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ABSTRACT

The Cultural Resource Group of Louis Berger & Associates, Inc.
(LBA) conducted an archaeological and historical investigation of
the proposed Barclays Bank Office Tower Site, at 75 Wall Street,
New York, New York, for the London and Leeds Corporation and the
Barclays Bank PLC. Phase I research indicated that the project
area was made up of several water lot grants, filled between 1694
and 1702. Occupation of the block appears to have begun around
1702. The earliest commercial activities within the site were
associated with the waterfront. During the mid-eighteenth and
early nineteenth century, the block consisted of mixed residen-
tial and commercial properties. An unusual characteristic of the
block, particularly along Pearl Street, was the clustering of
several chemist/druggist shops. Other types of business within
the project area at this time included artisan shops and stores
owned by small-scale merchants. By the late 1820s, commercial
activities dominated the block.

Subsequent Phase II work exposed extensive yard deposits, mid-
dens, privies, wells, cisterns, and house and outbuilding foun-
dations. The date ranges of the deposits and features were from
the mid-eighteenth to the late nineteenth century. The sources of
these materials seemed to be from both domestic and commercial
activities, including those associated with the chemist/druggist
shops.

Given the presence of significant archaeological deposits, an
archaeclogical data recovery program was developed. As a first
step in the project research design, data from the site were used
to develop a description of the consumer behavior of the
chemists/druggists who occupied the block, and of the items sold
and used in their shops. This study of the chemists/druggists
produced some of the base line data used in addressing the
project's six research hypotheses,

The hypotheses examined the use of space within lots occupied by
small-scale merchants, the factors inveolved in changes in the use
of these spaces, and the nature of consumer behavior among
economically comparable households on the block, and within the
city. This latter research issue also addressed how external
economic changes within the city and region would be reflected in
the consumer behavior of these households. Comparisons were also
attempted between households of differing economic levels. The
final research topic involved comparisons of contemporaneous
landfill sites with the Barclays Bank Site, and comparing this
group of sites with later landfill sites. This last hypothesis
was an attempt to synthesize available data on landmaking activi-
ties within the lower, eastern portion of Manhattan.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Cultural Resource Group of Louils Berger & Associates, Inc.
(LBA) conducted an archaeological and historical investigation of
the proposed Barclays Bank Office Tower Site, at 75 Wall Street,
New York, WNew York, for the Iondon and Leeds Corporation and
the Barclays Bank PLC. This work was performed pursuant to stipu-
lations outlined in the Conditional Negative Declaration, CEQR
Q83-140M, issued by the New York City Landmarks Preservation
Commission (NYCLPC). The site consisted of those portions of
Block 31 bounded on the west by Pearl Street, the north by Wall
Street, the east by Water Street, and on the south by the south
lot line of Lot 11 (Figures I.l and I.2).

Initial work on the site involved an assessment of cultural
resource potential and significance (Phase I). The parameters of
this phase were to determine:

1. whether the project area was located on historic landfill;
2. When the earliest occupation took place;

3. What was the nature of this and all subseguent historic
occupations; and

4., What cycles of construction and demolition had taken place
and what impacts these cycles may have had on pre-
existing, subsurface cultural resources,

Phase I research, conducted in the fall of 1983, indicated that
the project area was located within landfill associated with a
series of water lot grants dating to 1694 and 1695. Occupation of
the block appears to have begun around 1702, Water lot grantees
developed their properties as commercial ventures, renting them
during the early eighteenth century for both residential and com-
mercial purposes. The earliest commercial activities were asso-
ciated with the waterfront. During the mid-eighteenth and
early nineteenth-century, the block consisted of mixed residen-
tial and commercial properties. An unusual characteristic of the
block, particularly along Pearl Street, was the clustering of
several chemist/druggist shops. Other types of business within
the project area at this time included artisan shops and stores
owned by small-scale merchants. As the water lots to the east of
Water Street were filled in, the block took on brokerage and
warehousing functions. By the late 1820s, these commercial acti-
vities dominated the block.

Primary documents indicated that many of the lots had a high
potential for subsurface archaeological materials and features
associated with this historical development. Buildings that once
occupied these lots either lacked basements or had basements too
shallow to have destroyed all subsurface features and deposits.
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It should be noted that the entire project area had been leveled
prior to this historical and archaeological study.

