates 

within archaeology generally, namely that of a more quantitative approach used to 

understand large-scale patterns and processes, contrasted against a more ideological 

approach endeavouring to understand social contexts surrounding the artefactual material.  

This chapter begins by examining some of these ways in which historical archaeologists 

use ceramics to understand and interpret archaeological sites, and also looks at how I see 

the Albert Barracks being situated in this interpretative context.  The chapter then diverges 

from theoretical debate to look at methodological considerations regarding classification 

techniques, namely dating, colour and decorative technique, vessel form and function.  



6 

 

1.1 Interpreting Ceramics: 

Historical archaeologists in the United States appear to have produced the majority 

of theoretical discussions regarding analysis and interpretation of British historical 

ceramics, with a focus on understanding large-scale processes and patterning of artefactual 

material.  Stanley South's work in the 1970's attempted to understand patterning processes 

of artefact deposition, and included what he called the "Mean Ceramic Date Formula" 

(South 1978: 223), which was, he argued, a tool for understanding ceramic popularity 

through time.   Quantitative analysis, according to South (1978), is the key to historical 

archaeologists understanding pattern within and between sites, that may lead to further 

understanding of variables relating to such factors as site function, chronology, status and 

ethnicity.  South argues that historical archaeologists overly rely upon historical documents 

to interpret sites, rather than relying upon data to delineate archaeological patterns (South 

1978).  Following on from South's approach to understanding pattern is Sussman's analysis 

of British military tableware (1978, 2000).  Sussman argues for the possibility of 

recognising a signature that is indicative of British military sites through examining the 

range of variability of ceramics recovered from these sites in Canada dating from the 

period 1760 until 1830.  Miller's (1980, 1991) system for classification and scaling of 

historic ceramics is also an attempt to recognise patterns of socio-economics and status, by 

ascribing economic values to various types of ceramics that were available in the 19
th

 

century.  Miller argues these values can then be used to interpret different levels of socio-

economic status in archaeological sites.  Worthy also argues for the need of historical 

archaeologists to understand patterning of material in archaeological sites (Worthy 1982).  

She examines the need for a focus on achieving "standards" (Worthy 1982: 358) through a 

classification and interpretation system of historic ceramics based on formal and functional 
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attributes that allows for an understanding of large scale intra- and intersite patterning and 

processes.  

Through interpretations such as these it is assumed that a site's function, whilst 

occupied, will be represented in the ceramics and that there may be some correlation 

between vessel use and frequency of appearance in assemblages.  It would be expected 

therefore that vessels that are used often would appear more frequently in an 

archaeological assemblage. This is expected to be shown by relative proportions of one 

type of ceramic compared with another, which then suggests specific activities and 

behaviours occurring on a particular site. By correlating ceramic data with other artefactual 

or historical data it may be possible therefore to make inferences about activities at a 

particular site.  As an example of this, Worthy discusses the possibility of a larger than 

expected number of soup bowls, in association with soup bones, as meaning the likelihood 

of seasonal eating patterns or socio-economic levels (Worthy 1982: 340). 

Finding and measuring economic variability in archaeological deposits, and relating 

this variability to documented social variability, has been an avenue of research for many 

archaeologists (Monks 1999).  A number of analyses have been undertaken in an attempt 

to understand the relationship between socio-economic position and proportion and types 

of ceramics found in historic sites.  In order to examine the usefulness of these types of 

techniques when applied to the New Zealand context, Plowman (2000) has discussed a 

number of these studies in some detail, including Miller’s (1980, 1991) economic scaling 

and classification system. Studies such as Miller’s make an implicit assumption that the 

more wealth a person has, the more they will spend on consumables, however this is not 

necessarily the case (Monks 1999: 206).  Cost efficiency models (e.g. Lyman 1987), where 

the purchase of consumables is based around rational decisions of efficiency and 

affordability, are argued to be more suited to the analysis of faunal remains than of 
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ceramics (Monks 1999).  Ceramics are purchased less frequently than food, representing a 

longer-term investment, particularly in items used for display purposes.  Therefore, Monks 

argues, consumables with short use lives are more likely to indicate economic 

considerations that are utilitarian, whereas durables such as ceramics, move beyond 

utilitarian analyses into an incorporation of social and ideological functions (Monks 1999: 

213).  Because of the ambiguity of results of analyses using ceramic indices such as 

Miller’s, some researchers also question the usefulness of these types of techniques at all 

(Howson 1990: 90).  Beaudry, Cook and Mrozowski (1996: 273) describe Miller’s 

economic scaling as going to “bizarre lengths", and as not being anthropological 

investigation, but an approach where historical archaeology is reduced to a dry economic 

history (Beaudry, Cook and Mrozowski, 1996: 274).  Through her analyses of studies such 

as Miller's (1980 and 1991) Plowman argues there is no simple correlation between the 

mean value of a ceramic assemblage and socio-economic position, and that many other 

variables operate to influence consumer behaviour, such as supply and household 

composition (Plowman 2000: 171).  Therefore, she concludes, basic proportional measures 

have limited use in interpreting and understanding the history of 19
th

 century 

archaeological sites in New Zealand (Plowman 2000). 

Although signs of socio-economic conditions may prove hard to pinpoint it could 

be possible to see wider trends in specific types of sites. Macready and Goodwyn (1990: 2) 

suggest sites that had specialised functions, such as military sites, or mining settlements, 

would have different assemblages than civilian urban sites, and that these assemblages may 

possibly be more limited in the range and type of vessels recovered.  Sussman (1978, 

2000) argues that British military sites are categorised by their lack of variability, due to 

the nature of cost-efficient purchasing by the British Army in the face of supplying and 

maintaining many men. The British military preferred popular patterns, such as blue 



9 

 

"Willow", possibly for ease of ordering and replacement.  Therefore, she argues, a military 

context will exhibit less variability in the ceramics than would a civilian settlement 

(Sussman 1978, 2000).  Her analysis of the ceramics at Fort Beausejour in New Brunswick 

showed this phenomenon of homogeneity, and large numbers of similar types of 

tablewares provides evidence for Sussman of the objects being part of institutional, as 

opposed to personal, table services (Sussman 1978, 2000). 

 Sussman's study on British military tableware is an attempt to uncover a signature 

that might be associated with, and define archaeologically, such sites.  However, Lawrence 

argues (1999: 123), such signature studies do not explore any further than the observed 

differences in the archaeological data and therefore do not examine the social processes 

that surround the assemblages.  Whilst archaeological data is necessary for interpretive 

studies, it is possible to extract meaning even when an assemblage is limited (Lawrence 

1999).  A small number of artefacts may open the way towards an understanding of the 

wider social contexts that surrounds those artefacts.   A single pottery "Lady Godiva" 

figurine found at the Little Lon site in Melbourne led the way to a multi-layered 

interpretation of this area that had been classified previously in public perceptions as a 

notorious slum and red light district (Mayne, Murray and Lawrence 2000).  By analysing 

the artefact and re-creating its historical context, archaeologists were able to show a 

number of possible meanings this figurine may have once had to the people that owned her 

in this working class area. 

Use of documentary sources to expand understanding of the social processes 

surrounding archaeological assemblages are an important, if not defining, feature of 

historical archaeological research.  However, as South argues (1978) archaeologists need 

to be cautious regarding their over-reliance on historical documentation, as this can detract 

from the archaeological data.  In addition to this factor, documentary sources can often be 
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slanted due to the perceptions of the people doing the writing and recording, who were 

most often middle and upper classes (Beaudry, Cook and Mrozowski, 1996: 285), or in the 

case of the military, male.  Therefore, historical archaeology has the potential to address 

people who may have been excluded from, or minimally included in, the written record 

(Deetz 1977).  It does this by looking at the everyday items of material culture to provide 

insights into lives not addressed by documentary evidence alone.  Situating artefacts within 

their broader social context through the combined use of historical information and 

archaeological data can therefore lead to recovering information that may not have been 

possible to see through use of just one of these means alone.    

1.2 Dating Historic Ceramics: 

Undoubtedly ceramics are valuable dating tools in any historic site (Samford 1997: 

1), as many have remnants of manufacturers' marks that can be traced to periods of 

production.  However, the majority of vessels were not marked in any way, and this, 

combined with the possibility of only having a fragment of one vessel, means the 

likelihood of uncovering a date for each piece of ceramic is low. Added to this is the effect 

of a manufacture-deposition lag, as ceramics are usually only disposed of once broken and 

unusable, and may be used many times before being thrown away (Worthy 1982).  

Therefore, the date from a manufacturer's mark only gives the earliest possible time the 

item could have been deposited, but says nothing about the actual time of deposition.   

Worthy, in a study of an early twentieth century site in Atlanta, Georgia, has argued for the 

need for a "standard" manufacture-deposition time lag (Worthy 1982: 350).  Using South's 

Mean Ceramic Date Formula (South 1972), she has noticed a trend in this site for a lag in 

porcelain of 20.25 years and earthenware 18.72 years, however she does not clarify how 

these may relate to ceramics from earlier sites (Worthy 1982: 353).   Macready and 

Goodwyn (1990: 24) discuss the difficulty of establishing the manufacture-deposition time 
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lag, and argue for an average of 10 years as being reasonable, however what this 

estimation is based upon is not clear.  Worthy has found however that to apply South's 

Mean Ceramic Date Formula does require a number of securely dated manufacturing 

marks, and historically documented terminus ante quem date for the site (Worthy 1982: 

350).  However manufacturing dates combined with other data, often historical, can give 

finer detail regarding time periods of site occupation.   

1.3 Ceramic Decoration: 

Worthy (1982) acknowledges the problem of a lack of chronology for nineteenth 

century ceramic decoration and colours and, in order to understand dating of sites more 

fully, argues for the need for this in relation to British ceramics recovered archaeologically 

in America.  Samford (1997) has, however gone some way to rectify this issue by 

examining popularity of transfer-print design styles and colours for British ceramics in 

America.  Identification of transfer-print patterns in New Zealand has been reliant on 

overseas source books, for example Coysh and Henrywood (1982 and 1989).  A reference 

collection has been established, initially by the Department of Conservation, and is now 

held in the Auckland Museum, however the usefulness of this is limited unless it is 

constantly maintained and updated.  Therefore, given the large number of ceramic designs 

produced in Britain in the 19
th

 century, it seems unlikely identification of transfer-printed 

patterns will ever be completely achieved at an individual site level.  Samford (1997) has 

established a classification system for ceramic transfer-print designs based on key design 

attributes of the pattern.  She has divided the central design feature of a pattern into 

categories of, for example, British Views, Pastoral, Exotic Views and Floral.  These 

categories are then given date ranges for production, which can then be interpreted as 

periods of popularity for designs of these particular styles.  She also examines border 

designs in a similar manner.  However it seems clear when looking at historic sites in New 
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Zealand, that the Chinese inspired "Willow" pattern appears most frequently on the 

majority of sites, therefore popularity of different designs may not be an issue in the New 

Zealand market.  It seems unfortunate however that the majority of transfer-printed vessels 

on most sites in New Zealand are categorised "unidentified".  Samford's (1997) 

classification system of central design and border motifs may be a useful form of 

categorisation for these unidentified patterns, and this technique could be examined further 

by historical archaeologists in the future.   

1.4 Ceramic Colour: 

Classifying ceramic colour by technical attribute is a field that has not been 

addressed in archaeology in New Zealand.  Archaeological reports do not discuss 

methodology regarding colour description, and as such, are subjective and arbitrary, being 

dependent on the classifier's eye and experience.  Whilst a subjective general description is 

most likely adequate in many cases, a finer analysis and classification system would prove 

useful, particularly to achieve standardisation when comparing ceramics from a number of 

sites.   Particularly difficult to classify are the wide range of blues in transfer-printed ware, 

however, many variations are due to technological differences, for example, the more 

deeply a copper plate for transfer-printing is engraved, the darker the resulting print colour 

(Samford 1997).  As technology improved, so did the range of colours able to be produced, 

with differing combinations of metallic oxides producing varying results in colour.   

Companies, such as Spode, had various recipes for ensuring particular colours were 

achieved, although these possibly vary across different manufacturers.  However, the 

cobalt blue colour scale illustrated in Copeland (1980) could be useful.  These blues range 

from "Midnight" to the lighter "Mandarin", and are the categories of cobalt blue used in 

Spode's manufacturing process (Copeland 1980).  These factors mean a standardised 

classification system would be difficult to achieve.  However, Samford (1997) classifies 
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ceramic colour by utilising the Munsell Book of Colour (1929 cited in Samford 1997) 

when she discusses popularity trends in transfer-printed wares.  She has shown examples 

of changing popularity of different colours in nineteenth century.  For example, whilst blue 

was the most popular colour for much of this period, dark blue was more popular in the 

early phase of transfer-printing (Samford 1997), particularly in the 1820's (Miller 1991: 9). 

As blue became more common, colours such as reds, browns and greens became more 

desirable amongst the upper classes (Shaw 1829).   However, brown transfer-printed ware 

became quite popular in the 1830's (Samford 1997).  For many vessels, such as the more 

utilitarian plain brown and yellow wares, fine differences between shades of colour are 

unlikely to add any great depth to analysis of sherds, as colour.  However transfer printed 

patterns could be classified using Munsell colour values, or Copeland's (1980) colour chart 

for blues transfer-printed patterns.  Either way, given that most historic ceramics in New 

Zealand sites are categorised as "blue", there is room for advancement in a colour 

classification system for this colour category alone.  

1.5 Ceramic Vessel Form: 

When analysing vessel form of historic ceramics, there would appear to be some 

confusion between form and function.  For example classifying a jug as a "milk jug" 

ascribes a specific function to a vessel form that is not necessarily the sole use for that 

vessel.  Another vessel form where function is also often ascribed are mugs being 

described as "coffee cups" (see Plowman 2000).  Generally a "coffee can" (Cushion 1976: 

178) is always simple and cylindrical, however there is often an overlap in shape with 

coffee cups, mugs and tankards (Cushion 1976).  Therefore, if an analysis is going to 

include such functional designations, the author needs to be explicit as to what the 

categories are based upon, so other analyses can be based on similar, standardised criteria.  

However, as argued by Worthy (1982), separating form from functional attributes is 
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difficult, as shape and use are linked in ceramic terminology.   Worthy separates form from 

function by grouping vessels under functional categories, for example, serving, eating and 

drinking.  She then sub-groups vessels under these categories to designate form (Worthy 

1982: 339-340).  However, this is still problematic, as there are still categories she 

describes under form attributes, for example "breakfast plate", which clearly ascribes a 

function to this size plate (Worthy 1982: 339).  However, the alternative of grouping 

vessels under form categories of, for example, bowl, plate, dish, jug, cup etc. and then 

relating these to a function is also problematic, as discussed in Chapter 4, regarding the 

taxonomic description of a "tea bowl".   It may be possible to stay away from describing 

function altogether, and provide explicit details on size and stylistic attributes of vessels, 

for example whether the cup had a handle present or not. 

Ceramic vessel form, as well as body fabric, may also have an affect on breakage 

rates.   Cups, for example, may be more fragile and be more prone to breaking than table 

plates, although data relating to these factors has not been found to date.  Worthy (1982) 

argues this issue needs to be looked at on an inter-site basis, meaning issues regarding 

taphonomy can be examined also.  Sites where secondary deposition has occurred may 

mean ceramics are more fragmented and incomplete.  This was the case of many of the 

redeposited ceramics in the rubbish pit in Browns Mill (Brassey 1990: 35).  

1.6 The Albert Barracks Ceramics 

In the database compiled for the Albert Barracks assemblage, the analytical 

categories described above of colour, decorative technique, vessel form, and dating are 

investigated, as well as categories of ceramic type and pattern.  A number of the issues 

addressed above arose in the ceramics analysis, and these are discussed in Chapter 4: Data 

Analysis.  The theoretical approaches examined above are also examined in the case of the 

Albert Barracks.  An approach is taken in this research where the data is examined not only 
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on a quantitative level, but where the historic record provides a social context in which to 

situate the ceramics assemblage.  The ceramics provide the data, which can then be looked 

at on two levels.  The data is used to examine what, if any, patterns may be seen that can 

be linked to a military signature within ceramics assemblages.  Secondly, it is looked at 

through an analysis of those artefacts that, although numerically insignificant, allow the 

door to be opened towards a broader understanding of life in a military barracks.  The 

combination of data with the historic record allows for an interpretation of the Albert 

Barracks that is therefore much more complete than by using just one of these methods.  

The following chapter discusses the historical context of the Albert Barracks, which places 

the assemblage into its social context, and concludes with a discussion regarding 

interpretation of this military site. 
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CHAPTER TWO: HISTORICAL CONTEXT 

The aim of this section is to provide a historical background to the Albert Barracks 

in which to place the ceramics assemblage.  In order to develop an understanding of the 

multiple functions and roles of the site it is necessary to investigate it as one that not only 

follows British military regulations but to look at how it worked on a social level and as a 

place for families and domesticity.   This approach is taken here to counter generalisations 

of the military site as a place exclusively for men, therefore allowing for a broader 

interpretation of the Albert Barracks. The section begins by a general overview of the 

development of the Albert Barracks.  It then follows with an examination of some of the 

events and occurrences associated with the Albert Barracks, and relates these to British 

Army policies put in place at the time.  The chapter concludes with a theoretical discussion 

whereby the historical context of the Albert Barracks is examined in relation to issues of 

interpretation of military sites, and issues of recovering gender. 

Finding original records relating to the Albert Barracks is difficult, as many were 

lost when sent to Wellington in 1862 on the White Swan (Gluckman 2000: 24).  Initial 

research was begun at the Public Record Office, Kew, England, however much of this was 

quite general.  There are, however, some War Office records available in New Zealand on 

microfilm, and other documentary sources were used such as newspapers.  As would be 

expected from a highly organised institution such as the British army, it is possible to see a 

certain amount of standardisation with regards to regulations.  This means reports 

originating in London such as that of the Barracks and Hospital Improvement Commission, 

were then related directly to New Zealand conditions, and acted upon accordingly (Public 

Record Office England 1863, WO 33/12).   It was also found that regulations regarding 

women being taken "on the strength" of the British army were reflected in the situation of 

army wives and families in New Zealand.  This is discussed further below.  
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 Settlement of Auckland, or Tamaki-makau-rau, and the story of the Albert Barracks 

arises out of the context of British colonial world-wide expansion.  However it is beyond 

the scope of this research to investigate the history of both Maori and European settlement 

in Auckland preceding the building of the Albert Barracks.  A detailed investigation of this 

time period is covered in R.J.C. Stone's book, "From Tamaki-makau-rau to Auckland" 

(2001).    

