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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).
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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
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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.
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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).
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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)
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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]).

31



Chapter 3
Historical Context

= ﬂa’ﬂl’d’rz%

£
|
N
=
=
=
=
=
=,
—
Z

32

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).
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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, lived on the property until 1800 (Longworth 1796—
1800; Ingle et al. 1989:99) (Table 9). The 1799 tax assessments list Cottle as the taxpayer for Lots 12 and 13,
which together had a value of $800. Cottle’s house stood on Lot 12 while a frame structure, probably his
workshop, stood on Lot 13. At this time, Cottle’s personal estate was estimated at $92 (New York City Tax
Assessments 1799).

By 1802, Cottle was no longer living on the lot, but he still held the lease. In 1802, Cottle rented the property
to Henry Ashmore and Charles Simmons (New York City Tax Assessments 1802). Like Cottle, Ashmore
was an upholsterer, suggesting that he may have taken over Cottle’s business (Ingle et al. 1989:99). In 1802,
Ashmore’s personal estate was estimated at only $50 (New York City Tax Assessments 1802). Simmons,
who was a mason, had a personal estate of $75 (New York City Tax Assessments 1802). During this year,
the property’s value had fallen to only $300 (New York City Tax Assessments 1802).

By 1804, Ashmore and Simmons had left and Michael Miller took over the lease on the property (New York
City Land Evidence, Liber 77:7-9). In 1807, Miller purchased the property outright from Susan Barclay
(New York City Land Evidence, Liber 77:7-9). Miller, who was born in 1778, was a distiller specializing in
cordials. He and his family continued to both live and run the business on the lot until the late 1840s (New
York City Land Evidence, Liber 757:639; Ingle et al. 1989:100). During this time, Miller gradually expanded
his operations. In 1814, he purchased Lot 11 from John Curtis for $3,250 (New York City Land Evidence,
Liber 104:442), and the following year he bought Lot 10, also from Curtis, for $3,500 (New York City Land
Evidence, Liber 110:152).

Miller’s real-estate investments did well. The property value for Lot 12 increased gradually from $1,100 in
1807 to $8,500 in 1840 (New York City Tax Assessments 1807-1840). The value of Lot 11 increased similarly
from $1,700 in 1814 to $2,200 in 1825 (New York City Tax Assessments 1814-1825). Between 1825 and 1830,
Lot 11’s value tripled, suggesting that Miller made capital improvements on the lot (New York City Tax
Assessments 1825-1840). By 1840, Miller was using this lot as a rental property, and in 1841, he sold the lot,
described as containing a dwelling house, to George Miller for $10,500 (New York City Tax Assessments
1840; New York City Land Evidence, Liber 414:70). Lot 10 also increased in value. In 1814, it was valued at
$1,400, but it jumped to $2,000 the following year and $8,000 in 1816, suggesting improvements were being
made (New York City Tax Assessments 1814-1816). Over the next fifteen years, the value of Lot 10 slowly
declined until it rose along with the general price of real estate in New York City in the early 1830s (New
York City Tax Assessments 1818-1840; Blackmar 1989:200).

During his stay on Duane Street, Miller’s personal estate also increased dramatically. When he moved on to
Lot 12 in 1807, the tax assessments listed his personal estate at $200 (New York City Tax Assessments 1807).
By 1815, his estimated personal estate rose to $1,000 (New York City Tax Assessments 1815). From 1818 to
1820, his estate stayed constant at $1,500, but by 1825 it had jumped to $4,000 (New York City Tax
Assessments 1818-1825). By 1830, however, his fortunes seem to have fallen, as his personal estate is listed
at $2,000 (New York City Tax Assessments 1830).

Miller’s household tended to be large and probably included distillery workers or extended family. The
1810 federal census lists Miller, three white males between 16 and 26 years old, and two white women, one
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between 10 and 16 years old and the other over 45 years old. The 1819 New York City census lists Miller,
two other white males, and three white women in the household, but a year later the household had
changed greatly. The 1820 federal census lists three white males between 26 and 45 (one of whom was
Miller), three white males between 16 and 26, two white males under 10, and one white female between 26
and 45 years old. Three of these individuals were unnaturalized foreigners. The increase of five males and
the removal of two females from 1819 to 1820 suggest that distillery workers or extended family, or both,
were moving in and out of Miller's household. A decade later, the household only contained three
individuals: Miller, a white woman between 30 and 40 years old, and another white woman between 70
and 80 years old (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1830).

Michael Miller died between October 29, 1844, and June 25, 1845. Miller’s will does not mention a wife or
children. Instead, Michael named his nephew George as his executor and heir (Sawyer 1939:45). George
Miller continued the distillery business on Duane Street until 1848. By 1850, Lowerre, Trautmann, and
Company, also cordial distillers, were operating on Lot 12 (Doggett and Rode 1851). At George’s death in
the 1850s, the property on Duane Street was divided among heirs and eventually sold out of the family in
1859 (New York City Land Evidence, Libers 757:215, 641, 644, 791:117).

Table 8. Owners of Lot 12

Begin End ‘
Name Date Date Occupation Source Comments

Barclay, Anthony 1792 L

Watts, Robert 1792 1802 Lawyer L Trustee for Susan Barclay
Leased lot to Grant Cottle

Barclay, Susan 1802 1807 L

Miller, Michael and 1807 1858 Distiller L After 1840, George Miller

George inherited

Key: L =New York City Land Evidence
Table 9. Occupants of Lot 12

Begin End
Name Date Date Occupation P. Est. Value | Source Comments
Cottle, Grant 1794 1800 | Upholsterer and D,T
Paper Stainer
Ashmore, Henry 1802 Upholsterer 50 T
Simmons, Charles 1802 Mason 75 T
Miller, Michael 1804 1840 | Distiller 200+ T,D, C | Distillery on lot

Key: P. Est. Value = Personal Estate Value; C = U.S. Census or New York City Census; D = Longworth’s directories; T = New York City Tax
Assessments

3.7.2 Lot 13, 78 Duane, Formerly 8 Barley and 100 Duane

Lot 13, known as 78 Duane after 1836 (formerly 8 Barley between 1805 and 1808, and then 100 Duane
between 1809 and 1835), was an approximately 25-by-73-foot lot fronting Duane Street (Figures 3 and 4).
The lot was originally part of the Barclay estate (Table 10). Although Lot 13 was developed before 1800, it
remained a rental property for most of the first third of the nineteenth century.

The first known occupant of Lot 13 is Grant Cottle, who rented or leased the property in the final years of
the eighteenth century (Table 11). The 1799 tax assessments list Cottle as having a “frame” on the property.
This could refer to an unfinished dwelling or a framed structure such as Cottle’s upholstery workshop. By
1802, however, a dwelling was built on the lot (New York City Tax Assessments 1802). Once the dwelling
was built, the property was used primarily as a rental building for the next twenty years. During this time,
the house usually contained two or three households each year. Tenant turnover was high. Most
inhabitants stayed for only a year or two, and the longest known occupancy between 1802 and 1821 was
only three years.
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Most of the tenants seem to have been artisans or small-business owners. During the first two decades of
the nineteenth century, the lot was rented to at least three different bakers (Daniel Deitch 1807-1810, Lewis
Soerer 1812, and Joseph Lecour 1818-1820), suggesting that the property contained a bakery. The tax
assessments indicate that the lot contained a stable in 1814 and 1815.

Table 10. Owners of Lot 13

Begin End
Name Date Date Occupation P. Est. Value Source Comments
Barclay, Anthony 1787 1792 L
Houseman, John 1792 1803 L see 94:356
Van Varick, John 1803 1803 L see 94:332, 357
Van Solinger, 1803 1810 | Doctor L
Daniel
Lorent, Joseph 1814 1816 2,500 T by 1814 Stable and
House
Curtis, John 1816 1830 2,500 T, L
Bushnell, Giles 1830 1847 | Manufacturer 4,500 T, L

Key: P. Est. Value = Personal Estate Value; L = New York City Land Evidence; T = New York City Tax Assessments

Table 11. Occupants of Lot 13

Begin End
Name Date Date Occupation P. Est. Value  Source Comments

Cottle, Grant 1799 Upholsterer

Shide, John 1802 100 T

Cleman, George 1802 Barber 100 T

Deitch, Daniel 1807 1810 Baker 150 T,D,C

Cowan, George 1807 1807 Brewer? 100 T A Geo. Cowan,
Brewer, listed on
Mulberry in the 1807
directory

Wade, Squire R. 1807 1807 100 T

Hop, Christain 1808 1808 100 T

Real, Louis 1808 1808 100 T

Ferry, James 1809 1809 100 T

Tinman, Mrs. 1810 C Tentative location

Soerer, Lewis 1812 Baker D

Lorent, Joseph 1814 1815 | Stable 300 T

Ward, William 1815 1815 100 T

Boser, Anthony 1816 300 T

Burhes, George 1816 200 T

Valla 1816 200 T

Lecour, Joseph 1818 1820 Baker 200 T,C

Bassan, John 1821 C

Maning, Joseph 1825 100 T

Wolf, Jonathan 1830 200 T

Key: P. Est. Value = Personal Estate Value; C = U.S. Census or New York City Census; D = Longworth’s directories; T = New York City Tax
Assessments
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3.7.3 Lot 14, 76 Duane, Formerly 10 Barley and 98 Duane

Lot 14, known as 76 Duane after 1836 (formerly 10 Barley between 1805 and 1808, and 98 Duane from 1809
to 1835), measured 25 feet on Duane Street, 25 feet 7% inches at its rear, 78 feet 11 inches on its southeast
side, and 73 feet, 7 inches on the northwest (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 136:171) (Figures 3 and 4).

After the creation of the Duane Street lots, the first known owners were John and Jane Johnson (Table 12).
John Johnson, who owned Lots 14 and 16, died about 1794, leaving instructions to sell the lots. By 1799, a
house stood on Lot 14; however, the real-estate value of $350, the cheapest on the street, suggests that the
house was not substantial. The occupants of the house during this time are unknown. Jane Johnson seems
to have lived on Catharine Street (Longworth 1797-1799); the tax records (New York City Tax Assessments
1799) list no tenants; and no individuals listed in the 1800 federal census could be identified as living on the
lot.

In 1803, Jane Johnson sold the property to Henry Traphagen who was already occupying the lot (New York
City Land Evidence, Liber 73:17; New York City Tax Assessments 1802) (Table 13). Traphagen, a carpenter,
probably made substantial improvements to the house or rebuilt it altogether as the 1802 tax assessments
list the property as one of the most valuable on the block at $1,100. Traphagen’s capital seems to have been
tied up in the property as his personal estate was only worth between $75 and $100. To supplement his
income, Traphagen and his wife Elizabeth took in several boarders each year until he moved off the lot in
1807. In 1809, African-American butcher Charles Hendrickson, who had previously lived two doors down,
moved into the house. Joining him, at least in 1809, was Caesar Nichols. Nichols, whose occupation has not
been established, had a personal estate of $100 and was probably also of African descent. By 1811, he had
moved to 18 Division Street.

In 1810, Traphagen, established as a farmer in Ulster County, New York, sold the lot to John McCombs for
$2,000 (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 87:167). McCombs, a bricklayer and paver, already owned
and occupied property (Lot 15) on Republican Alley (New York City Tax Assessments 1807). McCombs,
and later his widow, continued to use Lot 14 as a rental property until she sold it to Ezra Woodhull in 1823
(New York City Land Evidence, Libers 136:171, 136:178). Despite the change in owners, Charles
Hendrickson remained on the lot until 1812 or 1813, whereupon successive tenants occupied the lot
through the 1820s.

Table 12. Owners of Lot 14

Occupation | Source Comments

Barclay, Anthony

Johnson, John 1794 L

Johnson, Jane 1794 1803 T

Traphagen, Henry 1803 1809 T Listed as owner on 1803 tax assessment
McCombs, John 1810 1814 | Paver T

McCombs, Widow 1814 1818 T

Woodhull, Ezra 1819 1823 | Merchant T, L

Walker, Richard 1823 1836 | Physician T, L Sold by widow Cornelia Walker
Walker, Edward 1836 1836 L

Bogart, Alwyn 1836 1839 | Physician L

Walker, George 1839 ? L Defaulted on mortgage? before 1848
Knowles, Jane ? 1848 L

Morris, Peter 1848 1851 L

Key: L =New York City Land Evidence; T = New York City Tax Assessments
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Table 13. Occupants of Lot 14

Begin End
Name Date Date Occupation P.Est. Value Source Comments

Traphagen, Henry 1802 1807 75-100 T

Carpenter, James 1803 D

Latch, Jacob 1807 1807 100 T

Stillwell, John 1807 1807 100 T

Craven, James 1808 100 T

Hendrickson, Charles 1809 1812 | Butcher 100 T, D, C | African American,
also called
Henderickson

Nichols, Caesar 1809 100 T Probably African
American, gone by
1811

Foster, Andrew 1814 1816 100 T Also called Forrester

Tomkin, William 1814 1816 | Printer T

Clum, John 1818 500 T

Hyde, Michael 1820 100 T

McDonough, John 1821 1825 200 T

Key: P. Est. Value = Personal Estate Value; C = U.S. Census or New York City Census; D = Longworth’s directories; T = New York City Tax
Assessments

3.7.4 Lot 15, 74 Duane, Formerly 12 Barley and 96 Duane

Lot 15, known as 74 Duane after 1836 (formerly 12 Barley from 1805 to 1808, and then 96 Duane between
1809 and 1835), measured roughly 25 feet in width and 79 feet in length (see Figures 3 and 4). The first
known occupant and owner (Tables 14 and 15) was Wiert (sometimes listed as Wert, Weart, Ernst, and
Mark) Valentine, a cartman and dock builder, who bought the property in 1796. Valentine’s house was
probably fairly substantial as his property had the highest real-estate value ($1,400) on the street even
through the lot was average size (New York City Tax Assessments 1799). Valentine’s personal estate,
however, was only worth $100.

The 1800 federal census lists Valentine as being between 26 and 44 years old, making it likely that he was
the same Wiert Valentine who was born to Jacob Valentine and Margaret Banta on January 31, 1765, in
Rockland County, New York (Mackenzie 1941:13). Wiert married Metje Meyer, and according to family
tradition moved to Harlem (Mackenzie 1941:13). Yet, all the primary sources suggest that the family lived
in Manhattan from 1796 until at least 1817. The 1800 census notes that Wiert and Metje had two boys under
ten, two girls under ten, and a girl between 10 and 16 years old living with them. Most likely these were
their children.

The Longworth directories list Valentine as a cartman from 1796 to 1812 and, occasionally, as a dock
builder or a laborer. In 1805, he was listed as a cartman in the second class, operating cart number 85
(Longworth 1805). At that time, there were 1,200 cartmen in the city, each with his licensee number painted
on the side of his cart (Hodges 1986:2). The classes of cartmen were organizational units developed in 1788
to help regulate and oversee the drivers. Each class was headed by a foreman, who handled problems. The
classes were not hierarchical —each class had the same responsibilities, privileges, and prestige as the others
(Hodges 1986:78).

During the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, cartmen formed an important special-interest group
within New York. The number of licenses distributed by the city limited the number of cartmen. The city
also regulated the amount they could charge per haul, allowed them to own only a single horse and cart,
and forbade them from hiring full-time employees. Yet, cartmen were also granted special privileges, such
as freeman status and exclusive rights to haul goods within the city (Hodges 1986:3). Although considered
semi-skilled work, a career as a cartman was desirable for much of New York’s population. Once licensed,
cartmen often kept their jobs for decades and passed their businesses on to their children (Hodges 1986:37—-
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38). Cartmen’s incomes varied. In 1785, cartmen made between 25 and 50 cents a day at a time when skilled
artisans made about 55 cents a day (Hodges 1986:75). Yet, between 1807 and 1809, cartmen were making
$1.75 a day for an economic stimulus package—well above the standard wage for skilled labor (Hodges
1986:118). By the end of their careers, some cartmen had acquired sizable estates.

As a close-knit and important political group, cartmen often were appointed to minor government
positions, such as inspector, measurer, and watchman (Hodges 1986:72). Valentine followed suit by
holding a night-watchman position for the city of New York. He is listed in the Common Council Minutes
of April 4, 1803, as a night watchman in Jacob Hays Company of the Third District. Graham Hodges
(1986:73) notes that being a watchman was a part-time job that in 1789 brought in 50 cents a night for what
was probably light work. On August 15, 1803, Valentine was suspended for an undisclosed reason and
replaced the following July. In December of 1804, he was allowed back on the force as a substitute, and in
February 1805 was appointed to Captain Gobels Company, replacing the deceased John Doremus.
Valentine kept this position until August 1808 when “Captain Anderson...suspended Weart Valentine for
sleeping at his post.” After this suspension, Valentine is not listed again as a night watchman (Common
Council City of New York 1917[3]:257, 375, 564, 651, 684; [5]:243).

Living at the same address with the Valentines were Thomas Meyers (or Myers) and his family, an African-
American woman named Harriett, and Martin Ramsey (Table 15). Meyers was also a cartman. He lived
there from at least 1800 until the Valentines moved out in 1809. In 1800, his household included a middle-
aged man and woman (probably Meyers and his wife), two children under ten, and a woman over 45 (U.S.
Bureau of the Census 1800). As the two families shared the house for at least nine years, and Metje’s
maiden name was Meyer, it is likely that the two families were related. This fits a pattern noted by Hodges
(1986:38) in which cartmen were often related by marriage and descent. Furthermore, cartmen tended to
congregate in specific neighborhoods. For example, in 1801, 89 percent of the city’s cartmen lived in the
Sixth and Seventh Wards (Hodges 1986:110). On Block 154, nearly five percent of the block’s working
inhabitants were employed in the transportation trades, and the block’s inhabitants included members of
the city’s leading cartman families, such as the Ackermans, Blauveldts, Browers, Days, and Bogerts
(Longworth 1798-1820; New York City Tax Assessments 1799-1825; Hodges 1986).

Little is known about Harriett, who also lived on the lot. The census lists no age or last name, making her
nearly untraceable. The census does indicate, however, that she was free. Like the Valentines and Meyers,
the Ramsey family was also a young family. The household consisted of a middle-aged man and woman
with children under ten.

In 1810, Valentine sold the property to John West (New York City Tax Assessments 1810). Directory entries
suggest that the Valentines and the Meyerses went separate ways. Following a general pattern for cartmen
at this time, the two families left the Sixth Ward and moved to the newly developed Eighth and Tenth
Wards (Hodges 1986:123). The Valentines are listed on Thompson Street in 1811, Broome and Second in
1812, Broome and First in 1814, and 38 Crosby in 1816 and 1817 (Elliot and Crissy 1811; Longworth 1811-
1817). Thomas Myers is listed at Budd Street in 1810, Sullivan Street in 1811, and Otters Alley near
Thompson in 1820 (Elliot and Crissy 1811; Longworth 1811-1820) in the same neighborhood. Unlike the
neighborhood around Block 154 where cartmen and laborers lived next door to gentlemen and merchants,
their new neighborhoods were inhabited nearly exclusively by the working class and small-business
owners. The 1816 and 1819 New York City censuses show cartmen, carpenters, and artisans dominating the
areas.

Upon acquiring Lot 15 of Block 154, John West probably rebuilt the house as the 1810 tax assessment lists
the house as “unfinished.” As a result, it is likely that the lot was uninhabited when the block was visited
for the 1810 federal census. By 1812, the house was finished and rented to Sarah Williams (a washer who
had lived next door on Lot 16 the previous year) and Mary Turshoe (Longworth 1812). The race of these
women is unknown. A white family headed by William Williams, which included an over-45-year-old
woman, lived on Lot 16 in 1810 (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1810). It is, therefore, likely that Sarah Williams
is this woman. Subsequent tenants included Doctor Dulack in 1814 and shoemakers John Dixon and James
Gill in 1815.
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In 1816, Francis Many, a grocer, purchased the property. The tax assessments from 1816 to 1820 list the
property as an open lot suggesting that Many demolished the house West built in 1810/1811. The land was
transferred to Ezra Woodhull in 1819, who, in turn, sold the property to Doctor Richard L. Walker in 1823
(New York City Land Evidence, Liber 169:378). By 1825, Walker was living on the property, which
remained in his or his heirs” hands until 1836 (New York City Land Evidence, Libers 349:562, 354:204).

Before 1819, the southern portion of Lot 15 was conveyed separately. This parcel was originally part of the
Van Borsum parcel and was officially part of the Negro Burying Ground. By the late eighteenth century,
Henry H. Kip owned it (Table 16). On August 13, 1804, commissioners appointed by the Supreme Court of
the state of New York sold the parcel to James Sergeant. A month later, Sergeant sold the land, described as
“a certain gore or parcel of ground in the rear of a number of lots which front on Barley street...containing
at one end ten inches and at the other end twenty-one feet and in length one hundred and fifty eight feet”
(the rear portions of Lots 11 through 16), to Henry Van Solingen. Seven months later, on April 13, 1805, Van
Solingen sold the property to John McCombs, a paver (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 82:19-21).

Although McCombs did not live on the parcel, he was the first to develop it as a residential property. By
1807, the tax records list a house occupied by renters (Table 17). Most of these residents stayed only a year
or two. John McCombs died between 1810 and 1814, whereupon his wife continued to manage the
property. In late 1818 or early 1819, this back lot was acquired by Ezra Woodhull, the owner of the northern
part of Lot 15 (New York City Tax Assessments 1818, 1819). From that point onwards, the two parcels were
conveyed as a single lot.

Table 14. Owners of Lot 15, Duane Sireet Property

Begin End

Name Date Date Occupation Source Comments
Barclay, Anthony
Valentine, Weart 1796 1809 | Cartman T,D Also listed as a dock builder
West, John 1810 1815 T House listed as unfinished in 1810 Tax

Assessment

Many, Francis 1816 1818 T, L Open lot
Woodhull, Ezra 1819 1823 T Open lot in 1819-1820
Walker, Richard 1823 1836 L
Walker, Edward 1836 1836 L
Bogart, Alwyn 1836 1839 L
Walker, George 1839 1850 L

Key: D = Longworth’s directories; L = New York City Land Evidence; T = New York City Tax Assessments
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Table 15. Occupants of Lot 15, Duane Sireet Property

Begin | End P. Est.

Name Date | Date Occupation Value Source Comments
Valentine, Weart 1796 1809 | Cartman 100 T,D Also listed as a dock builder
Meyers, Thomas 1800 1809 | Cartman 100 T
Harriett 1800 C African American
Ramsey, Martin 1800 C
Williams, Sarah 1812 Washer D
Turshoe, Mary 1812 D
Dulack, Dr. 1814 Doctor 200 T
Dixon, John 1815 Shoemaker 100 T
Gill, James 1815 Shoemaker 100 T
None (open lot) 1816 1820
Walker, Richard L. 1825 Doctor T

Key: P. Est. Value = Personal Estate Value; C = U.S. Census or New York City Census; D = Longworth’s directories; T = New York City Tax
Assessments

Table 16. Owners of Lot 15, Republican Alley Property

Begin End
Name Date Date Occupation | Source Comments

Kip, Henry 1804 L Sold by order of NY State Supreme
Court

Sergeant, James 1804 1804 L

Van Solingen, Henry 1804 1805 | Physician L 82:19

McCombs, John 1805 Unk | Paver LT Died 1810-1814

McCombs, Widow By 1814 | 1818 | Widow T

Woodhull, Ezra 1819 1823 T Open lot in 1819-1820

Walker, Richard 1823 1836 L

Walker, Edward 1836 1836 L

Key: L=New York City Land Evidence; T = New York City Tax Assessments

Table 17. Occupants of Lot 15, Republican Alley Property

Begin Date End Date Occupation P. Est. Value Source
McCombs, Samuel 1807 1809 100 T
Meighan, Arthur 1807 100 T
Mazer, Roger 1807 100 T
Magee, Roderick 1808 100 T
Byrns, Robert 1808 100 T
Foster, William 1809 1812 Cartman 100 T,D,C
White, James 1809 1810 100 T
Chaney, Christopher 1810 1812 Cartman 100 T,D,C
Fairfoot, John 1810 C
McClary, John 1816 1818 100 T
Campbell, Robert 1816 100 T
Debingham, Charles 1818 100 T

Key: P. Est. Value = Personal Estate Value; C = U.S. Census or New York City Census; D = Longworth’s directories; T = New York City Tax
Assessments
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3.7.5 Lot 16, 72 Duane, Formerly 14 Barley and 94 Duane

Lot 16, known as 72 Duane after 1836 (formerly 14 Barley from 1805 to 1808, and then 94 Duane between
1809 and 1835), measured 25 feet across and 78 feet 8 inches in length (Figures 3 and 4). Until 1804, the lot’s
rear did not extend to Republican Alley, but instead bordered on the African Burial Ground and the
subsequent Republican Alley properties (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 95:159).

John and Jane Johnson purchased Lot 16, presumably from Anthony Barclay, before February 1794 (Table
18). On February 14, 1794, Johnson sold the property to Henry Fink, a laborer (New York City Land
Evidence, Liber 49:474). Fink kept the property until 1797 when he sold it to John Freeland, also written as
Vreelandt, for $1,737.50 (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 176:49). At the time, Freeland was listed as a
merchant from Bergen, New Jersey. By 1799, he had moved to the Duane (then Barley) Street property
(Table 19). That year the tax assessments listed the property as worth $600 and his personal estate at $92
(New York City Tax Assessments 1799). At this time, Freeland and his wife were middle-aged (between 26
and 45) and had two sons under ten. The family also had one enslaved worker. Living with the Freelands
was John Day, his wife, and his young son. Day, a carpenter, settled on the lot by 1799 and stayed until
1802. With a personal estate valued at $75, Day would not have been considered a wealthy man (New York
City Tax Assessments 1799). In some years Freeland attracted other tenants. For example, in 1802, William
Brower, a cabinetmaker, and John Haviland also lived in the house (New York City Tax Assessments 1802).

John Bacon, a cutler and ironmonger, purchased the Duane Street portion of Lot 16 from Freeland in 1803,
and the following year bought the section fronting on Republican Alley from James Sergeant (New York
City Land Evidence, Liber 95:159, 95:162). From 1803 until his death in 1818, Bacon remained an absentee
owner living, at least in 1811, at 194 Water Street (Longworth 1803-1818). Although he owned the entire lot,
Bacon maintained two houses on the property, which he and his heir continued to rent until his daughter,
Lettice Grayson, sold the property between 1825 and 1830 (New York City Tax Assessments 1825, 1830).

During the first decade of the nineteenth century, the house facing Duane Street was commonly rented to
African Americans. The first known of Bacon’s tenants was Charles Hendrickson, the black butcher who
later moved to Lot 14. Hendrickson lived on the property from 1806 to 1808. The 1810 federal census
suggests that a white family and four black families occupied the house. The white household, besides the
head William Williams, consisted of a woman over 45, a woman between 26 and 45 years old, and three
girls under 16. Longworth’s 1811 city directory omits William Williams, but does list a Sarah Williams at 94
Duane, suggesting that William may have died in the meantime. The other four households consisted of
Mrs. Leurs and two dependents, Marian and two dependents, Rosannah Wallace and a dependent, and
Betsey King and a dependent. Unfortunately, the 1810 federal census does not provide the age or sex of
non-whites. Yet, as the women are listed separately and there are no black males listed, we can hypothesize
that the dependents were these women'’s children. Because African Americans are often omitted from the
tax records, the duration of these households’ tenancy is unknown.

Each year from 1812 through 1819, at least two families shared the house. In 1812, the Williams family
moved next door and Silas Totten took their place (Longworth 1812). Totten, a wheelwright, stayed until
1815. During his tenure, Totten shared the house first with Jane Murray in 1812 and then with James Sheed
and Hugh Spear in 1814. The 1816 tax assessments list Adolph Cutterfield and “Curtis” as occupying the
house. As Curtis is known only by one name, it is possible that he is African American. By 1819, the house’s
inhabitants had turned over again. Two widows and their families shared the building. L. Bennett, an
African American who lived with two black males and three black females, headed the first family. The
second was Widow Tichnor who lived with a white male and three white females (New York City Census
1819). Both of these households were gone by the next year (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1820). The house’s
inhabitants in 1820 cannot be determined with certainty, but they are likely to be several of the six
households listed between the inhabitants of 92 and 100 Duane Street in the 1820 federal census. Of these
families, the most likely candidates are households headed by John Snyder and Joseph Jennings. Both of
these households seemed to be young white families.

On April 27, 1803, John Freeland sold the rear of Lot 16 to John Bacon (New York City Land Evidence,
Liber 95:159). Between 1803 and 1807, John Bacon built a house facing Republican Alley (New York City
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Tax Assessments 1802, 1807). John Gallagher, the building’s first known resident, rented the property from
its inception until 1825 (Table 20). Gallagher was born in 1757 and worked as a mason (New York City
Census 1819). The 1810 federal census suggests that Gallagher (listed as James instead of John) had two
sons and two daughters born between 1800 and 1810. By 1820, neither daughter was living with the family,
but a third male, who was between 10 and 26 years old, had joined the family (U.S. Bureau of the Census
1820).

During his occupation, Gallagher shared the house with several other families each year. For example, in
1807, Felix Conolly, a tailor, and Christopher (or John) Goodman, and, perhaps, their families lived with
Gallagher. A number of Gallagher’s co-tenants were African American. For example, the 1810 federal
census suggests that two African-American families, headed by Hannah Elliot and Mary Brown, lived in
the house. Both of these households contained five individuals, but their occupations are unknown. Neither
Elliot nor Brown is listed as an occupant two years later in Longworth’s 1812 double directory, but others
are listed. The 1819 New York City census lists two “coloured” and four “coloured” females in Gallagher’s
household. The race of other tenants is indeterminable, but many have Irish surnames, such as
McGunnegan, McCormick, and Sweeney. Generally, the tenants were employed as artisans or laborers.

During Gallagher’s tenancy, John Bacon died and willed the property to his daughter Lettice Grayson
(New York City Land Evidence, Liber 131:330). Grayson continued to rent each of the houses on Lot 16
separately, and Gallagher remained at the Republican Alley address until the late 1820s (New York City
Tax Assessments 1825, 1830).

Table 18. Owners of Lot 14, Duane Sireet Property

Name Begin Date ' EndDate  Source Comments
D)

Barclay, Anthony ? L

Johnson, John 1794 L

Fink, Henry 1794 1797 L

Freeland, John 1797 1803 L, T Also known as Vreelandt
Bacon, John 1803 1818 L, T

Grayson, Lettice 1819 1825 Sold by 1830

Key: L =New York City Land Evidence; T = New York City Tax Assessments

Table 19. Occupants of Lot 14, Duane Sireet Property

‘ Begin | End P. Est.

Name Date | Date Occupation Value Source Comments
Freeland, John 1799 1800 92 T,C

Day, John 1799 1802 | Carpenter 75 T,D

Brower, William 1802 150 T

Haviland, John 1802 75 T

Hendrickson, Charles 1806 1808 | Butcher 200 T,D Moves to 76 Duane in 1809
Williams, William 1810 C

Mrs. Leurs 1810 C Also listed in the Williams
Marian household

Wallace, Rosannah

King, Betsey

Williams, Sarah 1811 Washer D At 96 Duane in 1812
Totten, Silas 1812 | 1815 | Wheelwright 100 D, T

Murray, Jane 1812 D

Sheed, James 1814 100 T

Spear, Hugh 1814 100 T

Cutterfield, Adolph 1816 100 T

Curtis 1816 50 T Probably Free African American
Bennett, L. 1819 Widow C Free African American
Tichnor 1819 Widow C White

Key: P. Est. Value = Personal Estate Value; C = U.S. Census or New York City Census; D = Longworth’s directories; T= New York City Tax
Assessments



Chapter 3
Historical Context

Table 20. Occupants of Lot 14, Republican Alley Property

Begin End
Name Date Date Occupation P. Est. Value Source Comments

Gallagher, John 1807 1825 | Mason 100 D, T, C | Includes 6 unnamed
“coloured” inhabitants
in 1819

Conolly, Felix 1807 Tailor 100 T

Goodman, 1807 100 T

Christopher

Goodman, John 1808 1809 100 T

McGunnegan, 1808 1809 | Chandler 100 T,D

Phelim

Jackson, Edward 1810 100 T

Brown, Mary 1810 C Non-white, probable
location

Elliot, Hannah 1810 C Non-white, probable
location

Callaghan, John 1812 D

Rock, James 1812 D

McCormick, 1812 Day laborer D

Edward

Shepard, Thomas 1815 50 T

Kellog, Horace 1816 100 T

Westmill, 1818 1820 100 T or Withershill

Timothy

Jones, Joseph 1821 T

Sweeney, Terance | 1825 100 T

Key: P. Est. Value = Personal Estate Value; C = U.S. Census or New York City Census; D = Longworth’s directories; T = New York City Tax
Assessments

3.7.6 Lot 17, 70 Duane, Formerly 16 Barley and 92 Duane

Lot 17, known as 70 Duane Street (formerly 16 Barley from 1805 to 1808, and then 92 Duane between 1809
and 1835), was probably first developed soon after James and Susan Sergeant purchased the property from
Richard Wenman on March 25, 1797 (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 70:242-244; Figures 3 and 4)
(Table 21). At this time, the lot was divided into two sections. The northern half, facing Barley Street,
measured 25 feet wide and 41 feet 9 inches deep, while the south section, facing Republican Alley, was
nearly 25 feet wide and 35 feet long. Although Sergeant owned both sections, he seems to have developed
each property separately. Sergeant, who is listed as both a cartman and a coal merchant, did not live on the
property but instead resided at 15 Rector Street. During the six years the Sergeants held the section fronting
Barley Street, they seem to have rented mostly to African Americans.

The first known tenant is William Williams, an African-American confectioner (Table 22). Williams lived on
the lot with his wife Sarah and two other black dependents until his death in 1801-1802. Sarah Williams
stayed at the address for at least another year, and perhaps until Sergeant sold the property in 1805. It is
possible that this Williams family is the same Williams family that lived on Lot 16 in 1810 and on Lot 15 in
1812. Although the Lot 17 family is listed as black and the other family is listed as white, both heads-of-
household were named William and both contained women named Sarah. As the confectioner probably
died in 1801 or 1802, the later William Williams (born between 1765 and 1785) may have been the
confectioner’s son. In support of this interpretation, the later Williams household included a woman (born
before 1765) who would be the right age to be the mother of the second William. Could this be the same
unlucky woman who took over as head-of-household after both her husband’s and son’s deaths?

The 1800 federal census lists three other household heads between William Williams and John Day who
lived next door. These families, two of whom were African American, may also have lived in the house on
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Lot 17. These included John Sanay, “a mulatto” with three dependents; Primus Sackett, “a black” with two
dependents; and Benjamin Highland, a white laborer. Except for an 1801 directory listing for “Primus
Sackett, Barley” (no occupation listed), no other information has been found on these families. The
occupants of the Republican Alley section of Lot 17 during this time period are unknown. It is possible that
this part of the lot was undeveloped, or that the Sacketts and Sanays or Highland lived there, or that other
unidentified families lived on the alley.

On April 15, 1805, the Sergeants sold the section fronting Barley to Madame Magdalen Bertin dite Zaire, a
“colored” woman from Haiti (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1810; New York City Census 1819; New York City
Wills, Liber 57:550). The deed states that the lot was bounded “southwesterly in the rear by a house and lot
of ground situated in Republican Alley,” suggesting that the alley lot was developed by 1805 (New York
City Land Evidence, Liber 70:242-244).

According to her will, Bertin was born “in the Island of St. Domingo or Hayti [sic] and formerly resid[ed] at
Port de Paix and Cape Francois” where she continued to hold claim to land (New York City Wills, Liber
57:550). Unfortunately, the date of her immigration to New York is unknown, but we can speculate that she
left Haiti during, or just after, the 1793 revolution. Shane White (1991:155) notes that about 10,000 people
fled Saint Dominique during the revolution and settled in the United States. A number, especially French
Royalists, settled in New York. These included whites and free mulattos and blacks, as well as enslaved
African Americans (White 1991:155).

New Yorkers seemed unsure how to classify Madame Bertin racially. At a time when people of African
descent had the labels “black,” “colored,” or “Negro” attached to their names in official documents, Bertin’s
will, deeds, tax records, and directory listings make no mention of race. The censuses, however, provide
more clues. The 1810 federal census lists her household as containing two “other free persons except
Indians” and two enslaved persons. The 1819 New York City census lists her household as containing five
white females, one alien male, and one colored female. The age column in this census was left blank,
conforming to the pattern for all non-white entries. The 1820 federal census does not list Bertin or any other
African Americans living on the lot, even though Bertin’s 1823 will states that she lived there with her
servants.

The directories show that people were also confused by her name. Although in her will and in the deeds
she refers to herself as Madame Magdalen Bertin dite Zaire, the directories call her “Magdalen Berlin,”
“Madame Berlin,” “Madame Bartine,” and “Mad Mag Bingin” (Longworth 1807-1815). The suffix added to
Bertin’s name is known as a “dit name.” Dit names are aliases given to entire families—a practice common
in French-speaking countries. Dit names were often used to differentiate between families with similar last
names or to add information about a family. For example, dit names often derived from the family’s place
of origin, or a common ancestor. Unlike nicknames, dit names are passed to descendants and can legally be
used in place of a family name. Unfortunately, the records do not explain the origin of Bertin’s dit name. It
is possible, however, that since the Zaire River runs through the Congo and Angola, areas where the native
population was devastated by the slave trade (Curtin et al. 1978:218, 424), that the nickname identifies
either her birthplace or denotes her African heritage.

There is also no information on Bertin’s occupation. She was not a particularly wealthy woman. Although
the house on Duane Street was worth $2,000 in 1820, her personal estate was listed at $200 in both 1816 and
1820. Her will specifically bequeaths $200, the house, and “several house lots on grounds and plantations in
different places in the department of the North in the Island of St. Domingo” which she owned at the time
of her departure from Haiti (New York City Wills, Liber 57:550). In all likelihood, Bertin lost control of these
properties once she left Haiti. Throughout her stay on Duane Street, Bertin had servants. As mentioned
above, she claimed two enslaved workers in her household in 1810, and her 1823 will names her “servant
woman” Magdalen Chernette as a beneficiary.

Bertin’s heirs sold the property shortly after her death to Lettice Grayson who also owned 94 Duane (Lot
16) (New York City Tax Assessments 1825). Grayson used the house as a rental property, but the tenants
are unknown. In 1830, the property was occupied, and perhaps owned, by Robert Walsh and his two
dependents. Other tenants in 1830 may have included Honora Roach and her eight dependents, and Peter
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Cogle and his two dependents (New York City Tax Assessments 1830; U.S. Bureau of the Census 1830). In
1835, the property was purchased from the Master in Chancery by Uriah Levy, the owner and restorer of
Thomas Jefferson’s Monticello (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 330:517). Levy continued to use it as a

rental property.

