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Preface

PREFACE

With full recognition and a tip of the hat to the late Bert Salwen’s (1973) sage differentiation between
“archeology of the city” and “archeology in the city,” archeologists have been contributing for several decades
to our understanding of New York City’s past by excavating and interpreting numerous sites surviving
beneath its streets, pavements, and buildings. Many of these excavations have been undertaken in compliance
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and/or the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, and have included excavations at some of the earliest Dutch occupations in
the city (e.g., Stadt Huys—Rothschild, Wall, and Boesch 1987) through the nineteeth century (e.g., Hanover
Square—Rothschild and Pickman 1978; Telco—Rockman, Harris, and Levin 1983; Barclay’s Bank—Louis
Berger and Associates 1987; 175 Water Street—Geismar 1983; Assay —Louis Berger and Associates 1991; and
Sullivan Street—Howson 1994). Two federal construction projects undertaken by the U.S. General Services
Administration in the late 1980s and into the 1990s are responsible for the addition of two major archeological
excavations to this impressive roster of New York City sites—the African Burial Ground, also referred to as the
290 Broadway site, and the nearby Five Points site.

Beginning in the late 1980s, the General Services Administration designed and ultimately constructed two new
buildings, a 27-story federal courthouse and a 32-story office building, on two noncontiguous parcels at Foley
Square in Lower Manhattan, New York City. The new office building (290 Broadway) was built on a parcel
bounded by Broadway, Duane, Elk, and Reade Streets that also contained the African Burial Ground. The new
courthouse was built on a parcel between Pearl and Worth Streets, in the vicinity of Cardinal Hayes Place, and
is known as the Courthouse Block or the Five Points site. Collectively, construction of these two new buildings
was referred to as the Foley Square project. As an integral part of the siting process, Edwards and Kelcey
Engineers, Inc. (now Jacobs Edwards and Kelcey) was retained by the General Services Administration to
prepare Environmental Impact Statements for both parcels. Edwards and Kelcey initially retained Historic
Conservation and Interpretation, Inc. to provide cultural resources expertise for the Environmental Impact
Statement process. Ultimately, significant cultural resources were documented for both blocks, including the
African Burial Ground on the 290 Broadway Block (Ingle et al. 1989).

The General Services Administration entered into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) on March 15, 1989,
which was subsequently amended and implemented on December 20, 1991, with the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation and the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission. The MOA contained
general procedures for the protection and management of resources relating to the African Burial Ground/290
Broadway site and the Five Points site, including provisions for archeological, historical, and
bioanthropological investigations. In accordance with the amended MOA, comprehensive research designs for
both the African Burial Ground/290 Broadway site and the Five Points site were jointly prepared in a
collaborative effort by Howard University and John Milner Associates, Inc. Taken together, these two research
designs constituted blueprints for the mitigation of adverse effects to human remains and cultural resources
associated with the Foley Square project.

The site of the federal courthouse was once part of the infamous Five Points, one of New York’s most storied
nineteenth-century neighborhoods. Five Points has attained a status in New York history as a “slum” of almost
mythic proportions that far exceeds the reality. Indeed, Five Points was the subject of a plethora of moralizing
treatises in the nineteenth century, among them one by no less an important literary figure than Charles
Dickens (1985), and continues to appear in recent fictional accounts of the Victorian era (such as The Alienist by
Caleb Carr and Waterworks by E. L. Doctorow). An excellent historical account of Five Points has also recently
been written (Anbinder 2001). Even Hollywood has added its interpretation with the 2002 release of Martin
Scorcese’s The Gangs of New York, an overwrought yet highly entertaining melodrama loosely based on Herbert
Asbury’s (1927) journalistic account of the Five Points with the same title.

The research conducted in accordance with the research design for Five Points was completed under the
direction of Rebecca Yamin of John Milner Associates, who also supervised the analysis of the artifact collection
by a John Milner Associates team in the Foley Square Laboratory in New York, while John Milner Associates’
corporate offices in West Chester, Pennsylvania, provided necessary support. The work was accomplished
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under a subcontract to Edwards and Kelcey Engineers and resulted in the publication of a six-volume report
(Yamin 2000).

The site of the proposed office building at 290 Broadway was once part of the African Burial Ground that
stretched from Chambers Street on the south to Duane Street on the north and from Centre Street on the east to
Broadway on the west. Now a National Historic Landmark, the site has become an internationally recognized
icon of the Middle Passage and the African Diaspora, symbolizing more than three centuries of enslavement,
racism, and economic marginalization embodied in the African-American experience in the Americas. As a
National Historic Landmark, it is indisputably one of the most important heritage sites in the world. Perhaps
containing upwards of several thousand eighteenth-century enslaved Africans and African Americans, just the
small portion of the site that was excavated yielded one of the oldest and largest African-American skeletal
populations known in the Americas (over 400 individuals). The African Burial Ground has also brought to the
fore issues of contested resources and intellectual control of information pertaining to the depiction and
reconstruction of the past (e.g.,, LaRoche and Blakey 1997), as exemplified by the New York African-American
community’s insistence that it be a determining factor in how the African Burial Ground is treated and
interpreted. Indeed, so compelling was the community’s participation that the design plans for 290 Broadway
were substantially modified in order to preserve a portion of the African Burial Ground as green space. The site
now is under the jurisdiction of the National Park Service as the African Burial Ground National Monument.

The African Burial Ground is the resting place for a large number of enslaved and formerly enslaved Africans
and African Americans who died in New York City between approximately 1710 and 1790. Although the
actual number of interments likely will never be known, judging by the nearly six-acre size of the cemetery as
depicted on period maps, many thousands may be buried there. Originally located in a low swale surrounding
what was known as the Collect Pond, the African Burial Ground ceased being used as a cemetery by the last
decade of the eighteenth century, and rapidly was built upon and then filled in beginning in the early
nineteenth century. While the African Burial Ground was known from its depictions on early historic maps of
New York City, it was generally believed to have been destroyed by the intensive nineteenth- and twentieth-
century development characteristic of Manhattan. Largely forgotten as New York City’s African-American
population was pushed further and further from the economic mainstream of Lower Manhattan, the African
Burial Ground was found mostly intact beneath more than twenty feet of fill as the General Services
Administration prepared the site for construction in early 1991.

Largely overlooked by the media, public, and even the professional community is the fact that the site of the
African Burial Ground was also used for industrial purposes by the eighteenth-century Crolius and Remmey
stoneware potteries. In the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century, after the closure of the African Burial
Ground, the area was divided into lots and occupied by households and businesses for about fifteen years. It
was then filled when the block was raised to meet the grade of a new street system, thereby preserving a rather
remarkable archeological record of residential, industrial, and sacred use of the site deep below the current
street grade. Accordingly, the research design for the study of the African Burial Ground focused not only on
the burial-related deposits, but also on the industrial and residential deposits that conflicted with the sacred use
of the space as a burial ground.

The bulk of the excavation of the African Burial Ground/290 Broadway site was undertaken by Historic
Conservation and Interpretation, Inc. On July 1, 1992, however, John Milner Associates was retained by
Edwards and Kelcey Engineers to replace Historical Conservation and Interpretation as the archeological
consultant. Fieldwork continued in the midst of community objections for another three—four weeks under the
direction of John Milner Associates until a congressional oversight committee under the chairmanship of Rep.
Gus Savage (D-Illinois) directed the fieldwork to cease. The analysis of the skeletal remains and African Burial
Ground-related artifacts and deposits was then contracted to Howard University under the direction of
Michael Blakey, while the analysis of the artifacts and deposits documenting the secular use of the block was
contracted to John Milner Associates under the direction of Charles Cheek. Analysis of the artifacts from 290
Broadway was completed at the Foley Square Laboratory in New York City under the direction of Charles
Cheek, while the human remains and burial-related artifacts were transferred to Howard University’s W.
Montague Cobb Biological Anthropology Laboratory, where they came under the care and analysis of Mark
Mack and Michael Blakey until they were reinterred at the African Burial Ground on October 4, 2003.
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Operating simultaneously with the Foley Square Laboratory in 6 World Trade Center was the Office of Public
Education and Interpretation for the African Burial Ground, directed by Sherrill Wilson and managed under
contract to the General Services Administration by John Milner Associates. On that fateful day of September 11,
2001, when the World Trade Center was attacked by terrorists, both the Foley Square Laboratory and the Office
of Public Education and Interpretation were destroyed, although most fortunately, no project personnel were
injured or killed. It was originally thought that all original records and artifacts were lost (although copies of all
records were stored off-site, and the skeletal remains from the African Burial Ground and most grave-related
artifacts were also stored safely off-site.) The part of the lab containing the bulk of the 290 Broadway artifacts
was destroyed while the portion that contained slides and other material was preserved. Some time after the
attack, the General Services Administration was presented with a small group of artifacts salvaged from the
rubble that once was, in part, the Foley Square Laboratory. These artifacts were almost entirely associated with
the industrial and residential deposits of 290 Broadway. Over 4,000 artifacts were salvaged, and they were
recataloged as part of the present endeavor (Appendix H). The artifacts and copies of the extant records are
included in the African Burial Ground Collection, which is located at the Schomburg Center for Research in
Black Culture, under the stewardship of the National Park Service, African Burial Ground National Monument.

All told, this report is presented in four volumes. Volume I summarizes and interprets the archeology and
history of the 290 Broadway Block, focusing on the social contexts responsible for the transformation of the
parcel from sacred to secular space. Volume II, Parts 1 and 2, present details of the stratigraphic analysis, feature
descriptions, historical appendices, minimum vessel data, and floral and faunal data. Volume III contains the
artifact catalog, while Volume IV contains conservation reports for both the African Burial Ground and 290
Broadway materials. The latter volume also contains the report on the recataloging of materials salvaged from
the rubble of the Foley Square Laboratory at 6 World Trade Center noted above.

Together, the African Burial Ground/290 Broadway and Five Points projects give voice to some of New York
City’s most important, yet heretofore forgotten, people. The Africans and African Americans who used the
African Burial Ground were a people who came to the Americas as chattel through no choice of their own, yet
were pivotal in the building of not only New York City, but also the nation. Enslaved and free, their
contributions to the nation have long been dismissed, but now they are informing us about those contributions
and the conditions under which they lived in ways not possible before. Similarly, the working-class residents of
Five Points and the 290 Broadway Block, many of them newly arrived immigrants, endured miserable living
conditions and exploitive working conditions as they began the struggle up the economic ladder. Together with
Africans and others, their labor fueled New York’s industrial revolution and their cultural traditions enriched
its social milieu.

The results of the excavations of the African Burial Ground are presented in a series of reports prepared by the
Howard University team that include four volumes on the archeology (Perry, Howson, and Bianco 2006), a
volume on the history (Medford 2004), and three volumes on the skeletal biology (Blakey and Rankin-Hill
2004). This four-volume report presents John Milner Associates’ descriptions and interpretations of that portion
of 290 Broadway not directly related to the excavated human remains. Taken together, the Howard University
and John Milner Associates reports document a long history of contested space on this relatively small parcel in
Lower Manhattan, with Africans and African Americans using it as sacred space for the burial of the dead on
the northern margins of the burgeoning city and European Americans using it for the conduct of commercial
enterprise. The analysis reveals a sociopolitical climate through time that effectively marginalized the city’s
African and African-American residents, both free and enslaved. As might be expected on such a complex site,
John Milner Associates’ and Howard University’s interpretations are not entirely congruent; the past is always
depicted through a prism distorted by our particular experiences, training, and biases. But competing
depictions need not detract from the validity of their individual perspectives. Rather, taken together they often
provide a more holistic understanding of our multi-cultural heritage. It is our belief that the contents of this
report, taken in conjunction with the interpretations found in the Howard University reports, provide just such
a broad perspective on one of the most significant sites in New York City, the nation and, indeed, the world.

Daniel G. Roberts
Charles D. Cheek
2009
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Chapter 1
Introduction

1.0 INTRODUCTION
by Charles D. Cheek

This report discusses one of the archeological investigations undertaken as part of the Foley Square project,
which included the construction of a U.S. courthouse at Foley Square and a federal office building at 290
Broadway, both in Lower Manhattan, New York City (Figure 1). Prior research had established that the two
locations contained significant archeological resources (Ingle et al. 1989). The excavations were undertaken
to recover significant information before it was affected by construction. The work was done for the
General Services Administration, Region 2, to help fulfill agency responsibilities under the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.

The project area included two blocks, located within two blocks of each other. The Courthouse Block
contains the Five Points archeological site, while the 290 Broadway Block contains in part the African Burial
Ground site and other archeological remains. The first consultant that worked on the project, Heritage
Conservation and Interpretation, Inc., conducted an initial assessment of both sites to determine whether
they would contain important information (Ingle et al. 1989). The same firm excavated the Five Points site
and most of the African Burial Ground site. In 1992, John Milner Associates, Inc., and Howard University
replaced Heritage Conservation and Interpretation.