By 1842 Auckland had approximately 1845 people, including 100 soldiers in the 

garrison of Fort Britomart (Curson 1976: 178).  In the 1840's the settlement was dominated 

by young and middle-aged men, with a marked shortage of marriageable females (Curson 

1976: 179). The European settlers' of Auckland in the 1840's were reliant on Maori for 

supplies of food and other commodities, who were trading for supplies of clothing, 

blankets, tobacco and other consumer goods.  As the settlement grew, so did the 

opportunity to make large capital gain on commodities, with prices for consumables, and 

land, becoming high and open to speculation (Stone 2001: 289).  Some settlers took 

advantage of this opportunity to capitalise by importing their own goods for later resale.  

Reverend Vicesemus Lush and his wife Blanche were mortified to discover the crate of 

cheap earthenware they brought with them from England for sale in the lucrative Auckland 

market was inadvertently swapped for the crate of fine Worcester china imported for their 

own use (Drummond 1971: 21).  By 1861 the entire population of the province of 

Auckland had grown to 24,420, exclusive of the military and their families (Daily Southern 

Cross, 11 February 1863). 

European settlers in Auckland had frequently been subjected to rumours of Maori 

invasion from as early as 1841 (Stone 2001: 287).   After the northern wars and the final 

defeat of Maori at Ruapekapeka, Auckland was seen as being in a weak position and a 

target for a possible invasion by Maori (Platts 1971).  With 230 58
th

  Regiment troops 
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already arrived in Auckland and more troop reinforcements on their way (Platts 1971: 

128), Governor Grey commanded a wooden barracks be erected at the site of Rangipuke or 

"Hill of the Sky", to be superintended by George Graham (Lennard 1991).  One of the 

earliest, hastily erected Albert Barracks buildings is reported as being blown over in a 

storm in July 1845 (Platts 1971).  The site of the Albert Barracks was Major Bunbury's, 

commander of the 80
th

 Regiment, first choice for a barracks in 1840, but this was 

overridden when Hobson chose instead the five acre site of Point Britomart (Stone 2001; 

Platts 1971).  The barracks wall was begun at least by April 1847, when it was being 

constructed using Maori labour, under the supervision of George Graham of the Royal 

Engineers (New Zealander, 3 April 1847).  A temporary cook house was installed in 

September 1847, and four temporary wooden barracks buildings in lieu of stone buildings 

were approved for construction by Governor Grey on 7 July 1848 (War Office, WO 1/530, 

University of Auckland Library).  Eventually the barracks wall contained the entire site 

(Figure 2.1) of 21 acres, 1 rood 27 perches (Lennard 1991), however it was a slow process, 

with continual extensions and debates as to its necessity.  The wall was still being built in 

1851, when the War Office questioned in a letter to the Ordinance Office why it was 

needed so urgently (War Office, WO 6/101 22 April 1851, University of Auckland 

Library).  A tender for work on gates and doors in 1852 suggests that the wall was near 

completion at this date (New Zealander, 11 September 1852).  Together with the Fort 

Britomart barracks, there was accommodation for 1000 soldiers (Swainson 1853: 31) with 

900 rank and file troops in the wooden barracks buildings, and 100 in the stone "Grenadier 

Barracks" (Lennard 1991: 23).  During the years 1851, 1852 and 1853 there were 1340 

British troops stationed in New Zealand with troops in Auckland numbering approximately 

519 (Thomson 1969 [1860]: 17).  The Albert Barracks, being the larger barracks in 

Auckland (Swainson 1853: 31), would have accommodated most of these soldiers.  There  
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was also a military hospital with a dead house (Gluckman 2000: 24), a sergeants' mess, as 

well as stores, magazine and Commissariat office (Lennard 1991; Fletcher 1979).  Other 

buildings included a school (Frissell 1871 in Fletcher 1979; Figure 2.2) and library 

(Gluckman 2000: 24).   The types and functions of these buildings were a reflection of 

procedures and policies set in place in Britain regarding the building and conditions of 

barracks.  

Figure 2.1 

Vercoe and Harding, 1866, Map of the City of Auckland, Auckland Public Library 

NZ Maps 18 

The area enclosed by dashed line is approximate area of excavation.  The street at the bottom of 

the map is Symonds Street. The letters (a), (b) and (c) refer to buildings described below, and are 

used throughout the figures in this chapter so the reader can orientate the buildings in the pictures 

and maps. (a) Stone building described in Frissell 1871 (Fletcher 1979) as a School.  (b) Wooden 

dwelling houses.  (c) Wooden dwelling houses on northern boundary wall. 

 

N 

(c) 

(b) 

(a) 



20 

 

   

 

Figure 2.2 

Frissell's 1871 Plan of Albert Barracks, compiled by  R.S. Fletcher, 1979 

Auckland Public Library 

This plan is compiled from the field notes of Frissell's 1871 survey, by R.S. Fletcher, 

Lands Department, Auckland 1936.  Compare with Figure 2.1 to note the demolition of the 

wooden barracks buildings on the northern and eastern boundaries has already occurred. 

 

(a) 

(b) 
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The British army was focussed on providing education for its rank and file soldiers, 

and their children.  In 1860, less than eight percent of rank and file could do more than 

read a little and write their name (Skelley 1977: 90).  In 1862, the military school, after 

being closed for a period, re-opened with strictly enforced attendance required by non-

commissioned officers and privates in the afternoons, from 2pm to 4pm, and children of 

the soldiers attending at various times depending on age (40
th

 (2
nd

 Somersetshire) 

Regiment, 11 October 1862, Alexander Turnbull Library).  Official army policy had 

actually abandoned compulsory attendance for soldiers and their children in 1861, however 

placed increased importance on the establishment and use of regimental libraries (Skelley 

1977).  Libraries were being established at every large barracks in the United Kingdom and 

throughout the colonies as early as 1840 (Skelley 1977: 93).  Tenders for the erection of a 

Military Reading Room were called for in February 1849 (New Zealander, 2 February 

1849).  The Library at the Albert Barracks was operational at least by 1850, when it was 

mentioned in inquest number 95, held at the Albert Barracks, regarding the murder of 

Francis McKeown of the 58
th

 Regiment in one of the barracks rooms (Gluckman 2000: 

162-167). 

The Albert Barracks was first occupied by the 58
th

 Regiment (Figures 2.3 and 2.4), 

also known as the Black Cuffs, under Colonel Wynyard (Stone 2001).  This regiment was 

in New Zealand from 1845 until November 1858, and during this period the headquarters 

were in Auckland (Wynyard 1983).  During this time the soldiers became extremely 

popular with the civilians of Auckland (Wynyard 1983).  Although they did not see much 

in the way of active duty whilst in Auckland, the 58
th

 Regiment contributed in many other 

ways to Auckland life by, for example, protecting Auckland from fire, and building roads 

such as Khyber Pass (Platts 1971).  
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Figure 2.3 

Albert Barracks 1850, Auckland Public Library, No. 4543 

Looking South from waterfront.  Showing Albert Barracks in foreground and Mt Eden in 

background, 1850.  Possibly a parade of 58
th

 Regiment under Colonel Wynyard.  Similar to 

watercolour in Rex Nan Kivell collection in the National Library of Australia entitled 

"Albert Barracks, Auckland New Zealand, with Mt Eden in background" by Cyprian 

Bridge, NK1271, T2875.   

 

While the 58
th

 Regiment were in New Zealand over 1100 rank and file and 10 

officers took their discharge (Thomson 1859: 150), with those remaining in Auckland 

possibly comprising one eighth of the population of the province at one stage (Platts 1971: 

205).  This indicates the level of integration and participation in to the community where 

the soldiers worked and lived.  Their presence livened up Auckland at the time, and they 

were missed upon departure, when they were farewelled in a banquet given by the people 

of Auckland, held in the square of the Albert Barracks (New Zealander, 13 November 

1858).  Life with the soldiers in Auckland continued to be lively however, and in 1867 

with the continuing departure of troops, Auckland, according to Mary Hunter became 

"very dull and miserable" (Hunter 1867, cited in Porter and MacDonald 1996: 36).   

Various regiments came and went over the time of the Albert Barracks, with some staying 

for a short time only.  George Brier of the 68
th

 Durham Light Infantry talks of spending 

time at the barracks in 1865, in a tent pitched in the barracks square, as there was no room 

(b) 
(b) 

(a) 



23 

 

for him in the wooden barracks buildings (Brier 1990).  The barracks square was also the 

site where the three companies of Volunteers, including the Royals, to which Percy Smith 

belonged, used to drill every morning before breakfast (Platts 1971: 207). 

Figure 2.4 

58
th

 Regiment under Colonel Wynyard 1851, Albert Barracks, Auckland Public Library, 

No. 4458 

 

The square of the Albert Barracks was also the meeting point for many civilians. 

Figure 2.5 (Auckland Public Library Negative No. 422) is an example of a function in the 

barracks square.  Entitled "Waiting for the General", this photograph, dating from the 

1860's, clearly shows a crowded area with women and children present.  David Burn writes 

of going here to watch the burning of Governor Grey's second Auckland residence (Burn 

1857 cited in Platts 1971: 181).  David Burn would also walk through the Albert Barracks 

on his way to work, and would often stay on Monday mornings to watch events.  He also 

participated in producing and acting for plays staged by the Military Theatre (Platts 1971: 

205).   

Just as the regimental libraries were designed to provide a diversion from drinking, 

many other amusements, such as the Military Theatre, were encouraged for the same 

purpose (Trustram 1984).  One of these diversions was organised sporting activities, and 

the barracks square was the site of many cricket matches.  These became popular events,  

(b) 

(a) 
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Figure 2.5 

"Waiting for the General", Albert Barracks, 1860's, Auckland Public Library, No. 422 

The title of this photograph most likely refers to a particular event at the Barracks of which 

no record has been found to date.  However note the large crowd in the barracks square, 

particularly, in the foreground, women and children.  Note also people, most likely 

soldiers, hanging out of the barracks room windows.  Also compare with Figures 2.3 and 

2.4 to note the addition of a verandah in the wooden barracks house to the left. 

 

usually held on a Monday, with the public being admitted as spectators to the "day's 

amusement" (New Zealander, 20 March 1847: 2).  The cricket matches held in the barracks 

square included competition between the Military and Civilians (New Zealander, 30 

January 1858), married men versus single men (New Zealander, 7 January 1860), and 

Officers of the Garrison versus eleven of the 40
th

 Regiment (Daily Southern Cross, 7 May 

1863).  The 58
th

 Regiment also had a tradition of holding sports in the Albert Barracks to 

commemorate the anniversary of the battle at Ruapekapeka (Kendall 1995: 15). The 

sergeants' mess of the 58
th

 Regiment also held dances every year on this anniversary 

(Kendall 1995: 16).  One of the earlier functions was that of the Birth Day Ball hosted by 

Governor and Lady Grey and, in the absence of a Government House, held at the Ordnance 

(a) 

(b) 
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Store in the Albert Barracks on 24 May 1849 (New Zealander, 19 May 1849).  This was an 

elaborate function, where there was "a profusion of everything, and of the best" (New 

Zealander, 26 May 1849: 2).  

The balls and functions described were most likely not attended by the rank and file 

soldiers.  Life in the ranks was quite different to the above.  Many soldiers had families to 

care for on meagre wages, and it was an offence to get married without permission 

(Holmes 2001: 293).  Those soldiers that did not get authorisation to marry did not have 

their wives and families taken "on the strength", and therefore had to support them on their 

soldier's wage. In Auckland it was ordered in 5 January 1863 that "men married without 

leave will not have their wives taken on the strength of the Regiment, unless a certificate 

has been produced at the orderly room and the marriage duly registered" (40
th

 (2
nd

 

Somersetshire) Regiment, 5 January 1863, Alexander Turnbull Library).  Approximately 

seven per cent of rank and file were permitted to marry, and only those officially on the 

roll were allowed to live in barracks (Holmes 2001: 293).  Being on the roll did not 

automatically entitle wives to accompany the regiment overseas, and the number of women 

per company often varied.  In 1801 the 95
th

 Regiment restricted women to six per hundred 

men, and none with more than two children.  Women who were drunken or immoral, or 

refused to work, also were excluded.  Selection of who would go was done at the wharf by 

ballot, with those not selected sometimes left behind to starve (Trustram 1984).  Many 

others smuggled themselves aboard, and occasionally were taken pity upon and given 

room in barracks (Holmes 2001).  Women were generally accommodated in the barracks 

houses with the men, and it was not until 1860 that the first official married quarters were 

built (Holmes 2001: 293).  Only wives taken on the strength of the regiment were 

permitted to live in barracks, and before married quarters were common, often the only 

separation between the married couple and the rest of the soldiers was a curtain between 
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the beds (Holmes 2001).  Wives living in the barracks often worked by washing, cooking 

and nursing the sick, and many regiments saw women as an asset and a way of inducing 

better behaviour of the men (Holmes 2001). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Soldiers wives and families lived in the Albert Barracks, as evidenced by an article 

in the Daily Southern Cross, where Mrs Wintrup of the Royal Engineers Quarters, Albert 

Barracks, was receiving clothing to distribute to soldiers' families in need (Daily Southern 

Cross, 31 March 1864).   One of the soldiers of the 58
th

 Regiment who stayed in Auckland 

after discharge was Thomas Gibbons, Army Bandmaster, who had lived with his wife and 

eight children in the Albert Barracks (Vincent and Goyen 1986).  Thomas Gibbons went 

on to work as a labourer at the Albert Barracks, and when son John was born in 1869, the 

father's residence was still listed as the Albert Barracks (Owen Gibbons 2002 personal 

Figure 2.6 

Government House, Auckland , 1860's, Auckland Public Library, No. 980 

Albert Barracks is pictured in the background.  This photo must date to after 1856, 

when Government House was built (Wood 1975), and pre-date Frissell's 1871 plan of 

the Albert Barracks, when these houses had already been destroyed.  These buildings 

would be similar to those further down the boundary wall where the excavation was 

held.  Consequently, this photograph reveals the closest representation to the buildings 

on the excavation site found to date. 

 

 

 

(c) 
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communication).  George Graham, Barracks Sergeant, was also resident at the Albert 

Barracks (Electoral Roll, Auckland 1858, Auckland Public Library), with his family, two 

of which died at the Barracks hospital aged 11 (New Zealand Herald, 3 December 1861) 

and 4 years of age (New Zealand Herald, 17 December 1861).  Another family listed as 

resident at the Albert Barracks was that of Band Serjeant [sic] Henry Warnecke, whose son 

Thomas Lowe Warnecke was baptised at St Pauls Anglican Church in Symonds Street in 

1861 (St Paul's Anglican Church, Symonds Street, Register of Baptisms 1841-1944, 1991). 

Mrs Wintrup's residence in the Royal Engineers Quarters would indicate a lack of married 

quarters in the Albert Barracks, however, depending on the Regiment, sometimes married 

couples and families were placed in rooms together (Trustram 1984). The situation of 

having families living in the Albert Barracks is comparable to other barracks around New 

Zealand, including Wellington, where in a report dated December 1848, three wooden 

barracks military quarters in Thorndon Flat were occupied by five sergeants, 105 men and 

10 women.  Mt Cook housed, in seven wooden barracks quarters, 10 sergeants, 182 men 

and 28 women (War Office WO 1/530, December 1848, University of Auckland Library).  

The Barker family moved into the barracks at Fort Britomart in the late 1860's, where 

Robert Barker, after discharge from the 65
th

 Regiment, worked as store-keeper (Barker 

1995: 74). 

 Life in barracks often provided better conditions than many civilians had at the 

time with regular food and secure accommodation (Holmes 2001).  Soldiers families 

residing within the Albert Barracks had access to food on a daily basis, washing and 

cooking facilities and a ready supply of water, through the three wells as illustrated in 

Frissell's 1871 survey (Fletcher 1979).  Civilians of Auckland in the mid-nineteenth 

century often relied upon polluted "wells", sometimes constructed out of barrels and sump 

holes (Gluckman 2000: 29).  Many Auckland houses were still being constructed out of 
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raupo as late as 1852 (Gluckman 2000: 26), whereas the Albert Barracks rooms were most 

likely to have been dry and were warmed by internal fires.  Also available was access to 

medical care, as women on the strength were entitled to admission in garrison hospitals for 

childbirth (Trustram 1984: 84). 

In New Zealand, in the Census of 16 December 1861, military and their families 

numbered 7294 in total, comprised of 5836 men, 437 male children, women and female 

children number 1021 (New Zealand Gazette 27 June 1862: 222).  It is difficult to decipher 

exactly how many soldiers were married, but the numbers are, judging by these figures, 

significant.  Although families lived in the Albert Barracks, many lived outside in the small 

streets of Auckland, as did the family of Robert Barker of the 65
th

 Regiment for a time 

during the 1860's (Barker 1995).  Many of the non-commissioned officers and men who 

had wives living in town were allowed to sleep out of barracks, and were provided with 

passes.  Other passes for leaving barracks were restricted to five per company per day, 

none for later than midnight (40
th

 (2
nd

 Somersetshire) Regiment, 14 June 1862, Alexander 

Turnbull Library), meaning there were obvious incentives for getting married with 

permission. 

Soldiers married without permission were treated as single men with no 

responsibilities other than to the army, and their families were ignored (Trustram 1984: 

32).  Wives and families not taken on the strength of the regiment often suffered terribly 

through lack of money and support (Trustram 1984).  A soldier's pay in 1866 was 1/1d per 

day, but most of it was taken back in stoppages to pay for food, uniforms and other 

expenses the army expected soldiers to contribute towards.  After deductions from their 

pay, often the money left over was not enough to support a wife and children (Trustram 

1984).  However, the plight of soldiers' wives and families was often recognised by those 

that were better off.  Mrs Wintrup of the Ladies Committee was collecting old clothes for 
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soldiers' families (Daily Southern Cross, 31 March 1864).  Relief in the form of bread 

rations was also distributed to needy families by this Committee, at a cost of around £4 per 

day (Daily Southern Cross, 30 April 1864). 