James and Susan Sergeant held the Republican Alley property until 1817 (Table 23). During this time, they
rented the house to a variety of artisans (Table 24). Tenant turnover was rapid. Between 1807 and 1822, at
least 22 different families rented the property. Most years three or four families shared the house. For
example, in 1810, Samuel Ogden, a shoemaker with two dependents, George McGarrick and two
dependents, Elizabeth Gilchrist, an elderly woman, and Walter Fisher, a mason with three dependents,
lived in the house (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1810; Longworth 1810). The Fisher family was the only long-
term tenant. The family lived in the house from 1807 to 1816 (New York City Tax Assessments 1807-1816).
In 1817, the Sergeants sold the property to Alexander Campbell, a cartman, who had lived on the block
since 1804 (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 122:387; New York City Tax Assessments 1800-1820).

Campbell rented the property on Lot 17 while he lived in James Anderson’s house on the south side of
Republican Alley (New York City Tax Assessments 1818, 1819). Campbell’s tenants continued to be
artisans and laborers. Many had Irish surnames and others were African American. For example, in 1819,
Patrick Boyle, a 30-year-old journeyman stonecutter, rented the property. His large household included one
white male, seven white females, two alien males, two alien females, three “coloured” males, and three
“coloured” females (New York City Census 1819). After his death, Campbell’s widow continued to manage
the property. In 1840, the properties facing Republican Alley and Duane Street were still owned by
different people. This probably continued into the second half of the nineteenth century, as the 1853 Perris
map depicts two frame houses on the lot—one facing the alley and another facing Duane Street.

Table 21. Owners of Lot 17, Duane Street Property

Begin End Real Est.
Name Date Date Value Source Comments

Wenman, Richard 1797 L

Sergeant, James 1797 1805 L

Bartine, Mad 1805 1823 L, T,D

Grayson, Widow T in 1825

Walsh, Robert 1830 2,200 T

Levy, Uriah 1835 4,000 L, T Owner of Monticello, VA

Key: D = Longworth’s directories; L = New York City Land Evidence; T = New York City Tax Assessments

Table 22. Occupants of Lot 17, Duane Sireet Property

Begin End P. Est.

Name Date Date  Occupation Value Source Comments
Williamson, William® 1799 87 T
Williams, William 1800 1801 Confectioner C,D African American
Sanay, John 1800 C African American
Sackett, Primus 1800 1801 C African American
Williams, Wid of Wm 1802 Confectioner T,D African American
Passel, Monsieur 1807 200 T
Denous, (lllegible) 1814 200 T
McCartney, Samuel 1820 100 T

Key: P. Est. Value = Personal Estate Value; C = U.S. Census or New York City Census; D = Longworth’s directories; T = New York City Tax
Assessments

NOTES:
1. Probably the same as Wiliam Williams.
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Table 23. Owners of Lot 17, Republican Alley Property

Name Begin Date End Date Source \ Comments
Sergeant, James 1797 1817 L
Campbell, Alexander 1817 1840+ L

Key for Sources: L= New York City Land Evidence

Table 24. Occupants of Lot 17, Republican Alley Property

Begin End P. Est.
Name Date Date Occupation Value Source Comments
Fisher, Walter 1807 1816 | Mason 100 T,D,C
Docyee, Abraham 1807 100 T
Magee, James 1807 100 T
Edwards, Thomas 1807 Sawyer 100 T,D
Wilson, Stewart 1807 1812 | Laborer D
Brady, Terence 1808 100 T
Farnell, Thomas 1808 Tailor 100 T
Lyons, Joseph 1808 100 T
Cain, Frederick 1809 100 T
Ogden, Samuel 1810 Shoemaker 100 T,D,C
McGarrick, George 1810 100 T,C
Gilchrist, Elizabeth 1810 C Probable Location
Newton, Francis 1812 Weaver D
Russell, Joseph 1814 100 T
McFarland, William 1815 100 T
Burk, Michael 1815 100 T
Bennet, James 1816 100 T
Davis, Davis 1816 100 T
Gillespie, Francis 1818 100 T
Dillon, David 1818 1820 100 T,C
Croakin, Daniel 1819 100 T
Boyle, Patrick 1819 Stonecutter 100 T,C Included 6 unnamed
“coloured” inhabitants

Key: P. Est. Value = Personal Estate Value; C = U.S. Census or New York City Census; D = Longworth’s directories; T= New York City Tax
Assessments

3.7.7 Lot 18, 68 Duane, Formerly 18 Barley and 90 Duane

Lot 18, known as 68 Duane after 1836 (formerly 18 Barley Street from 1805 to 1808, and then 90 Duane from
1809 to 1835), was a 20-by-74-foot lot fronting Duane Street to the north, and Republican Alley to the south
(Figures 3 and 4). Although the Barclay family probably sold the property in the 1790s (Table 25), it
remained undeveloped until William Spencer purchased it from Robert Snow in 1801 (New York City
Land Evidence, Liber 172:194). Spencer, a bricklayer, built a house on the lot the same year and occupied it
through 1806 (Table 26). During this time, Spencer and his family may have lived alone as there is no
evidence that Spencer rented part of the house to another family or took in boarders. In 1807, Spencer sold
the property to George and Catharine Smith, a silver plater (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 172:194).
Smith and his family lived in the house until 1825. During this period, the members of the Smith family
were the house’s sole occupants. Smith was born about 1769. The 1810 federal census suggests that Smith
was married with two sons under 10, a daughter under 10, and either a 16-to-26-year-old daughter or a
white servant. In 1819 and 1820, the Smith household contained a boy under 10, two boys between 10 and
16, two girls under 10, Smith, and his wife (New York City Census 1819; U.S. Bureau of the Census 1820).
The 1810, 1819, and 1820 censuses suggest that Smith did not own enslaved African Americans or employ
African-American servants. Although Smith was not wealthy, his taxable personal estate was estimated
between $100 and $400, making it above the block’s median. In 1826, George and Catharine sold the
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property to physician David Hosack for $1,900 (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 208:158). In the same
year, Hosack also purchased the adjacent lot to the east and combined the two properties to make Lot 18 its
present size.

David Hosack (1769-1835), a graduate of both Columbia and Princeton, became a professor of botany and
medicine at Columbia College in 1795. He was the attending physician at the duel between Aaron Burr and
Alexander Hamilton and later helped form Bellevue Hospital and the New York Historical Society
(Mooney 1995:560). On April 11, 1826, Hosack and others resigned from the College of Physicians and
Surgeons over differences with the trustees. Hosack purchased the two lots on Duane Street with his own
money to establish a medical school to rival his late college. The buildings were renovated to contain “a
lecture hall, amphitheater, and laboratories, and was equipped with...anatomical preparations, specimens,
chemical apparatus, and minerals” (Robbins 1964:122). To grant degrees, the new school needed to be
affiliated with an established institution. Upon reaching an agreement with Rutgers University, Hosack
named the new school the Rutgers Medical College in New York City and started classes on November 6,
1826, with 153 students. The College of Physicians and Surgeons challenged the school’s existence on the
grounds that it infringed on the established college’s franchise rights. In August 1830, the New York
Supreme Court found in favor of the College of Physicians and Hosack’s school was closed in November
1830 (Robbins 1964:132). Five years later, David Hosack died intestate at the age of 66. To settle the estate
and pay debts, the property on Duane Street, along with other properties, was sold.

Table 25. Owners of Lot 18 (formerly 90 Duane and 18 Barley)

Begin End
Name Date Date  Occupation Source Comments
Stout, Peter 1798 House L 4 Lots, Sale or Mortgage—
Carpenter Unclear
Snow, Robert 1798 1801 Accountant T, L Open Lot in 1799
Spencer, William 1801 1807 T,L
Smith, George 1807 1826 Silver Plater T, L
Hosack, David 1826 1835 Physician L Owned jointly with

partners, Combined 66 and
68 Duane into one lot

—

Van Wyck, Abraham 1835 1836 Merchant
Many Short-term 1836 1850 L
Owners

Key: L = New York City Land Evidence; T = New York City Tax Assessments

Table 26. Occupants of Lot 18 (formerly 90 Duane and 18 Barley)

Begin End P. Est.
Name Date Date Occupation Value Source Comments
None 1799 1800 Open Lot
Spencer, William 1802 1807 | Bricklayer 75 T,D
Smith, George 1807 1825 | Silver Plater 100-400 | T,D Seems to be a single-
family home

Key: P. Est. Value = Personal Estate Value; D = Longworth’s directories; T = New York City Tax Assessments

3.7.8 Lot 18, 66 Duane, Formerly 20 Barley and 88 Duane

Although from the mid-nineteenth to late twentieth centuries this property was part of Lot 18, before 1826
it was deeded separately (Figures 3 and 4). During this early period, the lot measured 20 by 74 feet and was
known as 66 Duane after 1836 and formerly as 20 Barley between 1805 and 1808 and 88 Duane from 1809 to
1835. John Pool, the lot’s first occupant, purchased the property from an unknown source in 1799, built a
house, and moved in the same year (Tables 27 and 28). The 1800 federal census suggests that Pool, a cooper,
and his wife had two sons and two daughters, all under ten years old. They were no African Americans in
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their household. Two households, headed by James Liseroft and Abraham Quick, appear in the census
after Pool and before William Williams, who lived on Lot 17. These families may have shared the house
with the Pools or they could have lived on a nearby lot. Both households were young white families, and
both sets of parents were between 16 and 25 years old. The Liserofts had a daughter under ten, and the
Quicks had two daughters under ten. The year before, Liseroft, who was listed as a painter, lived at 6 Fair
Street. Quick’s address during that year is unknown. Pool only occupied the house for a couple of years. In
1802, he sold the property to Sarah Beekman (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 61:477). Pool relocated
to Chambers Street, while Quick, a coach painter with a shop on Chambers Street, stayed on Block 154 by
renting 14 Upper Reade Street (Longworth 1799).

The property stayed in the Beekman family until 1826 when it was sold to David Hosack (New York City
Land Evidence, Liber 208:155). Although Sarah actually held the title, the taxes were charged to John from
1802 to 1809, Peter from 1810 to 1815, and finally to Sarah from 1816 until 1826. As members of one of
Manhattan’s wealthiest landholding families, the Beekmans did not live on Block 154 but instead rented
out the property. Tenants turned over quickly. Between 1802 and 1820, at least 14 households occupied the
house. Records indicate that two or three households shared the house each year, and the average stay was
about two years. The tenants’ occupations varied greatly. A number, such as John McCarter and Francis
Denous, were artisans, and a few held white-collar jobs, such as Washington Kenley and Isaac Van Vleck.

Abner Curtis was listed as a marshal, but he turned out not to be an ideal tenant. The city’s Common
Council minutes note that Curtis, who rented the house in 1814 and 1815, was cited for a nuisance on June
19, 1815 (Common Council of the City of New York 1917:8:240). The nature of the nuisance is not recorded,
but it may be no coincidence that this was to be Curtis’s last year at the address. Another tenant, 54-year-
old Abraham Vosburgh, styled himself a gentleman. Vosburgh, who lived in the house in 1819, was one of
the few people on the block at this late date to have enslaved African Americans. The 1819 New York City
census notes specifically one female servant who served his household of ten. The 1819 tax assessment,
however, estimates his personal estate at $100, suggesting that Vosburgh was not a particularly wealthy
gentleman.

The lot ceased to be a rental property once Hosack purchased it in 1826 and established the Rutgers
Medical College. From this time onward, the property was combined with the adjacent land to the west to
form Lot 18.

Table 27. Owners of Lot 18 (formerly 88 Duane and 20 Barley)

Begin End
Name Date Date Occupation Source Comments

Pool, John 1799 1800 Cooper T

Beekman, Sarah and John 1802 1809 T, L

Beekman, Peter 1810 1815 T

Beekman, Widow 1816 1826 T, L

Hosack, David 1826 1835 Physician L Owned jointly with
partners, combined
66 and 68 Duane
into one lot

Van Wyck, Abraham 1835 1836 Merchant L

Many Short-term Owners 1836 1850 L

Key: L =New York City Land Evidence; T = New York City Tax Assessments
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Table 28. Occupants of Lot 18 (formerly 88 Duane and 20 Barley)

Begin End P. Est.

Name Date Date Occupation Value Source Comments

Pool, John 1799 1800 | Cooper 60 T,D,C

Quick, Abraham 1800 C

Liseroft, James 1800 C

Kenley, Washington 1802 Accountant 75 T

Carter, John 1802 75 T Probably McCarter

MccCarter, John 1802 1807 | Carpenter 200 T,D

Denous, Francis 1809 Segarmaker 100 T,D

Pall, John 1809 100 T

Griffths, Jane 1810 1812 | Mantuamaker C,D

Francis, John 1810 100 CT Also listed as Frank

Young, John 1814 1815 | Sexton 150 T Sexton of the Brick
Church

Curtis, Abner 1814 1815 | Marshall 200 T

Dlum, John 1816 400 T Moves to Lot 14 in
1818 as Clum

Keating, John 1816 300 T

Vosburgh, Abraham 1819 Gentleman 100 C, T

Van Vleck, Isaac 1819 Clerk C

McCarty, Frederick 1820 100 T

Key: P. Est. Value = Personal Estate Value; C = U.S. Census or New York City Census; D = Longworth’s directories; T = New York City
Tax Assessments

3.7.9 Lot 20, 64 Duane, Formerly 22 Barley and 86 Duane

Lot 20, known as 64 Duane after 1836 (formerly as 22 Barley between 1805 and 1808, and then 86 Duane
between 1809 and 1835), measured 19 feet 7 inches fronting Duane Street, 20 feet fronting Republican Alley,
and 78 feet 6 inches in length (Figures 3 and 4). Early owners who apparently did not occupy the lot
included Isaac Van Vleck and Robert Snow (Table 29). The lot’s first known occupant was Edward
Mitchell, who purchased the lot from Robert Snow in 1798 (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 59:70)
(Table 30). At this time, Mitchell was listed as a bookbinder, but the 1802 and 1803 directories list him as an
accountant (Longworth 1802, 1803). In 1800, the Mitchell household contained five people: Mitchell and his
wife, who were both between 26 and 45 years old, a girl between 10 and 16, and two girls under 10 (U.S.
Bureau of the Census 1800). At this time, the Mitchells seem to have shared their house with two other
households. “John /a Black/” is listed immediately below Mitchell’s name on the census returns. John and
the other member of his household were both listed as free non-whites. James Poillon, a young white male
between 16 and 25 years old, and another man and woman of the same age group also shared the
Mitchells” house in 1800. The occupations of these individuals are unknown. By 1802, Caleb Boyle, a
portrait painter who stayed in the house for several years (New York City Tax Assessments 1802;
Longworth 1803, 1804), replaced Poillon.

By 1807, the Mitchells were no longer sharing their home with other families. That year, Mitchell was still
listed as a bookseller with a shop at 24 Pearl Street, but by 1809, Edward had become a minister (New York
City Tax Assessments 1807, 1809; New York City Land Evidence, Liber 97:230). Between 1810 and 1812, the
Mitchells moved a few blocks away to 40 Duane Street and turned the house on Lot 20 into a rental
property. In 1818, the Mitchells sold the lot to David Lyon. A year later, Mitchell was listed as a 49-year-old
clergyman with one enslaved female; he also employed a “coloured” servant. Besides himself, his
household also contained six white females and three white males (New York City Census 1819).

Lyon continued to use Lot 20 as a rental property. For example, in 1819 he rented the house to 27-year-old
journeyman printer John W. Donnington. Donnington’s household included four white males, six white
females, a free “coloured” male, and two free “coloured” females (New York City Census 1819). Like most
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of the block’s tenants, Donnington’s stay was short. He was no longer living in the house the following year
(New York City Tax Assessment 1820; U.S. Bureau of the Census 1820).

By 1823, Lyon was unable to pay the mortgage on the property, and the lot was purchased by the
Washington Insurance Company at auction in January 1824 (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 174:128).
The following year, John Englishbe, a house carpenter, bought the property. Tax assessments suggest that
Englishbe, who also owned 10 Republican Alley and 22 Reade Street on Block 154, probably used Lot 20 as
a rental property. Yet, the 1830 federal census lists a James Englishby as an inhabitant. This suggests that
John himself, or a family member, lived on the lot. Within a few years, however, Englishbe sold that
property to Abraham Van Wyck and the property was once again used to procure rents (New York City
Land Evidence, Liber 354:326).

Table 29. Owners of Lot 20

Name Begin Date End Date Occupation Source

Van Vleck, Isaac 1796 Public Notary L

Snow, Robert 1796 1798 Accountant L
Mitchell, Edward 1798 1818 Book Binder T,D,L
Lyon, David 1818 1824 T, L
Washington Insurance 1824 1825 L
Englishbe, James 1825 1836 House T, L

Carpenter
Van Wyck, Abraham 1836 1839 Merchant L
Myers, Myer 1839 1851 T, L

Key: D = Longworth’s directories; L = New York City Land Evidence; T = New York City Tax Assessments

Table 30. Occupants of Lot 20

Begin End

Name Date Date Occupation P. Est. Value Source Comments
Mitchell, Edward 1799 1810 | Bookseller 100-200 T,D,C
John “a Black” 1800 C
Poillon, James 1800 C
Boyle, Caleb 1802 1803 | Portrait Painter 75 T,D
Curtis, Abner 1812 Marshal D Moved to Lot

18 by 1814

White, Fairchild 1812 D
Lowrey, John 1814 1816 300-500 T
Corbier, William 1815 1816 100 T
Woodworth, Samuel 1818 400 T
Donnington, John 1819 Printer 100 T,C
McLeon, Patrick 1820 300 T
Keating, John 1825 100 T
Englishby, James 1830 C

Key: P. Est. Value = Personal Estate Value; C = Federal Census or New York City Census; D = Longworth’s directories; T = New York City
Tax Assessments

3.7.10 Lot 20%, 62 Duane, Formerly 24 Barley and 84 Duane

Lot 20%2, known as 62 Duane after 1836 (formerly 24 Barley between 1805 and 1808, and then 84 Duane
between 1809 and 1835), was an approximately 29-by-78.5-foot lot bounded to the north by Duane Street
and the south by Republican Alley (Figures 3 and 4).

The dividing line between the Van Borsum patent and the Damen patent ran through Lot 20%2. To form the
lot, Isaac Van Vleck purchased the northern part from the Barclays and combined it with the southern
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section he had inherited from Sarah Roeloff (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 52:328) (Table 31). Van
Vleck sold the combined lot to Richard and Elizabeth Wilkeson before February 18, 1796, at which point the
Wilkesons sold the property to Frederick Bindover (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 52:328).

Bindover, a tanner, left the property as an open lot for a couple of years before having a house built about
1801 (New York City Tax Assessments 1799, 1802; U.S. Bureau of the Census 1800). As the property value
jumped from $300 in 1799 to $1,600 in 1802, and remained among the highest on the street through 1820, it
is likely that the new house was fairly substantial. Bindover, however, did not live on the property, but
instead rented it out. Its first known occupant was Andrew Peach (Table 32). Peach, who had no listed
occupation but was styled a gentleman in 1819, became a long-term resident of the neighborhood.
Although he only lived on Lot 20%2 for a year or two, he subsequently lived at the corner of Reade and Elm,
and later at 74 Duane (Longworth 1804; New York City Census 1819). In 1819, the 54-year-old Peach was
listed as an alien, as were all 13 members of his household. After Peach, the house was rented to Monsieur
Tabaro and Monsieur Dulice, both of whom had estimated estates of $200, but whose occupations are
unknown.

Sometime before 1810, Mary Decan, sometimes listed as Decamp, moved into the house. Decan seems to
have been widowed at a young age. She is listed as being between 26 and 45 years old in both the 1810 and
1820 federal censuses. If these estimates are correct, then she was widowed before her 35th birthday. Decan
is listed as an alien and was probably well off. In 1810, her household included, besides herself, two white
men over 45, two free non-whites, and two enslaved African Americans (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1810).
By 1819, her household had changed to three other alien females and a free “coloured” female (New York
City Census 1819). The following year, the federal census lists a “Mrs Decost” with a boy under 10, a
second between 10 and 16, a female between 16 and 26, and a female between 26 and 45. If Decan and
Decost are the same person, and the 1825 tax assessment listing Mrs. Decamp as the occupant suggests they
are, then the turnover in occupants suggests that Decan was taking in boarders—a common source of
income for widows. Decan left the house between 1826 and 1829, and by 1830, Isaac Johnson, mariner, and
his family of seven took over the house (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1830; Longworth 1830). In 1834, a legal
dispute over the property allowed James Englishbe to purchase the lot at public auction (New York City
Land Evidence, Liber 307:594). Englishbe, who already owned Lot 20, continued to use the house as a rental
property as did subsequent owners (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 354:326; Longworth 1849).

Table 31. Owners of Lot 202

Name Begin Date End Date Occupation Source Comments
Barclay and Kip, Henry Unk Unk L
Van Vleck, Isaac Unk Unk L
Wilkeson, Richard Unk 1796 Mason L
Bindover, Frederick 1796 c. 1834 L, T House by 1802
Englishbe, James 1834 1836 House Carpenter T, L
Van Wyck, Abraham 1836 1839 Merchant L
Myers, Myer 1839 1851 T, L

Key: L = New York City Land Evidence; T = New York City Tax Assessments
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Table 32. Occupants of Lot 202

Begin End P. Est.
Date Date Occupation Value Source Comments
None 1799 Open Lot
Peach, Andrew 1802 T
Tabaro, Monsieur 1807 | 1808 200 | T
Dulice, Monsieur 1808 200 | T
Decan, Mary 1810 | 1825 | Widow C,T,D | Listed as an alien, also called
Decamp
Bard, Mrs. 1812 Wash D
Decost, Mrs. 1820 C May be Mary Decan
Johnson, Isaac 1830 Mariner C,D

Key: P. Est. Value = Personal Estate Value; C = U.S. Census or New York City Census; D = Longworth’s directories; T = New York City
Tax Assessments

3.7.11 Lot 21, 60 Duane, Formerly 26 Barley and 82 Duane

Lot 21, known as 60 Duane after 1836 (formerly 26 Barley from 1805 to 1808, and then 82 Duane from 1809
to 1835, and occasionally as 14 Elm Street), was an approximately 24-by-45-foot lot at the corner of Duane
and Elm Streets (Figures 3 and 4). Unlike the other excavated lots on Duane Street, Lot 21 did not back onto
Republican Alley. Instead, Lot 22 bordered it to the south.

Like Lot 20%2, the boundary between the Van Borsum and Damen patents ran through Lot 21. Isaac Van
Vleck, who had inherited the southern portion of the lot from Sarah Roeloff (New York City Land
Evidence, Liber 65:441-455), purchased the northern portion of the lot before February 17, 1796 (New York
City Land Evidence, Liber 52:242) (Table 33). Van Vleck combined the two parcels to form Lot 21 and sold it
to Robert and Elizabeth Wilkeson, who in turn sold the property to Peter Pride, a builder, in 1796 (New
York City Land Evidence, Liber 52:242). Pride probably developed the lot soon after he purchased it.
Certainly, by 1799 a house stood on the lot (New York City Tax Assessments 1799). The identity of the
house’s first occupants is unclear, but it is possible that Pride himself lived in the house for a few years
(Table 34). Pride is listed as living on Little Ann (later Elk) Street in the 1798 directory and is listed in the
1799 tax assessments as having a house on the lot. However, Pride owned other property on Little Ann
Street and the tax assessments do not list an estimated personal estate value for Pride, suggesting that he
could have lived elsewhere. Therefore, it is unknown if he actually occupied the house.

In 1802, Pride sold the lot to David Wagstaff, a grocer (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 62:440).
Wagstaff, who at the time lived at 117 Pearl Street, remained an absentee landowner from the purchase
until his estate sold the property in 1860 (Longworth 1802-1820). From 1800 through 1825, two or three
households usually rented the house at a time. Like the other lots on Block 154, the majority of tenants were
artisans. Most of these households stayed two or three years, but John McClure and his family lived on the
lot for about twenty years. McClure, a grocer, moved to Lot 21 between 1803 and 1806 and stayed until his
death (c. 1821-1824). In both 1810 and 1820, McClure (born about 1782) had large households. The 1810
federal census lists a boy under 10, a man between 26 and 45, a man over 45, two girls under 10, a woman
between 16 and 26, and a free African American of unknown gender. Ten years later, the household had
grown to twelve people including a boy under 10, two men between 26 and 45, two girls under 10, two
girls between 10 and 16, a woman between 16 and 26, two women between 26 and 45, a free-black male
under 14, and a free-black girl under 14 (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1820). According to the 1819 New York
City census, McClure’s household was slightly different the year before. It contained sixteen individuals
classified as two white males, five white females, two female aliens, two male aliens, three free “coloured”
males, and two free “coloured” females. McClure seems to have signed a long-term lease for the property
between 1810 and 1814, because in 1814 the tax assessments start listing him as responsible for the property
tax even through the deed remained in Wagstaff's name (New York City Tax Assessments 1814, 1818, 1819,
1820, and 1825). The tax assessments list him as owning a personal estate between $100 and $200, which is
consistent with most of the block’s inhabitants.
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Table 33. Owners of Lot 21

Begin End
Name Date Date Occupation Source Comments

Barclay, Anthony and 1796 L

Heirs of Sarah Roeloff

Van Vleck, Isaac 1796 1796 L

Wilkeson, Richard 1796 1796 Mason L

Pride, Peter 1796 1802 Builder L

Wagstaff, David and 1802 1860 Grocer L Probably leased property
Estate to John McClure between

1810 and 1830

Key: L = New York City Land Evidence

Table 34. Occupants of Lot 21

End
Date Occupation Source Comments
Pride, Peter 1799 Builder T May not have
occupied the property
Fletcher, George 1801 1802 | Coachmaker 100 T
McClure, John 1807 1820- | Grocer 100 T,C,D | Died between 1820
1825 and 1825
Davis, George 1807 Sawyer 100 T
Howland, Henry 1810 Carpenter 100 T,C
Slater, William 1810 1812 | Carpenter 100 T,C
Stevens, William 1810 1815 | Rigger 100 C Sometimes spelled
Stephens
King, Robert 1812 1815 | see comments 100 D Mathematical
Instrument Maker
Davis, Luke 1814 1815 100 T
Lynar, Anthony 1818 100 T
Kilman, Thomas 1819 200 T
Darling, N. 1825 100 T
Decourse, Peter 1825 500 T

Key: P. Est. Value = Personal Estate Value; C = U.S. Census or New York City Census; D = Longworth’s directories; T = New York City Tax
Assessments

3.7.12 Llot22,12Elm

Lot 22, known as 12 Elm Street, was a 24-by-31-foot lot bounded by Elm (later Elk) Street to the east, Lot 21
to the north, Republican Alley to the south, and Lot 20" to the west (Figures 3 and 4). Lot 22 fell within the
bounds of the Van Borsum patent. Throughout most of the eighteenth century, the lot was part of the
African Burial Ground. As with the southern portions of Lots 20%2 and 21, Isaac Van Vleck inherited Lot 22
from Sarah Roeloff in the 1790s (Table 35). Van Vleck sold Lot 22, along with Lots 20%2 and 21, to Richard
and Elizabeth Wilkeson who in turn sold Lots 21 and 22 to Peter Pride in 1796 (New York City Land
Evidence, Liber 52:242). Tax assessments suggest that the lot was not developed in 1799. Yet, by 1800 a
house stood on the property. At this time, it was owned by James Robertson and had a value of $1,200. No
deed conveying the lot from Pride to Robertson exists; however, a 1803 deed conveying the lot from
Robertson to Pride is recorded in the city’s land evidence (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 65:283). It is
likely that this later deed represents a mortgage for the property, although it is possible that ownership of
the land had been under dispute and that this deed resolved the problem.
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In any case, Robertson did not live on the lot but rented it out (Longworth 1800; New York City Tax
Assessments 1802). The first known occupant of 12 EIm was Gilbert Hystep who was living on the lot by
1800 (Longworth 1800; New York City Tax Assessments 1802) (Table 36). Hystep’s occupation is unknown,
but the tax assessments estimated his personal property at only $75, suggesting that he was not wealthy.
Between 1803 and 1807, Joseph Earle purchased the lot. Earle is listed in the 1804 city directory as a mariner,
but after that Earle is always listed as a measurer (Longworth 1807). Earle was born about 1762 (New York
City Census 1819). The 1810 census suggests that he lived with his wife, Phebe, who was a year or two
older than Joseph, a daughter who was between 16 and 26 years old, and a son who was between 10 and 16
years old. Ten years later, the daughter no longer lived at 12 Elm, but a young African-American girl
(under 14 years old and probably employed as a servant) lived with the family (U.S. Bureau of the Census
1820). In 1830, Earle and his wife, then about 70 years old, were still living on the property. Their household
included a white male between 30 and 40 years old, who was probably their son, and a 30-to-40-year-old
white woman, suggesting that their son had found a wife (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1830). At this time, the
census lists no African Americans as living in the household. During Earle’s residence, his property value
gradually increased. Earle purchased the property in 1807 for $491.71 (New York City Land Evidence,
Liber 124:283). By 1810, Earle’s property was worth about $800; by 1816, its value jumped to $1,000; and by
1820, it reached $1,300 (New York City Tax Assessments 1810, 1816, 1820). When he sold the property in
1832, Earle received $2,150 (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 285:350). During this time, his estimated
personal estate also rose from $150 to $200 (New York City Tax Assessments 1809, 1810, 1816, 1820).

Throughout his stay at 12 Elm, Earle seems to have rented part of the house. The first identified renter was
William Berandt who is listed in the 1809 tax assessment as having an estimated personal estate of $100.
Berandt appears to have left the property by the following year (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1810). The next
known renter was Ichabod Hoit, a printer, who lived at 12 EIm from 1816 to 1820. The 1820 federal census
suggests that Hoit (born about 1788) lived with his wife and a son and a daughter who were both under 10
years old. A young African-American woman (between 14 and 26 years old) also lived with the Hoits. She
was probably employed as a servant, but it is also possible that she was a boarder. During his stay at 12
Elm, Hoit seems to have done well financially. His estimated personal estate rose from $100 in 1816 to $300
in 1820 (New York City Tax Assessments 1816, 1820). Perhaps as a result of this success, the Hoits moved in
late 1820 or early 1821 (New York City Census 1821). Earle quickly filled the empty quarters, as Martin
Morton was living in the house by June 1821 (New York City Census 1821). By 1830, however, Hoit and his
family were back at 12 Elm (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1830).

On April 20, 1832, Earle sold the property to James McAdams for $2,150 (New York City Land Evidence,
Liber 285:350). When McAdams, a grocer, died in 1839, he left the property first to his children and
secondly to the Roman Catholic Orphan Asylum (New York City Land Evidence, Liber 585:395-399). In
1851, after the death of both of McAdams'’s children, Lot 22 was transferred to the asylum (New York City
Land Evidence, Liber 585:395-399).

Table 35. Owners of Lot 22

Begin End
Name Date Date  Occupation Source Comments
Van Vleck, Isaac 1796 1796 Barto Transferred with Lot 21
1991
Wilkeson, Richard 1796 1796 L Transferred with Lot 21
Robertson, James 1802 1803 T Ownership may have been
contested by Peter Pride
Pride, Peter 1796 and Builder L Acquired the lot from both
1803 Wilkeson and Robertson.
Earle, Joseph 1807 1832 L, D, T | Possibly purchased as early as
1804
McAdams, James 1832 1851 | Grocer L Including Estate of James
McAdams

Key: D = Longworth’s directories; L = New York City Land Evidence; T = New York City Tax Assessments
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Table 36. Occupants of Lot 22

Begin End

Name Date Date Occupation P.Est. Value Source
Hystep, Gilbert 1800 75 T
Earle, Joseph 1807 1832 Measurer 150-200 C,D, T
Berandt, William 1809 100 T
Earle, Ann 1812 D
Hoit, Ichabod 1816 1830 Printer 100-300 T,C
Morton, Martin 1821

Key: P. Est. Value = Personal Estate Value; C = U.S. Census or New York City Census; D = Longworth’s directories; T = New
York City Tax Assessments
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4.0 THE ARCHEOLOGY OF 290 BROADWAY
by Charles D. Cheek

4.1 Intfroduction

The majority of the archeological deposits from 290 Broadway derive from throughout the eighteenth
century and from the beginning of the nineteenth century. The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the
historical context, the basic stratigraphy and features at the site, and the people that developed and lived on
the site who may have left archeological remains. Detailed discussion of the stratigraphy and the features is
presented in Appendix A.

The material from the earliest occupation to 1788 is designated Phase 1 and the material from 1788 to when
the yards’ surfaces were sealed by fill is designated Phase 2. This event (called Phase 3) seems to have
occurred at different times for different lots, but before 1810. Phase 4 refers to a series of construction events
that occurred throughout the nineteenth century. Phase 5 includes twentieth-century events, and Phase 6 is
the disturbance created by the clearing of the area for the construction of the federal building for
excavation.

4.2 General History

The original landform of the project area sloped from the southwest to the northeast toward the Collect
Pond. The land had a complicated history as detailed in Chapter 3.0. We do not know when the first
African or African American was buried there. It could have been as early as the mid-seventeenth century
after the Negro Frontier had been established (see Chapter 5.0) when the land was still common land. It
was not until 1673 that the land was granted to Sara Roeloff Van Borsum for services rendered. By 1697, at
least one church, Trinity, banned African burials in its churchyard. Although there was a common burial
ground within the city, it is likely that most Africans were burying their dead at the place labeled as a
Negros Burial Ground on the 1735 Buchnerd and the 1755 Maerschalck map. The African Burial Ground
seems to have run from Broadway east over to the Five Points area and from Chambers north to Reade
Street.

The descendants of Sara Roeloff believed they owned the land and, in 1742, one of the cousins, Van Vleck, a
potter, succeeded in establishing a pottery on the southeastern corner of the patent on what came to be
called Pot Baker’s Hill (Figure 19; see also Figure 11) (Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:5). The Crolius family,
who married into the Van Vlecks, soon ran this pottery. Another related family, the Remmeys, started a
pottery on the north edge of the patent. However, the 1740 Carwitham map, depicting New York City
around 1730 (Cohen and Augustyn 1997:57-58), shows a pottery in the general vicinity of the project area
before Van Vleck acquired legal control of this portion of the Van Borsum parcel.

The potters soon began to use the burial ground as a dump for debris from collapsed kilns, ceramic
wasters, and kiln furniture. Both historic maps from the 1750s (Figures 12 and 13) show two potteries: one
near the southeast corner of Block 154 and one near the northeast corner. Both were positioned to use the
area between them as a dump. The land was also used as a dump for animal bone discarded during some
commercial use. The tanneries on the other side of the Collect Pond are a potential source of the bone,
although they are not as close as the potteries to the burial ground.

The maps created and published during the 1760s and 1770s (Figures 14 and 15) show additional
development of the project vicinity. What is probably the earliest version of the Ratzer Plan of New York
(Ratzer [1769]; Figure 14) shows a potash manufactory across from the projected location of the northwest
portion of Block 154. The 1776 Holland map (Figure 15) shows a complex of buildings, although less
detailed, in the same location. The later and larger edition of the Ratzer map (Ratzer 1776) has less and
different detail on the buildings in the project vicinity. The earlier Ratzer map seems to show the northern
boundary of the African Burial Ground as well as a developed area on this boundary on the northwest side
(near what would become Broadway) and on the northeast corner on line with the Remmey pottery
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Figure 19. Detail of 1865 survey map showing the 1795 boundary of the African Burial Ground, the lots north of the
boundary line, and the location of “Potters Hill”” in respect to modern streets (Holmes 1865).
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complex. The Holland map shows essentially the same buildings but with less apparent precision and
detail.

During the period when the African Burial Ground was in operation, the area was outside the city proper.
It was also away from the economic enterprises that were making New York an important colonial city.
Many of the trends that were to become important after the Revolution had already started in a small way
in New York during the period immediately before the Revolution. During the Revolution, there does not
seem to have been any major change in the way the African Burial Ground was used, so this period is
designated Phase 1, or the Pre-Revolution Phase.

New York during the next phase, Phase 2, was developing quickly as its position in the capitalist economy
of the Atlantic mercantile system got back on track after the end of the Revolution. From the end of the
Revolution to 1810, the population grew from 23,000 to 100,000, almost a five-fold increase in 20 years
(Taylor 1967:41:Table VII). The economy as measured by foreign trade increased 350% from 1790 to 1825
(Davison 1967:69), and New York was increasing its share of the coastal trade as well; the city’s merchants
owned about one-half of the total coastal tonnage in the hands of Boston, Philadelphia, Baltimore, and New
York by 1820. Additionally, the city’s hinterland, which looked to New York City as the entity to which it
could sell its products and from which it could buy what it needed, was growing faster than the
hinterlands of New York’s rival port cities (Davison 1967:70). Given these factors, as well as its innovations
in finance, New York had become in most respects the premier American city by 1825 (see White 1991:25—
26).

All of these factors restructured New York’s economy. In association with the restructuring were changes
in the way work was organized, changes in the relationship between home and work, changes in the
structure of the city, and changes in material culture to support and express the new relationships and
structures. All of these changes took place over several years, although some proceeded fairly rapidly.
Thus, the twenty-year period for which we have archeological evidence is a very important transitional
period. The restructuring of the economy and the further development of capitalism affected all of the
economic groups in the city, from merchants to the developing middle class to artisans, journeymen, day
laborers, women, and enslaved and free African Americans (see Montgomery 1970; White 1991:224-27;
Wall 1994). What capitalism is all about, as someone said, is simply the “buying and selling of goods,
including labor-power, in order to make a profit” (Giddens 1987:101).

To participate in this economic system, labor must be a commodity and have a price, something bought
and sold. Day laborers were already in the position of having to depend on wages for their subsistence, as
were women who worked in production outside the home. Journeymen, who in the past often resided
with the master, were now increasingly dependent on wages and could not depend on their masters for
food or lodging. Besides the increase in wage laborers, labor was reorganized and the role of the traditional
artisan was replaced with a system of small to medium workshops established by ambitious master
artisans, called by Sean Wilentz a “metropolitan form of industrialization” (Wilentz 1984:32; Warner
1970:62). Although few of the industries in New York depended on labor-saving machines, they increased
productivity by rationalizing the work and breaking it down into segments carried out by less-skilled
people working in groups (Burrows and Wallace 1999:343-346). With this reorganization, the work group
may “have become a source of discipline, loyalty, and culture” (Warner 1970:66). On the other hand,
historical research shows that pre-industrial values of less-regularized and less-formal work habits
continued and that many workers initially resisted the new work regime (Johnson 1978; Shackel 1996:59—
60).