An archaeological testing program was recommended to determine
the extent of this cultural resource potential, prior to
construction of the Barclays Bank Office Tower. Phase II, con-
ducted between January 3 and February 6 1984, exposed extensive
vard deposits, middens, privies, wells, cisterns, and house and
outbuilding foundations. The majority of these deposits and
features were restricted to the rear yard areas which con-
centrated within the center of the block. Deposits along the
street faces were destroyed by late nineteenth and twentieth-cen-
tury construction. The date ranges of the deposits were from the
mid-eighteenth to the late nineteenth-century. It appeared that
the majority of the materials were mid-eighteenth century;
however, subsequent Phase III work demonstrated a 1780s to 1820s
date range for most of the materials within the block. The sour-
ces of these materials seemed to be from both domestic and com-
mercial activities, including those associated with the
chemist/druggist shops..

The testing program confirmed that significant cultural resources
were extant within the block. 1Investigation of these remains
would provide data on the day-to-day domestic and commercial
activities of the colonial and post-colonial chemist/druggist.
There have been few studies on the daily workings of this special
group of merchants, particularly from a material perspective. The
Barclays Bank Site also contained artifact assemblages that could
be used to study the linkage between changing urban economic and
social structure, and household and commercial consumer behavior.
Study of this 1linkage is a current research concern in urban
archaeology {(cf. Louis Berger & Associates, Inc. 1985).

Given the presence of significant archaeological deposits, a
data recovery program was developed, based on research issues
raised during Phase I and refined in Phase II. As a first step in
the Phase III project research design, data from the site was
used to develop a description of the consumer behavior of the
chemists/druggists who occupied the block, and of the items sold
and used in their shops. This study of the chemists/druggists
produced some of the base line data used in addressing the
project's research hypotheses, which were as follows:

Hypothesis #1

Among all the lots occupied by small-scale merchants,
such as the chemists/druggists, the internal con-
figuration and use of space within the lots will be
similar.



Hypothesis #2

The internal configuration and use of space within the
lots will change as a result of change in the lot func-
tion, change in the household type occupying the lot,
and/or the introduction of city services.

Hypothesis #3

Controlling for household structure and wealth, the con-
sumer behavior of the block's skilled craftsmen,
chemists/druggists, and other small-scale merchants will
be similar. Further, the consumer behavior of these
households will be similar to that of contemporaneocus
and economically comparable households in New York City,
or any other coastal city in the Northeast region.

Hypothesis #4

As the economic base in New York City changes, or if
fluctuations occur in economic activity, there will be
changes and fluctuations in the consumer behavior of the
block's small-scale merchants, such as the chemists/
druggists, and skilled craftsmen. These same consumer
changes and fluctuations would be observed among
economically comparable households in the city and among
those 1in other coastal cities, where these economic
changes and fluctuations also occurred.

Hypothesis #5

Households contemporanecus with the block's small-scale
merchants and skilled craftsmen, but of different
economic standing, will exhibit different consumer
behavior patterns. Also, as the economic base of New
York City, or any coastal city in the Northeast region,
changes or fluctuates, the consumer behavior of these
households of different ecconomic standing will also
change and fluctuate, but in a different pattern than
the block's skilled craftsmen and small scale merchants.

Hypothesis #6

The process of landmaking within the block will be the
same as contemporaneous landfill sites, but different
from later landfill properties.

Thus, the primary research objectives of this project are to
describe the consumer behavior of the merchants and skilled
craftsmen who occupied the block, to study how these individuals
used space within their respective lots, and to describe the
activities within a late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century
druggist shop. Another important research goal is to identify the
landmaking activities that created the block, and compare these
activities to those of other blocks in the city.



As a result of both field and artifactual analyses during Phase
III, these research objectives had to be modified. The project
area contained only one definite domestic deposit, a deep
artifact-bearing privy/well that could be associated with several
possible households, all of which appear to have been in the
upper economic "strata" of early nineteenth-century New York. In
terms of the use of space within lots, it was not possible to
link construction and use of buildings and features to specific
occupants, although general patterns and trends in the use of
space could be identified.

It was possible to describe the activities of late eighteenth-
century and early nineteenth-century druggists, especially in
terms of the items sold in the shops. In addition, the block was
found to contain deposits assoclated with a late eighteenth-
century gold/silver/jewelry shop. Study of these deposits
revealed the types of metallurgical activities that occurred
within this type of shop, and provided clues to the daily
interaction between shop owners and clients, e.g., serving of tea
to customers., Finally, the processes of landmaking within the
block are identified through an examination of soil types and
artifact content. As part of the testing of Hypothesis #6, 3oil
types and artifact content are compared with both contemporaneous
and later landfill sites in the city.