The 290 Broadway Block contained several archeological components. The earliest is the African Burial
Ground, in which enslaved Africans and their descendants buried their dead from the early 1700s into the
1780s or 1790s. During and after this time, other activities also took place on and over the African Burial
Ground. Initially, European Americans treated the African Burial Ground as a secular space rather than a
sacred one when, during the middle of the eighteenth century, it was used as a dump for industrial waste;
later, when the area was no longer being actively used as a cemetery, both European Americans and
African Americans built residences and commercial buildings on both the African Burial Ground and, later,
on the fill above it. This report focuses on a portion of the investigations at 290 Broadway —the secular use
of the burial ground landscape. Howard University has prepared the report on the African Burial Ground
(Perry et al. 2006), and the Five Points site is reported separately (Yamin 2000). More information on the
history of the project and the African Burial Ground can be found at www.africanburialground.gov and in
the online reports of the Howard University team. The report and data (in an MS Access format) for 290
Broadway will be available on disc.

1.1 Project Area

The project area is located on the northeast portion of Block 154, bounded by Broadway, Duane (originally
Barley), Elk (originally Ann, then Elm), and Reade (also spelled Read or Reed) Streets. The original
construction areas include the entire block except for a building at 22 Reade Street on the southeastern
corner of the block (Figure 2). GSA had planned to build a federal office building (290 Broadway) on the
Broadway side of Block 154, with a four-story pavilion planned for the northeast section of the block where
Duane Street joined Elk Street. The southern side of the pavilion was to be bounded by the eastern portion
of Republican Alley (also called Manhattan Alley). Construction of the pavilion was abandoned, and the
area is now preserved as the African Burial Ground National Historic Landmark.

Historical research and evidence from soil borings identified deep basements and disturbance in all parts of
the project area except in Republican Alley and in some of the lots in the eastern portion of the Duane Street
side of the area (Ingle et al. 1989:128). As a result, Heritage Conservation and Interpretation concluded there
were preserved archeological resources in four lots on Duane Street, as well as possibly preserved burials in
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Figure 1. Project area location, 7.5-minute series, Jersey City, NJ-NY, quadrangle, photorevised 1981 (USGS 1981).



Chapter 1

Introduction
Broadway Block
| Project Area'

:I_'
| SR
y SRRy
-

<C

2

=

§ 0 200ft
—dm 0 50m

)= | T

@)
D
4

AFRICAN BURIAL GROUND
AND THE COMMONS
HISTORIC DISTRICT

Designated February 25, 1993
Landmarks Preservarion Commission

KEY
INDIVIDUAL DESIGNATED N.Y.C. LANDMARKS

Figure 2. Location of 290 Broadway and the project area (from Hunter Research 1994:2).



Chapter 1
Introduction

Republican Alley. These lots included 80 Duane Street (Lot 12), 62-64 Duane Street (Lots 20-20%2), and 60
Duane Street (Lot 21) (Figure 3). After the initial excavations, Heritage Conservation and Interpretation
found that the historic land surface was much lower than anticipated and that burials were preserved in a
much larger portion of the project area than just Republican Alley. Consequently, excavations were
extended into the lots between Lot 12 on Duane Street and Lots 21 and 22 that bordered Elk Street, the
eastern boundary of the block. The project area documented in this report includes Lots 12 through 22. The
work in Republican Alley revealed burials but little evidence of later European-American activity; thus,
Republican Alley is not treated in detail in this report.

1.2 Project Team

Heritage Conservation and Interpretation, under the direction of Edward Rutsch, was in charge of the
majority of the excavations at 290 Broadway, including both the African Burial Ground and non-burial-
ground deposits. John Milner Associates directed the last three weeks of the excavation and conducted the
analysis of the non-burial-ground portion of the site.

Field supervisors for Heritage Conservation and Interpretation were Philip Perazio and Eugene Boesch for
the initial testing and the excavation of the European-American portions of the project. Michael Parrington
was the field director for most of the burial excavations for both Heritage Conservation and Interpretation
and John Milner Associates. The burial excavation team also excavated historic deposits and features that
overlay and cut into the African Burial Ground.

Gary McGowan was the laboratory supervisor and conservator for the majority of the project (both for
Heritage Conservation and Interpretation and John Milner Associates), and Michael Bonasera held the lab
supervisor position for the final months of the project. Mr. McGowan was assisted by Cheryl LaRoche who
authored the conservation report for the African Burial Ground and the 290 Broadway deposits. Other
conservators included Norine Carroll, Janet Hawkins, and Amy Vogel. Charles Cheek supervised the
analysis and report preparation for John Milner Associates. The two historians were Robert Fitts and
Reginald Pitts. Analysts included Stephen Brighton, Michael Bonasera, Aimeé DiScipio, Heather Griggs,
Kerri Holland, Paul Reckner, Stuart Tray, and Paula Saunders. Sarah Ruch and Rob Schultz produced the
graphics, and secretarial assistance was provided by Julie Cruz, Marcia Gibbs, Casey Gonzalez, Margaret
Schoettle, Emily Roszkowski, Lori Norbeck, and Dawn Thomas. The primary editors were Georgess
McHargue, Donna Seifert, and Kathryn Bowers, with assistance from Daniel Roberts. Nan Rothschild,
Barnard College, and Diane di Zerega Wall, CUNY Graduate Center, reviewed the draft report.

1.3 Report Organization

This report is divided into four volumes. Volume I describes and summarizes the archeology and history of
the 290 Broadway site. In Volume I, Chapters 1 and 2 introduce the project and present the research design.
Chapters 3 and 4 present the historical context and the results of the fieldwork. Chapters 5 and 6 describe
the legal and social context for the change in land use from sacred to secular and the nature of the ceramic
debris that was dumped on the burial ground. The next six chapters discuss the domestic activity in the
project area after African Americans had been prevented from using the area a cemetery and it was
transformed into commercial and residential property. Volume I is concluded with a summary and
references cited. Volume II contains the appendices, which are divided into three parts. Appendix A is in
Volume II Part 1 and presents the details of the archeological research, including stratigraphic analysis and
feature descriptions. Volume II Part 2 contains the appendices for historical research, lists of minimum
vessels for stoneware found in the pottery dumps and domestic ceramics, and the floral and faunal data.
Volume III contains Appendix H, the artifact catalog. Volume IV contains the report on the conservation of
materials from the African Burial Ground and 290 Broadway contexts as well as its appendices and catalog,
and the report and recataloging of the artifacts that survived the destruction of the project’s World Trade
Center laboratory storage area on September 11.
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The artifact catalog was generated with the Foley Square database by Flatiron, Inc., under the direction of
JMA staff, on an Interbase platform. The program is a full-fledged relational database with the ability to
record the provenience information and many artifact attributes through the use of drop down windows.

The artifact catalog only presents the most salient artifact attributes due to space considerations. Flatiron
mitigated the data to Microsoft Access at JMA’s request to make it more accessible to those who wish to
further analyze the data. The data disc comes with a map of the relationships among the tables and some
hints as to how to most effectively use the program for analysis.
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2.0 RESEARCH DESIGN
by Charles D. Cheek

2.1 Research Questions

Howard University and John Milner Associates identified several research topics and questions in the data
recovery plan for the non-burial archeological resources on the Broadway Block (Howard University and
John Milner Associates 1992:63—66). John Milner Associates’ analysis of the 290 Broadway data led to the
reformulation of some questions when the site and its history were better understood.

Three principal research topics were selected:
e the transition of the African Burial Ground from a sacred place to a secular place;

e the pottery industry of early New York, including the stonewares of the Crolius and Remmey families
and the redwares of the Campbell pottery;

¢ the material culture and behavior of the block’s population after the block had been divided into lots
and settled as a residential area in the post-Revolutionary period.

Secondary research objectives included the study of depositional processes, consumer behavior, technology
of production, physical composition of selected artifacts, and other specialized research (Howard
University and John Milner Associates 1992:82).

2.1.1 The Transition of the African Burial Ground from Sacred to Secular Ground

The change in use of the area from religious to secular purposes suggested that the research team should
examine the social and economic forces that caused this transition. Additionally, the initial field data
indicated that prior to the Revolution the area served secular and religious purposes simultaneously. At the
time African Americans were using the area as a burial ground, European Americans were using it as a
dumping ground for waste from the nearby ceramic and tanning industries. After the Revolution, the
project area was incorporated into the city, became part of the grid of blocks, and was divided into lots,
losing its sacred function.

Africans were enslaved and brought to the New World to turn a wilderness into cultivated, profitable land;
to provide labor to turn towns and villages into urban places where capital could concentrate; and to
provide servants for the moneyed classes. Enslaved Africans and their descendants were the objects of
exploitation and prejudice, forced to create their own cemetery because the European-American population
did not want them to be buried in their cemeteries. The African Burial Ground was in an area near the
homes of enslaved Africans who had been granted their freedom (but not that of their children) and land
near the Collect Pond because they helped the Dutch in time of war (McManus 1966:12-13).

The ownership of the land used as the burial ground was in dispute, but was used as common land until
after the Revolution. After the Revolution, New York’s population spread into the area around the African
Burial Ground. The descendants of the original Dutch owners, who had been given the land by the Dutch
government, considered the land a commodity from which they could make money. They exercised their
land ownership rights and took away the ability of the African-American community to use it as a
cemetery.

The research team examined this transition from historical, legal, and archeological perspectives. For the
pre-Revolution phase, it was important to know which areas were used as both a burial ground and a
dump, and, if possible, when the dumping was begun and if it stopped before the block became part of the
city grid after the 1780s. For the post-Revolution period, it was critical to examine the relationships between
the residential and later commercial features and the African Burial Ground and individual graves.
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2.1.2 The Early Pottery Industry in New York

Evidence of both redware and stoneware industries was recovered from the site. The site is near Pot Baker’s
Hill, known to be the site of the Crolius Pottery. Maps document that the Remmey family, which married
into the Crolius family, had a pottery on the northern edge of the burial ground. John Campbell operated
on the west side of Broadway across from the site, and his pottery may have been the source of the redware
wasters found on part of the site. Little is known about the pre-1800 pottery of the Crolius and Remmey
families or about Campbell Pottery, as so few early pieces are marked.

The research team designed its analysis to study the waster and non-waster stoneware and redware sherds
and to define the formal characteristics and range of variation of the collection. Although initially thought
that the sherds and wasters post-dated the Revolution, analysis shows that they actually pre-date it. The
collection thus provides more information about the origins of stoneware in New York and the
development of the pottery industry than was anticipated. Historical research to find information about the
pottery workers was also conducted, but to no avail.

Dr. Allan Gilbert of Fordham University conducted trace-element analysis of samples from stoneware
sherds, identifying the material composition of these samples and comparing them to samples in his
ceramic archive. The purpose of this archive is to provide data addressing craft development, industrial
change, and patterns of trade. However, the archive has a limited number of stoneware samples in its
archives and, as expected, the information on these topics was limited.

2.1.3 Site Formation Processes

Site formation processes (depositional analysis) focused on the “processes and behaviors associated with
the formation of the archeological record” (Howard University and John Milner Associates 1992:82).
Depositional processes must be understood in order to combine artifact data into meaningful analytical
units (Howard University and John Milner Associates 1992:83). The Harris (1979) matrix system proved of
great utility in identifying stratigraphic sequences.

The depositional analysis had two objectives. The first was to identify, if possible, how the site was formed.
Site formation was approached by combining stratigraphic and artifact analysis with historical research.
Artifact dates were used in combination with the dates of known historical events together with the Harris
matrix to place the events in phases and then date the phases.

The second objective was to understand the formation of the artifact assemblages. Accordingly, crossmends
of ceramic and glass vessels of assemblages from selected features were accomplished in order to combine
stratigraphic units into depositional events.

2.1.4 Material Culture of the Block’s Resident Population after the Revolution

The first objective of this research was to define and describe the domestic features of the site and their
relation to the lots” boundaries, thereby contributing to the study of the use of the lot by the occupants.
Knowledge of the urban backyard is important in understanding how people lived in the urban
environment. Features and structures such as fences, garden beds, walkways, drains, and trash pits all
reflect use of the backyard. Macro-plant remains and seeds can be analyzed to understand the local floral
environment. Only Lot 12 had an excavated yard surface that let us examine this topic in detail, although
features in the other lots did provide some additional information.

Our second objective was to identify and catalog the range of material culture recovered from the site. This
information contributes to addressing consumer behavior and the development of the middle class.
2.1.5 Consumer Behavior

Consumer-behavior studies investigate why people buy what they do. One of the project objectives was to
understand consumer choice and dietary variation in the context of class and ethnicity of the historical
inhabitants of the block (Spencer-Wood 1987; LeeDecker 1991). In New York, consumer choice has been

8



Chapter 2
Research Design

investigated from class, status, and gender perspectives (Wall 1994). Other factors, such as regional
traditions, also play a role in consumer decisions (Cheek 1998).

Consumer behavior studies have often depended on the identification of the historic household with a
particular archeological assemblage. However, in historic cities, households moved frequently, and it is
difficult to tie a particular household named in a particular historic record to a particular assemblage. For
this reason, some researchers have taken an aggregate approach to household analysis of consumer
behavior (Cheek and Seifert 1994). This approach assumes that any one household, even if well
documented, may not be representative of the social or economic group to which it is assigned by
contemporaries or by historians and archeologists. Social historians often rely on aggregate data to discuss
the behavior of particular groups on the assumption that an aggregate of similar households grouped on a
valid basis, such as household type, economic group, social class, or type of neighborhood, provides a
representative picture of the behavior (in this case, consumer choices) of a group of people. We examine
consumer issues using a class perspective combined with an analysis of the type of neighborhood.