Another far-reaching change was the separation of the place of business from the residence. Once laborers
that resided in households were detached from the household (the displacement of the journeyman), the
separation of the place of business from the residence could develop. This happened as Diana Wall, among
others, has demonstrated during this period. Wall found that in 1790 only one middle-class or elite family
(two percent) had a separate home and workplace. By the end of our period, 1810, 21 percent had separate
homes and workplaces and a quarter of these were artisans (Wall 1994:Appendix B).
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The economic opportunity presented by New York drew many people to it. They came from abroad and
from the hinterland and included old New Yorkers who had fled the revolution and merchants from
smaller surrounding towns looking for opportunities. All of these people needed housing, and the city
began to expand north between the two rivers. As Blackmar (1989) has shown, housing expanded rapidly
in this period. In the 1780s, demand was such that 4,000 new homes were built in New York (Lankevich
1998:53-54). A band of housing occupied primarily by renters developed in the new construction area
north of city hall. But the elite were also moving north. While the majority stayed in the center of the city,
substantial numbers moved north on Broadway and further out as well.

Associated with this march north was the transition from the structure of the pre-industrial to the industrial
city with neighborhoods being sorted on the basis of class. Commodification of labor led to separation of
home and work and allowed the tendency for the segregation of economic groups to accelerate and create
economically segregated neighborhoods. Rothschild’s study of the 1789 New York tax records showed
geographical separation by occupation and tax status (Rothschild 1990:108-133). In 1791, “A Citizen” noted
that economic segregation was the basis of the wards (White 1991:41). The initial neighborhoods of the elite
were concentrated in the center of the city on certain streets (Rothschild 1990:116). By 1828, this pattern had
become clearer (Pessen 1973:172-179). Middle-class folks (or those who were to become middle class) were
able to buy houses or rent them in the newer areas, and the poor laboring classes were restricted to areas
with older housing stock. African Americans were gradually becoming free in this period, and when they
could establish their own households, they tended to congregate in clusters, scattered across the city, of
three or four families. African Americans also tended to leave those areas of the city where they had been
slaves or servants and congregate in higher numbers in some areas in preference to others, although they
were often in the worst housing locations, such as basements (Berlin 1998:250).

African Americans benefited from this growth spurt and from the changing ideology associated with the
Revolution, but only gradually and fitfully. Because slaveholders were not eager to give up the institution
of slavery, slavery was eliminated only gradually in New York and other adjacent states. African
Americans became free in New York between 1799 and 1827 (Berlin 1998:232-234; White 1991:38). African
Americans were gradually excluded from the artisan jobs that they had as slaves. Many moved into service
jobs. The enslaved parts of the population were also more concentrated in service jobs as servants. Some
free members of the population retained their positions in food-industry jobs, such as the butcher and
confectioner in our project area. Our block had both enslaved and free servants as well as free households.
The free households tended to cluster in the center of the project street face.

This has been a brief introduction to the major changes that took place in society in New York during this
period. Since this was a transition period with change happening over several years, one might expect that
change on the level of material culture would reflect this uneven advance of capitalism. On the other hand,
given its position in the economy of the U.S. and the larger world, capitalism was probably more organized
in New York than elsewhere, and many of the changes to more regularized behavior might be seen here
first.

The material that follows will present the overall development of the site from the historical and
archeological perspective and discuss the kinds of archeological resources with which we are working.
Also discussed are the social composition of the neighborhood and, briefly, the distribution of African
Americans in the neighborhood. With the neighborhood and its people in context, the kinds of
archeological features and deposits found in these areas are discussed by site area, by phase, and by
industry or households that have deposited them.

4.3 The Sequence

4.3.1 The Early Development of the Block (Phase 1)

The project area was located on a gentle slope at the foot of the palisades overlooking the Collect Pond.
Today, the preserved portion of the site is two blocks south of city hall at the corner of Duane and Elk
(formerly Elm). The African Burial Ground, called at that time the “Negroes Burying Ground” (Figure 19),
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extended from approximately Chambers Street almost to Duane Street. The project area straddled two
historic parcels of land. The one on the south, the Van Borsum parcel, was the parcel that was used as a
burial ground and that had a pottery on its southeast corner. The boundary between the two ran from
southwest to northeast through the project area (Figure 19).

Given that the northern boundary of the African Burial Ground angled to the northeast, portions of the
project area were outside of the African Burial Ground. Archeologically, this is clearest in Lot 12 on the
west end of the project area. There are three trenches in Lot 12 that could have marked the formal boundary
of the African Burial Ground. No burials were found between the northern and southern trenches, or
beyond, suggesting that the southern trench was the boundary at least for the majority of the time the
African Burial Ground was in use, at least in this portion of the site. These trenches may represent
successive versions of the boundary of the African Burial Ground because the northern and middle ones
were filled in the 1760s and the southern one in the post-Revolution period. One of the trenches may
represent Isaac Teller’s fence around the African Burial Ground (if it had been placed in a large trench). As
one of the claimants to the African Burial Ground land, Teller erected a fence around at least a portion of it,
perhaps in the early 1760s (Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:10).

However, burials were discovered in the other site areas north of the surveyed 1784 boundary line,
indicating a difference between the burial practices of the early period and the actual surveyed property
lines. It is unclear where the northern boundary was located in the earlier eighteenth century or if there
even was a formal boundary. In the MID Area, burials appear north of the projected line of the
southernmost Lot 12 trench. Little excavation was done north of the line of the middle trench, but no
burials were found north of it. No testing was done north of the northern trench.

The land north and south of the 1784 boundary line between the Van Borsum patent and Calk Hook was
also used by the adjacent potteries. Three potteries were near or in the Van Borsum parcel. The location of
the Campbell redware and pantile (clay roof tile) pottery is somewhat ambiguous. A newspaper ad reports
it as “at the upper end of Broadway, opposite the Negroes Burying-Ground” (from Rivington’s New-York
Gazetteer, May 19, 1774, as quoted in Gottesman 1938:84). “Opposite” the burial ground is not precise, but
Ketchum (1987:43) interprets this location to be on the Van Vleck property, although he places Campbell on
the west side of Broadway in the 1790s. However, Barto’s analysis (Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a) found no
trace of a Campbell in the records associated with the Van Vleck and subsequent Crolius use of this land on
Pot Baker’s Hill. Barto did find an unrecorded indenture among the Henry Barclay papers concerning land
that Campbell leased on the west side of Broadway (Appendix B-4, Barto 1992c:4). On this basis we are
suggesting that Campbell was located on the west of Broadway, placing his enterprise opposite the west
side of the African Burial Ground (Figure 10). On the north, on what became Duane Street, was the
Remmey pottery that made salt-glazed stonewares. This seems to have been outside the African Burial
Ground from the historic maps (Figures 13 and 14), but possibly a portion was on Block 154. Inside the
southeast corner of the Van Borsum parcel (Figure 10) on a rise known as Potters Hill (Figure 19) was the
Crolius pottery, which also made stoneware. The Crolius pottery was in this location because one of the
claimants to the land, Abraham Van Vleck, was able to claim this corner of the Van Borsum patent to build
a pottery that eventually was taken over by the Crolius family (Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:6). It is unlikely
burials were made in this northeast corner of the patent after the pottery was established here in the 1730s
(Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:5).

Evidence of redware pottery waste, including pantiles, was found primarily in Lot 12, and in moderate
numbers in the NE Area; redware kiln wasters and kiln furniture were found in only small numbers in
other parts of the site. In fact, about 90 percent of the ceramics from the northern trench in Lot 12 (AU51)
were redware wasters and kiln furniture. There was also a series of pits on Lot 12 that had very few
artifacts that have been interpreted as clay mining or prospecting pits.

Stoneware kiln furniture and wasters were found across the entire site. Piles of wasters, kiln brick, and kiln
furniture were found in the SE Area. In this area, wasters were dumped over earlier graves and some
graves had been dug through the wasters. In the NE Area, there was debris from the potteries also. Two
feature complexes that were only partially excavated may relate to pottery production, but their function

remains uncertain.
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The dateable fine-ware ceramics from undisturbed contexts in both the NE and SE pottery debris areas are
primarily tin-glazed ware, white salt-glazed stoneware, and some creamware. These date the surface to the
middle of the century or at least to the pre-Revolution period. This leads to speculation that the pottery was
prevented from dumping after Isaac Teller included this portion of the property in his fence in the 1760s.
The intrusion of later post-1780 artifacts in portions of the SE and NE Areas may have come after the British
burned the fence or possibly from the building of unknown function (labeled “O” on Figure 10 and seen on
the Ratzer [1769] and Holland 1776 maps, Figures 14 and 15).

Two features possibly related to burial activities were found in the middle of the block. Two circular pits
were located among the burials. Both may have been fire pits, and one had bones interpretable as the
remains of animal sacrifices. The excavations in the NE Area also revealed two stones interpreted as head-
or footstones to mark graves.

4.3.2 Initial Urbanization—Barley (Duane) Street Neighborhood (Phase 2: 1788-1810)

The British left New York in 1783, and landowners immediately began identifying land for subdivision and
development. The northern portion of the project area was developed first. Based on a 1784 survey
(Bancker 1784), the Barclay family began to sell and lease lots north of the African Burial Ground in 1788.
The descendants of Sara Roeloff, mostly the Kip family, in 1795 eventually got the right to subdivide and
sell lots in the Van Borsum parcel, but portions of it were north of what was to become Republican Alley
that separated the Reade and Duane Street lots. The property boundary angled across the Duane Street lots,
creating a triangular portion of land the deeds called a “gore” of land that the Kips controlled between
what would become Republican Alley and the boundary line. This extended from Lot 11 through to the
east edge of the block.

The pieces of the gore in Lots 11 through 16 were relatively small (Figure 19), and were sold separately
from Barclay’s Duane Street lots until 1804. The lots with the larger pieces of the gore, starting with 17, were
amalgamated earlier with the Barclay portions and not developed until after 1797 (for Lot 17) or after 1799
for the eastern lots (18 to 22).

For example, Isaac Van Vleck, an heir of the Van Borsum patent, was given title in 1796 to the southern
portion of what became Lots 18 east to 21 and all of Lot 22; this land was included in Lots 58 and 59, which
were distributed to him as an heir (Figure 16). He then acquired the northern half of the lots from the
Barclays, and in the same year, sold each lot as one piece (see Section 3.7). The next two owners rapidly sold
them as well. Although there is no direct evidence that this occurred for the 18 East lot, it seems logical
given that it is east of the boundary of Lots 58 and 59. The 18 West lot could have had something similar
happen to it. None of these lots were developed until after 1799 and probably not until the street had been
raised in that year. In fact, there was little archeological evidence of occupation or use of these lots in Phase
2.

The lots in the western portion of the project area (Lots 12 through 17) also were developed in the 1790s, but
between 1794 and 1799. For example, the first recorded sale of Lots 14 and 16 occurred in 1794, Lot 15 in
1796, and Lot 17 in 1797. Although Lot 13 was initially sold in 1792, the first recorded use was not until
1799. A Barclay did not sell Lot 12 until 1802. However, we know that lot was leased by Grant Cottle in
1794. This land transaction data suggest that households did not occupy the project area until after 1794 at
the earliest.

Some of the western project area lots may not have been developed until after the street and the lots were
raised in 1799 and, therefore, there was probably minimal European-American use of the African Burial
Ground surface. However, there is archeological evidence that the owners or occupants of at least Lots 12,
15, and 16, and possibly 17, did construct houses, excavate privies and pits, and generally live right on top
of the African Burial Ground. While they may have assumed that they bought and built on land that had
not been part of the African Burial Ground, the archeological evidence suggests most lot occupants would
have noticed their excavations cut into burials. They may not have originally realized that the African
Burial Ground extended so far north because the 1784 survey positioned the boundary south of the real
northern limit of burying activity.
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The archeology revealed what appears to be a line of postholes running from Lot 12 northeast to the
approximate border of Lot 17 (Figure 20). The best evidence for the fence line is in Lots 14 and 15, which
were never, as far as we can tell, under the same ownership. There are gaps in the evidence in Lot 13 (due
to a deep basement) and in at least part of Lot 16. The possible fence line is only five feet south of the
projected location of the Bancker survey line in Lot 16 and on the line in Lot 12. Although the overlap is not
precise, it is likely the postholes were intended to be on the rear property line established by Bancker.
Assigning the posthole line to an earlier period, such as the Teller fence line in the 1760s, is problematic
since the postholes are further south than the possible boundary trenches in Lot 12, and the African Burial
Ground extended well beyond the fence line.

The possible fence line stops at the Lot 16-17 boundary, between the lots that were bought and sold as one
piece (from Lot 17 east) and those that sold in two parts, one being the gore (from Lot 16 west to Lot 12).
One explanation for this could be that the fence was not erected until after 1797 when the Sergeants bought
the entire Lot 17.

A number of the features in the lot seem to be oriented to the fence, suggesting again that it dates to the
1790s. None of the privies and pits associated with the Duane Street houses is found south of this fence line
and many are up against it. Several of the privies are actually oriented to the fence rather than to the street.

The three earliest documented residents are Grant Cottle, an upholsterer and paper stainer (an early
interior decorator?), on Lot 12 in 1794; Wiert Valentine, a carter, on Lot 15 in 1796; and Freeland, a
merchant, on Lot 16 in 1799. The historical record does not provide much information on this period, and it
is possible that the previous owner of Lot 16, Henry Fink, could have lived on the lot after he bought it in
1796.

Although all of the Phase 2 shaft and pit features are north of the postholes, some are south of the Bancker
line, so one could propose that some features actually belonged to the occupants of Republican Alley, later
called Manhattan Place. However, the alley was not established until 1803 and not finished until 1804
(Common Council City of New York 1917), the date that the gore of land was sold to Sergeant. Indeed,
there is no historical record of residents on the Republican Alley side of the Duane Street lots until 1807.
This is also true of Lot 17 owned by Sergeant, even though it did not have split ownership like the lots to
the west. Furthermore, there is little reference to Republican Alley in the tax or directory information from
1799 to 1807 (only 12 to 14 entries depending on how they are counted; see Appendix C-2).

Furthermore, there is no archeological evidence of the existence of the alley in the rear of Lot 12, the only
place where it was investigated. The one profile through the alley revealed an early-nineteenth-century
midden that was approximately five feet above the surface of the center of Lot 12 (Field Maps #59 and 239).
It was covered with a fill and the paved alley must have been some distance above it. If the alley were five
feet above the surface of Lot 12, it would have been at least seven feet above the surface of the African
Burial Ground in the MID Area. If it was proposed that the features in the MID Area were dug from even
this elevation, which is certainly lower than the actual alley surface, the features are much deeper than one
would expect. For example, AU58a, a privy, would have been at least 13 feet deep which would have been
unusual for New York City. Thus, we are assuming that the features that appear in the African Burial
Ground were excavated from its surface rather than from the surface of the filled-in lots.

4.3.3 The Raising of Barley Street (Phase 3: 1799-1810)

As discussed earlier (Section 3.4), Duane Street, then called Barley, was raised in 1799 in spite of the
neighborhood’s protests. Since Barley sloped down to the east, raising the street involved a considerable
amount of fill. This would have the effect of leaving any house previously constructed at least several feet
below the road surface. Additionally, Reade Street to the south was also several feet higher than Barley.
Thus, those lots and probably Republican Alley (after 1803) would also loom over the houses on Barley.

Determining when each specific Duane Street lot was filled is problematical. Some owners on Barley were
fined in 1806 because they had not filled in their “sunken lots.” These lots were termed sunken because the
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Figure 20. The 1784 boundary between the African Burial Ground and the Barclay property and the possible
reconstructed 1790s posthole line.
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streets in the area had been “regulated,” that is, raised to the level of the surrounding streets. Valentine was
probably one of these owners as he lived on Lot 15 until 1809 or 1810. In 1810, the house on the lot was
unfinished, presumably because the new owner was building it on the new ground surface. It seems
unlikely that the eastern lots from 18 to 22 were occupied before filling. The cases for the other lots are
discussed in the next section.

The archeological data support an end of occupation before the end of 1810. No whiteware (generally
assigned an 1820 beginning date, Miller 1980:2; Noél Hume 1969b) is found except in disturbed contexts,
and even those are very few. Additionally, no transfer prints with stippling were identified. This later
decorative technology was introduced c. 1807 in England (Coysh and Henrywood 1982:9). Previous to this
invention, the copper plates for transfer prints were made with line engraving. Although technically this
new design technique could have appeared in New York as early as 1807, in reality, the political climate
made it very unlikely that it could have been developed, put into production, and sent to the U.S. before
about 1810. Thomas Jefferson’s embargo of 1807 against all trade (Burrows and Wallace 1999:411) may have
prevented this ceramic element from entering New York until after the embargo was lifted in 1809.
However, the Non-Intercourse Act that replaced the embargo forbids direct trade with Britain and France,
probably delaying the import of this feature further. It wasn’t until the end of 1810 that the port was again
open for business (Lankevich 1998:59-60).

Thus, the maximum period of occupation during Phase 2 is from 1788 to 1810. However, it is more likely to
date from 1794 to 1810. Some lots were not developed until after 1800. Others may have had varying
lengths of occupation from as short a time as 1797 to 1799 or as long as from 1796 to 1810 when Valentine
on Lot 15 sold his property. It is possible that many of the lots started to be filled in 1799 or 1800 when
Barley Street was raised. Indirect evidence from late-nineteenth-century street records suggests that the lots
were filled at least 10 to 12 feet deep to meet the street levels. This means that the area was raised another
five or six feet at some later time to reach its current height of 24 feet above sea level.

4.3.4 The Development of the Barley (Duane) Street Neighborhood (Phases 4 and 5: 1810-1890s and
1900-1990)

The archeological evidence from this period is limited. It mainly takes the form of foundation walls that
have penetrated into the ground surface. A few shaft features, with few to no artifacts, were also found.
One concrete and stone pier may also be from the end of Phase 4. Because the surface was much higher
than before, most archeological resources were removed during the various rebuilding episodes. One
building that may have been characteristic of this neighborhood was captured on film in 1919 (Figure 21).
The building is on Lot 12 and was probably the one George Miller built when he took over the property in
the early nineteenth century (Ingle et al. 1989:101).

4.3.5 The Construction of 290 Broadway (Phase 6: 1990-1992)

The only evidence of this period is the foundation of a concrete pier that was started in the SE Area of the
site, which was going to be for the planned pavilion in this area. However, burials were noted while the
concrete foundation was laid, and work was stopped until archeology could be done. Eventually the
construction of the pavilion was canceled altogether.

4.4 Relationship of Lot Occupants to the Archeological Deposits

Who lived here? The neighborhood constructed over the African Burial Ground was transitional in several
ways. The houses were transitional as part of the new housing stock built for the northern expansion of the
city. The neighborhood was transitional between the upper-class residents on Broadway (Chapter 3) and
the poor people of Five Points, a block or two to the east (Yamin 2000). It was also transitional from the
middle-class residents of Chambers and Reade to those of Duane and beyond (Chapter 3).
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Figure 21. Early-nineteenth-century house on Lot 12, 80 Duane Street, in 1919 (courtesy of New York Public Library,
Special Collections).
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While the occupants of Reade and Broadway were the "better sort," representatives of practically all the
major classes and laboring groups lived on Duane except for the elite and wealthy merchants. There were
five merchants, one of whom lived in the project area. At least one and possibly two households lived
separately from their workplace, both in 1807. One on Lot 20 was a bookbinder who by 1807 was a
bookseller and had a shop in the center of town; the other, also in 1807 on Lot 13, was possibly the owner of
a brewery on Mulberry Street. Various artisans rented or boarded. These included carpenters, masons,
painters, a hatter, a cabinetmaker and chair maker, a shoemaker, and a sailmaker among others. Grocers,
bakers, and a distiller, who were white, and a butcher and a confectioner, who were black, represented
food services. Women without husbands were represented by a number of widows who did not have any
employment and a mantua-maker, that is a silk worker. Day laborers were rare until after Republican Alley
was constructed. However, there was one household of cartmen that also included a free African-American
woman who appears in the census as a head of household. As indicated earlier, several free African-
American households, the butcher, and the confectioner lived on the block and included in their
households other black residents, often women with children. There was also an enclave of French who
had fled Haiti on Upper Reade between city hall and the Collect Pond, many of whom held enslaved
people in bondage (White 1991:31).

Grant Cottle, an upholsterer, is the earliest documented resident in the project area. He leased Lot 12 from
1794, had a house on Lot 12, and by 1799 a frame building on Lot 13, which was possibly his shop. He was
not living at Lot 12 in 1800, and in 1802 the occupants included a mason and another upholsterer. It is
unknown if these were journeymen or independent artisans, probably the former. By 1804, Michael Miller,
a distiller and grocer, had moved onto the lot. He bought the lot in 1807 and continued to board two to
three white males, possibly with families.

Lot 14 was one of the lots bought by the Johnsons. Although tax assessments show a house on the lot by
1799, there is no evidence of occupants until 1802 when Henry Traphagen was living on the lot. There is
only a shallow trash pit on the rear of Lot 14 on the border with Lot 13. Compared to the extensive features
in Lots 12, 15, and 16, this suggests that the lot was not occupied before the lot surface was raised.

Lot 15 had a relatively stable ownership and occupation history. It was bought in 1796 by cartman Wiert
Valentine, who lived there until 1809 or 1810. Cartmen made relatively good money, comparable to skilled
artisans in New York, and were a political force as well. Valentine is likely to have had a good estate since
he bought this lot in 1796 and by 1799 had the highest-valued house on the block. The high value suggests
that it was brick. Valentine also had some known boarders including the Meyers family, another cartman,
and the Ramseys. A black woman, Harriett, was listed in his household in 1800. All of these were identified
in the 1800 census. Harriett was probably another boarder since servants are not listed by name in the
census. There are a half-dozen features at the rear of the lot that contain artifacts from this period. This
house was probably built soon after Valentine bought the lot and it seems unlikely the lot was filled before
he sold it in 1809 or 1810. There is no transfer of ownership before 1810, and it is unlikely that Valentine had
made enough money to fill his lot and build another house.

It is not certain who the first resident of Lot 16 was. Henry Fink, the laborer who bought the lot in 1794,
may have lived here before he sold it to John Freeland (also recorded as Vreelandt), a merchant from
Bergen, New Jersey, in 1797. The earliest privy is oriented toward Barley rather than to the fence line like
the succeeding privy. Since the other privies, including those in adjacent lots, are oriented toward the fence,
this suggests the occupants built the privy before the fence was erected. A construction date for the fence of
around 1797 fits the data.

Freeland was one of the merchants from the surrounding area who probably moved into New York to take
advantage of the commercial development that was booming in this period. However, Freeland did not
make a good choice of location. He built his house before the street was raised and then left one year after
the street was raised. It seems likely that this location, and possibly his neighborhood, did not meet his
expectations. On the other hand, his situation may not have been particularly good. His personal estate was
slightly less than that of his cartmen neighbors and little more than his carpenter boarder. He sold the lot in
1803 to John Bacon.
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It is not surprising that as a merchant, and probably of Dutch descent, Freeland had an enslaved female.
The Dutch were known to have resisted the decline in slavery (Berlin 1998; White 1991), and merchants
were the largest users of slaves in New York, primarily as servants. Merchants were the biggest
slaveholders of the economic classes in New York by 1800; 35.7 percent held slaves in 1800 compared to
only 20.1 percent for artisans (White 1991:31). However, like his artisan neighbors, Freeland took in at least
one boarder, a carpenter, during this period. After Freeland moved out, he rented the house to tenants, as
indicated by the 1802 tax lists.

Besides buying the Duane Street side of the lot in 1803, John Bacon also bought the rear triangular portion
on Republican Alley from James Sergeant in 1804, unifying the lot. Bacon, a non-resident, established and
maintained two houses on the property, one on the alley and the other on the street. There is no record of
occupants from 1804 to 1806; however, information for these years is generally lacking for the entire block.
It seems likely that Bacon filled the lots and built the houses after he bought the lot.

Free African Americans often had to reside in the worst housing, including the lower floors in buildings on
lots that had not been raised to the level of the streets. Bacon’s tenants in his Duane Street house were
primarily African Americans, raising the possibility that the house was still in a sunken lot. The first of
Bacon’s known tenants on Duane is the black butcher Hendrickson in 1806, and Bacon continued to rent to
African Americans.

James Sergeant and his wife bought all of Lot 17 in 1797. The documents show he had African-American
tenants from at least 1799 to 1802. Data on occupants are lacking from 1803 to 1805. In 1805, he sold the
front of the lot to Madame Magdalen Bertin dite Zaire, a “colored” woman from Haiti (U.S. Bureau of the
Census 1810; New York City Census 1819; New York City Wills, Liber 57:550). By that date, he had
constructed a house on the rear portion of his property facing the alley (New York City Land Evidence,
Liber 70:242-244).

Again, it is not clear if the lot was raised before 1799 or between 1803 and 1804. Perhaps Sergeant was able
to sell the front lot to Madame Bertin because he had recently improved it. It seems unlikely that she would
buy a sunken lot and improve it herself. If the lot were filled when Madame Bertin bought the front of the
lot, none of her trash would have been recovered since it would have been deposited on the surface of the
fill.

The documents indicate at least one free African-American family, the Williams, lived on this lot in 1799.
The 1800 census suggests that other free African Americans may have lived with Williams or possibly on
the rear of the lot in another house. A white laborer may also have lived on the lot. William Williams was a
confectioner. The occupations of the others, except for the laborer, are unknown. The 1802 directory
identifies a widow Williams, also a confectioner, at the same address.

There are very few post-Revolution features on this lot, which can be interpreted to mean the lot was filled
shortly after the Sergeants bought it. If the lot surface was occupied before it was raised, it seems unlikely
that there was a permanent building, if any, on the rear of Lot 17. There are no traces of stone, brick, or even
post-in-ground walls, as unlikely as that would be. However, a house on piers, or one resting directly on
the ground without a foundation, would not be evident in the archeological record. If so, it would have
been a mean building, perhaps built to rent to blacks. Alternatively, the few pits and lack of shaft features
could mean the free blacks did not dig features into the subsoil. It is likely that they knew the area was part
of the African Burial Ground and they may have not wanted to disturb the dead.

In summary, documentary records and the number of archeological features in the rear yards are used to
infer that Lots 12, 15, and 16 were occupied before the surface of the block was raised to the level of the 1799
street (Table 37). Lots 14 and 17 have few features, suggesting that if they were occupied before the lots
were filled, occupation must have been concentrated in the unexcavated portions of the lots nearer the front
of the lots or that shaft features and pits were not dug in the rear of the lot. Among the lots, it seems likely
that Lot 15 was filled latest, possibly in 1809 or early in 1810. Lot 12 may not have been filled until Miller
settled on the property in 1803. Lot 17 also may have been filled at this time, between 1802 and 1804, before
Bertine bought the property in 1805. Lot 14 had a new house by 1802, also suggesting it was raised by this
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time. Lot 16 changed hands in 1803, and a long-term resident, John Day, was last noted in 1802. This
suggests that Lot 16 was filled shortly thereafter, although it is also possible it could have remained open
for a few more years, possibly until 1808 or 1810. Table 37 summarizes which residents probably
contributed to the archeological deposits on each different lot.

Table 37. Residents Possibly Contributing to the Archeological Deposits

1794-1797 | Cottle (t) Fink (0)
1797-1799 | Cottle (t) Valentine (0) | Freeland (o) Williams (t)
Day (t)
1800-1802 | Cottle (t) Traphagen (0) Valentine (0) | Freeland (o) Williams (t)
Simmons (t) Meyers (t) Day (t) Sanay (t)
Ashmore (t) Ramsey (t) Brower (t) Primus (t)
Harriett (t) Haviland (t) Highland (t)
1803-1806 | Miller (t) Traphagen (0) Valentine (0) | No data Bertin (0)
Carpenter (t) Meyers (t)
1806-1810 | Miller (o) Stillwell (t) Valentine (0) | Hendrickson (t) Bertin (0)
Ward (t) Latch (t) Meyers (t) Passel (t)
McAvoy (t) Craven (1)
1810 Miller (o) Hendrickson (t) Williams (t) Williams (t) Bertin (0)
Ceasar (t) Leurs (t)
Nicolas (t) Wallace (t)
Marian (t)
King (t)

Key: (0) owner; (t) tenant; Bold indicates the most likely contributors; Italics indicate households that are represented if the interpretation
of the filing sequence is not correct.

Based on the documentary analysis presented above, Lot 12 was occupied by an artisan upholsterer, artisan
tenants, and a distiller/grocer. One owner family, the Valentines, occupied Lot 15 for the entire time.
Besides artisan boarders, a single black woman resided there during at least one year. A merchant owner
with a family and slave lived on Lot 16 for two or three years with occasional artisan boarders before the
merchant left and rented the house to other artisan tenants. If occupation continued after 1806, Charles
Hendrickson, a black butcher, may have left archeological deposits. If Lot 17 was not filled until 1803-1804,
then a series of African-American families, male- and female-headed, lived on the lot. However, the general
lack of features suggests the lot was filled before any occupation.

Available data do not tell us if Cottle or Miller had a family. Although some of their boarders may have had
families, we would expect to see differences between their artifacts and those of Lot 15 where two long-
term occupants raised families on the lot. Lot 16 should be more similar to Lot 15 since it also contained an
early family, although the Freelands lived there only one to three years compared to the Valentine’s and
Meyers’s occupation of a dozen years. We do not know if the tenants had families. Lot 17, if occupied, also
was occupied by families, African-American families.

In sum, we have a series of housefuls of people. The Cottle and Miller occupations can be characterized as
non-family artisan or early middle class. As discussed above, the occupants of Lot 15 were primarily two
families of carters, who could be classified as semi-skilled laborers (Rothschild 1990:120), but who had an
income equal to many artisans. Lot 16 could have as many as four kinds of occupation: a laborer (unknown
if he had a family); a small merchant family; white artisans, probably with families; and an African-
American family whose head, Charles Hendrickson, worked in food service, although it is unlikely that he
lived on the lot before it was filled (Table 38).
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Table 38. Households and Lots by Sociocultural Characteristics

Family Non-family
African African
American White American
Merchant 16 — Freeland 16 — enslaved
woman
Artisan/Carter 15 — Valentine
Laborer 16 — Fink
Tenant | Merchant
Artisan/Carter 12,15,16 - 16 — Hendrickson 12 — Cottle, | 15— Harriett
various 17 — Williams Miller
Laborer 17 — Highland 17 — Sanay, Sackett

Key: Italics indicate that it is doubtful that there is archeological material.

4.5 The Southeast Area

45.1 Introduction

In addition to the discovery of burials (and some unassociated human bone), also discovered were
trenches, pits, postholes, and modern features (Figure 22), as well as tens of thousands of artifacts from the
early stoneware potteries in the area. The waste from the potteries included kiln furniture, kiln bricks, and
wasters from vessels ruined during firing. Analysis of the field and laboratory data identified twenty non-
grave features (Table 39). The words feature and analytical unit are used interchangeably throughout this
report with the analytical unit abbreviation (AU) being used with the number designation. Features that
were divided into two or more analytical units are designated by a suffix, for example AU58a.

Two of these features are probably related to burial practices. They were interpreted in the field as grave
markers (AU143 and AU149). There were also 54 burials defined in the general southeast area, most of
which were oriented east-west along the Van Borsum patent line. The eighteen non-mortuary-related
features are analyzed here. The Howard University team has presented the analysis of the burial-related
features (Perry et al. 2006); however, the relationship of specific burials to the non-mortuary features will be
mentioned as appropriate.

All but three (AU140a, AU140b and AU138) of the eighteen features date to Phase 1. AU138 is a barrel
dating to the late nineteenth century. This feature may have been used as a barrel privy or been related to
industrial activities. AU140a is a poured-concrete pier and its builders’ trench; they are associated with the
construction of the pavilion portion of the proposed 290 Broadway construction (Phase 6). AU140b is a
builders’ trench along the edge of Elk Street. This trench is the result both of nineteenth- and twentieth-
century foundation excavations. The material collected from AU140a and AU140b both date primarily to
Phase 1 and has been analyzed as such.
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Figure 22. Feature locations, Southeast Area.
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Table 39. Features From the SE Area and Their Dates

Feature Function TPQ! MCD?
138 Barrel 1840
139 Irregular Pit 1780 1780*
140a Footing
140b Builders” Trench 1820 1814*
142 Posthole
143 Grave Marker
144 Irregular Pit 1670 1733*
147 Posthole
148 Wood
149 Grave Marker
150 Posthole
151 Pit 1762 1791*
152 Pit
161 Posthole
163 Trench 1762 1757
164 Posthole
165 Posthole
166 Posthole
167 Irregular Pit 1762 1772*
168 Irregular Pit 1720 1763*

*Less than 10 sherds

1TPQ—terminus post quem—the oldest date before which an artifact
could not have been deposited

2MCD—mean ceramic date

Although several of the features overlap each other, which one came first is difficult to determine from the
field data. This is due to a variety of factors. The primary ones are the intermingled and varied colors and
textures of the soils in the C horizon, and the dense concentration of ceramic waste that inhibited seeing
successive features. The irregular edges of the larger features suggest the strong possibility that multiple
features have been included in a feature number. As discussed in the following section, a tentative
sequence can be suggested based on the presence and absence and relative density of household-related
artifacts.

The two features with the highest concentration of pottery waste are AU139 and AU144. The eastern pit
features (AUs 151, 152, and 168) are much smaller and seem to be single-dumping-episode pits. One of
these pits (AU168) was defined in the lab through an examination of the profiles and had been excavated
into a ground surface with a dense concentration of ceramic waste products. Much of the pottery waste
seems to have been piled on the surface, rather than placed in pits, across the historic ground surface. The
densest concentration of the waste pile was in two clusters of units. In the east, units 37 and 53 contained
slightly more than 8,000 artifacts. On the east edge of the large block of units, EUs 32, 33, 34, and 34E (the
location of AU144 and AU139) contained almost 11,500 artifacts. The two concentrations are separated
from each other by the modern concrete footer (AU140). However, the concentrations may be two parts of
a larger concentration cut by the footer. If so, the concentration seems to roughly follow the angle of the
property line, as do many other features in the project area, including AU163, a trench.

The linear feature, AU163 (Figure 22), could originally have been excavated for some other purpose,
perhaps prospecting for clay. Its alignment to the property line reflects the importance of that line in
orienting activity on the landscape. Someone disposed of half a cow in AU167. This feature was cut
through a scatter of pottery waste and included domestic trash (a wine glass and liquor-bottle fragments,
nails, and other household pottery). In general, domestic artifacts are rare in the SE Area. Pottery industry
byproducts comprise 98 percent of the total artifacts from the SE Area.
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The field team identified seven postholes (AUs 142, 147, 150, 161, 164, 165, and 166) within the SE Area,
scattered within and outside of the EUs. Although the field team did not excavate most postholes, all the SE
ones were excavated. Three (AUs 142, 147, and 150) did not have any artifacts, and perhaps dated to before
the initiation of dumping or were excavated into an area with a low density of kiln debris except for
AU150. The latter idea seems unlikely, given the more or less continuous distribution of debris in this area.
However, the location of AUs 142 and 147 south of the area of concentration is suspicious. There was little
field information on AU150, and so its nature or time period is uncertain. The other four contain only
material from the ceramic dump. They were dug after the dumping had started.

Some of the posthole features appear to be related to one another because of their size, location, and depth.
The three features AU 164, 150, and 161 line up roughly parallel to trench AU163, also following the Van
Borsum property line. The distribution of domestic trash seems to be concentrated north of this possible
fence line as discussed below. However, such projected fence lines are inconsistent with all maps showing
the Van Borsum patent division in 1788, which is roughly 30 to 50 feet north, or with the angle of the
property line. The relationship of the postholes to the other features is obscure. A piece of wood, thought to
be part of a broken coffin, was also given a feature number (AU148) in the field.

45.2 Dating

There is relatively little stratigraphic information from this area. Several features overlap, but the
complexity of the sediments in the C horizon, the mixing from pit excavation, and the focus on the main
goal of finding grave shafts resulted in puzzles rather than a stratigraphic sequence. However, a
combination of datable ceramics and differences in the kinds of artifacts in features provides us with a
tentative grouping of features into early or late.

Some features that contained mostly Phase 1 material were disturbed by later events. AU140b is the
builders’ trench associated with the 1899 rebuilding of the foundation wall for the Elm Street side of Lot 22.
A five-story brick building with a 17-to-20-foot basement was constructed (Ingle et al. 1989:96). This activity
and the associated builders’ trench (AU140b) account for the disturbed nature of the deposit in units 37 and
53 in Lot 22. The uppermost layers were a mix of ceramic kiln furniture wasters and mid- and late-
nineteenth-century artifacts. Included in these was an American Flying Eagle Cent that was manufactured
between 1857 and 1858.

The total number of non-stoneware sherds from intact deposits with defined beginning and end dates in
the SE Area, mostly refined tablewares, is 55 out of over 30,000. All of the early features in the SE Area have
more than 93 percent stoneware (Table 40). The analysis of the ceramics suggests that the features fall into
two groups based on the number of non-salt-glazed stonewares, which are all placed in the industrial
group. In Group A, six analytical units have creamware (1.45 to .09%) and of these, three have pearlware
(12 to .33%). In this group of features with creamware, four have white salt-glazed stoneware, and three
have oriental export porcelain, three tin-glazed earthenware, and three slipware. The MCD based on these
ceramics is 1768. The TPQ is 1780. Given the small number of dateable sherds, the post-1780 sherds make
up about 12 percent of the total dateable sherds.
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Table 40. Percent of Ceramic Ware Groups by SE Phase 1 Analytical Units

Feature Type  WW | PW OEP TG WSW R/YSW RW | SW
Group A
140b Builders’ Trench 0.04]10.04] 0.14 0.11 99.68 | 2,851
167 Pit 0.33| 1.00 | 0.33 1.00] 0.33 3.65 93.36 | 301
Burials® [Shaft 0.12| 0.09 | 0.09 |0.09|0.18] 0.03 0.34 99.05 | 3,261
521 A/B Horizon 0.09 | 0.02 | 0.02]0.06 0.19 99.63 | 5,363
163 Trench 0.37 0.37]10.24 0.49 0.49 98.05 820
151 Pit 1.45 98.55 69
Group B
168 Pit 0.05 0.10 99.84 1,935
144 Pit 0.03 0.01 0.01 99.95 | 7,551
139 Pit 100.00 | 3,224
152 Pit 100.00 | 1,646
161 Posthole 100.00 | 149
165 Posthole 100.00 | 118
149 Grave Marker 100.00 65
164 Posthole 100.00 20
166 Posthole 100.00 13

Key: AU-analytical unit; WW-whiteware; PW-pearlware; CW-creamware; OEP-oriental export porcelain; TG-tin glazed; WSW-white
stoneware; R/Y SW-red- and yellow-bodied slipware; RW-redware; SW-stoneware; N-total number.

