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ABSTRACT 

 
 This dissertation focuses on mid- to late-19th-century Philadelphia immigrants, 

their experiences, and how their lives have been remembered or, as in this case, forgotten.  

During the course of this study Elfreth’s Alley in Old City Philadelphia is used as a lens 

through which to critically examine elements of immigrant experience and memory 

construction from an archaeological perspective.  Designated as a National Historic 

Landmark, Elfreth’s Alley is credited with being one of the oldest, continuously-occupied 

residential streets in the nation.  Formed in the early-18th century, Elfreth’s Alley became 

home to a large immigrant population, predominantly from Ireland and Germany, during 

the mid- to late-19th century.  In the 20th century the narrow thoroughfare was 

selectively recognized as an important historic site in Philadelphia based on its colonial 

origin and early American architecture.  Within this context, this dissertation expounds 

two interconnected lines of rediscovery at Elfreth’s Alley.  The first is the rediscovery of 

the physical world in which immigrants lived; the second is the rediscovery of the 

abstract landscape of memory in which they were forgotten.  The archaeological analysis 

of 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley in this text focuses on deconstructing the physical built 

environment on the street to understand the lived experience of immigrant occupants, 

while an examination of the public archaeology program implemented on the Alley 

explores how programming helped reshape memory at the historic site and fostered 

dialogue about the presentation of history and contemporary immigration.  Through 

combining the results of documentary research, urban archaeological excavation, and 

public programing, this dissertation reveals the complexity of urban immigrant life and 

memory at Elfreth’s Alley specifically and Philadelphia at large. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

 
“It has been claimed for Philadelphia that it is peculiarly the ‘city of homes’” (Allinson 

and Penrose 1888). 

 
During the late-19th century Philadelphia affectionately became known as the 

“City of Homes.”  In contrast to other urban centers whose streets were crowded with 

large tenements and apartment buildings, Philadelphia boasted a high proportion of 

single-owner residences.  Neat blocks of narrow, two-to-three-story brick row houses 

became the hallmark of the “City of Homes.”  On the one hand, this nickname accurately 

captured the fact that 19th-century Philadelphia differed from her urban counterparts in 

significant ways.  Not only did Philadelphia offer greater availability and affordability in 

housing, but it also had a larger geographic area, a more dispersed population, and a more 

diverse economy than many other contemporary cities.  On the other hand, however, the 

moniker was an idealistic and incomplete representation of Philadelphia’s urban 

condition.   

While Philadelphia did not produce the characteristic tenement housing of other 

19th-century cities, it was not free from poverty and poor housing conditions, as its 

nickname implied.  The small alleyways and courtyards that proliferated throughout the 

city were filled with dilapidated and decrepit structures which housed poor, often 

immigrant, populations.  It was a common practice for 19th-century Philadelphia 

property owners to build residences in the rear lots of houses and rent them to the lower 

classes.  Since these structures were hidden behind the facades of row houses and were 

set back from the main thoroughfares, it was easy to overlook and ignore them.  Thus, 

even though the notion of Philadelphia as the “City of Homes” accurately drew upon 
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architectural traditions in the city, it also obscured a more complicated urban reality.  

This example is emblematic of Philadelphia’s tendency to selectively cull its identity.   

The phenomenon of oversimplifying, generalizing, and overlooking certain 

groups or pasts within Philadelphia’s cultural identity is evinced in several other 

historical examples as well.  For instance, in the early-20th century Philadelphia was said 

to be “the most American of our great cities” (Steffens 1903).  This sentiment arose 

because the city had a lower rate of immigration compared to other urban centers 

throughout much of the 19th century.  As explained later in this dissertation, even though 

Philadelphia’s immigrant population lagged behind other metropolitan areas, it still had a 

sizeable immigrant base that shaped and influenced the city.  The selective portrayal of 

Philadelphia as uniquely American led immigrant populations within its boundaries to be 

discounted and ignored.  In addition to omitting certain groups from its identity, 

Philadelphia has displayed a habit of disregarding particular periods of its own past.  

Although the city has a long history spanning from the time of Native American 

occupation through the present day, it has cultivated a historical, cultural identity strongly 

devoted to its colonial roots.  This attachment to the colonial often leads to one-

dimensional interpretations and memories of Philadelphia that ignore the city’s other 

significant contributions, such as its role as an important industrial center in the 19th 

century.   

Similar to the status as the “City of Homes,” these identities were informed by 

distinctive aspects of Philadelphia’s composition; yet their selective nature ultimately 

limits an understanding of the city’s nuanced urban condition and leads to a general lack 

of study of alternative pasts and groups, such as immigrants.  Over the past 50 years, 
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however, scholars in the fields of history, urban studies, cultural geography, and 

American studies, have produced significant research exploring the dynamic lives of 

Philadelphia’s other groups (Laurie et al. 1981; Davis and Haller 1998; Takenaka and 

Osirim 2010).  Such studies have revealed how populations outside the dominant culture 

have influenced the historical, social, economic, and political trajectories of the city.  

Despite these advances in scholarship, archaeological examinations of immigrants in 

Philadelphia are limited.  Only one previous study has been specifically and 

systematically directed at exploring the lives of 19th-century immigrants in the city 

(McCarthy et al. 1995). 

Archaeological explorations of immigrants are particularly important because 

they can provide intimate evidence of immigrants’ pasts.  Marginalized groups, such as 

immigrants, are often incompletely or even inaccurately captured in the historical written 

record.  Therefore, it is difficult to discern immigrants’ own voices, actions, and agency 

in historic contexts.  In concert with written documents, archaeology provides a means of 

studying immigrant experience from the “inside out” (Glassie 1982).  Through unearthing 

material expressions of immigrants’ choices and lives, archaeology furthers an emic 

understanding of immigrant groups.  This dissertation addresses both the lack of focused 

archaeological study on the immigrant experience in Philadelphia through conducting 

urban excavations at a site of immigrant occupation as well as explores ways to 

deconstruct the selective identity and memory of Philadelphia’s past through public 

archaeology.   

Throughout this work, Elfreth’s Alley is utilized as a lens through which to 

critically examine immigrant experience and memory construction in Philadelphia.  
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Elfreth’s Alley, designated as a National Historic Landmark, is credited with being the 

oldest, continuously-occupied residential street in the nation.  Formed in the early-18th 

century, the narrow thoroughfare became the home to a community of immigrants from 

Europe, especially Germany and Ireland, during the mid- to late-19th century.  Through 

combining historic documents with urban excavations at 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley, this 

dissertation investigates the physical and material realities of immigrants’ domestic lives.  

Considerable focus is placed on dissecting the complexity of urban deposits to recreate 

the immigrants’ built environment and understand how they experienced their domestic 

spaces. 

In addition to having a rich immigrant history, Elfreth’s Alley as a historic site 

mirrors Philadelphia’s disposition to embrace selective identities and memories.  The 

colonial history of Elfreth’s Alley has been studied and stressed since it was recognized 

as an important historic site in the early-20th century; however, research and 

interpretation of later periods of occupation along the street have not received the same 

treatment.  Despite recent efforts by the Elfreth’s Alley Association to expand the historic 

interpretation of the site, the colonial period remains at the center of public memory at 

Elfreth’s Alley.  This dissertation researches the creation of Elfreth’s Alley as a historic 

site and explores how and why public memory of the site has selectively overlooked 

certain periods and peoples of the street’s past.  This text furthermore reveals how the 

public archaeology program created at Elfreth’s Alley became an effective tool to 

interrupt the narrative of selective identity and reshape memory at the historic site.   

The organization of this dissertation reflects the purpose and methodology of the 

study to create a microhistory of a particular place and its people in order to understand 
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larger experiences and practices in Philadelphia.  To this end, Chapter 2 establishes the 

context in which to investigate the lives of Philadelphia’s historic immigrants 

archaeologically and places this study within the larger discourses of Philadelphia 

immigration scholarship.  First, it provides an overview of 19th-century immigration to 

demonstrate that though Philadelphia had a relatively low immigrant population, it was 

still an immigrant city.  Next, the chapter explores the changing ways that immigration 

scholars have examined immigrant populations and their experiences, especially in 

Philadelphia.  The discussion then turns to how historical archaeology as a field has 

specifically studied immigrant groups concentrating on aspects of ethnicity, class, and 

contextualization.  Lastly, the chapter demonstrates the need for intensive archaeological 

study of historic immigrants in Philadelphia. 

With the context of Philadelphia established, Chapter 3 narrows in on a discussion 

of Elfreth’s Alley and its inhabitants.  Using historic documents, this chapter argues that 

the physical development of Elfreth’s Alley and the composition of its 19th-century 

immigrant population are reflective of broader economic and social patterns within 

Philadelphia.  The first part of the chapter analyzes Elfreth’s Alley as a discrete place; it 

traces the evolution of space on the street, and within specific house lots, through historic 

deeds, insurance surveys, and maps to reveal how Elfreth’s Alley is a microcosm of 

Philadelphia’s building practices.  The second part of the chapter centers on Elfreth’s 

Alley’s inhabitants; it evaluates the demographic makeup of the street by utilizing 

business directories and census records to identify the occupations, socioeconomic 

classes, and immigrant statuses of past residents.  The analysis of the documentary record 
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within Chapter 3 initiates the discussion of the lived experience of 19th-century 

immigrants along Elfreth’s Alley.     

The fourth chapter continues the exploration of immigrants’ lives through 

detailing the archaeological findings on the Alley.  Previous archaeology on the Alley is 

briefly outlined before an in-depth discussion of the investigations at 124 and 126 

Elfreth’s Alley is presented.  From 2011 to 2013, preliminary testing and two summer 

field seasons focused on recovering evidence of immigrant occupation in the courtyard 

and back lot of the properties.  Excavation unearthed a complex mixing of urban fill and 

demolition debris along with several architectural features including foundation walls 

from 19th-century structures and an earlier circular privy.  Throughout Chapter 4 the 

physical and material remains of the built domestic environment are interpreted to reveal 

expressions of reuse, adaptation, and improvisation by immigrants and to expose poor 

living conditions during the 19th century.  

Chapter 5 transitions into an analysis of the selective memory at Elfreth’s Alley 

that caused the street’s 19th-century immigrant population to be understudied.  The first 

part of the chapter focuses on memory at the historic site and deconstructs how and why 

the colonial past has been privileged over alternative histories.  This discussion examines 

how early-20th-century residents’ placemaking efforts merged with the authority of the 

Elfreth’s Alley Association and other Philadelphia-area institutions to produce and 

reproduce colonial-centered public memory at the National Historic Landmark.  In the 

end, this analysis exposes a series of interpretive paradoxes within the identity of 

Elfreth’s Alley stemming from unequal representations of the site as colonial and 

modern, as public and private, and as unknown and famed.  The second part of the 
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chapter details the public archaeology program implemented at the site and how it helped 

address the interpretive imbalances while contributing to a deeper understanding of 

memory and meaning at the site.  Specifically, this section illustrates how public 

archaeology reinforced, challenged, and constructed new memories at the site by 

promoting visibility, participation, and community involvement.  Lastly, the public 

archaeology section offers suggestions for future avenues of public programming that 

emphasize multivocality to further engage dialogue about the presentation of history and 

contemporary immigration.   

The sixth and final chapter weaves together the documentary research, 

archaeological evidence, and public programing from the previous chapters to conclude 

the exploration of immigrant experience and memory at Elfreth’s Alley.  The chapter 

dissects how physical pasts and abstract remembrances collided in the archaeological 

investigations at 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley.  Ultimately, the material and metaphorical 

explorations of space behind the façade of the “City of Homes” exposed the complexity 

of the urban condition of immigrants and memory construction on the Alley.  Throughout 

the last chapter, suggestions are provided for areas of further archaeological research and 

public programing at Elfreth’s Alley and Philadelphia at large.    
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CHAPTER 2 
IMMIGRATION STUDIES AND ARCHAEOLOGIES OF IMMIGRANTS 

 
 

Immigration to America has been a focal point of scholars since the early-20th 

century.  To position this study within the larger discussion of immigration scholarship, 

this chapter describes the trajectories of historical and archaeological research on 

American immigration.  First, this chapter establishes the facts, figures, and trends of 

19th-century immigration to America at large, and to Philadelphia in particular.  Then it 

considers the evolving ways past immigrants have been treated and analyzed in the 

literature of both history and archaeology.  Lastly, this chapter reviews the archaeological 

studies conducted on Philadelphia’s immigrant populations.  This discussion is not meant 

to be a complete history of the study of immigration, rather it is meant to provide a 

foundation for examining immigrant life through archaeology at Elfreth’s Alley. 

 
Nineteenth-Century Immigration 

 
Since the colonial period, America has had a robust tradition of receiving 

newcomers to her shores.  As Jones (1992:1) notes, “Of the seventy million or so people 

who have migrated from Europe since 1600 about two-thirds have gone to America.”  

Particularly in the 19th century, the U.S. experienced a massive influx of immigrants.  

Discussions of 19th-century immigration often extend a bit outside the bounds of the 

100-year period and include the era between the end of the Napoleonic Wars in 1815 and 

the implementation of immigration quotas in the 1920s (Miller 1995; Daniels 2002:121).  

During this timespan over 33 million immigrants came to America (Daniels 2002:124).  

Traditionally, discussions of 19th-century immigration revolve around two different 
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phases of immigration referred to as  “old immigration” and “new immigration.”  Though 

scholars have continuously eschewed the unhistorical and “hoary” nature of this 

categorization (Jones 1992:3; Daniels 2002:183), it is often still used as a broad scheme 

in which to describe the sources of immigration to America during the 19th century.  

Old immigration is generally defined as the period from 1820 to 1880 in which 

newcomers predominantly hailed from western and northern Europe, especially from 

Ireland and Germany.  There were many push and pull factors that influenced old 

immigrants’ decisions to emigrate; however, to broadly summarize, Irish immigrants 

sought to escape the horrors of the potato famine in their homeland, while Germans 

attempted to find a new home free from economic and political crises.  As Daniels 

(2002:146) explains, “never again would two ethnic groups so dominate immigration.”  

New immigration, on the other hand, began in the 1880s and lasted until the Immigration 

Act of 1924 limited the number of immigrants through national origins quotas.  New 

immigrants included many individuals from eastern and southern Europe, particularly 

Italians and Russian Jews.  Although the population of these newcomers increased 

greatly during this period, scholars have shown that earlier sources of immigration such 

as Ireland and Germany also still persisted (Jones 1992:182; Daniels 2002).  Thus, the 

period of “new immigration” was not marked by a wholesale transition to new sources of 

immigration but rather a large influx of a new immigrant demographic.  

Many of the immigrants that arrived in America during the 19th century settled in 

urban cities.  Golab (1977:4) highlights this fact explaining that “by 1920 almost one-half 

of the nation’s total urban population was composed of immigrants and their American-

born children; in the largest cities, those of 100,000 or more, immigrants and their 
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children constituted almost 60%.”  Philadelphia, however, retained a low proportion of 

immigrants compared to other urban centers (Beers 1982:422; Burt and Davies 1982:488; 

Golab 1977:6, 1998: 203).  As opposed to other 19th-century cities that at times had 

immigrant populations of 40% or greater, such as New York, Chicago, and Detroit, 

Philadelphia’s foreign-born population never exceeded 30% in the 19th century (Golab 

1977:204; Geffen 1982:308; Miller 1988:42).  Its relatively low immigrant population led 

Philadelphia to be deemed “the most American of our great cities” (Steffens 1903:429).  

Three factors influenced Philadelphia’s comparatively small foreign-born 

populace.  First, the city did not have a large number of transatlantic ship lines and 

consequently did not become a significant port of entry for immigrants, lagging behind 

other ports including New York, Boston, and even New Orleans (Stolarik 1988; Davis 

and Haller 1998:10).  The geographic situation of Philadelphia’s port over 100 miles 

away from the ocean led to longer travel times as well as logistical issues with ice during 

winter months. Though immigrants did not always make the trip to Philadelphia directly, 

they often came to settle in the city by way of New York City (Miller 1988:37).  Second, 

even when immigrants did travel directly to Philadelphia, they often left shortly after 

arrival; the city became a way station for many immigrants just passing through on their 

way to other destinations (Burt and Davies 1982:488).  Constructed in the 1870s, the 

Washington Avenue immigration station directly connected to the train lines, and 

immigrants could purchase tickets in station upon arrival and almost immediately board a 

train out of Philadelphia (Miller 1988:47).  Lastly, Philadelphia did not have the type of 

industry and manufacturing that required massive populations of unskilled workers as in 

other cities (Beers 1982:429; Scranton 1988:56–57).   
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Despite having a smaller population of immigrant settlers than other urban cities 

in the U.S., Philadelphia was still undeniably an immigrant city in the 19th century.  

Particularly, Philadelphia witnessed two large waves of immigration during the 19th 

century proper and third wave at the beginning of the 20th century (Miller 1988:38).  The 

first wave occurred in the 1840s and 1850s and brought many Irish and Germans to the 

city.  By 1850 over three quarters of the foreign-born population were Irish and German, 

Irish being more than half (Geffen 1982:308; Miller 1988:42).  The second wave began 

in the 1880s and persisted until around 1900.  At that time the Irish and German still 

dominated the immigrant population in the city, but newcomers typically classified as 

part of the “new immigration” also began to reside in Philadelphia in greater numbers.   

Specifically many Italians, Poles, and Russians made Philadelphia their home (Miller 

1988:48).  After the turn of the 20th century, the final wave occurred as immigrant 

groups from western and southern Europe surpassed the Irish and Germans and became 

the core of the immigrant population in the city (Golab 1977:12).  For instance, in just ten 

years the Italian population in Philadelphia went from approximately 18,000 in 1900 to 

77,000 in 1910 (Burt and Davies 1982:490).  This study addresses those Philadelphia 

immigrants that arrived in the first and second waves, focusing on the chiefly Irish and 

German immigrants that lived on Elfreth’s Alley in the mid- to late-19th century.   

 

Brief History of Immigration Studies of Philadelphia 
 

Oscar Handlin (1973:3) famously wrote, “Once I thought to write a history of the 

immigrants in America.  Then I discovered that the immigrants were American history.”  
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Handlin first wrote these words in 1951which were reprinted in 1973.   Handlin’s words 

capture the inextricable link between American history and immigration and mark a 

period in which the study of immigration became a legitimate focus of historians in the 

mid-20th century.  Prior to Handlin, studies of American immigrants and immigration 

were limited and arose amid the anti-immigrant sentiments and immigration quotas of the 

early-20th century.  Immigration historians like Marcus Lee Hansen, Theodore Blegen, 

George M. Stephenson, and Carl F. Wittke paved the way for the intensive study of 

immigrants to American undertaken by Oscar Handlin and John Higham at mid-century 

and countless others since.  Several scholars have recounted the historiography of U.S. 

immigration studies (Spear 1961; Vecoli 1972; Morawska 1990; Reimers 1990; Conzen 

1996; Panayi 1996; Daniels 1997; Dinnerstein and Reimers 2004; Gerber 2011); this 

discussion aims to highlight just a few important shifts in the field and how they 

manifested themselves in the study of 19th-century immigrant groups in Philadelphia.   

Major changes have occurred in the ways scholars have portrayed the process of 

immigration and the role immigrants played in that process.  In particular, historians’ 

treatment of the process of immigration has shifted from a negative, unifying view to one 

that underscores the variability between immigrant groups and experiences.  During the 

early stages of immigration studies, scholars often described a singular immigrant 

experience common to all newcomers.  This experience was often characterized by 

hardship, poverty, and prejudice.  Handlin’s seminal text, The Uprooted: The Epic Story 

of the Great Migrations that Made the American People, which was originally published 

in 1951, paints an evocative and tragic picture of immigrants struggling to survive in 

America.  According to Handlin, all newcomers experienced the same harsh process of 
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immigration.  In reflecting on his own text, Handlin (1973:305–306) concedes, “This was 

common to all [immigrants]…that torn away from whole communities, they were thrust 

into an unstable new environment which compelled them to make unexpected 

adjustments.  The process all [immigrants] shared was the subject of The Uprooted.”  

Handlin’s account of uprooted immigrants and his later pictorial compilation of 

immigration (1972) stressed the commonalities between the many newcomers who came 

to America.   

In one of the first bibliographic surveys of immigration to America, Maldwyn 

Allen Jones (1992) likewise emphasized the uniformity of the process of immigration.  

He stated, “An essential truth about immigration…[is] that as a social process it has 

shown little variation throughout American history” (Jones 1992:4).  This survey was 

originally published in 1960 but updated in 1992.  While Jones briefly acknowledged 

potential cultural differences between the groups of immigrants that came to America, he 

still asserted that the pattern and experience of immigration changed very little.  Even 

when discussing individual immigrant’s responses to immigration he emphasized that 

“the precise nature of the adjustment could and did vary; but its essence remained the 

same” (Jones 1992:4).  Thus, Jones recognized the latent variability of immigrants’ 

experiences, but insisted that such variability was overshadowed by the common process 

of immigration. 

By maintaining a monolithic view of the immigration process, scholars 

consequently overlooked and minimized the differing socioeconomic, ethnic, and cultural 

backgrounds of immigrants.  This interpretation furthermore denied immigrants agency 

and ignored individuals’ inner motivations.  Marcus Lee Hansen, often considered the 
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father of immigration history, argued that 19th-century immigration “arose apart from the 

volition of men; and its course was directed by circumstances other than their will” 

(Hansen quoted in Spear 1961:264).  While Hansen (1940) described the varied origins 

and departures of immigrants in his work, he viewed the amalgamation of immigrants’ 

experiences as a common process dictated by forces outside of the control of immigrants. 

Handlin (1973) espoused a similar, even more deterministic viewpoint of immigrants, 

positioning them as passive sufferers of immigration.  Handlin’s immigrants have been 

aptly described as  “persons on whom history acts rather than actors in history” (Daniels 

1997:342).  Handlin came under heavy criticism for his portrayal of immigrants, and 

ultimately the deterministic view of immigrants was rejected by scholars.   

As studies on immigration increased in the mid- to late-20th century, the field 

experienced a paradigm shift in which immigration was redefined and explored as more 

than a linear process; as a result scholars began to recognize immigrants’ agency and 

focus on variable groups and experiences.  These changes occurred around the 1960s and 

coincided with the emergence of the New Social History.  The New Social History 

espoused a “bottoms up” approach to history which emphasized in-depth explorations of 

the everyday life and agency of common people; the focus on agency concurrently 

influenced and became part of the immigration scholarship.  Bodnar’s (1985) The 

Transplanted: A History of Immigrant in Urban America is arguably a culmination of the 

shift in immigrant studies.  Bodnar’s text directly contests Handlin’s (1973) The 

Uprooted, in both title and content, and situates immigrants in the larger contexts of 

urbanization and capitalism.  In his introduction, Bodnar (1985:xx) asserts that within his 

work “ordinary individuals are rescued from the status of victims; they are not simply 
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manipulated by leaders, their class standing, or their culture, but active participants in an 

historical drama whose outcome is anything but predicable.”  Bodnar firmly positions 

immigrants as individuals consciously and deliberately engaging in the process of 

immigration. Bodnar furthermore rejects the linear, unidirectional view of immigration 

and highlights the multifarious nature of immigration impacted by culture and economics. 

Within the changes in immigration studies, scholars began recognizing and 

analyzing the influence ethnic differences had on the immigration process and ultimately 

the immigrant experience.  Several important studies dissect how ethnicity and culture 

impacted Philadelphia immigrants’ experience in the City of Brotherly Love.  Davis and 

Haller’s (1998) edited volume People of Philadelphia: A History of Ethnic Groups and 

Lower-class Life, 1790-1940, which was originally published in 1973 and republished in 

1998, is a testament to the new approach and examines the immigrant experiences of 

several ethnic groups including the Irish, Italians, Poles, and Jews.  The authors in this 

text explore different facets of the social and cultural experiences of lower class people in 

Philadelphia ranging from social mobility to family structure.  Varbero’s (1998) chapter 

on Italian immigrants in the early-20th century underscores the variability of the 

immigrant experience by demonstrating how immigrant groups reacted differently to the 

pressures of immigration based on cultural tradition.  In particular, the chapter outlines 

how Italian women did not seek outside employment because staying at home aligned 

with traditional Italian gender roles.  Even in the face of economic pressures, Italians 

chose to create a family structure in which the women tended to the house. 

Similarly Golab’s (1998) chapter, “The Immigrant in the City: Poles, Italians, and 

Jews in Philadelphia, 1870-1920,” examines how immigrants’ ethnic backgrounds 
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influenced their occupation choices and led to varying experiences.  Golab later expanded 

on this chapter in her book Immigrant Destinations (1977) in which she succinctly 

captures a central tenant of the variability of the immigration process by stating that 

historic “immigrants were not interchangeable” (5).  In her texts, Golab deconstructs the 

differential occupational patterns of Poles, Jews, and Italians in Philadelphia.  She notes 

that immigrants’ traditional cultural backgrounds led them to seek certain types of 

employment.  For instance, Jews often came to America from urban centers and 

possessed skills and crafts; consequently, they were able to use their previous knowledge 

to avoid unskilled activity and transition into the garment industry (Golab 1998:220–

221).  Italians, on the other hand, were largely unskilled and accordingly sought labor 

jobs in public works and on the railroad (Golab 1998:214).   Only a relatively small 

population of Poles arrived in Philadelphia as temporary, migrant workers with the 

ultimate intention of returning to their homeland, but they had been exposed to and 

experienced heavy industry in Poland and thus sought similar employment in the 

coalmines and steel mills of Pennsylvania (Golab 1998:221–223).  Thus, Golab proves 

how cultural factors influenced the industrial and occupational influences of Philadelphia 

immigrants.   