Anthropologists generally consider foodways to be functions of socioeconomic status and ethnicity. Faunal
analysis can provide information on the relative cost of the meat cuts represented in refuse and provide
comparative information on the purchasing habits of the occupants. The foodways, as examined through
both the faunal and the ceramic and glass assemblages, may also reflect regional food habits (Cheek 1998).
We will also examine food-related artifacts to determine how gentility developed and the importance of
entertaining (Carson 1990) in early New York.

2.1.6 Development of the Middle Class

The middle class is an important group in American society, but its development in early American cities
has not been well studied. Throughout the nineteenth century, behavior patterns developed that
characterized the middle class, some of which may be represented in material culture. Archeologists and
historians have examined some of these behaviors as separate subjects during the last decade, but they may
be more profitably studied together in tracking the spread of middle-class behavior throughout America.
The American middle class developed within the context of capitalism, which requires people to act
efficiently and to make a profit. Middle-class values and behaviors contribute to success in a capitalist
system. The social environment in cities where capitalism developed rapidly, such as New York City,
stimulated the need to exhibit middle-class behaviors more than did areas where capitalism was less
developed.

One aspect of this middle-class behavioral complex that has been examined archeologically is the “cult of
domesticity.” In this cult, men’s and women’s spheres of influence are separated, with the women
relegated to the home (Wall 1994). One element of this pattern is the focus on family meals and an increase
in number and form of ceramics used on the table. Our analysis examined whether the ceramic assemblage
predicted by the “cult of domesticity” was used in the early nineteenth century in working- and middle-
class homes.

Another part of this behavioral complex is the development of personal discipline (Shackel 1993). Several
scholars have pointed out that individual work habits had to change for capitalism and, later, industrialism
to succeed and that there was resistance to these new work habits and behavior patterns. Middle-class folks
exhibited such behavior patterns and became successful within the new economic system in nineteenth-
century America. We can measure the spread of these values of work and personal discipline by
identifying objects that were used to signal an individual’s membership in the middle class, such as sets of
dishes; items for personal cleanliness, such as toothbrushes; and items for personal grooming, such as
mirrors and combs (Shackel 1993). Items used for writing are also significant since education and writing
skills were important ways to achieve and keep a position in the middle class (Cheek 1997b).

Several of the behaviors associated with the middle class have also been discussed under the topic of
gentility (Bushman 1992). These behaviors are generally associated with acquiring middle- and upper-class
behavior patterns.
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2.2 Methods

2.2.1 Documentary Research

The project team conducted documentary research on the physical development and use of the property
during the time it was used as the African Burial Ground as well as when it was turned into residential and
commercial properties. Additionally, background research addressed the ownership history during the
early period of use and the ownership and occupation history of the specific lots in the project area after it
became primarily residential. The team also researched the composition of the neighborhood around the
project area, the general historic context of the periods involved, and the legal basis for changing land use.

Primary and secondary source materials were accessed at the following repositories, libraries, and archives:
the New York Historical Society; the New York City Municipal Archives; the New York Genealogical and
Biographical Society; the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission; the Schomburg Center for
Research in Black Culture of the New York Public Library, as well as the library’s main branch at 5th
Avenue and 42nd Street; the Office of the Manhattan Borough President; the New Jersey Historical Society
in Newark; the Historical Society of Pennsylvania in Philadelphia; the Northeast Regional Office of the
National Archives in New York City; and the Geography and Map Division of the Library of Congress in
Washington, D.C., as well as the Prints and Photographs Division of that institution.

Information about ownership and occupation during the post-burial-ground period was extracted from
deeds, wills, tax records, city directories, and census records. Additional details on this task are found in
Section 3.5.2.

To fully research the changes in use of the African Burial Ground site from a place of sepulture to living
space, the legal concepts of the ownership and use of real property as it affected the African Burial Ground
were addressed. Our team researched the common law that guided the legal authorities of both the Dutch
and English colonial authorities, the New York State statutes (those in force and those that had been
superseded or otherwise abrogated or annulled), and published court decisions deemed pertinent to the
use of the site over the historical period being studied. These were researched at the Theodore F. Jenkins
Law Library of the Philadelphia Bar Association; the New Jersey State Law Library in Trenton; the Henry F.
Ackerson, Jr. Law Library of Rutgers University School of Law-Newark, N.J., Campus; and the Law
Library of the New York City Law Department.

222 Field Methods

2221 Phase IA

The initial investigation of the project area was through documentary research conducted as part of the
larger Foley Square project (Ingle et al. 1989). Historical research and boring evidence found deep
basements and disturbance in all parts of the project area except in Republican Alley and in some of the lots
in the eastern portion of the Duane Street side (Ingle et al. 1989:128). Thus, the initial area thought to contain
preserved archeological resources included four lots on Duane Street and Republican Alley. These lots
included 80 Duane Street (Lot 12), 62-64 Duane Street (Lots 20-20%2), and 60 Duane Street (Lot 21). The
report also concluded that the “Negros Burial Ground” noted on historic maps would have been preserved
only in the alley.

2.2.2.2 Phase IB/Il

Heritage Conservation and Interpretation undertook various testing procedures to verify the presence or
absence of preserved cultural remains in the project area. These included borings and backhoe trenches as
well as some test units. These activities took place at various times during the project and occasionally
overlapped with the next phase of work, the data recovery.
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Borings

The initial testing implemented by Heritage Conservation and Interpretation included soil borings to verify
the likelihood of preserved cultural remains in the alley and on the lots without documented deep
basements (Condell and Rutsch 1991). Six borings were made and combined with evidence from two
borings for asbestos testing (Rutsch and Staff 1992).

Borings 1 and 2 in the western portion of Republican Alley revealed that this portion of the alley had been
disturbed but to different depths. In boring 1, disturbance occurred to 20 feet, and in boring 2, only to 16
feet. Discrete strata were found under the disturbance in boring 2. Boring 3 in Lot 20 and the asbestos test in
Lot 12 (AS02) also showed a limited depth of disturbance. The depth of disturbance in the other borings
was greater than 20 feet. Disturbance below 20 feet was interpreted as below the original level of historic
deposits (Rutsch and Staff 1992:3-5, Figure 2). Thus, burials from the “Negros Burial Ground” noted on the
historic maps might be preserved in the alley, and remains of the nineteenth-century Duane Street
occupation might be preserved in Lots 12, 20, 20%%, and 21.

Testing in Lot 12 and Republican Alley

The initial excavation was in May of 1991. In the western portion of Republican Alley, the purpose was to
look for evidence of the African Burial Ground. In Lot 12, the purpose was to find evidence of European-
American post-Revolution domestic occupation. Choosing specific areas to be tested was controlled by
safety issues, since excavation adjacent to existing building foundations could have led to their collapse.

In Lot 12, destruction debris was cleared from the concrete floor and walls of the cellar of a demolished
five-story brick building at 80 Duane Street, constructed in 1920 (Ingle et al. 1989:101). Twentieth-century
structural remains consisting of a concrete cellar floor approximately 10 feet below grade, an elevator shaft,
and a coal chute were uncovered. On May 23, the concrete floor was broken and removed. A trench
excavated beneath the concrete floor revealed nineteenth-century features and evidence interpreted as a
midden with artifacts from the turn of the nineteenth century. On May 28, human cranial fragments were
recovered during testing in Republican Alley at 14.5 feet below grade. These discoveries led to the
authorization of data recovery in Lot 12 and continued work in Republican Alley. Heritage Conservation
and Interpretation targeted a 22-by-10-foot area in Republican Alley behind Lot 12 that was thought to
contain undisturbed burial remains for further investigation (Rutsch and Staff 1992:9-11; Field Book [FB]
1991-1992[1]:28 May 1991).

Phase II testing of Lot 12 included recording the exposed features and excavation of Features 1 and 2
during the second to the fourth weeks of June. Feature 1 was a brick feature close to the middle of the lot
that was later identified as a nineteenth-century coal chute (FB2:9 Sept. 1991). Feature 6, an earlier brick wall
and floor that may have been related to the coal chute, was also exposed. The excavations revealed strata
under these features that included a ground surface dating to the late eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries and a feature dating to the eighteenth century. Archeological fieldwork ceased until the site could
be prepared for safe data recovery excavations. This included sheeting and shoring, demolition of adjacent
walls, and removal of demolition debris. The final portion of the 1920 concrete floor was removed at the
beginning of August.

The final exploratory work was done during the last week of August, when four trenches, labeled A
through D, were dug into the Lot 12 deposits to provide information that could guide data recovery.

In Republican Alley, a series of trenches was dug to expose profiles and identify undisturbed burials, and
slopes were cut to make excavation safe. These procedures are discussed in the Howard University’s report
on the African Burial Ground. The alley work area was partially ready for exploration at the beginning of
September. On September 3, Excavation Unit 3 was positioned to expose the historic ground surface, and
Burial 1 was discovered on September 6. Burials and grave outlines were discovered throughout
September, prompting the construction of a protective roof over the burial area and the assignment of
major resources to this portion of the site in late September.
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Lot 21

Phase I/II investigations in this lot found features and artifacts, including kiln furniture, from 1 to 3 feet
below the existing building basement (FB2:14-16 Aug. 1991). Removal of demolition debris from the Lot 21
basement was monitored on August 14 and 15, and three backhoe trenches were dug in this area on
August 16, 1991. Fieldwork was permanently terminated in this area at the end of the day due to safety
concerns. The trenches, designated A to C from north to south, extended from the mid-line of the lot to the
west foundation wall.

Trenches (Tr.) A and C uncovered a massive stone wall, Feature (F) 7, running north-south that bordered
the west side of Lot 21; in Tr. C, this wall was designated F10. The footings of the wall were from 1.5 to 2
feet below the floor of the superimposed building. To the west was a remnant brick surface (F8) that had
been disturbed by a pipe trench.

Tr. B found a north—south alignment of flagstone approximately one foot below the basement floor roughly
in line with F7 and designated F9. A few artifacts were collected. The stone wall may have extended under
the flagstone, but fieldwork in this area was terminated before this possibility could be explored further. At
three feet below the floor, a layer of crumbling plaster also was observed. No additional work was
conducted in this area due to safety reasons, and the exact elevation and location of these features is
unknown. However, it seems likely that the stone wall is the western boundary of Lot 21.

Lots 20 and 20"-

Testing in these lots found a historic ground surface with artifacts dating to the middle of the eighteenth
century. Initial testing of Lots 20-20%2 in the northeast portion of the project area took place in October 1991.
This area was covered with demolition debris, and three exploratory trenches were excavated to look for a
historic ground surface. The trenches were excavated to depths of 29 to 32 feet below datum A. The
excavations 25 to 28 feet below datum A found primarily demolition debris and various fills. The upper
part of the fill was tan clay with some brick in its upper 0.5 foot with red sand below. The fills rested on a
deposit of dark-blue clayey silt beneath which was glacially deposited subsoil. Historic artifacts were
associated with the dark-gray to blue-gray clayey silt that was identified as a historic ground surface
(Boesch 1992:1). Data recovery excavations took place in a 20-by-50-foot area in the center of the lots; this
area is referred to herein as the Northeast (NE) Area.

2.2.2.3 Phasell

It became clear as excavation proceeded that the majority of the site area east of Lot 12 had been used as
both a burial ground and as a dump for industrial waste prior to residential and commercial occupation in
the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. Much of the project area, especially during the winter of
1991-1992, was excavated under a series of temporary protective structures. Each area under a structure
received arbitrary letter designations. Since these did not correspond to lot boundaries or to areas of non-
mortuary remains, they are replaced by other area names.

We divided the site into four areas defined by their location and the way they were organized for
excavation (Figure 4). These are Lot 12, the Mid-Block (MID) Area, the Northeast (NE) Area, and the
Southeast (SE) Area. Lot 12 refers to that specific lot. The MID Area includes all the non-burial features on
Lots 14 through 17. The NE Area includes a block of ten excavation units in the center of Lots 20, 20%2 and
21. The SE Area includes a block of 26 units on the alley side of Lots 20 and 20%2, as well as five units
separated from the main block of units, divided between two areas in Lot 22. Within both the MID and SE
Areas, some data came from Republican Alley adjacent to the rear line of the lots. If the data are related to
the European-American use and development of the lot, they are included in this report.
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Except for Lot 12 and the NE Area, all of the MID and SE Areas were cleared by heavy equipment to the
approximate transition between the A horizon, the eighteenth-century historic ground surface, and the B
horizon, where grave outlines would be exposed. Excavations defined a series of eighteenth- and
nineteenth-century features related to European-American use of the African Burial Ground.