1 The shafts investigated included only those with dateable ceramic artifacts and did not include artifacts from the lower portions of the
shaft, which were studied by the Howard University team.

A close analysis of the location of the dateable sherds revealed that 18 of them originally assigned to AUs
139 and 521 were actually in the backfill of grave shafts. These graveshafts contained burials 333, 379, 382 or
379, 388, 388 or 432, 355, and 360 or 378. When two graves were separated by “or” it means that one of the
shafts was excavated into the other, making it unsure which shaft contained the sherds. Two of these,
burials 333 and 388 or 432, contained pearlware, suggesting excavation after that date. However, it is also
possible that the features were dug after the grave shafts and pearlware included in the debris dumped in
the features. If this were the case, then AU139 would be later than suggested in Table 40 and placed in
Group A instead of B. Some of the sherds assigned to AUs 163 and 167 may have come from grave shaft
contexts also since they are over shafts, but others come from places in the features that are not over shafts.
The information from the grave shafts together with the distribution of the other dateable wares (Table 40)
gives us some information on the relative dates of the SE Area features and some suggestions for when the
kiln debris was dumped on the site.

The evidence from Table 40 suggests that almost all of the features were created before 1780, before
pearlware, and many before the 1760s, before creamware. It is assumed that if the features were dug
through a surface with household debris on it, artifacts from that surface would be incorporated into the fill
of the pit. The features in Group B in the table have almost no refined ceramics, suggesting that they were
created before much trash accumulated in the SE area. The graves that were dug through the kiln deposits,
on the other hand, show that the surface of the SE Area had accumulated trash after the kiln debris was
deposited. The transition area between the A and the B horizons, incorporating the bottom of the A in some
cases (especially in EUs 37 and 53), is designated AU521. This AU had no pearlware but a complex of
creamware, white salt-glazed stoneware, and tin-glazed ceramics typical of the 1760-to-1780 and somewhat
later period. The features with that complex may date to the 1760s and 1770s. At least two of the burial
shafts (for Burial 333 and Burial 388 or 432), as well as AU167, appear to date after 1780 since they contain
pearlware sherds.

The assumptions in the above argument are: (1) the fill of features, especially large features, excavated
through a ground surface will incorporate artifacts that were on the surface; (2) trash accumulation
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increased over time; (3) trash deposition was evenly distributed over the surface. If these assumptions are
true, then most of the ceramic waste dates before the 1760s when domestic occupation of the surrounding
area was minimal and the ground was being used as the African Burial Ground. Later, more domestic trash
accumulated and a few features were dug into the surface, including some graves. Some features could
have been dug into the surface during the 1760s and 1770s, but the number seems rather low. Perhaps this
is due to the Teller fence, erected in the 1760s and destroyed in the late 1770s.

If assumptions two and three are incorrect, other interpretations are possible. For example, if all the trash
was deposited after the Teller fence was destroyed and the trash was unevenly distributed over the surface,
then all of the ceramic waste could belong to Phase 2 rather than Phase 1. This, however, seems unlikely
given the situation in AU139. In that feature, conservatively about 100 square feet with dimensions roughly
about 12 by 8 feet, the only domestic artifacts, including pearlware, occurred in the grave shafts; none
occurred in the feature itself. The exception to this is the two tobacco pipe stems in the northeast portion of
AU139 that is adjacent to AU144. AU144 does have two domestic sherds, oriental porcelain and a redware
sherd, as well as seven pipe fragments, and it is possible that there was some mixing between the fills of the
two features when AU144 was excavated into AU139.

There is also evidence that another fence that followed the Van Borsum property line, represented by AUs
164, 150 and 161, may have affected the distribution of domestic artifacts. The distribution of the domestic
artifacts not found in burial shafts is almost completely restricted to the area north of this projected fence
line. In AU521, the remnants of the original ground surface and the transition between the A and B soil
horizons, there are only two domestic artifacts, a white salt-glazed stoneware sherd and an unglazed
redware sherd, both in EU38. A manganese-glazed redware sherd appears in AU521 in EU52 that is
bisected by the projected fence line. All the domestic sherds from EU37 are northwest of the posthole
AU161. Both features AU151 and AU168 seem to have been dug through this surface.

The distribution of the other artifact groups suggests the same division of features into an earlier and a later
group or an undisturbed and disturbed group (Table 41). A separate analysis (not shown) demonstrated
that the percent of non-industrial-group artifacts was not correlated with the total number of artifacts in a
feature. AU144 did have a somewhat higher than expected number of non-industrial artifacts, but it was
cut by AU139 and by AU140a, which may have added some non-industrial artifacts.

Table 41. Percentage of Artifact Groups in SE Analytical Units

Total % of All SE %
Non-Industrial | Non-Industrial Total Non-Industrial Artifacts
Feature Type Artifacts Artifacts Artifacts of Total Arifacts
Group A
167 Pit 167 445 451 37.0
163 Trench 82 21.9 886 9.3
151 Pit 2 0.5 70 2.9
Burials Shaft 47 125 3,279 14
140b Builders’ Trench 24 6.4 2,865 0.8
521 A/B Horizon 31 8.3 5,379 0.6
Group B
144 Pit 14 3.7 7,566 0.2
139 Pit 5 1.3 3,229 0.2
168 Pit 2 0.5 1,935 0.1
152 Pit 1 0.3 1,647 0.1
161 Posthole 149
165 Posthole 118
149 Grave Marker 65
164 Posthole 20
166 Posthole 13
Totals 375 99.9 27,672 14
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45.3 Land Use

In summary, this portion of the African Burial Ground seems to have been used as a pottery debris dump
from the 1730s or 40s (when the potteries started) through the 1760s (when Teller closed the area). The area
became available for activities other than burial when the British burned Teller’s fence sometime after they
retook New York in 1776. The evidence of a fence line south of the projected line of Teller’s fence may
indicate an earlier fence, or it is possible that the Teller fence was further south than we have placed it.

Evidence from a number of areas in the site suggests that the African Burial Ground and other areas of the
site also were used as a dumping ground for animal bone. Pipes, the author of the analysis of the faunal
remains (Chapter 10), classified the bone assemblage into four groups: dietary refuse, processing waste,
butchering waste, and intrusive material. The first two categories represent household refuse. Butchering
waste is craft-related and/or commercial waste. The intrusive material group includes commensal animals
such as cats and rats.

The bone from the SE Area was very fragmented and decomposed; few bones were identifiable.
Household refuse (dietary and processing waste) made up about 72 percent of the identifiable bone with
the remainder being butchering waste. The Group B features, those that are earlier or least disturbed, have
fewer identifiable bones, 12 percent of the total. These observations suggest that tanners or other craft
people only minimally used the area as a bone dump.

The features on the northern end of the area had a series of intrusions of post-1780 material. In fact, the
portion of AU167 that had a part of a cow buried in it may actually date from this period instead of the
earlier period. No archeological evidence of later lot use occurs except for two mid- to late-nineteenth-
century features: the builders” trench for a building wall on Elk Street (AU140b) and a barrel (AU138),
possibly associated with the same building event. The pavilion pier and builders’” trench (AU140a) are
recent twentieth-century disturbances.

4.6 The Northeast Area

4.6.1 Introduction

An area in the northeast was cleared and a grid of 10-foot squares was laid out in Lots 20, 20%2, and 21. The
grid extended 50 feet east from the west wall of Lot 20. The only feature found which definitely dates to the
period in which the lots were formed is the building wall between Lot 20 and Lot 18 to the west. Most of
the remaining features date to the pre-Revolution period. There was no historical evidence of occupation in
this area during Phase 2, although neighbors may have thrown some trash from their lots onto this area.

The northern units were designated EUs 7, 10, 3, 6, and 4, and the southern units were EUs 1, 5, 9, 8, and 2
(Figure 23). As in other areas, this section of the site was stripped nearly to the historic ground surface by
backhoe. The units were shallow and generally dug to about 0.5 feet or less, penetrating in most units into
the A/B Horizons. In the NE Area, the strata under the later fills include a number of complex fills or
occupation deposits over a gray-brown historic surface, similar in color to soils from the rear units of Lot 12.
This suggests that the same events led to the soil formations in both areas. A number of features were cut
into this surface (Figure 23). However, it is difficult to discern the relationship of the features to one another
because of the limited time allowed for excavation in this area.

Prior to the most recent demolition debris (Phase 6) in the NE Area, the latest archeological event of interest
was the construction of the west wall and builders’ trench (AU169) between Lots 18 and 20. We do not
know if construction occurred in Phase 5, the late nineteenth century, or in Phase 4, the early nineteenth
century.
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Figure 23. Feature locations, Northeast Area.

89



Chapter 4
The Archeology of 290 Broadway

The wall cut through the Phase 3 fill of the lot. Varied strata (typically sandy, sometimes with pebbles and
rubble) characterize the Phase 3 fill overlying the early features (Phase 1). Bricks were also recovered from
Phase 3, which could be remnants of building destruction during the raising of the level of the block. No
definite evidence of Phase 2 was found. The recovery of large amounts of kiln furniture, wasters, and other
material from these deposits supports the Phase 1 date of the undisturbed material. There is a clear ground
surface of dark gray-brown sediments in all the units. The western and eastern features were not
stratigraphically superimposed; however, features within both these areas could be related to one another.
The largest feature in the western area was a possible puddling box (AU2B, AU3B); on the eastern side, two
bone pits (AU154B, AU155B) and a feature complex containing burnt material, brick and mortar, and
sandstone (AU1B, AU4/7B, AU9B) were found. Basic information on each feature is presented in Table 42.
As mentioned in Chapter 2, the uppercase letters acting as a suffix to some of the feature numbers
differentiate them from other features with the same numbers in different parts of the site.

Two sets of features may relate to the ceramic industry, possibly to the Remmey pottery, which was in
operation from the 1740s into at least the 1760s (see map data in Chapter 3). The first is a possible puddling
box (AU2B and AU3B), which is a container where clay is mixed with water to make it more useable for the
potter. The second feature complex is AUs 1B, 7B, and 9B. This may be the remnant of a kiln, although not
enough of the feature was excavated to support this interpretation unequivocally.

Features 2B and 3B, the puddling boxes, could also be associated with the kiln. There are several variations
on the “dry” and the “slop” methods of turning raw clay into a prepared plastic body that can be thrown
(Cardew 1969:80-84). However, all methods, even the dry method, first convert the dry clay to a slurry or
creamy solution called a “slip” by soaking the dry material in water (also called slaking the clay). The slip is
then placed into a vat or pan where the water can evaporate. Where the clay has too much grit or
undesirable particles, such as lime, the potter must also screen the slip. If the slip is thin enough, the
undesirable particles may settle to the bottom, but screening is safer. After the water has evaporated, the
clay is cut into blocks and removed for the next preparation stage where it is mixed preparatory for
throwing. These vats can be made of various materials. Greer, in her book on stoneware pottery, describes
outdoor vats called “sun-pans.” These are “large open vats with low walls and floors of earth, wood, or
brick” (Greer 1981:33-37; see illustration in Greer 1981:45).

Table 42. Non-Mortuary Features and Their Dates, NE Area

Feature Function TPQ | MCD
3B Puddling box 1820 1785.5
2B Puddling box 1795 1765.2
32 Posthole 1780 1783.0
34 Wood-lined pit 1780 1794.1
169 Builders’ trench 1780 1755.9
1B Burnt area 1762 1747.8
4B/7B/9B Bricks 1762 1753.4
154 Linear pit (bone) 1762 1736.4
33 Trench (?) 1720 17455
5B Posthole
6B Trench/pit
8B Postholes
155 Linear pit (bone)

4.6.2 Dating

Although stratigraphically the majority of the features are assignable to Phase 1, artifact analysis suggested
that either the eastern units had been seriously contaminated by Phase 2 material or the ground surface had
been used during Phase 2. Because of this analysis, the fact that the area was divided into lots in Phase 2
was taken into consideration. Although the lot divisions did not exist in Phase 1, in Phase 2 the lot divisions
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might have affected what happened in the units. The artifacts were placed in two groups: those from Lot 20
and those from Lots 20%2 and 21. The two easternmost units included only a small portion of Lot 21 (Figure
23).

MCDs were calculated by lot for all NE Area stratigraphic proveniences: disturbed surface material
(AU509), Phase 3 fill (AU515), feature fill, and the historic ground surface (AUs 520 and 521). In each case,
Lot 20 was twenty to thirty years later than the eastern lots (Table 43). The exception was the disturbed
surface assemblages (AU509). Additionally, the highest percentages of post-1780 ceramics are in Lot 20
(Table 44). It should be noted that except in Lot 20, none of the features had any post-1780 ceramics.

The ceramic dating of the features and the historic ground surfaces (Tables 42 and 43) in the eastern units
suggest the eastern lots were used from the 1740s to the 1760s. The dates from the four western units in Lot
20 suggest either a disturbance or use in Phase 2. The sharp division by lot lines suggests a use in Phase 1
and a disturbance in Phase 2.

Table 43. MCD for NE Area Proveniences by Lot

Provenience Lot 20 Lots 20'> and 21 All Lots in NE
All NE 1780.0 1754.1 1763.4
AU509 1779.0 1772.2 1776.9
AU515 1788.3 1755.6 1756.7
Features 1776.2 1747.2 1762.2
AUs 520/521 1787.6 1754.2 1762.8
N 374 666 1040

Table 44. Percent of Post-1780 Ceramics by Lot and Provenience for the NE Area

\ Provenience Lot 20 Lots 20'. and 21
All 21.7 39
AU509" 24.3 6.8
AU515° 43.8 6.6
Features 9.2 0.0
AUs 520/521 23.7 3.8
10Overburden
2Phase 3

The dateable pipes support the interpretation of the ceramic dates of the deposits in the NE Area, especially
in the eastern units. However, some of the dateable pipes are earlier than the mean dates based on
ceramics. The AU154 assemblage, the bone pit in EU4, has three pipes dated on their form to 1680 to 1720
and 1740. This implies an early use of at least the eastern portion of the NE Area for disposal of bone waste.
The ground surface in EUs 2, 3, and 9 have similar pipes and pipe dates. Besides two other Bristol bowls
(1680 to 1720 and 1760), there is a Tippett (1678-1722) and two Jenkins (1709-1739). Two Dutch pipes may
also date this early: a Souvee (1740-1782) and a pipe stamped “GOUDA” with rouletting. Overall, the pipes
date from 1680 to 1760. The presence of creamware in most of the same proveniences suggests the later part
of this time range, except for AU154.

The only later pipes in either the eastern or the western units were in Phase 3 deposits. In EU4 there is a
Viner (1765-1806) and a Dutch pipe (Maerling, 1733-1788). In the western units there is a Morgan (1788—
1845) and a leaf design on a stem (1760-1900).

The late dates for western units throw doubt on the identification of AU2B and AU3B as puddling boxes,
which presumably would have been used early in the history of the site, perhaps by the Remmey pottery to
the north of the project area. However, they could have been in use pre-1760 and then been disturbed in
Phase 2.
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Layers of colored clays were found in AU2B in the field, giving rise to the puddling-box hypothesis.
Features 2B and 3B are wood lined on their north and south sides, but not on the east side; this physical
feature could match that of a sun-pan. However, a sandy mixture with gravel and some post-1780 ceramics
was found in AU2B. There is also an iron grate at the top of this sand fill. One could argue that the sandy
fill and the drain were in place to aid the drainage of water from the clay.

The formal boundary of the African Burial Ground in 1783 seems to be on the south edge of the NE Area
and is probably the same as that established by Teller when he built his fence. Thus, it is possible that the
potters expanded into the area previously used as the African Burial Ground. There are two alternative
interpretations of the presence of the later ceramics in this feature complex. The first is that it is a feature
from Phase 1 that has been disturbed by post-Revolution-period activity. Second, the feature complex is a
drainage feature associated with one of the post-1800 buildings on the lot, which incorporated portions of
the Phase 3 fill into the feature fill.

Because of the different nature of the western four units in Lot 20, they will be considered as a Phase 2
occupation. The deposits in Lots 20%2 and 21 are considered Phase 1 occupations with some slight Phase 2
disturbances. The distribution of the different ware groups in Table 45 reflects this classification.

Table 45. Percent of Ceramic Ware Groups by Phase for NE Analytical Units

PW CW OEP TG WSW R/YSW RW

Phase 3
515 0.6 15| 11 0.7 1.2 1.7 59.1 33.6 0.5 4137
Phase 2
34 28.6 | 42.9 28.6 7
169 106 | 22.3 | 5.3 29.8 2.1 8.5 20.2 1.1 94
2B 103 | 20.7 | 5.2 1.7 1.7 1.7 20.7 36.2 1.7 58
3B 08)] 87 |262]| 24 4.8 1.6 1.6 12.7 41.3 126
32 1.3 8.0 1.3 1.3 1.3 21.3 65.3 75
005B 100.0 1
Phase 1
520/521 0.6 211 13 0.8 1.1 0.7 325 60.6 0.3 5027
4B 11] 16 0.5 0.7 2.4 55.2 38.3 0.2 825
154 03] 3.8 5.6 1.7 0.7 6.3 81.1 0.3 286
1B 03] 0.6 0.5 0.7 2.8 53.2 37.5 45 2117
33 2.7 10.8 62.2 24.3 37
155 11.6 88.4 43

Key: AU-analytical unit; WW-whiteware; PW-pearlware; CW-creamware; OEP-oriental export porcelain; TG-tin glazed; WSW-
white stoneware; R/Y SW-red- and yellow-bodied slipware; RW-redware; SW-stoneware; N-total number.

4.6.3 Land Use

The Phase 1 portion of the NE Area was used for several activities. First, although we do not know for sure
that burials occurred in this area, it seems likely. We know, from excavations in the MID Area, that graves
were dug in the area north of the formal boundary, as defined in the late eighteenth century and at least
part of their area was within the Van Borsum parcel (Figure 20). Not enough excavation was done to verify
the presence of burials in this area, although field observations suggested grave outlines existed. Second, it
was used as a ceramics dump, although the kiln waste composition is different from the SE Area. Third, it
has a high concentration of craft-related/commercial-butchering waste that was not found in the SE Area.
Last, there is a feature complex in the NE Area that may indicate that some craft or commercial activity
took place in the NE Area.

The Phase 1 deposits have moderate amounts of industrial ceramics (both redware and stoneware). The NE
Area had 50 percent non-industrial material, while the SE Area had only 1.3 percent and Lot 12, 86 percent.
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Table 46 shows the percent of non-industrial group for each provenience by lot. We see again that the west
lot is very different from the central and eastern lots with higher percentages of non-industrial groups in
Lot 20 than elsewhere except for AU33.

Table 44. Percent of Non-Industrial Artifact Groups for NE Proveniences by Lot

% Non-| % of Total
AU n Non-|2 Total per AU Non-I|
Lot 20
153 0 1 1 100.0 0.0
169 6 144 150 96.0 3.2
034 1 15 16 93.8 0.3
003B 12 132 144 91.7 3.0
002B 6 45 51 88.2 1.0
521 7 29 36 80.6 0.7
520 109 445 554 80.3 10.0
032 21 50 71 70.4 1.1
005B 1 0 1 0.0 0.0
Lot 20 Total 163 861 1,024 84.1 19.3
Lot 20%2
033 6 35 41 85.4 0.8
001B 656 1,150 1,806 63.7 25.9
004B 253 371 624 59.5 8.3
521 54 66 120 55.0 15
520 1,978 1,807 3,785 47.7 40.7
154 180 137 317 43.2 3.1
155 26 18 44 40.9 0.4
Lot 20%% Total 3,153 3,584 6,737 53.2 80.7
Grand Total 3,316 4,445 7,761 57.3 100.0

1| = industrial artifacts
2Non-l = non-industrial artifacts

The composition of the industrial material is different in the NE than the SE. While there seem to be no
differences in the types of either stoneware wasters or kiln furniture between the two areas, there is
considerably more redware kiln furniture and probable redware wasters here than in the SE (Table 47). The
redware artifacts from the unidentified group are included on Table 47 as redware wasters because most of
the artifacts are probably actual wasters from the kilns. The predominate type was manganese-glazed
(black) redware (53 percent). At least two sherds of this type had glaze on their broken edges. The other
two types were unglazed and redware-other, comprising 17 and 30 percent respectively. Many of these
could be parts of saggers. This analysis assumes the saggers made of redware clay were not used in the
production of stoneware. None of those examined had salt-glaze residue on them, which would have been
inevitable in a salt-glaze kiln.

Table 47. Comparison of Stoneware and Redware Ceramic Debris’

SE NE
# % # VA Total Industrial

Stoneware kiln furniture 17,205 65.3 3,171 34.4 20,376
Stoneware wasters 9,088 34.5 2,127 23.1 11,215

Total stoneware 26,293 99.8 5,298 57.5
Redware kiln furniture 10 0.0 885 9.6 895
Redware wasters 25 0.1 3,032 32.9 3,057

Total redware 35 0.1 3,917 42.5
Total 26,328 9,215 35,543

1Sherds from AU515, cataloged as fill, are not included in either NE or SE numbers.
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The conclusion here is that a redware pottery was dumping its debris in the NE Area and that it was
making a majority of manganese-glazed redware. However, stoneware kiln debris was also dumped here.

Pipes, in Chapter 10, reports that the composition of the faunal bone assemblage in the NE and SE is also
different. The NE Area yielded the largest concentration of bone at the site during Phase 1. Most came from
the two bone pits AU154 and AU155, the rest from the historic ground surface. The NE had a high
percentage of butchering waste (Figure 107) compared to the SE (Figure 108), which had a high dietary
refuse. The processing waste was about the same. The butchering waste was composed primarily of craft-
related refuse in the form of cattle feet, which had probably been deposited by tanners. The date associated
with Phase 1 is 1760 and earlier, possibly as early as the early eighteenth century, based on the pipe dates.
This implies that tanners used the area inside the African Burial Ground as a bone-dumping site in the
early and mid-eighteenth century. Some of the bone was in pits, but most was thrown on the surface and
became incorporated into the ground surface. Little of this activity occurred in the SE, perhaps because it
was already covered with ceramic dumps.

The third activity in the area is associated with a feature complex in EU2. Destruction debris from the
feature complex was spread into EUs 2, 6, and 9. AU1B was a thick layer of burned material and kiln debris
(both redware and stoneware, although more of the latter), wasters that covered sandstone piers (AU9B),
and sections of laid brick (AU4B/7B). The piers and brickwork surrounded a pit in the southeast corner
(Figure 23). Sandstone, as well as brick and mortar, was also scattered around the southern portion of EU4.
The entire feature complex (the structural elements of the sandstone piers and laid brick and the pit) was
designated AU4B.

A sandy mix of brick, mortar, and burnt material covers about 3/4 of the unit (Figure 23). In the northeast,
there was a clay layer over a portion of the feature that slopes northeast, suggesting both a later fill unit and
a pit or depression in this area. The layers of sandy material with burnt material and debris were called
AUIB. Under these layers were the structural elements of feature complex AU4B. Sandstone slabs (AU9B)
were stacked on top of each other to form piers and patches of broken brick (AU4/7B) articulated with each
other and with one of the sandstone stacks. Between these structural elements were depressions filled with
sand. To the south and west of the structural elements was brick rubble. A pit dug into the southeast corner
of the unit is probably also associated with this feature complex (Figure 23). The pit seems to have material
similar to the rest of the feature complex, but it is difficult to tell from the field notes. It could have been cut
into the feature complex at a slightly later time, as suggested by the strata, or it could have been part of the
feature complex and the fill was added later.

This configuration of the major elements of the feature complex could be interpreted as a pit into which
rubble was dumped; however, the articulated brick and stacked sandstone slabs belie this interpretation.
One could also interpret the articulated areas as an actual construction feature with a north and east wall
composed of broken, but articulated, brick, stretching between stacked slabs of sandstone.

One possible interpretation of the feature complex is a ceramic kiln. Only a portion of the feature complex
was exposed, yet it is worthwhile to draw attention to this possibility, as information on early pottery
production facilities in America is rare. If it is a kiln, the exposed elements are most similar to an early
German downdraft kiln illustrated by Rhodes (1968:48,Figure 50). Such kilns were either rectangular or
round. The fireboxes were arranged around the sides, and the flames were deflected upward by short walls
(bag walls) and then drawn down through the holes of the kiln floor into a collecting flue, which led to the
chimney (Rhodes 1968:47). The downdraft kiln is more efficient than an updraft kiln, distributing the heat
more evenly. The pit filled with bricks in the center of the unit could be part of the sunken flue. The
sandstone piers could be either support for the kiln floor or the sides of the brick-paved fireboxes.

In Trenton, New Jersey, a stoneware kiln, dating to the Revolution and after, was recently excavated
(Hunter 2001). This kiln has a completely different form. It is rectangular, and the firing floor is about three
feet off the ground. Two flues run under the floor, parallel to the long axis, with the firebox at one end and
the flue at the other. This seems most similar to a horizontal kiln, versions of which were found in both
England and Germany (Rhodes 1968:45-47). Vents from the flues through the floor allow some of the hot
gases to rise into the firing chamber from the front to the back unlike the kilns illustrated by Rhodes, which
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have floor vents only in the rear. This speculation about the feature complex AU4 is interesting, but more
excavation would have to be done to clarify its function. Since this is in the African Burial Ground site, such
excavations are out of the question.

In summary, the NE Area was used to dump bone, probably tanners” waste, at least during the middle of
the eighteenth century if not earlier. Debris from both redware and stoneware kilns was also deposited in
the area. Assuming that Teller fenced the property in the 1760s and that the fence may have run through
this area, the ceramics probably predate the fence. Considering the similarity of the NE kiln wasters to
those in the SE, the kiln wasters and bone must date from about the same time. There are indications of
disturbance by post-Revolution domestic activity (Phase 2), especially in the western units. However, since
the kiln waste was no longer being deposited here, most or all of it can be assigned to Phase 1.

4.7 The Mid-Block Area

4.7.1 Introduction

The MID Area includes Lots 14, 15, 16, and 17. These are in the center of the area excavated and, with the
exception of Lot 12 (which is reported separately), yielded the evidence for the transformation of the block
from a burial ground into a residential neighborhood in Phase 2. There are very few deposits from Phase 1
that can tell us what the ground surface was like during the African Burial Ground period or what other
kinds of activities occurred onit.

This area contains evidence of a fence separating what the 1784 Bancker survey defined as the Van Borsum
parcel from the Barclay (Calk Hook) parcel to the north. The Barclay parcel is the portion that was initially
divided into lots and developed. These four lots contain the most domestic features, including privies and
pits as well as postholes. The dates of the materials in the majority of the features, as well as their
stratigraphic position, demonstrated that most of these features were excavated into the surface of the
African Burial Ground before the yards were raised (from 1799-1810) in response to the regulation of the
street level in 1799. As discussed in Section 4.3.3, the lack of stippling on transfer printing shows that all of
the Phase 2 deposits date before 1810.

In Lots 15 and 16, it is clear that these features were made and closed before the lot surfaces were raised.
The evidence for such features in the end two lots is much scantier. There were also a few natural and
cultural features that dated to the African Burial Ground period (Phase 1) and a few from Phase 4 or 5
nineteenth-century events. The time span in which most were made and abandoned is short (maximally
from 1788 to 1803 or 1810), so it is difficult to order these features within that period, especially since few
are stratigraphically related. Each lot will be discussed in turn, going from west to east. Within each lot the
features will be discussed in rough chronological order. Postholes from all lots are discussed in a separate
section.

Figure 4 and the figures in this section show definitive lines representing the lot boundaries; however,
where there are no actual wall remains, the exact location of the lot boundaries may not be precise. The
boundaries were located using the dimensions found on the early deeds and measuring east and west from
existing walls. In spite of this, and because there is no evidence of fences between the lots, the exact
boundary could be a little to the left or right of what is depicted. For example, in Lot 15, AU77 extends
slightly into Lot 16 and a cluster of related postholes in Lot 16 may extend into Lot 17. However, the
calculated boundary locations seem to be a good approximation of the original boundaries.

4.7.2 Dating

Where chronologically diagnostic artifacts were lacking, we used evidence of features cutting or being cut
by grave shafts to separate Phase 1 and Phase 2 events. It was particularly difficult in the field to decide
whether postholes cut or were cut by grave shafts. Thus, in the sections on the dating of features in each lot
below, we exclude discussions of the stratigraphic relationships of the postholes to grave shafts, although in
most cases they seem to cut grave shafts.
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There are some artifacts in the features that appear to be intrusive by virtue of their rarity with their TPQ
being much later than any other artifact. The TPQs in the tables below exclude such artifacts, but they are
mentioned in the text.

The Phase 1 features include four features cut through by burials: AU106 (Lot 14), AU111/12 (Lot 16),
AU131 (Lot 16), and AU141 (Lot 17). AU116 is a shallow pit. AU131, a fire pit, is assigned to Phase 1,
although there are no diagnostic artifacts since it is similar to a fire pit with artifacts AU141. A natural water
channel (AU111/120), which was open and filled during at least part of the time the African Burial Ground
was in operation, was in Lot 16. The two latest features are two drains belonging to Phase 5: AU112 (Lot 14)
and AU100 (Lot 15). AU103 and AU57 belong either to Phase 4 or 5. The remaining eleven of the nineteen
analyzed features belong to Phase 2. Not much attention was paid to the later features, and their artifacts
were generally not analyzed. The 69 postholes (not part of another feature) are assigned to Phase 2,
although there are few artifacts or stratigraphic data to be confident of this assignment.

The Phase 1 features have few dateable artifacts. AU141 is the only one that has an adequate number (25
sherds) to produce a good ceramic date. The MCD is 1745.4 and the TPQ is 1720.

The MCDs for Phase 2 (based on sherds) mostly fall between 1784 and 1806 (see Table 48 for each lot
below), the time period suggested by the historic documents. The only earlier MCD is AU107 (Lot 14),
which has only three dateable sherds. The grouping of the MCDs for Lots 15 and 16 suggests that the
features in Lot 15 are generally more recent than those in Lot 16 with some overlap. Two features in Lot 15
(AU74 and AU91) have the latest MCDs and two in Lot 16 have the earliest dates; the rest overlap. The 1804
date in Lot 16 came from only two sherds and is stratigraphically the earliest part of the Feature 58/108
complex. Although it may be hazardous to attempt to stratify features on MCDs that are so close together
in time, the temporal order suggested by the MCDs (Table 48) matches the interpretation of the historic
documents with Lot 15 staying open until 1809-1810 and Lot 16 being filled shortly after 1802. The MCDs
for Lot 17 also suggest an earlier occupation and an earlier fill date, as suggested by the interpretation of the
historic documents, by 1802 or even earlier. When compared to dates in Lot 12, the date array in Table 48
suggests that Lot 12 was also filled relatively early.

Table 48. Mean Ceramic Dates by Half-Decade for MID Area Phase 2 Features in Lots 15-17

Half Decade  Llot15 Llot1é6  Lot17

1806
1805
1804*
1801
1800
1797 1797
1796
1795 1795*
1794 1794
1793
1792
1790 1791
1785
1784
1780

*Less than seven sherds

4.7.2.1 Postholes

Postholes can provide information on lot boundaries and structures or boundaries within yards. They can
also provide information on the kind of debris that was in the surface layer and used to backfill around the
post. Ideally, they may also contain dateable artifacts from the time they were excavated or when the post
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was removed. Of the 69 features that appear on the maps in the MID Area as postholes, 16 were not
documented in field notes and four were not numbered on the base map. Of the remainder, only 17 (25
percent) had artifacts; 12 of these had artifacts other than rocks or wood or brick fragments. All of the
artifacts were undateable nail fragments, glass, salt-glazed stoneware, and bone or shell, none of which
help identify when the postholes were created. The one copper button in AU162 was not temporally
diagnostic. The lack of artifacts suggests that they were excavated into ground surfaces that had few
artifacts on them, either before the residential development or very early in the domestic occupation of the
lots.

As is often the case with postholes, it is difficult to identify patterns. It is clear that there are no boundary
fences with deep postholes between the lots. The only possible boundary feature was a line of postholes
that seemed to run from the southwest corner of Lot 12 to the projected boundary between Lots 16 and 17.
The rest of the postholes do not appear to outline any building or interior division for a lot.

The postholes in Lots 14, 15, and 16 appear to form a fence line (Figure 20). However, there is considerable
variation in the postholes” form and location, which suggests they are either the product of a variety of
different activities or the fence was repaired and replaced a number of times. For example, the postholes
have different shapes; some have rocks and others don't; there are gaps in the projected fence line; the holes
are not oriented the same way; the bottoms vary from rounded to pointed and some are stepped; and some
are not on the same line. However, the simplest explanation is that these postholes define a fence; it is
difficult to suggest another explanation as to why postholes are clustered in a linear fashion in this
restricted area.

Assuming this is a fence line, the first question is, does the fence line reflect land boundaries? To investigate
the relationship of the posthole line to the Bancker 1784 line, it was assumed that the north side of the
existing building at 22 Reade Street was the historic southern edge of the alley. Then, it was assumed that
the alley was 20 feet wide, as shown on the 1795 map filed in 1827 (New York County Records Department
1795; also with New York City Land Evidence Liber 46:139; see also, Ingle et al. 1989:Figure 12). The Block
and Lot Index for Block 154 shows the distance from the north edge of the alley to the Duane Street
property line as 76' 7". This places the front of the northern line of the block approximately at grid line S9
rather than at SO.

With the northern edge of Block 154 established, the location of the Bancker survey line could be plotted
from the 1795 map (New York County Records Department 1795; see Figure 20). The measurements place
the Bancker line close to the posthole line, but at a different angle.

This line of postholes could be the same as the one mapped by Maerschalck in 1755. The line representing
the northern edge of the Negros Burial Ground on this map is dotted unlike any other line on the map.
Perhaps this is meant to represent a fence. This line also could be the same as the one surveyed by
Maerschalck in 1763 (Appendix B-1, Barto 1991:Block 154-N. Half, n.3 and n.4) and/or that Teller used to
build his fence around the African Burial Ground in the 1760s. If a later fence was placed on the same line
as Teller’s fence, this could explain why the postholes that make up the line are so different from one
another. However, it would not explain why the line stopped where it did.

Teller’s fence may also be represented on the Ratzer map, surveyed in 1766 and 1767. This map shows a
dividing line between the African Burial Ground and the area to the north that is angled like the patent
border, and a building at the northeast corner of what became Block 154 (Figure 14). Perhaps the features in
the NE Area that are north of the projected fence line are part of a complex represented by the building on
the Ratzer map (and also the Holland 1776 map, Figure 15). However, the boundary line separating the
African Burial Ground from the northern parcel continues northeast through what would be Lots 17 to,
and including, Lot 21, unlike the archeological evidence of a fence line. Although the Ratzer map suggests a
fence turning north at the approximate Lot 16-17 boundary, this does not explain why the line of fence
posts stops or why another archeological fence line does not turn north.

The second question is, when were the postholes excavated? Since there is little artifact data, the date of this
possible boundary fence is problematical. The few artifacts, which include some salt-glazed stoneware
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(presumably wasters from the kiln dumping), suggest that the surface had few artifacts on it at the time the
postholes were excavated. Therefore, they are unlikely to have been excavated after the houses and yards
were established after 1794. If the stratigraphic relationships of the postholes to the grave shafts were
clearer, we could identify which, if any, belonged to Phase 1. However, there are some problematical cases
of relationships between postholes and burials. The fill of the burials and the postholes was apparently
indistinguishable in the field. Thus, if part of a posthole overlapped a burial, the field crews could not
determine which was first. Some larger postholes on the fence line seem to be excavated into the grave
shafts. Since there is no demonstrated case of a posthole being cut by a burial, we are assuming that the
fence line was installed after the land ceased being used as a burial ground. This would place the fence line
construction early in the development of the Duane Street lots.

Arguments in favor of the fence line being associated with the rear of the Duane Street lots, rather than
earlier, derive primarily from the position of the other rear-yard features. All of the shaft features are north
of that line; early owners could have fenced off the lots and the lot residents excavated the shaft features at
the back of the lots. This would explain why the fence line stops at the Lot 16-17 boundary. That lot was
owned by another household, which bought the lot complete with its gore of land, unlike the lots to the
east. It seems most likely that the fence line was intended to mark the border between the Barclay lots and
the gore that belonged to the heirs of the Van Borsum parcel.

However, there is also evidence that the line of postholes marked the edge to Teller’s enclosed parcel. The
burials are much more closely packed to the south of this line (Perry et al. 2006: Figure 17) implying a
constraint like Teller’s fence.

In summary, it is probable that this is the location of Teller’s fence. However, the angle of the postholes is
slightly different than the boundary line derived from the maps. That there was disagreement about the
boundary, at least before Teller put up his fence, is seen by how far north the burials are found beyond the
Bancker 1784 survey line, at least 35 feet in Lot 16 (Perry et al. 2006: Figure 17) .

4722 Lotl4

Lot 14 contained two irregular pits (AU106 and AU107), a drain feature (AU112) (Table 49), a rodent
burrow (AU59), and eleven labeled postholes (AUs 59, 60, 61, 62, 67, 68, 97, 98, 105, 200, and 201) and one
unlabeled one (NF) (Figure 24). All the postholes except the two northern ones (AU97 and AU98) are part
of the probable fence line that runs southwest to northeast. AU106 dates to Phase 1 and AU107 to Phase 2
(1788-1810). These are located in the southwestern section of the lot. The drain feature (AU112) lies on the
southern border of the lot and dates to the late nineteenth or early twentieth century. The one irregular pit
feature and the postholes are the only evidence of post-African Burial Ground use in the lot until the late-
nineteenth- or twentieth-century drain (AU112). The date of the brick wall forming the west side of the lot
is unknown. AU106 was cut by Burial 197 (B197) but contained no artifacts.

Table 49. Feature Dates for Analytical Units in Lot 14

Feature Function TPQ MCD
106 Irregular Pit
107 Irregular Pit 1780 1761*
112 Drain

*Fewer than 10 sherds.
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4723 Lot15

Lot 15 contains two large wood-lined privy features (AU56 and AU77a), one smaller wood-lined privy
feature (AU74), and two pit features (AU77b and AU91), all dating to Phase 2 (1788-1810) (Figure 25).
AU77a is earlier than AU77b, but both date within Phase 2. The three wood-lined privies within this lot
may reflect the long-term occupation of two households. In addition, postholes (AUs 61, 63, 64, 72, 80, 82,
83, 84, 85, 90, 94, and 202) are part of the fence line. Postholes AUs 92, 93, 95, and 96 are north of this fence
line, and AUs 73, 99, and 132 are south of it. There are also two unnumbered postholes between AUs 202
and 90. AU86 may be associated with another feature, and AU71 is a late pit or posthole dug into the
surface of AU77. AU76 may be a corner post of AU77 and AU7S, although it appeared to be a root to the
field crew. The most recent feature was a drain (AU100), located in the southwestern area of the
lot, which is similar to the drain (AU112) in Lot 14, both of which were assigned to Phase 5. A shallow pit
south of the fence posts (AU103) was identified in the field as a late-twentieth-century fire pit created after
the excavations started. This may actually date to the late nineteenth century since it contains a clock key
from INGRAHAM & CO” “BRISTOL CONN.” This watch-making family first used the “CO” in the name
of their firm in 1856 (Murray 2001). The rest of the features belong to Phase 2.