The themes explored by Golab and the other authors in Davis and Haller’s (1998) 

book were expanded on in Hershberg’s (1981) text, Philadelphia: Work, Space, Family, 

and Group Experience in the Nineteenth Century: Essays toward an Interdisciplinary 

History of the City.  The book compiles the research of the Philadelphia Social History 

Project and utilizes extensive data on the German, Irish, and black populations in 

Philadelphia to identify and study broad patterns of life related to occupation, family, and 
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residential mobility.  Similar to Golab, Laurie et al. in their chapter “Immigrants and 

Industry: The Philadelphia Experience, 1850-1880” analyze the occupation patterns of 

German and Irish immigrants in Philadelphia relative to the newcomers’ cultural 

backgrounds.  In their study, Laurie et al. (1981:113) determine that “the occupational 

distribution of these immigrants had less to do with the conditions in America than with 

prior experience in the Old World.”  Specifically, the authors argue that since the Irish 

largely came from rural areas and had little experience with industry, they often assumed 

labor jobs or positions that required little skill or capital investment such as handloom, 

weaving, shoe binding, and street trades.  On the other hand, German immigrants, who 

left Europe during the industrial revolution, arrived in America with applicable skillsets 

and often held occupations in skilled trades such as shoemaking, tailoring, and baking.  

Other scholars’ work featured in Hershberg’s text examines residential mobility and 

ethnicity, showing that immigrants’ involvement in a certain type of industry often 

impacted their place of habitation (Burnstein 1981; Greenberg 1981; Light Jr. and Cox 

1981).  The authors in Hershberg’s (1981) and Davis and Haller’s (1998) edited volumes 

reinforce that an individual’s pre-immigration background and ethnic tradition had an 

identifiable impact on how immigrants experienced life in America.   

In addition to recognizing how ethnic background impacted the immigrant 

experience, immigration scholars have also considered how environment and settlement 

location played a role in the immigrant experience.  Stolarik’s (1988) edited text Other 

Ports of Entry expands the scope of immigration studies by investigating immigration to 

ports other than New York City.  Stolarik’s main claim is that immigrants came to 

America for different reasons and had different reactions to their environment that 
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resulted in distinct atmospheres in cities and variable experiences.  The authors within 

Stolarik’s text consider many locations and ethnicities including the German in 

Baltimore, the Irish in Boston, and Asians in San Francisco, among others.  Miller’s 

(1988) chapter, “Immigration through the Port of Philadelphia,” provides a useful 

overview of immigration to the city including a description of the waves of immigration 

during the 19th-century discussed earlier.  Miller highlights how Philadelphia was 

different than other port cities especially in terms of receiving fewer newcomers through 

its ports but still having a sizable immigrant population.  Miller’s explanation of this 

distinctive condition of Philadelphia set the stage for other scholars to explore differences 

that led the immigrant experience in Philadelphia to deviate from that in other urban 

centers.   

In particular, Clark’s chapter in Davis and Haller’s volume, originally published 

in 1973, and his later text, The Irish in Philadelphia (1982) emphasizes how immigrants’ 

residence in Philadelphia impacted both their experience and opportunity.  Clark shows 

how the 19th-century Irish in the City of Brotherly love had benefits that those in Boston 

or New York did not receive.  Specifically, the early industrialization of Philadelphia led 

to a great number of jobs, and the diverse economy of the city led to variety in 

manufacturing positions which enabled the city to more easily accommodate the influx of 

immigrants.  Clark (1982:76, 1998:138) notes that while the Irish were heavy represented 

in laboring occupations, with up to one-third of the Philadelphia’s Irish being laborers by 

1850, they were able to attain some level of occupational diversification due to 

Philadelphia’s varied economy.  Additionally, the large geographic space of Philadelphia 

and its relatively low rate of immigration compared to other cities enabled immigrants to 
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spread out, led to lower housing prices, and ultimately resulted in a lower immigrant 

death rate since there was less congestion and better conditions.   

Both Miller (1995:29) and Clark (1998:137) have further emphasized a distinctive 

feature of Philadelphia that several other scholars have also underscored: unlike other 

cities in the U.S. which developed distinctive ethnic neighborhoods, European 

Immigrants to Philadelphia were largely dispersed throughout the city in the 19th century 

(Burnstein 1981:177; Greenberg 1981:224; Warner 1987:56; Beisel 1990:56).  Early in 

the study of immigrants in Philadelphia, Warner (1987:56) recognized that no area of the 

city was comprised of one dominant immigrant group; “Instead of large tracts of run-

down houses occupied by Negroes or Italians or Jews, as in the 20th century, Irish 

peasant immigrants flooded into every ward.  The German immigrants, though 

continuing and enlarging their concentration on the northside of town, also lived in large 

numbers in most of the wards of the city.”  During the early 20th century, ethnic 

immigrant enclaves eventually developed in areas of Philadelphia such as Chinatown and 

the Italian Market; however, no discrete neighborhoods formed within the city for the two 

largest groups of immigrants, the Irish and Germans.  Immigrants lived throughout the 

city along alleyways and courtyards.  The dispersion, intermingling, and lack of 

segregation between immigrant groups in Philadelphia set it apart from other immigrant 

centers and had implications for how newcomers navigated daily life.  Philadelphia’s 

distinctive characteristics underscore the fact that immigrants’ experiences vary greatly 

based on conditions of their environment.  

The shifting view of the immigrant experience as that of a common process to that 

of many variable encounters also coincided with a change in how scholars examined 
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what it means to be an immigrant.  Early-20th-century literature of immigration often 

purported that to be an immigrant in American meant that immigrants had to discard their 

past and assimilate to become fully Americanized.  The assimilation paradigm was first 

championed and explored by leaders in the University of Chicago’s Sociology 

Department including Robert Park, William I. Thomas, and Florian Znaniecki.  

Following this paradigm, scholars at that time dissected the factors that impacted and 

necessitated assimilation as well as assessed how successfully immigrants assimilated. 

Assimilation scholarship theorized that immigrants were forced to assimilate in the face 

of industrialization (Morawska 1990; Salvaterra 1994).  The emphasis of such studies 

was placed not on individual ethnic traits, but on how those qualities were bypassed for 

characteristics brought out by the move to America.  The idea of assimilation is 

epitomized in the symbol of America as a melting pot in which different immigrants enter 

and meld together to create one unified American culture.  In this metaphor, immigrants 

do not retain their individual cultural traits; rather they adopt American culture wholesale 

and are remade into Americans.  This mentality changed, however, as scholars began to 

recognize and accept the underlying variability between groups and experiences in the 

mid-20th century.  

Specifically, in the face of social turmoil in the 1960s scholarly views of how 

immigrants experienced America became more inclusive of cultural difference and 

preservation.  Salveterra (1994:35) notes that rather than believing immigrants adopted an 

entirely new culture, scholars now espoused the idea of cultural pluralism.  This notion of 

pluralism was a reflection of the time and accorded with the ethnic pride movement in 

which many Americans were rediscovering their ethnic roots.  Instead of focusing on 
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cultural abandonment, new scholarship considered cultural preservation and 

ethnicization.  The general belief was that several different ethnicities coexisted within 

the bounds of being American.  Immigration scholarship eventually came to reflect these 

pluralistic views.  Specifically, the individual chapters on the different ethnic groups in 

Philadelphia in Davis and Haller’s (1998) and Hershberg’s (1981) texts exemplify the 

view.   

Additionally, scholar’ examinations of the two largest immigrant groups in 19th-

century Philadelphia, the German and Irish, explore how plurality was fostered as these 

ethnic groups preserved aspects of their traditional cultures.  In particular, Pfleger (2006, 

2010) in her study of the German Society of Pennsylvania (GSP) highlights how 

Germans in Philadelphia and German institutions sought to maintain aspects of their 

culture, especially their language.  During the 18th and 19th centuries the GSP provided 

newly arrived Germans with much needed resources including money, food, housing, and 

legal services; Pfleger (2006:126) argues that a large part of the role of the GSP was 

“uniting regionally and religiously diverse countrymen.”  Pfleger explains, however, that 

there were variable levels of cultural attachment even within the German community.  

Specifically, there were two categories of German immigrants based on their bonds to 

German culture: “soul Germans” touted the superiority of the German culture and 

language while “stomach Germans” only engaged in German culture through consuming 

traditional foods and participating in social activities (Pfleger 2006:31–32).  Pfleger’s 

study underscores the notion of plurality and highlights that even within a given ethnic 

population there are variable levels of cultural preservation. 
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Similarly, in his study of the Irish in Philadelphia, Clark (1991:1) champions the 

notion of cultural preservation by exploring the multiple strategies 19th-century Irish 

immigrants used to maintain their culture including sustaining family memory, fostering 

communication, promoting association, and creating leadership.  Clark also explains how 

forming powerful religious networks and social clubs influenced retention of culture.  

While Clark’s study reveals elements of cultural preservation in Philadelphia’s Irish, it 

also acknowledges aspects of adaptability and change.  Specifically, Clark (1991) argues 

that both preservation and assimilation simultaneously impacted immigrants, highlighting 

at various points in the text how the Irish concurrently created, preserved, and adapted 

their ethnic identity.   

Clark’s (1991) standpoint is reflective of how the idea of pluralism has been 

encompassed within and extended to notions of ethnic identity and adaptation within 

recent immigration scholarship.  Ethnic identity extends the notion of cultural 

preservation, but also recognizes that adaptation occurs.  Straying away from the binaries 

of assimilation or ethnicization, current research considers how ethnic identity and 

adaptation is a hybrid of those two processes (Morawska 1990; Salvaterra 1994).  Within 

an understanding of hybridity, scholars furthermore show how ethnicity and identity are 

fluid categories that change depending on circumstances, whether historical, social, 

economic, or political.  Clark (1991) again advanced this perspective in the study of 19th-

century Philadelphia immigrants by explicating how Irish ethnic identity grew and 

adapted as their histories grew and adapted.  He describes Irish identity and concomitant 

ethnic traditions as “changing heritage influenced by innovation, social differentiation 

and responses to shifting conditions” (Clark 1991:3). 
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Kazal (2004) likewise explores the fluidity of the ethnic identity by examining 

changes in German immigrants’ identities in early-20th-century Philadelphia.  In his text 

Becoming Old Stock The Paradox of German-American Identity, Kazal (2004:5) traces 

how German immigrants “moved away from ethic affiliations and toward new 

formulations of multiple identity.”  Using Philadelphia as a case study, Kazal explicates 

the phenomenon of “Germanness” being less pronounced than other ethnic identities 

despite the long history of German immigration into the city.  Kazal argues that German-

American identity and ethnicity were ultimately suppressed due to a crisis of assimilation 

that occurred during the era of the First World War.  Kazal’s (2004:3) work is part of 

what he frames “a cautious reexamination of assimilation” in which “some immigration 

historians now view assimilation in essence as one of a number of processes operating 

historically within a pluralist order that itself has evolved.”  In this context assimilation is 

defined less by cultural abandonment and more by cultural adaptation.  Kazal’s study and 

the reemergence of old terminology in a new light underscores the transitions and 

fluctuations immigration studies have endured.  

Immigration continues to be a powerful force in the formation of America, yet to 

state that the United States is a “nation of immigrants” is a romantic and simplistic 

interpretation of a multifaceted and complicated process.   This cliché disregards the 

variable traditions, backgrounds, and conditions immigrant faced and undermines the 

differing experiences of immigrants as they navigated life in America.  Scholarship by 

historians has developed a nuanced understanding of the American immigrant tied to 

identity and adaptation.  Additionally, new directions of research address a manifold of 

complex facets of immigration such as multiculturalism and gender and further considers 
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populations of non-European immigrant groups in America.  This study in particular aims 

to situate the mid- to late-19th-century immigrant occupants of Elfreth’s Alley within the 

dialogue of immigrant studies through utilizing historical archaeology to further inform 

the interpretation of immigrant experience. 

 

Archaeologies of Immigrants 
 

The study of immigration in historical archaeology developed later than in the 

field of history, yet it has provided an important means to deconstruct the immigrant 

experience.  Specifically, by examining immigrants’ lives in tangible and material ways, 

historic archaeology offers a distinct and intimate lens through which to understand 

immigration.  The study of the material culture of immigrants is particularly important 

because marginalized groups, such as immigrants, are not always captured in the written 

historical record.  Orser (2004:43) refers to such groups as an “undocumented” people.  

Even more problematic is the fact that when marginalized groups are included in the 

documentary record, the texts written about them or for them are often incomplete or 

biased.  In the absence of complete or impartial records, historical archaeology can be 

employed as a tool to bridge gaps in historical sources and explore the lives of those not 

well documented.  Moreover, archaeology can illuminate details of daily life not typically 

recorded in writing such as what immigrants ate, what they purchased, how they 

organized their households, and many more personal minutiae.  It is through these small 

facts, that an understanding of the immigrant experience can be gleaned.  As Deetz 

(1996:259) asserts, “in the seemingly little and insignificant things that accumulate to 

create a lifetime, the essence of our existence is captured.”  Thus, by interpreting ordinary 
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details of everyday life through a materialist-oriented approach, archaeologists can 

further understand the larger process of immigration and the implications of immigrant 

status.  

In addition to providing a material line of evidence through which to study 

immigration, archaeology also allows past immigrants to be understood from a novel, 

insider perspective.  Historically poor immigrant groups were not traditionally the writers 

of their histories; histories were written about them instead of by them.  While it may be 

impossible to ever fully understand past groups’ inner lives and consciousness (Mayne 

and Murray 2001:3), archaeology can give some voice to past immigrant populations and 

other marginalized groups who were unable to compose their own narratives (Beaudry et 

al. 1991).  By unearthing material objects purchased, consumed, and employed by 

immigrants, archaeology establishes a corpus of evidence inextricably attached to 

immigrants’ own intimate understanding of such objects.  The combination of the historic 

written record with physical archaeological evidence of past immigrants allows for a 

fuller examination of the lives of immigrants.   

Despite its inherent potential to investigate non-dominant cultures, the field of 

historical archaeology did not always acknowledge the importance of studying 

marginalized groups such as immigrants.  In the United States historical archaeology 

emerged at the end of the 19th century as way to study monumental events and figures of 

American history (Orser 2004:30).  Consequently, early studies in historical archaeology 

largely focused on famous people while overlooking populations outside the dominant 

culture such as immigrants, African Americans, and women.  Parallel to the emergence of 

the New Social History, a change occurred within historical archaeology in the 1960s and 
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1970s as the field broadened to encompass the study of groups not well documented in 

the written record rather than just the elite.  The social upheaval stemming from the Civil 

Rights Movement and the Vietnam War, along with the ethnic revival sweeping the 

nation, prompted historical archaeologists to study marginalized groups.  Additionally, at 

this time the study of archaeology was firmly situating itself within academic 

Anthropology Departments across the country, and archaeologists began to recognize the 

value their anthropological training had in preparing them not only to record cultural 

histories but to reconstruct ways of life and cultural processes of past peoples (Orser 

2004:38).   This change represented a shift towards the New Archaeology which was 

grounded in the fact that archaeology at its roots is anthropological (Trigger 2006:394). 

Thus, as the New Social History was building momentum and focusing on everyday life 

and agency of past actors, historic archaeology was likewise beginning to apply 

anthropological perspectives and archaeological methodologies to studies of marginalized 

groups. 

While immigrants have been included in archaeological research since the 1960s 

and 1970s, the body of literature on immigrant archaeology is still developing.  In 

comparison to archaeological excavation of African American sites, Griggs (1999:88) 

explains, “There are fewer published studies of material remains from immigrant sites.”  

African and Asian ethnic groups initially received the most attention from historic 

archaeologists, but European groups have become a more recent focus (Baugher 1982:27; 

Orser 2004:251).  Specifically, Irish immigrants have garnered detailed archaeological 

research.  Even so, there is still a relative paucity of research; as recently as 2009 

Brighton (2009:1) noted that “only a handful of published studies on sites relating to the 
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Irish are available for analysis.”  Additionally, the field of historical archaeology only 

gradually broadened its scope of research to include later 19th-century material and sites, 

many with a wealth of information about immigrants (Majewski and O’Brien 1987:98; 

Cook et al. 1996:51).  In the past two decades, however, studies on immigrant 

populations in the U.S. have flourished and immigrant populations are receiving intensive 

archaeological study.   

In particular, several different immigrant groups have been explored in recent 

archaeological research including the Irish (Rotman 2010; Linn 2008, 2010; Brighton 

2008, 2009, 2010), Germans (Yamin 2000; Lawrence and Schopp 2009), Chinese 

(Praetzellis and Praetzellis 2007; Baxter 2008; Van Bueren 2008), Italians (Fitts 2002), 

Norwegians (Linebaugh 2005), and Mexicans (Camp 2011), to highlight just a few.  

Current studies have also underscored the diverse geographic locations and site types 

within archaeological explorations of immigrants, from New Jersey (Linn 2008) to 

Minnesota (Linebaugh 2005) to California (Praetzellis and Praetzellis 2007; Baxter 

2008), from urban (Yamin 2000; Fitts 2002; Praetzellis and Praetzellis 2007; Linn 2008, 

2010; Camp 2011) to suburban (Rotman 2010) to rural (Linebaugh 2005; Van Bueren 

2008), and from domestic (Fitts 2002) to industrial (Beaudry and Mrozowski 2001; Van 

Bueren 2008) to religious (Lawrence and Schopp 2009).  For the purposes of this 

discussion, I mainly focus on how 19th-century European immigrants in urban cities 

along the east coast have been studied archaeologically.  I aim to highlight a few of the 

major themes, theories, and methodologies employed by archaeologists that are 

particularly relevant to the study of immigrants in Philadelphia and at Elfreth’s Alley.  
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 The exploration of immigrant populations in historical archaeology has been 

inextricably linked to and intertwined with explorations of ethnicity and class.  The study 

of ethnicity initially received the bulk of the attention in historical archaeology, but 

research eventually extended to discussions of class as well (Orser 2004:251).  The fervor 

over ethnicity that inspired historians to explore the ethnic past in the 1960s and 1970s, 

likewise motivated historical archaeologies to study ethnicity.  The first historical 

archaeological scholars who examined immigrant groups tended to search for “ethnic 

markers” (McGuire 1982:162; Orser 1998:662; Griggs 1999:88).  The study of ethnic 

markers was largely informed and influenced by a research aimed to identify 

“Africanisms” at African American sites.  Africanisms and ethnic markers were 

conceptualized to be artifacts that could clearly index ethnic affiliation, such colonoware 

linked to African Americans or a pipe embossed with the phrase “Erin Go Bragh” 

associated with Irishmen (Orser 1998:662).   

Closely related to the search for ethnic markers were attempts to glean evidence 

of acculturation and ethnic boundaries from the archaeological record.  Specifically, early 

archaeological studies of ethnic groups sought to assess populations’ degree of 

acculturation into mainstream culture using artifacts.  Yamin (1999:6) describes such past 

studies as “attempts to quantify acculturation by comparing the ratio of foreign products 

to domestic products on the assumption that acculturation will result in consumption 

patterns similar to those of domestic populations.”  Thus consumption studies assumed 

that the absence or presence of particular items at particular times could index ethnicity 

as well as the retention or abandonment of ethnic characteristics.  This assumption also 

guided studies that attempted to identify ethnic boundaries between groups (Griggs 
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1999:88).  Howson (1990:81) pinpoints the problematic grounding of accumulation 

studies, explaining that they relied on the “mistaken archaeological notion that the 

meaning of things somehow can be construed directly from frequency distributions.” 

De Cunzo’s study (1982, 1983, 1987) of the Dublin neighborhood in Paterson, 

New Jersey was pivotal in revealing the difficulties of discerning ethnicity and ethnic 

boundaries from material culture.  In her investigation, De Cunzo analyzed artifact 

assemblages from six 19th-century privies associated with seven households of both Irish 

and English descent.  Part of her research included determining whether there was clear 

evidence of ethnicity and boundary maintenance within the archaeological record.  She 

ultimately found that material expressions of ethnicity and ethnic boundaries were not 

clearly archaeologically apparent, and that such expressions may be more keenly studied 

in other avenues of daily life.  She explained that “ethnicity as adaptation to the 

industrial, urban environment of Paterson may be more profitably studied through 

residence and employment patterns, economic conflict, kinship, and social structure and 

interaction than through archaeological analysis of consumption patterns” (De Cunzo 

1987:290).  De Cunzo further argued that both English and Irish households displayed 

elements of upward social mobility and American conspicuous consumption which, 

rather than being reflective of acculturation, was “a conscious, ‘symbolic’ effort to 

upgrade the group’s image in the eyes of the host society” (De Cunzo 1983:439).  Studies 

since De Cunzo’s have moved even further beyond interpretations of Americanization in 

favor of views of adaptation or hybridity (Fitts 2002; Brighton 2008; Linn 2008). De 

Cunzo’s early work was a starting point in which to problematize the assumption that 

material culture can imperatively express ethnicity within the archaeological record. 
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In addition to De Cunzo’s research, numerous other studies were unable to 

produce particular objects that were neatly tied to ethnicity and boundary maintenance 

(Fairbanks 1974; Baugher 1982; Cheek and Friedlander 1990; Yamin 1999).  More often 

than not potential indicators of ethnicity are not present in the archaeological record. 

Consequently, the stereotypical and simplistic interpretation of “artifact=ethnicity,” has 

been persistently critiqued by archaeologists and has been largely abandoned (Baugher 

1982:36; Howson 1990:78; Orser 1998:662; Franklin and Fesler 1999:4; Griggs 

1999:88).  Historical archaeologists instead have developed a nuanced understanding of 

the relationship between ethnicity and material culture recovered archaeologically.  

Specifically, artifacts are not conceptualized as mere containers of ethnicity but as active, 

communicative, and symbolic objects with multiple and changing layers of meaning.  As 

Franklin and Fesler (1999:4) explain, “the nature of archaeological evidence of ethnicity 

is necessarily complex, situational, historically contingent, and culture-driven.”   

With the more complex and dynamic understanding of ethnicity, archaeologists 

have come to recognize the “the need for viewing material culture in a dynamic social 

and historical environment” (Griggs 2001:76).  Furthermore, when the presence of a 

particular artifact or class of artifacts seemingly relates to an ethnic group, the 

interpretation of the material cannot assume a clear one-to-one relationship between the 

object and ethnicity or other social elements.  Rather archaeologists must attempt to 

decode the complexity of meanings, constructions, and expressions within artifacts and 

assemblages (Franklin and Fesler 1999:4).  As Howson (1990:88) argues, “material 

culture must be understood not as merely reflecting social relations, but as participating 

actively in their creation, operation, and maintenance.”   
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Without straightforward, readily distinguishable connections between ethnicity 

and material culture within the archaeological record, researchers in the 1980s and 1990s 

turned their attention to the search for class distinctions and began to argue that class is 

more profitably explored through artifact assemblages than ethnicity.  In consequence, a 

wealth of studies related to class have abounded, many examining the working class and 

immigrant populations (Mrozowski et al. 1996; Griggs 1999; Wall 1999; Yamin 2000; 

Bonasera and Raymer 2001; Brighton 2001, 2010, 2011; Fitts 2002).  One of the 

prominent ways these studies have investigated issues of class is through examining 

material consumption.  Consumer studies are especially relevant to research on 19th-

century sites because the rise of capitalism and the mass production and distribution of 

goods during that time period had large impacts on what it meant to be a consumer as 

well as on the type, variety, and amount of artifacts found within the archaeological 

record.   

The underlying belief of archaeological studies of consumption that arose in the 

1980s was that material consumption, evident in the archaeological record, could reflect 

class or economic position (Scarlett 2002:129).  Within this framework, archaeologists 

often sought to discover and explore patterning in consumption through either consumer 

choice or consumer behavior.  Consumer choice scholarship attempted to identify 

patterns in artifact assemblages or “index artifacts” that could reflect the socioeconomic 

status and ultimately class of consumers (Spencer-Wood 1987).  In a similar vein, 

consumer behavior studies aimed to create behavioral models of consumption using 

quantitative data of materials and expenditures to measure socioeconomic position 

(LeeDecker 1987).  The pivotal study of economic scaling by Miller (1980, 1991) 
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exemplifies such approaches to consumption pattern analysis.  Miller established a 

quantitative pricing index for ceramics whereby the cost of ceramics could be determined 

in the hopes that it could then be equated to socioeconomic status.  This approach, 

however, met with opposition as scholars questioned the validity of “socioeconomic 

status” and contended that the model oversimplified complex archaeological data (Cook 

et al. 1996).  Moreover, opponents argued that consumer choice and consumer behavior 

approaches failed to address why individual consumers choose specific items and thus 

did not take into account human action and agency (Cook et al. 1996:51).   

In the 1990s consumer studies in historical archaeology transitioned beyond 

pattern analysis and began to view the act of consumption as not just as reflective but as 

expressive (Scarlett 2002:131).  Specifically, Cook et al. (1996:51) examined 

consumption as a symbolic action through which individuals assert agency, arguing that 

individual consumers are “conscious and knowing users and shapers of culture.”  