Excavations of features and units generally followed a set of consistent methods, although variations
occurred among and within the areas depending on field conditions and goals. Sixty-nine excavation units
(EUs) of varying dimensions were excavated in five areas: Republican Alley, Lot 12, the MID Area
(specifically Lots 15-17), the NE Area, and the SE Area. In Republican Alley, only one unit (EU3) was
excavated before clearing for grave excavation was begun. In Lot 12, the units were generally 10 by 10 feet,
but were adjusted according to the resources. In the MID Area, the units were located specifically to explore
individual features and to control the area excavated. In the NE Area, a block of ten units was excavated,
usually 10 by 10 feet. In the SE Area, a large block of units (25) was excavated, each unit generally 5 by 5
feet with some larger or smaller depending on the resources. A few other units (5) were excavated away
from the block excavation in the SE Area to investigate specific resources. Balks of varying widths were left
after excavation of units in Lot 12 and the NE Area.

Vertical control at the site was by reference to the site datum (Datum A) that initially was assigned an
elevation of 27.5 feet above mean sea level. However, a later survey of the point by a different professional
surveying team assigned an elevation of 31.04 feet above the Manhattan datum (FB1:23 Oct. 1991). As there
is no way to be sure which is correct at this time, all elevations in the data sections of the report are given in
feet below Datum A. It seems likely, however, that the 31.04 elevation for the datum is correct. If the 27.5
elevation is correct, many of the features are below sea level or penetrate below sea level. Although this is
possible, it seems unlikely. Temporary datum points were arbitrarily established near each excavation unit,
often at one corner of the unit or on the adjacent foundation wall, especially in Lot 12. All vertical
measurements were taken from hand-held, leveled lines, attached to the temporary datum points. The
elevations of all the temporary datums were later surveyed and related to Datum A (Howard University
and John Milner Associates 1992:78).

During the initial phases of site excavation, each lot had its own grid system. As the project progressed, the
grid for Lot 12 was expanded over the entire site and is the one used herein.

Excavation was by cultural strata or by arbitrary levels within cultural strata. Stratigraphic designations
consisted of a roman numeral given to each defined stratum within an excavation unit. Subdivisions of a
stratum were called levels and numbered consecutively within a stratum, e.g., I-1, I-2, I-3. Each distinct field
provenience, most often a stratum or level but including graves, walls, spot finds, and other appropriate
locations, received a unique catalog number in the field. The sequence at the Broadway block began with
00001 and ran to 02214. Not all numbers were used.

Information on each provenience was recorded on a field provenience sheet, which provided spaces for
locational information, description and extent of the stratum, relationships to other strata, material
sampled, associated records (such as plan, profile, and photo), comments, and a sketch. The datum point
was recorded on the form, and the elevations were recorded in either the place for opening and closing
depths or on the sketch maps.

Excavation usually proceeded across an entire unit at one time, with artifacts from exposed strata being
bagged separately. Therefore, whole strata were often not removed at once, but were divided into levels.
Levels were also used when it was uncertain if a soil distinction should be defined as a new stratum or
included in the current one. In most cases, the soil removed from the excavation units was screened through
Va-inch mesh. Based on comments in field notes, some strata considered overburden were not screened or
only a sample was screened. While most B horizon (subsoil) deposits were screened when excavated, in
some, only a sample was screened, especially if the artifact density was light (Boesch 1992:2). Bulk soil
samples for flotation were also collected, usually from strata interpreted in the field as primary deposits.
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All cultural material retained in the field was placed in labeled paper and plastic bags and transported to the
project’s storage space or laboratory. Bag labels included provenience information, as recorded in the project
catalog (Howard University and John Milner Associates 1992:78-79).

Plan maps and profiles were drawn; each was assigned a drawing number, and a list of drawings was kept.
Profiles were often drawn of each wall of a unit. Profiles and plans of features were always drawn. Plans
were drawn of excavation units when field supervisors thought there were features or other important
information to record. Plans (to scale) and sketch plans (not to scale) with elevations were also drawn on
most field forms as the strata were excavated. However, single-layer plans, i.e., plans of the extent of each
layer or stratum separate from the other layers, were not drawn. As Harris has pointed out, this is the most
flexible way of recording information on strata and the easiest to use in reconstructing the depositional
events of the past (Harris 1979:73-80). Sketch maps and plans included whichever strata appeared at the
time the plan was drawn. Although single plan maps and complete excavation of each stratum would have
made the interpretation of the field notes somewhat easier, the field notes and the manner of excavating did
enable reconstruction of cross sections in areas where profiles could not be drawn.

In Lot 12, field personnel generally did not record the location or extent of balks and only rarely put grid
coordinates on profiles or plans. These two omissions created considerable uncertainty in the stratigraphic
analysis of Lot 12. However, grid points were placed on plans in the other areas. Photographic
documentation of fieldwork included both 35-mm black-and-white-print and color-slide film. All formal
photographic records of archeological deposits and features included a scale and a north arrow.

Feature numbers started to be assigned from the number 1 by lot. Thus, features in the Phase I testing of
Lot 21 and the excavations in Lot 12 and NE Area (Lots 20-20%2) each began with Feature 1. Non-grave
features in the initial excavations in Republican Alley also began with Feature 1. (Burials were considered
separately from other features and were numbered starting at 1 and the prefix Burial.) However, once it
was realized the entire impact area was one site and data recovery started, feature numbers for the MID
and SE Areas were numbered sequentially following the sequence begun on Lot 12.

To distinguish features with the same number from each other, the following convention was established
during analysis. In Republican Alley, features had an A attached as a suffix (for example, 1A). In the NE
Area, a B was the suffix (for example, 1B). The feature-number sequence beginning in Lot 12 and used in
the MID and SE Areas used no suffix. In a few cases, specifically Features 16, 58, 77, and 140, lower-case
letters were added to the feature number to designate superimposed features defined during analysis, e.g.,
16 and 16a, 58a to 58d, 77a and 77b, and 140a and 140b. A number of additional feature numbers were
added during analysis to designate features that were not so designated in the field but were recognizable
from profiles or plans.

Southeast Area

This area was cleared mechanically to the transition between the A and B horizons. The definition of this
transition was made difficult by the tens of thousands of ceramic wasters, kiln furniture, and kiln bricks
found in the area. A block of 25 units was excavated; this work exposed grave shafts as well as pits and
trenches filled with pottery kiln debris. Two other clusters of units, one of which exposed material of the
late nineteenth century and the other material from the pre-Revolution period, were also excavated away
from the main block of units (Figure 5).

Northeast Area

Data recovery excavation in this area started immediately after it was determined that a historic ground
surface existed. Given the depth of the excavations, sloped berms were necessary for safety. The berms
reduced the area available for excavation (Figure 6).
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Figure 5. Cleaning interface between A and B horizons in the SE Area. View to the northeast.
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Figure 6. Excavation of units in the NE Area. View to the west.
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The purpose of the excavations was to recover data from the ground surface and to see if the burials
extended into this portion of the impact area. This area would have been within the boundary of the
African Burial Ground as predicted by the orientation of a trench that had already been identified in Lot 12
(Boesch 1992:2). The line of the trench, which may be a cemetery boundary feature, also approximately
followed the historic boundary line as seen on historic maps.

The field team established a 20-by-50-foot excavation grid. Ten excavation units, 10 by 10 feet square, were
laid out. Originally, they were designated by their northeast corner on a grid whose NOEO corner was in the
northeast corner of the grid (Boesch 1992:1). The site grid later superseded this grid. EU numbers running
from 1 to 10 also designated individual units. These numbers and feature numbers, running from 1 to 9,
duplicate those used on other sections of the site. Therefore, the feature numbers have been modified by
attaching the extension B to differentiate them from the other areas of the site (for example, EUIB and
Feature 5B).

Portions of all units were excavated, but excavation was not completed because of the need to build a
construction access ramp across this area. Although feature outlines interpreted as grave shafts were found,
these could not be confirmed (FB5:3 Nov. 1991). When excavations were halted, clean tan sand was placed
over tarps on the units, plywood was placed over the sand, and a second layer of tan sand placed over the
plywood (Boesch 1992:2). These units were never reopened.

MID Area

This area was cleared with machinery close to the transition from the A to the B horizon. Since much of the
work was done in the winter, it was done under shelters that both protected the workers and the site
(Figure 7). The bulldozed surface was shovel or trowel scraped to expose feature and grave outlines.
Features were drawn in plan on the site grid and excavated using the methods discussed above. Stone
walls were found at the boundary between Lots 18 and 20 and between Lots 202 and 21.

Most of the European-American features were found in Lots 15 and 16 with fewer in Lots 14 and 17. Little
time was available for work in Lot 18. The unexcavated Feature 174 in Lot 18 may have been another privy.
Most of the features dated to the post-Revolution period.

Lot 12

Grid points were laid out on the top of both walls of the site at 10-foot intervals on June 3 in Phase II, which
became the basis for the remainder of the site. The 0 east line lay on the west concrete wall of Lot 12. The
field team excavated several areas of the lot simultaneously, and work was completed in mid-November
1991 (Figure 8).

2.2.3 Laboratory Methods

The methods used were the same as those used for the Five Points portion of the Foley Square project (see
McGowan and LaRoche 2000). The analysts were essentially the same as well (see Volume IV). The
minimum number of vessels was identified for all shaft features. Because of project constraints, the
minimum number of vessels was not identified for the ceramics from Lot 12. Crossmending was done
when it was obvious that sherds belonged to the same vessel, but crossmending was not systematic. While
oyster and clamshells were not systematically collected and analyzed, exotic shells were.

The 290 Broadway project used the database developed for the Five Points site. The database includes a
catalog of the artifacts, their attributes, and provenience data. It does not include data from the burials and
the burial shafts, nor does it include faunal or floral data. The data from the African Burial Ground are in
another database developed by the Howard University team. The Five Points database was initially in
dBase III and then translated into InterBase. The entire catalog has been translated into MSAccess, a
commonly used database, and accompanies this volume on CD. The floral data are in Appendix F, and the
faunal database is included as a separate file and its codes and a printout of the data are found in Appendix
G. The CD also contains a file showing the relationships among the tables in the 290 Broadway database.
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Figure 7. Excavation of a portion of the MID Area under shelters. View to the west.
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Figure 8. Excavation of Lot 12. Shelter in rear is over the portion of Lot 12 with burial shafts. View to the south.
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Since more data fields than could be effectively printed were recorded, the printed catalog in Volume IV
presents only diagnostic attributes of the data.

The artifacts were classified into eight basic groups using the system developed for the Five Points site.
They are architecture, kitchen, household, industrial, military, sanitary, manufactured, and unidentifiable.
This is a different classification system than that developed by South (1977) and modified by Garrow
(1982); thus, these cannot be compared easily to those sites in the Middle Atlantic that have used the South-
Garrow system. They can, however, be compared directly to the Five Points collection. Only the
architecture, kitchen, and military groups are essentially identical to those used in the South-Garrow
system. Neither includes animal bones or shells in the kitchen classification, so they are analyzed
separately. The household group includes artifacts often called clothing or personal, as well as other items
used in houses but not included in architecture or kitchen such as ink bottles, lighting glass and fixtures,
buttons and other clothing-related items, flower pots, gaming pieces, toys, and eyeglasses. Sanitary is
restricted to hygienic activities including cosmetics and medicinal-related artifacts, such as chamber pots,
cosmetic containers, toothbrushes, and medicinal vials and bottles. The industrial group includes items
used in activities that take place outside the household. Most of these are similar to those included in
South’s activity group, such as horseshoes, kiln furniture, and bone button blanks. The manufactured
group includes man-made items whose function does not pertain to any other group or whose function is
uncertain from its context, such as pieces of galvanized steel, wire, Styrofoam, mica, and asphalt. The
unidentifiable group includes items whose function or object type is unknown.

Class categories were defined by material type. These included ceramic, glass, metal, stone, rubber,
biological, composite, and plastic. Function codes included tablewares, serving pieces, teawares, food
preparation, food storage, hygiene, medicinal, cosmetic, personal, activities, furniture, and general. The
general function was often used with the unidentifiable group code.

Conservation procedures also followed those used for the Five Points portion of the Foley Square project.
The discussion of the conservation procedures and results appears in Volume IV of this report. The
conservation catalog is also in that volume.

2.2.4  Analysis Conventions

The site was divided into five areas that were separated physically from each other. These included Lot 12,
MID Area, NE Area, and SE Area. The fifth area, Republican Alley, had no post-burial ground features or
recognizable activities other than graves and was not included in the analysis of the 290 Broadway
component of the African Burial Ground site. In the database, the areas were recorded in the sub-phase
field.

The analysis identified features, fill deposits, and surfaces. Features generally contain things: a pit contains
its fill (made of sediment and artifacts) while a stone wall contains the stones and mortar and any
inclusions in the mortar. Fill deposits are deposits that were used to fill basements or raise the overall level
of each lot to the level of the street. A surface was the original surface of the ground that received artifacts or
a yard surface that developed on top of and in the original ground surface. Surfaces were particularly
important because the artifacts in the sediments seemed to be stratified in Lot 12, even though precise,
extensive layers could not be separated.