Several Phase 2 features cut into the burials. AU77 cut into two sets of two superimposed burials (B192 and
B193; and B225 and B252). AU91 cut B158, and AU56 cut burial shafts of two graves (B153 and B203). The
Phase 5 AU100 cut into B213 and 247.

According to the MCDs (Table 50), AU56 is the earliest and AU74 the latest, with the rest within nine years
of each other. Only AU56 has the density of artifacts to suggest that it was a major deposition event. It also
has the lowest frequency of architectural artifacts. When the TPQ is considered, the two green shell-edged
vessels with an even scalloped edge and impressed straight lines dates to 1805 (Miller and Hunter
1990:116). This date then places the feature with the earliest MCD in Lot 15 with the latest TPQ.

Table 50. Feature Dates for Analytical Units in Lot 15

Feature Function TPQ MCD

56 Privy 1805 1794
74 Privy 1780 1806
77a Privy 1790 1795*
77b Pit 1780 1797
91 Pit 1800 1801
100 Drain

*less than 10 sherds

4.7.2.4 Lot 16

Lot 16’s features date from Phase 1 (pre-Revolution), Phase 2 (1788-1810), and Phase 5 (late
nineteenth/early twentieth century), and possibly Phase 6 (twentieth century) (Figure 26). A large portion of
the southern half of the lot was disturbed by a late-twentieth-century disturbance. The two earliest features
(Phase 1) are AU111/120, an irregular trench, and AU131, a fire pit; both were cut by grave shafts.
AU111/120 is a natural channel about 26 feet long, which yielded few artifacts in the area excavated; it is
best considered a relatively undisturbed portion of the ground surface of the African Burial Ground.
AU131 is a flat-bottomed pit with burnt rocks, but with no dateable artifacts, which lies east of the northern
half of the AU111/120 (Table 51). It has some characteristics similar to the fire pit in Lot 17 that has been
assigned to Phase 1 and may be associated with the African Burial Ground.

Lot 16 contains the most complex non-mortuary-related feature (AU58) at the site. AU58 is made up of five
overlapping features, indicating multiple uses over an extended period: AU58a (wood-lined privy), AU58b
(wood-lined privy), AU58c (irregular pit), and AU58d (support pier), plus the distinct AU110 (posthole)
which cut into AU58d. AU58a is the earliest (Phase 2) and AU58d and AU110 the most recent (Phases 5
and 6). AU58a was a large deep privy oriented toward Duane Street. It is possible it contained

abandonment artifacts, but most of them would have been removed when the smaller AU58b was
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constructed inside the early privy. AU58b was at an angle to AU58a, following the line of the boundary
fence. AU58c was actually a roughly circular pit that was dug into the center of AU58b and was full of
artifacts. Artifacts were less dense in the other two early features. AU58d was actually dug in Phase 5 but
through the three earlier Phase 2 features and contains mostly material from Phase 2. Although we cannot
tell from which of the earlier features most of the artifacts in AU58d came, all the artifacts from AU58 are
analyzed together when it is appropriate. However, from the crossmends of the glass and ceramics vessels,
we can say that AU58b had few and small sherds of ceramics and glass and no definable vessels. Its bottom
was separated from AU58a by some very low-density deposits. Most of the crossmends were within either
AUS58a or AU58c and only a few crossmended between AUs. These crossmends could be due to
disturbance by AU58d or some other event, or they could signal that the same households deposited
AU58a and AU58d.

The later ceramic artifacts from AUS58d include two whiteware and four yellowware sherds, which are
reflected in the TPQ (Table 51). An Indian Head small cent (TPQ 1859) suggests a post-1860 date for
AU58d. The three cut nails in AU58c, if they are fully machine-made (TPQ 1830), are in strata near the
intrusive AU58d pier, which also had over 40 such nails in its fill. This feature also included sherds of
cylindrical tumblers, which have a TPQ of 1800. None of these occurred in the other portions of the feature
so it is uncertain if these tumblers were originally deposited in the earlier features.

AUI108, a shallow, irregular, flat-bottomed pit, lies directly east of AU58. Modern artifacts, mostly
construction-related, were recovered from AU108, indicating a late disturbance of this Phase 2 feature. It
has mostly Phase 2 artifacts in it. AU101 is a shallow pit. AU57 seems to be a modern disturbance and will
not be discussed further.

AU79 was a wood-lined feature, initially identified as a privy, located west of AU58. It was partially
disturbed by either earlier construction or the demolition and clearing before the archeological excavation
as evidenced by recovery of concrete from the fill. However, its TPQ and MCD are among the earliest in the
MID Area, indicating it did not receive a major disturbance.

Probably both AU58a and 58d cut B181, which lay south of the feature. AU58a and AU108 cut B287. AU79
probably cuts B182.

Like the other lots, Lot 16 has a number of postholes. Some continue the fence line from the west (AUs 70,
75, 88, and 89). Other postholes to the south (AUs 114, 115, 116, and 119) and north (AUs 65, 66, 69, 81, 87,
122, 125, and 130) of the line relate to other undefined activities. The postholes AUs 121, 123, and 124 may
be modern, or at least not Phase 2. Although there is no definite evidence, their north-south orientation and
their rectangular shape suggest they are different from both the scatter of small round postholes north of
the fence line or the fence line itself.

Table 51. Feature Dates for Analytical Units in Lot 16

Feature Function TPQ MCD
111/120  |Channel
131 Fire Pit
58a Privy 1795 1794
58b Privy 1780 1792
58c Pit 1805 1796
58d Support Pier 1840 1796**
79 Privy 1780 1784
108 Irregular Pit 1740 1804*

*Less than 5 sherds
**|f the four post-1820 sherds were added, the MCD would be 1797.
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4725 Lot17

Lot 17, like Lot 14, had fewer features than Lots 15 and 16. Lot 17 contained four pits and twelve postholes
(Figure 27). The boundary-fence postholes do not extend into this lot.

The oldest pit was AU141, dating to Phase 1 (Table 52). AU141, the northernmost feature in the lot, has a
circular shape and predates B337, which cut into it. It may have been used as a pit for animal sacrifices
associated with the African Burial Ground. Like AU131, it is circular with a flat bottom.

Three later pit features (AUs 104, 160, and 126/127) all date to Phase 2 (1788-1810). AU104 has an irregular
shape and contains a variety of artifacts. AU160, also with an irregular shape, is located about four feet
south of AU104. AU104 cuts B342 and possibly B327, and AU160 cuts the grave shafts of B342 and B369.
The largest pit feature (AU126/127) is shallow and overlays B325 and B348. The Phase 2 pits are not as well
defined as the privy features located within Lots 15 and 16. AUs 104, 160, and 126/127 are generally shallow
with irregular shapes and were used to discard refuse materials. The ceramics in AU104 probably date it to
no later than 1800 and probably earlier since the only TPQ after 1795 is from five sherds of polychrome
pearlware in AU104.

It is possible that AU160 belongs to Phase 1. It is also similar to AU108 and AU141 in having bone waste
material in it. The features are not related stratigraphically.

However, there are some other miscellaneous postholes (AUs 102/136, 117, 118, 133, 134, 135, 137, 145, 146,
162, 171 and two without numbers.) That may indicate an occupation on this surface before the lot was
filled. For example, the posthole AUs 102, 145 and 162 contained, besides the wood, faunal remains, kiln
furniture, ceramics, and glass.

Table 52. Feature Dates for Analytical Units in Lot 17

Feature Function | TPQ MCD

141 Circular Pit 1720 1745
104 Irreqular Pit 1795 1793
160 Irreqular Pit

126/127 Irreqular Pit 1780 1791

4.7.3 Land Use

The landscape of the central part of the project area sloped from south to north like the other areas of the
site. The slope from north to south (c. 685 to c. 355) was about one in ten feet. This assumes that when the
topsoil (or A horizon) was removed, it was relatively uniform over the site. In the NE Area where it had not
been removed before excavation, the A horizon was approximately one foot thick.

One natural feature of the landscape was excavated. This was AU111/120, a natural channel that ran
roughly southwest to northeast, toward the Collect Pond (LaRoche, this report, Vol 3:Figure 5). Burials
were on either side of the feature, so it may have been visible during the African Burial Ground period.
Although no dateable artifacts were found, small bits of artifacts and charcoal occurred in the darker upper
surface of the fill in the channel.

During Phase 1, much of the excavated MID Area was used as part of the African Burial Ground. The MID
Area was not used as a ceramic dump, although there is a scattering of kiln debris in many features. It is
less clear whether the area was used to dump commercially generated bone waste. Relatively few bones
were found in the small number of deposits dating to this phase with the exception of the assemblage in the
AU141 circular pit. Although the percentage of butchering waste (Table 53) in the MID Area is similar to
that in the NE (66 percent to 57 percent), Pipes suggests in Chapter 10 the waste is not related to
commercial activities, as are the bones in the NE. However, Lot 12, a domestic trash deposit, has
percentages more in line with non-industrial waste than does the MID Area with 92 percent processing and
dietary waste versus only 34 percent for the MID Area. Much of the MID bone comes from AU141, which
might be filled with remnants of sacrificed animals.
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Table 53. Percentages of Bone Refuse Types by Area in Phase 1

Processing Dietary Butchering Intrusive
Waste Materials

*MNU-Minimum number of units is the total number of fragments adjusted by obvious mends within a provenience

Although the initial interpretation was that the bone from the MID Area was not from industrial activity,
the results of the analysis of the grave shaft assemblages indicate that it was (Perry et al. 2006:110-111).
Most of the graves in the Lot 16 and 17 area that are north of the fence contained significant quantities of
cow hoof, horn, and bone material but not comparable amounts of household artifacts. Hoof and horn
parts were also found in some of the Phase 2 features in these lots, especially AU58.

Two features near the front of the lots may be associated with burial activities or with other uses of the site.
Both pits are unusual in that they are circular rather than irregular. AU141 in Lot 17 has been interpreted
(Bonasera 1998) as a pit that was filled with sacrificed animal remains. It predates Burial 337 and was
probably contemporaneous with some mortuary activity. AU131, in Lot 16, has no dateable artifacts, but
has evidence of burnt rocks and charcoal, suggesting its use as a fire pit. Alternatively, these two features
could be associated with non-mortuary activity associated with butchering and perhaps cooking. AU160,
also in Lot 17, is similar to these features in being round with a flat bottom. Less was recorded about this
feature, so it is not clear if it was associated with these other features. One difference was the larger number
of artifacts in this pit, although none was dateable, and the lack of bone.

In summary, there is some evidence for identifying industrial or other activities on the surface of the
African Burial Ground in Phase 1 in this area. Although the bone assemblage has a low total minimum
number of units (MNU; see Table 53), bone counts in the grave shafts support the idea that a limited area in
Lots 16 and 17 was being used as a bone dump, at least intermittently. Bone, as well as ceramic wasters,
was apparently scattered over the surface in low density. This conclusion assumes that the frequency of the
bone in the features reflects the amount that was on the surface. However, none of the areas investigated
had the concentrations of bone or ceramics found respectively in the NE and SE Areas. On the other hand,
the pattern of high frequency of butchering waste, especially in Lots 16 and 17, continues into Phase 2
(Table 54).

Table 54. Percent Butchering Waste* by Lot and Species in Phase 2 MID Area

Lot Beef Lamb/Mutton Total Beef Total Lamb/Mutton
MNU MNU

15 4.2 45 24 204

16 53.4 118 35

17 33.3 15 14

*Includes beef and lamb/mutton feet and horn cores

In Phase 2, the archeological evidence suggests a range of activities associated with domestic residential use
of the properties, at least in Lots 15 and 16 and, probably, 17. Lot 14 has too few features and no yard
surface to warrant interpretation. With the removal of the yard surfaces, one cannot tell much about the
distribution of activities in the yards, but Lots 15 and 16 have a number of shaft features located at the rear
of the yard.

Five features were probably originally dug as privies: AUs 56, 74, and 77 in Lot 15, and 58 and 79 in Lot 16.
Another shaft feature, AU91, in Lot 15 is probably a pit rather than a privy. Although it has roughly the
same dimensions as AU74 and AU?79, it is not wood lined.

AUS58 was separated into three c. 1800 features: two privies, AU58a and AU58b, and a circular pit dug into

them, AU58c. AU77 could also be divided into two c. 1800 features. The earlier AU77a was the privy, and
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the later AU77b was a pit dug into the earlier feature. This function assighment was based on feature form,
size, and content. All the privies in the MID Area were wood lined.

Wood lining seems to have been a predominant feature of privy construction in this period or perhaps only
during the initial occupation of an area. In the Five Points site (Yamin 2000), sequence of wood-lined and
then stone-lined privies occurred. Three of the four Five Points privies whose contents date around 1800 are
wood lined. Three of the four with contents dating around 1810 to around 1840 are also wood lined. All of
those with contents dating to 1840 or later are stone- or brick-lined privies. Privy contents do not date their
construction; however, the wood-lined ones are the earliest in each area, and the only wooden one with
post-1825 artifacts is Feature N at Five Points: the privy of the Widow Hoffman, one of the pioneer
residents of the Five Points area.

Two of the privies, AU77a and AU58a, were at least partially surrounded by yellow clay on the outside of
the wood lining. It is not clear if this was intentional or fortuitous since irregular patches of yellow clay
occur throughout the subsoil of the project area. The depth of the privies is uncertain since the ground
surface was removed. If we assume that the original A horizon was approximately 1 foot thick, as found in
portions of the NE Area, then the privies in Lot 15 were from 3 (AU91) to 4.5 (AU77a) feet deep, and those
in Lot 16, AUs 58a and 58b, about 6 feet deep.

AUs 56 and 58, including the pit AU58c, have high quantities of small food seeds, especially rubus sp.
(blackberry and raspberry), and smaller quantities of grape and tomato seeds. Such seeds, which pass
through the digestive tract, are typical of privy contents (see Section 9.4). AU74 has a moderate number of
these seeds, more than any other non-privy feature, as well as fig seeds. The other privy assemblages
(AU77a and AU79) have 0.5 or fewer small seeds per liter and no other fruit seeds. AU77a seems to have
either been thoroughly cleaned, or dug and then almost immediately backfilled after cutting through two
sets of two superimposed burials. It had few artifacts and few bones and very few crossmending ceramic or
glass sherds. AU79 has high frequencies of architectural remains like the AU91 pit. If AU79 is a privy and
not a pit like AU91, it was cleaned out before it was filled and was not filled with artifacts during
abandonment.

The circular form of AU58c argues against its original use as a privy and it is not wood lined. However, it
contains a dumping event (many conjoinable ceramic and glass sherds) as well as a high frequency of small
food seeds. One would expect the seeds to be mixed with the sediments from the earlier filled-in privies.
However, the seed density is greater in AU58c than in the other two earlier privies combined and probably
was deposited with the dense concentration of ceramics and glass.

In spite of the multiple layers found in these MID Area shaft features, there is evidence that the artifacts and
sediments in all were primarily deposited in one episode. Crossmends occur across all the strata from top
to bottom in all of the shaft features. The situation in AU58 is more complicated because of the disturbance
of the earlier features by a builders’ trench for a pier from late Phase 4 or 5. Most crossmends are within
AU58a and 58¢, and between those and AU58d, the disturbance. There are a few crossmends with the early
features, as should be expected, since the later ones were cut into the earlier features.

The distribution of the privies in Lot 15 suggests a spatial division of the lot into two portions, possibly
reflecting the two households living on the lot, the Valentines and the Meyers. AU56, on the west edge of
the lot, is rectangular; AU74, on the east edge, is smaller and almost square. AU77a, also on the east side, is
also roughly square, like AU74.

Most of the features in Lot 16 are adjacent to the posthole line. Several small postholes north of the privies
have no discernable pattern. There is also a cluster of small, shallow postholes just south of the posthole
line. The two pits in Lot 17 are widely separated. AU104 is close to the center of the lot and AU126/127 is
south of the projected line of the postholes. A cluster of postholes is located on the western edge of the lot,
again without any particular pattern.

The features on the eastern edge of Lot 16 and the western edge of Lot 17 (all of the features and postholes
except AU145/146 and AUs 133-136, which do not appear to have been excavated) have artifacts in them, if
only brick fragments. Those features with sufficient bone have only or predominantly cattle butchering
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waste and processing waste from craft-related/commercial activities (Pipes in Chapter 10). This pattern
carries over to the large features in Lot 16 such as the assemblages in AU108, AU58a, and AU58c. Both
Phase 1 and 2 deposits show this pattern. The Phase 1 deposits from Lot 17 are from AU521 and are mostly
from the “non-feature” area, the interface with the subsoil, around AU104. These were areas that were
excavated but not assigned to the feature.

Since most of these features have Phase 2 artifacts, the bone also is probably from that phase. The
distribution could relate to the use of the area by the black butcher. However, given the late date of his
occupation, 1806-1809, this is unlikely. Table 54 shows that Phase 2 has considerable butchering waste in
Lots 16 and 17. It is possible that two of the features with Phase 2 contents may have been constructed in
Phase 1 as tanning vats. This possibility is based on little evidence, but should be discussed. Both features
77 and 58 have yellow clay on two or more sides (the exact number is unknown because of disturbance)
and are about the same size, 4.5 by 3.5 feet. Wood-lined features with an outer layer of clay are reported for
some tanning vats; the clay kept the tanning liquid from getting out of the vat. The high frequency of craft-
related butchering waste around Feature 58 and in Lots 16 and 17 might support this interpretation as the
bone could have been on the ground surface as tanning-related bone waste and incorporated into the later
features when they were excavated and backfilled. However, such activity must have been short-lived,
perhaps experimental in nature. Both features cut through multiple burials and may have been abandoned
shortly after construction. If this interpretation were correct, both AU58a and AU77a would be vats rather
than privies and the Phase 2 trash in them would be fill as the lots were developed.

4.8 Lot 12

4.8.1 Introduction

Lot 12 is approximately 22 feet wide (excluding the masonry walls) and 80 feet long. The lot was targeted
for data recovery because historical research suggested that the remains of the domestic occupation of
Grant Cottle, an upholsterer, would be preserved. The lot was explored with four trenches and 19
excavation units of varying sizes, some of which overlapped others since they were excavated at different
times. Burials were found restricted to the rear 25 feet of the lot. The rear portion of the lot was part of the
African Burial Ground and the front part was used for disposal of kiln debris during Phase 1. The entire lot
was used as residential and commercial space during Phase 2.

The original ground surface of the site sloped from southwest to northeast. The historic ground surface
remained over most of the lot and was dark gray-brown (A horizon) resting on a yellow-brown subsoil (B
horizon). The transition from the A to the B horizon was gradual and marked by wormholes that brought
the darker material into the subsoil. The burials in the rear 25 feet of the lot were south of a series of historic
trenches.

The historic ground surface contained evidence of two phases of activity, each composed of several events,
in addition to the Burial Ground. The early activity, before the Revolution (Phase 1), included the
excavation of pits and trenches into the surface and the dumping of redware and stoneware kiln waste on
the surface and in some of the pits. The second phase, after the Revolution (Phase 2), was the domestic and
commercial use of the lot, which was on and penetrated the Phase 1 ground surface. Several events
occurred in this phase. Grant Cottle, the upholsterer, erected a building on the front of the lot. A layer of
trash accumulated in the middle and rear of the lot during this phase, most of which can be assigned to
Cottle. A building was also constructed facing the rear of the lot, probably after the rear of the lot had been
leveled for a floor. Pits cut through the earlier trash deposits and other structural features were placed on
top of these deposits. At the end of this phase there were two buildings on the lot: one on the north, which
faced the street, the other on the south, which presumably faced the alley. The yard surface between the
two buildings was open for only a short time, and a layer of water-borne sand later covered the very thin
surface. The original buildings were apparently destroyed during Phase 3, the raising of the lot surface to
the street level. This was a rise of at least 8 to 10 feet, possibly more. After this was achieved, structural
features associated with the new buildings on the surface were cut into the fill (Phase 4). These included
stone side and rear walls that did not receive feature numbers. Several features that appeared to date from
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this phase in the early nineteenth century occurred at or close to the Phase 2 level. They included a fireplace
at the front of the lot and two shaft features on the east side of the rear of the lot, among others. The exact
sequence of events following Phase 4 is not clear, but was not defined as part of the significant elements of
the site. The earlier deposits were penetrated by what are probably a coal-storage feature (AU1) and the
base of an elevator shaft (AU3) late in the nineteenth century. In 1921, the early-nineteenth-century
buildings, both the front (Figure 21) and rear buildings, were torn down and replaced by one with a
concrete floor about 6 to 7 feet above the historic ground surface. The stone walls on the sides and rear of
the lot from the Phase 4 building were, however, retained.

Phase 1 features (Figure 28), dating to the pre-Revolution period, include irregular pits in the front of the lot
that contain almost no artifacts and trenches that ran diagonally across the middle and rear of the lot (Table
55). A number of pits were identified from the field notes after excavation and were given feature numbers
so they could be discussed. However, only in a few cases could catalog numbers be assigned to them with
confidence. The deposits also include the A/B soil interface (AU521). The original ground surface (AU519)
was present but was penetrated by artifacts from Phase 2. Thus it is assigned to that phase although a
substantial number of artifacts are probably earlier. Burials were restricted to the area south of AU16, the
southernmost trench. There are a few postholes, unnumbered in the field, which run approximately on the
same line as the postholes in the MID Area. These penetrated the grave shafts and are assigned to Phase 2.

Table 55. Phase 1 Features, Lot 12

Feature Function TPQ MCD
015 Trench 1790 1766.6
016 Trench 1762 1747.4 *
019 Pit 1762 1749.8
022 Pit
024 Trench 1762 1742.2
041 Irregular pit
042 Irregular pit
051 Trench 1780 1750.1
156** Oval Pit
157** Pit 1670 1732.5
158** Pit
159** Pit
191** Pit
192** Pit

*Less than 10 sherds
**Defined from field notes

The Phase 2 deposits include the original ground surface that contains mixed Phase 2 and Phase 1 material
(AU519), a layer of trash on top of the surface (AU518), and irregular pits, postholes, and construction
features, such as walls (Figure 29; Table 56). There appear to be two buildings constructed at this time. One
faced the rear of the lot; the other faced the front of the lot. Both of them are later than the trash layer
(AU518) that almost certainly was associated with Cottle. We have associated the trash with Cottle because
of the large number of tacks in the trash compared to elsewhere. As an upholsterer, Cottle would have used
tacks in his trade. A total of 17 copper-alloy or brass tacks and one iron track were recovered from Phase 2
in Lot 12. AUs 518 and 519 have the greatest concentration of household trash and also have the most tacks;
features that cut into or disturbed these deposits have the remainder.
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Only one copper-alloy tack occurs in any of the Phase 2 features from the MID Area (in AU58d); nor are
there many tacks in the comparable features from Five Points. Only two of the five temporally equivalent
deposits from Five Points have one tack each. Tacks were also used with coffins, but all coffin-related tacks
from the African Burial Ground are iron; the three iron tacks from AU104 (in Lot 17) seem to be associated
with an adjacent burial. Copper-alloy tacks appear in some other contexts, although many fewer than in
Phase 2, Lot 12. In Phase 1, Lot 12, three tacks occur in AU51. These are in the lower levels of the trench and
are probably not associated with the Cottle occupation. One also appears in AU15, another early trench,
suggesting these were on the ground surface when these trenches were filled. In the SE Area there is one in
a disturbed area, AU140b. Also in Lot 12, there are two in Phase 3 fill.

Table 56. Phase 2 Features, Lot 12

Feature Function TPQ MCD
011 Wall, stone 1780 1772.3*
012/13 Wall, stone
014 Wall, stone 1795 1795.7
016a Trench Fill 1795 1765.8
018 Concentration, cobble 1795 1789.2
020 Posthole 1780 1800.0*
021 Barrel 1795 1800.5*
025 Wall, stone 1790 1789.7
026 Plank, wood 1795 1791.6
028 Trough, probable plank
029 Plank, wood-lined trough 1780 1810.0*
030 Trough, probable plank
031 Posthole 1762 1791.0%
036 Posthole 1780 1800.0*
040 Builders' trench 1795 1796.2
046 Lintel 1795 1790.6
047/48 Post (47) inset in wall (48)

052 Posthole (?) in EU10
053 Pit (?) against W. wall of F11 1780 1780.0*
055 Post at east end of F12/13 wall

between EU7 and 12
193** Pit 1794 1780.0*
194** Pit
206** Pit 1795 1779.3
209** Pit
210** Posthole

* Less than 4 sherds
**Defined from field notes

Phase 3 sees the filling of the lot. Exactly how it is filled and the sequence of the various fills is not
particularly important. However, in one unit, EU4, a portion of the fill was systematically sampled. This
sample was composed of layers of household trash and building rubble and actually dates slightly earlier
than the last part of Phase 2. The Phase 3 layers contain very few artifacts from later periods, implying that
the deposit does date to the pre-1810 period.

Phase 4 dates to the immediate post-fill period. It includes several features, such as a fireplace, that intruded
into the Phase 3 fill (Table 57). It is also possible that a stone wall (AU25) facing the street is associated with
the fireplace instead of having been built in Phase 2. In any case, the structural features placed in Phase 4
incorporate artifacts from Phases 2 and 3; presumably the earlier deposits were used in the foundations for

112



Chapter 4
The Archeology of 290 Broadway

the later features. Besides structural features, the bases of two shaft features interpreted as cisterns were
identified. It is likely they were used as water storage features for the cordial makers who occupied the
building during the first half of the nineteenth century. Since none of the artifacts at the base of these
features, the only portions remaining, has attributes that are later than 1810, it seems likely they were
constructed immediately after Phase 3 and were not used for later trash disposal. If so, the excavated
deposits were probably originally part of the Phase 2 strata that were used during their construction.

Table 57. Phase 4 and 5 Features, Lot 12

Feature | Function Lige! MCD
001 Coal storage
002 Stone-lined cistern
003 Elevator shaft base
017 Surface, brick 1795 1782.9
027 Fireplace foundation 1795 1789.0
038 Wood-lined cistern
211* Sockets for plank ends

*Defined from field notes

Phase 5 features include the east and west walls of the lot as well as a probable coal-storage feature (AU1)
in EUs 1, 2, and 6 (Figure 30). The coal storage feature was below a 1921 concrete floor that was not given a
feature number. Thus, AU1 probably dates to the mid-nineteenth century and was dug into the Phase 3 fill
of the lot.

4.8.2 Dating

The ceramic wares show that the major periods of deposition in Lot 12 were Phases 1 and 2 (Table 58), from
the middle of the eighteenth century to the first decade of the nineteenth century. The ware percentages in
the three superimposed ground-surface strata from these phases (AU521, AU519, and AU518) show an
increase in creamware and pearlware over time. There are fewer stoneware sherds than found in either the
NE or SE Areas’ ground surfaces and as many redware sherds as found in the NE ground surface,
although fewer than found in the Phase 1 feature, AU51, which was used to dispose of redware. These
trends are broken in Phase 3 and 4. Phase 3 is substantially different from the Phase 1 and 2 deposits in the
lack of redware. It has higher percentages of the early wares (tin-glaze and white salt-glaze stoneware) than
are found in Phase 2. Phase 4 deposits are more similar to Phase 1 deposits with high percentages of
redware sherds. In fact, most of the contents of the Phase 4 features are sherds from the underlying Phase 1
and 2 deposits into which Phase 4 intruded.

Table 58. Percent of Ceramic Ware Groups for Selected Lot 12 Analytical Units

R/Y

Phase/AU WW PW CW OEP TG WSW SW RW SW (01,1-1¢ \|
Phase 4 11.0 229 | 103 02] 1.2 2.1 41.3 9.1 1.9 419
Phase 3 0.1 18.4 30.5 8.8 2.5 1.3 4.6 22.7 9.2 1.9 830
Phase 2

AU518 28.2 28.9 8.4 0.9 0.9 2.3 21.5 7.8 1.1 3,652
AU519 10.1 15.0 3.7 2.9 3.0 4.6 44.8 14.3 1.6 5,240
Phase 1

AU521 10.4 9.2 3.8 4.4 1.7 6.9 42.1 19.6 2.1 480
AU051 >0.1 1.4 1.0 1.0 2.4 45 82.8 6.7 0.2 8,546

Key: AU-analytical unit; WW-whiteware; PW-pearlware; CW-creamware; OEP-oriental export porcelain; TG-tin glazed; WSW-white
stoneware; R/Y SW-red- and yellow-bodied slipware; RW-redware; SW-stoneware; N-total number.
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The MCDs from the four phases (Table 59) range from 1753 for Phase 1 to the late 1780s and early 1790s for
Phases 2 through 4. Although the MCDs from Phases 2 through 4 are slightly earlier than the shaft features
in the MID Area (see Table 48 and discussion in Section 4.7.2), this is due to the mixture of the Phase 1
material from the original ground surface with the material from Cottle’s occupation. The main Phase 2
deposit (AU518) has an MCD dating to the last decade of the 1700s like the dates from the MID Area shaft
features (Table 60).

Table 59. Dates for Lot 12 Phases

| Phase PQ MCD
Phase 4 1795 1790
Phase 3 1880 1788
Phase 2 1795 1786
Phase 1 1795 1753

Table 60 shows the MCDs and TPQs for features and surfaces for each phase where available. The largest
Phase 1 feature, AU5], is also separated out since its large number of sherds has such an effect on the
overall MCD for the features for Phase 1. The table shows that the MCD for Phase 3 fill is earlier than for
the occupation surface below it. This suggests that the Phase 3 fill was taken from a location with earlier
deposits and moved to Lot 12 as fill to raise the lot’s surface. Phase 4 deposits, as discussed above, were cut
into Phase 2 deposits and probably, as builders” trench material, and are composed primarily of Phase 2
and 3 artifacts.

Table 60. Dates for Lot 12 Phases, Surfaces, and Features

\ Phase  Provenience Function { TPQ MCD Dateable Sherds

Phase 4 Features Features 1795 1790 210

Phase 3 AU515 Phase 3 fill 1880 1788 493

Phase 2 AU518 Phase 2 surface 1795 1794 2,039
Features Features 1795 1785 654
AU519 Phase 2/1 surface 1795 1781 2,205

Phase 1 AUS521 A/B interface 1790 1777 157
Features Without AU51 1790 1756 114
Features With AU51 1790 1749 912

Table 60 and the table of dates for individual features (Tables 55 and 56) also show that the occupation of
the lot disturbed earlier features since late sherds appear in most contexts. The most common TPQ for all
the surfaces and features is from polychrome pearlware with an introduction date of 1795. However, the
number of later sherds in the earlier deposits is much lower.

The ground surface (composed of the A horizon and the A/B interface) contains evidence of three separate
occupations or deposits that cannot be easily separated for analysis. The first occupation is represented by a
high frequency of redware kiln furniture and probable wasters (in AU521 [A/B interface]). The second (the
A horizon) can be identified by ceramics dating mostly to post-1780 and pre-1795 (AU519). This is material
that was worked into the ground surface before it was covered by a thicker deposit of demolition debris
and trash (AU518). The third (AU518) can be most easily separated in the middle of the lot. This deposit is
represented by a layer of construction or demolition debris as well as an occupation surface with charcoal
flecks; it has the latest MCDs.
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4.8.3 Land Use

4.8.3.1 Phase 1

The front of Lot 12 saw use as a ceramic waster dump, possibly as a clay-mining area, and an area for the
disposal of some household trash, but there is no evidence of disposal of industrial bone waste. Since the
area of Lot 12 that contained burial shafts had been truncated in Phase 2, we cannot say what the rear
surface trash was like. Most of the grave shafts included a few artifacts including delft, stoneware, redware,
pipe fragments, animal bone, and some bottle glass. One grave shaft had a creamware sherd. These sparse
artifacts, no more than 10 per shaft, suggest a surface with scattered artifacts.

As summarized above, the middle and front of the lot received kiln debris in Phase 1; less was found at the
rear of the lot, perhaps because it had been truncated or perhaps because it was inside the African Burial
Ground. As shown in Table 61, redware kiln furniture appears in higher frequencies in the lower levels of
the historic ground surface (AUs 519 and 521). The very high frequency in the middle area in AU519 is due
to the fact that most of the middle EUs are over the AU51 trench, which contains 24 percent redware kiln
furniture (over 2,000 items). Redware kiln furniture drops considerably in AU518, deposited in Phase 2.

Table 61. Percentage of Redware Kiln Furniture by Area of Lot 12

AU Front | Middle | Rear

518 1.0 1.1 2.4
519 7.7 51.1 4.8
521 4.7 3.4 1.6

Redware makes up the major part of the AU51 assemblage (about 94 percent) and probably most of that is
kiln debris. This feature also has a low frequency of stoneware (Table 62). Black-, brown-, and clear-glazed
redware as well as slip-trailed redware were recovered from the feature. The various irregular pits (AUs
191, 192, 157, 158, 159, 19, and 22) with few to no artifacts dug into the subsoil suggest the area was mined
for clay before the surface was used as a dump.

Table 62 shows that AU51 is even more heavily weighted toward redware than was the NE Area, which, in
turn, had considerable more redware than the SE area (see Table 47). The latter had few redware ceramic
wasters or kiln furniture. As was done for the Table 47 comparison, the redware artifacts from the
unidentified group are included on Table 62 as redware wasters because most of the artifacts are probably
actual wasters from the kilns. The predominate type in the unidentified group was manganese-glazed
(black) redware (44 percent). The categories redware, unglazed, and other made up another 37 percent of
this group.

Table 62. Comparison of Stoneware and Redware Ceramic Kiln Debris*

AU51 | NE
# % | # | %
Stoneware Kiln furniture 66 0.9 3,872 32.6
Stoneware wasters 357 49 2,891 24.3
Redware kiln furniture 2,064 28.4 1,372 11.5
Redware wasters 4,773 65.7 3,748 315
Total 7,260 11,883

*Excludes kitchen and household group artifacts; includes industrial and unidentified sherds

These artifacts reflect the initial use of the area by a redware pottery. This is probably the pottery of John
Campbell that we have interpreted as located west of Broadway. It appears the Campbell pottery operated
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from the 1760s into the late eighteenth century (Ketchum 1987:42-43). Although this date range is later than
the MCD of 1750 for AUS5I, it fits well with the presence of creamware and the very low frequency of
pearlware (three sherds or 0.4 percent of datable sherds [N=798]), although the latter are probably intrusive.

While the area was used for both redware and stoneware kiln debris, it does not seem to have been used
for the disposal of bone related to industrial craft activity. In Table 53, the majority of the bone is dietary
refuse (58 percent) with little industrial waste (6 percent). There is a moderate percentage of processing
waste. These percentages are most similar to those of the SE Area, where most of the bone came from the
areas with non-industrial artifacts. Thus, the bone is probably associated with the disposal of household
trash on the lot.

We do not know the origin of the household trash. It could have been dumped on the site from anywhere
in the city or from the nearest houses (see Figure 15). It could also have been dumped on the African Burial
Ground and washed down the slope. A field profile and field notes suggest that a trash midden was
located on the slope above the lot in Republican Alley, above some of the graves. Since the midden was not
sampled, we do not know its date.

One or more of the three linear trench features on Lot 12 could have been the boundary for the African
Burial Ground. Alternately, the trenches in the middle (AU51) and rear (AU15 and AU16) of the lot could
have been dug to extract clay, as drainage features (they follow the slope), as trash-disposal features, or as
boundary ditches or boundary-post trenches. Extracting clay is unlikely, at least for AU51, since it
penetrated a foot or two into sand. Drainage features also seem unlikely, since no water-deposited
sediments were noted on the bottom. Trash-disposal features are a possibility. Similar long trenches
oriented the same way, southwest to northeast, are found in the SE Area, full of stoneware kiln debris.
AUB51 is full of redware kiln debris, but the other two are not; in fact, they have relatively few artifacts.
Boundary features, either as boundary ditches or as palisade trenches, are possible functions: the trenches
seem to separate the burial area from the farm to the north. However, each trench could have had a
different function.

Each trench is different. AU51 is the biggest, 9 to 10 feet wide and 2.5 to 3 feet deep. AU15 is narrower (3 to
4 feet) and about the same depth. AU16 is wide (7 to 7.5 feet) and shallow (1.5 to 2 feet). The north side of
AUI5 is nearly vertical; the other wall slopes. The north wall of AU51 has sections that are relatively
straight and others that are sloped; its south wall is sloped. AU16 has two sloping sides; it was partially
filled in Phase 1, after which a soil developed on its sloping sides. It was then filled in Phase 2 (AU16a). Of
the three trenches, AU51 is the earlier of the two with a dependable MCD, and was filled with trash; the
other two seem to have been filled with earth that contained some artifacts rather than concentrated trash.
There is ambiguous evidence that AU51 and AU16 held posts. The bottom of the features had what could
be interpreted as postholes as seen in photos. However, the field crews did not remark on this in their field
notes.

A garden feature that was gaining popularity in the eighteenth century was the ha-ha. It was relatively
deep ditch and had one straight wall and one sloped. It was used to keep animals outside of a landscaped
area without blocking the view (Thacker 1979:181-184). This trench configuration made it difficult for
animals to cross the ditch. Generally, the straight wall faced away from the area that was being protected.
Only AUI15 had a straight wall facing north, away from the African Burial Ground and toward a source of
animals, the Calk Hook farm.

If this feature did function as a ha-ha, it is in an unusual setting since the African Burial Ground was not a
garden. Because the angle of AU15 projects into areas that were not investigated, it is possible that it
continues northeast and formed some kind of barrier separating the early burial ground from the
surrounding area. However, this seems unlikely since AU15 did not stay open for very long, as evidenced
by the lack of water-deposited silt on the bottom of the feature.

Another possibility is that one or more of the ditches reflect an African symbolic system that separated the
sacred from the profane. Such earthworks were common throughout the savannah and forest regions of
West Africa from c. A.D. 1300 (Norman and Kelly 2004:100-101). They represented social, political, and
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symbolic boundaries inscribed on the landscape. Although the earthworks seem to have been primarily
associated with towns and royal compounds, their general purpose was to differentiate zones of protection
and inclusion (Norman and Kelly 2004:101). This purpose could have been generalized in the New World
to the cemetery separating it and protecting it from profane interactions.