Moreover, by drawing from other anthropological studies of consumerism such as Miller 

(1987), Douglas and Isherwood (1996), and Appadurai (1986), scholars explored 

consumption and commoditization as a social phenomena and process linked to 

individuals (Cook et al. 1996:54–55).  The focus on individual consumers, however, has 

been criticized for decontextualizing the consumer from broader social structures (Wurst 

and Mcguire 1999).  Therefore, recent scholarship attempts to navigate and address both 

individual practice and structural influences concurrently (Mullins 2011; Barton 2014) 

The study of the Bootts Mill complex in Lowell, Massachusetts by Boston 

University and the National Park Service demonstrates how consumer studies have been 

applied to study working class culture in historical archaeology (Beaudry and Mrozowski 
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1989a, 1989b; Mrozowski et al. 1996).  Through excavating the mill complex including 

boardinghouses and tenements, the project sought to study the lifeway of the workers 

employed in the textile mill.  In the mid-19th century workers employed by the mill were 

predominantly Irish and French Canadian immigrants but ultimately transitioned to be 

eastern European immigrants.  Through extensive documentary research and analysis of 

artifacts related to diet, alcohol and tobacco use, dining, the built environment, and 

personal items, archaeologists on the project attempted to understand what the items the 

workers consumed communicated and expressed about their lives.  They argued that 

despite the omnipresence of the mill corporation, workers constructed lives of their own 

making.  For instance, despite mandates against drinking and smoking, workers still 

consumed alcohol and tobacco on their own terms (Reckner and Brighton 1999).  

Additionally, archaeological evidence revealed that workers took pride in their work, 

personal appearance, and yards (Mrozowski et al. 1996).  Throughout their analysis, the 

archaeologists positioned the workers as individual actors asserting agency through 

consumption but also contextualized the workers’ actions within the larger understanding 

of corporate paternalism (Beaudry and Mrozowski 1989a, 1898b; Mrozowski et al. 

1996).  In this way the Bootts Mills investigations provides an example of how consumer 

studies have been effectively applied within historical archaeology to study both 

individual practice and structural influences.  

Through the maturation of the study of ethnicity and class in historical 

archaeology described here, scholars have created a framework in which they 

conceptualize and interpret immigrant groups as active and engaged.  A common 

principle in the development of studies on both ethnicity and class has been the attempt to 
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understand marginalized populations, such as immigrants, from a dynamic perspective.  

Specifically, historical archaeologists approach the examination of such groups from “the 

inside out.”  Glassie (1982:86) coined this phrase, explaining the approach as different 

from the bottom up model: 

Society is not peaked like a pyramid or layered like a cake.  It is composed of 
communities simultaneously occupying space and time at the same human 
level…The way to study people is not from the top down or the bottom up, but 
from the inside out, from the place where people are articulate to the place where 
they are not, from the place where they are in control of their destinies to the 
place where they are not. 

 
The emphasis in this approach is on attempting to understand individuals and groups as 

they understand themselves.  Orser (2004:49) further explains that studying a group from 

the “inside out” means to examine them “from the place in society in which they 

document themselves,” which for undocumented people is material culture.  Therefore, to 

study a group from the “inside out” is to construct emic meanings rather than only etic 

examinations.   

Integral to this interpretive approach is the need to contextualize archeological 

findings within particular social, political, and historical environments.  Mayne and 

Murray (2001:2) aptly explain that “archeological and historical evidence…is idiomatic 

to the particular contexts of their past production and use.  They were anchored in 

specific times and places.”  Therefore within every archaeological investigation the time 

and place of past peoples must be deconstructed.  Immigrants lived and operated within 

tangible, physical environments but they also operated within the boundaries of abstract, 

temporal cultural worlds.  Through interpreting documentary and archaeological evidence 

to assemble applicable contexts, archaeologists can begin to reconstruct cultural worlds 
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of the past related to the immigrant experience (Mayne and Murray 2001:2).  Recent 

studies examining the cultural and social milieu of immigrant communities using 

archaeological evidence have interpreted various elements of immigrant life.  

Specifically, three archaeological investigations serve as case studies to show how this 

approach has been used to illuminate how immigrants defied cultural stereotypes (Yamin 

2000), to understand immigrant’s degrees of alienation (Brighton 2008), and to 

conceptualize immigrants’ worldviews (Linn 2008, 2010).   

In the popular imagination the historic Five Points neighborhood in New York 

City has become notorious as a center of poverty, lewdness, debauchery, and crime; 

however, using archaeological evidence Yamin (2000) has demonstrated that this 

constructed, stereotypical view is an oversimplification of a complex urban community. 

Archaeological investigations of Five Points have been the largest and most intensive 

study of 19th-century immigrants in any urban center. In the early-19th century many 

African Americans resided at Five Points; however by the mid-19th century the area was 

home to many Irish and German immigrants.  The Five Points project was the result of a 

cultural resource management project associated with the construction of a new 

courthouse.  Tales of Five Points, a seven-volume site report edited by Yamin (2000), 

documents the excavations and artifacts and provides extensive interpretation of the 

complicated history of the site.  Life was not easy at Five Points, but Yamin argues that 

neighborhoods like Five Points have become “mythic slums” based on stereotypes about 

impoverished urban populations.  In actually these populations often use strategies such 

as kinship and community bonds to alleviate hardship.  Urban archaeology provides an 

effective means to combat limiting and stereotypical views of urban areas.   
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While the excavations at Five Points uncovered evidence of poor living 

conditions, cramped quarters, and lack of sanitation, investigations also unearthed 

evidence of respectability and propriety not typically accorded to Five Points residents 

and the working class.  In her study of Emigrant Bank Records of Irish residents, Griggs 

(2000) found that the Irish often saved their earnings in the bank.  She explains, “The 

evidence that the Irish were frugal and maintained savings in a city where the economy 

was constantly fluctuating contradicts the opinions held by contemporary journalists and 

missionaries, as well as some modern historians and archaeologists, that the majority of 

the New York Irish existed as part of a culture of poverty” (Griggs 2000:48).  In an 

additional study, Griggs (1999) further combines the documentary evidence of Five 

Points with an understanding of material culture to create a context in which to discuss 

dimensions of refinement and home life displayed in objects recovered archaeologically 

including matching tablewares, children’s toys and decorative items.  Furthermore, 

through comparing the domestic assemblage of the working-class households at Five 

Points to a middle-class assemblage, Griggs (1999)  notes variation between the two 

showing that the lower class did not unilaterally try to mimic middle class culture and 

tastes.  Through examining the archaeological findings within appropriate historical 

contexts, the researchers at Five Points were able to breakdown negative stereotypes of 

immigrants’ lifestyles. 

Scrutinizing the social context of the use and production of material culture has 

further empowered historical archaeologists to better understand the meaning of artifacts 

found within immigrant households.   Specifically, Brighton (2008) shows how the use of 

certain types of medicines by Irish immigrants was an expression of alienation from 
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mainstream society.  Drawing on the artifact assemblage recovered from Five Points as 

well as that from the Dublin neighborhood of Paterson, Brighton examines the shift in 

Irish immigrants’ use of doctor-prescribed medicines to commercially produced 

medicines.  He argues that the previous archaeological interpretations of medicine bottles 

as evidence of choice and economic mobility “give the false impression that all 

individuals have the ability to make decisions on an equal social field” (Brighton 

2008:142).  Consequently, Brighton acknowledges and addresses the social inequality of 

Irish immigrants and uses medicinal related data to illustrate the social and environmental 

conditions in which immigrants lived.  Brighton found that doctor-prescribed medicine 

bottles were more common in deposits from 1850 to 1870, but starting in 1860 more 

commercially produced medicine bottles were used by the Irish.  Indeed, commercial 

bottles ultimately dominated later deposits.  Brighton (2008:146) argues that this change 

stems from immigrants’ “growing alimentation from and harsh treatment by the 

American medical community.”  Thus, Brighton uses the archaeological evidence and an 

understanding of social history to contextualize Irish immigrants’ alienation from 

mainstream society.   

Scholars also use historic and archaeological evidence to contextualize artifacts in 

terms of immigrants’ worldview in an attempt to attain the “inside out” perspective.  In a 

study of soda water bottles recovered at Five Points in New York and the Dublin 

neighborhood of Paterson, New Jersey, Linn (2008, 2010) employs documents and 

material culture to theorize and contextualize how immigrants’ worldviews and pre-

immigration associations impacted the construction of their cultural world in America.  

Using historical documents, Linn identifies distinct properties occupied by predominantly 
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Irish and German immigrants and studies the correlating archaeological assemblages.  

She found that features associated with primarily Irish immigrants had a much higher 

quantity of soda water bottles indicating elevated consumption.  Linn’s argument is that 

the large difference in quantity of soda water bottles stems from differences between Irish 

and German’s worldviews.  Rather than being just a prestige commodity, Linn shows 

how purchasing soda water related to an Irish understanding of health and medicine and 

echoes practices of holy water and wells in the Ireland.  She explains “soda water’s 

material qualities evoked wonder, resonated with Irish immigrants’ experiences and 

traditional methods of addressing social and physical ills, and reverberated to aid in the 

transformation of Irish immigrants into Irish Americans” (Linn 2010:71).  By 

contextualizing immigrants’ worldviews and cultural associations, Linn reveals how the 

Irish consumed soda water on their own terms.  Each of these case studies demonstrates 

how contextualizing historical and archaeological evidence enables an intimate view of 

the past.     

The study of immigrant groups in historical archaeology has greatly evolved 

beyond early attempts to identify ethnic markers and index artifacts in the archaeological 

record.  In recent studies archaeologists have striven to weave historical and 

archaeological evidence together to create dynamic contexts through which to understand 

the cultural worlds of immigrants.  It is essential to recognize that the cultural worlds of 

immigrants were influenced by the particular time, location, and circumstances of their 

immigration.  Therefore, historical archaeology must account for and reconstruct these 

conditions to understand the multifarious nature of immigrant experiences in an effort to 

study immigrants from the “inside out.” 
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Archaeology of Philadelphia’s Immigrants 

As the above review of scholarship attests, archaeological investigations of 

immigrant groups in the United States have been wide-ranging and varied.  In the past 

several decades large-scale projects of immigrant sites have provided a wealth of data 

about the newcomers who came to America’s shores.  Philadelphia, however, has not 

received the same intensive archaeological study of her immigrant communities as many 

of her urban counterparts.  For years historians have lamented the understudied nature of 

Philadelphia’s immigrant populations (Davis and Haller 1998; Takenaka and Osirim 

2010), a dearth present in archaeological research as well.  The potential reasons for this 

lack of exploration are twofold.  First, the majority of archaeology completed within the 

city is conducted to comply with federal or state laws and is spurred by development 

rather than being research-driven.  Second, Philadelphia’s reputation as a colonial city 

often leads to research focusing on unearthing the city’s early history rather than 

exploring the relatively small immigrant population. Both of these factors will be 

discussed in turn. 

Despite a lack of archaeological study specifically focusing on immigrants, 

Philadelphia has a rich history of archaeological excavation within her boundaries.  

Beginning in the 1950s, during the birth of historical archaeology and the creation of 

legislation mandating the consideration of archaeological resources, the City of Brotherly 

Love was a leader in urban archaeological research.  In the 1990s Cotter et al. (1993) 

noted “Philadelphia has, in fact, received more archaeological attention than any other 

major city in North America” (xi).  Even today it is easy to encounter archaeological 

projects throughout the city such as the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation’s 
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Interstate-95 expansion project currently underway in the Fishtown, Kennsington, and 

Port Richmond neighborhoods of Philadelphia (URS Corporation 2014).   

Two books have complied the results of Philadelphia-based archaeological 

projects from the 1950s through the early 2000s: The Buried Past: An Archaeological 

History of Philadelphia by Cotter et al. (1993) and Digging in the City of Brotherly Love: 

Stories from Philadelphia Archaeology by Yamin (2008).  Cotter et al. summarize over 

30 years of archaeology in Philadelphia from the 1950s to 1980s relaying facts and 

details about the numerous excavations and findings.  Yamin picks up where the Cotter et 

al. left off and describes the archaeology completed in the urban core of Philadelphia 

between the 1990s and early 2000s.  As opposed to Cotter et al.’s linear survey 

recounting Philadelphia-based archaeological studies, Yamin creates a narrative of 

Philadelphia’s history using archaeological finding to tell stories about past people. 

The numerous projects described in Cotter et al.’s (1993) and Yamin’s (2008) 

books evince that fact that the majority of the archaeology projects completed in 

Philadelphia are conducted by cultural resource management (CRM) firms complying 

with state and federal laws, specifically the Pennsylvania History Code enacted in 1945 

and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.  As a city ever 

growing, developing, and adapting, Philadelphia is constantly inundated with 

construction, utility, and transportation projects which must comply with state and federal 

laws.  Consequently, the impetus for conducting archaeology within the city is often 

urban development projects rather than research agendas aimed at researching and 

interpreting below ground deposits associated with specific people, places, or events.  

These circumstances can lead to a rather random sample of Philadelphia’s archaeological 
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past.  The trend of archaeology predominantly being compliance-driven is ubiquitous in 

cities throughout the United States (Mayne and Murray 2001:2).   

Although not purely research-driven, cultural resource management investigations 

of Philadelphia archaeology resources have revealed significant information about the 

history of city as demonstrated by Cotter et al. (1993) and Yamin (2008); however, 

explorations of 19th-century immigrants are strikingly few despite the abundance of 

archaeology completed within the city.  Since immigrants proliferated in all regions of 

Philadelphia as discussed above and urban development is wide reaching, many 

excavations have been completed in areas where immigrants lived and worked.  

Specifically, numerous large-scale excavations in the urban core of the city have been 

conducted within known areas of 19th-century immigrant occupation, such as the Vine 

Street Expressway project, the Commuter Rail Tunnel project, and Independence 

National Historic Park excavations to list only a few.  However, such excavations did not 

always explore or even acknowledge that information could be learned about immigrants 

and instead focused on exploring earlier occupations. 

For instance, the first formal archaeology conducted within Philadelphia at 

Independence National Historic Park is a telling example of how archaeological studies 

have concentrated on the colonial history of the city.  A review of the early 

archaeological projects in the Park reveals the predominant exploration of 18th-century 

sites including William Penn’s and Benjamin Franklin’s houses, with only a few 

excavations focusing on early-19th-century deposits specifically associated with notable 

Philadelphians (Cotter et al. 1993:74–151).  The research emphasis on the 18th century is 

reflective of the overall pattern of favoring projects aimed at explicating the colonial 



 42 

period in Philadelphia.  Perhaps the best illustration of the firm commitment to 

interpreting the early past is characterized in how the physical remnants of the later 

periods of history were removed during the planning and construction of Independence 

National Historic Park in the late 1940s; 

Given the planned emphasis [of the Park] on the period of the revolutionary war 
and the presence within the park of several notable nineteenth- and twentieth- 
century buildings, dilemmas inevitably arose as to what to conserve and how to 
conserve it.  After prolonged and often heated debate, the proponents of a strictly 
Colonial-Federal ambiance won out, and a number of fine buildings of later date 
were removed, together with many structures of less, or no, distinction.  (Cotter et 
al. 1993:77) 
 

Consequently, the mission of the Park was staunchly attached to exhibiting the 18th 

century even if it meant the loss of material evidence from later periods of the city’s 

development.  Notably those “structures of less, or no distinction” would have been the 

buildings inhabited and populated by immigrants.   

Philadelphia archaeology has grown and expanded its research focus to include 

the exploration of later periods at many sites, but projects still face challenges and 

limitations that can lead to an emphasis on data from the early periods.  Specifically, due 

to timing or funding constraints of CRM projects, many of the more recent large-scale 

excavations in Philadelphia have prioritized the analysis of early historic deposits even 

when several eras of history are represented in the archaeological record.  Focusing on 

early historic features and deposits only allows for a cursory examination of later deposits 

associated with immigrants.  That is not to say that the data on the immigrant population 

was not retained, only that it has not yet been fully explored.  Moreover, even in projects 

where 19th-century deposits comprised the majority of archaeological findings, attempts 

to analyze artifacts within the framework of immigrant archaeologies is lacking (Roberts 
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and Cosans 1980; Cosans-Zebooker and Barret 1985; LeeDecker et al. 1994).  Reports 

note that immigrants lived in particular structures or were populous in a neighborhood, 

but they do not contextualize the recovered artifacts in relation to what they may reveal 

about the immigrants and their experiences.  Additionally, the results of CRM reports 

often only remain part of the gray literature and are not widely accessible to scholars or 

the public.   

Only one archaeological investigation to date has been specifically and 

systematically directed at exploring the lives of 19th-century immigrants in Philadelphia 

(McCarthy et al. 1995).  The study was completed by the CRM firm John Milner and 

Associates in 1991 as part of the Vine Street Expressway compliance project.  The parcel 

examined, called the Gateway Development parcel, was located at Vine and 15th Streets 

and was investigated prior to the construction of a Philadelphia Parking Authority 

parking garage on the land.  During preliminary historic research of the site consultants 

determined the parcel had  “potential to contain significant archaeological resources 

associated with nineteenth century Irish-immigrant and Irish-descended working class 

households that occupied the interior courts and alley in the project area” (McCarthy et 

al. 1995:1).  As discussed previously, immigrants often inhabited narrow alleyways and 

courtyards throughout the city.  

Excavation of the Gateway Development parcel consisted of sampling eight 

archaeological features during which time over 26,000 artifacts and faunal remains were 

recovered.  Three brick-lined privies associated with Irish immigrants received intensive 

analysis centered on discerning patterns of consumer behavior.  Based on the presence of 

relatively large numbers of highly decorated table and tea wares, the report authors 



 44 

argued that immigrants partook in ceramic-based displays of status.  Additionally, 

analysis of the faunal remains indicated that the immigrants “enjoyed a relatively high 

quality diet of beef, lamb, and pork apparently little constrained by cost factors” 

(McCarthy et al. 1995:70).  Due to the lack of any other archaeological assemblages 

related to Philadelphia immigrants, the study compared the artifacts recovered at the 

Gateway Development parcel to the archaeological assemblage from Liberty Court, an 

African-American community in Philadelphia.  The findings revealed that African 

Americans generally spent less on material goods than immigrants.  Taken all together, 

the study offered the overall assessment that “the project area’s Irish-American 

community is one of comfortably modest means despite the cramped quarters and 

unsanitary conditions of the alleys and courts” (McCarthy et al. 1995:71).  While the 

interpretation of the assemblage would benefit from more in-depth contextualization, the 

study is a starting point from which to deconstruct the immigrant experience during the 

19th century. 

The study of the Irish immigrants at the Gateway Development parcel highlights 

the informative data that archaeology can yield about immigrants lives in urban 

Philadelphia.  The analysis completed as part of the CRM project hints at the untapped 

potential of studying the tangible side of immigrants’ domestic lives.  Additional 

archaeological studies specifically focusing on immigrant communities in Philadelphia 

will further contribute to an understanding of the immigrant experience in the city.  

Moreover, the previously recovered archaeological collections generated from the large-

scale cultural resource management projects in the city are potentially significant avenues 

for future study of Philadelphia’s immigrants.  Revisiting, reassessing, and reevaluating 
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these assemblages and conducting collections-based research with a focus on the 

immigrant populations has the potential to reveal new information about the immigrant 

experience.   

 
Summary 

 
 Despite having a lower rate of immigration than other urban areas, this chapter 

has illustrated how Philadelphia became home to numerous immigrants during the 19th-

century.  Scholarship on Philadelphia’s historic immigrant groups has revealed that 

immigrants’ lives were impacted by the distinctive features of the city including the lack 

of ethnic enclaves, the diverse economy, and housing opportunities.  Although historians 

have studied Philadelphia’s immigrant groups since the 1960s, no comparable body of 

work examines immigrants from the archaeological perspective.  This study bolsters a 

discussion of the archaeology of Philadelphia’s immigrants.  Drawing on the recent 

archaeological studies of immigrants in other cities outlined in this chapter, this study 

employs an “inside out” interpretive approach to contextualize and examine immigrants’ 

lives within Philadelphia at large, and Elfreth’s Alley in particular. 
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CHAPTER 3 
ELFRETH’S ALLEY AND ITS INHABITANTS  

 
 

To begin reconstructing immigrant life along Elfreth’s Alley, this chapter traces 

the emergence of the place and the characteristics of the past people who resided along 

the small street in the 19th century.  First, this chapter analyzes the physical settings and 

spaces that occupants maneuvered and how these spaces transformed and evolved over 

time.  Historical documents are used to contextualize alterations to the city plan, the 

formation of the Alley, and the development of two individual house lots.  Second, this 

chapter provides an overview of the persons who resided along the Alley and the 

demographic makeup of the street, focusing on the immigrant occupants in the mid- to 

late-19th century.  Specific attention is given to residents’ occupations, socioeconomic 

classes, and immigrant statuses.  The development of the physical place and the changing 

population of residents on the Alley are shown to be closely tied to the distinctive 

economic and social processes within 19th-century Philadelphia.  This examination of the 

place and the people of Elfreth’s Alley serves as the basis for understanding the 

archaeological findings at 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley.   

 
 

The Place: Origins of Elfreth’s Alley  
 

Elfreth’s Alley emerged as a tangible place at the turn of 18th century and has 

been the home to Philadelphia denizens ever since.  To understand the realities of 

residents’ domestic lives along the Alley, it is necessary to analyze the physical spaces 

they inhabited and contextualize these spaces within the broader patterns of 

Philadelphia’s urban history.  To accomplish this, this section employs three 
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interconnected scales of geographic and spatial interpretation: the city as an urban 

landscape, the street as a discrete entity, and the house lot as a reflection of individual 

occupation. While each of these scales needs to be considered to fully understand to the 

nature of the immigrant experience, the house lot is the foundation of this investigation.  

Analysis of the city and the street provide a context in which to interpret the human 

dimension experienced at the level of the house lot of 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley.  

Yamin (1999) successfully employed similar scales of interpretation in her analysis of 

land use in a 19th-century Irish immigrant community in the Dublin neighborhood of 

Patterson, New Jersey.   

 

The City 

When studying the lives of city dwellers, past or present, it is important to 

understand the distinct urban systems in which these inhabitants operate.  Cities are 

idiosyncratic environments defined by constant change and motion.  Continuously 

building, rebuilding, expanding, and restructuring, cities are never static; rather their 

ecology is contingent on processes of change (Jacobs 1993; Yamin 2008).  Since its 

founding in 1682, Philadelphia has witnessed vacillating episodes of growth, decline and 

revitalization.  Together these episodes are reflective of the transformative processes that 

go on within the city.  In this way, Philadelphia itself is an artifact whose physical form 

has been continuously shaped by cultural history (Garvan 1963).  Specifically, 

Philadelphia’s modified and multidimensional city plan embodies the social, economic, 

and political changes that have taken place within the city.   
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During its inception, William Penn envisioned Philadelphia as bucolic metropolis 

and advertised the city as a “greene country town” (Dunn and Dunn 1982a:121).  To 

promote an orderly and lush settlement, Penn enlisted the help of surveyor Thomas 

Holme to formulate a plan for the port city (Holme 1683).  Holme’s 1683 plan and map 

of Philadelphia reveals a gridiron framework of wide streets and large lots extending 

from the Delaware to the Schuylkill Rivers.  Sizable parcels were designed to 

accommodate spacious country estates, orchards, and gardens and were intended to be 

occupied by individual landowners.  Despite this initial, airy, and idyllic blueprint for the 

city, by the early-18th century nearly all the town’s activity was crowded along the 

Delaware River close to the boat slips in present day Old City (Dunn and Dunn 

1982b:14).  As newcomers poured into the city and Philadelphia became the largest 

colonial port, the city plan was altered to accommodate the growing population and 

economy.  To allow for access between streets and resources, as well as to provide 

housing and land for the large number of new settlers, landowners often split up their 

land holdings into smaller parcels and sold off portions of their properties.  In this way, 

several small courtyards and alleyways were formed throughout the city (Murtagh 1957; 

Warner 1987).  One such alley was Elfreth’s Alley.    

During the 18th century a distinct pattern of habitation arose within and along the 

many courtyards and alleyways that had been woven into the city plan. Specifically, 

poorer, less-skilled workers inhabited the prolific courts and alleys, while wealthier 

individuals resided on the larger thoroughfares that were initially part of Holme’s plan 

(Blumin 1989:50).  Thus Philadelphia’s streetscape was segregated based on 

socioeconomic class on a block-by-block basis, yet different classes were intermixed 
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throughout all regions of the city, often living only a few feet apart.  This settlement 

pattern continued into the 19th century as immigrants flooded into the city.   

The turn of the 19th century and the industrial revolution marked a time of great 

change and growth in Philadelphia.  During this period, the city developed into a 

important industrial center and became one of the major hubs of heavy industry in the 

nation (Beers 1982; Burt and Davies 1982; Geffen 1982; Wainwright 1982).  As the city 

grew, so did its population. As discussed in Chapter 2, the rush of immigrants to the city 

led to overpopulation as newcomers struggled to find adequate housing (Geffen 

1982:308).  Poor, new immigrants to Philadelphia conformed to the previously 

established residential patterns and settled along alleys and in courtyards scattered 

throughout the city (Dinwiddie 1904; Geffen 1982:315; Warner 1987; McCarthy et al. 