The following chapters detail the research approach, documentary
and field efforts, analytical procedures, and results of the
Phase III investigation of the Barclays Bank Site. Chapter II of
this volume presents an overview of research in urban archaeology
and history, with emphasis on recent archaeological projects in
New York City. The potential for data obtained from this project
to contribute to the allied scholarly disciplines is also exa-
mined, thereby providing a broad discussion of this project's
research significance. Chapter III includes a detailed discussion
of this project's research design, outlining the major research
concerns, hypotheses, data requirements, and methods used to
address the hypotheses. The historical data collected for this
study are presented in Chapter IV. Chapters V and VI summarize
the methods and results of the archaeological field investiga-
tions. Chapter VII identifies and describes those deposits and
features within the site that can be used to address the pro-
ject's research design. This is accomplished by applying various
dating, functional, pattern, and cost analyses to these deposits
and to the materials contained within and associated with the
features. Chapter VIII includes an interpretive summary of the
historic research, field investigations and artifactual analyses
as they relate to the project's research objectives. Also, the
research hypotheses are tested and the results are discussed. It
should be noted that it was not possible to test all of the
hypotheses. The reasons why this occurred and its ramifications
on future archaeological work in New York City and other urban
areas is explored.



II. RESEARCH CONTEXT

A. INTROCDUCTION

In the forward to Dickens's volume on urban archaeology (1982),
Salwen observes that urban archaeologists have not succeeded in
developing a suitable framework for the study of urban processes.
Further, ecological and evolutionary models used by prehistorians
do not meet the needs of urban archaeological research. As a
result, urban archaecologists are attracted to the research
efforts of urban anthropologists, sociologists and historians
(Salwen 1982: xvi). Of these disciplines, history, particulary
the ™new history,"” 1is c¢learly becoming the most relevant to
current urban archaeological studies (Beaudry 1984, Deagan and
Scardaville 1985). For example, in an anthology of recent work on
colonial America (Greene and Pole 1984), historians are investi-
gating many of the issues which wurban archaeologists are
attempting to examine using their material data base. These
issues include urban economic growth, settlement patterning,
wealth and social structure. Similar topics are found in histori-
cal research on late eighteenth- and nineteeth-century cities
(Pred 1966, Lemon 1967, 1972, Wolf 1976, Lindstrom 1978, Ryan
1981, Conzen 1983).

Though historians are studying issues of interest to urban
archaeologists, there is no single theoretical or methodological
framework within this historical research that urban archaeolo-
gists can use or adopt; there are several. This is most apparent
in the articles in Green and Pole's volume (1984) on colonial
economic growth. Prior to selecting one or more frameworks, it is
suggested that wurban archaeoclogists carefully examine what
theories historians are using, what questions are being asked,
how they are being asked and what conclusions have been reached.
Then, urban archaeclogists must critically examine what issues
are most germane to the use of the urban archaeological data
base. As Beaudry points out:

Only by grounding ourselves in the historio-
graphy can we separate out the aspects of our
research questions that are amenable to
archaeoclogical investigation. We can eliminate
what is already known (usually by historians,
but not by archaeologists), isolate what needs
to be known, and proceed accordingly. We can
also understand more clearly exactly what
artifacts can and cannot tell us about beha-
vior in the past (Beaudry 1984:29),.

The best methods for "grounding ourselves in the historiography"
is to have an urban historian(s) actively involved in all aspects
of an urban archaeological project. The historian provides infor-
mation on current issues involved in urban research as a whole,
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noting the different theories and methods that are being used by
historians. On a more specific level, the historian develops the
descriptive historical context of the city and individual pro-
perty or properties under study, and identifies data gaps in
historical knowledge of the city and properties. It 1is at this
point that both the archaeologist and historian develop the
research Qquestions appropriate to the area being investigated.
The archaeologist examines current research topics in archae-
ology, to determine if they are applicable to the historical
frameworks and specific historical contexts that have been
identified and developed by the historian. Of course, through
this exchange between historian and archaeologist, new research
concerns will be developed, but with a grounding in
historiography.