It is clear that all the events and occurrences at the Albert Barracks, such as types 

of buildings, amusements and family situations, are a reflection of British army policy 

generally.  An examination of the more everyday occurrences allows for a richer 

interpretation of the social aspects of life in the military, and at the Albert Barracks, than 

solely relying on information about various campaigns, strategies and tactics.  Mayne, 

Murray and Lawrence (2000: 150) have used an "ethnography of place" approach to "meld 

a miscellany of small facts about obscure lives into richly textured pictures of local 

neighbourhood life" (Mayne, Murray and Lawrence 2000: 151).  They argue for the 

necessity of historical archaeologists to take an inside-out approach to the interpretation of 

vanished urban areas, in contrast to outside-in generalisations of such areas (Mayne, 

Murray and Lawrence 2000: 141).  The study of British military sites in New Zealand has 

been subject to such an outside-in approach, where assumptions regarding the military 

function of the site have been privileged, smothering the possibility for other meanings and 

interpretations.  Historical research regarding the New Zealand wars has focussed around 

campaigns, tactics and strategies (e.g. Belich 1998; Cowan 1983; Ryan and Parham 2002), 

with archaeological research focussing on fortifications (e.g. Prickett 1981, 2002; Ritchie 

and Gumbley 1992).   Whilst these aspects are directly related to the role of imperial troops 

in New Zealand at the time of the land wars, the exclusion of social aspects of military life 

effectively promotes a view that the military was the domain of men only.  By limiting 

research to male public actions such as those pertaining to war described above, the past 

becomes an androcentric construction where women and households are excluded as they 

are considered to be domestic and therefore seen to be lacking in importance (Lawrence 



30 

 

1999).   Generalisations as to what should constitute a military site are apparent in 

Prickett's (1981) interpretation of a lady's boot recovered from Omata Stockade, a Taranaki 

militia site.  He expresses surprise at finding it, and "it would have been more of a surprise 

at Warea" (Prickett 1981: 580), the imperial troops' redoubt.  In contrast to assumptions 

such as this, there are examples of the presence and role of women in military camp life in 

New Zealand.  Once such example can be evidenced by the visit of two women, Mrs 

Herford and Mrs Heaphy, to the Te Awamutu camp (Daily Southern Cross, 30 April 

1864).  Mrs Herford stayed on to nurse her husband with "noble devotion", eliciting a 

eulogy from the writer deserving of being repeated in full: 

"Soldiers are generous fellows, and they watch over a sick comrade with wondrous 

tenderness and thoughtful assiduity; but the hand of woman possesses a magical 

charm to soothe the sick and to smooth the pillow of the sufferer." (Daily Southern 

Cross, 30 April 1864: 7).  

The use of historical records can be limited by the perceptions and biases of the 

person doing the writing (Deetz 1993), who was often middle or upper class, and 

commonly male (Beaudry, Cook and Mrozowski, 1996).  The nineteenth century also had 

particular ideologies in place regarding women, and often these Victorian gender 

stereotypes were expressed when writing (Spencer-Wood 1999), as evidenced in the 

newspaper account described above.  Little has been discovered in the way of personal 

diaries of rank and file soldiers wives, probably because, like their husbands, many could 

not read or write.  In the case of the army, records were written by male officers in official 

War Office documents, leaving little room for personal observation and comment. The role 

of women in areas that have been assumed to exclude them is one that has received much 

attention from research relating to women and gender relations in recent years (Trustram 

1984).  However, what is particularly interesting about addressing the role of women in the 
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military is that they cannot be looked at in isolation from the men, as the army was, and 

continues to be, a distinctly masculine environment (Trustram 1984).   Although nineteenth 

century military ideology promoted the idea of the military as a replacement family for 

men, and women's presence in the British military was increasingly regulated throughout 

this period, women did continue to have a role in the lives of soldiers (Trustram 1984).  

This factor created a valuable social dynamic that is open to further investigation.  

However, the topic of gender issues within the British military stationed in New Zealand 

has not been addressed in New Zealand to date.  

Whilst this particular research does not focus specifically on gender issues, it does 

address a side to military life that has been previously ignored, that is, that of the everyday 

and the domestic, women and children included.  An area such as a military barracks, is 

essentially a blurred territory, where the public, in displays of war, and the private, seen in 

household and domestic activities, meet.  Men and women in the Albert Barracks had 

communal cooking, living and washing facilities.  It is therefore not possible to tangibly 

separate the domestic household from the military sphere.   This socialisation of household 

activities challenges traditional Western definitions of households as being distinctly 

unitary and familial (Spencer-Wood 1999). The Albert Barracks, whilst arising out of the 

context of the New Zealand wars, saw very little in the way of active duty.  The site was 

used during this period as a base not only for the imperial troops, but also as a place where 

families lived, and the community gathered.  Therefore, this historical research regarding 

military life at the site of the Albert Barracks has revealed what could be interpreted as the 

"other" side to the function of a military barracks in New Zealand. 
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CHAPTER THREE: ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTEXT 

 
 The ceramics were recovered from a number of excavated areas relating to various 

archaeological features.  This chapter begins with a discussion of the methodology used in 

excavation.  Following this is a discussion on the interpretation of the excavated 

archaeological features. Features were given complex numbers as they appeared during 

excavation, and many of these features only became clear once the whole site had been 

excavated.  As a consequence, many of the complexes belong to just a few archaeological 

features, particularly, for example, those belonging to what has been named the "Big Pit".  

This feature appears to be a trench dug and filled in during the Albert Barracks period, and 

is discussed below.  The ceramics are then examined in terms of the archaeological context 

from which they were recovered.  The majority of vessels were recovered from various 

layers within the Big Pit.  Many were also recovered from archaeological complexes as 

well as the excavated trenches.  A comparison between a primary and secondary context is 

also conducted with the purpose of distinguishing whether taphonomic processes may have 

created differences in the ceramic assemblage.  The chapter concludes with a section on 

cross-context refitted vessels, as a number of vessels were refitted from sherds recovered 

from a variety of different contexts.  By examining these it is possible to make inferences 

regarding how areas within the excavation relate to each other, and to understand the 

relative chronology of the different archaeological features present in the site.   Trenches 

and excavated complexes are shown in Figure 3.2 and Figure 3.3.  This plan has been 

divided into two sections, one for the northern half of the excavation (Figure 3.2), and one 

for the southern half (Figure 3.3), to enable all the detailed areas to be shown clearly. 

Figure 3.4 is a plan of the excavated archaeological features.  Stratigraphic drawings of 

two sections of the Big Pit are pictured in Figure 3.5. 
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3.1 Excavation Methodology 

3.1.1 Pre-excavation survey 

 The area was examined with a fluxgate magnetometer (FM9 from Geoscan 

Research Ltd.), and a soil resistivity meter (RM15 from Geoscan Research Ltd.) in a triple 

di-pole arrangement (Figure 3.1). Data was taken in a 0.5 m x 0.5 m grid. 

 

Figure 3.1 Resistivity meter in front of the fluxgate magnetometer 

 

The results showed one clear anomaly, but the demolition debris on the surface 

made the interpretation difficult.  Following up the anomaly a small test trench (Trench 1) 

(Figure 3.2) was opened up. The anomaly was identified as one of the chimney foundations 

of the merchant houses built upon the site after the Albert Barracks, in the 1870's.  

Excavating this foundation, we encountered a distinct layer of gravel with artefactual 

material of the Barracks period. This meant that in this corner between Alfred and 

Symonds Street, the original surface of the Albert Barracks buildings was still intact and 

any features of this time period would have survived.   The demolition debris of merchant 
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houses was cleared with the help of a digger (Figure 3.6). A machine-excavated test trench 

(Trench 2) (Figure 3.3) was laid out perpendicular to the estimated course of the barracks 

wall.  This showed clearly the upper part of the stratigraphy of the site, meaning the 

excavators working on clearing away the top layer of soil could keep a horizontal level 

with the top of the barracks layer.   

3.1.2 Excavation 

Two trenches (Trenches 7 and 9) (Figures 3.2 and 3.3), approximately twenty 

metres long by two metres wide, were excavated by hand (Figure 3.7). These trenches 

were parallel to the test trench, and gave us a clear understanding of the stratigraphy 

throughout the entire length of the site, providing four uninterrupted sections. It was 

planned for two more similar trenches in the northern part of the excavation (Trenches 3 

and 4), however it became obvious during the course of the excavation that this part of the 

excavation area had lost the better part of the barracks layer to later intrusions. After 

recognising the barracks wall in the eastern part of these trenches, two trenches in the 

northern and southern end of the excavation area were laid out to follow the course of the 

barracks wall (Trenches 3 and 6). The last two metre wide trench (Trench 10) parallel to 

Trench 9 cut through the area with the most finds to give us another two sections in the 

area of the most complex stratigraphy.  

With the mechanical digger having removed the overburden from the demolition of 

the merchant houses, the layer on which hand excavation began was the uppermost layer of 

the barracks habitation.  Patches of gravel indicated the need in the past to keep the area 

drained around what may have been the barracks buildings.  Between the area where 

barracks buildings may have been and the barracks wall, a large pit to extract soil and 

several smaller pits, either for barrels, rubbish or cess pits, were dug during the barracks 

period.  All of them were filled in.  The large pit, or "Big Pit", was filled in two events, one 
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with material in the bottom (Layer B) with a clay cap put on top.  A second fill layer 

(Layer A) on top of the clay cap filled the remaining depression, and leveled the area 

between the buildings and the barracks wall.  Finally, some features of the merchant 

houses, for example, foundations of fireplaces, concrete block foundations, stairwells and 

garden beds, cut into the layers of the barracks (Figure 3.5).   

The last section of the Big Pit was excavated as a whole and given the name 

Northern Extension (Figure 3.2) with a standard one-metre baulk between this area and the 

adjoining trench (Trench 10). After clarifying the stratigraphy it was necessary to 

recognise and uncover all features related to the barrack phase. The entire area was 

machine cleared down to the beginning of the natural clay surface (Figure 3.8). Postholes 

and other features dug into this natural layer were recorded. Postholes were photographed 

with surveyed points in the photo, thus these photos can be geo-rectified.  Through that 

two-stage excavation strategy we recovered not only all features, but also a clear 

understanding of the stratigraphy of the site. 

3.1.3 Documentation 

All sections and layers were drawn 1:20 in colour (Figure 3.9). Additional photos 

were taken over each four square metres on the layer and every two metres along the 

sections. Features outside the trenches were photographed with three or four survey points 

to geo-correct them later. Important finds, all features and the excavation layers were all 

documented with survey points collected with a laser theodolite setup in a local coordinate 

system. The whole excavation area was divided in individual square metres and all finds 

were either allocated to one of these individual square metres or to a feature.  During the 

excavation every feature encountered was allocated a complex number.  This meant that 

often the same archaeological feature was encountered in different trenches, however 

different complex numbers were given each time.  Every change of the encountered 
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archaeological features during the course of the excavation was given a new complex 

number to document these changes.  The southern end of the Big Pit, for example, was 

given three different complex numbers before the nature of the archaeological feature 

became obvious.  This was a cautious approach to prevent mixing material from what may 

have been different archaeological features. 

3.1.4 Find recovery 

All ceramic sherds, most of the glass pieces and a large number of the bones as 

well as a large number of the corroded iron objects were recovered. All other finds, like 

non-ferrous metal, were recovered. The spoil of all find rich layers and all features, other 

than postholes, were sieved, usually with a 5.0 mm sieve. 

3.1.5 Feature Interpretation 

Table 3.1 shows the observed complexes during the excavation (Figures 3.2 and 

3.3) and their interpretation as features. Many of the complexes are actually part of only a 

few features, a fact that became clear during the course of the excavation. Excavated 

archaeological features are pictured in Figure 3.4. 
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  Figure 3.2  Excavation Plan - Northern half of site 
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Figure 3.3  Excavation Plan - Southern half of site 
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Figure 3.4  Excavated Archaeological Features 
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Figure 3.5 
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Table 3.1 

Interpretation of Complexes 

 

 

 

Excavation 

Complex 

 

 

Interpreted Feature 

 

Comments 

 

1 

 

Barracks wall 

 

Substantial remains found only in one 

area; in all other areas just the foundation 

trench with smallish stones. 
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Barrel  

 

 

Round, shallow impressions with few finds 

in them; could have been impressions of 

barrels to store water between the barracks 

buildings and the barracks wall. Only one 

had ceramic remains 

 

 

23 

 

Square deep pit 

 

This pit was cut as a dedicated rubbish pit 

close to the wall, as far away as possible 

from the barracks building. 

 

 

17 

 

Forge refuse 

 

Adjacent to Complex 14, overlay of large 

pit. 

 

 

55 

 

Small pit 

 

A square pit with large pieces of charcoal 

at the bottom, possibly a cesspit, which 

was, after its use, filled up with rubbish. 
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13, 14  

19, 22,  

26 

 

54 

 

Big Pit: 

Overlay big pit (layer a)  

Top of big pit (layer a) 

Rubbish hole/upper part of 

big pit (layer a) 

Big pit/northern 

extension/upper layer (a) 

 

The Big pit is a large dug out feature close 

to the wall. It might have been a used to 

get soil piled up behind the barracks wall 

for a ramp. Alternatively it could have 

been part of an earthwork fortification 

during the time the barracks wall was built, 

as a temporary measure. This long pit was 

later used as a rubbish pit in two separate 

events. A clay cap separates those two 

layers, a and b, whereby a is the younger, 

upper layer and b the older, lower layer. 

The Big Pit starts in trench 6 and runs 

through trench 7 and 9 and was excavated 

in a northern extension for about another 

four to five metres. The pit included 

smaller dug out features on its southern 

edge, which might have been large 

postholes or small individual rubbish pits. 
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44 
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Big pit 

Baulk between T7-9/Big Pit 

(a/b mixed layer)  

Big pit/northern extension 

(a/b mixed layer) 

 

 

 

42, 50  

 

 

 

Lower part of Big Pit (layer 

b)  

Big Pit/northern extension 

(layer b) 

 

 

In the northern extension of the Big Pit, 

dug into the bottom of the pit, a dog 

skeleton was found in situ, evoking the 

picture of a regimental mascot, buried in 

an orderly manner. 

 

 

94,121,122, 

137,139,143,

173,176 

 

Postholes 

 

Postholes, the majority of which are 

barracks buildings related, and some later 

constructions on site. Only those postholes 

with ceramic present are numbered in 

Figure 3.3 

 

 

10, 56, 174 

  

Complexes, which are related to later 

events on the site, especially the merchant 

houses 
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Figure 3.6  Clearing the demolition debris with the help of digger 

 

 

Figure 3.7  Eastern end of trenches 7 and 9 
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Figure 3.8 Aerial view of the excavation area after machine clearing to expose all 

features 

Figure 3.9  Excavation drawings using drawing frame 
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 3.1.6 Public Day 

Part of the excavation methodology was a public day, whereby the excavation area 

was prepared for the general public to do least damage while being safe and seeing an 

archaeological excavation being carried out in front of their eyes. Some interesting finds 

were also on display. The excavation assistants took turn to guide groups of visitors around 

the area.   We had the good fortune to be joined for the day by members of the 65
th

 

Regiment re-enactment group, showing life in the barracks in period clothing and 

equipment (Figure 3.10). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.10  Open day with members of the 65
th

 Regiment re-enactment group 
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3.2 Archaeological Context of Ceramics 

 

Ceramic sherds were recovered from a large number of the archaeological contexts 

described above.  In the table below (Table 3.2) the vessel forms are located in these 

archaeological contexts, beginning with the ceramics recovered from the context of the Big 

Pit.  The complexes that make up the Big Pit have been combined here, however the 

stratigraphic layers are kept separate, as layer A and layer B, however there is a mixed 

layer A/B where the material was combined on excavation.  Remaining ceramic vessels are 

then located by their complex numbers, and finally, are minimally located by trench 

number.  This table is a general overview to provide an indication from what contexts the 

ceramics were recovered.  Whilst a number of these vessels were recovered from a variety 

of contexts, the minimum number for each vessel was allocated to the context containing 

the larger proportion of sherds for that vessel.  Cross-context refitting ceramic vessels are 

discussed later in this chapter.  A detailed discussion regarding the specifics of particular 

vessel forms is discussed further in Chapter 4. 

Table 3.2 

Vessel Form by Context 

 

Context Vessel Form Minimum Number 

Big Pit Layer A Ashet 1 

 Bowl 25 

 Cup/Bowls 3 

 Cups 51 

 Doll 1 

 Dolls Teaset 2 

 Figurine 1 

 Jar 1 

 Jug 4 

 Mug 3 

 Ointment Jar 6 

 Saucers 26 

 Shallow Bowl 2 

 Table Plate 50 

 Tureens 2 

 Unidentified 91 

Total Layer A  269 
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Table 3.2 

Vessel Form by Context 

 

Context Vessel Form Minimum Number 

Big Pit Layer A/B Ashet 2 

 Bowl 16 

 Cup/Bowl 3 

 Canister/Jar 1 

 Cups 48 

 Doll 1 

 Dolls Teaset 1 

 Ewer/Jug 1 

 Jugs 3 

 Mugs 6 

 Ointment Jar 4 

 Saucers 41 

 Soup Bowl 1 

 Table Plate 44 

 Tureen 1 

 Unidentified 41 

 Washbowl 1 

Total Layer A/B  215 

Big Pit Layer B Bowl 2 

 Cup/Bowl 1 

 Cups 6 

 Saucers 6 

 Table Plates 4 

 Unidentified 13 

Total Layer B  32 

Big Pit Complex 40 Cup 1 

 Saucer 1 

 Table Plate 1 

 Unidentified 2 

Total Complex 40  5 

Total - Big Pit  521 

Other Complexes Vessel Form Minimum Number 

1 Cup 2 

 Mug 1 

 Saucer 2 

 Table Plate 2 

 Unidentified 2 

Total Complex 1  9 

10 Cup 1 

 Saucer 1 

 Unidentified 3 

Total Complex 10  5 

15 Unidentified 1 

Total Complex 15  1 
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Table 3.2 

Vessel Form by Context 

 

Other Complexes Vessel Form Minimum Number 

17 Saucer 1 

Total Complex 17  1 

23 Bowl 5 

 Chamber Pot 2 

 Cup 10 

 Saucer 6 

 Shallow Bowl 2 

 Table Plate 9 

 Teapot 1 

 Tureen 1 

 Unidentified 9 

Total Complex 23  45 

38 Unidentified 1 

Total Complex 38  1 

47 Table Plate 1 

Total Complex 47  1 

55 Ashet 1 

 Bowl 1 

 Cup/Bowl 1 

 Jug 1 

 Ointment Jar 1 

 Saucer 3 

 Table Plate 3 

 Unidentified 1 

Total Complex 55  13 

56 Unidentified 2 

Total Complex 56  2 

Total - Other 

Complexes 

 83 

Trenches Vessel Form Minimum Number 

1 Bowl 1 

 Cup/Bowl 6 

 Cup 5 

 Saucer 5 

 Table Plate 4 

 Unidentified 2 

Total Trench 1  23 

2 Bowl 1 

 Cup 1 

 Ointment Jar 1 

 Table Plate 1 

 Unidentified 2 

Total Trench 2  6 
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Table 3.2 

Vessel Form by Context 

 

Trenches Vessel Form Minimum Number 

3 Bowl 1 

 Cup 2 

 Dolls Teaset 1 

 Saucer 2 

 Unidentified 4 

Total Trench 3  10 

6 Cup 2 

 Saucer 1 

 Table Plate 1 

 Unidentified 4 

Total Trench 6  8 

7 Bowl 8 

 Cup 15 

 Dolls Teaset 2 

 Ewer/Jug 1 

 Jar 1 

 Jug 1 

 Mug 1 

 Ointment Jar 1 

 Saucer 18 

 Table Plate 18 

 Unidentified 24 

Total Trench 7  90 

9 Ashet 1 

 Bowl 11 

 Cup/Bowl 4 

 Chamber Pot 1 

 Cup 25 

 Saucer 18 

 Table Plate 25 

 Tureen 1 

 Unidentified 24 

Total Trench 9  110 

Total - Trenches  254 

Total Vessels  858 
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3.3 Comparison Between Primary and Secondary Contexts: 

 

The excavation interpretation suggests (Bader 2002 personal communication) that 

the rubbish pit of Complex 23 (Figure 3.3) constituted a primary context, that is, an area 

deliberately dug for the immediate disposal of rubbish.  Therefore the ceramics were most 

likely discarded into this rubbish pit directly upon breakage.  It was also interpreted that 

the area comprising the Big Pit was a secondary context, where ceramics were moved from 

another area into this area, most likely as part of two separate fill episodes.  This 

comparison was undertaken to determine whether there were any fundamental differences 

between the ceramics assemblages from these two areas caused by these taphonomic 

processes (Table 3.3). 