The primary unit of analysis is the analytical unit, abbreviated AU. The research team designated a deposit
of artifacts (whether in a feature, fill, or surface) that analysis suggested had been deposited at one time as
an analytical unit. These were typically groups of collection units (strata and levels) that were meaningful.
Within features, the artifacts from the different strata were compared to see if they crossmended. Since the
site was occupied for a brief time (probably ten years give or take two or three years), most of the features
appear to have been mostly deposited at one time even though they were composed of various strata.
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Ground surfaces and fill deposits were given AU numbers over 500 (AU518 to 521 for ground surfaces and
AUB515 for historic fill). Other kinds of deposits also received AU designations in the 500s. These included
disturbances (AU509), cleaning after the ground surface was bulldozed to reveal burials (AU510), and
cleanup of features and excavation units when the artifacts could not be assigned to a specific stratum or
were recorded as individual finds without provenience (AU511).

The contents of features were given analytical unit numbers that matched the number of the feature. This
was done to make it easier to know the provenience of a particular group of artifacts. Conceptually, a
feature and its contents are separate entities, which could have been constructed at one time and filled at
another time. However, for simplicity, they are referred to as analytical units as if they were one entity.
Thus, feature 34 and its contents are referred to as AU34.

22



Chapter 3
Historical Context

3.0 HISTORICAL CONTEXT
by Robert K. Fitts and Charles D. Cheek

3.1 Block 154 Prior to its Development: 1636-1789

Prior to the nineteenth century, the project area was located just southwest of the Collect Pond, well north
of the densely settled town at the tip of Manhattan. The dividing line between two of Manhattan’s early
land grants ran through Block 154. The southern portion of the future block was part of the Van Borsum
patent while the northern portion was granted to Jan Jansen Damen. Despite its proximity to the low-lying
Collect, the project area itself was hilly, as documented in the 1757 Holland (Holland 1859), the 1767 Ratzer
(Ratzer 1769), and the 1813 Grim (depicting 1742) maps, which all show rises in the western and
southeastern sections of the project vicinity. By the 1730s, Broadway was extended from the town, past
Block 154, to the Rutgers Farm. The town gradually crept northward, and by 1742, a palisade was erected
just south of the block, on the edge of the heights, to defend the city’s northern limits. Within a decade,
however, the city spilled over the palisade on the eastern side of the island. Despite this expansion, the area
around Block 154 was not developed for residential use until the last decade of the 1790s (Lyne 1731;
Maerschalck 1755; Montresor 1767; Ratzer 1776; Grim 1813; Buchnerd 1997).

3.2 The Van Borsum Patent

The southern portion of Block 154 was part of a parcel originally granted in 1673 from Governor Anthony
Colve to Cornelius Van Borsum in return for services as an Indian interpreter provided by Cornelius’s wife,
Sarah Roeloff (Table 1) (Stokes 1915-1928[1]:123). The conveyance transferred “a certain small parcel of
land situate on the Island of Manhattan about north-west from the Windmill, beginning from the north end
of the road which runs toward the Kalckhoek, broad in front on the road or west side, 24 rods; in the rear
on the east side, the like 24 rods; long on each side as well along the Kalckhoek as on the south side, 44 rods
each” (Stokes 1915-1928[1]:123). This parcel extended from roughly present-day Chambers Street on the
south, to the middle of Block 154 on the north, to present-day Broadway on the west, and to Centre Street
on the east (Figure 9). Until 1673, the parcel had been part of the town’s common lands (Ingle et al. 1989:68).
At Sarah Roeloff's death in 1693, her eight children inherited the parcel. As the property was not
developed, it was not subdivided, but held in trust by Sarah’s son Lucas Kiersted, Jr., and her sons-in-law
Johannis Kip and William Teller (Ingle et al. 1989:68). In 1696, a deed from Governor Benjamin Fletcher
confirmed this arrangement (Stokes 1915-1928[1]:123).

From the time of the grant to the mid-eighteenth century, the parcel seems to have continued to be used as
common lands. Throughout most of the eighteenth century, and perhaps earlier, the northern section of the
property was used as a burial ground for the city’s African-American population. The burial ground on the
1735 map of the city (Buchnerd 1997:61) was probably established earlier (see Chapter 5 for more details on
the African Burial Ground).

Although the parcel still had not been partitioned, several of Sarah Roeloff Van Borsum's heirs began to lay
claim and utilize the land in the mid-eighteenth century. The first of these was Abraham Van Vleck. He
occupied the southeast corner of the parcel (Figure 10: A), the area that came to be called Pot Baker’s Hill,
and built a kiln at least by 1730 (Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:5, 21). In 1760, New York City formally rented
this parcel to the Van Vlecks (Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:6). The Crolius family ran the pottery and
eventually took legal possession of the land in the early nineteenth century.

Between 1755 and 1767, five dwellings were built south of the project area along Broadway within the Van
Borsum patent (Figure 10:H, I). In Smith v. Burtis, a case before the New York Supreme Court in 1812 to
establish ownership of the tract, “Michael Ortley...testified, that the house occupied by Isaac Teller, before
the war, stood on the ground now in possession of the defendants; that during the war, the house was
pulled down by the British troops; and the ground on which it stood remained vacant, after the war, and
until 1791” (Appendix B-4, Barto 1992¢:2). John Leonard added, “before the war, Teller had three houses on
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Figure 9. Van Borsum patent superimposed on modern street grid (after Appendix B-4, Barto 1992c).

24



Chapter 3
Historical Context

Approximate location of Van Vieck and Crolius kiln built ¢. 1730.
pottery from 1760-1785+, based on prior use from c. 1730,

The palisade, c. 1745.

Block houses on the palisade.

The 1757 barracks.

Fence built c. 1776(?) surrounding the 1757 barracks during the Revolution.
Approximate location of three houses built by Isaac Teller 1760-1768.

Approximate location of two houses built ¢. 1767 (Ratzer [1769]).

Approximate location of a gatehouse to the Rutgers-Barclay Estate (Calk Hook Farm)
(Maerschalck 1755).

Approximate location of building of unknown function (Ratzer [1769]).

John Campbell's pottery located on this block near Broadway.

Approximate location of Remmey (or Remmey-Crolius) pottery.

Approximate location of potash manufactory (Ratzer [1769]).

Approximate location of building of unknown function (Ratzer [1769]).

East of this line, the Van Borsum Patent was also claimed by Janeway and the City.
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Figure 10. Location of buildings depicted on eighteenth-century maps in and adjacent to the Van Borsum patent (after

Appendix B-4, Barto 1992c).
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the premises: the middle house was of brick, the other two of wood. The brick house stood opposite a
house since occupied by Mr. Brewerton....On the north of the houses of Teller, on Broadway, was a house,
before the late war, called the Ackerman house, and to the north of which was another, called the Kip
house” (Appendix B-4, Barto 1992c:2). These structures appear on the 1767 Ratzer map of New York City.
The three Teller houses are on the east side of Broadway between Warren and Chambers Streets (Figure
10:H), while the Ackerman and Kip houses are on the east side of Broadway between Chambers and Reade
Streets (Figure 10:I; Ratzer [1769]; Appendix B-4, Barto 1992c:2). As these structures do not appear on Mrs.
Buchnerd’s plan (1735), the Grim map depicting 1742 (1813), or the Maerschalck plan (1755), they probably
were constructed between 1755 and 1767. The 1767 Montresor plan is incomplete; therefore, their absence
from this map cannot be interpreted as evidence that they were built after 1766, the date the map depicts
(Cohen and Augustyn 1997:70).

During the 1750s and 1760s, the Tellers aggressively tried to secure ownership of the patent. For example,
in 1753, John Teller petitioned the city’s Common Council to grant him new property in exchange for the
property used as the “Negro burying ground” (Valentine 1856:428). As Teller did not hold an uncontested
title to the burial ground, his petition was not granted (Ingle et al. 1989:78). The following decade, Teller
apparently built “a fence enclosing the burying-ground and claimed it as his property...and took payment
for the use of the ground” (Stokes 1915-1928[4]:394; Ingle et al. 1989:79). The Tellers’ tactics, however, were
unsuccessful. In 1784, Henry Kip successfully petitioned the Common Council for a committee to be
appointed for laying out streets near the Collect Pond (Valentine 1856:433). On January 6, 1795, the Kip
family partitioned the southern portion of Block 154 and began selling the lots (New York City Land
Evidence, Libers 55:211, 65:441). Not to be denied their share, members of the Teller family challenged the
Kip family’s title to the Van Borsum patent in court. In 1811, the New York State Supreme Court finally
decided that the Teller family was entitled to a 6/8 share of the patent (Appendix B-1, Barto 1991). The
following year, Henry R. Teller started to collect on his inheritance by selling quitclaims to the owners of
the lots within the Van Borsum patent.

Table 1. Owners of the Van Borsum Patent

Name Begin Date  End Date Comments
Actually granted to wife Sarah
Cornelius Van Borsum and Sarah Roeloff 1673 1693 Roeloff
Title disputed by Kiersted, Kip,
Estate of Sarah Roeloff 1693 1795 and Teller
Partitioned 1795

Source: Stokes 1915-1928[1]:123

3.3 The Damen Patent

The northern half on Block 154 was part of the 1646 grant from the Dutch East India Company to Jan Jansen
Damen (Table 2). Known as the Kalckhoek, or Calk Hook farm, this parcel stretched from the Collect Pond
on the east to the location of present Church Street on the west, and from Block 154 in the south to Canal
Street in the north. At the time of the grant, Damen had been using the parcel for roughly ten years (Stokes
1915-1928[1]:82). Damen died around 1651, and the parcel went to his wife Ariantje Curilyie Vigne. After
Ariantje’s death in 1655, her heirs disputed the parcel’s ownership. A settlement was reached in 1671 after
the death of Ariantje’s daughter Maria Vigne Roos Verplanck. The parcel, which had already been split into
four roughly equal parts, was conveyed to heirs Jan Vigne, Augustine Heermans, Isaac Bedlow, and
Abram Isaac Verplanck (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 25:114-117; Stokes 1915-1928[1]:82). Lot 2,
the southeast portion of the parcel, which included the northern half of Block 154, was conveyed to Jan
Vigne (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 25:114; Stokes 1915-1928[1]:82).

Vigne died in 1689 leaving no children, and the property was left to Gerrit Roos (Appendix B-1, Barto 1991).
In 1704, Roos died and his son Peter assumed control of the parcel. He, in turn, sold it to Jacques Fountain
in 1708. Fountain quickly conveyed the property to his father-in-law Wolfert Webber (Stokes 1915-
1928[1]:83). Between 1723 and 1725, Anthony Rutgers acquired three of the four parcels (including Lot 2)

26



Chapter 3
Historical Context

from the original Calk Hook farm (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 31:115, 31:121; Stokes 1915-
1928[1]:83). He built a mansion, known as Ranelagh, on Lot 1 between 1723 and 1730, and in 1733 acquired
the Collect Pond and approximately 70 acres surrounding the original Calk Hook property.

Evidence from eighteenth-century maps suggests that Rutgers began to rent out part of the estate to pottery
manufacturers soon after he acquired the property. The Carwitham Plan of the City of New York (1740)
(Cohen and Augustyn 1997:58) showing New York City around 1730 depicts a structure labeled “Potters”
in the vicinity of the project area. Grim’s 1813 map (Figure 11) depicting New York City in 1742 shows
“Crolius’ Pottery” just southeast of the project area and another complex, identified on another version of
Grim’s map as the Crolius-Remmey Pottery (Ketchum 1987:41), north of the project area. Likewise, the 1755
Maerschalck Plan (Figure 12) depicts both of these structures and labels each “Pot Baker.” Holland’s 1757
map (Figure 13) labels only one of these (the one thought to be Remmey’s pottery) as “Pot Bakers.” It is not
clear if the building at the foot of the hill or adjacent to the palisade is the location of the Crolius pottery,
although the one on the higher elevation seems more likely.

The 1767 Ratzer plan shows buildings in the same locations assigned to the two potteries; however, it also
depicts a structure immediately north of, and possibly on, the Van Borsum patent boundary (Figure 14:
Building O; see also Figure 10). As the exact location of this boundary is unknown, this structure could
either be on the northeast corner of Block 154, on what would later become Lot 21, or just to the east of the
project area. Although this building could be associated with the Remmey pottery works, which operated
just to its north, the exact function of the structure is unknown. Different aspects of the history of these
potteries and the potting families are discussed in Sections 4.2 and 6.1.2 of this report. The Ratzer plan
(Figure 14) also shows a potash manufactory west of the Remmey pottery. This building seems to be
outside the project area.

The 1776 version of the Holland map (Figure 15) is similar to the Ratzer map (Figure 14) in showing a
complex of buildings in the location Ratzer labels as a potash manufacture. The Holland map also has a
representation of a building or lot development on the northeast corner of Block 154 that corresponds to the
fenced (?) lot on Figure 14 (the Ratzer map) labeled as Building O. This structure and lot, however, does not
appear on the 1782 Hills plan (Hills 1785), suggesting that at this time it may have been abandoned.