If any of the trenches were boundaries, they do not reflect the Bancker 1784 line, which was about 20 feet to
the south in Lot 12. The southernmost trench, AU16, can be projected into areas that were investigated
during the project, specifically in Lot 16. There is no trace of a trench in that area, and burials occur north of
the projected line. The projected lines of both AUs 15 and 51 are angled more to the northeast and project
further north than any archeologically explored area; thus, it is unknown if they extended further to the
northeast.

Whether or not we accept the ambiguous evidence of posts in the bottom of AUs 16 and 51, it is unlikely
these features are part of a boundary feature that extended throughout the African Burial Ground. The best
candidate for such a feature is AU16, which remained open for some time, although it did not extend very
far.

4.8.3.2 Phase 2

This phase is the post-Revolution residential/commercial occupation of the lot. Although the overall picture
is clear, there are several ambiguities in the stratigraphic relationships that make a complete understanding
difficult. To understand the events recorded in the archeology, the yard has to be divided into three parts:
the front, middle, and rear. The rear area includes the area with grave shafts, as well as Phase 2 and 4
historic features, and extends from the rear of the lot to the northern edge of EU5, including EUs 5, 6, 8, 9,
13, 14, and 17. At this point the ground slopes 0.7 feet within 4 feet, or 1.75 feet per 10 feet. At the northern
end of EU10, the surface is almost level but continues to slope at a much lower rate. The middle area is
considered to be EUs 10, 11, 12, and 7 and part of 15; this generally includes the yard between the front and
the rear buildings. The front of the lot then includes the remainder of the lot (part of EU15 and EUs 4, 16, 18,
and 19).

There is evidence of a house on the front of the lot before 1795. The lack of polychrome pearlware, available
in 1795, on the front of the lot indicates that a building floor protected this portion of the lot, unlike the rest
of the lot, from the deposition of that ceramic type. This fits well with the historic documents that place
Cottle on the lot in 1794. There is evidence of backyard trash in the middle of the lot. The presumably alley-
facing building on the rear of the lot has an ell that protrudes into the middle of the lot. The rear surface of
the lot was truncated to make the rear area flat enough for a plank floor, although the stratigraphic
information is not clear on whether this occurred in Phase 2 or Phase 4. Since there are no post-1810
artifacts, one must assume the rear lot was leveled and the floor constructed in Phase 2 and removed and
filled in Phase 3. It is possible that the floor could have been constructed in Phase 4 (later than c. 1803) and
then destroyed and filled sometime later without artifacts from a later period being included in the fill.
However, this does seem unlikely.

The ground surface on the front of the lot is primarily designated AU519. The general slope is from the
southwest to the northwest; there also is a sharp drop of about 1 to 1.5 feet between 40S and 35S. The
deposits are separated from the yard in the middle of the lot by the remnants of a stone wall (AU25). Since
a layer of water-laid sand stops at this line all across the lot, even though the western portion of the wall
was robbed, we assume the wall extended across the entire lot. However, the stratigraphy associated with
the wall suggests that it may belong to Phase 4, not Phase 2. Unfortunately, this cannot be resolved with the
existing data. Therefore, we assume that it or a similar wall was associated with Cottle’s house and
prevented later sherds from accumulating on the front ground surface, unlike the middle of the lot where
there was considerable accumulation. Some construction debris and remnants of beams (represented by the
shell of the beam that filled with sediments after the wood had decayed like AU28, AU29, and AU30) on
part of this surface may be evidence of a salvage operation during the removal of the Cottle house. These
beams could have supported a floor.
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The middle of the lot saw an accumulation of a thick layer of trash and construction debris (brick and
mortar fragments, nails, and window glass) (AU518) on top of the original ground surface (AU519), mostly
between the AU25 wall and the wall of the alley-facing building. The surface of AU519 was transformed
through use to a gray-brown ground surface with charcoal flecks.

The crossmend analysis of both ceramics and glass clearly showed many crossmends between AUs 518
and 519 in the AUs in the middle of the lot (EUs 10, 11, 12, 7, and part of 15 and 5). The crossmends show
the degree of mixing between AUs 518 and 519 or the difficulty in separating the excavated stratigraphic
layers into the two strata, or both. However, the higher frequency of early ceramics in AU519 and the
higher frequency of post-1795 ceramics in AU518 indicate that the division into two analytical units is
justified.

There were few crossmends between the front yard and the middle yard and none between the rear yard
and the other two. There were a number of crossmends within the front-yard deposits, as well as within the
rear-yard deposits. These results are congruent with the interpretation of the middle yard as the back yard
of the street-facing house, with the house keeping most artifacts from penetrating into the deposits in the
front of the yard. It is notable that the mends within the front-yard area are almost all redware or salt-
glazed stoneware. This is consistent with these deposits being the ground surface when the area was used
primarily as a dump for kiln wasters. Most of the mends between the front and middle portions of the lot
also were of redware or stoneware and seem to have been from the Phase 1 activity on the site.

The layers of construction rubble probably came from building a rear (alley-facing) building foundation of
sandstone walls topped with a brick wall. Several pieces of evidence exist to support the idea that the rear
building was also constructed before the raising of the lot. First, it had a door in the east foundation wall
(AU11) for access to the space between the two buildings. Second, a drip line off the northernmost wall
(AU12) of this ell implies a roofed building with the ground surface exposed. Last, the water-laid sand was
on top of the drip line, the construction debris, and the surface deposits of AU518 and up against the walls
of both the alley- and street-facing building. Phase 2 seems to be closed by the deposition of this layer of
sterile sand between the two buildings. There was no surface on top of this sand, only fill.

The walls of the ell (the north wall, AU12, and the east wall, AU11) were preserved to 2 to 2.5 feet above the
ground surface and topped with the remnants of a brick wall. The walls of the ell extended to c. 2.5 feet
below the ground surface for a total of almost 5 feet. On the other hand, the northern wall (AU14), east of
the ell, was only three stones high (0.8 feet); however, its top was level with AU11. This is because it was
located north of the point where the ground dropped to the south.

Before construction of the alley building started, a pit (AU209) was dug into the AU519 surface. The only
directly dateable features of the alley building are two builders’ trenches on the interior of the ell walls.
Both AU40 and AU46 have TPQs of 1795. Associated with the alley building were a post and posthole
(AU31) on the south side of the doorway. The same area included a barrel (AU21) sunk into the ground
surface, possibly to catch rainwater that drained from the roof. There was a small post hole (AU55) with a
post abutting the east end of the north ell wall next to the doorway on the east side. Another post/posthole
(AU47/48) was set into the north side of the north wall (AU12) of the building. It separated the main wall
from a piece (AU13) that seemed to have been added later. It is possible that AU13 is a stone door lintel like
AU46 in the east-side door, although it appears to be too high. Another feature that dated to after the
construction of the building was a pile of small cobbles (AU18), which abutted the east wall of the building.
If the alley building was not finished before the filling in Phase 3 occurred, perhaps the cobbles were
unused construction material; however, all the walls were made of cut sandstone, not cobbles, so the
purpose of the cobbles is unknown.

The rear of the lot, like the rest of it, sloped down from southwest to northeast. The area from
approximately the 547 grid line to the rear of the lot had to be cut to provide a level surface for a series of
joists (AU26) on approximate three-foot centers. Remnants of the joists that ran east to west were found in
EUs 14 and 9. The joists probably extended into EU6 as well, but were destroyed by the later coal feature
AUL. They do not seem to extend into the eastern part of the lot. However, it is possible that Trench A (an
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early exploratory trench), which ran north to south through the area, and later Phase 4 features on the east
side, may have destroyed them.

Most of the rear area was leveled. Only the east edge of original ground surface is preserved. If the floor
extended all the way to the east edge of the lot, as the wall (AU14) presumably did, the east side would
have had to be filled to reach this level. However, there is no good evidence that this happened.

Because the area had been leveled, there is little trace of the ground surface (AU519) or of the trash and
construction level found in the middle area. Dumping of kiln material on the rear slope is evidenced by the
high frequency of redware in the Phase 1 trenches (8.6 percent in AU15 and 4.8 percent in AU 16) but not
on the ground surface (less than 2.4 percent in AU518; see Table 61). In fact, this portion of the lot, especially
the east side area, has a high frequency of post-1795 ceramics. Thus, most of the strata belong to AU518
rather than AU519.

Inside the ell in EU6 and EU12, the elevation drop seen on the east side appears on the west side also. There
is no trace of how the people would have gotten from the floor in the rear to the surface at the level of the
entry door, a drop of 2.5 feet from the top of the joists to the surface in EU12. However, there was a
posthole (AU36) in the middle of the surface in EU12 that may be associated with a feature, such as stairs.
On the other hand, the lack of such a feature may indicate the building was unfinished before it was filled
in Phase 3.

4.8.3.3 Phase 3

Phase 3, the raising of the lot, is best defined on the front of the lot. The original building facing Duane was
demolished, and fill composed of construction debris and residential trash from pre-1810 deposits was
used to raise the level of the lot. It appears the rear building was also either partially demolished or,
possibly, used as the foundation for a building whose use extended into Phase 4. This later interpretation
seems unlikely because no late ceramics or other artifacts were found over, under, or around the decaying
joists. The fill in the rear of the lot was as heterogeneous as that on the front of the lot. However, the western
fill at the rear of the lot was mostly sand, and the eastern fill was various layers of sandy silt with pockets of
sand. The fill changed composition along the 16.2E line. There is some indication that that division was
related to the features of Phase 4.

4.8.3.4 Phase 4

Phase 4 is represented by a number of features that penetrated into the Phase 3 fill. These included a
fireplace represented by a stone foundation and brick hearth (AU27). In the rear there was a remnant of
brick flooring (AU17) and the molds of two planks set on end (AU211) along the line of the fill change
mentioned above. In addition, there were two shaft features to the east of this line of fill change. These had
been truncated by twentieth-century construction activity and possibly further by the clearing of the lot. In
any case, they contained few artifacts except those from the early nineteenth century. One of the shaft
features, AU2, was stone lined and had construction debris and voids in it, indicting that it was probably
not a privy or it had been effectively cleaned out before being filled with debris. Little is known about the
other, AU38, since there were no foundation stones remaining, although there was some evidence that they
might have been robbed. Both were excavated from a higher ground level on the east side of the lot near
the rear. Since there were few artifacts and they did not belong to the period of the major site occupation,
little analysis was done on these shaft features.

The other artifacts from Phase 4, however, were generally considered to originate in the Phase 2 or Phase 3
deposits. There were no post-1810 ceramics, so the Phase 4 artifacts were included in the analyses where
appropriate. The lack of late artifacts associated with the fireplace at the front of the lot and its clear
excavation into the Phase 3 fill suggest that Cottle’s building was destroyed and another building,
represented by the fireplace remnants, cut into the fill. This building must have been destroyed relatively
soon after it was constructed, since only early artifacts are found over it.
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The stone walls found on either side of the lot probably do not date to the earliest occupation of the lot, but
were installed after the lot was filled. The ones at the front of the lot probably supported the early-
nineteenth-century building torn down in 1921 (Figure 21).

4.8.3.5 Phase 5

Several features belonging to the mid-nineteenth to early twentieth century were found. Although they are
not discussed here in any detail, they should be mentioned. The rear of the lot had an elevator shaft (AU3)
as well as a feature of uncertain function (AU1). AU1 was constructed of brick and had a bluestone lintel
(possibly) incorporated into one side. The bluestone was the same kind as found in the foundation of the
nineteenth-century pier in AU58. These features were apparently truncated by a concrete floor that was laid
down about ten feet above the original ground surface when the early 1840s building (Figure 21) was
destroyed and replaced by a 1921 building. The remnants of this building were seen in a concrete floor that
covered the lot and the concrete walls that rested on top of the early-nineteenth-century stone walls on the
east and west sides of the lot.

4.9 Conclusion

This chapter has summarized the current interpretation of the primarily European-American use of the site
of the African Burial Ground both during and after its use as a burial ground. The African Burial Ground is
unquestionably the most important of the resources found at the site. However, the evidence of the use of
the burial ground by European-Americans for other purposes presents a picture of the attitudes that the
dominant culture had to its enslaved servants. The archeological record also presents information on
ceramic technology of the pre-Revolution period.

The data from the post-African Burial Ground use of the area have their own importance: a representation
of the period of rapid social and economic changes. All the primary materials from Phase 2 were deposited
during at most 22 years, from 1788 to 1810. It is more likely that occupation of the lots did not start until the
mid-1790s and that the deposition of archeological material was complete before 1807. The rapid rate of
physical change can perhaps best be noted in Lot 12, where Cottle’s building and the alley building lasted
about six years. In fact, the alley building may have been in the process of construction when the lot was
filled. The first structure after the filling, represented by the fireplace in the front of the lot, may have been
replaced soon after it was built as well, since no post-1810 artifacts were found in the fill.

A recognized, mapped boundary between the Van Borsum and the Damen patent appears first on the 1855
Maerschalck (Figure 12) and then on the 1765 Ratzer map (Figure 14). Other documents suggest Teller was
attempting to lay claim to the parcel at the same time. In the 1760s, he reportedly built a fence to control and
make money from the Africans and African Americans who were using the Van Borsum parcel as their
burial ground. The boundary line was eventually surveyed by Bancker and used as the legal boundary
separating the Van Borsum parcel from the Damen patent (then owned by the Rutgers family). It is not
clear if there was any formal boundary before Teller started his claims. The boundary could have been one
or more of the trenches found in Lot 12. Before the Teller fence was erected, it is possible the cemetery
extended further north. On the other hand, the evidence discussed by Perry et al (2006:120-125) suggests
that the area north of the Teller/Bancker line was used only after 1776 when the Teller fence had been
destroyed by the British.

The calculations used to place the Bancker survey line on Figure 20 are different than the posthole line. The
posthole line does seem to be the actual boundary between the Damen (owned by the Barclays) and Van
Borsum (eventually split between the Kips and the Tellers) since all the features are north of the line and the
graves are denser south of the line. Both of these observations suggest that the Teller and Bancker line were
very similar to one another. This conclusion suggests that the reasoning or maps used to identify the
Bancker line on Figure 20, although roughly following the posthole line, were inaccurate. For this
discussion and the rest of the report, we will assume the Bancker line and the posthole line are the same.

One question is the extent that the African Burial Ground in Phase 1 was used simultaneously as a burial
ground and a dump for industrial waste. If Perry et al. (2006) are correct that the Burial Ground expanded
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to the north during the Revolution, then most of the industrial waste found there would predate the
expansion of the cemetery. The Calk Hook land north of the Teller/ Bancker border has evidence of use as
both a dump for bone waste from industrial activity (NE area and the MID area), as well as waste from
neighboring potteries (NE area and the northern portion of Lot 12). The artifacts associated with these
deposits, at least in the NE area, support a pre-1760 date for the dumping. The bone waste deposits in the
MID area are more difficult to date.

In Lot 12, the northern portion of the lot, where no graves existed, has large amounts of kiln related debris,
dated to after 1760, especially in one trench. Since the rear of Lot 12 was leveled, removing evidence of the
original ground surface, we do not know if this portion of the burial ground (on the southern end of Lot 12)
was also used as a dump before or during the area’s use as a burying ground. There are some domestic
artifacts in the graves in the southern part of the lot but not evidence of a major use as an industrial waste
dump. The two interesting trench features on the south half of Lot 12 could be part of a pre-Teller
boundary-maintenance mechanism installed by the Africans themselves.

The SE Area is south of the Teller/Bancker line. Besides containing graves, it was also used as a dump for
kiln waste. It is not clear if the Teller fence enclosed this area or not. If it was enclosed, then the pottery
debris dates before 1760; if not, it could be after 1760. The non-kiln-related artifacts generally support the
earlier date. Some graves were obviously cut into the kiln waster deposits and others appear to have been
interred before the dumping began, or at least before it was much advanced.

After the Teller fence was erected, it is possible that simultaneous use of the active African Burial Ground
south of the fence by European- and African Americans did not occur in the project area or at least the
amount of dumping was reduced. However, dumping probably continued on the area north of the African
Burial Ground that Teller had concluded was outside the formal burial ground. That dumping may have
continued as the Burial Ground extended in the northern after the fence was burned.

The historical and archeological evidence shows that the MID and Lot 12 Areas were occupied for a
relatively short time period by artisans and others who seemed to have about the same economic income,
which placed them within the emerging middle class. Most of the occupants were white. Exceptions
included several recorded families of African Americans on Lot 17, one on Lot 15, and an enslaved servant
on Lot 16.

Lot 12 was occupied by Cottle from 1794 and may have been filled as early as 1799 or 1800 or, perhaps,
1802. The Phase 4 features, as will be discussed further in the glass section, probably relate to the
occupation of the lot by Miller, who began his distilling business on the lot in 1803 and bought the lot in
1806. This change in function and ownership may be responsible for the construction and then destruction
of the Phase 4 features at the front of the lot. If this interpretation is correct, the Phase 2 occupation lasted
about eight years. Lot 15 was occupied the longest, from 1797 to 1810 (thirteen years) and has the most yard
features. Lot 16 was occupied from 1796 for about six years. Lot 17 had a brief five years of occupation.

Land use in Phase 2 was generally restricted to residential occupations. The exception is Lot 12. Cottle used
the lot for his upholstery business, as represented in the documents and by the presence of tacks in his yard
trash. In Phase 4, the commercial use continued as the property was turned into a distillery. Differential use
of space in the yards is difficult to identify. All the privy and pit features in the MID Area were near the
back of the lot, but no other information on yard use could be inferred since the yard deposits were not the
focus of the investigation in this area. In Lot 12, where the yard was a focus of research, evidence of the
yard was restricted to the area between the two buildings, a 20-by-20-foot area partially taken up by the ell
of the alley building. Other than the use of the area for trash disposal, the archeological record documented
no other function.
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5.0 SACRED SPACE TO SECULAR USE
by Reginald H. Pitts

5.1 Purpose and Goals of the Investigation

The purpose of this study is to attempt to answer a question that has been asked from the time that the
human remains in the African Burial Ground were first rediscovered. How could the city have expanded
over this property known to have been a burial site and constructed buildings over the bodies of the people
buried there? This chapter will show, through documentary research, how this space (i.e., the African
Burial Ground) became sacred, and how it was remade for a secular use.

5.2 Historical Background

5.2.1 Enslaved Africans in New Netherland

The Dutch laid claim to the area of the North American continent they called “New Netherland” through
the explorations of Henry Hudson, an English sailor in the employ of the Dutch. In 1609, Hudson sailed
into New York Harbor and up the Hudson River as far north as present-day Albany (Van der Zee and Van
der Zee 1978:9). Eleven years later, the Estates-General, the legislative branch of the Royal Government of
the Netherlands, organized the Dutch West India Company. The trading company was organized to
colonize and develop the Dutch claims in the New World (Condon 1968:38—41, 55-59), as well as establish
trade in furs with the Native Americans and “exploit any other resources that were available” (Page
1984:124). All overseas possessions would then be under the control of a trading company, rather than
colonies of the country of Holland. The Dutch West India Company’s primary interest would be in
pursuing its own affairs with little concern in controlling the lives or behavior of the colonists (Watson
1989:103-104).

On April 16, 1624, the ship Nieuw Nederlandt of Hoorn, with thirty families on board, arrived at Manhattan
Island to establish and settle New Netherland. The initial settlement of the new colony was established on
Manhattan Island, as “the island’s topography afforded European colonists a safe shelter and its harbor and
rivers provided them with ideal passages for the conduct of trade within the interior and across the ocean”
(Foote 1993:8). The Dutch West India Company, among other prerogatives, had the power to grant to
individuals newly acquired lands within the colony’s borders. They, in turn, would have to work the
ground for a set number of years before being able to purchase their plots for a quitrent of one-tenth of their
produce (Stiles 1869:89-91).

Tradition holds that twelve African men and women were among the first settlers of New Amsterdam in
1624 (O’Callaghan 1855[4]:353; Van der Zee and Van der Zee 1978:13; Weathers 1993:10), although the first
surviving record of enslaved Africans in New Netherland was two years later, in 1626 (Van der Zee and
Van der Zee 1978:252; Page 1984:124-125; Moore 1995:8, Wood 1997:111). As the years wore on, Africans
were involved in nearly all aspects of everyday life in the colony under both Dutch and British rule
(Goodfriend 1984:96-97; Page 1984:124; Moore 1995:8). The majority of the Africans first brought into New
Netherland were those enslaved by the Dutch West India Company (Goodfriend 1984:98), who worked at
the company’s bidding, building forts and houses, loading ships, “clearing animal carcasses,” and laboring
in the fields (Page 1984:127). As the colony expanded into the Hudson River Valley and over into Brooklyn,
the company imported more enslaved Africans and either sold them to these settlers or used them to open
up and sustain outposts owned and operated by the company (Wood 1997:111).

Although the first mention of enslaved Africans in the new settlement was in 1626, there is evidence that
Africans, free or enslaved, had arrived in the colony much earlier. The first known person of African
ancestry in the area that would become New Netherland arrived over a decade before the colony itself was
organized. In 1613, Jan Rodrigues, a free mulatto sailor from the Caribbean island of Hispanola, was a
member of the crew of the Dutch ship Jonge Tobias (Young Tobias), which sailed up the Hudson River. The
captain, Thijs Volkertsz Mossel, wishing to be rid of Rodrigues, who appears to have been a troublemaker,
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left him among the indigenous people to “arrange trade agreements with the Indians.” When Mossel
returned the next year, he found that Rodrigues had been very successful in making trade agreements with
the Manahattas, as well as other clans, but had affiliated himself with the crew of another Dutch
merchantman, the Fortuyn (Fortune) (Condon 1968:30). The crew of the Jonge Tobias attacked Rodrigues and
the crew of the Fortuyn, claiming that Rodrigues, “that black rascal,” owed them money, and were
successful in wounding and capturing Rodrigues (Page 1984:125).

When the Dutch West India Company was organized in 1619, one of its duties involved the sale and
transport of enslaved Africans from various points in Africa and the Caribbean. Holland’s navy defeated
the mighty Spanish and Portuguese forces in a number of battles; these victories made Holland, if only for a
relatively short period, a major world power. Upon the defeat of Spain and Portugal, Holland captured a
number of their former possessions, including Brazil and Surinam in South America, Curacao and Aruba
in the Caribbean, Angola and Mozambique in eastern Africa, and the area called the “Gold Coast” on the
western side of the continent. The Estates-General gave the administrative control of a number of these
regions to the Dutch West India Company, and to its counterpart, the Dutch East India Company, control
of its holdings in Asia and the Orient (Van der Zee and Van der Zee 1978:23).

Due to the previous efforts of both the Spanish and Portuguese, Africans were well established in these and
other areas that had once been under their control. Dutch ships also put in at ports in the New World and
on the African continent that were controlled by England and France, where Africans had been brought to
labor and could be bought and sold (Furnas 1969:42; Morgan 1975:105). Hence, the acquisition and
redistribution of Africans to New Netherland was not very difficult for the Dutch West India Company, as
those regions formerly held by the Spanish and Portuguese supplied the Dutch with enslaved Africans
(Wood 1997:111; Roanoke Times 1999). Moreover, as the colony grew and new settlements were made,
emigrants from New England and Protestants from France, as well as Spanish and Portuguese refugees, all
came to New Netherland (Page 1984:127-128), and many brought enslaved people along with them
(Goodfriend 1984:97).

The Dutch West India Company attempted to keep under its control all trade instrumentalities affecting the
colony, including the shipping and sale of enslaved persons (Stokes 1915-1928[4]:125-126). Although there
were probably many instances of unrecorded slave smuggling, the first ship reported to have brought
enslaved Africans directly from their homeland was the Tamandere. It landed in New Amsterdam in June of
1646 after a voyage from Africa by way of Barbadoes, where “three negro wenches” had escaped (Page
1984:126). It can be surmised, therefore, that the first African inhabitants of New Netherland arrived in the
colony from Dutch possessions elsewhere in the world (McManus 1966:6-7).

The Dutch had no slave law, however, unlike a number of European countries (Wiecek 1977:258; Friedman
1985:85). There were no enslaved people in the United Provinces of the Netherlands at this time, and since
the Dutch West India Company controlled New Netherland and other overseas possessions, the Estates-
General “would not and did not issue systematic or comprehensive legislation” regarding those enslaved
(Watson 1989:104). However, the governing body had not authorized the Dutch West India Company “to
take any legal system as governing slavery nor to make a law of its own” (Watson 1989:114).

Therefore, the Dutch West India Company “simply took over Roman law in its entirety” (Watson 1989:114—
115), amending it to suit its particular purposes with regard to enslaved individuals. For example, under
Roman law, “legally slaves were property. They had no rights. But it was recognized that they were
property of a very special kind. For some purposes, a slave was regarded by the law as if he were a human
being; for other purposes, as if he were a thing” (Watson 1989:22). Slaves in ancient Rome were of any racial
or national type. When the emancipation of a particular slave was proposed, there was no impediment
claimed on the basis that the slave was of an innately inferior ethnic lineage (Snowden 1983:66-67),
although a number of Romans saw slaves, despite their ethnic or cultural background, as morally inferior
(Oakes 1987:27).
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Roman law placed few restrictions on the emancipation or manumission of slaves. Essentially, any owner
could set a slave free at any time or for any reason short of defrauding his creditors (Watson 1989:23-24).
The law also provided slaves with the prospect of being able to save up to purchase their freedom by
means of the peculium, a sum of money given them by their owners. Although technically the owner’s
money, this peculium could be utilized by the slave for his own uses “within the limits laid down by the
master” (Watson 1989:24). Slaves fortunate enough to have access to this fund saw it as a way to purchase
their freedom and that of their loved ones, contingent on the whim of the owner, who was not legally
bound under the agreement. It is noted that “there is no sign in any text, lay or legal, of a master
unjustifiably taking away a slave’s peculium (except to defraud creditors)”(Watson 1989:24).

Therefore, slavery in New Netherland, following on the Roman model, had little of “the mutual hatred...of
the sort that brutalized slave relations in other colonies. The pragmatic Dutch regarded slavery as an
economic expedient; they never equated it with social organization or race control. Neither the West India
Company nor the settlers endorsed the specious theories of Negro inferiority used in other places to justify
the system” (McManus 1966:11-12). Although this viewpoint may not have been universal, in general the
“predominant attitude of the Dutch settlers has been called nondiscriminatory” (Higginbotham 1978:108).

5.2.2 Establishment of the “Negro Frontier”

By 1643, troubles between the Dutch in New Netherlands and the indigenous population of the area
escalated into open warfare. Governor Willem Kieft started attacking nearby villages and encampments,
over the protests of most of the settlers, led by Dominie Everardus Bogardus, the pastor of the Dutch
Reformed Church in New Amsterdam (Van der Zee and Van der Zee 1978:117-118). The Indians struck
back, attacking many outlying farms and villages and sending the survivors fleeing to the safety of New
Amsterdam. On July 13, 1643, to resettle the “wasted land,” Governor Kieft allowed free blacks to settle on
some of these farms (Moore 1995:10). This motivated eleven enslaved Africans the West India Company to
submit a request to the town council of New Amsterdam (“comprising the settlement’s leading merchants,
businessmen and military personnel” [Moore 1995:11]) for their freedom (Higginbotham 1978:106-107):
Paulo d’Angola, Garcia d’Angola, Simon Congo, Little (“Kleyne”) Manuel, Big (“Groot”) Manuel, Manuel
de Gerrit de Reus, Anthony Portuguese, Pieter Santomee, Jan Francisco, Little Anthony (“Antonio Cleyn”),
Jan of Fort Orange (Jan van’t Fort-Orangien). A number of these men, including Paulo d’Angola, Pieter
Santomee (Hoff 1988:101-103), Big Manuel, and Anthony Portuguese, had been among the original
enslaved men brought into the colony almost twenty years before by the Dutch West India Company. On
February 25, 1644, the council granted “conditional” (Page 1984:128) or “half” (McManus 1966:12-13)
freedom to the eleven men and their wives, placing them “on the same footing as other Free people here in
New Netherland”; but their children “at present born and yet to be born” remained enslaved to the
company (O’Callaghan 1848:113-114; Stokes 1915-1928[4]:101; McManus 1966:14).

The eleven also received title to individual grants of land “where they shall be able to earn their livelihood
by Agriculture” (Stokes 1915-1928[4]:101-102) located up to a mile from the town of New Amsterdam, but
beyond the palisade of the fort that surrounded the town (Maerschalck 1755). This tract, which was called
“the negroes land” or “the negro frontier” (Valentine 1865:575), consisted of about 300 acres stretching
north from the area around the Collect Pond (near what is now Canal Street) to near the present corner of
Fifth Avenue and Thirty-ninth Street. It partially encompassed the area “where Chinatown, Little Italy,
SoHo and Greenwich Village stand today” (Moore 1995:11). This “frontier” eventually comprised about
thirty farms of varying size (McManus 1966:12-14).

David T. Valentine suspected that “there was apparently a more selfish motive than mere liberality in
establishing the negro frontier” (Valentine 1865:567), as the Africans would serve as a buffer between the
settlers in New Amsterdam and any potential armed attacks from Native Americans (Moore 1995:11). It
has also been speculated that “the example of the free black families who farmed their own land on the
outskirts of town naturally served as a beacon to New Amsterdam’s slaves” (Goodfriend 1984:97).
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The Africans were compelled, however, to provide the Dutch West India Company with a yearly quota of
twenty-two bushels of “corn, wheat, peas, or beans” as well as “one fat hog” or else revert back to slavery
(O’Callaghan 1848:114). Despite that stipulation, those landholders still had the potential to grow more
crops for market and save the money from those sales toward the eventual purchase of their children from
the Dutch West India Company (Goodfriend 1984:99-101; Page 1984:128) as their counterparts in ancient
Rome utilized the peculium (Watson 1989:21-25).

The development and growth of the negro frontier produced a small community of free Africans living
independently of the residents of New Amsterdam, quietly farming, raising families, and generally tending
to their own affairs (Goodfriend 1984:99-102). More and more enslaved Africans were being imported into
the colony during this time, most from the Caribbean island of Curacao (McManus 1966:6), although there
is little information as to their number (Bielinski 1984:170-171; Kruger 1985[2]:65). Some of those who were
enslaved, either privately or by the Dutch West India Company, were able successfully to petition the
colonial council for their freedom (Page 1984:128). Although subsequently some purchased land on the
“frontier,”! it would appear that the vast majority of the Africans in New Amsterdam remained in bondage
for the duration of their lives.

5.2.3 Establishment of the African Burial Ground

It is possible that those enslaved by the Dutch West India Company in New Amsterdam may have been
buried along with Europeans at two specific locations. One site could have been the “bouwerie” (Dutch for
“bower-place” or garden [Harlow 1931:4-10; Sante 1991:11]) of Governor Peter Stuyvesant, located on the
edge of the town (Harlow 1931:8) near the present Fourteenth Street (Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:1). It is of
record that Stuyvesant enslaved up to forty Africans (“farm laborers and household servants”) by 1660
(Goodfriend 1984:97), and both he and his wife Judith (Bayard) Stuyvesant encouraged those enslaved to
live in family units and attend church regularly at his chapel, so when they died they could have been
buried at Stuyvesant’s “bouwerie” (Rogers 1938; Ottley and Weatherby 1967:13; Van der Zee and Van der
Zee 1978:271, 334, 337; Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:16).

Another place where African burials could have occurred was at the “Old Burying Ground,” first located
“on the west side of Broadway, a short distance north of Morris Street” (Jackson 1950:14-15) and, after 1676,
on Broadway opposite Wall Street “near Bowling Green” (Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:1). This was first set
up as a public place of burial, free for all people “subject only to a charge for opening the ground” (Jackson
1950:15).

It will be noted that these burial grounds were located within the environs of the town of New Amsterdam.
Those enslaved by residents of the town may have found burial in the public burial ground, as their
masters would have been able to pay the sexton’s fee for digging the grave. Others would have been buried
on the slave owner’s “homestead” (Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:3). However, what of those free African
residents of the negro frontier outside New Amsterdam? Once a loved one died, would it have been
feasible or convenient to bring the body over a mile or more into the town for burial? What of the fee to
open the grave?

Richard Boulton Dickenson, an African-American genealogist and historian from Staten Island, speculates
that the African Burial Ground was probably first established by those residents of the negro frontier after
the eleven formerly enslaved to the West India Company received and settled upon their grants of land
after 1644 (Dickenson 1987:104). As noted above, the frontier was located outside the palisade that
surrounded New Amsterdam, running north from the Collect Pond. The Maerschalck map also shows the
“Negros Burial Ground” (hereinafter referred to as the “African Burial Ground”) located beyond the
palisade very near the Collect, where it would have been adjacent to the small farms of the free Africans
who lived on the frontier (Maerschalck 1755).

1 From 1643 to 1667, the council issued no fewer than 26 grants of land to Africans (Stokes 1915-1928[4]:99).
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This ground was still considered common ground, that is, open space owned by the colonial government
but not put to any particular use other than “cattle grazing land,” as it was thought it was probably not
much good for farming (Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:68) and being described as “a desolate, unappropriated
spot, descending with a gentle declivity toward a ravine which led to the Kalkhook [or “Collect”] Pond
(Valentine 1865:567). There is no existing record of any of the residents of the little community expressly
requesting permission from the colonial council of New Netherland to use this tract as a burial ground, as
“not even a dedication of their burial-place was made by the church authorities, or any others who might
reasonably be supposed to have an interest in such a matter” (Valentine 1865:567).

The establishment of the African Burial Ground may also have arisen from the attempt of the Africans to
worship their gods and bury their dead in the manner they were accustomed to, either the rituals of their
home areas in Africa, or even (for those who had been under Spanish or Portuguese control) the liturgy of
the Roman Catholic Church. Melville J. Herskovits noted that “the principle that life must have a proper
ending as well as a well-protected beginning is the fundamental reason for the great importance of the
funerals in all Negro societies” (Herskovits 1941:197). It is probable that in the performance of these burials,
the residents of the negro frontier were passing on the customs of their homeland as well as expressing,
albeit in a small way, their further independence from the colonial council of New Amsterdam (Roediger
1981:169).

The Dutch, although tolerant of other religious practices among its European settlers (Van der Zee and Van
der Zee 1978:91-92), did not extend that tolerance to Africans (Page 1984:128). Instead, they strove to
convert the Africans to Christianity, with middling success. A number of enslaved Africans persisted in the
belief that conversion to Christianity would bring freedom and embraced the Dutch Reformed Church
solely for that purpose (McManus 1966:20). This became so apparent that one minister at first refused to
baptize African children “partly on the account of the worldly and perverse aims on the part of the said
negroes [as] they wanted nothing else than to deliver their children from bodily slavery without striving for
piety and Christian values” (Dominie Henricus Selyns, in Van der Zee and Van der Zee 1978:366). Despite
that hesitation, a number of Africans, enslaved and free, became members of the Dutch Reformed Church
and were successful in having their children baptized in the faith (Brassard, personal communication 1997).

Another minister noted that the Mohican Indians “do not speak so jeeringly and so scoffingly of the godlike
and glorious majesty of their Creator as the Africans dare to do” (Dominie Jonas Michaelius, in Stokes
1915-1928[4]:74). So it is at least a possibility that the men and women who first settled the negro frontier
also saw this opportunity as a chance to honor their dead in their own way, in a manner more relevant to
their ancestral and cultural backgrounds (Herskovits 1941:198-206; Roediger 1981:174; Kolchin 1993:41-43).

Therefore, it just may have happened that after 1644, one of the free Africans of the negro frontier died, and
the grieving family and neighbors decided that it would be more convenient to place their loved one in a
spot near their homes. The reason may have included lack of money to open the grave at the public burial
ground or an intent to use traditional burial practices rather than the interment rituals of the Dutch
Reformed Church. And so, at some unrecorded date, the first burial in the African Burial Ground was
probably made, as David T. Valentine said, “at night, with various mummeries and outcries” pursuant to
the rituals and customs of their native homes (Valentine 1865:567; Roediger 1981:169-172).

5.2.4  Private Ownership—the Van Borsum Patent

Among the first European settlers of New Netherland was a woman named Anneke Jans. She was a native
of the village of Flekkeroy in Norway, who arrived in the New World from Amsterdam with her husband
Roelof Janszen van Maesterlandt and their two eldest children, Sara and Tryntje “Roelofs”? (eventually
they would have five) in 1630 (Zabriskie 1973). After her husband’s death, Anneke married Everardus
Bogardus, the “dominie” (minister) of the Dutch Reformed Church of New Amsterdam in 1638, by whom
she would have four more children (Brassard, personal communication 1997).

2 “All of Roelof’s daughters took the name of Roeloffse, meaning ‘daughter of (se) Roelof.” Their brother Jan took the surname Roeloffszen meaning
‘son of (szen) Roeloff’” (Carter 1997). Today, commonly spelled Roeloff.
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Anneke was once cited for indecent exposure by the burghers of New Amsterdam: as she attempted to
cross a muddy street, she lifted her gown and allegedly “displayed her ankle” (Van der Zee and Van der
Zee 1978:353-354). But her major claim to historical fame is that she was ostensibly the original owner of a
portion of Lower Manhattan (62 acres) that became the subject of a lawsuit instituted by her descendants
who claimed that Trinity Church had illegally gained title to the property and that they, Anneke’s
descendants, were the rightful owners (Totten 1925; Zabriskie 1973).3

At the time Anneke was alive, the property was “sixty-two acres of mediocre farm and grazing land,
swamp and chalky hill” that was “of little value” until the burgeoning city expanded northward. By 1800,
the swamp had been drained and “commercial buildings and private dwellings had been built upon it”
and it soon became very valuable real estate. However, despite a long series of lawsuits, Trinity Church
was confirmed in its legal title to the disputed property time and time again (Zabriskie 1973).

Anneke’s eldest daughter, Sarah Roeloff (1627-1693), was an accomplished linguist, fluent in Dutch,
English, and several of the Native-American languages. Sarah often was called upon to use her talents
when the representatives of the colonial government dealt with the local Native Americans. In 1664, for
example, as an interpreter, Sarah aided Governor Peter Stuyvesant in negotiating a peace treaty with the
Native Americans who lived along the Hudson River. When the British took control of the colony
(renaming it “New York”), Sarah’s proficiency in English was called upon to aid in the peaceful transition
of power (Brassard, personal communication 1997).

In 1642, Sarah married Dr. Hans Kierstede, originally from Magdenburg, Germany, who was a medical
doctor in the employ of the Dutch West India Company. They would have ten children, of whom seven
would live to maturity. After Dr. Kierstede’s death about 1666, Sarah married a farmer named Cornelis Van
Borsum, by whom she would have a daughter (Zabriskie 1973; Brassard, personal communication 1997;
Keirstead, personal communication 1998).