What can be avoided by this scholarly exchange is conducting
archaeclogical research to answer questions that can be more
efficiently addressed through documentary studies. For example,
there is no need to examine archaeologically, changes in gross
land, use categories within a block (e.g., residential to commer-
cial), if an extensive record of land use is extant in tax lists,
business directories, and cartographic data. What also can be
avoided is coming to conclusions based on archaeological research
that, when examined in a historical context, are clearly false
and misguided. A study by Miller and Hurry (1983), provides an
excellent example of how this can happen.

This overall approach to historical/archaeological research is
used in the Barclays Bank project, and is reflected in this and
subseqguent chapters of the report. First, recent themes in urban
history, including current research on New York City, are
examined. This is followed by a review of current urban archae-
ological work, focusing on projects in lower Manhattan. The
research context chapter ends with a discussion that integrates
the reviews of the two disciplines with the project's Phase I and
II findings, suggesting specific research questions to guide the
Barclays Bank data retrieval efforts.

B. RECENT STUDIES IN URBAN HISTORY

The historiography of American cities has conventionally been
divided into three schools: city as biography, city as site, and
city as process. Various urban biographies, among which I.N.P.
Stokes's Iconography of Manhattan Island (6 vols.; 1967) is
perhaps the most detailed and spectacular example, have
assembled extraordinary data bases on individual cities but have
been criticized for their failure to provide an analytical frame-
work. Practitioners of "¢city as site" historical research have
typically addressed a process, such as migration, using the city
as a laboratory or setting; critics of this approach maintain
that it fails to grapple with urbanism as a distinct phenomenon.
"City as process” historians claim to do precisely that; the
city, for them, is both the dependent and independent variable--
both the cause and the effect.
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Processual urban historiography has advanced hand-in-hand with
use of gquantitative methodologies and models borrowed from urban
sociologists. Great attention has been paid to the spatial attri-
butes of the city and other measures (e.g., housing) of the
emerging urban environment, particularly as they were affected by
industrialization and mass transportation systems. Most of these
studies deal with the period after 1850, and reliance on causal
models and data amenable to quantification has resulted in an
implicit economic determinism (Zunz 1981, 1982).

Conzen (1983:69) has proposed a broader framework in which analy-
ses of individual cities are understood in relation to each other
and to regional and national development. This has led to a
"three-fold agenda for urban history" (Conzen 1983:6%). The first
step 1is consideration of "the shared experience," by which she
means the causes for wurbanization and development of city
systems. The second step is an "examination of the ways indivi-
dual cities respond to this process and how they compare with one
another," by which she means the comparative study of transfor-
mation in different cities with attention to the urban landscape,
social structures and institutions, and expressions of corporate
life. Finally, she calls attention to "more general social,
political, and other processes and events that, where they take
place in urban settings, are affected in presumably predictable
ways by their wurban character." Ultimately, this becomes a
discussion of "the impact of things urban upon national develop-
ments, upon national history" (Conzen 1983:70).

Conzen (1983:69) understands urbanization in terms of demographic
concentration and range of services provided. Her view is similar
to James T. Lemon's (1967, 1972}, which is based on central place
theory. Lemon, a cultural geographer, studied regional settlement
patterns in southeastern Pennsylvania in the eighteenth century,
contending that towns, "by acting as channels for information,
ideals, and goods, gave a definable shape to many activities
throughout the region" (Lemon 1972:118). Successful central
places were "points of nearly optimum accessiblity for buyers and
sellers" (Lemon 1972:119). In keeping with the tenets of central
place theory (see Jordan and Rowntree 1982:342-344), he ranks the
towns in this region on a scale of 1 to 5 according to the demo-
graphic threshold supporting these centers and the range of
services provided (Lemon 1972:119). Higher ranked centers had a
larger demographic base and supported more numerous activities.
The largest and only city rating a 5 was Philadelphia, a service
center with a population of over 10,000 (Lemon 1972:Table 20).
Its vitality was based on ™"ability to organize commerce within
the British commercial structure but to remain partly autonomous
from it" (Lemon 1972:127).