1995).   

As opposed to other 19th-century urban centers, such at New York City, whose 

poverty was on display in high-rise, decrepit tenements, Philadelphia’s impoverished 

population was tucked away in rear alleys and courtyards.  In a study on the housing 

conditions of Philadelphia, Dinwiddie (1904:3–4) noted,  

In one sense it is true that Philadelphia has no tenement house problem, since very 
few of the houses were originally built for tenements.  This does not mean, 
however, that a large number are not so occupied, most of which unfortunately, 
are totally unsuited to the purpose…The tenants of the little alley houses live 
together on much the same terms as those of a large tenement house.  
 

To outsiders, Philadelphia appeared to be an orderly city comprised of neat brick row 

houses and was deemed the City of Homes (Sutherland 1975:21; Beers 1982:420; Burt 

and Davies 1982:495; Davis and Haller 1998:11).  In reality, however, poverty and 

squalor languished in the back lots of row houses.  The rear lots in Philadelphia were 
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filled with crumbling structures rented by the lower classes, especially immigrants.   

Frequently back buildings were three stories and consisted of one room on every floor; 

such structures were aptly given the name trinities, “father, son, and holy ghost” houses, 

or bandox houses (Sutherland 1975:22; Burt and Davies 1982:495; Geffen 1982:315).   

Philadelphia row homes and trinities have been the focus on many historic 

architectural studies (Murtagh 1957; Ames 1968; Hirshorn 1982; Herman 2005).  Even in 

the face of a quickly changing urban environment, historic trinities remain a distinctive 

part of Philadelphia architecture.  Indeed, since 2013 Philadelphia magazine, a monthly 

publication focusing on regional news, politics, and events, has run an online feature 

called “Trinity Tuesday” highlighting trinities that are for sale on the real estate market 

(Philadelphia magazine 2013).  While trinities still dot Philadelphia’s urban environment, 

and alternations to Holme’s plan are abundantly evident in the many historic alleys that 

traverse the city, not all alleyways have been as lucky as Elfreth’s Alley to be plucked out 

of anonymity and preserved as an historic site.  Today, the Alley exists as an impressive 

example of intact early-American architecture and is credited with being “Our Nation’s 

Oldest Residential Street” (Boudreau 2010). 

 
 

The Street 
 

Elfreth’s Alley is located in the core of Old City Philadelphia, near the commerce 

and town life that flourished along the Delaware River during colonial times.  The land 

on which Elfreth’s Alley lies was initially part of the lots laid out in Holme’s plan during 

the late-17th century (Holme 1683).  Specifically, the Alley was located within the block 

bounded by Second Street to the west, Sassafras Street (now Race Street) to the north, 
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Front Street to the east, and Mulberry Street (now Arch Street) to the south.  Within that 

block, Holme’s plan included seven lots running east to west the entire length from Front 

Street to Second Street.  The Alley was carved out of land adjoining the fourth and fifth 

lots south of Sassafras Street (Roach 1958:18).  The small street only measures about 15 

ft. wide and approximately 240 ft. long. 

At the time of its formation in the early-18th century, Elfreth’s Alley was part of 

Mulberry Ward, one of the ten wards delineated by Holmes and Penn, and initially the 

most populous ward (Thayer 1982:99).  As Philadelphia’s population grew and the city 

limits were expanded, additional wards were added and new ward boundaries were 

defined.  Throughout its existence, Elfreth’s Alley has been considered part of the 

Mulberry Ward (1705-1786), the South Mulberry Ward (1786-1800), the Lower 

Delaware Ward (1800-1856), and, finally the Sixth Ward (1856-present) (Department of 

Records City of Philadelphia [2014]).  Despite shifting delineations and classifications, 

Elfreth’s Alley has retained its form and remained a constant witness to the changing 

nature of Old City Philadelphia.  

By 1701 John Gilbert, a boulter who sifted flour, owned the land that would 

become the north side of the Alley, while Arthur Wells, a blacksmith, owned the land that 

would become the south side of the Alley.  Gilbert had established a boulting mill on his 

property and Wells had a blacksmith shop.  The exact date of the formation of the Alley 

is difficult to pinpoint, but it was likely opened between 1702 and 1704 when Gilbert and 

Wells, or Wells’ executors, designated land along their common boundary for the 

creation of a cartway between Second and Front Streets.  Gilbert contributed 10 ft. on the 
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north side of the Alley, while the Wells’ family gave 5 ft. on the south side (Sarles and 

Shedd 1964:182; Heintzelman 1975).   

The impetus for establishing Elfreth’s Alley was to allow a better connection 

between the commerce and wharves along the Delaware riverfront and Second Street, a 

main thoroughfare during the 18th century (Heintzelman 1975).  Additionally, formation 

of the lane provided easier access to Gilbert’s mill and Wells’ smithy.  Stairs that 

traversed the bluff down to the waterfront were initially located east of the Alley.  

Between 1749 and 1753 a small courtyard, called Bladen’s Court, was created extending 

off the north side of Elfreth’s Alley.  Elfreth’s Alley and Bladen’s Court are prototypical 

examples of the types of modifications that Penn’s precisely planned city has undergone.   

The 18th- and 19th-century nomenclature of the Alley was fluid, reflecting the 

changing property ownership and personal relationships on the Alley.  Historic references 

to the street include Gilbert’s Alley, Preston’s Alley, and Elfreth’s Alley.  While the 

Wells family and heirs owned land on the south side of the Alley into the 19th century, 

Arthur Wells died of small-pox in 1702 (Roach 1958:16).  Arthur Wells’ death around 

the time of the formation of the Alley likely attributed to the Alley initially being named 

for Gilbert instead of Wells.  After John Gilbert’s death in 1711 the Alley was 

occasionally referred to as Preston’s Alley for Paul Preston, a blacksmith, who married 

John Gilbert’s son’s widow, Elizabeth (Oldman) Preston (Sarles and Shedd 1964:182; 

Heintzelman 1975).  While historic documents indicate that the Alley was referred to as 

both Gilbert’s Alley and Preston’s Alley during the 18th century (Roach 1958), the name 

Gilbert’s Alley persists after references to Preston’s Alley dissipate.   
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During the late-18th century Jeremiah Elfreth, another blacksmith, owned several 

properties on both the north and south sides of the Alley and thus became the namesake 

of the Alley.  Elfreth established ownership of the Alley properties through both his first 

wife, Sarah Oldman, who was the sister of Paul Preston’s wife, and his fifth wife, Mary 

Wells, who was the widow of one of Arthur Wells’ grandsons (Heintzelman 1975; Sarles 

and Shedd 1964:182–183).  Even though business directories list Philadelphians residing 

on “Elfreth’s Alley” as early as 1785, early-19th-century deed abstracts still refer to 

properties as situated on “Gilbert’s Alley” (MacPherson 1785; Philadelphia Deed Book 

1813).  By the mid-19th century, however, the street was consistently referred to as 

Elfreth’s Alley, alternatively spelled as Elfrith, Elfret, Elfrity, Lfreth, or Elfrey.  The 

Alley later became known at Elfreth’s Street in 1865.  The name was also briefly changed 

to Cherry Street in 1897, but was renamed Elfreth’s Alley again in 1937 due to pressure 

from historical groups including the recently formed Elfreth’s Alley Association (Alotta 

1975:58).  The fluctuating early historic names of the Alley reflect the intimate nature of 

the community that lived along the small street.  Alley residents were acutely aware when 

properties along the Alley changed hands, and the proper name of the Alley was adjusted 

to refer to the largest landowner and reflect current landholdings.   

In many ways, Alley life became a defining component of city life that has 

continued for over three centuries.  Borchert (1980), in his study of alley life in 19th-

century Washington DC, showed how residing on an alley fostered the creation of a 

community for city dwellers.   He noted “isolation from streets, [and] the face-to-face 

contact resulting from the proximity of the houses…promoted neighborly interaction.  

Taking advantage of these factors, alley residents created a behavioral landscape that 
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supported their informal social world” (Borchert 1980:220).  Consequently, alleys 

functioned as essential components of community and helped structure everyday urban 

life; the dynamics of past alley life in Philadelphia arguably operated in a similar manner. 

As discussed above, immigrants and the lower classes were dispersed throughout 

Philadelphia.  In the absence of large immigrant enclaves and in the face of growing 

industrialism, alley-life became a way of life for these city dwellers.  Clusters of workers 

in the same industry often lived together on alleys throughout Philadelphia.  In his 

analysis of the occupants of alleys in the High Street Ward of Philadelphia, Blumin 

(1989:50) noted that the “streets and alleys of this ward were obviously very different 

kinds of urban spaces, even though they were separated by only a few feet.  No doubt, 

living on one or the other carried with it many different and very clear social 

implications.”  Though Blumin’s study focused on the ward adjacent to the Alley, the 

same argument can be made for those alleys that intersected the other wards throughout 

the city.  Philadelphia alleys and their residents were discrete entities separated 

geographically from the wealthier dwellers on the main streets.  Moreover, alleys became 

places where residents shared unique, domestic experiences, furthered by shared 

occupations.  Elfreth’s Alley in particular became a distinct domestic place separate from 

the residences just around the corner of Front and Second Streets and defined by its 

occupants.   

Philadelphia denizens partook in alley-life on Elfreth’s Alley shortly after the 

cartway was established.  Though the first residential dwelling fronting the street, which 

is no longer standing, was built between 1713 and 1727 on the north side of the Alley, the 

south side of the street was largely built up first (Sarles and Shedd 1964:184; 
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Heintzelman 1975).  The dwellings on the south side are predominantly two-and-a-half-

story, Georgian row houses dating to the early- to mid-18th century.  The majority of 

buildings on the north side of the street, on the other hand, are slightly larger, Federal 

style row homes dating to the late-18th and early-19th centuries.  The 32 extant row 

houses currently residing on the street were constructed between 1730 and 1836 (EAA 

2004:2).  The building aesthetics and architecture of the dwellings on Elfreth’s Alley are 

characteristic of an 18th-century Philadelphia streetscape.  In particular, the brick 

construction of the residences is indicative of Penn’s vision of a “city which will never be 

burnt” (Dunn and Dunn 1982a:121).  Penn’s desire, along with colonial builders’ 

preference for brick, was a response in part to the Great London Fire of 1666 (Murtagh 

1957:8).  

 

Figure 3.1: Elfreth's Alley looking west, October 2010. 
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While the majority of the primary structures that line the street were extant by the 

18th century, all of the original houses on the Alley were expanded at some point during 

their history.  In the colonial period, kitchens were built behind the brick row homes.  

The 19th century then witnessed the conversation of kitchen additions and the 

construction of rear dwellings in the back of the properties that line Elfreth’s Alley.  This 

was an ordinary practice in Philadelphia; 19th-century property owners often built 

income properties, or tenements, in the rear of row homes to supplement their income 

(Sutherland 1975).  The early architecture and development of the Alley has been studied 

by various scholars, yet the expansion and renegotiation of domestic space in the 19th 

century has only been perfunctorily considered (Roach 1958; Sarles and Shedd 1964; 

Bethke 2005).  A detailed discussion of the expansion of the structures at two house lots, 

124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley, is provided below.  

By the turn of the 20th century, the row homes and rear structures on Elfreth’s 

Alley were rundown and the area was considered a slum.  Several of the houses were 

slated for demolition during the 1930s; however, through the efforts of the Elfreth’s Alley 

Association (EAA), a non-profit organization founded by Alley residents in 1934, the 

houses was saved from demolition (Philadelphia Evening Bulletin 1937).  As the city 

continued to grow and land was acquired for the formation of the Interstate-95 

expressway along the Delaware River, the entire street was again threatened in the late 

1950s, yet the Alley was spared again thanks to the EAA.  The construction of the 

highway at the east end of the Alley, however, disassociated the street from the 

waterfront that was so vital to its formation. 
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In the years since it founding, the Elfreth’s Alley Association has continued its 

dedication to preserving and restoring the little street.  The Alley was incorporated into 

the National Historic Landmark program as the Elfreth’s Alley Historic District on 

October 9,1960 (NPS 2012).  It was later included on the National Register of Historic 

places on October 15, 1966 (NPS 1979).  The National Landmark boundary was then 

approved on July 3, 1975 (Heintzelman 1975).  Today, the tiny street is revitalized and 

rejuvenated.  With the exception of two properties owned and operated by the Elfreth’s 

Alley Association, the houses on the street are still privately owned.  The Alley can be 

viewed as a case study for the enduring processes of growth, decline, and revitalization 

that take place within urban systems.  

 

The House Lots: 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley 

While the urban system and the Alley community are the backdrop against which 

to contextualize the experience of residents, the bulk of the archaeological analysis and 

interpretation lies at the scale of the house lot.  The daily lives of past Alley inhabitants 

transpired among the shared domestic spaces within individual property lots.  To 

understand the lives and daily realities faced by immigrant residents, this research 

focuses on two house lots in particular: 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley.  The evolution of the 

physical form of the house lots is detailed here. 

Throughout this discussion, I use written historic documents to create visual 

representations of the past structures that occupied the land at 124 and 126 Elfreth’s 

Alley (Figure 3.4-Figure 3.9). Crafting plan view representations of the dwellings at 

different points in time allows me to deconstruct the tangible and physical histories of the 
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space, as well as highlight the increasing architecturalization of the lots over time.  Due 

to inconsistencies and gaps in the information described in historic documents, I often 

had to make educated guesses about the layout of the structures and generalize the form 

of buildings based on limited information.  For instance, the existence and/or placement 

of doors and windows in rear structures are often inferences and assumptions since 

insurance surveys did not always include this level of detailed information.  Therefore, 

the plan views included in this chapter are not meant to be exact, architectural drawings; 

rather they are provided as general guidance to assist the reader in understanding the 

physical spaces of the house lots as they evolved over time.  

The land on which 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley are situated was originally part of 

the fifth lot south of Sassafras Street depicted on Holme’s 1683 plan (Holme 1683).  By 

1689 Arthur Wells owned this lot.  Prior to Wells’ ownership, the land changed hands 

several times; 18th-century owners included James Brooks, Benjamin Chambers, and 

Lyonell Brittain (Roach 1958).  After Arthur Wells’ death in 1702, his property along the 

Alley was divided up and transferred to his two sons: Arthur Wells, Jr. and Thomas 

Wells.  Along with land along Front and Second Streets, Arthur Wells, Jr. inherited 

property on the south side of the Alley including the land on which 124 and 126 Elfreth’s 

were later built (Roach 1958:30–31).  Arthur Wells, Jr. died in 1732, and in 1739 his 

widowed wife and executors of his estate sold a portion of his land along the Alley to 

Philip Syng.  Specifically, on 5 December 1739 Philip Syng was “conveyed [land] on 

south side of Gilberts Alley being on the Alley 93 x 51” (Philadelphia Deed Book 

1739a).  Two weeks later, Syng sold the eastern portion of this land “being 32 x 51” to 

Jeremiah Elfreth on 20 December 1739 (Philadelphia Deed Book 1762a).  



 59 

 Jeremiah Elfreth was the first landowner to construct dwellings on this swath of 

land.  By 1762 Elfreth had designed and built 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley.  These 18th-

century dwellings are still extant today and consist of Georgian style, two-and-one-half-

story row houses with pent roofs.  The houses were built of brick laid in the Flemish bond 

pattern with glazed headers, creating a checkerboard pattern.  The two structures are 

mirror images of each other and share an exterior arched passage between them (Figure 

3.2).  Of note is that prior to the consolidation of Philadelphia in 1854, the dwelling at 

126 was numbered 24 and the house at 124 was numbered 25.   

 

 

Figure 3.2: 124 and 126 Elfreth's Alley, August 2014. 
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Figure 3.3: Plan view of Elfreth’s Alley, 1931.  Showing the location of houses 124 & 
126 on the street in yellow (Library of Congress, Prints & Photographs Division, 

HABS PA, 51-PHILA-272). 
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 Along with several other dwellings in Old City, Elfreth likely built 124 and 126 as 

speculative properties.  An advertisement in the Pennsylvania Gazette on 29 April 1762 

states, 

To be Sold Two Houses in Sassafras Street, between Second and Front Streets, 
containing in Breadth on said Street 32 Feet, and in Depth about 25 Feet; the Lot 
51 feet.  And Two Houses in Gilbert’s alley, the same Dimensions of the above.  
For further information, apply to Jeremiah Elfreth, in Second Street, Philadelphia. 
(Philadelphia Gazette 1762) 
 

This advertisement provides insight into the size and dimensions of the houses, as well 

affirms Elfreth’s status as a prominent Philadelphian who owned and constructed several 

dwellings in the city.  Shortly after the advertisement was placed, Mary Smith and Sarah 

Melton, mantua-makers, bought house 126 and Israel Cassel, a Quaker shipwright, 

bought house 124 (Philadelphia Deed Book 1762a, 1796; Roach 1958:180; Boudreau 

2010:16).  Appendix A provides the chains of title for both properties. 

Early fire insurance surveys for the properties provide details about the 

construction and physical layout of the dwellings.  A 1762 fire insurance survey of 126 

Elfreth’s Alley for Mary Smith describes the property as “a house and kitchen,” the house 

measuring 15 wide, 17 feet deep, and two stories high and the kitchen 14 feet by 10 feet 

and 2 stories (The Philadelphia Contributionship 1762).  The survey reveals that rear 

kitchen additions or ells were located behind the primary structures. Through cross-

referencing the survey measurements to the dimensions listed in Elfreth’s advertisement, 

it seems likely that kitchen additions were included as part of 124 and 126 at the time of 

their initial sale.  Additionally, the mirrored construction of the front dwellings implies 

there was likely little variation between the two properties when they were first built. 

Figure 3.4 provides an interpretive rendering of the plan view of the building circa 1762. 
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Figure 3.4: Circa 1762 plan view of 124 and 126 Elfreth's Alley 
(The Philadelphia Contributionship 1762; Philadelphia Gazette 1762). 
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A later fire insurance survey of house 124 from 1803 provides the first evidence 

of alterations to the original rear structures and highlights the divergent architectural 

histories of the two adjacent, but discrete properties.  By the time of this survey, John B. 

Ackley, a well-known Windsor chair maker, had purchased the property from Cassel’s 

estate (Philadelphia Deed Book 1796).  The 1803 survey describes 124 as a “two story 

dwelling house situate on the south side of Elfrith’s Alley. Dimensions measuring 15 feet 

6 inches front and 17 feet deep” (Mutual Assurance Company 1803).  This text highlights 

the discrepancies in measurements often present in historic documents.  Several deed 

abstracts and insurance surveys list the frontage measurement of 124 and 126 as 16 feet 

in width; however, this survey indicates the width as only 15 feet 6 inches.  The variation 

is likely due to the surveyor not including the depth of the party walls in his 

measurements.  It is important for researchers to be cognizant of the discrepancies that 

arise in historic documents and to try to rectify variations to come to the most complete 

understanding of past structures as possible.    

After describing the primary dwelling fronting the Alley, the 1803 fire insurance 

survey for 124 details the presence of rear structures that replaced the 18th-century 

kitchen addition.   Specifically, the survey records the presence of a “Piazza 10 feet by 12 

two stories high, with winding stairs, Kitchen 16 feet 6 inches by 10 feet, two stories high 

and new” (Mutual Assurance Company 1803).   Thus, two newly built structures were 

now on the lot: a piazza and a kitchen.  Often boarders lived in the rooms above kitchens.  

This early-19th-century expansion and alteration was just the first of many episodes of 

building that took place in the rear of the paired structures. Figure 3.5 provides a 

rendering of the plan view of 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley circa 1803.     
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Figure 3.5: Circa 1803 plan view of 124 and 126 Elfreth's Alley  
(Mutual Assurance Company 1803). 
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While the total depth of the structures behind 124 was greater than that of 126 in 

the early-19th century, construction behind 126 soon surpassed that of its neighbor.  In 

the first half the 19th century 126 was expanded to include “a brick house and back 

building” (The Philadelphia Contributionship 1848).  Specifically, an 1848 fire insurance 

survey notes that the back building at 126 was two stories high and consisted of a “sitting 

room and kitchen” measuring 10.5 feet by 22 feet.  The survey further outlines that the 

“Two rooms in the 2nd story [of the back building are], both very plain, a step ladder from 

the kitchen to the 2nd story” (The Philadelphia Contributionship 1848).  This survey 

reveals that the earlier-18th-century kitchen at 126 had also been torn down or expanded 

by 1848 and an additional room was now located above the larger kitchen.  By the time 

of this survey, Louis Kolb, a German shoemaker, lived in and owned 126 Elfreth’s Alley 

having purchased it the year before in 1847 (Philadelphia Deed Book 1847).  Figure 3.6 

depicts the sitting room and kitchen addition present at 126 by 1848.  

Louis Kolb had his property at 126 resurveyed in 1850, revealing that he had torn 

down the kitchen and sitting room and built two additional structures in their place: a 

back building and a house.  The back building is described on the survey for 126 as “14 

feet front by 12 feet 6 in deep, three stories high,” making it wider than earlier structures 

in the same location (The Philadelphia Contributionship 1850a).  The survey further 

notes that the boxed winder stairs located in the front dwelling were taken down and 

placed in the newly constructed back building.  While the front dwelling and new back 

building were architecturally entwined, the other new house structure in the back lot was 

considered an independent building. 
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Figure 3.6: Circa 1848 plan view of 124 and 126 Elfreth's Alley 
(The Philadelphia Contributionship 1848). 
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A separate fire insurance survey was conducted in 1850 specifically for the “brick 

House belonging to Louis Kolb situate on a Court back of his House No. 24 Elfreth’s 

Alley”(The Philadelphia Contributionship 1850b).  The house on the court was 

considered a separate residence from the front dwelling, despite its close proximity to 

126.  As opposed the back building behind 126, which could be accessed from the front 

dwelling, the only entrance for the house on the court would have been from the small 

arched passageway between 126 and 124 Elfreth’s Alley.  As discussed above, 

constructing separate rear dwellings behind houses fronting streets and alleyways was 

common in 19th-century Philadelphia (Sutherland 1998).  Business directories abound 

with references to occupants inhabiting rear houses.  For instance Jacob Albright, a 

turner, is listed as a resident in “r 126” Elfreth’s Alley in Gospill’s 1878 Philadelphia 

City Directory (Gopsill 1878). 

The 1850 survey measurements of the rear house indicate that structures now 

extended nearly the entire length of the 51-foot lot at 126 Elfreth’s Alley.  The survey 

describes the rear house as “being 12 feet 8 in. front in the lower story and extending over 

the privy in the 2nd and 3rd stories, making the building 17 feet by 12 feet 6 in. in depth” 

(The Philadelphia Contributionship 1850b).  This text reveals the creation of an atypical 

trinity.  Though the form of the back dwelling at 126 did conform to the standard 

definition of a trinity by having three floors with one room on each floor, trinities usually 

contain three rooms of equal size.  In the instance of 126, the presence of a privy at the 

southern end of the lot led the dimensions of the rooms to vary between the floors.  It is 

unclear from the written documents whether the privy was an earlier construction that 

Kolb incorporated into the built environment or whether Kolb built the privy at the same 
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time as the additions.  Further discussion of the privy is included during archaeological 

analysis in Chapter 4.   

The construction of the back building and rear dwelling at 126 Elfreth’s Alley 

circa 1850 marks a significant increase in the architecturalization of the space.  Figure 3.7 

offers a depiction of the expanded structures and space circa 1850.  Not only did 

buildings now extend nearly the entire length of the lot, but the new rear structures were 

also the first three-story buildings in the back.  Additionally, they were wider than the 

earlier structures, being 12.5 feet wide compared to the narrower kitchen ells that were 

only 10 feet wide.  The construction of larger rear dwellings is evidence of individuals 

defining and adapting their space as the need arose. The increased width of the back 

building and rear house required Kolb to adapt features of the front dwelling.  

Specifically, the rear first floor window of 126 had to be narrowed to accommodate the 

larger size of the back buildings.  Today the rear façade of the 126 reveals the scars of 

this modification; a narrow window is visible below a fragmented brick corbeled arch 

that denotes the larger size of the original window.  Adaptation is also visible in Kolb’s 

modification of the trinity floor plan for the inclusion of the privy.  

In addition to owning 126, Louis Kolb later purchased 124 Elfreth’s Alley in 

1859.  Kolb did not undertake the same extensive expansion of the property as next door, 

at least not immediately.  A 1865 update to the earlier 1803 fire insurance survey for 124 

notes that “On view the above described premises [124] I find a door cut through from 

2nd story to 2nd story of building adjoining on the west.  All other parts remain as before 

described” (Mutual Assurance Company 1865).  This survey indicates that the two-story 
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piazza and kitchen addition described in the early-19th century remained intact until at 

least 1865.   

 

Figure 3.7: Circa 1850 plan view of 124 and 126 Elfreth's Alley 
(The Philadelphia Contributionship 1850a, 1850b). 
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Notably, the survey describes a passage cut through the party wall of 124 and 126 

Elfreth’s on the second floor.  The doorway acted to further physically entwine the two 

dwellings and may have been added when Kolb established ownership of both the 

properties.  Regardless of when the doorway was created, its existence is a testament to 

the intimate living quarters of the dwellers and the flexible nature of the boundaries of 

everyday life.  Residents of 124 and 126, as well as those living in the many other 

compact properties along the Alley, were constantly confronted with the physical 

closeness and proximity of relatives, boarders, and neighbors.  The doorway between 124 

and 126 only served to further link a highly congested space.   