On October 17, 1673, Royal Governor Anthony Fletcher conveyed to Cornelis Van Borsum a grant of land
“north of the windmill on the west side of the road to Klatchhook” (Foote 1993:9). This grant included the
African Burial Ground (Weathers 1993:10), which probably was actively used at this time (Dickenson
1987:108). Although the grant was made in Van Borsum’s name, it had been made in recognition of the
services of Sarah Van Borsum to the colonial government (Stokes 1914-1928[6]:82-83, 123), and upon her
third and final marriage in 1683 (to Elbert Stoothoff), Sarah made sure that her eight surviving children by
Dr. Hans Kierstede would eventually become the owners of the property by negotiating a prenuptial
agreement where she would continue to be considered as the owner of the tract although becoming once
again a married woman. Though this was an accepted procedure under Dutch-Roman legal practice, it ran
contrary to English common law, where once a widow remarried, all of the property she might own or
possess at the time of this marriage would be owned by the new husband (Friedman 1985:63-64; Narrett
1992:77-79; Foote 1993:10).

At her death in 1693, it appears that Sarah Roeloff Kierstede Van Borsum Stoothoff bequeathed the tract
including the African Burial Ground to her surviving children by Dr. Kierstede. Although it would be
asserted that this ground was to be held in trust for her children by her son Lucas Kierstede and her sons-
in-law Johannis Kip and William Teller as executors of the estate (Stokes 1915-1928[4]:394), no particular
mention of the tract appears in the abstract of her will (translated from the Dutch) (Last Will and Testament
of Sarah Roeloffse, dated July 29, 1692, probated October 12, 1693 [Tami 1998:1]). Her descendants would
subsequently contest the ownership of the patent, each stating that the property belonged to it (Stokes
1915-1928[4]:393-394).

As noted above, it appears that this land was originally part of the common land held first by the West
India Company and later the British colonial government. It also appears that both before and after the

3 With the problems involved in tracing ownership of property on Manhattan Island during the latter portion of the nineteenth century and early
years of the twentieth, many people would receive letters claiming that they might be a descendant of some person who owned property in
Manhattan during the seventeenth or eighteenth century. If they contacted the writer of the letter, information would be sent to them that might
make them all milionaires. Some people, like the descendants of Anneke Jans, were sincere in their beliefs, although ultimately proven in error
(Brassard, personal communication 1997); others were at the mercy of con artists (Cronkite 1996:12; Edwards, personal communication 1998).
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grant to Sarah Van Borsum, this ground remained undeveloped, as did much of the land located beyond
the palisade surrounding New Amsterdam or, as the British now called it, New York.

Although there is no direct evidence that the African Burial Ground had been established by the time Mrs.
Van Borsum received the grant, it would stand to reason, based on Richard Dickenson’s supposition, that it
could have been in operation by 1673 (Dickenson 1987:108). Following that surmise, it would be likely that
Sarah Van Borsum knew that people were being buried on her land, but there is no reference in the
surviving record to her having complained about it.

Another fact is that Sarah Van Borsum herself enslaved Africans. The last will and testament of her
husband Cornelis (transcribed as “Cornelius Van Borsam”) says that “my negro girl Elizabeth is not to be
sold, but to remain in the service of my daughter Anna” (Last Will and Testament of Cornelius Van
Borsam, dated June 16, 1680, filed for probate September 25, 1682 [Tami 1998:444]). When Sarah herself
died ten years later, her will devised five enslaved Africans and one enslaved Indian to her children by Dr.
Kierstede (Last Will and Testament of Sarah Roeloffse). It can be conjectured that they mingled with other
Africans, both free and enslaved, and may have had close family members who died and would be buried
in the nascent African Burial Ground. Depending on how the Van Borsum household was run, the
existence of the African Burial Ground may not have been much of a secret to Sarah Van Borsum.

As development of the property would not commence for fifty or more years after Sarah’s death, more and
more people continued to consider the property as common ground, not being used by the municipal
government or by Sarah or her children. If Africans had already started burying their dead in the burial
ground, they would have been able to continue to do so to such a degree that the area itself soon became
sufficiently well known to be a landmark (Maerschalck 1755).

5.2.5 English Rule Over New York

With the English wresting control of the colony from the Dutch in 1664, many things changed for the
residents, both white and black (O’Callaghan 1848:383-385; Higginbotham 1978:114-116; Page 1984:129—
130; Wood 1997:111-113). For the latter, “the legal status of the slave, as it took shape in statute books,
reflected and ratified social discrimination and the sense of race” (Friedman 1985:85-86). These changes
were embodied in the “Duke of York’s Laws,” named for James, Duke of York (later King James II of
England and VII of Scotland), the “Royal Commander” of the colony of New York (Moore 1995:31). The
“Duke’s Laws” were imposed on the colony, and among its stipulations and orders were several rules
greatly restricting the lives of Africans, both enslaved and free (New York [State] 1806; Olson 1944:149;
Higginbotham 1978:114-115; Nordstrom 1980:1-3).

The Duke of York was also actively involved in the transatlantic slave trade, being a major shareholder of
the Royal Africa Company, a mercantile concern dedicated to exploiting the continent’s resources,
primarily its residents (Moore 1995:13). The enslaved population of the colony—estimated at about 600 out
of a total of 5,000 in 1660 (Wood 1997:111)—suddenly swelled (Piersen 1996:62). Between 1701 and 1726,
New York’s wharves and docks saw the delivery of 1,570 enslaved persons from the West Indies and 802
directly from Africa (McManus 1966:24).

In contrast to the Dutch-Roman slave code, the English concept of manumission was only a slight
possibility (Wood 1997:11-12). The general consensus under most English colonies about this time was
“that all negroes or other slaves within this province shall serve durante vita [i.e., for the rest of their lives];
and all children born of any negro or any other slave shall be slaves as their fathers were for the term of
their lives” (Stroud 1827:8-10). So, from the beginning of English rule in New York, Africans found
themselves with rapidly diminishing rights and privileges. In 1674, the colonial assembly passed a law
stipulating “that no Negro slave who becomes a Christian after being bought shall be sett [sic] at liberty”
(Higginbotham 1978:127). Those enslaved were considered property (Davis 1966:57, 62), not human beings
(Olson 1944:147-148), and therefore without any rights as such (Goodell 1853:105). As more were brought
into the colonies, their activities and movements were minutely regulated. They could not sell oysters or
vegetables, either for themselves or their owners; they could not serve as porters or drive wagons; they
could not congregate in large gatherings (Olson 1944:149-154; Higginbotham 1978:118-122; Friedman
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1985:85-89). Very soon, Africans could justifiably complain that “from the first bringing of our colour into
this country, they have been constantly kept to the greatest toil or labour, to drudge incessantly yet without
the smallest hopes of reward” (Johnstone 1796:12).

Little by little, free blacks were also constrained in the exercise of their rights. Former Governor Peter
Stuyvesant’s 1665 deposition stated that the residents of the negro frontier owned their farms in “free and
true ownership with such privileges as all tracts of land are owned by the inhabitants of this province”
(Moore 1995:13). Within fifty years, the colonial government of New York passed a law restricting the
ownership of real property by free blacks. Those who were freed after the enactment of this law could not
own any realty, while those who attempted to do so would have the realty they purchased forfeited to the
colonial government (Cumming 1894[1]:127). In 1716, four years after that law was passed, the last vestige
of the negro frontier vanished with the sale of a fifteen-acre farm located at the site of the Empire State
Building (Moore 1995:13).

The small population of free Africans found its numbers dwindling. Many soon left for homes in New
Jersey (Hodges 1998:31) or further north and east in the Hudson River Valley, while others hunkered down
in small enclaves within and without the still-standing palisade around the colony town of New York
(White 1991:110). The African presence in New York changed dramatically. In the Dutch period, black
people had identities, names, histories, and definable lineages and genealogies, some of which are traceable
up to present-day individuals (Hoff 1988:101-134, 1990:65-71, 157-161; Dorman 1997:58-60). Under English
control, they became an anonymous and indistinguishable group of black bodies doomed forever to
servitude because of their skin color (Wood 1997:22-23) and a group always subject to the colonial
government’s “lingering fear that the slave might endanger the social order” (Catterall 1936[4]:351) through
uprisings and revolts (Friedman 1985:86-87).

Meanwhile, these restrictions extended even to the final resting places of the Africans. As noted above, the
public burial ground that appears to have met the needs of all residents of New York was moved in 1676 to
“Broadway near Wall Street” (Jackson 1950:15). A portion of the tract was used in conjunction with Trinity
Church as a “churchyard,” i.e., a place of burial in ground consecrated by a religious institution or church
and set aside for the interment of the members of the church (Ruggles 1856:503-508; Jackson 1950:13, 15). In
May of 1697, King William III of England granted to Trinity Church title to its churchyard as a burial
ground (Jackson 1950:15). Five months later, in October, Trinity Church banned African burials in its
churchyard (Ottley and Weatherby 1967:12-13, 17; Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:2; Appendix B-3, Barto
1992b:3); but whether that ban affected potential burials of Africans in the public burial ground operated by
the Common Council of the town of New York is not known.

There were other burial grounds within the bounds of New York City by this time, such as the “Jewish,
Spanish, and Portuguese cemetery located in 1683 in Oliver Street [still existing in 1998]; the Old Reformed,
called the Middle Dutch Church, at Nassau, Cedar and Liberty Streets; the Presbyterian Brick Church at
Beekman Street and the South Dutch Church which opened in 1691 on Exchange Place between Broadway
and William Street” (Jackson 1950:16). Indeed, at one time, there were no fewer than forty cemeteries
located south of Fourteenth Street (Jackson 1950:16). However, almost no burials of anyone of African
descent have been found in the surviving records of these burial grounds (Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:2, 17—
18).

Assuming again the possibility that the African Burial Ground was in operation by this time, it would have
been about then that Africans, enslaved or free, would have been compelled to start burying their dead
there, whether they wished to or not, as it would appear that the other burial grounds in the area may well
have been closed to them (Roediger 1981:170; Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:2). However, its distance from the
center of town would have had much appeal for the Africans. They would have a chance to express “their
own culturally specific conception of the land and the uses to which it should be put” (Foote 1993:5-6) with
little or no interference from the other residents of New York City, despite the passage of ordinances
prohibiting night burials in 1702, 1713, and 1722 (Higginbotham 1978:116-122), and the attempt of a 1731
law to limit “the size of black gatherings” at funerals and “divest black funerals of any symbolic cultural or
social content” (Appendix B-3, Barto 1992b:2). After the 1741 slave revolt was crushed, even more
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restrictive laws restraining both the movement and the assembling of enslaved persons were enacted
(Davis 1985).

5.2.6 Sacred to Secular

The site of the African Burial Ground was never officially dedicated (or set aside) as a burial ground. Nor
did any of those who had loved ones buried there band together and petition the colonial council to
transfer title from Sarah Roeloff Kierstede Van Borsum Stoothoff and her family to themselves. The sanctity
of the site, although real and important to those Africans who made use of the ground, paled before the
legal right of ownership of the ground by the Van Borsum heirs who wanted to make other use of the land
than as a cemetery. The legal possession and ownership of the property remained in Sarah Roeloff and her
heirs, although “no clear documentary claim of title existed through the end of the 18th century for the patent
property” (emphasis in original) (Appendix B-4, Barto 1992c:1). However, as Stephen Barto notes, “the City
and the [Van Borsum] heirs used the land indiscriminately, without attempting to gain clear title and
without apparent formal successful challenge to each other” (Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:8).

As New York City expanded to accommodate a burgeoning population, many existing landmarks were
encountered as the city grew; some were bypassed, some were moved, and others were destroyed.
Although the records do not show that Sarah or any of her children ever attempted to develop the portion
of the patent that included the African Burial Ground, beginning in 1723, a number of her grandchildren
began attempts to have the property surveyed and/or built upon, so that some portion of it (excluding the
African Burial Ground?) could be set aside for secular use (Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:4-5).

In 1723, Alderman Jacobus Kip, son of Johannis and Catherine (Kierstede) Kip, went before the Common
Council of New York to request that they “appoint a committee to assist him in surveying the land”
(Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:4), but was rebuffed (Common Council of New York City 1905[3]:353). Stephen
Barto speculates that the Van Borsum patent was being considered as common ground by both the city of
New York and its residents, white and black, who used it as a public burial place. “The Kips may have been
trying to pre-empt use of the patent as the Burying Ground, or [as] part of the Burying Ground, in making
this survey” (Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:4).

Later, one of Kip’s cousins, a merchant named Abraham Van Vleck, established a pottery on the eastern
portion of the tract at “Pot-Baker’s Hill,” most likely in partnership with William Crolius, who operated the
pottery and was living on the site by 1742 (Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:6). About ten years later, with war
against the French and their Native American allies brewing, the municipal authorities of New York City,
along with local units of the British Army, erected a barricade around the city, a portion of which lies to the
south of the Van Borsum patent. In 1757, the first of a number of barracks for the housing of soldiers was
erected to the south of the barricade; “probably it, and the later barracks, eliminated any burials to the south
of them” as the first building may have created “a permanent southern border to the Ground” (Appendix
B-2, Barto 1992a:7-8).

During this period, one or another of Sarah Roeloff’s descendants continually challenged ownership of the
Van Borsum patent. In 1753, William Teller, Jr, and Maria Van Vleck, Abraham’s widow (who had
received a portion of the ownership rights of the Van Borsum heirs), attempted to exchange the Van
Borsum patent (excepting the Crolius pottery, but including the African Burial Ground) for other city-
owned property, but the Common Council appears to have turned them down (Common Council of the
City of New York 1905[5]:416). This may have been an attempt on the part of Teller and Mrs. Van Vleck to
keep the African Burial Ground intact and under the control of the Common Council of New York in
return for property with the potential to produce income.

Seven years later, Isaac Teller, one of William’s sons, moved himself and his family onto the southwest
corner of the tract, where he erected three houses (“corner of present City Hall Park at Broadway [and]
Chambers Street” [Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:9-10]), two of wood and one of brick (Smith ex dem. Teller v.
Burtis & Woodward in Johnson 1812:174-175). Teller also claimed ownership of the entire Van Borsum tract,
including the African Burial Ground (Stokes 1915-1928[4]:394). According to subsequent sworn testimony,
Isaac Teller moved into one of the houses, “fenced and gated the Burying Ground and attempted to sell
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burial plots there” (Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:10). This attempt at free enterprise ended with Teller’s death
in 1775; when the British Army occupied New York City at the beginning of the Revolutionary War, the
houses and fences were torn down (Smith ex dem. Teller v. Burtis & Woodward in Johnson 1812:175).

With the end of the Revolutionary War and victory to the United States, the fight for ownership of the Van
Borsum patent continued, albeit with different players, as the Kierstede descendants, who had backed the
British, went to Nova Scotia (Brassard, personal communication 1997; Kierstead, personal communication
1998), while the Kips and Tellers continued to battle over ownership of the property (Stokes 1915-
1928[4]:394). Meanwhile, the burial ground continued to be used during this period: Africans found their
final rest there along with some whites; American prisoners of war were buried there by the British during
the war (Valentine 1849:372-373); and the city’s almshouse burial ground, or “Potter’s Field,” was located
either in or adjacent to the African Burial Ground (Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:14).

After the end of the war, however, New York City began to expand northward to the upper reaches of
Manhattan Island. Tracts of ground that were once thought of as being of little use began to take on greater
value, such as the tract once owned by Sarah Roeloff's mother, Anneke Jans, and also Sarah’s own
property. The descendants of the original owners or grantees of these properties very quickly saw that
barren pieces of ground could be made profitable. They went about petitioning the municipality to aid in
its development by laying out streets and dividing up the ground into building lots for sale or lease, as
“most of the commerecial activity in New York City took place on leased ground” (Blackmar 1989:228-229).

Henry H. Kip, another of Sarah’s descendants, headed a group of petitioners who requested the Common
Council in 1784 to plat streets in the area of the Van Borsum patent (Valentine 1858:433), and soon Duane
(formerly Anthony, later Barley to 1809) and Reade Streets were laid out east of Broadway (Common
Council of the City of New York 1905[6]:245), with Chambers Street (sic) passing through “the Burying
Ground of the Africans” sometime around 1792 (Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:31).

Despite the fact that there was no clear title of ownership found in Henry H. Kip or any of the other
participants, they were awarded title to the parcel. By 1795, the Kips and remaining Kierstede relations had
resolved their differences and had the tract surveyed and subdivided into building lots (Borough of
Manhattan Land Evidence, Liber of Deeds 295:405-420, dated January 6, 1795, filed April 14, 1833). Henry
R. Teller, Isaac’s son, successfully challenged both the legality of the partition (Smith ex. dem. Teller v.
Lorillard & Janeway; Smith ex. dem. Teller v. Burtis & Woodward in Johnson 1812) and the subsequent sale of
some of the lots (New York City Land Evidence, Liber of Deeds 124:283, filed December 18, 1813).

Faced with the loss of the African Burial Ground, on October 27, 1794, the African-American community,
led by members of the Free African Society, a benevolent association made up of residents of the area
around the burial ground (Freeman 1994:297), formally requested the Common Council to establish
another burial ground for their use (Common Council of the City of New York 1905[2]:112). The new
African Burial Ground was authorized by the Common Council the following April (Common Council of
the City of New York 1905[2]:137). Located on Chrystie Street (Common Council of the City of New York
1905[2]:264), this burial ground remained active until 1853 (Freeman 1994:297-298).

5.3 Burials in New York City

The final resting places of many of the earliest residents of New York City were, like the African Burial
Ground, in the way of the city’s expansion. Depending on when the reach of the city extended to that
particular piece of realty, the cemetery would be bypassed, removed, relocated, or shoveled over.

The first public burial ground in New York was located on the west side of Broadway north of Morris
Street. In 1656, Governor Peter Stuyvesant of New Netherland appeared before the colonial council with a
request from one of the residents of New Amsterdam that “it is highly necessary to divide the Old
Graveyard, which is wholly in ruins, into lots to be built upon [emphasis supplied] and to make another
graveyard south of the Fort, and to remove the houses standing there” (Jackson 1950:15).

There is no further record of those burials at the “Old Graveyard” when it was replaced in 1676 by “the
new burial ground without the gate” at Broadway near Bowling Green (Jackson 1950:16). No mention was
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made of what were to become to the surviving burials at the superseded burial ground. It is unlikely that
the bodies were disinterred for reburial in another graveyard. “Once an interment has been made, courts
throughout the land look with disfavor upon the disinterment and removal of the body. This is based upon
the natural sentiments of mankind toward the sacredness of the sepulture” (Brennan 1935:57-58). These
sentiments dated back to the days of the early Christian church (Ruggles 1856:525), where “undisturbed
repose was a religious privilege and its withdrawal a posthumous punishment” (Jackson 1950:102). These
sentiments then eventually became part of the common law and were subsequently codified by statute
(Grinnell 1905:345; Griffith 1981:1-12).

This custom, however, was challenged and thwarted by those who wished to use corpses to further their
own ends (Humphrey 1973:819-827). During this period, medical students and surgeon’s assistants
routinely desecrated graves and removed bodies for dissection, for “experimental material to maintain
their skills.” Although churchyards were invaded, the main victims were the corpses found in the African
Burial Ground (“blacks were the most common source of cadavers in eighteenth-century New York”) and
the Potter’s Field (Wilf 1989:508-511).

Blacks fought back. At this time, the grip of slavery on the lives of New York’s African-American residents
was beginning to loosen. In ten years, the “Gradual Manumission Act” would be passed, opening the door
to eventual freedom for all New York African Americans. Others successfully bargained with their owners
to free themselves and their families (Kruger 1985[1]:425) and sought to help others less fortunate, thus
providing those unlucky enough to remain enslaved, in certain instances, with some protection. When
Amos Broad and his wife brutally beat Betty, an enslaved servant, as well as her three-year-old daughter
Sarah, African Americans went to the New York Manumission Society to plead their cause. The
Manumission Society had the Broads arrested on charges of assault; the ensuing court case found both
Broads guilty and sentenced them to a term in the Tombs and a stiff fine ([Sampson] 1809). Shane White
notes that a number of “the recently freed slaves, in particular, were exceptional men and women. The
story of their emancipation illustrates their ingenuity and strength” (White 1988:446).

In a letter to the editor of the newspaper the Daily Advertiser, an African American who signed himself
“Humanio” brought to the public attention the theft of the body of a child from its resting place (White
1991:117). In 1788, members of the Free African Society requested the Common Council of New York City
to stop the desecration of the graves. The surgeons and their minions “dig up the bodies of the deceased,
friends and relatives of the petitioners, carry them away without respect to age or sex, mangle their flesh
out of wanton curiosity and expose their flesh to beasts and birds.” As an alternative, they suggested that
the bodies of executed felons be given over to the surgeons for dissection (Stokes 1915-1928[6]:46, as quoted
in Wilf 1989:511).

This request and the subsequent “Doctor's Mob” (erupting when medical students invaded Trinity
Churchyard for specimens) led to the passage in January 1789 of “An Act to Prevent the Odious Practice of
Digging Up and Removing for the Purpose of Dissection, Dead Bodies Interred in Cemeteries or Burial
Places” by the New York State legislature, which followed the Free African Society’s suggestion as to the
bodies of executed felons (Wilf 1989:513-516). With the enactment of this bill, the bodies in both the Potter’s
Field and the African Burial Ground could theoretically be left to rest undisturbed.

The city of New York, after possibly contemplating the purchase of the African Burial Ground for use as a
Potter’s Field (Appendix B-2, Barto 1992a:14), established a public burial ground for the interment of
unclaimed bodies at what is now Madison Square at “Bloomingdale and the Boston Post Roads” in 1794
(Jackson 1950:15). Three years later, it was relocated to Washington Square Park (Stokes 1915-1928[6]:337—
338); then to Bryant Square (Fifth Avenue at Forty-second Street); and from there to Third Avenue and
Fiftieth Street. In 1857, the burying place was shifted to Ward'’s Island; in 1870, to Hart’s Island, both in the
East River (Jackson 1950:17).

The continuing relocation of the Potter’s Field came about in part as the city extended northward, for with
the city ever expanding, many existing graveyards were soon found to be in the way of progress. This
movement was aided by an 1823 ordinance that stipulated that “no person shall dig or open any grave, etc.,
in any burying ground, cemetery, or churchyard, or in any other part or place in this City, which lies to the
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Southward of a line commencing at the center of Canal Street on the North [ie, Hudson] River, and
running through the center of Canal Street, etc. to the East River” (Jackson 1950:17). No record exists as to
whether the remains of the paupers, the anonymous, or the unfortunate were ever disinterred when the
sites of the burial grounds passed into private hands and structures were subsequently erected.

In New York City, as with many of the cities along the Atlantic Seaboard during this period, “urban burial
grounds succumbed to development pressure” (Parrington 1987:56-57), and others were preserved only
with difficulty. For example, in 1847, a proposal was brought before the Common Council to extend
Albany Street through the burial ground of Trinity Church. This was disallowed by the Board of Aldermen,
who declared that Trinity Churchyard “was the most ancient cemetery in this city and probably in this
country...as a burial ground, it is nearly a century older than the other sections of the yard.... The bodies
buried there were those of between 30 thousand and 40 thousand persons of several generations, and of all
ages, sects and conditions,...and almost every old family that is or ever was in this city, has friends,
relatives or connections lying there” (Jackson 1950:15-16). In 1856, when an attempt was made to widen
Beekman Street and affect the graveyard of the Brick Presbyterian Church, the trustees of the church
challenged the city and won (Ruggles 1856:503-528).

When the Chrystie Street Burial Ground was established, the city of New York kept title to the ground, as
the request was not made by an incorporated entity. The Free African Society had not received a
corporation charter from the state of New York and, as such, did not have a legal existence, but contributed
one hundred pounds to the development of the property as a burial ground. The money used came
through charitable donations and from the African-American residents of the area (Freeman 1994:297-298).

In 1825, the trustees of St. Philip’s Protestant Episcopal Church, who had taken control over the operation
of the burial ground, officially requested the Common Council to grant title to the property to St. Philip’s,
as the church had recently received its charter as a corporation (Common Council of the City of New York
1905[14]:714-715). After some question as to whether the trustees of St. Philip’s were the same group of
people who had originally requested the establishment of the burial ground thirty years before or, if not,
whether the city or the state had the right to convey the land, 18 months after the original request, the city
acquiesced and sold the ground to St. Philip’s (Common Council of the City of New York 1905[16]:266—

267).

With the “cemetery beautiful” movement of the mid-nineteenth century, a number of churchyards were re-
established in park-like settings further away from the centers of the large cities (Parrington 1984:6),
especially with new burials being banned in existing cemeteries. A number of churches, like Trinity, were
able to keep their original cemetery and still buy realty to be used for a larger cemetery in the upper reaches
of Manhattan Island.

Other churches moved bodies to new resting places and sold the old grounds to developers (Parrington
1987:57), as St. Philip’s did with the Chrystie Street Burial Ground. In 1853, in light of city ordinances
forbidding further burials in Lower Manhattan, the church purchased a section of ground in Cypress Hills
Cemetery in Brooklyn and moved all the bodies in the Chrystie Street Burial Ground to the new location
([New York] Tribune, March 31, 1853, cited in Freeman 1994:314).

Another church with a predominately African-American congregation that had been established at about
the same time of St. Philip’s was Zion Baptist Church. Established on Leonard Street, it buried its dead
adjacent to its place of worship for a time. In 1807, the church requested a place to bury its dead from the
city government; it allowed Zion space in the Potter’s Field, then located in Washington Square Park
(Freeman 1994:332). When the 1823 ordinance banning burials was enacted, the trustees of Zion petitioned
the city for another burial ground above Fourteenth Street. When the city was slow in handling their
request, the church bought eight burial lots in Yorkville (Seneca Village), around Eighty-fourth Street and
Sixth Avenue, in what is now Central Park (Common Council of the City of New York 1905[19]:264).

The reason that St. Philip’s moved the bodies from Chrystie Street to Cypress Hills instead of leaving them
there can be found in the enactment of state legislation affecting dead bodies and cemeteries. In 1847, the
New York State legislature passed the “Rural Cemetery Act” (State of New York 1847:Chapter 133, cited in
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Clarke v. Keating, State of New York, Courts of Errors and Appeals 1888:213; State of New York, Courts of
Errors and Appeals 1892:333-334; Jackson 1950:17-18). This legislation was enacted as an attempt to put to
an end to burials within the limits of urban areas and also to settle a number of questions regarding the
status of cemeteries. One of the requirements outlined in the statute stated that “no street, road, avenue, or
thoroughfare shall be laid through such cemetery...without the consent of the trustees of said [cemetery]
association, except by special permission of the state” (State of New York 1847:Section 10, Rural Cemeteries
Act, Chapter 133).

Another section of the law called for the removal of bodies from abandoned cemeteries to be reburied
elsewhere. This section was strengthened in 1868, when an addition to the law provided that “no public
road shall be laid out or constructed upon or through any graveyard in this state, unless the remains
therein contained are first carefully removed and properly reinterred in some other burying ground at the
expense of the persons desiring such road” (State of New York 1868:Chapter 843, cited in State of New
York, Court of Errors and Appeals 1892:333-334). This was extended to public-works projects sponsored by
any governmental entity (municipal, state, or federal) and later the construction of privately owned
thoroughfares (Shapiro 1930:380-381).

Another stipulation in the law called for the removal (and subsequent reburial) of bodies from an
abandoned burial ground or cemetery once the ground was disturbed, should the municipality where the
burial ground was located choose to do so. The legislation left it to the municipalities as to how they wished
to proceed as they could move the bodies and sell the ground or keep the cemetery intact and take over the
costs for its upkeep (Griffith 1991:53). The remains must be removed to “some other cemetery” and be
reinterred in a “suitable manner” (State of New York, Court of Errors and Appeals 1892:335).

Today, there are about six thousand cemeteries and burial grounds in New York State. About a third of
these come under the purview of the New York State Division of Cemeteries, a part of the Department of
State, as they are not-for-profit cemetery corporations. The remainder of the cemeteries are municipal,
religious, family, and privately owned; they are “generally not subject to regulation by the...Department of
State” (State of New York, Department of State Counsel’s Office 1997).

5.4 Summary and Conclusion

As noted above, the real estate containing the African Burial Ground, although long treated as a separate,
defined and sacred place by all, was owned by the family of Sarah Roeloff, and as its property, under the
law, it was authorized to do what it wished with the land. However, it appears that the owners of the
patent intended to keep the African Burial Ground open and accessible to those who used it.

It is of note that when Jacobus Kip, William Teller, Jr., and the Widow Van Vleck attempted to dispose of
the property, records suggest that they were attempting to trade the African Burial Ground (keeping it
separate from other sections of the Van Borsum grant) to the city of New York in return for other
municipally owned realty. If these actions were successful, the tract where the African Burial Ground was
located would have been placed under the ownership of the municipal government of New York City and
the former owners would have received another plot of land that they could develop without disturbing
any of the graves. It is also apparent that Isaac Teller, in his attempt to sell burial plots in a fenced-off and
gated burial ground, was also intending to keep the ground as an intact place of interment.

At the time of the inception of the African Burial Ground, the surviving records do not show that the
Africans who utilized the ground officially requested permission from the colonial council of New
Netherland to set aside the tract as a burial ground. Nor do the records suggest that any requests were
made at any time before the land was granted to Sarah Van Borsum in 1673. In 1794, when the burial
ground was awarded to Kip and divided into lots, those African-American residents of the area instantly
applied to the Common Council of New York City for land upon which to re-establish a burying place. As
soon as they were able, they formed an organization “authorized to hold and maintain property within the
town for cemetery purposes” (quote from State of New York 1999:“Town Law,” Section 292, “Transfer of
burial grounds to cemetery organization”).
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Under today’s applicable statutory law, even if the African Burial Ground had been set aside as a privately
owned cemetery, like that of Trinity Churchyard, that still would not necessarily have prevented any
disturbance of the bodies resting there, as “property devoted to the purpose of a private cemetery has been
held subject to condemnation under a general eminent domain statute” (Hayes 1991:88). Had it been a
publicly owned cemetery, the municipality would be precluded from taking the property “unless expressly
authorized by statute” (Hayes 1991:88).

Even in 1656, when the Old Burying Ground, the first burial ground in what is now New York City, was
thought to be ready to be replaced by another place of interment, Governor Stuyvesant made the
suggestion that the graveyard be divided up into building lots. There is no evidence that any of the bodies
buried there were moved after the Old Burying Ground was ultimately abandoned almost twenty years
later.

It has also been stated that there were at one time more than forty burial places south of Fourteenth Street
(Jackson 1950:16); there are very few remnants of these places remaining today. Although human remains
may have been found and reinterred in another cemetery, it is the likely that there are a number of sites in
Lower Manhattan where structures stand over abandoned or forgotten burial grounds. These burial
grounds, as noted above, appear to have held (or presently contain) the remains of residents and others of
primarily European descent, as very few records of African burials in these places survive. This raises some
question as to the deliberate “cover-up” of the African Burial Ground based on the fact that a majority of
those buried there were of African descent.

Therefore, to quote Chief Justice Robert Earl of the New York State Supreme Court in 1892:

The fact that lands have previously been devoted to cemetery purposes does not place
them beyond the reach of the power of eminent domain. That is an absolute transcendent
power belonging to the sovereign which can be exercised for the public welfare whenever
the sovereign authority shall determine a necessity for its exercise exists. By its existence,
the homes and the dwellings of the living and the resting-places of the dead may be alike
condemned (State of New York, Court of Errors and Appeals 1892:333).
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6.0 THE NEW YORK CERAMIC INDUSTRY AND
ITS USE OF THE BURIAL GROUND
by Meta F. Janowitz and Charles D. Cheek

This chapter discusses the evidence of both the salt-glazed stoneware and redware ceramic industry from
the African Burial Ground. As discussed above, the African Burial Ground was used as a dump for the
debris generated by firing pottery. The stoneware debris piles were concentrated particularly in the SE
Area with large amounts in the NE Area as well. Although stoneware debris was also found in the MID
Area and in Lot 12, the following analysis concentrates on the NE and SE Areas. The stoneware analysis
was part of the original research design and so is considered in some detail. An analysis of the chemical
characteristics of the stoneware clay body is also included.

The redware kiln debris was concentrated in the NE Area and in Lot 12, especially in one feature, F51.
Although the redware was not originally called out separately in the research design, the abundance of
material on this poorly known industry in New York called for some additional analyses. We focused on
the kiln technology since that provided information that was comparable to other redware potteries in
other Eastern Seaboard colonies and could also be compared to the kiln furniture from stoneware industry.

6.1 The Stoneware Industry

6.1.1 Introduction

The land that was used for the African Burial Ground was also used for the disposal of manufacturing
refuse by the potters who worked on Pot Baker’s Hill. These potters, members of the interrelated Crolius
and Remmey families, worked in the area from the 1730s to the 1810s (Sections 3.3, 4.2, and 4.4). Potters
always generate kiln debris (misfired pots and kiln furniture that cannot be reused), and its disposition can
be a problem where space is limited. The Crolius and Remmey potters took advantage of the nearby low-
lying area that was the African Burial Ground. This chapter describes the stoneware kiln furniture and kiln
wasters recovered from non-burial contexts in the NE and SE Areas at the African Burial Ground.

These contexts are treated as one analytical unit in this report for several reasons. First, the emphasis during
excavation was on the recovery of the human remains; surfaces were mechanically removed until just
above the levels that were thought to contain the tops of grave shafts. As a result, it is highly probable that
quantities of kiln debris were removed during the stripping and were not collected. The assemblage that
remains thus is a random sample of the original deposits. Second, it is generally difficult to separate
individual dumping episodes on kiln-waster sites (Louis Berger & Associates 1990, 1997; Hunter et al. 1996;
Liebeknecht, Hunter, and Dews 1998). The reuse of disposal sites by potters, as well as the mixing that
occurs during the loading and subsequent dumping of broken vessels and kiln furniture into carts, wheel
barrows, barrels, etc., results in mixed deposits. Third, it is also probable that the waster deposits were
moved, either deliberately or inadvertently, when the grave shafts were dug and filled in. For the same
reasons, and in light of the limited analytical time, no attempt was made to calculate minimum numbers of
vessels (MNVs).

The primary question delineated for the stoneware artifacts in the research design was descriptive: what
were the vessels that were made by the potters on Pot Baker's Hill, especially in the pre-1800 period? It was
stated that the wares from the site should be described in terms of their forms, decorations, and methods of
manufacture as a necessary basis for all further investigations. Until these excavations, little had been
known about the pre-1800 wares of New York City stoneware potters because only a few special pieces
were marked (Barber 1907; Stillwell 1926, Webster 1971; Mitchell 1973; Greer 1981; Branin 1988; Ketchum
1991b). In the research design, it was conjectured that the bulk of their production in the eighteenth century
consisted of utilitarian wares made with a potter's wheel in forms and decorations derived from the
European training of the first potters.
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Many questions remain unanswered at this stage of the research. It has not been possible to determine if the
wasters were derived from the Crolius and Remmey potters as a group or if they were from one kiln only.
Similarly, it has not been possible to separate out the remains of one kiln firing from another, although
there were indications that some forms were more prevalent in particular excavation units or areas.
However, since a variety of forms were commonly fired together, this apparent clustering of forms might
not be indicative of separate firings.

The waster sherds and kiln furniture were most probably manufactured before the Revolution, possibly
before 1770, based on interpretations of the stratigraphy and the other artifacts found within these deposits
(see Sections 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7.2). This date is partially supported by the stonewares themselves: there are no
sherds whose decorations or marks resemble the known post-1800 wares of the Crolius and Remmey
potters. Thus, the stoneware dates to Phase 1, the pre-Revolution phase.

6.1.2 Background

The stoneware potters of Manhattan Island came to New York from the Rhineland area of Germany as
trained craftsmen. The founder of the Crolius potting dynasty was Johan Willem Crolius, who came to
New York City from Nieuw Wit near Coblenz on the Rhine sometime before 1718 (Ketchum 1987:40-41).
He was made a Freeman of the City in 1728 as a potter and again in 1737. In New York, he married
Veronica Corselius, the daughter of a potter who was also from Nieuw Wit. Her father was probably
working as a potter in New York at the time of the marriage in 1724. The first Remmey in New York, John
(originally Johannes Remmi), another Rhenish immigrant, married a sister of Veronica’s. The Remmeys
were Huguenots who had immigrated to the Rhineland from Alsace-Lorraine. John Remmey was in New
York by at least 1735.

Crolius and Remmey and their father-in-law all emigrated as adults from the Rhineland, an area that had
been the major European center of stoneware manufacturing since the late middle ages. It is almost certain
that they were trained as potters in Germany and that they came to New York with the intention of
practicing their craft. The name Corselius, spelled also as Cortselius, Corcilius, and Kortzilius, was still
common in the potting towns of Germany during the nineteenth century (Naumann 1980:passim). It is
probable that Crolius too came from a potting family, since his brother Peter was also listed as a potter
when he became a Freeman of the City in 1737 (Ketchum 1987:40). Crolius may in fact be another variation
of Corselius (Rosemary Monagan, personal communication 1995).

Johan Willem became known in New York as William Crolius. He and Veronica produced a number of
children, two of whom became potters. The business relationship between the two second-generation
brothers, William II and John, is unknown and it is unclear if they worked together or separately. However,
there is some evidence that they were operating separate kilns because William II in 1779 willed his kilns
and equipment to his nephew (John's son, John II) and John turned over his property to a younger son,
Clarkson, in 1800 (Ketchum 1987:46—47). According to information in the New York City Directories, John
I operated his shop between 1790 and 1812, after which he was replaced at that location by William 1.
Crolius (William II's son) who remained there for two years (ibid.). John and Clarkson worked on Pot
Baker’s Hill until 1814, when Clarkson moved his shop uptown to 67 Bayard Street (Ketchum 1987:50).

The Remmey potters had their own kiln, although exactly when it was established is not known. When
John Remmey I died in 1762, no potting equipment or kiln was mentioned in his will, but he had
previously given three hundred pounds and an enslaved person (of unknown gender but possibly a
pottery worker) to his oldest son, John II (Ketchum 1987:51). Two of John II's sons became potters. By 1793,
when they leased land on Pot Baker’s Hill, they had their own kiln. However, it is likely that a separate
Remmey kiln had been established earlier, probably under John II, since one son (Henry) in 1800 gave to
the other (John III) “his moiety of the shop, kiln, tools, implements, clay, powder blue, salt, wood and
whatever else did then appertain to the said premises” (quoted in Ketchum 1987:51). Henry subsequently
moved to Baltimore while John III continued in New York on Pot Baker’s Hill until sometime between 1813
and 1820 (Ketchum 1987:52-53).
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There was another, unrelated, person who has been associated with the area during the second quarter of
the eighteenth century. Valentine's manual for 1842 included an illustration of the lower part of a kiln that
still existed at that time under the foundations of a house “on the 5th lot from the corner of Center and
Reade Streets” (Clement 1946:10). Clarkson Crolius, who was quoted in the caption to the illustration,
thought that the kiln was constructed about 1730 and attributed it to his grandfather and great grandfather.
The ceramic historian Clement, however, was of the opinion that this structure was built by one Abraham
Van Vleck. Clement found a reference in the 1760 Minutes of the Common Council concerning the lease to
Sarah and Eve Van Vleck “of three Lots of ground contiguous and adjoining to the Negroes burying place
on part of which said Lots their father built a Potting House, pot oven and sunk a well, supposing at that
time that said Lands were his property” (Clement 1946:22).