Carl Bridenbaugh (1970), one of the earliest modern urban histo-
rians, in contrast to Lemon's theory of urbanization, stresses
the significance of collective behavior. American urban develop-
ment accompanied accumulation of community wealth and evolved as
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a result of commercial prosperity in the period during which
capitalism emerged in the West. This resulted in the creation of
distinctive institutions, which took advantage of commercial
opportunities implicit in the cultural transition from late
medieval feudalism to early capitalism. In contrast to the rela-
tively elitist corporation, modeled on the medieval borough, the
New EBngland town meeting, for example, exhibited "considerable
efficiency in handling of urban problems...Its greater powers of
local taxation, and the fact that it placed the spending of
public moneys and the enactment of civic ordinances in the hands
of those directly affected by these operations, made it a far
more effective form of government for dealing with community
problems" (Bridenbaugh 1970:75). The genesis of American cities,
according to Bridenbaugh (1970:74) was trade, and consequently,
they were located "on sites more favorable for the pursuit of
commerce," In their collective responses to political, economic,
physical, transportation and social challenges, these infant
trading centers evolved into cities, which became the setting for
intellectual and cultural leadership.

Like Bridenbaugh, ILemon 1linked colonial c¢ities with commerce,
although he c¢ouched his analysis in terms that facilitate
"measuring" the extent to which one center may have been more or
less urbanized than another. With specific attention to the
historical causes for American colonial urbanization, he argues
that prior to 1730, urbanization reflected a desire for better
trade on the part of the merchants and an increase in the stan-
dard of 1living, size of population, and volume of exports. The
slower pace of urbanization after 1756 paralleled a weaker and
more erratic pattern of eccnomic development associated with
lower 1levels of migration, dislocation resulting from the
Revolution, and reluctance among Philadelphia's merchants to pur-
sue new markets (Lemon 1967:529-531).

Stephanie Grauman Wolf (1976) presents an interesting historical
discussion of eighteenth-century urbanism in her elegant study of
Germantown, Pennsylvania, in the period 1683-1800. In her opening
essay, she reflects upon the urban-rural continuum, "village,
"town', 'city' =~--all words that define gatherings of human indi-
viduals and families into communities™ (Wolf 1976:17). The basic
criteria for a village are "a small, homogeneous, agricultural
community, lacking any real divisions of class or occupation and
ruled by a traditional hierarchy made up of village elders" (Wolf
1976:17-18). A city, by contrast, is large, heterogenous,
alienated from the land, characterized by division of labor and
class, and governed by nontraditionally oriented, frequently
young members of the elite (Wolf 1976:18). Urban society is
cosmopolitan, literate, impersonal, and the landscape reflects
socioeconomic and functional segregation (Wolf 1976:19).

In the succeeding pages of the chapter and the book, Wolf then

deals with all of the ways in which these polarities blurred in
colonial towns, specifically in Germantown. Germantown possessed
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a number of urban traits: mobility of population, ethnic and
religious heterogeneity, and economic specialization. Family size
was smaller than previous estimates of the sizes of colonial
families, and inheritance strategies did not reflect preference
for land. Indeed, the earliest proprietors appear to have sub-
divided their properties into small lots, which they sold or
rented at a profit, and to have ensured their children's futures
by providing them with a trade or craft. Almost half of the popu-
lation was unchurched, and German-speaking groups rapidly assumed
English as their language in the second and third generations. On
the other hand, "local government was almost nonexistent, and
legislation was largely confined to worries about free-running
cows and pigs" (Wolf 1976:20).

Bridenbaugh emphasizes collective response to shared problems as
the hallmark of urbanization. Conzen and lLemon stress demographic
characteristics and services, and Wolf goes beyond population and
activities to discuss the significance of networks that may or
may not have existed within the framework posited by central
place theory. Economist Jane Jacobs (1984) offers still another
perspective on understanding cities, their origins, and economic
vitality. She argues (Jacobs 1984:41) that local import substitu-
tion or replacement activities are essential for successful
urbanization. Local manufacturing and entrepreneurial activities,
in her view, assume critical importance. The colonial transatlan-
tic trade between American "resource depots"™ and advanced
Buropean cities became the "springboard" for American urbaniza-
tion, beginning in Boston and then in Philadelphia. Bostonians,
by exporting clapboards and processed fish, - began to replace
imported items, supplying their own hinterland and competing suc-
cessfully with British merchants for the West 1Indian trade
{Jacobs 1984:145).