Upon his death in 1746, Anthony Rutgers divided the Calk Hook farm among his three daughters: Elsje
(who married Leonard Lispenard), Mary (who married Henry Barclay), and Aletta (who married Dirck
Lefferts). This division went into effect at the death of Anthony Rutgers’s wife Cornelia in 1760. Lot 2,
Which still contained the northern part of Block 154, was allotted to Henry and Mary Barclay. Henry, the
Rector of Trinity Church, died in 1764 and left his share in the Calk Hook farm to be divided among his
children (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 45:198-202). In 1787, Henry’s son Anthony Barclay acquired
from family members the right to Lots 7 through 21 on Block 154, among others, for 5,465 pounds (New
York City Land Evidence, Liber 45:198). E. Bancker had prepared a series of maps of this area in the 1780s
(Appendix B-4, Barto 1992¢) (for example, Ingle et al. 1989: Figure 13). Beginning in 1788, Anthony Barclay
began to sell off the lots on Block 154 (New York City Land Evidence, Libers 46:42, 48:95).

Table 2. Owners of the Northern Portion of Block 154 before 1790

Name Begin Date End Date Comments
Jan Jansen Damen c. 1636 c. 1651
Ariantje Vigne Damen c. 1651 c. 1671 Includes Estate of Ariantje Damen
Jan Vigne c. 1671 1689
Gerrit Roos 1689 1697
Peter Roos 1697 1708
Jacques Fountain 1708 Unk?
Wolfert Webber Unk 1723-30 Probably acquired property 1708-1712
Anthony Rutgers Sr. 1723-30 1746
Henry Barclay 1746 1787 Includes Estate of Henry Barclay
Anthony Barclay 1787 Lots 7-21

1Unk = unknown
Sources: Stokes 1915-1928[1]:82; New York City Land Evidence Libers 25:114-117, 31:115, 121, 45:198-202
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Figure 11. Detail of A Plan of the City and Environs of New York: as they were in the years 1742, 1743, & 1744 showing
location of the project area and potteries (Grim 1813).
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Figure 12. Detail of A Plan of the City of New York from an Actual Survey showing the project area (Maerschalck
1755).
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Figure 13. Detail of A Plan of the City of New-York showing the project area (Holland 1757 in Valentine 1859).
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Prolact Area i

Figure 14. Detail of Plan of the City of New York showing the project-area location (Ratzer [1769]).
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Figure 15. Detail of A Plan of the City of New-York in North America showing the project area (Holland 1776).
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3.4 The Development of Block 154: 1790-1799

With the extension of the city grid northward, these land transactions enabled the creation of Block 154
bounded by Broadway, Reade, Anthony (later Barley, then Duane), and Little Ann (later ElIm and then EIk)
Streets. The Barclay portion of the block was north of the Van Borsum patent line and the Kip portion was
south of this line (Figure 16).

The Common Council minutes from the 1790s list the flurry of activity needed to prepare Block 154 and the
surrounding neighborhood for development (Common Council City of New York 1917). New streets north
of Chambers were laid out and blocks defined. Great George Street (later Broadway) bounded Block 154 to
the west, Reade (also spelled Reed) Street to the south, Little Ann (later ElIm and then EIk) Street to the east,
and Barley (later Duane) Street to the north. On May 7, 1792, the council ordered that the street committee
view Barley Street east of Great George and report on a well located on the street. During the next few
years, both Reade and Barley Streets were dug out; however, efforts to regulate Barley Street ran into
opposition. On February 5, 1798, the council received a petition from the inhabitants of Barley and
Magazine Streets against the raising of the streets to the regulated height. The following year, on February
14, the council heard a petition by Alexander Robertson, owner of a sugar house, and other property
owners on Barley and Little Ann Streets east of Broadway complaining that the process of regulating these
streets by raising their height with fill would ruin their houses. Four days later, the council ignored the
petition and ordered the streets to be raised to their regulated height. The project was completed by June
24, 1799. In 1800, Reade Street between Broadway and Little Ann was paved, and a petition for paving
Barley was heard before the council the following year. Republican Alley, later called Manhattan Place, was
not established until 1803 when an ordinance was passed for its filling and paving. Yet, an extension filed
on December 19, 1803, suggests that the work was not completed on the alley until 1804 (Common Council
City of New York 1917).

Development was partially controlled by the original dividing line between the Kip (Van Borsum parcel)
and the Barclay (Calk Hook) parcels (the latter called the Barclay Ground in Figure 16). A 1784 Bancker
survey established the dividing line, which angled across the block. How closely this line followed the
original parcel line or the boundary of the African Burial Ground is problematical. When the northern
Barclay portion was divided into lots, the Barclay properties became smaller from west to east (Figure 16).
In the Kip parcel, an alley (Republican Alley) was added later in the middle of the block, possibly to fill in
some of the extra space created by the larger parcels to the east. As will be seen in the individual lot
histories, the irregular lot sizes and unevenness led to more complicated land transactions as owners
attempted to square off their lots.

The Barclay and Kip families sold off the lots on Block 154 at an opportune time. During the 1790s, the city’s
population nearly doubled, resulting in housing shortages (Blackmar 1989:44). As a result, the lots sold
quickly and the block was fully developed within several years of its partition. The first known occupant of
the partitioned block was Grant Cottle, who leased Lots 12 and 13 from the Barclays in 1794. Yet within a
few years, most of the lots on the block had been sold and were occupied by their new owners. In the 1799
tax list, taken less than five years after development began and the same year Barley Street was finally
regulated, 28 of the block’s 35 lots contained structures and nearly all were inhabited (New York City Tax
Assessments 1799).

3.5 The Social History of Block 154: 1795-1830

3.5.1 Introduction

New York in the mid-nineteenth century was characterized by distinct neighborhoods segregated by class,
race, and ethnicity. The wealthy lived along Broadway and in northern mansions; the poor inhabited the
crowded and unsanitary tenements of the Sixth, Eleventh, and Seventeenth Wards; and the middle class
left the city altogether and settled in the suburbs of Brooklyn and New Jersey (Jackson 1985). This pattern—
an outgrowth of industrialization, immigration, and a rise in real-estate prices—developed gradually
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Figure 16. Detail of Negros Burial Ground 1795 showing the boundary of Kip’s award of part of the Van Borsum patent
and its subdivision (Bancker 1795).
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during the first half of the nineteenth century (Blackmar 1989:11-12). Before this, wealthy and poor often
lived on the same block. Both business owners and their employees lived close to their work places, which
were often attached to the owners” homes. The result was mixed neighborhoods containing merchants,
artisans, and laborers as well as enslaved African Americans (Blackmar 1989; Blumin 1989:21-22;
Rothschild 1990:126; Wall 1994:4-5).

Block 154 between 1798 and 1830 provides an example of the transition from a mixed neighborhood to one
segregated by class. During this period, a mixture of merchants, professionals, artisans, laborers, and
enslaved African Americans as well as a concentration of free African-American households occupied the
block. As time progressed, however, Block 154 became increasingly commercial, and single-family
dwellings were subdivided into tenements. By mid-century, the block had transformed from a mix of
classes to a commercial center with stores and businesses on the ground floors and tenements housing
working-class immigrants above (New York State Census 1855).

3.5.2 Methods

We reconstructed the demographics of Block 154 in the waning years of the eighteenth century and the first
decades of the nineteenth century through tax assessment lists, city directories, federal and city census
returns, and deeds. Each of these sources provides unique information that when combined enabled us to
view a complex neighborhood. For the purposes of this study, Block 154’s neighborhood is defined as both
sides of each street that bounds the block. Thus, all the inhabitants of Reade and Duane Streets between
Broadway and Elk, and Broadway and Elk between Reade and Duane were included in this study.

To identify the block’s inhabitants, tax assessment rolls were first consulted. Examined rolls included all
encountered assessments (some of the annual assessments no longer survive) from 1790 through 1821, as
well as assessments from 1825, 1830, 1835, and 1840. In the 1790s through 1830s, the city’s assessment rolls
listed each property’s owner and the tenants who occupied it. Although free blacks and aliens are often
omitted from the assessment rolls, the source identifies most of the area’s inhabitants. Once residents were
identified, researchers looked up the names in city directories, which list individuals” occupations as well as
home and work addresses. The directories thus provided clues on the separation of home and workspace,
the transitory nature of tenancy, and alternate spellings of inhabitants’ names. Line-by-line searches of all
directories from 1790 to 1800, 1802, and 1804 as well as sections of the 1807, 1808, and 1809 directories were
also undertaken to identify inhabitants omitted from the tax assessments. As a source for reconstructing
neighborhoods, directories have limitations. In general, they tend to emphasize long-term residents and
more-established individuals. Poorer and transient individuals are often excluded, as are most African
Americans. When trying to locate the exact addresses of people listed in the federal census returns for a
poor neighborhood, it is not uncommon to find only one head out of every five households listed in the
directories. As a result, even the line-by-line directory searches do not yield all of a neighborhood’s
inhabitants. In 1812, Longworth published a double directory, which overcomes some of these problems.
This directory not only listed New York’s citizens in the usual alphabetical manner, but also listed the
inhabitants of each house by street address. Because of this unusual format, the 1812 directory lists more
poor whites, African Americans, and transients than other directories. Unfortunately, this was the only
double directory published between 1790 and 1820.

After identifying a list of the block’s inhabitants for years ending in nine, zero, or one, names were sought
in the appropriate federal census index. Street addresses were not recorded in the federal censuses until
1870; therefore, the boundaries for Block 154’s neighborhood had to be determined by locating individuals
with known addresses in the census returns. Census-takers usually walk down a street stopping at each
house. Once individuals with addresses known from other documents were located, one can assume that
households listed in the census returns between such known addresses lived between these known
addresses. Unfortunately, some individuals could only be assigned with certainty to a street or a block.
Unlike directories and tax lists, which concentrate on more-established individuals, the early censuses list
households from every social and economic class. Although Robert Swan (1989) has shown that African
Americans were often undercounted in federal censuses during the first half of the nineteenth century, the
returns from 1800 to 1820 are among the most useful sources for identifying blacks living on Block 154.
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Prior to 1850, federal census returns contain limited information. Only the household head is listed by
name. All other inhabitants are categorized by age, sex, and race. Absent is information concerning
occupation, birthplace, marriage status, and wealth. Nevertheless, the census returns provide one of the
few sources for identifying an individual’s age and race.

New York City also took censuses of its inhabitants in 1819 and 1821 to identify the city’s jury pool. The
1819 census lists household heads by address and includes their age, occupation, and wealth, as well as the
gender and race of each household member. The 1821 census is less detailed. Only the individuals’
addresses, tax status, and jury eligibility are recorded. Nevertheless, these two city censuses in tandem with
the 1820 federal census provide strong data for reconstructing demographic patterns.

Deeds for each property on Block 154 were also examined. In general, the deeds provided little
demographic data, except for the occupations of the parties involved. More importantly, however, clues
contained in deeds help reconstruct the early-nineteenth-century landscape. Passing references to houses,
walls, and other features are often the only documentary evidence of past landscapes.

For demographic analysis, the names of all known inhabitants of Block 154’s neighborhood were entered
into a database. The database also includes an inhabitant’s address, occupation, the year he moved into and
out of the neighborhood, whether he was a landowner or renter, the source that provides the information,
and other miscellaneous information. This database is included in this report as Appendix C-1.

3.5.3 Block 154 Demographics

For a variety of reasons, including its recent development, its location over the “Negros Burial Ground”
and near industrial sites, and its distance from the city’s center, Block 154 in the early nineteenth century
was relatively inexpensive, making it ideal for young families without much capital. The many small
children, few teenagers, and few adults over 45 in the 1800 federal census show that primarily young
families inhabited the neighborhood (Table 3). Throughout the first two decades of the nineteenth century,
this pattern continued. Although in the 1810s and 1820s there were fewer small children and more
teenagers, suggesting more mature households were living in the neighborhood, young families still
primarily inhabited the area. By 1830, however, the neighborhood changed. Whereas children under 16
made up between 40 and 45 percent of the white inhabitants in 1800 and 1810, in 1830 they made up only
26 percent. Furthermore, adults over 45 approached the number of children under ten for the first time.
Both facts suggest that young families no longer found it desirable to move into the neighborhood.
Although the reasons for this change may never be known for certain, two possibilities present themselves.
First, a comparison between the 1820 and 1830 tax assessments shows that the property values for Block
154 lots rose 151 percent during the 1820s. This may have prohibited younger individuals from purchasing,
or even renting, houses on the block. Second, by the 1830s, the area surrounding Block 154 was becoming
more commercial and the nearby Five Points neighborhood was beginning to develop its reputation as the
most dangerous slum in the United States. As a result, young families may have tried to avoid the Sixth
Ward and move to the newly developing areas uptown.
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Table 3. Summary of Demographics of Block 154 Residents from Federal and
City Censuses between 1800 and 1830

# Non-Wh.
Hid.

Age <10 | 10- | 16~ 26— | 45+

range <16 | <26 <45

1800 153 38 57 149 | 38 435 32 20 487 9 (7.6%) | 118
1810 114 70 76 97 | 50 407 54 15 476 12 (12%) | 100
1819 - - -- -- -- 525 110 1 636 6 ( 8%) 75
1820" | 113 52 94 105 | 57 421 90 2 513 11 (12%) 92
1830° 65 21 36 148 | 56 326 8 -- 334 -- 61

KEY: # Wh. = total number of whites; # Free Nn-Wh. = number of free non-whites; # Enslv = number of enslaved African Americans; # Ind.
= total number of individuals; # Non-Wh. Hid. = number of non-white households; # Hid. = total number of households

NOTES:

1. Notincluding returns for odd numbers on Duane Street.

2. Not including returns for Republican Alley and even numbers on Reade Street. Note that age groupings are slightly different for the
1830 federal census. They are: <10; 10-<15; 15-<20; 20-<40; 40+. The total number of inhabitants includes 8 aliens not included in total for
whites because their ages were not stated.