Complex 23 and the layers of the Big Pit have all similar percentages of cups, 

regardless of the sample size from each context (Figure 3.11).  This could be due to ease of 

identification of cups, or frequencies of use factor meaning cups regularly appear in the 

assemblage generally.  Table plates appear at similar frequencies also, aside from the 

bottom layer (Layer B) of the Big Pit, where they are low, however this context also has a 

disproportionately high percentage of unidentified vessels.  This may also reflect the 

relative chronology of the Big Pit, however from examining the identified manufacturing 

dates (see Chapter 4, Table 4.11), absolute chronological differences relating to the 

ceramics between the layers of this area are not possible to see by these dates.  Complex 23 

has the highest percentage of bowls, and this could be a result of vessels from this complex 

being comprised of larger fragments, therefore allowing for easier identification.  

Likewise, this complex also has a low percentage of unidentified vessels, however the 

mixed layer A/B from the Big Pit has the lowest percentage of unidentified vessels.  This 

comparison therefore does not highlight any significant differences between percentages of 

vessels in the primary and secondary contexts, even though many of the vessels from 
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Complex 23 consisted of larger, easily refitted fragments.  The main conclusion that can 

therefore be drawn from this comparison is that identification and counting of vessels 

seems to be consistent whether the context is primary or secondary. 

 

Table 3.3 

Comparison Between Primary and Secondary Contexts 

 

  

Primary Context 

 

Secondary Context 

 

 

Vessel Form 

 

Complex 23 

 

Big Pit Layer 

A 

 

Big Pit Layer 

A/B 

 

Big Pit Layer 

B 

 

 

Ashet 

   

0.4 

 

0.9 

 

Bowl  11.1 9.3 7.4 6.3 

Canister/Jar  0.5  

Chamber Pot  4.4    

Cup/Bowl   1.1 1.4 3.1 

Cup  22.2 19 22.3 18.8 

Doll   0.4 0.5  

Dolls Teaset 0.7 0.5  

Ewer/Jug    0.5  

Figurine   0.4   

Jar   0.4   

Jug   1.5 1.4  

Mug   1.1 2.8  

Ointment   2.2 1.9  

Saucer  13.3 9.7 19.1 18.8 

Shallow Bowl  4.4 0.7   

Soup Bowl    0.5  

Table Plate  20.0 18.6 20.5 12.5 

Teapot  2.2    

Tureen  2.2 0.7 0.5  

Unidentified  20.0 33.8 19.1 40.6 

Washbowl   0.5  

 

Total (%) 

  

100 

 

100 

 

100 

 

100 

 

 

Total (n) 

  

45 

 

269 

 

215 

 

32 
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Figure 3.11 

 

3.4 Cross-Context Refitted Vessels: 

 A number of vessels from both within and across contexts could be refitted.  Each 

refitted vessel was given a refit identification number in the database in order to be able to 

easily retrieve provenance data.  Complex 23 had a number of vessels that were able to be 

easily refitted, and one teapot was recovered almost intact.  Many of the vessels recovered 

from this complex were comprised of larger fragments.  This would be expected in a 

primary context, as the vessels are in their original place of deposition, and not subjected to 

secondary movement that may cause extra fragmentation. Many other vessels from within 

other contexts were also refitted.  However, many vessels from across a number of 

contexts were also refitted, and this factor allows for some interpretation regarding 

relationships between areas in the site (Table 3.4). 

 From the table below (Table 3.4) it is possible to see a number of relationships 

between areas and layers.  Firstly, there are a number of vessels with fragments spread 

throughout the Big Pit layers and the trenches.  However, only one vessel (refit 12) crosses 

from Layer A to Layer B.  This could be due to site disturbance through taphonomic 

processes, although this seems unlikely given that this situation occurs with only one 

vessel.  This could also be due to insecure excavation methods in this case.  Three vessels 

from complex 23 are also found in other contexts, mostly the upper layers of the Big Pit, 

and in trenches.  This could possibly mean that complex 23 is later than the bottom layer B 

of the Big Pit.  The vessels may have been broken around the area of the filled in, or 

partially filled in, Big Pit, leaving fragments behind, with the bulk of the vessel being 

thrown away into the deep rubbish pit of complex 23.  It will be interesting to compare 

these cross-context relationships with those of the other types of artefacts analysed for the 
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final report for the Albert Barracks excavation. However, ceramics are particularly useful 

in cases such as this, as refitting and matching of ceramics is relatively straightforward 

compared with, for example, glass, or militaria, such as regimental buttons, which often 

cannot be refitted. 

Table 3.4 

Cross-Context Refitted Vessels 

 

Refit ID  Vessel Form Context Layer Trench 

1  Jar Big Pit A  

   Big Pit A/B  

2  Washbowl Big Pit A  

   Big Pit A/B  

   Trench  9 

3  Jar Big Pit A  

   Big Pit A/B  

   Trench  7 

   Trench  9 

4  Table Plate Complex 23   

   Big Pit A  

   Trench  9/10 

9  Cup Big Pit A  

   Trench  7 

10  Cup Trench  1 

   Trench  9 

12  Cup Big Pit B  

   Big Pit A/B  

   Trench  7 

   Big Pit A  

13  Bowl Big Pit A  

   Trench  9 

15  Table Plate Big Pit Complex 40   

   Big Pit B  

   Trench  9/10 

16  Table Plate Big Pit B  

   Trench   9/10 

17  Table Plate Big Pit B  

   Trench  9/10 

18  Cup Big Pit A  

   Trench  9/10 

19  Jug Big Pit A  

   Trench  7 

21  Saucer Big Pit A  

   Big Pit A/B  

   Trench  7 

   Trench  9/10 

22  Table Plate Trench  7 
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   Trench  9 

23  Saucer Big Pit A  

   Trench  9/10 

24  Jug Big Pit A  

   Big Pit A/B  

25  Saucer Big Pit A  

   Trench  9 

   Trench  9/10 

27  Saucer Complex 55   

   Trench  7 

29  Cup Trench  7 

   Big Pit A  

30  Cup Big Pit A  

   Trench  9/10 

31  Cup Big Pit A  

   Big Pit A/B  

   Trench  7 

32  Bowl Big Pit A  

   Big Pit A/B  

   Complex 23   

   Trench  7 

33  Figurine Big Pit A  

   Trench  9 

34  Saucer Big Pit A/B  

   Complex 23  7 

37  Mug Big Pit A  

   Trench  9/10 

38  Cup Big Pit A  

   Trench  9 

   Trench  9/10 

39  Saucer Big Pit A  

   Trench  9/10 

40  Bowl Trench  7 

   Trench  9 

41  Cup Big Pit A/B  

   Trench  7 

42  Chamber Pot Big Pit A  

   Trench  9 

43  Saucer Big Pit A  

   Big Pit Complex 40   

   Trench  9/10 

44  Saucer Big Pit A  

   Trench  9 

45  Ointment Jar Big Pit A  

   Big Pit A/B  

   Complex 23   

46  Doll Complex 23   

   Trench  9/10 

47  Cup Big Pit A  

   Big Pit A/B  
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48  Table Plate Big Pit A  

   Big Pit A/B  

   Trench  7 
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3.5 Summary: 
 

Due to the excavated area of the Albert Barracks being completely cleared, and all 

archaeological features exposed, all the artefacts, including the ceramics, were recovered.  

This means that, through examination of the ceramics by the context from which they were 

recovered, and subsequent refitting of some vessels, it is possible to gain an understanding 

of the relationships between the archaeological features, and indications of site chronology. 

The majority of vessels were recovered from the layers of the Big Pit, with many 

more being scattered through the excavated trenches.  Many others were found in features 

that were given complex numbers.  Some of the fragments of refitted vessels were 

recovered from within the same context, with most of the more complete vessels occurring 

in Complex 23.  This may be due to this complex being a primary context rubbish pit.  The 

Big Pit, however, is thought to be a secondary fill area, where artefactual material occurs in 

two distinct layers, separated by clay fill. By comparing the vessel forms between the 

primary context of Complex 23 and the layers of the Big Pit, it is not possible to 

distinguish the occurrence of particularly significant differences.  This factor leads to the 

conclusion that artefact identification in these two areas is relatively consistent, regardless 

of whether the area is a primary or secondary context. 

There may be some conclusions to be drawn in relation to the relative chronology 

of the Albert Barracks, where the layers of the Big Pit are indicative of different fill events. 

The ceramic refitting assists with this as many ceramic fragments from across a number of 

contexts were refitted.  Three vessels from Complex 23 were found in other contexts, but 

not from the bottom layer B of the Big Pit.  This may indicate that layer B of the Big Pit is 

associated with an earlier period of the Albert Barracks than that of Complex 23.  This may 

prove to be the case on investigation of other artefactual material recovered from the same 

areas. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: CERAMICS ANALYSIS 

 

4.1 Methodology: 

  The excavation of the Albert Barracks yielded a large number of ceramic sherds, 

all of which were kept and analysed, regardless of sherd size.  A total of 3058 ceramic 

sherds were categorised by material, colour, vessel form, decorative technique and pattern 

and entered, together with the excavation context for each sherd, into a Microsoft Access 

database.  A minimum number of 858 vessels were estimated as being present in the Albert 

Barracks area.  This number was achieved through the process of excluding refitted sherds, 

and those that matched closely in pattern, colour, vessel form and were from the same 

context.  Area 2 contained 60 ceramic sherds, representing a minimum number of 17 

vessels, calculated using this same methodology.  A number of vessels were refitted across 

different contexts, giving an understanding of the depositional history of the site.  Aside 

from vessel count, examination of decorative technique and refitting (Table 4.12), Area 2 

ceramics were not analysed for this research, as this area was clearly associated with the 

foundations of a later period house, and not from the Albert Barracks period.  Therefore, 

vessel numbers referred to in this dissertation can be regarded as excluding Area 2, unless 

stated otherwise.   A brief discussion of Area 2 ceramics is, however, also included in this 

chapter. 

Ceramic patterns were identified by a number of means.  Those that had formal 

pattern names were investigated predominantly in Coysh and Henrywood (1982, 1989).   

To see whether they had appeared in New Zealand assemblages previously reference was 

also made to accessible material, particularly the D.O.C. reference collection, held in the 

Auckland Museum, and the His Majesty's Theatre assemblage as outlined in Plowman 

(2000).  Many other designs did not have formal printed pattern titles, but were identified 

by use of these reference materials.  Not all designs were able to be allocated a pattern 
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name, and some were identified solely by the reference number allocated to them in the 

D.O.C. reference collection, as an EA number, or Plowman's CE numbering system 

(Plowman 2000).  Patterns without any other form of identification, were listed as 

"unidentified".  Colour was based on the dominant colour of the sherd.  Vessel form was 

decided by such factors as rim diameter, pattern placement, thickness and by referring to 

above mentioned reference material.  A number of sherds were small, that is, less than 

5mm, meaning it was difficult to accurately define vessel form in many cases.  This 

accounts for the large number of "unidentified" vessel forms.  However, by recording the 

colour of these sherds it was possible to reach conclusions regarding many of these vessels. 

4.2 Ceramic Type: 

 Divisions between groups describing ceramic fabric type can be difficult, as during 

the nineteenth century, these categories became increasingly blurred, meaning that, at this 

period, "modern earthenwares, the stonewares and porcelains run into each other by almost 

imperceptible gradations" (Janvier 1880 cited in Thompson and Wilson: 1987: 1).  The 

majority (96.62%) of the sherds recovered from the Albert Barracks were made up of 

earthenware body types (Table 4.1).  Earthenware has been categorised quite broadly here, 

and encompasses ceramic body types also known as creamware, pearlware and ironstone, 

however these are distinctions that are difficult to make without a deep knowledge of 

ceramics.  Earthenwares are mostly made from common red clay mixed with other 

components.  The wares are porous and fired up to 1100°C, and once fired can range in 

colour, depending on the additives, from pure white to deep red (Thompson and Wilson 

1987).   Some vessels in the Albert Barracks assemblage were categorised as terracotta, 

which is technically a reddish-brown earthenware body type (Godden 1980: xxiii).  This 

distinction was made in this analysis in order to enable these particular vessels to be easily 

identified in the future.  The gradation between vitreous china and porcelain is again a 
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difficult one to make.  Thompson and Wilson (1987) suggest placing the broken edge to 

the tongue to test porosity, however this technique was not found to be particularly useful.  

The high firing temperatures of porcelain does however mean that the break of the sherd is 

very sharp, and the colour is even (Thompson and Wilson 1987).  This was found to be a 

satisfactory observational technique used to distinguish the vessels manufactured from 

porcelain.   

Table 4.1 

Ceramic Type – Entire Assemblage 

 

 

Type 

 

Frequency 

 

Percent 

 

 

Earthenware 

 

829 

 

96.62 

Porcelain 4 0.47 

Porcelain/Semi-Vitreous 2 0.23 

Semi-Vitreous 16 1.86 

Terracotta 7 0.82 

 

Total 

 

858 

 

100.00 

 

 

 

4.3 Decorative Technique: 

As with many historic assemblages in New Zealand, the decorative technique 

observed on the majority of the ceramics was that of underglaze transfer printing, 

reflecting the popularity of these types of vessels in the nineteenth century (Table 4.2).  

Most of the techniques categorised from the Albert Barracks assemblage have been 

described elsewhere, particularly in Godden (1980) and Plowman (2000), and will 

therefore not be outlined further here.  However, one category included here is that of 
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"imitation jasper ware" (Figure 4.1), a colloquial term for what is more technically termed 

"sprigged vitreous ware" (Best 1992: 78).  These vessels have a moulded decoration in 

blue placed on to the white body, underneath a clear glaze.  In contrast, Jasper ware has a 

coloured body, most often blue, with white moulded decorations, and is still in production 

and popular today (Godden 1980).  There were a number (7.11%) of underglaze hand-

painted polychrome tea wares, mostly of simple floral designs in a "peasant" style (Miller 

1991: 8; Elliot 2002: 347) (Figure 4.2).  Hand painted wares remained popular in the 

nineteenth century despite the appearance of transfer printing (Elliot 2002).  The main 

advantage associated with these wares was their placement at the lower end of the price 

scale, especially when compared to other decorative techniques that raise the cost of 

production, such as relief moulding (Lockett 2002).  The percentage of hand-painted wares 

is considerably higher than that from the His Majesty's Theatre assemblage, where wares 

of this style are recorded as occurring at 2.53% of the minimum number of 1620 vessels 

present (Plowman 2000).  However the Albert Barracks assemblage only contains thick 

brush painted styles, rather than the thin sprigged style present at His Majesty's Theatre 

(Plowman 2000).  Polychrome painted tea wares were popular in the military site of Fort 

Beauséjour, New Brunswick, Canada, and may have been used in mess tea services after 

1820 (Sussman 2000: 53).  This factor may account for the higher percentage, and less 

variability in pattern, of these hand-painted wares at the Albert Barracks. 

4.4 Ceramic Colour: 

The predominant sherd colour was blue, of various tones, comprising 52.56% of 

the entire assemblage, including 7.46% flow blue vessels (Table 4.3).  Of these blue 

vessels, 390 (45.45%) were underglaze transfer printed.   The next frequent colour for 

transfer printed wares was black, which, combined with flow black comprised 6.53%.  

Brown transfer printed vessels comprised  5.13%.   Brown vessels of other decorative 
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techniques, white, together with yellow coloured vessels, as well as many of the remaining 

blue vessels in the form of blue banded and slipware, can be seen to represent utilitarian 

type vessels.  Polychrome colours were mainly hand-painted vessels, although the multi-

coloured "Pratt ware" pot lid, was classified also as polychrome.  Five vessels had gold or 

gilding, (0.58%), which represents over double that of the His Majesty's Theatre 

assemblage at 0.25%. 