The exact architectural development of the house at 124 in the late-19th century is 

difficult to determine due to irregularities in the primary documents.  While the 1865 fire 

insurance survey indicates that the house, piazza, and kitchen at 124 continued to occupy 

45.5 feet of the 51 feet deep lot, historic maps as early as 1860 depict structures 

extending the entire length of the lot at 124 (Mutual Assurance Company 1865; Hexamer 

and Locher 1860).  Moreover, several historic maps also depict the 19th-century 

structures behind 124 as wider than those behind 126 (Hexamer and Locher 1860; 

Hopkins 1875; Bromley and Bromley 1895; Bromley 1885).  This cartographic evidence 

indicates that at some point prior to the turn of the 20th century, the rear buildings behind 

124 were again enlarged laterally.  

The timeline of the vertical expansion at 124 is also difficult to definitively 

pinpoint.  A Hexamer insurance map of Philadelphia indicates that the expanded 

structures behind 124 were still only two-stories in 1897, but an update to the map in 

1915-1916 depicts the rear structures as three stories (Ernst Hexamer & Son 1897; Ernst 
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Hexamer & Son 1915).  It is not clear if the 1897 map was accurate or if the structures 

were actually three stories by that time.  Additionally, using only written historic 

documents, it is not possible to determine if an additional story was just added to the two-

story piazza and kitchen or if they were torn down and new, larger structures were 

erected in their place.  A 1931 Historic American Building Surveys map provides a 

detailed depiction of what is likely the late-19th-century expansion of 124 including 

larger rear structures and two entrances on to the common pathway, similar to 126.  

Unlike the back house at 126 that was completely detached from the front dwelling, the 

rear structures at 124 were all connected; however, from the map it is not possible to 

determine if the buildings were constructed that way in the 19th century or if that was a 

later, 20th-century alteration.  The plan view in Figure 3.8 portrays the expanded, late-

19th-century structures at 124.  Chapter 4 further discusses the dimensions of and 

alterations to the rear buildings behind 124 utilizing archaeological evidence to clarify the 

inconsistencies discussed here. 

The enlargement of the rear buildings behind 124 likely occurred after the 

expansion of property lines in 1873.  In 1873 Louis Kolb sold both 124 and 126 back into 

separate ownership; another German shoemaker, John Schoendienst, purchased 126, 

while John Haley, an Irishman, bought 124 (Philadelphia City Archives 1873a, 1873b).  

The deed abstract for 126 reflects the transfer of a property 32 feet by 51 feet, the same 

dimensions as those listed Elfreth’s 18th-century advertisement, but the deed abstract for 

the transfer of 124 includes much more land.  Specifically, the abstract notes “All those 

certain three contiguous lots or pieces of ground with the Buildings and Improvement 

thereon erected described together as one lot according to a recent survey”  
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Figure 3.8: Post 1873 plan view of 124 and 126 Elfreth's Alley 
(Philadelphia City Archives 1873a; HABS 1931). 
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(Philadelphia City Archives 1873b).  The measurements of the property in the abstract for 

124 describes the original lot as well land comprising an additional 17 feet 10 inches by 

41 feet 4 inches to the south of 124 and 126.  As the abstract indicates, this additional 

land comprised two lots.  The expanded lot size is represented in Figure 3.8. 

Historic maps and deed abstracts further reveal that the most southern of the three 

lots was eventually sold off and became part of the property south of 124 and 126; 

however, the northern lot extending 17 feet and 9 inches has remained a part of the 

property at 124 since 1873 (Smith 1908).  The expansion of the property lines at 124 

leads to questions regarding the land use of the space behind the rear structures.  An 1860 

Hexamer map depicts the space as undeveloped and surrounded by buildings (Hexamer 

and Locher 1860).  It appears that the back portion of land was only accessible through 

the small passage between 124 and 126.  I hypothesize that if this land was accessible to 

the 19th-century residents that it would have been heavily utilized; residents would have 

taken advantage of the open space within the congested and heavily populated area.  

Historic maps indicate that wooden structures took up the entirety of the back lot around 

1875 until the 1890s (Hopkins 1875; Bromley and Bromley 1901).  Around the turn of 

the 20th century, a Color and Paint Works company built a brick structure on the most 

southern portion of the back lot, which was accessible through its main building located 

off of Appletree Court southeast of the Alley.  This structure appears to have stood at this 

location until at least 1950 (Ernst Hexamer & Son 1897, 1915; Sanborn Map Company 

1950).  Chapter 4 further explores the land use of the back lot and uses the results of 

archaeological testing to interpret the function of the back lot.   
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While the rooms above the early kitchen ells were initially the spaces where 

boarders dwelled, in the late-19th century the structures in the rear of 124 and 126 

became the homes and tenement structures that housed the many immigrants that arrived 

at the Alley.  The Industrial Revolution created a market for unskilled and manual 

workers and fueled immigration to Philadelphia.  As the city’s population increased so 

did the demand for housing (Geffen 1982; Sutherland 1998).  The rear structures at 124 

and 126 were emblematic of the cramped spaces that proliferated in the 19th century and 

were a physical symptom of the need for housing as immigrants flooded into the city.  

Specifically, the first rush of newcomers in the 1840s roughly corresponds with the 

construction of the back building and trinity behind 126 in 1850, while the second large 

increase of immigration to Philadelphia in the 1880s aligns with the expansion at 124 in 

the late-19th century (Miller 1988).   

The majority of the 19th-century dwellings behind 124 and 126 were torn down 

between 1931 and 1950 (HABS 1931; Sanborn Map Company 1950).  There are known 

photos of the structures that were demolished, but during interviews conducted by the 

Elfreth’s Alley Association in the 2000s, past residents recollected that the back 

structures were crumbling and dilapidated before being removed.  Residents actually 

recalled that in the early-20th century the decaying buildings were used as a chicken coup 

and an impromptu playground for Alley children (EAA [2007]; EAA 2002). Today only 

the circa 1850 back building still stands at 126, while a mid-20th-century one-story frame 

structure is present at the back of the original house at 124.  The Elfreth’s Alley 

Association owns and operates both properties; the Museum of Elfreth’s Alley is located 
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at 126, and the gift shop and Elfreth’s Alley Association offices are housed in 124.  

Figure 3.9 depicts the plan view of the properties at the time of this study.   

 

Figure 3.9: Circa 1950–present, plan view of 124 and 126 Elfreth's Alley  
(Sanborn Map Company 1950). 



 76 

Summary 

This section reveals how the creation of the Alley and architecturalization of the 

spaces at 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley coincided with the broader population and 

economic patterns of the city.  Reconstructing and tracing the development of the street 

and the building episodes of the properties reveals how the land use on the Alley shifted 

with the changing population, needs, and economics of the city and its residents.  Primary 

historic documents including advertisements, deed abstracts, business directories, 

insurance surveys, and historic maps attest to the evolution of the structures and the back 

lots of 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley.  Analysis of the records shows that although the front 

structures facing the alley have retained their form, the back lots have been extensively 

altered, expanded, and adapted throughout their history based on the owner’s and 

occupants’ needs.    

While historic documents provide essential information for reconstructing the 

layout and dimensions of past dwellings, these records include inconsistences and often 

depict ideals of planned construction rather than the true physical realities of structures.  

Through combining historic archaeology with historic documents, multiple layers of 

information can be interwoven to further illuminate interpretations of the past.  Chapter 4 

details how archaeological evidence from 124 and 126 provides additional evidence to 

the interpretations to the buildings episodes and physical spaces described in this chapter. 

  

The People: Elfreth’s Alley Inhabitants 

Dell Upton’s candid claim that “buildings are really only as interesting as the 

people who made them and used them,” pinpoints the crux of this study of Elfreth’s Alley 
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(Upton 1986:xxii).  While the 18th- and 19th-century dwellings that line the street 

embody beauty in their design and innovation in their form, it is only through the 

buildings’ relationships to the people who used and populated them that they begin to 

assume abstract meanings and significance.  Philadelphia denizens have continuously 

inhabited the street since its formation in the early-18th century.  With over 300 years of 

uninterrupted occupation, the number of residents that have called Elfreth’s Alley their 

home is substantial and ever increasing.  This section explores the demographics of past 

Alley residents, focusing on 19th-century occupants.  Similar to how land use along the 

Alley was a physical manifestation of larger spatial and housing patterns within 

Philadelphia, the makeup of the residents of the Alley can be viewed as reflection of the 

changing economy, socio-economic classes, and demographics in the city.  

In the 18th century, Philadelphia became one of the largest port cities in America; 

its economy during colonial times was largely based on maritime trade and commerce 

(Thayer 1982; Tinkcom 1982).  Hannah Benner Roach, Elfreth’s Alley historian during 

the 1950s and 1960s, traced how the occupations of the early- to late-18th-century 

inhabitants of Elfreth’s Alley corresponded to the patterns of the city’s changing 

economy (Roach 1958, 1968).  Through genealogical research, Roach determined that the 

trades of the first inhabitants of the Alley during the pre-Revolutionary War period were 

frequently related to Philadelphia’s status as a port.  Elfreth’s Alley’s location near the 

waterfront made it a prime location for residents with maritime occupations.  Early 

residents included shipwrights, boatbuilders, river pilots, and sea captains.  During the 

Revolutionary War period, however, the livelihoods of Philadelphians shifted to focus on 

the production of war materials and the domestic economy due to disruption of trade in 
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and out of the port (Smith 1994).  The occupations of the Alley inhabitants during the 

war years reflected that change and residents included house-carpenters, cordwainers, 

barbers, grocers, and small shopkeepers (Roach 1958, 1968).  

Throughout the 18th century, most of Philadelphia’s population worked as 

individuals or in small family groups; there were few large manufacturing or commercial 

settings that required large groups of workers.  Thus, the homes of craftsmen and artisans 

often doubled as their places of business (Thayer 1982).  The dwellings of Elfreth’s Alley 

in the 18th century fit this scheme; the front rooms of the houses, directly off the street, 

became the storefronts and work places for the artisans and craftsman that resided along 

the Alley.  

Roach (1958) primarily researched the lives of the Alley inhabitants through the 

end of the Revolutionary War and left subsequent periods largely unstudied.  Picking up 

where Roach left off, this study reveals that the post-Revolutionary War demographics of 

Elfreth’s Alley residents continued to parallel the larger economic and occupational 

trends within Philadelphia.  After the Revolutionary War concluded and the British 

blockade was lifted, the economy of Philadelphia reverted back to one centered on the 

maritime commerce.  The livelihoods of the residents of city were once again dependent 

on maritime occupations (Miller 1982).  In line with this shift, Philadelphia directories 

from the late-18th century reveal that the occupations of several Elfreth’s Alley residents 

were again directly related to the seaport.  For instance, in 1793 the city directory lists 

four sea captains, one shipwright, one boat builder, one ship master, and one shallopman 

living along the Alley (Hardie 1793).  See Appendix B for a list of Alley residents 

recorded in Philadelphia directories from 1785 to 1897.  Note that the appendix does not 
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cover all directories published during that period but provides snapshots of Alley 

residents from 30 different directories. 

Philadelphia’s economy continued to be defined by maritime commerce at the 

turn of the 19th century; however, by 1825 Philadelphia was no longer the center of trade 

on the east coast now being fourth to New York City, Baltimore, and Boston in shipping 

tonnage (Wainwright 1982:265–266; Smith 1994).  The decline in trade corresponded 

with the industrial revolution and Philadelphia’s emergence as a major industrial city of 

the 19th century.  The occupations of the residents on Elfreth’s Alley reflected this 

transition of Philadelphia to an industrial giant.  Specifically, starting in the 1820s and 

continuing throughout the 19th century, the proportion of individuals with employment 

directly relating to mercantile endeavors decreased overall.  Of the 33 individuals 

identified on the Alley in the Philadelphia Directory for 1801, five had occupations 

explicitly related to the port (Stafford 1801).  In 1830 again five of 33 residents’ 

livelihoods directly related to mercantile exchange (15.2%), compared to four of 38 in 

1850 (10.5%), three of 67 in 1878 (4.5%), and just two of 52 in 1891 (3.8%) (Desilver 

1830; McElroy 1850; Gopsill 1878; Gopsill 1891).   

It is important to recognize that residents with occupations that did not overtly 

relate to the port in title, such as laborers, chairmakers, and turners, may have also 

worked along the waterfront.  Indeed, commerce and trade did not entirely cease in 

Philadelphia and Elfreth’s Alley’s location near the wharves would have made it an ideal 

resting place for those who still worked on the docks especially since limited 19th-

century transportation dictated that city dwellers live in close proximity to their work 

(Burnstein 1981; Light Jr. and Cox 1981; Weigley 1982; Miller 1988).  However, even 
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though a few residents still toiled along the riverfront into the 1890s, it is clear that as the 

19th century progressed the occupations of Elfreth’s Alley residents related less and less 

to the port. 

The consolidation of Philadelphia in 1854 extended the official boundaries of the 

city far beyond the waterfront and formally signaled Philadelphia’s transformation from a 

mercantile center to an industrial giant.  By the mid-19th century, manufacturing and 

industry dominated the economy, textiles factories and iron manufactures being among 

the top producers.  Increased industry and manufacturing led to the creation of many jobs 

for unskilled labor in Philadelphia (Geffen 1982).  This trend is visible in the 

employment of occupants on the Alley.  Particularly, in the beginning of the 19th 

century, residents included a mix of small artisans and shopkeepers, along with a few 

unskilled laborers.  By the 1840s, however, the number of residents identified as laborers 

or as having occupations that required little skill, such as furriers, carters, porters, 

drayman, or stevedores, began to rise.  In the 1860s and 1870s the numbers of unskilled 

laborers living on the Alley were much higher than in periods before.  For instance, 

according to McElroy’s and Gopsill’s Philadelphia City Directories, 32 individuals on the 

Alley worked in labor-intensive occupations in 1867-68.   Specifically, the directories list 

16 laborers, two draymen, two porters, and two stevedores.  The numbers of residents 

employed in labor-intensive occupations remained high throughout the remainder of the 

19th century.  

Despite its industrial boom, 19th-century Philadelphia still accommodated small-

scale manufacturing and skilled artisans.  This was due to the fact that large factories 

requiring large numbers of workers only prevailed in certain industries including textiles, 
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iron, locomotives, gas fixtures, umbrellas, and bricks(Weigley 1982:374).  Consequently, 

within Philadelphia’s economic system, there was still opportunity for individuals such as 

milliners, tailors, shoemakers, bookbinders, and printers to maintain the small shops and 

at-home manufacturing businesses that were common in previous periods.  In this way, 

Philadelphia’s economy embodied a diverse mix of big factories and home industries 

during the 19th century (Burt and Davies 1982:481). 

The dispersed diversity of the city’s 19th-century economy was realized in the 

residents who lived along the Alley.  While the overall number of unskilled laborers 

increased throughout the century as detailed above, a subset of skilled artisan still lived, 

worked, and set-up shop along the Alley.  A wide of array of artisans lived along the 

Alley including coopers, boxmakers, cabinetmakers, clock and watch makers, cigar 

makers, block and pump makers, and many more; however, manufacturers of apparel 

were particularly prevalent on the lane.   In each of the twenty 19th-century business 

directories examined at least one individual on the Alley had an occupation relating to the 

manufacture of apparel, but more often the directories listed several residents involved in 

this type of manufacture each year.  For instance, the 1840 business directory lists five 

tailors, one tailor/clothier, one dressmaker, one milliner, and one hatter living on the 

Alley, and the 1860 business directory lists five tailors, four shoemakers, and one 

bootmaker.  Other occupational titles of past residents related to manufacture of apparel 

include seamstress, clothier, dressmaker, mantua maker, and cordwainer. 

The occupations of the residents not only attests to the underlying economic 

changes in Philadelphia but can also reveal information about the socioeconomic class of 

the inhabitants of the Alley.   In her research on early residents of the street and their 
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occupations, Roach noted that the street was not the home of “merchant princes” or 

members of the “first rank” of society during the 18th century (Roach 1968).  In the 19th 

century, the Alley continued to be populated by those considered among the lower classes 

of society.  However, what it meant to belong to those classes and how classes were 

defined changed over time as Philadelphia transformed from a mercantile center to an 

industrial city. 

In the 18th century, at the height of the maritime economy, there were three 

primary socioeconomic classes or “sorts” in Philadelphia: the upper sort or gentry 

consisted of landowners and merchants, the middle sort or middling class included skilled 

craftsmen, tradesmen, and artisans, and the lower sort was comprised of the laboring poor 

and merchant seamen (Thayer 1982:97–99; Duhadaway and Smith 2009).  The defining 

factor that separated the middle sort from the lower sort was that of skill.  Men whose 

occupations required skill belonged to the middle sort and were afforded a higher socio-

economic status than those who preformed unskilled, manual labor.  However, within the 

middling class not all individuals were equal; an occupational hierarchy determined a 

person’s relative social position.  Particularly, those with more desirable skillsets such as 

goldsmiths or master carpenters were more respected than lesser artisans, such as 

cordwainers, tailors, and coopers.  Regardless of their relative position within the 

middling sort, however, artisans, tradesmen, and craftsmen were rarely able to attain the 

higher status afforded to those in the upper sort (Duhadaway and Smith 2009).   

The first landowners of the Old City parcels from which Elfreth’s Alley would 

eventually be derived likely belonged to the ranks of the upper sort.  However, by the 

time the cartway was formed in the 18th century, its propagators were the boulter John 
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Gilbert and the blacksmith Arthur Wells.  As Gilbert and Wells sold off portions of their 

land fronting the Alley, the row houses that were built were occupied by those of the 

lower classes.  Smith’s (1994) research on the lower sort in 18th-century Philadelphia 

reinforces the interpretation of Elfreth’s Alley as the resting place of the lower classes.  In 

particular, a recent mapping study of the early section of Philadelphia along the Delaware 

River by Sivitz and Smith (2012) notes that by 1791 Elfreth’s Alley residents were 

among the lower classes of society, including laborers and mariners of the lower sort 

along with lesser artisans such as  joiners, tailors, and bricklayers.  

As industrialization took hold in the 19th century, the structure of the 

socioeconomic classes in Philadelphia reemerged in a new way; nevertheless, Alley 

residents remained among the lower classes.  During the 19th century the former middle 

sort fractured and portions became the middle class while others became the lower 

working class.  Blumin (1989) has shown that the distinction drawn between manual and 

nonmanual labor was central to the emergence and differentiation of the middle and 

working classes.  While skillset was the defining marker of socioeconomic status in the 

18th century, in the 19th century the marker became whether a job required manual 

effort.  Although 19th-century artisans possessed definable skills and knowledge that 

arguably set them apart from unskilled laborers, the societal value of their skillset 

decreased in the 19th century.  Thus artisans who manually produced their goods were 

now considered manual workers and belonged to the same socioeconomic class as 

unskilled laborers: the working class.  Even though the artisans that lived on the Alley 

were among the lower classes of society during both the 18th and 19th centuries, the 

reorganization of the class system due to industrialization only served to further entrench 
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the residents in the lower classes.  Consequently, Elfreth’s Alley became a place defined 

by a distinctly working class population in the 19th century.  

Within the working class population on the Alley, clusters of residents often had 

the same occupations as their neighbors.  As outlined above, several residents engaged in 

the manufacture of apparel throughout the 1800s.  Additionally, other pockets of 

residents shared common occupations in the mid- to late- 19th century.  Specifically, 

census records reveal that the Alley became the home of several boxmakers and bandbox 

makers in the 1850s: a total of 11 residents were recorded in these occupations on the 

1850 census alone.  In the 1880s and 1890s many drivers lived on the Alley: 15 different 

residents were listed as drivers during those decades (USBC 1880; Gopsill 1885, 1891, 

1897).  Police, firemen, and watchmen also had a prominent presence on the Alley in the 

last quarter of the 19th century: over the course of 25 years 14 police officers, 10 firemen, 

and six watchmen resided along the Alley (USBC 1880; Gopsill 1878, 1885, 1891, 

1897).  In fact being a fireman or police officer seems have become a family tradition on 

the Alley as multiple members of the Beatty, Geer, Nalinger, and Stafford families joined 

those occupations at the end of the 19th century.   

There were undoubtedly other collections of residents who had the same 

occupations throughout the street’s long residential history.  In fact the influence of 

occupation on residential location is witnessed across historic Philadelphia.  Greenburg 

(1981) has shown that industry and occupation greatly influenced residential location in 

19th-century Philadelphia, leading many individuals working in the same industry to 

settle in close proximity to each other.  The presence of several residents employed in the 

same type of work contemporaneously on Elfreth’s Alley greatly defined the 



 85 

environment of the street.  Indeed, living among neighbors in the same occupations 

would have fostered commonality among the residents and could have contributed to the 

formation of a place-based identity.  The evidence of shared occupations on the street 

furthers the interpretation of alley life being an important in the domestic sphere.   

Along with occupation, scholars have shown how residential mobility was 

another marker of socioeconomic status in the 19th-century Philadelphia (Burnstein 

1981; Blumin 1989; 1998).  Particularly, relocating within the city to a different 

neighborhood can indicate a person’s upward or downward mobility.  As Blumin 

(1998:38) notes, “impermanence of place” was a fact of life for Philadelphia residents.  

Often populations in a neighborhood would turnover dramatically within a decade with 

only one out of four to five adult males remaining during a ten-year period.  High 

residential turnover was common among immigrants groups in Philadelphia; for instance, 

Burnstein (1981) showed the mobility rates for German and Irish adult males in the mid- 

to late-19th century was between 53% and 65%.   

To a certain extent many of the residents of the Alley were highly transient; 

business directories and census records reveal that many residents residing on the Alley 

one year were gone shortly thereafter.  A brief sampling of 20 different 19th-century 

directories reveals that, of the surnames of residents listed on the Alley, approximately 

30% were only listed in one of the business directories indicating the resident likely only 

lived on the Alley for a brief period (Appendix B).  This percentage does not control for 

possible spelling deviations, the presence of different residents with the same surnames, 

and several additional factors, but it gives some indication of the transient nature of those 

living on the Alley in the 19th century.  Undoubtedly, the calculated percentage of 
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residents who moved away from the Alley would be greater when considering longer 

time intervals like Burnstein (1981) studied. 

For the many residents who left the Alley after only a short stay, however, others 

remained for nearly their entire lives.  In the 19th century in particular, many occupants 

remained on the Alley for substantial periods of time.  For example, Harman Baugh, a 

turner, lived on the Alley for at least 37 years from 1830 to 1867 and the McKeown 

family lived at 116 Elfreth’s Alley from 1860 into the 20th century (Desilver 1830; 

McElroy 1867, 1860; USBC 1860, 1900).  At least 20 different individuals or family 

units lived along the Alley for periods of 20 years or more in the 19th century.  

Additionally, it appears that multiple lineages and generations of the same families 

resided in different dwellings along the Alley contemporaneously.  Often people with the 

same surname occupied several residences along the Alley.  One definitive example of 

this is the Haley Family; Irishman John Haley (Haly or Healy) moved to 131 Elfreth’s 

Alley by 1860 and lived there with his wife and two small sons including two-year-old 

Jeremiah Haley (USBC 1860).  Jeremiah Haley lived with his parents at 131 until 1880, 

but by 1885 he was living in 125 Elfreth’s Alley apart from his nuclear family (USBC 

1880; Gopsill 1885).  Eventually Jeremiah purchased 129 Elfreth’s Alley next to his 

parents’ home in 1891 and raised six children of his own there (Schenker 1958).  

The example of the Haley family highlights another pattern of residential mobility 

that arose on Elfreth’s Alley; namely that many residents frequently moved from 

dwelling to dwelling along the street.  Henry C. Bowen typifies this pattern as he lived at 

house 115 in 1861, in the rear dwelling at 124 in 1870, and ultimately settled at house 

116 by 1878 (McElroy 1861; Gopsill 1870, 1878).  Furthermore, census records reveal 
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that a few residents who rented dwellings along the Alley later bought property along the 

street.  For instance, Samuel Beatty lived at 113 Elfreth’s Alley by 1867 but did not own 

any real estate according to the 1870 census, indicating he was only renting 113 

(McElroy 1867).  However, by 1900 the Beatty family, namely James Beatty, William 

Beatty’s son, owned the house at 113.  This pattern is mimicked at 124 and 126 Elfreth’s 

Alley as well, as discussed below. 

Unlike the Beatty’s, the majority of occupants along the Alley rented their homes 

rather than owning them.  The 1850 census, which was the first to record the value of real 

estate individuals owned, lists only seven Elfreth’s Alley residents as owning property at 

that time.  Since the census only broadly recorded the “Value of Real Estate”, it is 

possible that those residents could have owned property elsewhere and did not 

necessarily own the particular houses they were living in on the Alley; for the sake of this 

analysis, it will be assumed residents who are listed as owning real estate owned the 

particular Alley house they inhabited.  The 1860 census indicates that only four residents 

owned property, while the 1870 census revealed eight residents were property owners.  