Other historians of colonial America, less concerned with cities
and their origins, have addressed issues similar to those moti-
vating historians of nineteenth-century cities and have elabo-
rated on themes common to the general colonial experience as
these were manifested in urban settings., Jon Butler (1983)
explored the dimensions of Huguenot ethnicity in colonial America
by examining the experience of Huguenots in Boston, New York, and
South Carolina; his study, thus, obliquely provides information
in eighteenth-century New York with particular reference to its
impact on Huguenots. Studies of colonial New York (Archdeacon
1974; wilkenfeld 1973, 1976; Abbott 1974) found significant spa-
tial concentrations of groups defined by religion, ethnicity and
occupation in the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.
Spatial segregation of culturally and/or economically defined
groups is thus detached from industrialization, although indus-
trialization and development or urban mass transit systems may
have intensified this phenomenon. Results from these studies

applicable to the present investigation have been presented in
detail in Chapter 1IV.
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Blackmar (1979) investigated other, less tangible expressions of
social distancing among groups in New York City by examining
ownership and leasing arrangements in the late eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries. Prior to the northward geographical expan-
sion of the city and the emergence of well defined neighborhoods
in the vicinity of Greenwich Village, Gramercy Park, and York-
ville, the upper classes, Blackmar contends, had already distin-
guished themselves by the manner of property tenure and complete
separation of home Erom workplace, which was still within walking
distance from the residence. Land owners rented ground rights,
similar to modern development vrights, to middlemen, who were
similar to real estate developers. They built mass housing and
through a system of sub-leases rented the properties to working
class occupants. The working classes tended to occupy increas-
ingly smaller units in pre-built housing. colonial tenants, by
contrast, had tended to lease ground rights directly from the
land owners and to build their own housing, thus achieving
greater control over their built environment.

Patterns in colonial wealth distribution have been subjects for
study by James Henretta, Gary Nash, and Alice Hanson Jones.
Henretta (1965) and Nash (1979) investigated socio-economic pat-
terns in colonial cities and discovered that eighteenth-century
cities were characterized by increasing social and economic
stratification. Wealth inequalities appear to have been greater
in urban than in rural contexts. Jones (1980:47-49) emphasized
continuity between urban and rural wealth holders. Town dwellers,
who comprised at most ten percent of the colonial population,
tended to own their own houses and other urban properties in
addition to "one or more farms or ‘'plantation' or ‘'tracts of
land' in rural areas." New England was the "most heavily urban of
the regions" in terms of proportion of the total resident popula-
tion in cities and towns (Jones 1980: 201). Residents of port
cities (e.g., Boston, Salem), however, did not "have wealth eqgual
to that of residents of Philadelphia or Charleston" (Jones
1980:201) so the nascent polarization between urban and rural
groups suggested by Nash's and Henretta's studies appears to have
been less pronounced in New England than in other regions of the
Colonies,

Not surprisingly, investigation of colonial cities has addressed
issues similar to those that have permeated the large field of
urban history as well as those peculiar to the colonial setting.
Issues germane to urban history broadly conceived include spatial
segregation, social and economic stratification, and the rela-
tionship of the underlying economy, in this case commerce, to
both. Issues peculiar to the colonial setting tend to involve
theoretical models associated with the origins of cities and a
more general concern for the character of colonial society. 1In
this regard, discussion of the urban-rural continuum (cf. Wolf
1976) suggest that colonial cities were qualitatively different
from nineteenth-century cities, and models developed to explain
the nineteenth-century city may be inappropriate for understand-
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ing the colonial urban experience. Even while WNash, Henretta,
Abbott, Archdeacon and Jones show that increased socioc-economic
stratification and segregation by culturally defined groups can
be identified with eighteenth-century urban centers, and while
such stratification and spatial segregation are characteristics
of urban as distinct from rural environments, Wolf's treatment of
the networks within a single town suggest that the quality of the
‘colonial urban experience differed from that characteristic of
the nineteenth century. One obvious difference is that colonial
cities were simply smaller both in demographic and spatial terms.

aAlthough proposing to examine the urban process, most urban
historians have focused their attention upon individual cities.
Pred (1980), however, argues that individual cities can only be
understood in the context of understanding urban systems. An eco-—
nomic historian, he understands urbanization as fundamentally
growth in population, which reflected expansion in employment
opportunities that enabled major cities to attract and keep
migrants. In the period 1790-1840, "mutually-related trade and
information flows influenced both the growth of individual mer-
cantile cities and the emerging characteristics of the infant
city system of the United States (Pred 1980:4). Fundamental to
antebellum urban population growth were inter-urban relationships
that preserved or created nonlocal job opportunities or generated
nonlocal employment multipliers (Pred 1980:119). The most impor-
tant of these interdependencies was that between major urban cen-
ters. The interdependencies were enhanced by locally occurring,
self-perpetuated feedbacks, which also had employment multipl