The colour classifications do not follow a standardised colour identification system, 

and, as discussed previously in Chapter One, none is available specifically for historic 

ceramics.  For the purposes of this analysis, fine-grained colour specificity is not seen as an 

issue.  However, this does mean, if a colour analysis such as Samford's (1997) is conducted 

on this assemblage and any other comparable ones in New Zealand, a re-examination of 

colour categories and attribution to a colour system such as Munsell may need to be 

conducted.   Re-examination of categories of transfer-print design would also need to occur 

if this was the case.    
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Table 4.2 

 

Decorative Technique – Entire Assemblage 

 

 

 

Decorative Technique 

 

Frequency 

 

Percent 

 

 

Transfer Printed 

 

560 

 

65.27 

 

Plain 90 10.49 

Hand Painted 61 7.11 

Sponged 23 2.68 

Blue Banded 22 2.56 

Slipware 20 2.33 

Relief Moulding 19 2.21 

Colour Glazed 17 1.98 

Mochaware 16 1.86 

Transfer Printed with Hand Painting 8 0.93 

Edge Banded 6 0.70 

Transfer Printed with Relief Moulding 5 0.58 

Imitation Jasper ware 3 0.35 

Marbling 2 0.23 

Rouletted 2 0.23 

Shell Edged 2 0.23 

Unglazed 2 0.23 

 

Total 

 

858 

 

100.00 
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Table 4.3 

 

Colour – Entire Assemblage 

 

 

 

Colour 

 

 

Frequency 

 

Percent 

 

Blue 

 

338 

 

39.39 

White 90 10.49 

Flow Blue 64 7.46 

Brown 53 6.18 

Polychrome 52 6.06 

Light Blue 37 4.31 

Yellow 35 4.08 

Green 33 3.85 

Grey 32 3.73 

Black 30 3.50 

Flow Black 28 3.26 

Purple 27 3.15 

Dark Blue 12 1.40 

Red 12 1.40 

Gold/Gilding 5 0.58 

Beige 3 0.35 

Cream 3 0.35 

Orange 2 0.23 

Light Green 1 0.12 

Pink 1 0.12 

 

Total 

 

858 

 

100.00 
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4.5 Vessel Form: 

The majority (69.7%) of vessels were classified as tableware, with cups (20.05%) 

more frequent than table plates (19.46%), and saucers (15.38%) (Table 4.4). There are 

some taxonomic issues associated with identifying vessel form, with these difficulties 

evidenced clearly by one near complete handle-less hand painted polychrome "London 

shape" (Brassey 1989: 26; Miller 1991: 15) cup/bowl (Figure 4.3).  London shaped tea 

wares are thought to be most common from 1810-1840 (Miller 1991: 15).  Although this 

vessel should technically be classified a bowl as it does not have a handle, other less 

complete vessels of similar painted design were designated as cups, even though these 

smaller sherds did not have the remains of a handle attached.  Tea bowls were popular 

wares in Britain, which arose from the influence of Chinese design on the English 

(Copeland 1980).  Cushion (1976) argues the most important characteristic in a cup is its 

handle or lack of one, as handles can provide a good form of identification, and a lack of a 

handle may point to an earlier period of production.  However, the transition from tea 

bowls to handled cups occurred over many years, with tea bowls still being produced by 

English potters in 1820 (Cushion 1976: 146).  However, Miller (1991) describes simple 

painted "London size" (Miller 1991:17) handle-less teas as being produced up until 1871.  

Cups of this style without handles would have been cheaper to produce and purchase than 

fancier fluted or handled designs, and appear as the lowest price scale in Miller's (1991) 

scaling index.  This particular vessel is therefore most likely to be an inexpensive tea bowl.  

It is similar in style to that recovered from Fort Beauséjour, New Brunswick, Canada, 

although it is not possible to identify a handle either in the photograph of this vessel 

(Sussman 2000: 53).   Sussman describes these vessels as tea-wares (Sussman 1978, 2000), 

which is perhaps a more appropriate term in this case, referring to function, rather than 

form.  Sussman believes these tea-wares to possibly belong to mess tea services dating to 
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after 1820 (Sussman 1978, 2000).   This is an important vessel in terms of New Zealand 

ceramic assemblages, as it is a near complete, albiet refitted, representation of a handle-less 

hand painted tea-bowl. 

All the mugs were straight-sided, with remnants of handles attached (Figure 4.4).  It 

is possible these could be "coffee-cans" (Cushion 1976: 178), however ascribing function 

to these vessels is problematic, as often there is an overlap in design between vessels with 

differing functions.  Only 0.58% of vessels were ashets, or meat platters, and 0.58% were 

tureens, compared with 5.12% ashets, and 2.10% tureens recovered from His Majesty's 

Theatre (Plowman 2000: 85), possibly indicating a less formal element to many of the 

meals at the Albert Barracks.  This issue will be discussed further in a site comparison. 

 Recovered from varying contexts was a leg and an arm of two different children's 

dolls (Figure 4.5), pieces of a child's toy teaset (Figure 4.6), as well as the base of a 

figurine (Figure 4.7).   All these items can be seen to have an association with domesticity, 

and provide an indication of the presence of women and children on the site.  Figurines and 

other domestic ornaments for display were easily available, being mass-produced cheaply 

in Staffordshire.   These types of ornaments were popular with working and middle class 

nineteenth century families, who readily decorated their homes with knick-knacks of this 

style (Mayne, Murray and Lawrence 2000).  The children's toys could possibly have 

connotations of class associated with them, as the question is raised whether families on a 

soldier's wage could afford these kinds of possessions.  However as it is not possible to 

associate particular artefacts with specific people residing in the Albert Barracks, this is an 

association that is not possible to make in this case.  

Another item of particular interest is a salt-glazed earthenware jar complete with 

the broad-arrow mark distinguishing property belonging to the British government 

(Gordon 1982) (Figure 4.8).  Best (2002 personal communication) believes this could 
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possibly be an ink jar.  This vessel is glazed inside, suggesting its original contents could 

have been liquid, however it is poorly and roughly manufactured, it could possibly not be 

as resistant to liquid as one would wish for of an ink jar.  A Chinese porcelain jar was 

recovered and partially refitted (Figure 4.9).  These do appear periodically in assemblages 

in New Zealand, with two sherds from a similar vessel pictured in Plowman (2000: 199).  

Also recovered was a terracotta, or coarse red earthenware, bowl, with a yellow and brown 

glaze inside, and an unglazed exterior (Figure 4.10).  This is possibly an example of a fruit 

bowl, as it certainly would not have been particularly functional as a wash bowl, however 

fruit bowls usually occur on a pedestal (Best 2002 personal communication).  Fruit bowls 

were also recovered from the 40
th

 Regiment Redoubt site in Te Awamutu (Ritchie and 

Gumbley 1992).  Also present was a yellow earthenware "octagon jug" with a mask-head 

spout (Figure 4.11).  Spouts in the shape of human faces are indicative of two English 

factories, Caughley and Worcester, however many others also made them (Cushion 1976: 

185).  Details of the face can help with identification, with the ones from Worcester 

picturing a "pleasant-looking old gentleman" (Cushion 1976: 185), and the jugs from 

Caughley looking stern.  The gentleman on the Albert Barracks jug is rather stern looking.  

Octagon jugs were for sale in Fort Garry, Hudson's Bay, Canada, in 1851, for various 

prices depending on size (Collard 1984: 33).  

The majority of ointment jars recovered from the Albert Barracks were 

unidentifiable, although one that is in this category appears to be a "Pratt ware" type 

decorative pot lid, which may have been atop an ointment pot, or a vessel used for other 

purposes (Figure 4.12).  F. & R. Pratt & Co. Ltd of Fenton developed a system of 

multicolour printing which was used successfully on pot lids and other wares after being 

shown at the 1851 Exhibition (Godden 1980: 266).  Most are unmarked, as is the example 

from this assemblage.  One partial "Bear's Grease" lid was recovered (Figure 4.13).  Five 
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jars were for Holloway's ointment, with one intact, aside from a chip in the rim.  This pot is 

labeled on one side "HOLLOWAY'S/FAMILY OINTMENT/FOR THE CURE 

OF/SCROFULOUS & INDOLENT TUMOURS/INVETERATE ULCERS/Ulcerated Sore 

Legs Burns Scalds Ringworms Sore Breasts/AND ALL CUTANEOUS DISEASES/GOUT 

AND RHEUMATISM" (Figure 4.14).  On the reverse reads  "SOLD/In Pots 1s1½d-2/9-

4/6 11 - 22 & 33 Ea/BY THE PROPRIETOR/244 STRAND/LONDON/And All 

Medicine/Venders throughout the Kingdom" (Figure 4.15).  One fragment of another small 

Holloway's jar is identified as having the same address as the one described above.  The 

addresses provide a dating clue as Thomas Holloway's business operated out of 244 The 

Strand, London, from 1839 to 1867, when he moved to 533 Oxford Street (Prickett 1994: 

55).  Another complete vessel is recorded from the Omata Stockade, with slightly different 

wording, but also originating from Holloway's earlier address (Prickett 1994: 55).  The 

surgeon-major to the 58
th

 Regiment, Arthur S. Thomson, was particularly concerned with 

scrofula, calling it the "curse of the New Zealand race" (Thomson 1859: 215), however, 

generally the health of the soldiers stationed in New Zealand was far better than that of 

those in other colonies and in the United Kingdom (Thomson 1859). 

 A large percentage (26.46%) are classified as "unidentified" vessel forms, because 

of difficulties providing a certain identification for a large amount of the smaller sized 

sherds.  In this case, it proved well to not estimate vessel form, but to record the other 

characteristics of colour (Table 4.5) and decorative technique (Table 4.6) of these sherds.  

These two categories were combined to provide a clearer understanding of the unidentified 

vessels (Table 4.7).  It is noted that there is a low percentage of kitchenware/utilitarian 

ware represented in the vessel form category, at 0.35% compared with 2.41% recovered 

from His Majesty's Theatre (Plowman 2000: 85). Because many of the more utilitarian 

wares were yellow, white and brown (Collard 1984), it can be surmised, therefore, that the 
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20.75% of vessels of these colours were actually kitchen or utilitarian wares.  Of 

decorative technique, 28.64% were either blue banded ware, slipware, or plain, and this 

therefore also indicates a high kitchen or utilitarian ware component. 

 The range of vessel form is indicative of the function of the Albert Barracks, not 

just as a military site, but as a place for the families of the soldiers.  This is evidenced by 

the presence of the military shown by the broad-arrow marked jar, together with the more 

everyday domestic presence of the families indicated by the children's toys and the 

figurine. 

Table 4.4 

Vessel Form – Entire Assemblage 

 

Vessel Form 

 

Frequency 

 

Percent 

 

   

Tableware 598 69.70 

Ashet 5 0.58 

Bowl 72 8.39 

Cup/Bowl 19 2.21 

Cup 172 20.05 

Jug 9 1.05 

Mug 11 1.28 

Saucer 132 15.38 

Shallow Bowl 4 0.47 

Soup Bowl 1 0.12 

Table Plate 167 19.46 

Teapot 1 0.12 

Tureen 5 0.58 

Bathroom/Bedroom 20 2.33 

Chamber Pot 3 0.35 

Ewer/Jug 2 0.23 

Ointment 14 1.63 

Washbowl 1 0.12 

Kitchenware/Utilitarian 3 0.35 

Canister/Jar 1 0.12 

Jar 2 0.23 

Other 237 27.62 

Doll 2 0.23 

Dolls Teaset 6 0.70 

Figurine 1 0.12 

Garden Pot 1 0.12 
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Unidentified 227 26.46 

 

 

Total 

 

858 

 

100.00 

 

   

Table 4.5 

 

Unidentified Vessel Form - Colour 

 

 

Colour 

 

Frequency 

 

Percent 

 

 

Blue 

 

80 

 

35.24 

White 37 16.30 

Yellow 24 10.57 

Brown 17 7.49 

Green 13 5.73 

Grey 9 3.96 

Purple 9 3.96 

Red 9 3.96 

Light Blue 6 2.64 

Flow Blue 5 2.20 

Beige 3 1.32 

Black 3 1.32 

Flow Black 3 1.32 

Gold/Gilding 2 0.88 

Orange 2 0.88 

Polychrome 2 0.88 

Cream 1 0.44 

Dark Blue 1 0.44 

Pink 1 0.44 

 

Total 

 

227 

 

100.00 
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Table 4.6 

 

Unidentified Vessel Form - Decorative Technique 

 

 

Decorative Technique 

 

Frequency 

 

Percent 

 

 

Transfer Print 

 

93 

 

40.97 

Plain 34 14.98 

Slipware 16 7.05 

Blue Banded 15 6.61 

Relief Moulded 15 6.61 

Mochaware 14 6.17 

Colour Glazed 10 4.41 

Sponged 10 4.41 

Hand Painted 9 3.96 

Transfer print with additional moulding 3 1.32 

Transfer print with hand painting 3 1.32 

Unglazed 2 0.88 

Edge Banded 1 0.44 

Rouletted 1 0.44 

Shell Edged 1 0.44 

 

Total 

 

227 

 

100.00 
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Table 4.7 

 

Unidentified Vessel Form – Decorative Technique and Colour 

 

 

Decorative Technique 

 

Colour 

 

Total 

 

 

Blue Banded 

 

Blue 

 

15 

Blue Banded Total  15 

Colour Glazed Black 1 

 Brown 1 

 Green 1 

 Grey 2 

 Yellow 5 

Colour Glazed Total 10 

Edge Banded Gold/Gilding 1 

Edge Banded Total 1 

Hand Painted Blue 2 

 Green 2 

 Polychrome 2 

 Red 3 

Hand Painted Total  9 

Mochaware Beige 1 

 Blue 9 

 Grey 1 

 Yellow 3 

Mochaware Total  14 

Plain Brown 1 

 Cream 1 

 Orange 1 

 White 26 

 Yellow 5 

Plain Total  34 

Relief Moulded Brown 2 

 Gold/Gilding 1 

 Green 1 

 Grey 1 

 Red 1 

 White 9 

Relief Moulded Total 15 

Rouletted Yellow 1 

Rouletted Total  1 

Shell Edged Blue 1 

Shell Edged Total  1 
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Table 4.7 

 

Unidentified Vessel Form – Decorative Technique and Colour 

 

 

Decorative Technique 

 

Colour 

 

Total 

 

   

Slipware Beige 2 

 Blue 1 

 Brown 1 

 White 2 

 Yellow 10 

Slipware Total  16 

Sponged Blue 3 

 Dark Blue 1 

 Light Blue 2 

 Red 4 

Sponged Total  10 

Transfer Print Black 2 

 Blue 46 

 Brown 12 

 Flow Black 3 

 Flow Blue 5 

 Green 8 

 Grey 4 

 Light Blue 4 

 Pink 1 

 Purple 8 

Transfer Print Total  93 

Transfer print with additional moulding Blue 2 

 Green 1 

Transfer print with additional moulding Total 3 

Transfer print with hand painting Blue 1 

 Purple 1 

 Red 1 

Transfer print with hand painting Total 3 

Unglazed Grey 1 

 Orange 1 

Unglazed Total  2 

   

 

Total 

  

227 
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Scale  = 1.0 cm 

 

Figure 4.1 

Example of "imitation 

jasper ware" cup 

 
 

Figure 4.2 

Example of hand-painted 

saucer in "peasant style" 

 
 

Figure 4.3 

Hand-painted handle-less 

tea bowl 

   

 
Figure 4.4 

Example of mug  

 
Figure 4.5 

Dolls leg and arm 

 
Figure 4.6 

Children's toy tea-set 

   

 
Figure 4.7 

Base of figurine seen from 

above with foot attached 

 
Figure 4.8 

Earthenware jar with 

broad-arrow mark 

 
Figure 4.9 

Chinese porcelain jar 
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Figure 4.10 

Yellow and brown glazed earthenware bowl 

   

 
Figure 4.11 

Octagon jug with detail of mask-head spout 

 
Figure 4.12 

"Pratt-ware" pot lid 

   

 
Figure 4.13 

Bears Grease lid 

 
Figure 4.14 

Holloway's Ointment jar 

 Figure 4.15 

Holloway's Ointment jar 

 

 



4.6 Identified Transfer-Printed Patterns: 

A total of fourteen transfer-printed designs were identified by pattern name, 

representing a minimum number of 205 vessels, or 23.9% of the total number of 

vessels.  Six of these designs had formal pattern titles printed on to the vessel, and one 

of these patterns, “Schizanthus”, has not been recorded as being recovered from 

historical sites in New Zealand to date (Figures 4.16 and 4.17).  Another pattern, 

"Alma", has possibly been found in New Zealand previously (Best 2002 personal 

communication), however no formal record of this could be found (Figures 4.18 and 

4.19).  The fourteen designs are discussed below in order of numerical importance 

within the assemblage.  All these patterns aside from “Alma” and “Schizanthus” are 

commonly recovered from Auckland historic sites.  Only those patterns with 

manufacturer's marks have accompanying photographs.  The other designs are well 

documented photographically elsewhere. 

Willow: 

The standard “Willow” pattern was extremely popular in Victorian times (Coysh and 

Henrywood 1982: 402).  It was introduced by Josiah Spode I in approximately 1795 as 

a response to demand for replacements and additions to original Chinese tea services 

imported in to England by the upper classes for their own tea rituals (Copeland 1980: 

12-13).  However by 1835-1845, the middle class market had reached saturation point, 

and designs became standardised, and production quality lower, in order to appeal to 

other classes which had not had access to such ceramics previously.  “Willow” pattern 

was one of these designs that became standardised and mass-produced, and soon, along 

with “Asiatic Pheasants”, dominated the market, being produced by a number of 

manufacturers (Coysh and Henrywood 1982: 10). In the Albert Barracks assemblage 

four vessels had manufacturer marks, one table plate produced by Pinder Bourne and 
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Hope (Figures 4.20 and 4.21), two table plates by Scott Brothers (Figure 4.22), and one 

table plate by Bell, Cook and Co. (Figures 4.23, 4.24 and 4.25).  Various partial marks 

also appear as illustrated (Figures 4.26, 4.27, 4.28, 4.29 and 4.30).  One table plate also 

had additional hand painted writing, indicating a personalised design, but not enough of 

the design is visible to enable interpretation as to whether this was of a regimental or an 

individual design (Figure 4.31).  One vessel had what appeared to be cut marks on its 

surface, possibly made by a serrated knife (Figure 4.32). 

Total Vessels: 116; 100 table plates, 3 ashets, 3 tureens, 2 bowls, 1 soup bowl, 2 

unidentified vessel forms, in blue; 2 table plates in dark blue; 3 table plates in light blue. 

Rhine: 

This name was used through the Victorian period to describe widely used romantic 

patterns.  It was mostly manufactured in grey, but occasionally occurred in blue (Coysh 

and Henrywood 1982: 300).  Plowman (2000: 94) records a cup in green appearing in 

the His Majesty’s Theatre assemblage, however the Albert Barracks assemblage records 

this pattern only occurring in grey, however one “Rhine” pattern cup has a printed 

monogram resembling an “A” (Figure 4.33), and one Rhine saucer (Figure 4.34) has an 

impressed mark resembling a “D” (Figure 4.35). 