Unfortunately, the 1880 census does not include real estate valuation, and the 1890 

census was destroyed in a fire.  At the time of the 1900 census, the number of Alley 

residents who owned their homes had increased to 11 individuals.  Considering there 

were at least 37 separate residences recorded on the Alley on each of the censuses 

discussed, the percentage of residents who owned their houses in the last half of the 19th 

century never exceeded 30%.  Consequently, the majority of residents only rented space 

on the Alley. Even though most occupants were renters, it is notable that a third of the 

residents were able to purchase their homes.  This percentage a testament to the fact that 
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housing in Philadelphia was relatively affordable even for the lower classes.  Compared 

to other 19th-century cities, Philadelphia was known for having more opportunities for 

the working classes and immigrants to become property owners (Sutherland 1998; Beers 

1982:420–421; Burt and Davies 1982:495).   

The individuals who owned property on Elfreth’s Alley were frequently 

immigrants as were the many renters.  In particular, in the 19th century the population of 

the Alley was dominated by immigrants and descendants of recent immigrants.  Starting 

in 1850, census records recorded persons’ place of birth, providing insight into the 

immigrant status of residents along the Alley.  Table 3.1 presents the number of 

immigrants on the Alley, the relative proportion of the Alley population they constituted, 

and the immigrants’ place of birth.  Census records reveal that by 1850 almost of a third 

of all of the residents on the Alley were immigrants, and this proportion peaked in 1860 

with nearly half of Alley residents being foreign-born.  Between 1870 and 1880 the 

percentage of immigrants remained above 40%, but dropped down to 22% by 1900.  

Considering that overall percentage of immigrants to Philadelphia in the 19th century 

peaked to at most 30%, the percentages of foreigners on the Alley confirm there was a 

substantial group of immigrants on the street during the late-19th century (Golab 

1977:204; Miller 1988:42; Geffen 1982:308).   
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Table 3.1: Elfreth’s Alley immigrant residents, 1850-1900. 

Country(of(Birth Count Percentage Count Percentage Count Percentage Count Percentage Count Percentage
England 21 7% 7 3% 3 1% 3 1% 2 1%
Germany 32 11% 37 14% 15 5% 16 6% 8 4%
Ireland 33 12% 90 33% 101 34% 82 33% 28 12%
Canada 1 0% > > > > > > > >
Isle@of@Man 1 0% > > > > > > > >
Spanish@Maine 1 0% > > > > > > > >
France > > 1 0% > > > > > >
Spain > > > > 4 1% > > 1 0%
Austria@ > > > > 1 0% > > > >
Czech@Republic > > > > 4 1% > > > >
Scotland > > > > 1 0% > > > >
Russia > > > > > > > > 11 5%
Italy > > > > > > > > 1 0%

TOTAL 89 32% 135 49% 129 44% 101 41% 51 22%

1880(Census 1900(Census1850(Census 1860(Census 1870(Census

 

 

 While many of the adults on the Alley were immigrants, many more were the 

children of immigrants.  In particular, the children of foreign-born parents constituted a 

significant portion of the population of the Alley in the mid- to late-19th century.  Table 

3.2 indicates the number and percentage of individuals living on the Alley who had two 

parents of foreign birth as well as where their parents’ were born.  The nativity of an 

individual’s parents was not recorded on the census until the 1870; consequently, for the 

1850 and 1860 censuses only children listed in the same household as and with the same 

surname as immigrants of child-rearing age were considered to be the offspring of 

foreign-born parents.  Using this criterion, the percentage of individuals with foreign-

born parents was about 10% in 1850 and climaxed to 40% in 1880.  Notably, the 

population of immigrants on the Alley peaked twenty years before that of the population 

of children of immigrants.  This may be representative of the fact that immigrants had 

multiple children overtime which ultimately led to the population of American-born 

children to surpass that of their immigrant parents.   
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Table 3.2: Elfreth’s Alley residents with foreign-born parents, 1850-1900. 

Count Percentage Count Percentage Count Percentage Count Percentage Count Percentage
England 6 2% 3 1% 4 4 4 2% 4 4
Germany 17 6% 16 6% 9 3% 16 6% 7 3%
Ireland 6 2% 46 17% 77 6% 75 30% 50 22%
Ireland/England 4 4 5 2% 4 4 4 2% 6 3%
France/Germany 4 4 3 1% 4 4 1 0% 4 4
Ireland/Scotland 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 1 0%
German/Swiss 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 1 0%
Scotland 4 4 4 4 2 6% 4 4 4 4
Russia 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 11 5%
Italy 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 1%
Unidentified 4 4 4 4 9 6% 4 4 4 4

TOTAL 29 10% 73 27% 97 21% 100 40% 78 34%

Parents'-Country-
of-Birth

1850-Census 1860-Census 1870-Census 1880-Census 1900-Census

 

 
Taken together the statistics of the foreign-born residents and their children 

starkly captures how Elfreth’s Alley became a place defined by immigrants and their 

immediate descendants in the latter half of the 19th century.  In 1850, 42% of the total 

population of the Alley was comprised of immigrants and their children.  This percentage 

increased to 76% in 1860, dipped to 65% in 1870, peaked at 81% in 1880, and decreased 

to 52% in 1900.  Of note, these statistics only include immigrants and individuals who 

had two foreign-born parents.  There were many more residents on the Alley with one 

only foreign-born parent; an average of 22 additional individuals had at least one 

immigrant parent on each of the 1850-1900 censuses.  Through identifying the large 

number of newcomers and their children, census records illuminate the enormous impact 

immigration had on the population of the Elfreth’s Alley.  The data reveals that the Alley 

population was intrinsically linked to immigrant-status in the mid- to late-19th century.  

To understand the environment of the Alley it is also important to consider the 

countries from which the Alley immigrants emigrated  (Table 3.1).  In 1850, Irish, 

German, and English immigrants accounted for a third of the Alley’s overall population, 
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with the Irish- and German-born populations being roughly equal and a bit larger than the 

English-born population.  The fact that these immigrant groups were the most prevalent 

at mid-century aligns with the “old immigration” trends discussed in Chapter 2 in which 

newcomers from northern and western Europe, particularly, Ireland and Germany, 

comprised the majority of immigrants to Philadelphia at that time (Burt and Davies 

1982:488; Jones 1992:3; Daniels 2002:121).  English-born immigrants decreased on the 

street as the 19th century progressed, while Irish and German immigrants remained the 

two largest ethnic groups on the Alley until 1900.  The Irish were particularly dominant 

in the late-19th century.  On each of the 1860, 1870, and 1880 censuses, Irish immigrants 

made-up over a third of the Alley’s population.  Additionally, the numerous children of 

Irish immigrants led to a large Irish-descendant population on the Alley.  For instance, in 

1880 Irish-born residents along with the children of Irish-born parents accounted for over 

63% of the total population living on the Alley.   

By 1900, census records reveal that the immigrant population of the Alley was 

transforming in light of the “new immigration.”  Noted in Chapter 2, “new immigration” 

brought many immigrants from southern and western Europe to Philadelphia (Golab 

1977; Jones 1992; Daniels 2002).  In 1900, a small subset of Russian immigrants and 

their children lived along the Alley.  Specifically, 11 Russian-born individuals and 11 

children of Russian-born immigrants lived along the lane.  Additionally, one household 

included an Italian immigrant, his American-born wife, and their three children of Italian-

American descent.  The changes of the immigrant groups on the Alley corresponded to 

the changing immigrant population in Philadelphia. 
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Residents of 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley 

 The residents of 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley, who were the subject of the 

archaeological investigations discussed in Chapter 4, conform to the patterns of the Alley 

residents discussed above.  Specifically, the 18th- and early-19th-century residents of the 

dwellings included those with occupations related to the port.  This is particularly evident 

in house number 124 which was first bought in 1762 by Israel Cassel, a Quaker 

shipwright responsible for blocking and detaining ships during the British occupation of 

Philadelphia in 1777 (Boudreau 2010:16).  Several other residents related to the seaport 

resided at 124 at various points of time including another shipwright William Atkinson in 

1793, a ship master Thomas Horton in in 1801, and three sea captains, Johnson Beasley 

from 1794-1796, John Bailey in 1820, and Thomas Croft from 1825-1830.  Significantly, 

no occupants of 124 were explicitly tied to the waterfront after 1830; this fact and timing 

coincides with the shift towards an industrial economy in Philadelphia during the 19th 

century.  As the occupations of the residents became less connected to the port, 

individuals residing at 124 took up a wide range of manual, working-class occupations 

throughout the 19th century including cordwainers, coopers, bartenders, mattress sewers, 

and police officers to name a few.  Table 3.3 outlines the occupants of 124 as listed in 

select Philadelphia directories from 1785-1897.   
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Table 3.3: Residents of 124 Elfreth’s Alley listed on Philadelphia directories, 1791-
1897. *Differences in shading denote changes in year 

 
DATE NAME ELFRETH'S-ALLEY-

HOUSE-NO.-
1785 Cohen,+Jacob+J. 13+(124)
1791 Dominick,+Barbara 25+(124)
1793 Atkinson,+William 25+(124)
1794 Beesely,+Johnson 25+(124)
1795 Beasely,+Johnson 25+(124)
1796 Beesely,+Johnson 25+(124)
1797 Ackley,+John 25+(124)
1801 Horton,+Thomas 25+(124)
1820 Bailey,+John 25+(124)
1825 Croft,+Thomas 25+(124)
1830 Croft,+Thomas 25+(124)
1835/36 Potts+jr,+James 25+(124)
1840 Eldridge,+Eli 25+(124)
1840 Sharp,+Elijah 25+(124)
1845 Hirst,+George 25+(124)
1845 Murray,+Isabella 25+(124)
1850 Peak,+Wm 25+(124)
1855 Speck,+David 25+(124)
1861 Kolb,+Louis 124
1861 Kolb,+Mary 124
1867 Hood+,+Reuben 124
1870 Bowen,+Henry+C.+ r+124
1878 Holland,+John+J 124
1885 Brumbacher,+John 124
1885 Schaloh,+Frank 124
1897 Lotz,+Meyer 124
1897 Plone,+Abrm 124

OCCUPATION SOURCE

Macpherson+1785
nurse Biddle+1791
shipwright Hardie+1793
sea+captain Hardie+1794
sea+captain,+trader Hardie+1795
sea+captain,+trader Stephens+1796
chair+maker Stafford+1797
ship+mater Stafford+1801
sea+captain Whitely+1820
sea+captain Wilson+&+VanBioren+1825
sea+captain Desilver+1830
cooper Desilver+1835/36
cabtmr McElroy+1840
carter McElroy+1840
bricklayer McElroy+1845

McElroy+1845
carp M'Elroy+1850
cordwainer McElroy+1855
shoemaker McElroy+1861
knitting^zephyr+manuf. McElroy+1861
mattress+maker McElroy+1867
carrier Gopsill+1870
bartender Gospill+1878

Gospill+1885
Gospill+1885

presser Gospill+1897
fruits Gospill+1897  

In contrast to 124 Elfreth’s Alley, 126 was home to only one ship master, John 

Ennis (or Harris) from 1778-1801.  Subsequently, the house was occupied by James 

Sleeper, a blacksmith, who operated a stove and iron factory on Front Street and lived at 

126 from 1820 to 1840 (USBC 1820, 1830, 1840).  After Sleeper moved away from 

house 126, occupants in the mid- to late-19th century varied from laborers and furriers to 

turners and cigar makers.  Within the occupational variation, however, a loose pattern 

emerged as several individuals employed in the manufacture of apparel and shoes lived at 

126 during the 19th century.  In fact, this pattern can be traced back to the original 18th-

century purchasers of 126, Mary Smith and Sarah Melton who were both mantua-makers.   
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In the mid- to late-19th century the property at 126 became home to a number of 

tailors and shoemakers.  Specifically, four tailors called 126 their home at various periods 

in time including Fredrick Albright and George Kronenburger in 1860, Matthew Ratta 

and Simon Gohood in 1870, and Christian Romitsch from 1880-1885 (McElroy 1860; 

Gopsill 1885, 1870; USBC 1880).  Six shoemakers also lived in 126 throughout the 19th 

century including Louis Kolb, Francis Hafenstale, and Ferdinand Volt at mid-century and 

John Schoendienst, George Metz, and Francis Ladzenna later in the century (USBC 1850, 

1870; Gopsill 1878).  As discussed above, tailors and shoemakers were common lesser 

artisans along the Alley and were considered part of the manual occupations that became 

the foundation of the lower, working class in the 19th century.  Table 3.4 lists the 

residents of 126 included in select Philadelphia directories from 1785-1897.   

Directories and census records for 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley further reveal how 

residents conformed to the broad pattern of high residential mobility in Philadelphia.  The 

large majority of the occupants of 124 and 126 are listed at the dwellings for less than 

five years in the 19th century.  However, two families resided at the properties for longer 

periods of time, namely the Kolb and Schoendienst families.  German shoemaker Louis 

Kolb is first noted as living at 117 Elfreth’s Alley in the 1845 directory, but he did not 

stay at this property long as he purchased house 126 in 1847.  On the 1850 census, Kolb 

is listed as living at 126 with his wife, their four children, five members of the Verner 

family, and two other German shoemakers, presumably boarders.   Kolb then purchased 

124 in 1859 and was living at this property in the 1860 with his wife and growing brood 

of eight children along with another German shoemaker (Philadelphia City Archives 

1859; USBC 1860).  Although Kolb now resided in 124, he still ran his shoe shop out of 
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Table 3.4: Residents of 126 Elfreth’s Alley listed on Philadelphia directories, 1791-
1897. *Differences in shading denote changes in year 

 
DATE NAME ELFRETH'S-ALLEY-

HOUSE-NO.-
1785 Milton,,Sarah 14,(126)
1791 Mertoon,,Sarah 24,(126)
1793 Martin,,Sarah 24,(126)
1793 Milton,,Sarah 24,(126)
1794 Lodor,,Benjamin 24,(126)
1795 Carr,,Elizabeth near,25,(126)
1795 Lodor,,Benjamin 24,(126)
1796 Lodor,,Benjamin 24,(126)
1797 Lodor,,Benjamin 24,(126)
1798 Carr,,Elizabeth near,25,(126)
1798 Harris,,John 24,(126)
1798 Lodor,,Benjamin 24,(126)
1801 Ennis,,John 24,(126)
1805 Carr,,Mrs. 24,(126)
1820 Sleeper,,James 24,(126)
1830 Sleeper,,James 24,(126)
1835/36 Nagle,,Henry 24,(126)
1850 Kolb,,Louis 24,(126)
1855 Zeise,,Sigmund 24,(126)
1860 Albright,,Frederick 126
1860 Kolb,,Louis 126,(shop)
1860 Kronenburger,,Geo 126
1860 Loesher,,Adolph 126
1861 Eschenbach,,George 126
1861 Hardkopf,,Henry 126
1861 Kolb,,Louis 126
1867 Hoover,,G,A 126
1867 Schoendienst,,John 126
1867/68 Schoendienst,,John 126
1870 Hoover,,August 126
1870 Hoover,,Gustavus,A. 126
1870 Rattay,,John,F. 126
1870 Schoendiest,,John 126
1878 Albright,,Jacob, r,126
1878 Metz,,George 126
1878 Schoendienst,,John 126
1885 Nallinger,,Fredrick 126
1885 Romitsch,,Christian 126
1885 Schoendienst,,John 126
1891 Le,,Done,James 126
1891 Schoendienst,,,John 126
1891 Schoendienst,,John,Jr 126
1897 Schoendienst,,,Jno,Jr 126
1897 Schoendienst,,,Jos 126
1897 Shindine,,Jno,J 126

OCCUPATION SOURCE

Macpherson,1785
spinster Biddle,1791
widow Hardie,1793

Hardie,1793
block,maker Hardie,1794
mantua,maker Hardie,1795
block,maker Hardie,1795
block,maker Stephens,1796
block,maker Stafford,1797
mantua,maker Stafford,1798
ship,master Stafford,1798
block,maker Stafford,1798
ship,master Stafford,1801
widow Robinson,1805
blacksmith Whitely,1820
stove,factory Desilver,1830
cooper Desilver,1835/36
shoemaker McElroy,1850
distiller McElroy,1855
tailor McElroy,1860
shoemaker McElroy,1860
tailor McElroy,1860
cabinet McElroy,1860
umbrellam. McElroy,1861
furrier McElroy,1861
shoemaker McElroy,1861
cedar,toy,tub,maker McElroy,1867
shoemaker McElroy,1867
shoemaker Gopsill,1867/68
cooper Gopsill,1870
cooper Gopsill,1870
agent Gopsill,1870
shoemaker Gopsill,1870
turner Gospill,1878
shoemaker Gospill,1878
shoemaker Gospill,1878
police Gospill,1885
tailor Gospill,1885
shoes Gospill,1885
segarmkr Gospill,1891
shoemaker Gospill,1891
clerk Gospill,1891
bkkpr Gospill,1897
pumber Gospill,1897
operator Gospill,1897  
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126 according to the 1860s directories (McElroy 1860, 1861,1863).  Kolb is a perfect 

example of how residents on Elfreth’s Alley were mobile within the unit of the street, 

often moving from one dwelling to another during their stay on the Alley. 

By 1870, Louis Kolb and his family had moved away from the Alley, though he 

owned both 124 and 126 until 1873 (USBC 1870; Philadelphia City Archives 1873a).  

The 1870 census reveals that John Schoendienst, another German shoemaker, had moved 

into 126 Elfreth’s Alley with his wife and three small children by this time.  An Austrian 

shoemaker boarded with the Schoendienst family while another German family, the 

Hoovers, lived in the rear dwelling.  In 1873 Kolb sold 124 and 126 into separate 

ownership with John Schoendienst purchasing 126.  The Schoendienst family owned the 

property at 126 until 1924.  Like the Kolbs, the Schoendiensts followed the larger pattern 

of first renting a dwelling along the Alley and later purchasing it when possible. 

At the same time that Louis Kolb sold 126 to John Schoendienst in 1873, he also 

sold house 124 to Irishman John Haley.  As briefly discussed above, the Haley family 

lived on the Alley for many years; John Haley, his wife, and children lived in 131 and 

their son Jeremiah eventually purchased 129 in the 19th century.  The Haleys never lived 

at 124; rather they rented out the property to a stream of tenants.  The fact that Haley 

family owned, inhabited, and rented several properties on the street demonstrates how 

insular and interconnected life was on the Alley.  Tenants would have known Haley well 

and could find him just a few doors down across the street.  Haley’s use of 124 as a rental 

property underscores the fact that many of the properties along the Alley were not owner-

occupied.   Since renters rather than owners inhabited many of the properties, business 

directories and census records provide a clearer picture of the residents living of the street 
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at a given time rather than ownership records.  Table 3.5 and Table 3.6 trace the census 

records for residents living at 124 and 126 throughout the 19th century.   

 

Table 3.5: Census records for residents of 124 Elfreth’s Alley, 1810-1900.   
*Differences in shading represent different households as designated on census 

 
House&
Number

Census&
Year

Surname,&Given&name

124 1810 Curtis,-Asa
124 1820 Bailey,-Capt.-J
124 1830 Croft,-Thomas
124 1840 Sharp,-Elijah
124 1850 Eldridge,-Eli
124 1850 Eldridge,-Esther-A
124 1850 Peak,-Wm
124 1850 Peak,-Hannah
124 1850 Peak,-Wm
124 1850 Peak,-John
124 1850 Hart,-Peter
124 1850 Hart,-Rebeca
124 1850 Hart,-Geo
124 1850 Hart,-Wm
124 1850 Hart,-Helen
124 1850 Hart,-Susan
124 1860 Kolb,-Lewis
124 1860 Kolb,-Mary
124 1860 Kolb,-Constante
124 1860 Kolb,-Bertran
124 1860 Kolb,-Matilda
124 1860 Kolb,-Jane
124 1860 Kolb,-Laing
124 1860 Kolb,-Washington
124 1860 Kolb,-Lewis
124 1860 Kolb,-Mary
124 1860 Able,-Wm
124 1870 Mcdonald,-Edward
124 1870 Mcdonald,-John
124 1870 Mcdonald,-Ellen
124 1870 Mcdonald,-Mary
124 1870 McGee,-Wm
124 1870 McGee,-Mary
124 1870 Bowen,-Henry-
124 1870 Bowen,-Ann-
124 1870 Bowen,-James-
124 1870 Bowen,-Ella
124 1870 Bowen,-Mary-
124 1870 Bowen,-Margaret-
124 1880 McCullagh,-Sarah
124 1880 Downes,-Sarah
124 1880 Downes,-Joseph
124 1880 Lewis,-James-W.-
124 1880 Lewis,-Jane
124 1900 Sullivan,-Matthew-J
124 1900 Sullivan,-Johanna-F
124 1900 Sullivan,-Mary-C
124 1900 Sullivan,-Ellen-F
124 1900 Sullivan,-Veronica
124 1900 Sullivan,-Ida

Age

78
44
40
35
8
10
26
24
6
4
3
43
45
40
16
14
12
10
8
6
3
7/12
26
21
17
48
14
30
36
30
32
12
9
5
2
77
39
17
45
40
50
37
16
14
12
1

Occupation

grocer

Cabinet-Maker

Carpenter

Tailor

Shoemaker

Shoemaker
cooper
cooper
keeps-house
at-home
bar-tender
keeps-house
Police-Officer
keeps-house
attends-school

mattress-sewer
jewelry-apprentice
police-officer
keeping-house
Range-Fitter

Suspender-finisher
Suspender-finisher
school

Place&of&Birth Place&of&Birth&?&
Father

Place&of&Birth&?&
Mother

No.&in&
Household

6
5
9
10

New-Jersey
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Germany
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Germany
Germany
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Germany
Pennsylvania Foreign Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania Foreign Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania Native Native
Pennsylvania Foreign Pennsylvania
Ireland Ireland Ireland
Ireland Ireland Ireland
Ireland Ireland Ireland
Ireland Ireland Ireland
Pennsylvania Ireland Ireland
Pennsylvania Ireland Ireland
Pennsylvania Ireland Ireland
Pennsylvania Ireland Ireland
Ireland Ireland Ireland
Pennsylvania Ireland Ireland
Pennsylvania Ireland Pennsylvania
New-Jersey New-York Delaware
England England England
England Ireland Ireland
Pennsylvania Ireland Ireland
Pennsylvania England Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania England Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania England Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania England Pennsylvania  
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Table 3.6: Census records for residents of 126 Elfreth’s Alley, 1810-1900.   
*Differences in shading represent different households as designated on census 

 
House&
Number

Census&
Year

Surname,&Given&name

126 1810 Lackey,-Henry

126 1820 Sleeper,-James

126 1830 Sleeper,-James

126 1840 Sleeper,-James

126 1850 Kolb,-Lewis

126 1850 Kolb,-Mary

126 1850 Kolb,-Constatina

126 1850 Kolb,-Bertran

126 1850 Kolb,-Matilda

126 1850 Kolb,-Amelia

126 1850 Hafenstale,-Francis

126 1850 Volt,-Ferdinand

126 1850 Verner,-Catraub

126 1850 Verner,-Nicholas

126 1850 Verner,-Rosina

126 1850 Verner,-Catherine

126 1850 Verner,-Michael

126 1860 Albright,-Frederick

126 1860 Albright,-Frederica

126 1860 Alrbight,-Augustus

126 1860 Albright,-Bertha

126 1860 Smith,-Jno

126 1860 Smith,-Mary

126 1860 Smith,-John

126 1860 Smith,-Louisa

126 1870 Schoendienst,-John

126 1870 Schoendienst,-Mary

126 1870 Schoendienst,-Annie

126 1870 Schoendienst,-John

126 1870 Schoendienst,-Victoria

126 1870 Ladzenna,-Francis

126 1870 Hoover,-August

126 1870 Hoover,-Susan

126 1870 Hoover,-Josephine

126 1870 Hoover,-Adasa

126 1870 Ratta,-Matthew

126 1870 Ratta,-Catherine

126 1870 Ratta,-Jacob

126 1870 Gohood,-Simon

126 1880 Schoendienst,-John

126 1880 Schoendienst,-Mary

126 1880 Schoendienst,-Annie

126 1880 Schoendienst,-John

126 1880 Schoendienst,-Victoria

126 1880 Schoendienst,-Joseph

126 1880 Rommig,-Christian

126 1880 Bechtold,-Christian

126 1880 Bechtold,-Elizabeth

126 1880 Bechtold,-Johanna

126 1900 Schoendienst,-John

126 1900 Schoendienst,-Mary

126 1900 Schoendienst,-Annie

126 1900 Schoendienst,-John-J

126 1900 Schoendienst,-Joseph

126 1900 Holland,-Catherine

126 1900 Holland,-Veronica

126 1900 Holland,-Veronica

Age

34

30

6

4

2

4/12

21

17

58

24

17

28

14

42

37

8

3

32

22

38

36

37

41

10

7

4

18

36

28

6

2

53

60

29

17

47

52

20

16

14

6

52

54

48

4

67

72

39

37

26

48

21

16

Occupation

block-&-pump-maker

Shoe-maker

Shoe-maker

Shoe-maker

Machinist

Tailor

Laborer

Laborer

shoemaker

keeps-house

attends-school

attends-school

shoemaker

cooper

keeps-house

attends-school

tailor

keeps-house

works-in-tobacco-store

(app)-tailor

shoemaker

keeping-house

flowermaker

clerk,-telegraph-office

at-school

at-school

tailor

cooker

washwoman

shoemaker

Telegraph-Clerk

Plumber

cap-maker

umbrella?-Maker

suspender-maker

Place&of&Birth Place&of&Birth&?&
Father

Place&of&Birth&?&
Mother

No.&in&
Household

8

5

5

9

Germany

Germany

Pennsylvania

Pennsylvania

Pennsylvania

Pennsylvania

Germany

Germany

Germany

Germany

Germany

Germany

Germany

Germany

Germany

Germany

Pennsylvania

Germany

Germany

Germany

Germany

Wirtemburg Wirtemburg Wirtemburg

Wirtemburg Wirtemburg Wirtemburg

Pennsylvania Wirtemburg Wirtemburg

Pennsylvania Wirtemburg Wirtemburg

Pennsylvania Wirtemburg Wirtemburg

Austria Austria Austria

Hanover Hanover Hanover

Pennsylvania Foreign Native

Pennsylvania Hanover Pennsylvania

Pennsylvania Hanover Pennsylvania

Bohemia Bohemia Bohemia

Bohemia Bohemia Bohemia

Bohemia Bohemia Bohemia

Bohemia Bohemia Bohemia

Wirtemburg Wirtemburg Wirtemburg

Wirtemburg Wirtemburg Wirtemburg

Pennsylvania Wirtemburg Wirtemburg

Pennsylvania Wirtemburg Wirtemburg

Pennsylvania Wirtemburg Wirtemburg

Pennsylvania Wirtemburg Wirtemburg

Wirtemburg Wirtemburg Wirtemburg

Hesse-Darmstadt Hesse-Darmstadt Hesse-Darmstadt

Hesse-Darmstadt Hesse-Darmstadt Hesse-Darmstadt

Pennsylvania Hesse-Darmstadt Hesse-Darmstadt

Germany Germany Germany

Germany Germany Germany

Pennsylvania Germany Germany

Pennsylvania Germany Germany

Pennsylvania Germany Germany

Ireland Ireland Ireland

Pennsylvania Massachusetts Ireland

Pennsylvania Massachusetts Ireland  
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The census records represented in Table 3.5 and Table 3.6 provide insight into the 

immigrant status and ethnic background of the residents of 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley.  