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census 1800, 1810, 1820, 1830; New York City Census 1819, 1821

3.5.4 African Americans on Block 154

The census data also suggest that prior to 1830 the neighborhood surrounding Block 154 contained an
African-American community. Between 1800 and 1820, roughly ten percent of all the households were
headed by free non-whites. Some of these household heads, such as Madame Magdalen Bertin (who will
be discussed below in detail), owned property on the block. Besides the African-American household
heads, the neighborhood also contained blacks living with white families as boarders, servants, enslaved
workers, and, perhaps, apprentices. All told, between 1800 and 1820, roughly 18 percent of the
neighborhood’s inhabitants were of African descent. The percentage of African Americans on the block
rose from 12 percent in 1800 to 22 percent in 1820. During this time, blacks constituted roughly ten percent
of the overall population of New York City (Rosenwaike 1972:18-24).

The neighborhood’s African-American population was centered on Block 154’s Duane Street side. From
1799 through 1820, black residents often occupied Lots 14, 15, 16, and 17 on Block 154 (known at different
times as 10-16 Barley, 98-92 Duane, and 76-70 Duane). Among these individuals were established
household heads, such as butcher Charles Hendrickson, who lived here from 1806 to 1812; Magdalen
Bertin, the owner of Lot 17 from 1805 to 1823; and confectioners William and Sarah Williams, who were
living on Lot 17 by 1799 and stayed at least until 1802.

This cluster of African-American households surrounded by white households was a typical residential
pattern of the time. Shane White (1991:171) notes that “black households were well distributed throughout
the city,” often “clustered in groups of between two and five” and “in very close proximity to the houses of
prominent members of the New York elite.” These clusters tended to be near black churches (White
1991:175). The households on Duane Street were only three blocks from the Zion Methodist Episcopal
Church, which was established in 1800 at the corner of Leonard and Church Streets.

In the 1800, 1810, and 1819 censuses, a total of 27 free-black households were identified on streets bordering
Block 154. Of these, females headed 15 and males, 14. This contrasts sharply with the pattern for the entire
city. Shane White (1991:163) found in the 1790, 1800, and 1810 federal censuses that women headed only 17
to 19 percent of all free-black households. The reasons for this discrepancy are unclear, although White
notes that many female household heads could have been married to absent seamen (White 1991:163).

All but one of the free-black households on, or facing, Block 154 contained only non-whites. The exception
was the household of the Haitian immigrant Magdalen Bertin on Lot 17 which contained five white
women, an alien male, and a “colored” female (probably Bertin) in 1819 (New York City Census 1819). As
Bertin was a widow with no children and was living with only her servant in 1810 (U.S. Bureau of the
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Census 1810), this increase in household size suggests that she was taking in boarders in 1819. There is also
the possibility that Bertin ran a brothel, but no evidence other than the presence of five young women
supports this conclusion. Although no other African-American households on Block 154 contained whites,
John Francis, a hairdresser, who lived on Lot 18 in 1810, lived elsewhere in 1800 when he was listed as
heading a household of another black male and a white woman between the years of 27 and 46 (White
1991:168). Shane White (1991:168-169) uses this household, among others, as evidence that blacks and
whites openly formed long-term relationships during this time period, in contrast to later periods when
such behavior became taboo.

Although the censuses list a total of 27 free-black households on Block 154 in 1800, 1810, and 1819, the
omission of African Americans in city directories makes it possible to identify the occupations of only five
of the block’s black residents. These are Charles Hendrickson, a butcher, William Williams, a confectioner,
and John Francis, a hairdresser, all mentioned above, and Anthony Hill, a shoemaker, and James Roberts, a
hairdresser, who both lived at 15 Reade Street (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1810; New York City Tax
Assessments 1810; New York City Census 1819; White 1991:168). The occupations of the other African
Americans can only be guessed at, but it is likely that many of the men were employed as laborers, while
women worked as laundresses or in the food industry (White 1991:158-161; Wilson 1995:55-57).

As the 1830 federal census indicates, the African-American presence in the neighborhood quickly
diminished during the 1820s. The 1830 census lists no non-white households on the block and only lists
eight non-whites as residing in the block’s white households. The exact reasons for this are unknown; yet,
their abandonment of Block 154 reflects a general trend in African-American migration within the city.
Shane White (1991:171-175) has noted that from 1790 through 1810, free African-American households
were concentrated in the Fifth, Sixth, and Seventh Wards. By mid-century, however, African Americans
were leaving the Sixth Ward for the Fifth and Eighth Wards (Ernst 1994:41). This may reflect the growing
hostility between African Americans and immigrant groups, such as the Irish who were moving into the
Sixth Ward in large numbers.

3.5.5 Enslaved African Americans on Block 154

A number of the African-American inhabitants of Block 154 were held in bondage. Throughout the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, slavery was common in New York City. In 1746, 2,444 of
Manhattan’s total population of 11,717 were of African descent (Foote 1991:78). Although there was a small
free-black community at this time, most historians agree that the vast majority of these blacks were
enslaved (Davis 1985:23). The number of enslaved blacks fell by 1790, yet the first federal census shows that
19 percent of all white families in New York City held at least one enslaved laborer (Rosenwaike 1972:23).
Nine years later, the state legislature passed a gradual emancipation act stating that children born after July
4, 1799, to those who were enslaved would be declared free after 28 years of service for males and 25 years
for females (Rosenwaike 1972:24). During the next two decades, many enslaved blacks were manumitted,
reducing the city’s slave population to 518 in 1820 (Rosenwaike 1972:24). In 1817, the legislature went
further and freed all enslaved blacks born before 1799 and after 1827; however, those born in the interim
still had to serve out their indentures. The act also provided an exception for “nonresidents to enter New
York with their slaves and remain in the state for up to nine months without forfeiture of their slaves”
(Higginbotham 1978:147).

The demography of Block 154 reflects these trends toward emancipation. In 1800, 20 of the 52 (38 percent)
people of African descent on the block were enslaved. This is similar to the overall pattern in Manhattan
where 43.2 percent of all blacks were enslaved (White 1991:26). At this time, 5.5 percent of the
neighborhood’s white families held one enslaved black, and 2.8 percent held two or more. By 1810, 22
percent of the block’s African Americans were enslaved, and 12.5 percent of the white families and
Madame Bertin, the non-white resident from Haiti, held at least one. Although the holding of enslaved
individuals of African descent by other African-Americans was not common in Manhattan, there were a
number of examples of this phenomenon (Wilson 1995). As late as 1830, the federal census listed eight
African-American households in Manhattan as containing enslaved blacks (Wilson 1995:27). It is uncertain,
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however, how many of these enslaved persons were expected to work as servants and how many were
family members or friends living in the household.

By 1819, there were only two enslaved blacks on the block. One belonged to Charles Espainville, the French
Consul, who lived at 34 Reade Street (Lot 32), while William Simmons, a grocer who inhabited 26 Reade
(Lot 28), owned the other (New York City Census 1819). Unfortunately, sources listing the names of those
enslaved or detailed information concerning their lives were not encountered during this study.

3.5.6 Occupations of Block 154 Residents

To determine common occupations on Block 154, the residents’ occupations listed on primary sources (see
Appendix C-1) were grouped into categories based on the type of labor performed. The owners and
occupants in the project area are presented separately in Appendix C-2. Appendix C-3 lists the occupations
included in the categories contained in Appendix C-1. Table 4 shows the number of residents in each
occupational group and the percentage of the total for which an occupation is listed for the first three
decades of Block 154’s development. With the exception of a dramatic decrease in workers in the building
trades, the residents’ occupations are quite similar during the 1800s and 1810s. The number of carpenters,
builders, and masons on the block probably directly correlates with the block’s development, as builders
often lived on, or around, the lots they were developing. Their major decrease in the second decade of the
nineteenth century probably reflects an end to major construction on the block.

During these decades, a single occupational group did not characterize the block. Artisans, such as
shoemakers, watchmakers, and engravers, were the most common; yet, the block also contained large
numbers of individuals engaged in commerce, such as merchants, grocers, and shopkeepers. The block also
contained a number of professionals, such as doctors, accountants, a minister, and a lawyer, as well as
government workers and a few self-styled “gentlemen.” On the other hand, the block also contained day
laborers, stable keepers, and widows working as seamstresses.

Table 4. Occupations of Block 154 Residents from 1790 to 1819

Occupational

Group 1790-1799 1800-1809 1810-1819 Total
Artisans 1 (16.7%) 43 (19.5%) 51 (25.5%) (22.3%)
Commerce 1 (16.7%) 33 (15.0%) 40 (20.0%) 74 (17.4%)
Building Trades 42 (19.1%) 14 (7.0%) 56 (13.1%)
Professionals 20 (9.1%) 16 (8.0%) 36 (8.5%)
Food Industry 1 (16.7%) 15 (6.8%) 9 (4.5%) 25 (5.9%)
Laborers 1 (16.7%) 7 (3.2%) 15 (7.5%) 23 (5.4%)
Sewing Trades 1 (16.7%) 12 (5.5%) 8 (4.0%) 21 (4.9%)
Transportation 1 (16.7%) 8 (3.6%) 11 (5.5%) 20 (4.7%)
Maritime Trades 12 (5.5%) 6 (3.0%) 18 (4.2%)
Other 8 (3.6%) 8 (4.0%) 16 (3.8%)
Widows 9 (4.1%) 5 (2.5%) 14 (3.3%)
Government 6 (2.7%) 6 (3.0%) 12 (2.8%)
Workers
Gentlemen 1 (0.5%) 8 (4.0%) 9 (2.1%)
Washers 4 (1.8%) 3 (1.5%) 7 (1.6%)
Total Number 6 (100.2%) 220  (100.0%) 200  (100.0%) 426 (100.0%)

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census 1800, 1810; Longworth 1790-1819; New York City Tax Assessments 1790-1819; New York City
Census 1816, 1819

This pattern of mixed occupations, along with differences of wealth and status, on a single block is typical
of Manhattan in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. Most historians studying the spatial
distribution of class in New York note distinctly different models for the eighteenth and mid-nineteenth
centuries (e.g., Blackmar 1989; Blumin 1989:21-22; Rothschild 1990:126; Wall 1994:4-5). In the eighteenth
century, wealthy and poor often lived on the same block. Both wealthy business owners and their
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employees lived close to their work places, which were often attached to the owners” homes. The result was
mixed neighborhoods, which, according to some historians, eased class tensions (Blackmar 1989:106). By
the mid-nineteenth century, however, New York was rigidly segregated along class lines. The city’s poor
lived in tenement districts in the Sixth, Eleventh, and Seventeenth Wards, the middle class moved to
suburbs in Brooklyn and New Jersey, and the wealthy lived along Broadway, around Bowling Green, and
in uptown estates (Jackson 1985).

Block 154 during the first two decades of the nineteenth century is best viewed as a transition between
these two models. The area immediately north of Chambers Street was developed in the 1790s as an area
for artisans who could not afford the high prices of downtown but still needed to remain within walking
distance of the city’s commercial center (Blackmar 1989:89). As a result, Block 154 never attracted the
wealthy merchants and big businessmen who had settled in the older part of the city. Thus, the eighteenth-
century model of a truly mixed neighborhood was never realized on Block 154. Nevertheless, escalating
real-estate prices during the 1790s and 1800s made the area north of Chambers Street desirable for less-
wealthy merchants and small businessmen; at the same time, it made it difficult for artisans to afford single-
family homes in the neighborhood (New York City Tax Assessments 1790, 1802). On Block 154, the result
was a mixture of occupations and class. Noticeably absent, however, are very wealthy merchants who
continued to live downtown until the 1820s (Blackmar 1989:79-80).

As Table 5 shows, however, the residents of the different streets in the project area tended toward different
occupations. As the different streets had different numbers of inhabitants, to make comparisons
meaningful the percentage of each occupational group for each street was determined. Reade Street
contained large numbers of men engaged in commerce, government, and professional occupations. A fifth
of Reade Street’s inhabitants were merchants or grocers, eleven percent were professionals, such as doctors
and accountants, and nearly five percent worked in government jobs, including the French consul, Charles
Espainville. In 1807, Reade Street residents owned the highest average personal estate ($283.33) on the
block. Nearly a decade later, in 1816, the occupants’ average personal estate had risen to $639.29, but by this
time Broadway had become the home of the block’s wealthiest inhabitants. Yet, Reade Street was not
exclusively upscale. Four percent of the residents were common laborers; and artisans, such as saddlers,
tinsmiths, and engravers, made up the most common occupational group. One artisan, Alexander
Anderson, was the most well-known engraver of his time (Goler 1995:38).