Total Vessels: 20; 8 cups, 8 saucers, 1 bowl, 1 table plate, 2 unidentified vessel forms, 

in grey. 

Forest: 

This pattern is recorded in Coysh and Henrywood (1989: 85) as appearing on teawares, 

and the vessels from the Albert Barracks assemblage are consistent with this 

description.  Vessels in “Forest” pattern have been recovered from historic sites in New 

Zealand previously, and this design is recorded in the D.O.C. reference collection as 
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EA313.  However, the pattern was not identified formally until it appeared in the His 

Majesty’s Theatre assemblage, although no manufacturer could be assigned (Plowman 

2000: 95).  The Albert Barracks assemblage however has two vessels with the trade 

name printed upon them in cartouche of  “Florentine China”.  One brown saucer also 

has the pattern name “Forest” and another has a printed beehive surrounded by flowers 

(Figures 4.36 and 4.37).  Coysh and Henrywood (1989: 84) believe this mark belongs to 

Samuel Alcock & Co., and is recorded as appearing on a variety of patterns, including 

“Forest”. 

Total Vessels: 15; 8 cups in blue; 6 saucers, 1 unidentified vessel form, in brown. 

Cable: 

A named version of this design appears in the Queen St Gaol assemblage (Best 1992), 

and is listed in the D.O.C. reference collection as EA5 “Cable”.  However, this pattern 

appears to be indistinguishable from the “Lockett’s Cable” pattern appearing in the Te 

Awamutu 40
th

 Regiment Site S15/173.  No reference to either pattern appears in Coysh 

and Henrywood (1982, 1989). 

Total Vessels: 12; 4 cup/bowls, 2 bowls, 1 cup in blue; 2 cups in dark blue; 2 saucers, 1 

cup in black. 

Fibre: 

This pattern is identified from the D.O.C. reference collection where it is recorded as 

EA2.  It is noted in Coysh and Henrywood (1989: 83) as appearing on children’s 

teawares. 

Total Vessels: 11; 1 bowl, 1 cup/bowl, 1 saucer in blue; 2 saucers, 1 unidentified vessel 

form in green; 3 bowls, 2 unidentified vessel forms in light blue. 

Seaweed: 
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This pattern was identified from the record in the D.O.C. reference collection, where it 

is listed as EA38. 

Total Vessels: 9; 2 cups, 2 saucers, 1 cup/bowl, 1 table plate, 2 unidentified vessel form, 

in blue; 1 cup in light blue. 

Schizanthus: 

This pattern has not been recorded as appearing in historic sites in New Zealand to date, 

and there is no design of this name in Coysh and Henrywood (1982, 1989).  The pattern 

is floral, and the name appears in cartouche, bordered with flowers (Figures 4.16 and 

4.17).  The schizanthus plant is also known as “butterfly flower” or “poor-man’s 

orchid” (Macoboy, Rodd and Spurway 1991: 566).  This is an adequate description of 

the flower that appears in this design, and made this pattern readily identifiable in the 

Albert Barracks assemblage.     

Total Vessels: 8; 3 cups, 3 saucers in blue; 2 saucers in grey. 

- Scroll: 

Listed in the D.O.C. reference collection as EA328, this pattern has not been identified 

previously, however the first half of the pattern name is not visible (Figures 4.38 and 

4.39).  An Auckland antique dealer confirms the pattern name is "Maltese-Scroll" (G. 

Smith 2002 personal communication), however no reference to this name is found in 

Coysh and Henrywood (1982, 1989).  There is also a Registered Design mark, 

indicating this design was registered to Lockett and Cooper on 20 December 1861 

(Godden 1999).   

Total Vessels: 7; 4 cups, 2 saucers, 1 unidentified vessel form, in purple. 

Wicker: 
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This design is recorded in the D.O.C. reference collection as EA21, and was also 

identified from Plowman (2000: 122). 

Total Vessels:  6; 4 bowls, 1 unidentified vessel form, in green;  1 table plate in light 

blue. 

Asiatic Pheasants: 

This pattern was second in popularity to “Willow” in the second half of the nineteenth 

century, and was printed in light blue (Coysh and Henrywood 1982: 29).  It is recorded 

also in the D.O.C. reference collection as EA3. 

Total Vessels: 2 table plates in light blue. 

Beehive: 

A romantic design picturing a beehive and vase of flowers, pictured Coysh and 

Henrywood (1982: 37), and stated as being manufactured by William Ridgeway & Co.  

There is also a variant pattern referred to as manufactured by William Adams (Coysh 

and Henrywood 1982: 37).  These vessels do not have formal pattern names on them 

and were identified from the “Beehive” design listed in the D.O.C. reference collection 

as EA58.  The two cups recovered from the Albert Barracks excavation both have the 

impressed marks “W” and “S” on the base (Figures 4.40 and 4.41).   

Total Vessels: 2 cups in black. 

Albion: 

This design is listed in Coysh and Henrywood (1982: 18) as being a common name for 

patterns, and lists four different designs by six manufacturers.  Coysh and Henrywood 

(1989: 12) list another three manufacturers, including Lewis Woolf of Ferrybridge, the 

manufacturer of an identical Albion design from His Majesty’s Theatre.  
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Total Vessels: 1 table plate in blue. 

Alma: 

This design is described in Coysh and Henrywood (1989: 12) as being a romantic scene 

with a floral border, manufacturer unknown, and the “Alma” mark in a simple panel.   

The “Alma” design recovered from the Albert Barracks is romantic, with a large urn in 

the foreground and a number of other urns to the side and behind it, all containing 

flowers.  Mountain scenery forms the background, and the border is elaborate, 

consisting of a repeating decoration of scrolls, grapes, and flowers.   The "Alma" mark 

is set against a classical column, underneath which is the manufacturer's mark "J.T." 

(Figures 4.18 and 4.19).   It was common to name designs after important events in 

remote lands (Coysh and Henrywood 1982: 11).  It is therefore probable that the design 

was named after the battle at the river Alma in the Crimea in 1854, in which the 

Russians were defeated by the British army and its allies (Barthorp 1987).  The earliest 

manufacturing period for this design would therefore be after this date. 

Total Vessels: 1 washbowl in blue. 

Bouquet: 

Printed garter mark, similar to others found in historic sites around Auckland (Figures 

4.42 and 4.43).  The Victoria Hotel site had the largest assemblage of 76 vessels in this 

pattern.  Of those vessels, one manufacturer was identified, Pinder Bourne & Co., which 

is the same manufacturer of "Bouquet" vessels recovered from both the Chancery Street 

and the Queen Street Gaol sites.  Likewise, Pinder Bourne & Co also manufacture the 

vessel from Albert Barracks.  There is no reference in Coysh and Henrywood (1982, 

1989) to this floral design that accompanies the "Bouquet" name. 

Total Vessels: 1 table plate in blue. 
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Peacock: 

Coysh and Henrywood (1989: 155) list a "Peacock" design as appearing on children's 

wares manufactured by Benjamin Godwin.  The vessel from the Albert Barracks 

assemblage however has the manufacturer's initials "S.B & ", and an impressed mark, 

possibly a flower (Figures 4.44 and 4.45).  This vessel is manufactured in flow blue, and 

therefore may not be the same design discussed in Coysh and Henrywood (1989), as 

these volumes do not cover flow blue patterns in great detail (Coysh and Henrywood 

1982: 140). 

Total Vessels: 1 saucer in flow blue. 

ACA… 

The design on this vessel bears no resemblance to "Acadia" recovered from the His 

Majesty's Theatre site (Plowman 2000: 127), and no reference is made to a pattern 

bearing these letters in Coysh and Henrywood (1982, 1989).  A manufacturer's mark 

also appears, J. & W. P (or R) (Figure 4.46). 

Total Vessels: 1 saucer in black. 

 

4.7 Other Transfer-Printed Patterns 

As well as the fourteen securely identified designs described above, one had an 

unidentifiable pattern title partially visible (Figures 4.47 and 4.48).  Seven designs did not 

have full or partial titles, but were identified only by the Department of Conservation 

reference number, or number allocated by Plowman (2000).  Only one of these, EA392, is 

a better representation than that already pictured in either the D.O.C. reference collection 

or Plowman (2000), and is consequently photographed here in detail (Figures 4.49, 4.50, 

4.51 and 4.52).  There are a number of other unidentified transfer-print patterns that will be 

recorded in later documentation regarding the Albert Barracks excavation. 
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4.8 Vessel Form by Identified Patterns 

 

By far the most frequently occurring vessel type and pattern was that of "Willow" 

patterned table plates, making up 51.22% of the Albert Barracks assemblage (Table 4.10).  

The next highest occurrence was "Rhine" patterned cups and saucers at 3.9% respectively.   

It is only by cross-matching vessel form and pattern that this extreme division has been 

highlighted.  This lack of variation in ceramic style supports Sussman's analysis of Fort 

Beauséjour, where British military sites can be expected to show a lack of variability 

(Sussman 1978, 2000). 

Table 4.8 

Patterns – Entire Assemblage 

 

 

 

Pattern 

 

Frequency 

 

Percent 

 

 

Unidentified 

 

363 

 

42.31 

Plain/No Discernable Pattern 259 30.18 

Willow 116 13.52 

Rhine 20 2.33 

Forest 15 1.75 

Cable 12 1.40 

Fibre 11 1.28 

Seaweed 9 1.05 

EA328 – “.. - Scroll” 8 0.93 

Schizanthus 8 0.93 

Wicker 6 0.70 

Holloway's 5 0.58 

EA392 4 0.47 

CE47 3 0.35 

CE96 3 0.35 

Asiatic Pheasants 2 0.23 

Beehive 2 0.23 

CE41 2 0.23 

EA312 2 0.23 

“ACA..” 1 0.12 

Albion 1 0.12 

Alma 1 0.12 

Bear's Grease 1 0.12 

Bouquet 1 0.12 
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CE250 1 0.12 

EA331 1 0.12 

Peacock 1 0.12 

 

 

Total 

 

858 

 

100.00 

 

 

Table 4.9 

Identified Transfer Print Patterns 

 

 

 

Pattern 

 

Frequency 

 

Percent 

 

   
Willow 116 56.59 

Rhine 20 9.76 

Forest 15 7.32 

Cable 12 5.85 

Fibre 11 5.37 

Seaweed 9 4.39 

Schizanthus 8 3.90 

Wicker 6 2.93 

Asiatic Pheasants 2 0.98 

Beehive 2 0.98 

Albion 1 0.49 

Alma 1 0.49 

Bouquet 1 0.49 

Peacock 1 0.49 

 

Total 

 

205 

 

100.00 
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Table 4.10 

 

Vessel Form by Identified Pattern 

 

Pattern Vessel Form Frequency Percent 

Albion Table Plate 1 0.49 

Alma Washbasin 1 0.49 

Asiatic Pheasants Table Plate 2 0.98 

Beehive Cup 2 0.98 

Bouquet Table Plate 1 0.49 

Cable Bowl 2 0.98 

 Cup/Bowl 4 1.95 

 Cup 4 1.95 

 Saucer 2 0.98 

Fibre Bowl 4 1.95 

 Cup/Bowl 1 0.49 

 Cup 0 0.00 

 Saucer 3 1.46 

 Unidentified 3 1.46 

Forest Cup 8 3.90 

 Saucer 6 2.93 

 Unidentified 1 0.49 

Peacock Saucer 1 0.49 

Rhine Bowl 1 0.49 

 Cup 8 3.90 

 Saucer 8 3.90 

 Table Plate 1 0.49 

 Unidentified 2 0.98 

Schizanthus Cup 3 1.46 

 Saucer 5 2.44 

Seaweed Cup/Bowl 1 0.49 

 Cup 3 1.46 

 Saucer 2 0.98 

 Table Plate 1 0.49 

 Unidentified 2 0.98 

Willow Ashet 3 1.46 

 Bowl 2 0.98 

 Soup Plate 1 0.49 

 Table Plate 105 51.22 

 Tureen 3 1.46 

 Unidentified 2 0.98 

Wicker Bowl 4 1.95 

 Table Plate 1 0.49 

 Unidentified 1 0.49 

 

Total 

  

205 

 

100.00 
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Figure 4.16 

"Schizanthus" saucer 

 
Figure 4.17 

"Schizanthus" pattern mark 

 
Figure 4.18 

"Alma" pattern mark with 

manufacturer mark "J.T." 

 
Figure 4.19 

"Alma" washbowl 
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Figure 4.20 

"Willow" table plate 

manufactured by Pinder 

Bourne and Hope 

 
Figure 4.21 

Manufacturer's mark "P.B. 

& H." representing Pinder 

Bourne and Hope 
 

Figure 4.22 

Scott Brothers 

manufacturer's mark on 

reverse of "Willow" plate 

   

 
Figure 4.23 

"Willow" table plate 

manufactured by Bell Cook 

& Co. 

 
Figure 4.24 

Bell Cook & Co. 

manufacturer's mark on 

reverse of "Willow" plate 

 

 
 

Figure 4.25 

Impressed Bell Cook & Co. 

manufacturer's mark on 

reverse of "Willow" plate 

Scale = 100% 

   

 
Figure 4.26 

Unidentified partial mark on 

reverse of "Willow" plate 

 
Figure 4.27 

Unidentified manufacturer's 

mark on reverse of "Willow" 

plate 

 
Figure 4.28 

Unidentified partial 

manufacturer's mark on 

reverse of "Willow" plate  
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Figure 4.29 

Unidentified partial 

manufacturer's mark on 

reverse of "Willow" vessel 

 
Figure 4.30 

Unidentified partial 

manufacturer's mark on 

reverse of "Willow" plate 

 
Figure 4.31 

Additional hand painting on 

"Willow" pattern plate 

   

 
Figure 4.32 

"Willow" plate with cut marks 

 
Figure 4.33 

"Rhine" cup with 

manufacturing mark on base 

  

 
Figure 4.34 

"Rhine" pattern saucer 

 
Figure 4.35 

"Rhine" saucer pattern mark 

with impressed "D" 

 
Figure 4.36 

"Forest" pattern saucer with 

"Florentine China" 

manufacturing mark 
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Figure 4.37 

"Forest" pattern saucer 

 
Figure 4.38 

"- Scroll" pattern mark with Registered Design mark  

   

 
Figure 4.39 

"- Scroll" pattern saucer 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 4.42 

"Bouquet" plate by Pinder 

Bourne and Co. 

 
Figure 4.40 

"Beehive" design cup 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.43 

"Bouquet" pattern plate by 

Pinder Bourne and Co. 

 
Figure 4.41 

Base of "Beehive" design 

cup with mark "W" and "S" 
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Figure 4.44 

"Peacock" pattern mark by 

S.B. & .. with impressed 

mark 

 
Figure 4.45 

"Peacock" pattern saucer 

 
Figure 4.46 

"ACA.." pattern 

manufacturerd by J. & W. P 

(or R) 

   

 
Figure 4.47 

Unidentified partial mark 

 
Figure 4.48 

Reverse of Figure 4.47 

 
Figure 4.49 

EA 392 saucer 

   

 
Figure 4.50 

EA 392 cup, outside rim 

pattern 

 
Figure 4.51 

EA 392 cup, top down view 

 
Figure 4.52 

EA 392 cup, inside rim 

pattern 
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Figure 4.53 

Unidentified manufacturer's 

mark 

 
Figure 4.54 

Unidentified manufacturer's 

mark 

 
Figure 4.55 

Unidentified manufacturer's 

mark 

   

 
Figure 4.56 

Unidentified manufacturer's 

mark 

 
Figure 4.57 

Unidentified manufacturer's 

mark 
 

Figure 4.58 

Mann & Co, Hanley 

manufacturer's mark 

   

 
Figure 4.59 

Registered design mark 

 
Figure 4.60 

Unmarked teapot 

 
Figure 4.61 

Unmarked chamber pot 
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4.9 Identified Manufacturers: 

 

 Five manufacturers were securely identified from their maker's marks, with one 

manufacturer identified by registered design mark referenced in Godden (1999) (Table 

4.11).  This is a small number considering the size of the assemblage, however there are a 

some partial marks, possibly indicating the fragmented nature of much of the assemblage, 

and various miscellaneous manufacturer's marks (Figures 4.53, 4.54, 4.55, 4.56 and 4.57).  

The dates of identified manufacturers' are all sufficiently close together within the period 

of occupation of the site as the Albert Barracks, aside from Pinder, Bourne & Co. (Figure 

4.42), who extend over this time frame by 12 years.  However, an identical mark appears in 

the securely dated Victoria Hotel site, as is illustrated in the Mechanics Institute report 

(Macready and Goodwyn 1990: 29-30).  These vessels with dateable manufacturer's marks 

came from a variety of complexes, and add strength to these contexts being securely 

associated with the Albert Barracks.   Although the number of identified manufacturer's is 

small, it is interesting to note none of the "best" English tableware manufacturers are 

represented.  One importer in Ontario, determined to sell tableware of the highest quality, 

had ceramics from manufacturers including Coalport, Copeland, Derby, Minton, 

Worcester, Wedgewood, as well as a range of continental porcelains (Collard 1984: 58).  

Most of the manufacturers represented in the Albert Barracks assemblage have a relatively 

short production phase, and were operating at the time between 1840 and 1860 when the 

number of potters producing printed wares was at a peak (Samford 1997: 59).  This lack of 

representation by the higher quality manufacturers raises the question of supply of 

ceramics in to the New Zealand market at a time when the population was growing, and a 

cheap and readily available supply of earthenware was possibly all that was required.   
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Samuel Alcock & Co.: 

Burslem, Staffordshire Potteries.  This manufacturer was identified by the use of the mark 

"Florentine China" as part of a printed cartouche together with a beehive device, below the 

pattern title, "Forest" (Figure 436).  "Florentine China" is a trade-mark believed to have 

been used by Samuel Alcock & Co, and is recorded as appearing on a number of patterns, 

including "Forest" (Coysh and Henrywood 1989: 84).  Use of the beehive device is also 

attributed to this manufacturer between the dates of 1830 -1859 (Godden 1991: 28). 

Pinder Bourne & Hope: 

Burslem, Staffordshire Potteries.  This manufacturer of earthenware operated between 

1851 and 1862, when it became Pinder, Bourne & Co. (Godden 1991: 495).  The mark 

"Warranted P.B. & H." in cartouche, appears on one "Willow" pattern plate (Figure 4.21). 