Clement went on to speculate that this was the property later occupied by John and Clarkson Crolius.
However, the kiln could have been built or financed by Van Vleck but have been leased from its inception
to Corselius/Crolius/Remmey. As far as is presently known, there is no mention in the records of Van Vleck
as a potter.

The Corselius/Crolius/Remmey interconnected families were typical of many immigrants to New York
City in the early eighteenth century. They were craftsmen who left their European homes for personal
and/or political reasons. Since there was a shortage of skilled craftsmen in the colonies, they found ready
employment. It is not known if they were aware of the existence of stoneware clays in the New York
metropolitan region or, if they knew of the excellent stoneware beds nearby, how they obtained this
information. The specific reasons for their emigration are also unknown, although the general conditions in
their Rhenish homeland probably contributed to their decisions. The seventeenth century was a time of
religious and political strife in Germany, particularly in the Palatine-Rhineland region. Populations were
decimated by the effects of major wars (the Thirty Years War between 1618 and 1648 and the War of the
Grand Alliance/War of the League of Augsburg between 1688 and 1697) and by the depredations of
sporadic marauders. Many Protestants were forced to emigrate for religious reasons. In the early eighteenth
century, during a particularly hard winter, large numbers of Protestants from the Palatine-Rhineland went
to England where they had been offered citizenship in return for pledges of fealty to the government. The
British, seeking to strengthen their colonial position, sent most of these Germans to their settlements in
America and Northern Ireland. Pennsylvania attracted the greatest numbers of Germans, but New York
was also a favored destination (Fischer 1989).

The Rhineland was and is an area famous for its vineyards; it is also an area with abundant stoneware
clays, accessible either from surface excavations or by sinking vertical shafts with horizontal extensions
(Gaimster 1997:32). In addition, it is near to fuel (wood) sources and to water transport (the Rhine) for
movement of finished goods and salt.

The production of vessels made from stoneware clays had been perfected in the Rhineland during the last
half of the thirteenth century. Numerous stoneware production centers had developed during the late
middle ages, with their locations based on proximity to clay sources. Some of the towns that became
potting centers had stoneware kilns for several centuries; however, potters, like other people, were affected
by the wars that passed over their land and were sometimes forced to relocate after their kilns and houses
were destroyed during hostilities.

The manufacture of salt-glazed stoneware in the Rhineland from the fourteenth through the nineteenth
centuries was a highly developed craft. The potters were full-time craftsmen working within an
apprentice/workman/master system. Formal guilds were incorporated in various towns throughout the
Rhineland during the first half of the seventeenth century. Before this time they had existed on a less
institutionalized but still legally recognized basis. Production was “organized on a family-unit basis, with
the main production centers comprising a number of competing families, each made up of several master-
potters with their own kilns” (Gaimster 1997:48). Craft guilds were responsible for establishing standards
and for fixing prices: they dictated criteria for manufacturing quality and for vessel capacities; controlled
levels of productivity; and managed trading rights. The governing bodies of the guilds were elected from
among the ranks of master potters of each town. Craft secrets were guarded by limiting the numbers and

sorts of people who could be instructed in the art. For example, in Seigburg, where extensive guild records
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survive, it was the rule that only legitimate or adopted sons of master potters were eligible to become
apprentices (ibid.). European guilds in general were jealous of their craft secrets and sought to control both
production and the transmission of learning by their duly authorized artisans. Control of levels of
production guaranteed that supply did not exceed demand or depress prices; quality control ensured that
products would maintain a high standard.

Even though the guild-controlled craft operated within a household-based system of production, young
children and women probably did not participate in the manufacture of stonewares after the start of the
sixteenth century, although earlier (fifteenth century) pictorial sources portray the occasional female potter
(Gaimster 1997:Figure 2.1). Women who were widows of potters could operate their husband’s shop with
the assistance of his workmen. If they remarried, ownership of the shop passed to their new spouse. Such
practices were customary for European guilds of the time.

Early stoneware vessels were undecorated, but after about 1500, the potters began to use decoration. The
potters of each town developed distinctive decorative styles, transmitted from masters to apprentices, so
that today pots from different centers can be identified by their motifs and decorative techniques more
easily than by their manufacturing techniques. Incised and/or sprigged* designs, often colored with blue
(cobalt) and purple (magnesium), became common during the sixteenth century. The clays of some regions
were not as free of impurities (especially iron) as others; hence vessels made in the Cologne-Frechen area, in
particular, were often covered with brown slip to conceal the spotting of the bodies that would appear after
firing (Klinge 1996:12).

The forms made by the medieval and post-medieval potters were varied. Stoneware, due to its high state of
vitrification, is naturally impervious to liquids and is extremely odor- and stain-resistant. A variety of forms
“suited to the transportation, storage, drinking, and decanting of liquids and to preservation,
pharmaceutical and sanitary purposes” was developed (Gaimster 1997:117). The forms included jugs,
tankards, beakers, pitchers, mugs, drinking bowls, bottles, porringers, ointment pots, and chamber pots.

The highly decorated stonewares of the sixteenth century were second only to imported Chinese porcelains
as the most expensive and favored ceramics in western Europe, even though the great majority of vessels
remained restricted to drinking and liquid-storage functions (including chamber pots). They were
decorative, but their sturdy bodies and strong forms made them suitable for everyday use. However,
development of mass production of highly decorated tin-glazed ceramics during the seventeenth century
changed the way pottery was used in European countries. Tin-glazed ceramics (also known as delftware,
faience, and maiolica) were earthenwares, which were made of common clays and fired at lower
temperatures than stonewares. Earthenwares in general were cheaper to make than stonewares because
they required less fuel and because the clays were usually easier to obtain. In addition, the tin glaze
provided a suitable white background for decorations that could be quickly painted on. The first
decorations on tin-glazed vessels were polychrome imitations of Italian and Iberian designs, but, in the
second quarter of the seventeenth century, the potters of the Netherlands began to imitate Chinese motifs
in cobalt blue on the white backgrounds. Chinese blue-on-white porcelain was both popular and expensive
at the time, and the new;, relatively cheap, tin-glazed vessels quickly became widespread.

Tin-glazed vessels, in contrast to salt-glazed stonewares, were most commonly made in tablewares (plates,
bowls, and dishes), so there was still a niche for stoneware mugs, jugs, and bottles, although the use of glass
for drinking vessels was becoming common during the seventeenth century. The introduction of tea and
coffee in turn encouraged the use of earthenware cups rather than stoneware mugs since these beverages
were commonly consumed from vessels made in shapes copied from oriental porcelain prototypes.
Eighteenth-century stoneware potters did produce plates and teawares in limited quantities, but by the end
of that century the stoneware had become a utilitarian commodity confined to the kitchen, the bedroom,
and tavern.

Sprigging is a technique used to create raised designs. Small molds are made in a variety of motifs (often floral, figural, or coats of arms), then
clay is pressed into the molds and removed after a period of drying. The decorative clay pad is then applied to the surface of a shaped and
partly dried vessel. Alternatively, a plain pad of clay could be applied to the vessel’s surfface and a design from a metal or wooden die could be
pressed into the pad. This latter method can leave small remnants of clay around the finished motif.
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The figures on Table 63 are from domestic deposits in the town of Duisburg, near Cologne in the Rhineland
(Gaimster 1997:121). They are based on vessel, not sherd, counts. Gaimster does not give precise definitions
of forms, but from illustrations it is possible to see that he uses the term “jug” for round-bodied drinking
vessels with relatively narrow necks and mouths; “tankard” for more or less straight-bodied drinking
vessels with wide mouths; “beaker” for round-bodied drinking vessels with funnel-shaped necks; and
“pitcher” for large, round-bodied and narrow-necked vessels used for storing and decanting liquids. The
differences between drinking jugs/mugs and jugs are not clear. Although this is a small sample from one
site, it does give some indication of how forms were changing between 1400 and 1800.

Table 43. Stoneware Vessel Forms, Duisburg, Germany (Gaimster 1997)

1400-1500 1500-1600 1600-1700 1700-1800

Jug 48% 57% 36% 26%
Drinking jug/mug 31% 14%

Tankard 5% 17% 5%
Beaker 10% 5% 8%

Drinking bowl 1%

Costrel 5% 12%

Pitcher 1% 5% 2%

Bottle 6% 14%
Chamber pot 2% 13% 5%
Storage jar 6% 24%
Ointment pot 6%

Parringer/baby feeder etc.* 6% 2%
Tea bowl 7%
Plate 7%
Other 3% 10%

* combined for 1600-1700, porringers only 1700-1800

It should be noted that storage jars were not made until the seventeenth century and did not become
common until the eighteenth. The appearance of plates and teawares in the latter century and the
disappearance of medieval forms like beakers and costrels are indicative of changes in foodways.

This is the background against which the Crolius and Remmey potters began work in New York City. They
had been trained to make stoneware vessels in centuries-old traditions. Their craft was a household-based
method of production where masters took and taught apprentices, who were often members of their own
families. The pots that they made were intended for common domestic use in homes and taverns for food
(primarily liquid) storage and service, hygiene, and other utilitarian functions. New York, with its nearby
sources of clay, access to wood, water transport for salt and finished goods, and a growing market for their
wares, was a most suitable place for them to establish their workshops and their families.

6.1.3 Technical Information

Stoneware vessels are a ceramic ware type made from clays that are capable of firing to 1200 to 1400
degrees Centigrade without losing their shape (Greer 1981:14-16; Ketchum 1991b:1-2; Klinge 1996:5;
Gaimster 1997:32-35). True stoneware vessels are vitrified, hard, and watertight (nonporous and
nonabsorbent) without glaze. Stoneware was first made in China during the second millennium before the
Common Era; in Europe, stoneware was first developed in the Rhineland during the thirteenth century
A.D. Based on chemical analyses of glazes, the first European stonewares were glazed with potash created
by the wood fuel used in the kilns. The art of glazing with salt was developed in Germany during the
fifteenth century. The transition from mainly potash to mainly salt glazes was apparently a gradual one
related to changes in kiln design that occurred between the thirteenth and eighteenth centuries. These
changes consisted of decreasing contact between the pots and the flames during firing and of
improvements in introducing salt into the kilns (Gaimster 1997:356-357).
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The process of making stoneware pots begins with obtaining suitable clay. Stoneware clays are less
abundant than common earthenware clays, but the New York/New Jersey metropolitan area had some of
the best stoneware (and other types of clay) beds in the country. By the late eighteenth century, the
existence and value of vast deposits of stoneware and earthenware clays, which extended in a band across
New Jersey from Raritan Bay to the Delaware River, had been discovered and had begun to be exploited.
The New Jersey Morgan family owned the land that contained the largest and best-quality deposits of
stoneware clay on the East Coast. In the nineteenth century, they supplied clay to potters throughout the
Northeast and Midwest. The Morgan clay banks are part of a geological formation that crops out in New
Jersey, Staten Island, and Long Island, but the deposits on Morgan land were of high quality and easily
accessible. The stoneware clay used by Crolius and Remmey is almost certainly from this geological
formation, but we do not know if they bought from Morgan or if they dug their own clay at another
location.

The Morgan family first bought land in New Jersey in 1710, but the earliest documented mining and selling
of clay was after 1764, although it is certainly possible that records of earlier transactions were not
preserved (Racine 1997:5-6). There are very few surviving business records for Crolius and Remmey, and
none, as far as is known, mention the acquisition of clay. In the sparse Morgan records, there is no mention
of the New York City potters. Thus it is not known, at this time, if Crolius and Remmey bought clay from
New Jersey or perhaps obtained it from another source, possibly the easily accessible beds near
Huntington, Long Island. Clay was dug on the Commons in New York City, but this was most probably
redware clay used for both vessels and bricks (Valentine 1859:238, 240). Nevertheless, sources for stoneware
clay are also likely to have existed on Manhattan before it was developed since the pertinent geological
formation runs in a band through the island. Section 6.2.2.2 below includes a discussion of preliminary
chemical analyses that have been conducted on the African Burial Ground sherd bodies.

The Morgan clay banks were mined from the surface. Generally, top layers of dirt and sand were removed
and then clay was taken out by laborers using picks and shovels (Racine 1997:17). It was then loaded into
carts and boats for transport to potters. According to Gaimster (1997:33), clay in Germany was commonly
dug in the winter and allowed to weather in piles outside the potter’s workshop. Weathering makes the
clay more workable (Greer 1981:33-37; Gaimster 1997:33). Piles of clay would be exposed to the air and
elements after digging and before cleaning. Cleaning was necessary for some clays that contained
impurities (such as organic matter, pebbles, and grit), and air pockets were eliminated by adding water to
the clay and pouring it through a series of mesh screens or by kneading the mixture in a trough and
removing particles by hand. Sand was often added to the clay during this process as a temper. Sand is a
non-plastic material that aids in drying and helps to prevent excessive shrinking during firing. The clay
was next exposed to the air until sufficient water had evaporated. If the clay was pure enough not to need
extensive cleaning, it was mixed with water after weathering. This mixing could be accomplished by
manual or pedal force (working with the hands or the feet) or by the use of a pug mill, generally powered
by a horse or a mule. In the Rhineland, clays were usually mixed in a trough with hands or feet; in
nineteenth-century North America, pug mills were commonly used. Since no pottery-related feature® has
been definitively identified at the African Burial Ground site, the methods used by the New York City
potters cannot be determined at this time.

Proper aging, cleaning, tempering and wedging of clay is essential for successful potting. Wedging
removes air pockets from the clay. According to Rhodes, it should be done twice: first after the clay is
mixed with temper and water and again just before it is thrown (Rhodes 1959:51-52). For traditional
stoneware potters, after the clay had been cleaned, mixed, and wedged it was formed into balls of standard
weights for the throwers (Greer 1981:48). The weight of the balls was dependent on the type and size of the
vessels to be made. The art of throwing on the wheel with various degrees of skill can be learned, according
to Greer, in three or four years (Greer 1981:41). During the period of apprenticeship, the young potter
would do the menial labor necessary to prepare the clay and would begin his pot-making by forming
handles for attachment to finished vessels. As he progressed through his apprenticeship and his years as a
journeyman, he would learn how to throw uniform vessels as quickly as possible. Craft potters would

5
Possible pottery-related features include a clay-processing feature and remnants of what may be a kiln feature; both are in the NE Area.
142



Chapter 6
The New York Ceramic Indusiry and lts Use of the Burial Ground

usually make a series of the same types of vessels during a work session or over a period of days, which
would help to ensure uniformity of form and capacity.

Handles were applied after the vessels had dried to the state where light pressure would not distort their
shapes. Handles could be formed by hand or could be manufactured using an extruder, which forced a roll
of clay through a template. Extruded handles are more uniform than hand-made ones, although hand-
made examples that were shaped with the help of a pre-cut rib can also appear to be quite uniform.

Simple line designs were done while the vessel was still on the wheel or soon thereafter (Greer 1981:137).
More-complicated incised designs, stamping, and the application of sprigged motifs would be done when
a vessel was partially dried. If the vessel was too wet, it might be distorted as it was decorated; if too dry,
the decoration would be shallow or torn or would not adhere to the body. Decoration with colored slips
occurred when the pot was somewhat drier. Colored decorations were made with clay slips containing
metallic oxides: cobalt for blue, manganese for purple, iron for brown, and, rarely, copper for green (Greer
1981:148). Colors could be applied by brushing or by slip trailing (in which slip is placed in a cup with one
or more small openings through which it was allowed to flow onto surfaces), or the vessel could be dipped
into a covering slip. The dipping method, as far as was known, was used only with iron-containing slips,
probably because the other oxides were much more costly. On German-tradition stonewares, blue and
purple slips were frequently used to fill in incised designs.

All aspects of stoneware manufacture required technical skill to be successful. Kiln loading and firing were
also arts that needed to be learned during a potter’s apprenticeship. The loading of a kiln needed to
maximize the number of vessels that could be fired but needed to balance this with the necessity for
keeping vessels separated from each other. “As for the right method of filling the kiln, it requires a special
geometry” (Palissy, quoted in Rhodes 1968:156). Stacking was a skilled job, and individual characteristics
can often be detected in the shapes of the kiln furniture made by the stacker(s) (Azizi 1997). Each kiln
setting would be slightly different, depending on the types and sizes of vessels in each firing. From
conversations with men who had worked in early-twentieth-century industrial potteries, Schaltenbrand
(1996:136) found that the largest forms were usually placed at the outer edge of the setting and near the
bottom of the firing chamber. Smaller pieces were placed at the top of the stack, which could be as tall as 8
or 9 feet in the largest kilns. Vessels were separated by kiln props/spacers that kept the vessels from sticking
together and that allowed for the circulation of salt vapors. The larger firms employed kiln-loading
specialists, who would be assisted by “yard men” and apprentices (Schaltenbrand 1996:137). In smaller
firms, the potter was his own stacker.

Proper control of temperature during firing was a crucial aspect of pot making. Faulty loading and firing
could result in the loss of an entire kiln-load of pots, representing weeks or even months of work. The New
York potters used wood for firing while they were on Pot Baker’s Hill. Raising the kiln to the necessary
temperatures, knowing at what point to put salt into the kiln, and a slow lowering of the temperature were
all important skills learned from experience. Firing took place over several days since the kiln’s temperature
had to be raised slowly, maximum heat had to be maintained for a sufficient time, and cooling had to be
slow. After the fires were allowed to go out, it would take two or three days for the vessels in a large kiln to
cool to the point where they could be unloaded. The kiln man controlled all of these processes. The weather
would also be a factor during firing since winds, temperature, and relative humidity would affect the kiln.

Late-nineteenth-century kiln men would often use draw trials, which were pulled out of the kiln at various
times during the firing in order to judge the progress of the salt glazing (Greer 1981:224; Schaltenbrand
1996:138). No kiln furniture that could be identified as a draw trial has been found at the African Burial
Ground or at the Sayreville (Louis Berger & Associates:1990) or Morgan-Van Winkle (Louis Berger &
Associates:1995) waster sites. However, at the Morgan pottery site, one partial vessel was identified as a test
vessel. Test vessels, according to the authors of this report, were vessels that were damaged before firing
but were included in the kiln to track the progress of the firing (Liebeknecht et al. 1998:3-2). The Morgan
vessel was a jar that had lost its handle prior to firing and had been cut down using a knife and wire. It is
likely that similar vessels were part of the African Burial Ground assemblage but were not identified
during analysis. It is also possible that eighteenth-century stoneware potters used additional means for

deciding when to start lowering kiln temperatures. According to Schaltenbrand (1996:138), one experienced
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kiln man “swore that he could determine, from the color of the vapors that escaped through the chimney,
exactly when a kiln was finished.” The color of the inside of the kiln, as seen through a spy hole, would be
an indication of the temperature of the kiln (Rhodes 1968:173). Thus, as with other aspects of pot making,
experience and empirical learning were probably important factors for knowing how to successfully fire a
kiln.

Recently, an old salt-glaze kiln was fired in the Rhineland using traditional methods. The potters—students
and teachers at the Institute for Artistic Ceramics in Hohr-Grenzhausen—used seasoned beech wood as
fuel and the kiln “proved itself a sensitive instrument, responding to every log of wood. There was no
smoke and during the salting a tall thermal took the gases up 150m high” (Bunsmann [1998]). The students
and teachers were advised by an elderly kiln master who had worked in one of the last surviving wood-
fired potteries in the Rhineland.

The frequency of firings depended on the size of the kiln and the number of potters working in a shop.
Bunsmann suggested that the largest kilns in the Rhineland were fired twice a year. During the late
sixteenth century, potters in Seigburg fired their kilns on an average of three or four times a year (Gaimster
1997:49). American traditional potters, with their smaller kilns, fired from one to three times a month,
according to Greer (1981:226). Schaltenbrand (1996:135) noted that “weeks and sometimes months” of work
went into each kiln firing in the large industrial kilns in southwestern Pennsylvania. The size and type of
kiln(s) used by the Crolius and Remmey potters is not known, thus we cannot speculate about the
frequency of their firings.

6.2 Description of the Collection

6.2.1  Kiln Furniture

Kiln furniture is “the various clay forms used in loading kilns to assure the proper position of the pots”
(Greer 1981:217). Made from the same clay as that used for vessels with additional sand and/or grog added,
they are used to balance, separate, and sometimes protect vessels. There are two types of kiln furniture:
standardized forms pre-made by the potter before the kiln is loaded and expedient forms made during the
loading of the kiln to suit individual stacking needs. The shapes of some expedient forms mimic those of
pre-made forms. Pre-made forms can be reused until they break or became excessively covered with glaze,
but expedient forms are discarded along with unusable pots as the kiln is unloaded. Scars where kiln
furniture rested against vessels appear as unglazed or lightly glazed areas on vessel rims, bases, and
occasionally on the widest parts of bodies.

For traditional stoneware potters, the pre-made pieces were either formed on the wheel or were cut from
flat pieces of clay. They were frequently dipped in sand after forming to give them a surface that would be
less likely to stick to vessels during firing. The wheel-made forms used by stoneware potters were saggers
and jug saggers/stackers. Saggers are enclosed vessels whose purpose is to aid in stacking and to protect
vessels from direct contact with flames and hot gases from the fire (Rhodes 1968:157). Since the glaze in a
salt-glaze firing comes from the hot gases, saggers used in stoneware kilns needed to have openings cut out
in their bodies in order to allow the vapors to reach the vessels’ surfaces. However, nineteenth-century
American stoneware potters did not commonly use saggers, nor were they used in German kilns (Greer
1981:218). Saggers were used by British potters who made brown-slipped stonewares (Oswald et al.
1982:17) and by North American stoneware potters working in the British tradition (Barka 1973; Giannini
1981). Recent excavations at the site of a c. 1774-1787 salt-glazed stoneware kiln in Trenton, New Jersey,
uncovered a kiln base with at least three saggers stuck to the floor of the kiln. They were apparently used to
fire mugs, as remnants of these vessels were found attached to their interiors (Hunter 2000). The identity of
the potter who worked at this kiln is not known, but the owner was William Richards, a Philadelphia
merchant. The lack of saggers at New York and other New Jersey sites might be due to the greater
influence of the German tradition in these areas.

Jug stackers (this name is preferable to jug saggers since they do not enclose the entire vessel) were wheel-
made furniture used to aid in stacking. The jug stacker would be placed atop a jug to provide a small
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platform on which another jug could be placed. They were “a short, truncated cylinder in which one large
section has been cut out of one side and usually one or two smaller holes or notches cut in the remaining
sides” (Greer 1981:218). The holes were to accommodate the jug handle and to allow for the circulation of
salt vapor to the exterior of the jug top (Greer 1981:221).

The other types of pre-made kiln furniture were made from rolled-out or patted-out flat pieces of clay
(Figures 31 and 32). Their function was to provide balance in stacking and to keep the vessels from sticking
to the kiln or to each other. The shapes of these pieces varied from potter to potter, as can be seen by
examining the illustrations in Greer and Schaltenbrand and in reports of kiln excavations (Louis Berger &
Associates 1990 and 1997; Hunter et al. 1996; Liebeknecht et al. 1998).

Expedient forms are much more varied than pre-made ones (Figures 33 and 34). The expedient forms that
have the same basic shape as the pre-made ones (rectangles and crescents) were probably made at the time
of loading the kiln because the potters had not prepared sufficient quantities of the standardized forms. The
other expedient forms can be grouped into broad categories (wedges, spools, thumb pads, rolls, and
eccentric shapes), but since they were made to suit unique situations, they are not very standardized.
Nevertheless, individual potter’s styles can also be discerned in the expedient forms when illustrations or
the artifacts themselves are compared.

In the African Burial Ground collection, various forms of kiln furniture and debris were found (Table 64).
The miscellaneous kiln furniture consisted of small sherds whose forms could not be determined. The
miscellaneous kiln debris category included all sorts of unidentifiable materials, usually small pieces of glaze
clumps, vessels, and kiln furniture, frequently fused together and broken into fragments. The pieces of
miscellaneous fired clay might have been remnants of the clay used to seal the kiln’s portals or might have
been small fragments of badly fired vessels that were too small for identification. Glaze clumps were
residues of salt glaze that had settled on the surfaces of the kiln or on vessels at the bottom of stacks. The
other categories are the actual kiln furniture.

Table 64. Kiln Furniture and Kiln Debris

\ Code Kiln Furniture/ Kiln Debris Number of Sherds  Percent
101 Kiln pad - rectangular, preformed 482 1.9
102 Kiln pad - rectangular, preformed w/ waist 622 24
103 Kiln pad - tri-lobed, flat, preformed 1,148 4.4
104 Kiln pad - rectangular, expedient 11 <1
105 Kiln pad - crescent, preformed 1,358 5.2
106 Kiln pad - crescent, expedient 1,633 6.3
167 Jug stacker 275 1.1
120 Spool 300 1.2
121 Roll 1,511 5.8
122 Wedge 305 1.2
124 Eccentric shape 617 24
125 Thumb pad 7 <1
150 Miscellaneous flat pad, shape indeterminate 1,474 5.7
151 Miscellaneous kiln furniture 3,701 14.3
152 Miscellaneous kiln debris 12,135 46.9
153 Miscellaneous fired clay 227 0.9
154 Glaze clumps 84 0.3
Total 25,890
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Figure 31. Top left and right, and center row: tri-lobed pads; top, center: miscellaneous kiln
debris; bottom: rectangular kiln pads (note scar of vessel).
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Figure 32. Pre-made kiln furniture: crescents, rectangular with waist; center of tri-lobed form,
lower left corner.
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Figure 33. Left: expedient kiln prop with finger marks; center: kiln pads and spool; right: kiln brick.

Figure 34. Expedient kiln furniture: spool.
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6.2.1.1 Preformed Forms

At this site, three shapes of kiln furniture—rectangles, crescents, and a tri-lobed form—were the common
preforms used between vessels in stacks (see Figure 31). They would be placed over the mouth of one
vessel to provide a platform on which to place the base of the next vessel. The number of rectangles and
crescents that would be used between individual vessels would depend on the vessel diameters. Variations
of rectangles and crescents have been found at many other kiln sites (Greer 1981; Schaltenbrand 1996). The
tri-lobed form is not common on other kiln sites reported in the literature, but many such pieces, both
preformed and expedient, were found at the Morgan kiln sites in New Jersey; they were called “trivets” in
the reports of these excavations (Hunter et al. 1996; Liebeknecht et al. 1998). No complete sample was found
at the African Burial Ground, but it was possible to reconstruct the shape from sherds: these pieces were
shaped with three wide arms radiating from a central area. The bodies were relatively thin and, judging
from the number of fragments found, were rather easily broken. The advantage that they had over the
rectangles and crescents was that one piece could be used instead of several, which would have increased
stability. They were probably made by rolling out a flat disc and cutting out sections, probably with the aid
of a template. The edges of the arms are very smooth and appear to have been cut while the clay was
partially dry. Solid discs would not have been suitable for stoneware firings since they would limit the
access of salt glaze to the interiors of the vessels. In Table 32, the preformed shapes are Codes 101-106 and
167 (see Figures 31 and 32).

6.2.1.2 Expedient Forms

Since shelves were not generally used in traditional stoneware kilns, other types of supporting furniture
were needed to balance the vessels on their rectangular, crescent-shaped, or tri-lobed platforms and to keep
the vessel stacks separated from each other. These expedient forms were made to suit individual conditions
and were thus made at the time of the loading of the kiln. These “coils, spools, separators and patties” were
made of scrap clay mixed with sand and were generally dipped in sand to reduce adherence (Greer
1981:218). They were formed by hand; thus, impressions of kiln loaders’ fingers and palms are common. As
already noted, they were not reused since they were made to accommodate unique, immediate needs.

In this assemblage, some shapes of kiln furniture—in particular rectangles and crescents—are found in both
preformed and expedient varieties. The analysts separated the varieties on the basis of uniformity of
thickness within each piece and by the presence/absence of finger marks. In addition, the preformed
rectangles and crescents were generally thicker than the expedient varieties. Expedient tri-lobed forms were
found at the New Jersey Morgan sites (Hunter et al. 1996; Liebeknecht et al. 1998), but none was identified
in this assemblage.

Spools or spacers were made to fit between the upright stacks to balance them (Greer 1981:221). They were
longer or shorter rolls of clay flattened at both ends (see Figure 33). Rolls were simply thin rolls of clay
placed around or between vessels. Wedges were thick, short rolls that were bent in the middle where they
were forced in between vessels. Thumb pads were small pieces of clay squeezed between the fingers, usually
to fit between vessels and other kiln furniture. The thumb pads, wedges, and long rolls were the most likely
to show fingerprints. Eccentric shapes did not fit into any of the standard categories.

6.2.1.3 Other Kiln Furniture

The category of miscellaneous flat pad, shape indeterminate was used for small fragments of kiln pads—either
crescent, rectangular, or tri-armed —that were too small to determine precise shape or to tell if the piece was
preformed or expedient. As noted above, miscellaneous kiln furniture was used for small fragments of all of
the above shapes.

Some pieces of kiln furniture were relatively complete, in particular the smaller, chunkier, expedient types,
and some rectangular pads and a few crescents (Table 65). (Most of the “percentage unknown” group on
Table 65 was composed of the miscellaneous kiln fragments and debris.)
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Table 5. Relative Completeness of Kiln Furniture

Percentage Complete Number of Sherds Percent \

Less than 10% 993 3.8
10% - 25% 1,977 7.6
26% - 50% 3,249 12,5
51% - 75% 431 1.7
76% - 99% 488 1.9
100% (mended) 48 0.2
Whole (intact) 1,804 7.0
Percentage unknown 16,900 65.3
Total 25,890

6.2.2 Vessels

6.2.2.1 Forms

As noted above, the stonewares that were made by German post-medieval potters were varied in form,
although most were designed for the storage, transport, and consumption of liquids (see Table 63). The
forms that were identified at the African Burial Ground included many of the same types as were found in
Germany. Tables 66 and 67 illustrate the forms identified in this collection. Appendix D is a vessel list that
includes those sherds that were either complete enough or interesting enough to warrant a narrative
description.

Definition of forms follows Greer (1981:55-136). Greer based her terminology on extensive research, both in
documents and in conversations with traditional potters; in addition, her terms are compatible with two
early-nineteenth-century price lists published by Clarkson Crolius. (One, from 1804, is in the possession of
the Museum of the City of New York. The other, from 1809, is in the collections of the American
Antiquarian Society, and was reproduced in Meyers 1984:55.) Most of the terms used here are
straightforward, but the term “jar” can be problematic. Greer uses “jar” for all hollowware vessels with
open mouths that were used to store various commodities. She distinguishes among “wide-mouthed jars,”
whose mouth openings are as large or larger than their bases; “small-mouthed jars,” with mouth openings
smaller than the mid-point of the vessel and generally smaller than the base; and “small-mouthed preserve
jars,” that have collars and even more constricted mouths (Greer 1981:83, 87, 91). Nineteenth-century
stoneware potters sometimes called all of these forms “pots” (see, for example, the Bennington price list on
page 59 in Greer) while modern collectors often refer to them as crocks, a term very seldom seen in early
potters” price lists. Clarkson Crolius seems to have made a distinction between “pots” and “jars.” Both his
1804 and 1809 lists have prices for “jugs, jars, and pots” of various sizes, but the 1809 list includes
illustrations of these forms: “pots,” as illustrated, are identical to Greer’s “wide-mouthed jars;” “jars”
include the “small-mouthed” and “preserve” jar forms of Greer’s terminology.
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Table 66. Forms — All Sherds

Number of
Form Sherds Percent
GO01 General rim 20 0.14
G02 General lid 20 0.14
G03 General body 1,689 12.18
G04 General finial 1 0.01
GO05 General base 2 0.01
G20 Flatware rim 11 0.08
G22 Flatware body 7 0.05
G23 Flatware body/base 3 0.02
G24 Flatware base 8 0.06
G30 General hollowware rim 114 0.82
G31 General hollowware rim & body 7 0.05
G32 General hollowware body 7,732 55.77
G33 General hollowware body & handle 3 0.02
G34 General hollowware handle 35 0.25
G35 General hollowware body & base 52 0.38
G36 General hollowware base 205 1.48
G38 General hollowware 2 0.01
G39 General hollowware lid 1 0.01
G40C |Hollowware rim, large 31 0.22
G42C |Hollowware body, large 186 1.34
G43C  |Hollowware body/handle, large 6 0.04
G44C  |Hollowware handle, large 46 0.33
G45 Hollowware base, body & shoulder, large 2 0.01
G45C  |Hollowware body/base, large 31 0.22
G46C  |Hollowware base, large 35 0.25
G50C  |Hollowware rim, medium 66 0.48
G51C |Hollowware rim/body, medium 16 0.12
G52C  |Hollowware body, medium 530 3.82
G53C  |Hollowware body/handle, medium 6 0.04
G54C  |Hollowware handle, medium 222 1.60
G55C  |Hollowware body/base, medium 100 0.72
G56C  |Hollowware base, medium 43 0.31
G60C |Hollowware rim, small 116 0.84
G61C |Hollowware rim/body, small 17 0.12
G62 Hollowware body, small 6 0.04
G62C |Hollowware body, small 436 3.14
G63C  |Hollowware body/handle, small 8 0.06
G64C  |Hollowware handle, small 49 0.35
G65C |Hollowware body/base, small 83 0.60
G66C  |Hollowware base, small 102 0.74
G99 Unidentified 34 0.25
HO1 Chamber pot, general (9"-10" diameter) 83 0.60
HO03 Chamber pot, small (< 9" diameter) 13 0.09
HO04 Chamber pot (unknown measurements) 5 0.04
001 General jar 12 0.09
0O05C  |Wide-mouth jar w/ straight sides 1 0.01

151



Chapter 6

The New York Ceramic Indusiry and Its Use of the Burial Ground

Number of
Code Form Sherds Percent
006 Wide-mouth jar w/ curved sides 39 0.28
010 Small-mouth jar w/ straight sides 9 0.06
011 Small-mouth jar w/ curved sides 264 1.90
012 Jar w/ unknown mouth/sides 11 0.08
030C |Jugfjar 123 0.89
035 Jug 510 3.68
050 Jug/bottle 30 0.22
099 Miscellaneous food storage, other 2 0.01
P65 Pipkin 10 0.07
P80 Deep dish/pan 3 0.02
S26 Dish, round (8"- < 10") 8 0.06
S27 Dish, round (6”- < 8") 3 0.02
S28 Dish, round (< 6") 8 0.06
S29 Dish, round (unknown measurements) 13 0.09
S41C  [Deep dish (> 1.5" deep, 10"-12" diameter) 9 0.06
S43 Deep dish (> 1.5" deep, 6" < 8" diameter) 9 0.06
S46 Dish, deep (unknown measurements) 5 0.04
S55 Deep bowl (> 2" deep, 6"— < 8" diameter) 1 0.01
S62 Bowl (6"- < 8" diameter) 2 0.01
S63 Bowl (< 6" diameter) 10 0.07
S65 Bowl (unknown diameter and depth) 14 0.10
S87 Pitcher 11 0.08
EO1 Teacup 1 0.01
E53 Saucer 1 0.01
E60 Teapot spout 2 0.01
T10 Plate w/ unknown measurements 19 0.14
T30 General porringer 47 0.34
T32C |Porringer, slant-sided (general) 3 0.02
T33C |Porringer, slant-sided (one handle) 42 0.30
T35C |Porringer, curved-sided (general) 72 0.52
T36C  |Porringer, curved-sided (one handle) 106 0.76
T39 Mug, round-bodied w/cylindrical neck 5 0.04
T40 Tankard, straight-sided 195 141
T43 Tankard/mug 78 0.56
T98 Miscellaneous tableware, object unknown (flatware) 3 0.02
Total 13,865

During the analysis (as well as in Table 66 and in the general site artifact catalog [Volume III]) “small
hollowwares” was used for sherds that came from vessels in the size range of mugs, small tankards,
porringers, or small jars and jugs; “medium hollowwares” were from jugs and jars of moderate size, large
mugs or tankards, or chamber pots; “large hollowwares” were most probably from large jars and jugs.

It is not surprising that the great majority of the sherds (12,083, 87 percent) could not be assigned a vessel
form beyond the level of general body shape, part, and size. Kiln-waster sites, as noted in the introduction
to this section, generally contain broken vessels that have been transported, dumped, and disturbed. The
rest of this discussion will be confined to the identifiable forms (Table 67), after noting that only 32 of the
unidentifiable forms (“flatware” and “miscellaneous tableware”) were recognizable as flatwares. This
emphasis on the production of hollowwares is consistent with what is known of the forms produced by

stoneware potters.
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Table 67. Forms - Identifiable Only

Form | Number of Sherds | Percent

General jar 23

Wide-mouth jar w/ straight sides 1

Wide-mouth jar w/ curved sides 39

Small-mouth jar w/ straight sides 9

Small-mouth jar w/ curved sides 264
Total jars 336 18.7
Total jug 510 28.3
Total jug/jar 123 6.8
Total jug/bottle 30 1.7
Total deep dish/pan 3 0.2

Dish, round (8"-10") 8

Dish, round (6"-8") 3

Dish, round (< 6") 8

Dish, round (unknown measurements) 13

Deep dish (> 1.5" deep, 10"-12" diameter) 9

Deep dish (> 1.5" deep, 6" < 8" diameter) 9

Dish, deep (unknown measurements) 5
Total dishes 64 3.6

Deep bowl (> 2" deep, 6"-8" diameter) 1

Bowl (6"-8" diameter) 2

Bowl (< 6" diameter) 10

Bowl (unknown diameter and depth) 14
Total bowls 27 1.5
Total pipkin 10 0.6
Total pitcher 11 0.6
Total teawares 4 0.2
Total plates and other tablewares 33 1.8

General porringer 47

Porringer, slant-sided (general) 3

Porringer, slant-sided (one handle) 42

Porringer, curved-sided (general) 72

Porringer, curved-sided (one handled) 106
Total porringers 270 15.0

Mug, round-bodied w/ cylindrical neck 5

Tankard, straight-sided 195

Tankard/mug 78
Total drinking vessels 278 154
Total chamber pot 101 5.6

All identifiable forms 1,800
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The main function of all shapes of jars was food storage. Jars could be used for the storage of dry goods, but
were most commonly used for moist foods, such as butter, apple butter and other preserved fruits, or for
salting and pickling veg