In particular, it becomes clear that the two dwellings became home to several immigrants 

and their families in the mid- to late-19th century.  Of the 21 heads of family listed at 124 

and 126 on the 1850-1900 censuses, over 80% were immigrants.  Additionally, many of 

the boarders living with families were also immigrants.  Germans and Irish were the most 

common immigrant groups at the properties, but German immigrants were especially 

prevalent, particularly at 126.  Depending on the census year the specificity of where in 

Germany an immigrant hailed from varied.  For instance, John Schoendienst was listed as 

born in Wirtemburg on the 1870 and 1880 censuses, but in 1900 he was just listed a born 

in Germany.  From 1850 to 1900, all the heads of family at 126 were foreign-born and 10 

of the 12 heads were born in what would be classified as present-day Germany.  The 

other two heads of family hailed from Bohemia, in present-day Czech Republic, and 

Ireland.  In addition to all the heads of family at 126 being foreign-born from 1850-1900, 

all the other residents listed at the dwelling during this period were immigrants or 

children of immigrants, again predominantly from Germany.   

House 124 similarly has a rich history of immigrants living inside its walls, but it 

was home to more native-born residents and Irish-born residents than 126.  Particularly, 

126 housed a mixture of both native-born and foreign-born residents in the mid-to late-

19th century.  For instance, in 1850 the heads of family at this residence included Eli 

Eldridge born in New Jersey, William Peak born in Pennsylvania, and Peter Hart born in 

Germany.  A similar mixture of native and foreign heads or family is noted in on the 

1870 and 1880 censuses.  Beginning in 1870, several Irish immigrants joined the mixture 
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and inhabited 124.  Interestingly, the increase in Irish immigrants and descendants at 

house 124 roughly coincides with when Louis Kolb sold the property to Irishman John 

Haley in 1873.  Haley primarily rented the property to several families of Irish, and 

sometimes English, descent at the end of the 19th century.  In contrast, German 

immigrant John Schoendienist next-door lived at the property with mostly other German 

families and borders until 1900 when the first Irish family shared the address with the 

Schoendiensts.  The inclination of the Haleys and the Schoendiensts to rent to and live 

with individuals with the similar backgrounds as themselves reveals a degree of ethnic 

clustering at individual residences along the Alley.  Regardless of the different ethnic 

backgrounds of residents of 124 and 126, nearly all of those living at the properties in the 

mid- to late-19th century shared the common trait of being foreign-born or having 

foreign-born parents.  

Summary 

This discussion of the Alley inhabitants provides an introductory overview of the 

street’s population.  It is the first attempt at unraveling the history of the 19th-century 

people of the Alley.  The analysis within this section is not meant as a decisive, numerical 

examination of the Alley population overtime, rather it serves as a context in which to 

interpret the lives of past residents.  Historic documents were consulted to identify the 

19th-century residents of the Alley, their occupations, their socioeconomic classes, and 

their immigrant-statuses.  While the sampling of historical records is by no means 

exhaustive, it provides an estimation of the community on the Alley.  Specifically, this 

analysis illuminates a number of demographic aspects of the 19th-century population of 
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the Alley that were often mirrored in the individual residents of 124 and 126 Elfreth’s 

Alley.   

First, the occupations of inhabitants on the street shifted in the 19th century to 

meet the demands of Philadelphia’s booming, industrial economy.  Residents with 

occupations directly connected to the port decreased as an increasing number of 

occupants were engaged in manual, working-class jobs.  Second, several residents shared 

occupations with their neighbors throughout the century, such as the many individuals 

employed in the manufacture of apparel and shoes.  Third, Alley residents, like many 

other 19th-century Philadelphians, were highly mobile and often did not remain on the 

street very long.  This mobility is also visible on a smaller scale as several residents 

moved from house to house along the Alley and, in some instances, eventually bought 

property on the street.  Third, when individuals did remain on the Alley, they often stayed 

for extended periods of time, with multiple generations and lineages of families living on 

the lane.  Fourth, immigrants, particularly from Ireland and Germany, became a large 

component of the Alley population in the mid-to late-19th century and spread throughout 

the street.  All of these factors contributed to making the Alley a distinct and place-based 

community.   

 The physical nature of places allows them to remain long after people are gone; 

however, the lives of those who populated such places are often more diffuse and 

difficult to trace.  This analysis of the construction of Elfreth’s Alley as a place and the 

people who were present in that place is the first step in recreating the past lives of 19th-

century residents.  The archaeology discussed in the next chapter provides an additional 

tool in which to further explore the lived experience on the Alley.   
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CHAPTER 4 
ARCHAEOLOGY ON ELFRETH’S ALLEY 

 
  
 The documentary record provides the backbone for telling the story of immigrant 

experience on Elfreth’s Alley, but it affords only a partial view of the past.  Historical 

documents capture important details about Alley immigrants including names, origins, 

occupations, and other vital records; however, this information is only a snapshot of the 

presence of immigrants and does not depict the particulars of their daily lives.  Moreover, 

the written record was not created by Alley immigrants themselves nor was it created for 

them; therefore, immigrants’ voices are muffled in the documentary record of their 

existence.  Archaeological investigation of the physical sites of everyday life on the Alley 

is a means to reinsert immigrants’ perspective into the story and facilitates the study of 

the immigrant experience. 

 The corporeal lives of the lower and working class immigrants residing on the 

street in the mid- to late-19th century transpired among the material spaces of the Alley, 

especially the back houses and courts.  An intimate view of immigrants’ experiences is 

supported through the archaeological exploration of these domestic spaces: the places 

where immigrants ate, slept, and interacted.  Immigrants used and adapted their physical 

spaces and possessions therein to fit their needs; thus, leaving a material record of their 

lives informed by their own actions and choices.  Studying the archaeological remains of 

this record provides insights into the material expressions of immigrants’ existence.  

Together with documentary research, archaeology on the Alley offers a line of evidence 

to illuminate the physical and material elements of life that were integral to the immigrant 

experience.  
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 Through the archaeological examination of domestic space in the courtyard of 

124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley, this chapter offers an intimate view of one subset of 

immigrants and their lives.  The results of archaeological testing conducted at 124 and 

126 reveal how an understanding of the material side of the past helps reconstruct the 

lived immigrant experience on the Alley in the mid- to late-19th century. 

 
Previous Archaeology on the Alley 

 
 Elfreth’s Alley has been termed “one of the best known and…one of the best 

researched streets” in Philadelphia (Webster 1981:52).  Architectural investigations 

focusing on the street’s 18th-century dwellings, historical research tracing the formation 

of the cartway, and genealogical studies identifying the colonial inhabitants have 

flourished since the early- to mid-20th century (HABS 1931; Roach 1958), but the first 

formal archaeological excavation was not conducted on the Alley until 2007.  Given the 

accolades of the street, it is surprising that previous archaeological research and interest 

on the Alley has been minimal.  This section provides an overview of two small 

archaeology investigations conducted at 134 and 129 Elfreth’s Alley under the 

supervision of Dr. David G. Orr of Temple University, prior to larger-scale excavations at 

124 and 126. 

 In the summer of 2007, Orr and former Temple University undergraduate student 

Sean Cassidy began a small archaeological exploration behind 134 Elfreth’s Alley.  

Figure 4.1 displays the relative location of 134 on the street.  House 134 was constructed 

after 1785 and is known as the half house on the street (Boudreau 2010:7).  Orr and 

Cassidy placed a 1×1 ft. test unit 10 ft. south of the rear entrance to the house in a small 
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Figure 4.1: Plan view of the Elfreth’s Alley, 1931. Showing the location of house 134 
in green, house 129 in blue, and houses 124 & 126 in yellow (Library of Congress, 

Prints & Photographs Division, HABS PA, 51-PHILA-272). 
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courtyard behind the property.  They only excavated approximately half a foot below the 

ground surface but identified pre-civil war artifacts and black organic deposits that may 

have been fill from a shaft feature.  Unfortunately, Cassidy’s aunt, who owned the 

property, halted the exploration after approximately two hours.  Subsequent to the brief 

investigation by Orr and Cassidy, an addition was built behind 134 in the area of the 

testing, potentially disturbing the archaeological deposits (David G. Orr 2015, pers. 

comm.).    

 A second small excavation was undertaken at 129 Elfreth’s Alley in the fall of 

2009.  In October of that year, Robert Kettel, the private homeowner of 129, approached 

Orr at the Philadelphia Archaeological Forum’s archaeology month event and asked if 

Orr would be interested in conducting an archaeological investigation at his property, 

specifically within his basement.  Kettel explained there was an intact shaft feature filled 

with ash and cultural material in the basement of his circa 1797-1798 house.  Figure 4.1 

notes the location of 129 Elfreth’s Alley on the street.  Orr agreed to oversee excavation 

of the feature in the extant house and enlisted my help to direct and execute the project.  

Over the course of three days in the November 2009, I along with three Temple 

undergraduate and graduate students, excavated a portion of the shaft feature at 129 

Elfreth’s Alley. 

 The structure in the basement of 129 was a vaulted, rectangular shaft feature 

composed of brick and stone.  It was located below a fireplace on the first floor that was 

removed by the early-20th century.  The feature ran from the floor to the ceiling in the 

northeastern corner of the basement and measured approximately 4 ft. in length by 2 ft. in 

width in its interior.  A small rectangular opening in the south wall of the feature allowed 
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access to a sloping coal ash deposit inside the shaft.  Aside from a small circular area of 

lighter ash at the very top of the deposit, there was no other discernable stratigraphy; 2.5 

ft. of loose ash was removed from the deposit to the current level of the basement floor in 

arbitrary levels.  At that point it became too difficult to continue excavation without 

climbing into the shaft, which posed significant safety concerns.  Using a split-spoon 

probe, we determined that the deposit continues down at least another half a foot.  

 The part of the ash we were able to excavate yielded more than 2,000 artifacts.  

The bulk of the assemblage was comprised of glass, bone, and metal, and many artifact 

displayed evidence of heavy burning.  Diagnostic artifacts from the deposit dated to the 

late-19th to the early-20th centuries.  Ceramic analysis determined the assemblage was 

closely tied to food preparation and consumption.  Additionally, ceramic cross mends 

confirmed that part of the deposition occurred in a sloping downward fashion from east to 

west through a small 8×6 in. opening in the upper portion of the feature’s brickwork 

(Kelleher 2011).  Although narrow in scope, the archaeological investigation at 129 

provided insight into household disposal practices in the late-19th to early-20th centuries, 

showing that residents swept ash and domestic refuse from the above first floor fireplace 

through the opening into the feature.  

 Aside from the limited explorations at 134 and 129 Elfreth’s Alley, no other 

archaeological studies have previously been recorded on the street.  The small scale, short 

timeframe, and peculiar circumstances of the excavations at 134 and 129 restricted the 

amount and type of information garnered from the studies.  However, the excavations 

provided evidence of the presence and potential of historic cultural deposits along the 

Alley.  Indeed, several current property owners along the Alley have also informed me 
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that they observed below ground features, such as cisterns, and artifact deposits while 

they were having work done on their houses.  Moreover, the excavations opened the door 

for Orr and his students to pursue further archaeological research of the street.   

 
Archaeology at 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley 

 
 As part of a 2009 field methods class at Temple University, Dr. David G. Orr 

arranged to excavate a small test area on the properties owned by the Elfreth’s Alley 

Association (EAA) at 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley.  A few years after Orr’s work, I 

planned and implemented a larger archaeological project at these properties from 2011-

2013, focusing on the immigrant occupation.  The archaeological site at 124 and 126 

Elfreth’s Alley, registered as site 36PH0166 with the Pennsylvania Bureau for Historic 

Preservation, was a favorable location to conduct archaeological fieldwork and study 

immigrant life for a number of reasons related to project management and research 

potential.   

 First, excavating on the EAA’s properties as opposed to private homes led to 

increased access to the site and fostered visibility of the project.  Throughout the 

excavations, the EAA held regular hours at the Museum of Elfreth’s Alley at 126 and the 

gift shop at 124.  This enabled the crew to have routine access to the property and 

facilities.  Additionally, the fact that the excavations were conducted on an active 

museum property enhanced the public visibility of the project.  This visibility encouraged 

the creation a public archaeology program at the site; the pubic archaeology program is 

described in more detail in Chapter 5.  
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 Second, the history of the properties and opportunity to investigate two houses 

supported a research agenda that focused on immigrant occupants and had the potential to 

yield a large data set.  Like many of the residences on the street, 124 and 126 Elfreth’s 

Alley became home to a number of immigrants in the mid- to late-19th century.  As 

described in Chapter 3, immigrants from current day Germany, Ireland, England, and the 

Czech Republic lived at these houses, including the rear structures.  The known intensive 

occupation of immigrants at both properties made the location a constructive site to study 

research questions related to immigrants.  Moreover, the examination of two physically 

linked properties enabled the excavation of a large area of below ground deposits.   

 Lastly, the site conditions at 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley were conducive to 

conducting archaeological investigations.  After several of the rear structures behind the 

front dwellings were torn down, the EAA did not construct large additions in their place.  

Unlike private homeowners on the Alley who have often taken advantage of the rear lots 

to build usable indoor living space, the EAA did not need to use the area for living 

quarters so they were able to leave the space open for visitation, recreation, and 

interpretation.  Therefore, potential intact deposits on the site were not buried below 

standing structures; the openness of the space behind 124 and 126 provided a productive 

area for excavation.  Figure 4.2 captures the site conditions after Orr’s 2009 testing but 

prior to the start of my testing in 2011.   

 At the time of both mine and Orr’s excavations, a three-story, 19th-century back 

building was still standing behind 126, and a 20th-century one-story frame addition was 

attached to 124.  The open space behind the structures at 124 and 126 consisted of two 

main areas: the courtyard and the back lot.  The courtyard was comprised of a brick laid 
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patio and extended to a low garden wall that marked the southern extent of the original 

lots.  Beyond the courtyard was the back lot, which included a graded area covered in 

gravel.  Garden planters were present along the edges of both the courtyard and the back 

lot.  

 

Figure 4.2: Site conditions, rear of 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley, February 2011.  
Photo taken facing south from rear third story window in 124 Elfreth’s Alley. 

 
  
 The archaeological investigations at 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley occurred in both 

the courtyard area and the back lot.  Specifically, Orr explored a small area in the center 

of the courtyard in 2009.  Two years later, I explored both sides of the courtyard during 

preliminary testing in the summer 2011.  Subsequent full field seasons in the summers of 

2012 and 2013 further explored the courtyard as well as the back lot.  In total, 



 110 

archaeological investigations at 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley from 2009-2013 resulted in 

the excavation of 14 test units, 6 shovel test pits, and 1 trench.  Figure 4.3 provides a map 

of the locations of all testing completed.  

 Excavation was completed in natural stratigraphic layers using trowels and flat-

bottomed shovels, with depths and distances recorded in tenths of feet.  Standardized 

forms were used to record details about soil color, texture, and inclusions.  Features and 

excavation profiles were recorded in scaled photographs and drawings.  All deposits were 

screened through ¼ inch mesh, and artifacts were bagged by provenience.  Artifacts 

recovered were cleaned, processed, and analyzed at Temple University’s Anthropology 

Laboratory and Museum.  Excavation and artifact processing was completed by graduate 

and undergraduate students from Temple University, volunteers from the community, and 

myself as project director.  Given the nature of the urban archaeological excavation at 

Elfreth’s Alley, it is not feasible to recount the details of all levels, soils, profiles, 

features, and disturbances within the confines of this dissertation; please refer to the 

forthcoming, comprehensive site report for further specifics about the urban archaeology 

of the site.  The analysis of the excavations and artifacts herein focuses on understanding 

the 19th-century occupation of the properties and takes advantage of the strengths of the 

project director.  The results of both preliminary and full-scale testing are discussed 

below.   
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Figure 4.3: Map of archaeological excavations at 124 and 126 Elfreth's Alley. 
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 Temple University Field Methods Class  
 

 In the spring of 2009, as part of a Field Methods class offered through the 

Department of Anthropology at Temple University, Dr. David G. Orr and his students 

undertook the first small archaeological investigations at 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley.  

Orr’s testing aimed to explore a depression in the brick courtyard in hopes of identifying 

features of 18th-century living.  Orr and his students excavated an approximately 3×3 ft. 

test unit along the southwestern limit of the original lots at 124 and 126.  Based on 

historic maps, this area would have been part of the pathway between the rear houses at 

the two properties.  Excavation was completed over the course of two days, terminating 

at a depth of 2 ft..  The unit included a large amount of fall-in bricks, and Orr 

hypothesized the unit was in the center of a feature hosting the brick (Figure 4.4).  Based 

on the presence of 20th-century artifacts including plastic plant tags and a ballpoint pen, 

Orr determined the feature was likely a late garden feature (2011, pers. comm.).  The 

small scale and short timeframe of the excavation did not allow for a thorough 

assessment of the site’s archaeological potential.  

 

Figure 4.4: Fall-in bricks in 2009 test unit, excavation in progress  
(Courtesy of Paul Pluta). 
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Preliminary Testing  
 

 In the summer of 2010 Dr. Orr became my official graduate advisor at Temple 

University, and I began working with him to find an appropriate research topic and field 

site for doctoral research in historical archaeology.  Since I was interested in studying 

immigrant occupations in Philadelphia, Orr suggested continuing work at Elfreth’s Alley. 

Orr had contacts within the Elfreth’s Alley Association and knew of the site’s rich 

immigrant history.  Additionally, I was familiar with the street from working at 129 

Elfreth’s Alley.  Therefore, I began researching the immigrant inhabitants on the Alley, 

and in the summer of 2011 I conducted preliminary fieldwork at 124 and 126 to 

determine if remnants of immigrant living existed at the site.  The brief 2011 excavation 

was promising and exposed three 19th-century foundation walls.  In the end, preliminary 

testing posed many more questions than answers, prompting and encouraging additional 

archaeological investigations in 2012 and 2013.   

 The specific goal of testing in 2011 was to identify the existence of architectural 

remains and features associated with the rear structures that immigrants occupied during 

the mid- to late-19th century.  In August 2011, with a crew of Temple University 

graduate students and Elfreth’s Alley Museum volunteers, I spent five days excavating 

two units on the site: Unit 1 behind 124 and Unit 2 behind 126.  Using historic maps, 

insurance surveys, and the dimensions of the extant structures as guidance, I 

judgmentally placed the units in locations likely to intersect the foundation walls of the 

former rear structures.  The bricks that covered the courtyard in these locations were 

removed and saved to be re-laid after excavation.  In keeping with the standards of Orr’s 

previous testing in 2009, both units measured 3×3 ft..   
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 On the first day of excavation in 2011, the first evidence of the immigrant 

occupation was identified: a stone foundation wall was unearthed in the center of Unit 1.  

This wall, called Wall 1, emerged only 0.3 ft. below the brick paving and measured 

approximately 1.35-1.5 ft. in width.  Wall 1 was visible under lenses of pale yellow (5 Y 

7/3) to yellow (2.5 Y 8/6) sand and compact very dark gray (10 YR 3/1) silt loam which 

contained modern artifacts and appeared to be placed when grading the courtyard to 

create a handicap accessible ramp for the gift shop behind 124.   Wall 1 was oriented 

north-south in alignment with the lot boundaries.  Shortly after unearthing Wall 1, we 

encountered another wall, called Wall 2, along the eastern edge of Unit 1.   

 Comprised of brick and mortar, Wall 2 appeared approximately 0.5 ft. east of and 

parallel to Wall 1.  Since Wall 2 extended into the east wall of the unit, it was not 

possible to determine the width of the wall during preliminary testing.   During the course 

of excavation, were able to remove the soil between the two walls to determine that Wall 

2 extended down 6 brick courses.  Shortly after that observation, it became impossible to 

excavate any deeper in the eastern portion of Unit 1 due to the narrow space between the 

walls.  Excavation in the western portion of the unit was also limited by the presence of a 

0.25 ft. thick iron pipe parallel to Wall 1.  Thus, it was not possible to determine how 

deep Wall 1 extended into the ground.  Figure 4.5 shows the relationship between Wall 1, 

Wall 2, and the pipe in Unit 1.  

 Based on 19th-century insurance surveys, the property at 124 consisted of the 

original 18th dwelling facing the Alley as well as a two back buildings during the time 

(Mutual Assurance Company 1803, 1865).  As detailed in Chapter 3, the exact evolution 

of the structures is hard to pin down, but by 1803 the rear structures included a 10 ft. 
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wide piazza and kitchen.  Historic maps then indicate that some time after 1865 the back 

structures were enlarged both in width and vertical height (Hexamer and Locher 1860; 

Mutual Assurance Company 1865; Ernst Hexamer & Son 1897).  Due to discrepancies in 

the historic documents, it was not clear if the enlargement was just an expansion of the 

1803 kitchen or if it was an entirely new construction.  The identification of two walls 

behind 124 during excavation indicated that the enlargement did consist of building a 

new, larger structure.  Prior to testing, it had been assumed that construction of a later, 

larger structure at the site would have removed and destroyed the majority of the 

architectural traces of the earlier piazza and kitchen.  However, Wall 2 was present in the 

location of the circa 1803 kitchen, while Wall 1 was in the general area of a larger, late-

19th-century expansion of the property.   

 

Figure 4.5: Plan view of Unit 1, 2011 preliminary testing. 

 As is common in urban archaeology, the many layers of construction and building 

were complex to untangle.  Within Unit 1 there were multiple episodes of filling and 
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trenching.  On the east side of Unit 1, the first few layers of soil in between Wall 1 and 

Wall 2 were mottled historic fill with several inclusions and had mixed artifacts including 

early historic ceramics such as white salt-glazed stoneware and tin-glazed earthenware 

along with later wire nails.  Below the fill, however, a small portion of a builder’s trench 

(10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown sandy loam with charcoal inclusions) was present 

along Wall 2 (Figure 4.6).  The trench was located along what would have been the 

exterior side of the structure and yielded two sherds of creamware, one sherd of black 

glazed redware, and a fragment of aqua window glass.  The presence of diagnostic 

creamware fits the interpretation of Wall 2 being associated with the early-19th-century 

structure.  No builder’s trench was visible along Wall 1 on the east side of the unit.  On 

the west side of Unit 1, a builder’s trench associated with the iron pipe hindered the 

identification of a builder’s trench on west side of Wall 1.  The narrow space between 

Wall 1 and the pipe made it impossible to excavate below the pipe to determine if 

builder’s trench for Wall 1 existed deeper.  Despite not being able to identify a builder’s 

trench for Wall 1, the evidence suggested we had unearthed the remains of two 

nonsynchronous, 19th-century rear buildings in Unit 1.   

 

Figure 4.6: Builder's trench along Wall 2 in Unit 1, facing south.  
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 Unit 2, behind 126 Elfreth’s Alley, also yielded architectural evidence of 19th-

century occupation during preliminary testing.  Using the extant back building behind 

126 as guidance, Unit 2 was judgmentally placed in the location where the rear trinity 

house formerly stood.  As detailed in Chapter 3, historic insurance surveys indicate that 

the rear trinity was built between 1848 and 1850 and was only accessible from the 

courtyard (The Philadelphia Contributionship 1848, 1850a, 1850b).  Shortly after 

beginning excavation of Unit 2, Wall 3 was identified (Figure 4.7).  Wall 3 was a two-

course-wide brick and mortar wall and matched the location of the mid-19th-century 

trinity; however, the wall was smaller than anticipated for a three-story dwelling.   