Mann & Co., Hanley: 

Cannon St, Hanley, Staffordshire Potteries.  Arthur and Edward Mann operated this firm 

between 1858 and 1860, when it became Mann Evans & Co. (Godden 1991: 411).  The 

mark "Mann & Co. Hanley", appears on a flow black saucer (Figure 4.58).  Coysh and 

Henrywood (1982: 237) however, state this short-lived firm produced blue printed wares.  

The appearance of this vessel in the Albert Barracks assemblage therefore adds to the 

knowledge regarding this particular manufacturer. 

Bell, Cook & Co.: 

Phoenix Pottery, Ouseburn, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Northumberland.  There are two marks 

present on one "Willow" pattern table plate.  One mark, on the underside rim of the plate, 

pictures a phoenix, with the words "Bell Cook & Co." underneath.  The second impressed 

mark, on the base of the plate, is a semi-circle, enclosing a crown, and the words "Bell, 

Cook & Co." around the outside (Figures 4.24 and 4.25).   This manufacturing partnership 

was only in production from 1859-1860 (Coysh and Henrywood 1982: 38).  This mark is 
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particularly interesting as it captures the fluidity and impermanent nature of the often 

short-lived pottery companies and partnerships. Phoenix pottery, however, began in 1821 

and was transferred to Isaac Bell & Co. in 1844.  It then had a succession of owners, 

culminating with Cook Brothers who, in 1860, converted the ceramics factory into one for 

the production of chemicals (Godden 1972: 213).  Despite this the Bell and Phoenix works 

must have had a long-standing relationship as they also had a china shop in New 

Brunswick, Canada, and were one of the most effective distributors of their own English 

earthenware products to that country during the nineteenth century (Collard 1984). 

Lockett & Cooper: 

This manufacturer was identified solely through a registered design mark (see below) on 

one saucer with the partially visible pattern name "- Scroll" (Figure 4.38).  The mark dates 

to being registered to this Hanley firm on 20 December 1861.   No details regarding this 

particular manufacturer can be discovered, however Godden (1991: 393) refers to a Hanley 

firm, Lockett Baguley & Cooper, manufacturing between 1855 and 1860.  The Lockett 

name was around the Staffordshire potteries from 1802 to 1832 in various partnerships 

(Coysh and Henrywood 1982: 224).  From 1835 to 1852, John and Thomas Lockett traded 

in Longton, Staffordshire and there is the likelihood this was one family (Coysh and 

Henrywood 1989: 127).  There are also several Staffordshire manufacturers from this 

period of the name Cooper, and these were often of short duration, and none date to, or 

were manufacturing in, 1861 (Godden 1991: 714).  Therefore it is likely Lockett and 

Cooper emerged out of the previous partnership of Lockett Baguley & Cooper, and was 

possibly in production for a short time only.  

Pinder, Bourne & Co.: 

Nile St, Burslem, Staffordshire Potteries.  This manufacturer of earthenware was in 

operation from January 1862 to 1892.  The mark "P.B. & Co." appears on one "Bouquet" 
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pattern table plate in a crown-topped garter type printed mark, with the pattern name 

present also (Figure 4.42). 

4.10 Manufacturer's Registered Design Marks: 

 In 1839 the British Government passed a copyright protection Act whereby all new 

designs had to be registered (Godden 1999).  In 1842 new designs were registered in 

London, where the pattern and other relevant details were received and entered into ledgers 

under various classes and given a parcel number.   This was not just for ceramics, as there 

were thirteen classes in total.  Ceramic objects covered class IV.  The registered design 

mark is a diamond shape with coded letters for the year, day of month, parcel number, and 

month appearing in the corners of the diamond.  The first placement of these codes 

occurred from 1842 to 1867, when the order changed (Godden 1999), and looking for this 

proves to be a useful approximate dating tool for archaeology if only a partial mark occurs.  

There are two registered design marks occurring in the Albert Barracks assemblage.  One 

only has the day of the month visible in the right corner which is consistent with the 

earlier, 1842 to 1867, mark placement (Figure 4.59).  The second mark has more detail, 

and was recorded as being registered to the firm Lockett & Cooper, Hanley, Staffordshire 

on 20 December 1861 (Godden 1999: 187) (Figure 4.38).  These registered design marks 

provide the earliest possible date for a new pattern, and the copyright protection was only 

valid for three years.  However, marks could occur still after this time period had elapsed 

(Godden 1999: 170).  
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Table 4.11 

Dated Manufacturer's Marks 

 

Manufacturer Date Pattern Vessel Context 

     

Samuel Alcock & Co. 1830-1859 Forest Saucer Big Pit  A 

   Saucer Big Pit A 

     

Unknown  1842-1867 Unidentified 

Registered Design 

Table Plate Big Pit A 

     

Pinder Bourne  & 

Hope 

1851-1862 Willow Table Plate C23 

     

Mann & Co., Hanley 1858-1860 Unidentified Saucer Big Pit A 

     

Bell, Cook & Co. 1859-1860 Willow Table Plate Big Pit A 

    C23 

 

Registered Design to 

Lockett and Cooper 

1861 EA328 "- Scroll"  Saucer C23 

     

Pinder, Bourne & Co. 1862-1882 Bouquet Table Plate Big Pit A/B 

Big Pit B 

     

 

4.11 Partially Identified Manufacturer's Marks: 

J. & W. P [or R] 

No manufacturers using the initials J. & W. P are listed in Godden (1991).  However the 

Hanley, Staffordshire manufacturer John and William Ridgeway used the mark J. & W. R. 

between 1814 and 1830 (Godden 1991: 534).  The mark is printed in cartouche together 

with the partial pattern name "ACA.." on one black saucer (Figure 4.46). 

Context: Complex 22  

S.B. &: 

One flow blue saucer in "Peacock" design, marked S.B. & … is recorded.  An impressed 

mark, possibly a flower, obstructs the view of the final letters in the mark (Figure 4.44).  

This mark can be attributed to a number of manufacturers.  Southwick Pottery, Scott 
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Brothers,  manufactured between c1800-1897, using a wide variety of impressed and 

printed marks. This manufacturing mark was known to be in use by this firm between 1838 

-1854 (Godden 1991: 587).  There are, however, other firms that this mark could be 

attributed to, Samuel Barker & Son used the mark S.B. & S. 1834-1893 (Godden 1991: 

55), Sampson Bridgwood & Son (Ltd) used the mark S.B.& Son, 1805 - .  The firm Sharpe 

Brothers & Co. used the mark S.B. & Co. from 1838-1895, and made mainly sanitary 

wares.  

Context: T9 N15/E20 

SCOTT: 

This impressed mark with an "R" or a "D" below the "Scott" name appeared on two 

"Willow" pattern plates (Figure 4.22).   The "Scott" mark was used by Scott Brothers, 

Portobello, Edinburgh c1786-1796 (Godden 1991: 566), which would be an unlikely early 

manufacture date for ceramic appearing in the Albert Barracks assemblage.  The more 

likely manufacturer is Scott Brothers, Southwick Pottery in Durham.  Southwick Pottery 

used the "Scott" mark between 1838-1897 (Godden 1991: 587-588), however no reference 

to the additional "R" or "D" can be found. 

Context: Complex 44 
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Figure 4.62 

Manufacturers' Dates of Production 
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4.12 Area 2 Ceramics: 

Area 2 was in the location of the house dating from the 1870's that was remaining on the 

site of 4 Alfred Street.  The development revealed foundations at the back of this house 

that were examined by archaeologists working on the Albert Barracks excavation.  A total 

of 17 vessels were identified (Table 4.12).  Sherds from a yellow octagon jug, and a blue 

transfer print bowl, were refitted with vessels belonging to the secure Albert Barracks 

context.  The occurrence of earlier dated artefacts in a later site is an expected scenario, 

and is consistent with the mixing up of contexts when the house foundations were 

established.   The vessel forms are similar to the Albert Barracks assemblage, however 

there was only one "Willow" pattern table plate together with one tureen and ashet, 

meaning the relative frequencies of these vessels are the same.  This is quite different to 

the Albert Barracks assemblage, however there are not enough vessels in the sample from 

Area 2 to make any clear conclusions regarding this occurrence.  None of the vessels from 

the Area 2 assemblage had manufacturing marks present. 
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Table 4.12 

Area 2 Ceramics - Pattern and Vessel Form 

 

 

Pattern 

 

Vessel Form 

 

Frequency 

 

Percent 

 

 

Willow 

 

Ashet 

 

1 

 

5.88 

Willow Table Plate 1 5.88 

Willow Tureen 1 5.88 

Unidentified Cup 1 5.88 

Unidentified Table Plate 1 5.88 

Unidentified Bowl 1 5.88 

Fibre Bowl 1 5.88 

Plain Cup 3 17.65 

Plain Doll's Teaset 1 5.88 

Plain Jug 2 11.76 

Plain Saucer 2 11.76 

Plain Unidentified 2 11.76 

 

Total 

  

17 

 

100.00 

 



 101 

4.13 Site Comparisons: 

 

When comparing sites a number of factors need to be considered.  Firstly, site 

comparison proved to be difficult as each site was unique, varying in area excavated and 

sample size.   Added to this issue, methodologies regarding excavation and particularly 

analysis, were not always explicit in the published reports.   Sample sizes vary 

considerably, with the closest site to the Albert Barracks in size of the assemblage is the 

Victoria Hotel, whereas His Majesty's Theatre is nearly double the sample size.  This could 

have an affect on frequencies due to larger sample sizes generally exhibiting more diverse 

assemblages.   This would appear to have an effect on the comparisons on vessel form, as 

the larger samples have a more diverse range of vessels than the smaller samples. Relative 

frequencies of vessels present on a particular site may be due to factors specific to that site, 

for example large amounts of plain whiteware may constitute a commercial site, or 

matched decorated sets may indicate a domestic site (Worthy 1982).  Likewise, Best 

argues, you would not expect to find comparable types of vessels from sites with varying 

uses, for example a pub, and an upper class establishment (Best 1992).   However, class 

differences in assemblages have proved to be difficult to pinpoint in New Zealand 

assemblages, as evidenced by Plowman, who argues for other factors to be considered such 

as supply (2000).   

Comparative sites were chosen by a number of means.  Firstly, accessibility to 

written reference material that included usable data was an important attribute.  Secondly, 

a temporal relationship to the time period of occupation of the Albert Barracks was 

necessary to ensure the time frames being compared were relatively equivalent.  All of the 

sites were Auckland ones in order to put the sites on an equal footing with regards to 

supply of wares, apart from the 40
th

 Regiment Redoubt Site in Te Awamutu, which was 

included to provide a comparison to another military site. 
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40
th

 Regiment Redoubt Site Te Awamutu - S15/173 (Ritchie and Gumbley 1992): 

The site was occupied by the 40
th

 Regiment of the British army during the Waikato 

campaigns of 1863-1864.  The redoubt was headquarters of the general staff, commissariat, 

artillery and engineers, and also included a bakery, camp post office.  The excavation 

report divides the artefacts into "Redoubt Phase" and "Post-Redoubt Phase", as the site has 

been occupied by a number of buildings up until the present day (Ritchie and Gumbley 

1992).  It is the "Redoubt Phase" ceramic artefacts that have been used in the comparison 

with the Albert Barracks assemblage. 

Fort Ligar (Brassey 1989; Smith 1989): 

Fort Ligar was used as a comparison only with regard to vessel form, as this was the only 

available data regarding ceramics in the final publication (Brassey 1989).  This site is the 

earliest used as a comparison, dating to 1845, when it was hastily put up by settlers in 

response to the fall of Kororareka in the north (Smith 1989). 

Browns Mill (Brassey 1990): 

This represents an early Auckland residential site, with occupation dating from the 1840's.  

For the purposes of this comparison, only the pre-1876 archaeological features as 

described in Brassey (1990: 22-29) have been used.  These consist of  Feature 1 (well), 

Feature 2 (house foundations, and Feature 3 (rubbish pit - occupation layer). 

Victoria Hotel Site R11/1530  (Brassey and Macready 1994): 

This site is an important one in relation to the historical archaeology of Auckland, and no 

comparison would be complete without the inclusion of this large, well-documented, 

assemblage.  Because the hotel was destroyed by fire in 1865, a large cellar provided a 

secure context for dating the archaeological artefacts, and a number of the ceramic remains 

proved to be relatively complete and well marked.  As a consequence, many of these 
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artefacts have been utilised further by the D.O.C. reference collection, now held by the 

Auckland Museum.  

Queen Street Gaol Site R11/1559 (Best 1992): 

The Queen Street Gaol was operational from 1844 until 1864.  The only area of excavation 

thought to be definitely associated with the Gaol is the lowest level of the well, where only 

buckets were found, and the Waihorotiu Creek bed.   Only this context from the Gaol site 

was used, as it was wished to have another institutional site against which to compare the 

Albert Barracks. 

His Majesty's Theatre Site R11/1624 (Felgate 1998; Plowman 2000): 

The ceramics assemblage from His Majesty's Theatre is one of the largest recovered from 

historic sites in Auckland (Plowman in Felgate 1998: 29).  This factor highlights the 

importance of including this assemblage in any comparison of ceramics from 19
th

 century 

sites in New Zealand.  All vessels from all areas were included in the comparison, as most 

corresponded with the time of occupation of the Albert Barracks. 

4.14 Site Comparison - Vessel Form 

The Albert Barracks assemblage has the lowest percentage of identified vessel 

forms, whereas the 40
th

 Regiment Te Awamutu site and the Queen Street Gaol (Waihorotiu 

Creek) site have the highest totalling 100% (Table 4.13).  These two sites may well have 

had no unidentified vessels, however this could be due to the unidentified vessel forms not 

being included in the totals in the reports.  Another possible reason for the discrepancy 

could be differing methodologys that are not made explicit in reports.  For example, whilst 

every sherd in the Albert Barracks assemblage was kept and analysed, this may not have 

been done in other sites where, for example, only pieces over a certain size, or those 

containing particular diagnostic features, were kept.  Again, these kinds of details are 

missing in all the comparison reports.  
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The Albert Barracks assemblage contains many of the vessel forms recovered from 

the comparison sites, however does not contain such items as soap dishes, egg cups and 

toothbrush holders (Table 4.14), despite being a large assemblage. This could be due to 

taxonomic difficulties with identification due to the fragmented nature of much of the 

assemblage, differences in interpretation of vessel form across the assemblages, or simply 

to lack of vessel presence in the military site.  However, as stated by Best (1992: 70), every 

ceramics assemblage will vary in vessel form depending on the site's history of use and 

occupation.  There are therefore some similarities and differences to be noted when 

comparing the Albert Barracks to the other sites chosen. 

 The percentage of bowls is relatively similar across all assemblages, with the 

Albert Barracks being slightly higher than the other sites, aside from the Waihorotiu Creek 

Bed of the Queen St Gaol site.  The percentages for table plates are also similar, although 

Albert Barracks is slightly lower than the other sites.   

The low percentage of ashets, particularly in comparison to Te Awamutu is of 

interest.  The Albert Barracks has considerably less ashets than both His Majesty's Theatre 

and Victoria Hotel, despite assemblage size.  Numbers of ashets in Te Awamutu could be 

high due to the lower sample size.  However tureens were present in the Albert Barracks, 

whereas they were not recovered from Te Awamutu, however the percentage is low also 

compared with the other sites.  These two vessel forms have a function as serving vessels, 

and these differences may have a relation to the types of food being cooked and the social 

situation surrounding food consumption. 

British army rations for rank and file soldiers was fixed in 1813, and did not change 

substantially for at least fifty years (Skelley 1977: 63), although precise composition would 

vary depending on local conditions (Holmes 2001: 281).  Most commonly, the staples were 

bread, meat and potatoes (Skelley 1977: 64).  In Auckland, a Commanding Officer of the 
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40
th

 Regiment noted that the dinners were insufficient, and ordered commanding 

companies to provide men with one pound of potatoes while "taking care that the Messing 

does not exceed the regulated 7½d" (40
th

 (2
nd

 Somersetshire) Regiment 25
th

 November 

1862, Alexander Turnbull Library).  Meat was cooked in one copper, and potatoes in 

another, resulting in boiled beef, potatoes and broth, and the food was dished out with tin 

mugs (Holmes 2001: 281).  These meals were hardly the sort to be served upon platters 

and tureens.  On the other hand, officers' messes could be quite elaborate, requiring 

officers to contribute mess subscriptions in order to accumulate showy items of china and 

glass for parade and display purposes (Holmes 2001: 283).  Therefore, the large difference 

in percentages of serving vessels between the Albert Barracks assemblage and the 40
th

 

Regiment site in Te Awamutu could be due to these two differing social standings within 

the British army. 

 Of interest also is the high percentage of the vessel form cups in the Albert 

Barracks assemblage, together with Te Awamutu and Fort Ligar.  Tea was a popular, and 

affordable, drink, and the idea of tea parties was used by Sergeant William Marjouram, 

Royal Artillery, in Taranaki 1860-61 in order to prevent and discourage drunkenness 

amongst the soldiers (Barber, Clayton and Tonkin-Covell 1990).  Tea was also served at 

breakfast, and supper as part of daily rations (Holmes 2001).  Only one teapot was 

recovered, nearly intact (Figure 4.60).   

British army policy was to provide soldiers with cheap eating and drinking utensils, 

and soldiers were supplied with field kits, which included a tin plate and tin cup (Sussman 

1978, 2000).  When George Brier, a teenager with the 68
th

 Durham Light Infantry (Brier 

1990) was sent to Tauranga, he comments all they had to eat off was their mess tins and a 

tin plate, "nothing in the Pottery line" (Brier 1990: 25).  By highlighting this fact, it is 

reasonable to assume that George Brier had experienced eating off pottery at other times 
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while in the army.  Whilst Sussman (1978, 2000) argues the issue of field kits is reason to 

believe earthenware items found in British military sites must have belonged to officers', 

this may not necessarily be the case, as each regiment was responsible for its own 

purchasing (Holmes 2001), and this may have included providing cheap crockery in some 

cases.  In addition, wives taken on the strength of the army, who were on half rations 

(Holmes 2001), and children, were not issued with field kits, and would have required 

other implements from which to eat off, either provided by themselves, or by the army.  