Anderson, born in the city in 1775, was trained as a physician, but the loss of his family during the yellow-
fever epidemics of 1793 and 1798 led him to abandon the profession and turn to engraving. Working in
wood blocks, Anderson illustrated hundreds of children’s books as well as Aesop’s fables, the Bible, and
others (Goler 1995:38). Anderson settled on Block 154 at 6 Upper Reade in 1800. He subsequently lived at 9
Upper Reade in 1805, before renting 24 Reade Street from Daniel Walters from 1808 to 1814. During this
time, Anderson’s personal estate was valued between $200 and $400 (New York City Tax Assessments
1807-1814; Longworth 1800-1812). Anderson moved off the block in 1815 and died in 1870 in Jersey City at
the age of 94.

Duane Street’s residents were also employed in a variety of occupations. Like Reade Street, 23 percent of its
residents were artisans and nearly 11 percent were professionals. Yet, Duane Street contained fewer men
engaged in commerce—only five merchants compared to Reade Street’s fifteen. Duane Street also
contained a higher percentage of men working in the building trades than Reade Street, but on close
inspection this seems to be related to the later development of Duane Street. Fourteen of the eighteen men
engaged in the building trades lived on Duane Street only during the first decade of the nineteenth century.
As Duane Street was still being developed at this time, and construction of Reade Street had nearly ceased,
it is likely that these individuals were following the common nineteenth-century practice of living on the
block while they were working on the dwellings. As many of Duane Street’s inhabitants were either
artisans or construction workers, the average personal estate for the street’s occupants was less than half of
Reade Street’s inhabitants.

Republican Alley had very different occupational patterns than Reade and Duane Streets. In general, its
residents were tradesmen. The street contained no professionals, gentlemen, or government employees,

and its only inhabitant engaged in commerce was a tobacconist. Instead, 20 percent of the alley’s residents
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were day laborers, nearly 13 percent worked in the transportation business, usually as cartmen or stable
keepers, and 18 percent worked in construction. Nearly 36 percent of the alley’s residents were classified as
artisans. These included chandlers, a weaver, shoemakers, and a dyer. In both 1807 and 1816, the average
personal estate of Republican Alley’s occupants was about $100, much less than the inhabitants of
Broadway, Reade, and Duane.

More occupations of EIm Street’s residents were working class than on Reade and Duane Streets. Although
16 percent of the inhabitants were engaged in commerce, three of the four are listed as grocers rather than
merchants. The construction industry provided work for nearly 39 percent of Elm Street’s inhabitants.
Other important occupational groups included the maritime trades and the transportation industry. Unlike
the other streets on Block 154, only eight percent of Elm Street’s residents were artisans. The average
personal estate of Elm Street residents hovered around $100 in both 1807 and 1816.

Block 154’s portion of Broadway lived up to the thoroughfare’s reputation as nineteenth-century New
York’s commercial center (Figure 17). The block included a music shop, a druggist, a watchmaker, a coach
maker, and a dry-goods store. More of its residents were engaged in commerce than in any other
occupational group, and most of these men were listed as merchants in the directories. Many of the other
inhabitants worked as artisans. In general, these men worked at more upscale trades than the inhabitants of
Block 154’s other streets. Broadway’s artisan inhabitants included two goldsmiths, two watchmakers, two
comb manufacturers, a silversmith, a coach maker, a carver/gilder, a chair maker, and an upholsterer. Yet,
the street also included artisans in less-prestigious trades, such as a cigar maker, a printer, and a
stonecutter. Four gentlemen also inhabited the section of Block 154 facing Broadway. Broadway was both
the commercial hub of the city and contained the residences of many of its wealthy citizens. The change in
the average personal estate value between 1807 and 1816 shows this progression. In 1807, the inhabitants of
Block 154’s portion of Broadway owned an average personal estate of $263.64 (a little less than Reade
Street’s residents), but nine years later the number had escalated to $3,723.08 (nearly six times the average
value of Reade Street’s residents).

Table 5. Number of Residents of each Occupational Group on each Street

Occupational Republican

Group Reade St. Duane St. Alley Elm St. Broadway | Total
Artisans 34 (233%)] 29 (234%) | 14 (35.9%) | 2 (8.0%) | 15 (28.8%) 94
Commerce 31 (212%) | 13  (10.5%) 1 (26%) ] 4 (16.0%) | 20 (38.5%) 69
Building Trades 12 (8.2%) ] 18 (14.5%) 7 (179%) ] 8 (320%) | 2 (3.8%) 47
Professionals 16  (11.0%) | 13 (10.5%) -1 1 (4.0%) ] 1 (1.9%) 31
Sewing Trades 5 (34%) ] 10 (8.1%) 2 51% | 1 40%) ] 2 (3.8%) 20
Maritime Trades 9 (6.2%) 6 (4.8%) -] 3 (120%)] 2 (3.8%) 20
Food Industry 8 (5.5%) 8 (6.5%) 1 (2.6%) -1 2 (3.8%) 19
Transportation 4 (2.7%) 5 (4.0%) 5 (12.8%) | 2 (8.0%) ] 2 (3.8%) 18
Laborers 6 (4.1%) 3 (2.4%) 8 (20.5%) -- -- 17
Other 6 (4.1%) 5 (4.0%) 1 (26%) | 2 (8.0%) -- 14
Widows 5 (3.4%) 8 (6.5%) -- -- -- 13
Government 7 (4.8%) 2 (1.6%) - -1 1 (1.9%)
Workers 10
Gentlemen 2 (1.4%) 2 (1.6%) -- - 4 (71.7%) 8
Washers 1 (0.7%) 2 (1.6%) -1 2 (8.0%)] 1 (1.9%) 6
Total Number 146  (100.0%) | 124 (100.0%) | 39 (100.0%) | 25 (100.0%) | 52 (99.7%) | 386

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census 1800, 1810; Longworth 1816-1819; New York City Tax Assessments 1790-1819; New York City Census
1816, 1819
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Figure 17. Broadway streetscape between Duane and Pearl Streets in 1807 (from Jenkins 1911). Pearl (formerly
Magazine) is one street north of Duane.
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Differences among the streets lining Block 154 are also evident in the number of single-family dwellings on
each street and especially in the average estimated wealth of the streets’ inhabitants (Table 6). The 1807 and
1816 tax assessments were examined to provide data on the number of households per dwelling and the
wealth of its inhabitants. These assessments were chosen because they list both the owners and tenants of
each lot as well as the estimated value of their personal estates. The assessments were also chosen because
they provide details of the block in the middle of each decade, thus allowing for a diachronic comparison.

During the first decades of the nineteenth century, rising real-estate prices denied many artisans the ability
to own their own homes or to rent an entire dwelling. As a result, houses designed for single families were
subdivided and rented to multiple households. This process led to the tenement districts, which overran
the Fifth and Sixth Wards by the 1830s.

Tenements are defined as subdivided dwellings inhabited by three or more households (Blackmar 1989:92—
93). As Table 6 shows, this process had already started on Block 154 in the second decade of the nineteenth
century. In 1807, three of the five streets (Broadway, Reade, and Duane) contained more single-household
dwellings than multi-household dwellings, but by 1816, only Broadway contained more single-household
dwellings. During this time, the average number of households per dwelling for the entire block also rose
from 1.74 to 2.0.

Table 6. Number of Single- and Multi-Household Dwellings on Block 154 in 1807 and 1816

# Single- # Multi- Avg. # of Avg.
Household Household Households % Owner Personal
Street Year Dwellings Dwellings per Dwelling Occupied Estate
Broadway 1807 5 2 1.57 33.0% $ 263.64
Reade 1807 8 5 1.62 36.0% $ 28333
Duane 1807 6 5 1.64 73.0% $ 136.11
Republican 1807 2 4 2.33 0.0% $ 100.00
Alley
Elk 1807 -- 2 2.00 100.0% $ 175.00
Broadway 1816 6 2 1.63 37.5% $ 3,723.08
Reade 1816 5 7 2.33 16.7% $ 639.29
Duane 1816 3 6 1.78 50.0% $ 256.67
Republican 1816 1 7 2.00 0.0% $ 125.00
Alley
Elk 1816 -- 2 2.50 100.0% $ 110.00

Sources: New York City Tax Assessments 1807, 1816

3.6 Block 154 After 1830

During the mid-nineteenth century, the Sixth Ward developed into a crowded tenement district. By the
1850s, the ward housed many of New York’s Irish immigrants and included the infamous Five Points
neighborhood. The presence of the Irish and the Five Points, the poor condition of the tenements, and
several large-scale riots gave the Sixth Ward the reputation as New York’s worst area. Bordering on
Broadway, however, Block 154 seems to have remained more upscale than most of the Sixth Ward. This
section of Broadway (Figure 18) contained numerous upscale shops and was the shopping center of the city
(Spann 1981:95-99). One block south, between Reade and Chambers, was A. T. Stewart’s famous
department store. Block 154’s portion included a music store, a jeweler, a bookstore, a portrait painter, and
numerous professional offices as well as the Anatomical Museum (Longworth 1835-1842; Doggett 1846~
1850). Block 154 also contained a hotel, tavern, and a number of boardinghouses at mid-century. The Hotel
de Paris stood at 290 Broadway; a tavern operated at 16 Elm; and between 1836 and 1850, boardinghouses
were operated out of 304 Broadway, 64, 66, 68, 70, 72, 74, and 78 Duane, 12 Elm, 5 and 22 Manhattan Place,
and 22, 26, and 34 Reade (Longworth 1835-1842; Doggett 1846-1850). Often, boardinghouses were fronts
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Figure 18. Broadway streetscape from Pearl to Reade in 1865 (from Valentine 1865).

44



Chapter 3
Historical Context

for prostitution, and Block 154 contained a number of brothels from the 1820s. Between 1823 and 1859, 13
known brothels existed on the block and several were located on streets facing Block 154. These are listed in
Table 7.

Table 7. Known Brothels on Block 154 or Facing Block 154

Year Address

1823 28 Reade

1825 Corner of Reade and Broadway
1835 17 Elm

1839 22 Reade

1839 37 Reade

1841 18 Reade

1842 74 Duane

1847 19 Reade

1847-49 | 20 Reade
1847-49 | 28 Reade

1848 72 Duane
1849 34 Reade
1853 12 Elm

1855 78 Duane
1855-59 | 72 Duane
1859 69 Duane

Source: Timothy Gilfoyle, personal communication 1996

The proximity to Broadway kept real-estate values high, thus discouraging owners from letting the
structures on Block 154 deteriorate. Instead, structures were rebuilt and modernized. The 1853 Perris map
(Figures 3 and 4) shows that very few of the block’s original frame dwellings survived at mid-century,
while an 1865 drawing of the structures facing Broadway (Figure 18) shows well-maintained buildings in
the contemporary Italianate style (Valentine 1865:564). At mid-century, the occupations of Block 154’s
inhabitants varied widely. Of the 250 inhabitants located in city directories between 1836 and 1850, roughly
21 percent were artisans, nearly 13 percent held white-collar jobs, almost 15 percent ran shops, and
surprisingly just over 7 percent were artists (Longworth 1835-1842; Doggett 1846-1850).

The 1855 New York State census shows that many of the area’s poorer residents were omitted from the
directories. In 37 structures on, or facing, Block 154, the census lists 129 households containing 638 people.
Nearly all of the household heads held working-class jobs, and 97 percent of the inhabitants were
immigrants and their children. Irish, German, French, and English households were common, although
Swiss, Cubans, Welsh, Dutch, and Italians were also present on the block. With an average of 3.49
households and 17 people per structure, the census returns suggest that many of the buildings on Block 154
had been converted to tenements. Yet this average is significantly less than in the overcrowded Five Points
neighborhood, where on Block 160 the average structure in 1855 held 10.2 households and 33.8 people
(Yamin 2000). This suggests that the conditions on Block 154 were far better than in the more-crowded
Sixth Ward tenement blocks.

After the Civil War, Block 154 lost its residential character as the area transformed into a commercial center.
By the 1870s, five-story buildings housing light industries, offices, and warehouses replaced earlier
dwellings. In the 1890s, large commercial buildings were erected on the lots facing Broadway. These
included the fifteen-story Dun Building at 290-294, a ten-story building at 296, the ten-story McKim, Mead
and White Building at 298, and a sixteen-story building at 302-304 Broadway. The block’s commercial
character lasted until 1968 when most of the structures were demolished and the block was utilized as a
parking lot (Ingle et al. 1989:93-98).
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3.7 Block 154, Lot-specific Research

3.7.1 Lot 12, 80 Duane, Formerly 6 Barley and 102 Duane

Lot 12, known as 80 Duane after 1836 (formerly 6 Barley Street between 1805 and 1808, and then 102 Duane
between 1809 and 1835) (see Figures 3 and 4), was an approximately 25-by-71-foot lot fronting Duane
Street. In the late eighteenth century, the lots facing Duane Street on Block 154 were part of lands Henry
Barclay left to his son Anthony (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 45:198) (Table 8). In 1792, Anthony
sold Lot 12, along with several other lots, at auction to Robert Watts, an attorney, on behalf of Susan
Barclay. Acting as Susan Barclay’s trustee, Watts managed the property until he turned it over to her in
1802 (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 62:6). During his control of the property, Watts leased the lot on
February 1, 1794, to Grant Cottle (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 77:9).

Cottle, who is listed as an upholsterer and paper stainer,