Albert Barracks shows a low percentage in washbowls and, together with Te 

Awamutu, chamber pots.  One chamber pot from the Albert Barracks was refitted to 

complete, and has a rim diameter of 232mm.  This is relatively small, and compares with 

chamber pots from His Majesty's Theatre measuring between 229mm and 254mm.  

Soldiers were issued with urine tubs in barracks rooms, replaced in the 1850's by wash-

rooms and ablution blocks (Holmes 2001).  New Zealand may have been advanced on this, 

as plans for a wash house and privy were made in 1845 for Fort Britomart, in Auckland 

(War Office, WO 01-403, 1845, University of Auckland Library).  Therefore this particular 

chamber pot must have been a personal possession, possibly, due to its size, belonging to a 

woman (Figure 4.61).  Only one washbasin was recovered from Albert Barracks (Figure 

4.19). There is reason to believe this washbasin also was a personal possession, as soldiers 

washed in metal basins.  These metal basins were thought to be the cause of an epidemic of 

sore eyes amongst the soldiers of the 40
th

 Regiment stationed at the Albert Barracks in 

1862, and soldiers were ordered to "scour them perfectly clean" on a daily basis (40
th

 (2
nd

 

Somersetshire) 28
th

 June 1862, Alexander Turnbull Library). 

The Albert Barracks assemblage also has, albeit in low percentages, personal items 

belonging to children of dolls, and pieces of a doll's teaset, both of which do not appear in 

any of the comparison sites.  Also of interest is the figurine, which is most likely again to 
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have been a personal possession.  The only sites to have figurines were Te Awamutu, and 

His Majesty's Theatre. 

In conclusion, this brief comparison highlights some fundamental similarities and 

differences of vessel form between varying nineteenth century sites.   Some of these could 

be due to sample size, as the small assemblages do have a less diverse range of vessel 

form. However, it is possible to see some variety in the Albert Barracks assemblage 

through the presence of such artefacts as children's toys, and some vessels are notable by 

their absence, namely egg cups, soap dishes and kitchenware, although as discussed above, 

this could be due to taxonomic difficulties.  Of interest are the large percentages of cups in 

the military sites.  It is also possible to see a military presence through an interpretation of 

the percentages of serving dishes, washbowls and chamber pots. 

 

Table 4.13 

Site Comparison - Total Identified Vessels 

 

Site 

 

Total No. Vessels 

 

Total No. Identified 

 

Percentage Identified 

 

 

His Majesty's Theatre 

 

1620 

 

1492 

 

92.1 

Albert Barracks 858 631 73.5 

Victoria Hotel 803 771 96.0 

Fort Ligar 255 240 94.1 

Browns Mill 168 164 97.6 

Te Awamutu 122 122 100.0 

Queen St Gaol 

(Waihorotiu Creek) 

66 66 100.0 
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Table 4.14 

Site Comparison - Vessel Form as Percentage of Identified Vessels 

 

Vessel Form His 

Majesty's 

Theatre 

Albert 

Barracks 

Victoria 

Hotel 

Fort 

Ligar 

Browns 

Mill 

Te 

Awamutu 

Queen 

St Gaol 

Ashet 5.6 0.8 3.1 2.5 4.9 9.8 4.5 

Bowl 8.8 11.4 4.0 6.3 7.3 5.7 15.2 

Butter Dish 0.1       

Candlestick   0.6     

Canister/Jar 1.5 0.2 1.3    9.1 

Chamber Pot 1.4 0.5 4 3.8 2.4 0.8 3 

Chamber 

Pot/Washbasin 

  0.3     

Cup 17.0 27.3 17.1 26.7 13.4 27.9 12.1 

Cup/Bowl 3.3 3.0 2.1    3 

Doll  0.3      

Dolls Teaset  1.0      

Egg Cup 0.5  2.1 2.1 0.6 2.5  

Ewer 0.5 0.3 0.3  0.6  1.5 

Figurine 0.4 0.2    0.8  

Garden Pot  0.2      

Gravy boat/Sauce boat 0.1       

Jar  0.3 0.1     

Jug 2.5 1.4 4 2.9 1.8 3.3 6.1 

Kitchen Bowl 1.0    0.6 0.8  

Mug 1.8 1.7 1.0 1.3 2.4 8.2 4.5 

Ointment 0.1 2.2      

Ovenware 0.1  0.4   0.8  

Plate/Saucer   3.4     

Salt Cellar 0.1       

Saucer 19.4 20.9 14.1 13.3 20.1 9.0 6.1 

Serving Dish     0.6   

Shallow Bowl 0.9 0.6      

Small Dish   0.3     

Soap Dish 0.1  0.5     

Soup Bowl 1.1 0.2    2.5  

Table Plate 29.0 26.5 34.1 38.8 37.2 25.4 21.2 

Teapot 0.1 0.2 0.5 0.8 1.2 0.8 1.5 

Toothbrush holder 0.5  0.4     

Toothpaste/creampot/ 

cosmetics 

0.8  0.4   0.8 3 

Tureen 2.3 0.8 5.1 1.7 4.3  9.1 

Washbowl 1.0 0.2 0.8  2.4 0.8  

 

Total (%) 

 

100.0 

 

100.0 

 

100.0 

 

100.0 

 

100.0 

 

100.0 

 

100.0 

 

Total (n) 1492 631 771 240 164 122 66 

 



 109 

4.15 Site Comparison - Identified Patterns 

 Percentages of vessels with identified patterns vary across the comparison sites 

with the highest being Te Awamutu at 41.8% and the lowest being the Waihorotiu Creek 

assemblage at the Queen Street Gaol at 10.6% (Table 4.14).  Of the identified patterns 

listed below, the Victoria Hotel and His Majesty's Theatre have the largest variety (Table 

4.15).  Victoria Hotel has 28 patterns present, and His Majesty's Theatre 21, including the 

category "other patterns".  The Te Awamutu site has the second to least variation in 

identified patterns with only nine patterns being identified, however it shows the highest 

percentage of identified patterns to the total number of vessels at 41.8%.  Notwithstanding 

issues with pattern identification discussed below, it stands to reason that the more 

frequently a pattern appears in the archaeological record, the higher the likelihood of a 

formal pattern name eventually appearing with it.  This proved to be the case with 

"Schizanthus" in the Albert Barracks assemblage.  This pattern stood out initially as it was 

appearing frequently, and a piece was recovered with the formal pattern title intact.  

Because "Willow" pattern occurs so frequently in 19
th

 century historic sites it is generally 

not necessary for the pattern name to be present for it to be identified.   This pattern occurs 

in all the comparative sites, possibly because of ease of identification, but is most frequent 

in the Albert Barracks, at 56.59% compared with 44.9% in His Majesty's Theatre.  The 

other pattern to occur in all sites is Asiatic Pheasant, which occurs most frequently in the 

40
th

 Regiment Te Awamutu site.  However, site comparisons of this nature are a simple 

examination only, and interpretation is restricted by the difficulties and issues associated 

with pattern identification, which are addressed below.  

 Pattern identification is reliant on previously recorded and published work, or 

experience of the analyst. It is to be expected that identification of patterns is biased 

towards those patterns that have already been identified in the archaeological record, and 
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those that have been recorded as such.  Therefore the samples can be seen as non-

representative, as it is often only the most popular patterns that appear most frequently and 

are, consequently, readily identifiable (Plowman 2000: 142).  Certainly, the ceramics from 

the Albert Barracks were identified by relating them to those previously recorded in 

archaeological and other reference materials.   In addition to this issue, the relative 

percentages of identified patterns are affected by the variability of patterns in each site.  

For example, Te Awamutu site shows the highest percentage of identified patterns to the 

total number of vessels (41.8%) (Table 4.14), however most of these patterns consist of 

one design only, the easily distinguishable "Asiatic Pheasants" (Table 4.15).  Therefore, 

the simple percentage of how many patterns are identified can be used only as an indicator 

that other factors such as purchasing restrictions, supply or socio-economic differences 

may be occuring.   Plowman (2000: 137) argues for full recording or publication of all 

patterns, as until this occurs, a more complete understanding of differences within sites 

cannot be achieved.  However, given the enormous variation in ceramic designs produced 

in Britain in the 19
th

 century, it is unlikely that every pattern will ever be identified out of 

every site, whether recorded or not.  Samford argues for a pattern classification system 

based on attributes of particular designs, for example romantic or classical, of which she 

has plotted changes in popularity in the United States over time (Samford 1997).   It is 

therefore, possibly not necessary to know the formal pattern names to every piece of 

ceramic that comes out of a site, but more important to have an understanding of the wider 

trends occurring.    Therefore if the percentages of identified patterns shown in the site 

comparison are broken down further into vessel form, a more interesting trend occurs that 

could be interpreted as a reflection of a military site (Figures 4.2 and 4.3). 
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Table 4.15 

Site Comparison - Total Vessels with Identified Patterns 

 

Site 

 

Total No. Vessels 

 

Total No. Identified 

 

Percentage Identified 

 

 

His Majesty's Theatre 

 

1620 

 

581 

 

35.9 

Albert Barracks 858 205 23.9 

Victoria Hotel 803 315 39.2 

Browns Mill 168 33 19.6 

Te Awamutu 122 51 41.8 

Queen St Gaol 

(Waihorotiu Creek) 

66 7 10.6 

 

 

Table 4.16 

 

Site Comparison - Percentages of Total Identified Patterns 

 

Pattern His 

Majesty's 

Theatre 

Victoria 

Hotel 

Albert 

Barracks 

Te 

Awamutu 

Browns 

Mill 

Queen St 

Gaol 

 

Abbey 

  

0.3 

    

Albion 4.13 17.1 0.49  12.1 14.3 

Alhambra  0.3     

Alma   0.49    

Antique 2.75 4.4     

Asiatic Pheasant 0.17 4.1 0.98 68.63 6.1 14.3 

Avon    1.96   

Beehive   0.98    

Berry 1.03      

Bird    1.96   

Bouquet  24.1 0.49    

Broseley 1.72 0.6     

Buccleugh  1.0     

Buffalo Hunt  0.3     

Cable  0.3 5.85 1.96 3.0  

Canova 0.86      

Corea 0.86      

Dorgan 1.89      

Dulcamara  2.5   3.0  

Eugenie  0.6     

Fibre 10.33 3.8 5.37  3.0 28.6 

Florence  0.3     

Foliage    1.96   

Forest 2.41  7.32    
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Table 4.16 

 

Site Comparison - Percentages of Total Identified Patterns 

 

Pattern His 

Majesty's 

Theatre 

Victoria 

Hotel 

Albert 

Barracks 

Te 

Awamutu 

Browns 

Mill 

Queen St 

Gaol 

       

Gem     12.1  

Hannibal Passing the 

Alps 

 1.9   3.0  

Kulat  1.9     

Medina 1.03      

Milanese  4.1     

Morea 1.72 0.6     

Peacock   0.49    

Persian Japan 0.86      

Princess Alexandra  0.6     

Provence  0.6     

Rhine 4.13 4.4 9.76 9.80 12.1  

Ribbon  0.3     

Rouen    1.96 6.1  

Schizanthus   3.90    

Seaweed 0.17 0.6 4.39 1.96   

Scenery 2.24      

Syria  1.0     

The Fox and the 

Grapes 

    3.0  

Triumphal Car  0.6     

Vine  0.6     

Wicker 0.86  2.93    

Wild Rose 1.89    6.1  

Willow 44.9 22.2 56.59 9.80 30.3 42.9 

Woodbine 1.03      

Zebra Hunt  0.3     

Other patterns 14.97      

 

Total (%) 

 

Total (n) 

 

100.0 

 

581 

 

100.0 

 

315 

 

 

100.00 

 

205 

 

 

100.00 

 

51 

 

100.0 

 

33 

 

100.0 

 

7 
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4.16 Site Comparison - Vessel Form by Identified Pattern: 

  In order to keep this section concise, data from the two military sites, Albert 

Barracks and Te Awamutu, has been compared with His Majesty's Theatre, which has the 

largest assemblage.  Only "Willow" and "Asiatic Pheasants", two of the most popular 

patterns in the nineteenth century (Collard 1984), have been compared against the vessel 

form from these sites, as these show the greatest level of difference.  

 "Asiatic Pheasants" was most common in the 40
th

 Regiment Te Awamutu site, with 

table plates representing 54.9% of vessels with identified patterns, with ashets and bowls 

also present in this pattern.  By contrast Albert Barracks has only 0.98%, and His Majesty's 

Theatre even less, on 0.17%.  This is a stark contrast, as "Asiatic Pheasants" was extremely 

popular in the second half of the nineteenth century (Coysh and Henrywood 1982: 29). 

 When examining "Willow" pattern by vessel form, the differences between the 

Albert Barracks assemblage, His Majesty's Theatre and Te Awamutu is highlighted.  

Although the percentage at His Majesty's Theatre is still relatively high at 30.46% of 

vessels with identified patterns, it is possible to see the range and frequency of vessels 

present at this site is greater than that at Albert Barracks, where table plates dominate at 

51.22%. 

 The Albert Barracks assemblage and the 40
th

 Regiment Te Awamutu site exhibit a 

lack of variability when the data on vessel form and identified pattern are combined.  This 

analysis is consistent with Sussman's (1978, 2000) analysis of British military ceramics, 

where she has argued that a lack of variability in ceramics is a feature of military sites 

when compared with civilian sites. 
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4.17 Summary: 

A minimum number of 858 vessels were recovered from the Albert Barracks assemblage, 

and a minimum number of 17 recovered from Area 2.   Ceramic type, vessel form, 

decorative technique and colour are consistent with those found in other historic sites in 

New Zealand.  One new transfer printed pattern, "Schizanthus", has been positively 

identified, with another, "Alma", also clearly recorded.  One D.O.C. referenced pattern has 

now been partially identified.  The Albert Barracks assemblage would appear to present the 

signature argued for by Sussman (1978, 2000), where British military sites are categorised 

by a lack of variability.  The 40
th

 Regiment Te Awamutu site would also appear to present 

this signature.  However, also contained within the Albert Barracks assemblage are clear 

indicators of domesticity, namely the children's toys and the figurine, together with items 

that were most likely personal possessions, such as the washbowl and chamberpot. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

 This dissertation investigates an assemblage of historic 19
th

 century ceramics 

recovered from the site of the Albert Barracks, Auckland, New Zealand, that was occupied 

by the British military from 1845 until 1870.  The ceramics are examined through 

quantitative techniques, questioning whether they are indicative of those that may be 

expected to be recovered from a military site, and are also looked at in terms of the social 

context of the Albert Barracks.  

 Chapter One begins with a discussion on interpretation of historic ceramics.  By 

examining ceramics quantitatively it may be possible to investigate archaeological patterns 

occurring, not only in one assemblage, but also through a variety of assemblages from 

different sites.  Using South's (1972, 1978) framework, Sussman (1978, 2000), argues 

ceramics in British military sites are characterised through a lack of variability.  This can 

be evidenced, she argues, through a greater proportion of popular designs such as "Willow" 

pattern, accompanied by less variation in vessel type, being found in military sites, than 

would be seen in civilian sites.  This chapter also investigates ways in which a social 

context can provide a framework for investigating ceramics.  This framework allows for a 

broad interpretation that accepts the idea that a few, quantitatively negligible, ceramics 

may create greater understanding of the social context of the site.  

 Both these approaches have worked well, I argue, in the analysis of the ceramics 

from Albert Barracks.  The ceramics were analysed quantitatively in order to understand 

such attribtutes as decorative type, pattern and vessel form.   Amounts of the popular 19
th

 

century pattern "Willow" table plates recovered from the Albert Barracks, were compared 

with those recovered from other sites.  This comparison has shown a distinct lack of 

variability in pattern and vessel form of Albert Barracks ceramics.  "Willow" pattern is a 

readily identifiable design that occurs extremely frequently through 19
th

 century New 
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Zealand archaeological sites, and may therefore hold the key to understanding such factors 

as site use and supply.   

There are a number of issues that need to be taken into account in the comparison 

conducted in this dissertation, namely differing methodologies of ceramics analysis and 

quantification used in different sites.   I argue it is not particularly necessary to know the 

names of every individual transfer-printed pattern that occurs in archaeological sites.  

Rather, understanding variability between sites may offer more towards the interpretation 

of the social history of New Zealand.  The 40
th

 Regiment Te Awamutu Redoubt site, for 

example, stands out for its lack of "Willow" patterned vessels, instead having a large 

number of "Asiatic Pheasants" vessels.   Therefore, if these kinds of factors are to be 

explored further in the analysis of ceramics in New Zealand, it is necessary for 

archaeologists to present data in a manner that is readily accessible and more standardised 

methodologically than it is at present.   

The ceramics were also examined in terms of the archaeological context from 

which they were recovered.  It was possible from refitting the ceramics to show that the 

lowest layer of the area called the Big Pit was most likely earlier than the rubbish pit of 

Complex 23.  This is useful, as the dates of manufacture of those pieces with identified 

marks as discussed in Chapter 4 do not present any absolute differences in dates between 

the areas.  However, the manufacturing dates do all fall within the period of the site being 

occupied as the Albert Barracks.  Also addressed in Chapter 4 is the issue of the identified 

manufacturers all being in production over a short-term, as contrasted with some of the 

better known, higher quality manufacturers such as Wedgwood, which is still in production 

today.  This would indicate the ceramics were purchased for factors relating to cost and 

supply, rather than their status value. 
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The Albert Barracks assemblage also presented a number of ceramic items that 

were not in large quantities, but appeared only once.  The broad-arrow marked jar, and also 

possibly the "Willow" pattern plate with additional hand-painted writing, can be linked to 

the military function of the site.  However, other ceramic items, such as the washbowl and 

chamberpot, are clear indicators of personal possessions, either of the soldiers or their 

families.  Other items, for example the figurine, dolls, and toy teaset pieces, are signals as 

to the presence of women and children on the site.    

The few ceramic items that indicated the presence of families at the Albert 

Barracks have allowed for a broader interpretation of a military site than those that have 

been conducted previously in New Zealand.  Most analyses regarding the New Zealand 

wars focus on strategies, campaigns, tactics and fortifications.  This approach means 

research has taken on a male dominant perspective.  This dissertation has presented 

historical evidence, in support of the ceramics data, to show that women and children had a 

very real role to play as a part of many soldiers' lives.  Whilst an in-depth analysis of 

gender relating to the British military in New Zealand was beyond the scope of this 

dissertation, I hope this recovery of women and children associated with the soldiers serves 

to highlight the gaps that have occurred in researching the past.  These gaps may be filled 

by research in the future.   
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