 

 

Figure 4.7: Plan view of Unit 2, 2011 preliminary testing.  

  
 No builder’s trench was visible for Wall 3, and the wall was in poor condition.  

Specifically, a wooden post feature was cut into Wall 3 in the northern part of Unit 2.  

The placement of the post indicated that the feature had cut into the wall after the rear 
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structure had been demolished.  The cut left by the feature exposed the interior surface of 

a few of the bricks in Wall 3 and revealed that one of the bricks had plaster on its interior 

surface (Figure 4.8). The presence of plaster on the brick was an indication that some of 

the bricks used to construct the trinity were being reused from earlier structures. 

 

Figure 4.8: Plaster on interior surface of Wall 3, facing east. 

  
 In addition to the post feature, a pit feature was identified in the northwest corner 

of Unit 2 cutting into the B horizon (10 YR 5/4 yellowish brown silt loam).  This feature 

was directly west of Wall 3 and consisted of loose, very dark grayish brown (10 YR 3/2) 

sandy loam mottled with yellowish brown (10 YR 5/8) sandy loam.  Artifacts recovered 

from the pit feature included animal bones, mortar fragments, glass sherds, tin-glazed 

earthenware, Philadelphia style slip trailed redware, and unidentifiable square cut nails, 

giving the feature a terminus post quem date of 1790.  Due to the time constraints of the 

preliminary testing we were unable to excavate the entirety of the feature before having 

to close excavations for the season.  Although an 1850 fire insurance survey for the rear 

trinity behind 126 indicated that the dwelling had a cellar, the presence of a B-horizon to 
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the west of Wall 3, in what would have been the interior of the structure, did not support 

this. 

 The identification of foundation walls in Units 1 and 2 during preliminary 

excavation was revealing and indicated that there was potential for the site to yield 

evidence of the immigrant occupation, but the walls were also perplexing and led to a 

number of additional questions.  For instance, why was the foundation for the mid-19th-

century trinity behind 126 (Wall 3) considerably smaller than that of the late-19th-century 

building behind 124 (Wall 1)?  Historic documents indicated that at one point both 

structures were three stories (The Philadelphia Contributionship 1850a; Ernst Hexamer & 

Son 1915); even though the trinity at 126 was a modest back building, the expectation 

would be that any three-story dwelling would have a larger foundation such as the stone 

wall at 124.  Reflection on the size of Wall 1 and Wall 3, also led to several questions 

about the size of Wall 2.  Since Wall 2 extended beyond Unit 1 it was not possible to 

determine its width.  How wide was that wall?  Was it smaller like Wall 3 or larger like 

Wall 1?   

 Questions about the presence of cellars at the two properties also arose from 

preliminary testing.  Even though we did not encounter evidence for a basement at the 

trinity behind 126, historic documents indicated there was a basement.  Was it possible 

that a cellar for this structure was present further west or north of Unit 2?  Historic 

documents for 124 Elfreth’s Alley did not specify whether the rear structures had 

basements.  However, the presence of Wall 2 east of Wall 1 behind 124 indicated that 

perhaps the later 19th-century structure associated with Wall 1 did not have a basement.  

Even if the later structure did not have a basement, was it possible that the earlier 19th-
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century structure associated with Wall 2 had a basement?  If so, was this earlier basement 

accessible or reused by inhabitants of the later 19th-century expansion?   

 Although 2011 preliminary testing prompted several new questions, it revealed 

the potential for excavation to unearth architectural remnants of the immigrant 

occupation.  Testing did not yield any intact trash or shaft features, but the architectural 

features were informative and started to tell the story of the complexity of urban 

immigrant life at the properties.  Therefore, I committed to conducting additional 

excavations in 2012 and 2013 to address the questions about the construction of the back 

buildings and the immigrants who inhabited them at 124 and 126 Elfreth’s alley.  What 

follows is a discussion of the results of 2012 and 2013 testing; the discussion is organized 

by spatial location on the site. 

 

124 Elfreth’s Alley 

 The 2012 field season at Elfreth’s Alley brought the complicated nature of this 

urban archaeological site to bear.  Testing revealed a convoluted interplay of walls, pipes, 

trenches, features, fill, and disturbances intersecting and cutting into each other below the 

ground surface.  The primary focus of the 2012 field season was the examination the 

courtyard behind 124 Elfreth’s Alley.  During preliminary testing, the identification of 

multiple periods of 19th-century construction and the overall better state of preservation 

of the walls behind 124 dictated that this area be explored first.  Seven units were sited in 

the courtyard behind 124 to study the alignment, size, and construction of the rear 

structures.  Testing also sought to explore a depression in the southeast corner of the 

courtyard and to broadly learn about the evolution and living conditions in the domestic 
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spaces behind 124.  Two additional test units were excavated behind 126 during the 2012 

excavations, the results of which are discussed in the next section.  Figure 4.9 provides a 

plan view of the 2012 excavations. 

 

Figure 4.9: Plan view of 2012 excavations. 

 One of the goals of the testing in 2012 was to further explore the builder’s trench 

identified along Wall 2 and determine if a builder’s trench was present along the west 

side of Wall 1.  Through the excavation of Unit 4 directly south of Unit 1, we were able 

to continue to trace the builder’s trench on the west side of Wall 2.  Again the diagnostic 

ceramic artifacts recovered from the builder’s trench (Philadelphia style slip trailed 

redware, Staffordshire slipware, and white salt-glazed stoneware) supported the 

interpretation that Wall 2 was associated with the circa 1803 kitchen addition built behind 

124.  The iron pipe directly east of Wall 1 in Unit 1 had initially inhibited the 
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identification of a builder’s trench on the west side of Wall 1 during preliminary testing 

in 2011.  Through opening Unit 6 west of Unit 1 in 2012, we were able to more easily 

view the west side of Wall 1 and determine there was no intact builders trench.  Figure 

4.10 highlights the lack of builder’s trench along Wall 1 and displays the extensive 

disturbance caused by pipes at the site.   

 

Figure 4.10: View of Wall 1, pipe, and soil disturbance, facing east. 

 
 Although there was no intact builder’s trench for Wall 1, the excavation of Units 

4, 10, and 11 provided more information about the foundation and traced the alignment of 

the wall.  Wall 1 extended at least 3 ft. below the ground and was comprised mostly of 

rubble stone but also included a few pieces of dressed stone as well as brick.  The 

incorporation of various construction materials implied that the late-19th-century 

immigrant owners and vernacular builders utilized whatever materials were available.  

Additionally, the dressed stone was likely reused from an earlier building, similar to the 

reuse of brick in the trinity behind 124.   
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 Wall 1 continued to extend south beyond Unit 11 under the garden wall present at 

the southern extent of the original lot line.  Below the garden wall two in-situ bricks were 

present atop Wall 1, revealing that the above ground portion of the late-19th-century back 

building consisted of two-course brick walls (Figure 4.11).  A shovel test pit just south of 

the garden wall unearthed an intact portion of the upper brick wall.  Specifically, STP 3 

intersected the southwestern corner of the late-19th-century rear building at 124; four-

courses of brick were present above the rubble stone foundation (Figure 4.11).  The 

alignment of the bricks in the STP, as well as the bricks present below the garden wall, 

showed that the above ground portion of Wall 1 was built along the western edge of Wall 

1.  This positioning was further supported by a1 ft. wide mortar stain that ran along the 

western edge of Wall 1 in Units 1, 4, 10, and 11.   

   

Figure 4.11: In-situ bricks below garden wall (left); southwest corner of Wall 1 
(right). 

  
 In addition to exploring the construction of the late-19th-century expansion 

associated with Wall 1, testing in 2012 also focused on understanding Wall 2 and the 

early-19th-century kitchen addition behind 124.  Excavation of Units 3 and 5 revealed 
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that Wall 2 was only two brick courses wide, similar to Wall 3 associated with the mid-

19th-century trinity behind 126.  The two-story kitchen addition behind 124 was a less 

substantial structure than the trinity behind 126, so it was a little less surprising that the 

foundation was so narrow for Wall 2.  The length of Wall 2, however, was unexpected; in 

particular Wall 2 extended farther south than anticipated.  According to historic 

documents the circa 1803 kitchen addition was 10 ft. wide by 16 ft. and 6 in. in length 

(Mutual Assurance Company 1803).  Based on these measurements, the foundation of the 

kitchen addition should have turned eastward at the southern edge of Unit 5.  Yet Wall 2 

extended further south and was visible in the eastern wall of Unit 11.  The brickwork on 

Wall 2 in Unit 5 displayed evidence of alteration in the area where the original wall 

would have turned (Figure 4.12).  

 

Figure 4.12: Wall 2 with evidence of alteration in brickwork. 

  
 The architectural evidence behind 124 shed light on the 19th-century sequence of 

construction at the property.  As detailed in Chapter 3, historic maps as early as 1860 
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depict the rear structures at 124 extending the entire length of the lot (Hexamer and 

Locher 1860).  However, an 1865 fire insurance survey update indicates that the property 

was still comprised of the narrow kitchen and piazza (Mutual Assurance Company 1865).  

It was not clear from the documentary evidence alone if the structures that extended the 

length of the lot represented an expansion of the kitchen or if they related to the wider 

structure supported by Wall 1.  Archaeological investigation clarified that the early-19th-

century kitchen addition was first expanded and enlarged and was only later replaced by 

the wider structure, which also extended the entire lot, in the late-19th century.  It is 

notable that the narrow 10 ft. width of the rear structures at 124 persisted for a long 

period in the 19th century when several immigrants inhabited the property.   

 Testing in 2012 also confirmed that the rear structures at 124 did not have 

basements.  Units 3, 5, and 7 were placed in the interior of the back structures and 

excavation in each unit encountered an intact B-horizon (10 YR 6/8 brownish yellow to 

10 YR 5/8 dark yellowish brown sandy loam to silt loam) at the bottom of the units, 2.1 

to 2.7 ft. below the ground surface (Figure 4.13).  Additionally, a split spoon probe in the 

northeastern corner of Unit 3 tested an additional 2.75 ft. below the extent of the 

excavation.  The probe revealed that the underlying soil consisted of silt loam that 

became more red in color as it continued down (10 YR 5/6 yellowish brown to 7.5 YR 

5.8 strong brown).  The split spoon test confirmed the interpretation of the bottom layer 

in the units as an intact B horizon and not an upcast B horizon due to construction.    
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Figure 4.13: East Wall Profile of Units 3 and 5. 

 
 Excavation in the interior of the rear structures behind 124 Elfreth’s Alley 

furthermore exposed a thick layer of destruction debris associated with the removal of the 

rear structures in the mid-20th century.  Figure 4.13 displays the1.8-2.1 ft. thick 

destruction level in the east wall profile of Units 3 and 5.  The layer included many fall-in 

bricks and inclusions.  Mortar, charcoal, and gravel inclusions caused the layer to vary in 

color from black (10 YR 2/1) to very dark grayish brown (10 YR 3/2) and in texture from 

loamy sand to silt loam.  The destruction layer was highly mixed and contained 

diagnostic artifacts dating from the 17th to mid-20th centuries.  The layer filled in the 

space that would have been below the floorboards of the rear structure and was present 

below sand fill levels used to dry-lay the brick patio and modern A-horizon (10 YR 2/1 
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black sandy loam).  Another iron pipe was identified running along a north-south axis 

throughout the centers of Units 3 and 5.   

 The destruction debris was initially excavated as separate layers due to perceived 

variations in color and texture in the field; however, later analysis in the lab determined 

the debris comprised one stratigraphic layer.  The distinctions drawn in the field were 

superficial and related to the high concentration of inclusions and lenses of mortar that 

formed during the demolition of the rear structures.  This interpretation was supported 

through the presence of crossmends between fragments of a late-19th- to early-20th-

century gilt and floral decal decorated semi-vitreous white bodied teacup that were 

unearthed in different layers associated with the destruction debris in Units 1 and 3.  An 

additional fragment of ceramic that appeared to be from the same teacup was also 

identified in the destruction debris in Unit 7, but it did not mend with the other fragments. 

 Unit 7 was placed along the eastern property line of 124 on the edge of a 

depression present in the southeastern corner of the brick courtyard.  The initial goal in 

excavating Unit 7 was to determine if there was a feature below the ground surface such 

as a privy or well.  No shaft feature was present and investigations revealed similar 

destruction stratigraphy as Units 3 and 5.  A small circular pit feature (7.5 YR 3/2 dark 

brown silt loam) measuring 0.8 ft. in diameter was present at the bottom of destruction 

level in Unit 7, but it was shallow, only 0.25 ft. deep, and unrelated to the slope in the 

courtyard.  The depression in the courtyard brickwork was likely created for drainage 

purposes during the grading of the courtyard for the creation of the handicap ramp. 

 During excavation of Unit 7, the foundation of the garden wall that runs along the 

eastern edge of 124 was exposed.  The wall’s construction was similar to that of Wall 1; 
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it was comprised of dressed and rubble stone as well as a few bricks.  Given the 

placement and construction of this wall, it was likely part of the foundation of the late-

19th-century addition and is currently being used to support a garden wall.   The recovery 

of an 1942 nickel in the destruction layer in Unit 7 helped to narrow down the date this 

later rear structure was demolished.  Analysis of historic maps in Chapter 3 previously 

revealed that the structures was removed between 1931 and 1950, but the coin refined the 

date range to the eight year period between 1942-1950.   

 Also of note in the investigation behind 124 was the excavation of Unit 6, which 

was placed east of Unit 1.  This location occupied the space between the back structures 

at 124 and 126, but was still technically part of the property at 124.  Unit 6 contained 

quintessential, complicated urban archaeological deposits.  Within the unit we uncovered 

two pipes relating to a roof drain as well as associated pipe trenches cutting through the 

eastern half of the unit.  In the western half of the unit, we encountered a series of 

features cutting into each other.  Figure 4.14 illustrates the west wall of Unit 6 with 

several of the features.  In the center of the west wall was a wooden post and associated 

trench.  The post was overlaid by a modern A horizon (10 YR 2/2 very dark brown sandy 

loam) and cut through the earlier features which had diagnostic artifacts dating to the 

late-18th to early-19th centuries.  The recovery of a small fragment of deep green glass 

from the post feature provided a terminus post quem date of the late-19th to early-20th 

century.  A 1931 Historic American Building Survey (HABS) depicted a fence line in 

this location. The evidence of the post in Unit 6 indicates the fence line built between 124 

and 126 was constructed during the late-19th to early-20th centuries.  While such a fence 
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would have served to segment an already very narrow space, it also would have 

contributed to a sense of organization and privacy between the two domestic properties. 

 

Figure 4.14: West wall profile of Unit 6. 

 
 The investigation of the courtyard behind 124 continued to reveal the complexity 

of urban life represented through archaeological deposits.  Excavation of the site 

identified a thick, artifact-dense layer of destruction debris associated with the demolition 

of the rear structures, several builder’s trenches for pipes and walls, and multiple layers 

of fill.  Analysis of these deposits, along with the discovery of architectural features, 

shaped and informed a narrative of reuse, adaptation, and alteration of space during the 

immigrant occupation.  Moreover, evidence from the excavation refined the 
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understanding of the sequence of construction behind 124 and highlighted the divided 

and organized nature of the space at this property.   

 

126 Elfreth’s Alley 
 

 Building on the results of testing at 124 Elfreth’s Alley, excavation at 126 sought 

to unearth further evidence of immigrant living on the Alley as well as understand how 

the space at 126 was altered and developed throughout the 19th century.  While the 

majority of the 2012 field season focused on exploring the courtyard behind 124 Elfreth’s 

Alley, Units 8 and 12 were also excavated behind 126 at the end of the season.  The 

exploration of 126 continued in 2013 with the excavation Unit 13 and Trench 1 in the 

courtyard.  Unfortunately, soil instability, voids below the brick courtyard, and dangerous 

site conditions limited the amount of excavation completed behind 126.  Despite 

limitations in the field, excavation at 126 provided more evidence of 19th-century 

building, modification, and reuse at the site.  

 The first objective of the testing behind 126 was to investigate the layout and 

construction of Wall 3 which was identified in Unit 2 during preliminary testing and 

interpreted as the foundation of the circa 1850 trinity dwelling.  Unit 8 was excavated 

north of Unit 2 to trace the alignment of Wall 3.  As expected, the trinity wall extended 

north through the center of Unit 8.  However, there were also number of unanticipated 

finds within this unit; namely, the increased size and partial removal of Wall 3 and the 

presence of an interior wall extending west from Wall 3 (Figure 4.15).   
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Figure 4.15: Wall 3 in Units 2 and 8. 

  
 As opposed to the portion of Wall 3 discovered in Unit 2, which was only two 

brick courses wide, the section of Wall 3 unearthed in Unit 8 was three courses wide, 

measuring 1.35 to 1.5 ft. in width.  The larger size of the foundation in this location likely 

related to the fact that this wall had to support three stories of the trinity.  The narrow size 

of Wall 3 in Unit 2 was initially perplexing, but the discovery of a wider foundation in 

Unit 8 suggested that the weight of the trinity structure was shared and distributed across 

the wider foundation.  The construction of a wider section of foundation made the trinity 

more structurally viable and pointed towards improvisation on the part of vernacular 

builders and the immigrant owners. 
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 While Wall 3 was wider in Unit 8 than in Unit 2, post-demolition alteration to 

Wall 3 was evident in both units.  Preliminary testing in Unit 2 revealed that a part of the 

foundation of Wall 3 had been cut into and removed by the placement of a wooden post 

after the demolition of the trinity structure; a similar alteration to Wall 3 was also visible 

in Unit 8.  Specifically, in the northern portion of Unit 8 another segment of Wall 3 had 

been cut into and removed after the trinity had been torn down.  There was no evidence 

of a wooden post in this location, rather the soil matrix present within the cut in the wall 

was very dark grayish brown (10 YR 3/2) sand with large brick and mortar fragments, 

and appeared similar to the destruction layer identified behind 124.  The presence of 

destruction debris within the cut in Unit 8 indicated that the alteration to the foundation 

was caused during the demolition of the structure in the mid-20th century.   

 Immediately south of where the cut was visible in Wall 3, an interior wall was 

unearthed.  This wall extended westward from Wall 3 in the southwestern portion of Unit 

8, immediately north of Unit 2.  This extension was interpreted as an interior foundation 

division.  However, while reviewing historic documents, it became clear that the division 

was also in the approximate location of an earlier kitchen addition.  As explained in 

Chapter 3, a two-story kitchen addition was built behind 126 Elfreth’s Alley prior to 

1848, but was replaced by a wider back building and trinity by 1850 (The Philadelphia 

Contributionship 1848).  Based on the location of the interior foundation division, it 

seemed probable that the division wall was associated with an expansion of the earlier 

kitchen addition foundation.  This interpretation was strengthened by the presence of a 

builder’s trench along the south side of the division foundation wall.  The builder’s trench 

was actually encountered during preliminary testing in 2011 in the northwest corner of 
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Unit 2.  At that time, the division wall was not visible and the trench was interpreted as a 

pit feature.  However, excavation of Unit 8 revealed that the feature abutted the south 

side of this division wall and was a builder’s trench.  As explained earlier the terminus 

post quem for the builder’s trench was determined to be 1790 which further supports the 

interpretation of the extension wall being associated with the construction of the kitchen 

addition in the first half of the 19th century.  The archaeological discovery of the 

expansion and reuse of an earlier foundation at 126 provides additional evidence of the 

tradition of reuse and adaptation at the site in the 19th century.   

 The excavation of Unit 8 and the discovery of the foundation division wall also 

helped explain the seeming lack of basement for the trinity at 126.  Historic documents 

stated that the trinity had “winding stairs from the cellar to the third floor” (The 

Philadelphia Contributionship 1850a); however, the finding of a B-horizon east of Wall 3 

in Unit 2 during preliminary testing did not support this.  In 2012, the identification of the 

division wall provided an alternative explanation: that the trinity did have a cellar, but it 

was only present north of the division wall.  In this alternative, the division wall was also 

the southern extent of a small cellar below the trinity.  The deposits north of the division 

wall, in the northwest corner of Unit 8, lent themselves to this explanation.  As opposed 

to the B-horizon encountered south of the interior division wall in Unit 2, a layer of 

demolition debris was identified north of the wall in Unit 8 (Figure 4.16).   The 

demolition layer was loose, very dark grayish brown (10 YR 3/2) sand and included 

several fall-in bricks and mortar inclusions.  This debris layer filled in the portion of the 

cellar that existed below the trinity.  We were only able to excavate 1.5 ft. of the 

destruction level in Unit 8 before it became too difficult to continue due to space 
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constraints and loose soils; however, probing revealed the layer and several brick 

inclusions continued deeper.  

 

Figure 4.16: Wall 3, division foundation wall, and destruction debris. 

  
 Unit 9 was laid out south of Unit 2 to continue to follow the alignment of Wall 3; 

however, due to limited time remaining in the 2012 field season, I decided to hold off on 

investigating Unit 9 and instead focused on excavating Unit 12.  Unit 12 was located at 

the southern edge of the lot behind 126 to determine if evidence of the furthest rear 

structured persisted below the ground.  As described in the previous chapter, an 1850 

insurance survey indicated that the first floor of the rear trinity was constructed next to a 

privy, with the second and third floors of the dwelling extending over the privy (The 

Philadelphia Contributionship 1850a).  A detailed first floor plan of 126 depicted on the 

1931 HABS map lines up with this description and outlines a small structure with an 

entrance off the courtyard attached to the trinity (HABS 1931).  It is possible this small 
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structure was a privy shed.  Historic maps from the years between the 1850 insurance 

survey and the 1931 HABS survey are inconsistent, and switch between depicting brick 

structures, wooden structures, or no structures in the location of the trinity and privy 

(Hexamer and Locher 1860; Hopkins 1875; Bromley 1885; Ernst Hexamer & Son 1897; 

Ernst Hexamer & Son 1915).  Unit 12 revealed very fragmentary evidence of the historic 

structures formerly present in this location. 

 During excavation of Unit 12, three more segments of walls were uncovered.  The 

first wall encountered, Wall 4, was identified 0.2 ft. below the ground surface and was an 

extension of the modern brick and concrete planter present west of Unit 12.  Wall 4 was 

documented and removed in order to continue excavation of the unit.  Wall 5 was 

unearthed 1 ft. below the ground surface running along the south wall of Unit 12.  Wall 5 

was comprised of brick and mortar and was located in the expected location for the 

southern foundation for the rear structures behind 126, yet it was only four brick courses 

deep.  Additionally, the bricks in Wall 5 were not level and appeared to be sloping to the 

west.  However, one diagnostic artifact, a sherd of pearlware, was uncovered in a 

builder’s trench associated with Wall 5 and indicated the wall could have been part of the 

mid-19th-century historic foundation.  Another brick and mortar wall, Wall 6, was 

identified running along the east wall of Unit 12.  Wall 6 was partially dismantled and 

large stone overlaid a section of the wall.  It was unclear what structure Wall 6 was 

associated with and no builders trench was visible along Wall 6.  Figure 4.17 depicts 

Walls 5 and 6. 
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Figure 4.17: Wall 6 in Unit 12 (left); Wall 5 in Unit 12 (right). 

 
 Despite finding three additional walls in Unit 12, Wall 3 was conspicuously 

absent from the unit.  Based on the alignment of Wall 3 and the placement of Unit 12, I 

expected Wall 3 to extend through the unit.  The lack of Wall 3 was confounding.  

During excavation, we tried to determine if the wall had been robbed out or removed 

during demolition.  However, the deposits present in Unit 12 were highly disturbed and 

included large amounts of metal slag, sand, and gravel and revealed no clear delineation 

in the area where Wall 3 would have stood.  Unfortunately, due to time constraints, we 

had to close the excavation Unit 12 without fully understanding the absence of Wall 3 or 

the relationship between Walls 4 and 5.  The 2012 season ended with the intention to 

return to the site the next year to continue the exploration of the walls behind 126.    

 The 2012 excavation provided new information about 126 Elfreth’s Alley, but it 

also revealed difficult site conditions.  Specifically, the soil and deposits in the courtyard 
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behind 126 were very loose and unstable.  While soils on both sides of the courtyard were 

relatively loose, the deposits behind 126 were particularly unstable, partially due to how 

the bricks in the courtyard were laid.  The bricks behind 124 where dry laid in sand 

directly on top of the deposits, allowing the soils to be compacted as people walked over 

the bricks.  In contrast, the bricks behind 126 were laid in concrete mortar on top of 

leveling sand.  Once the concrete set, it created a barrier between the bricks and the 

underlying soil, consequently hindering any compaction of deposits below the courtyard 

after the bricks were laid.  The loose and friable nature of the deposits behind 126 posed a 

challenge during excavation especially when trying to stop the walls of the units from 

slumping during the heavy rains throughout the 2012 season.  As described below, the 

unstable nature of the deposits behind 126 also impacted our ability to open up additional 

units in the courtyard in 2013. 

 When we returned to the site in 2013, the primary goal was to continue to explore 

the foundations unearthed behind 126 as well as investigate deposits in the interior of the 

rear structures.  Like the years before, we started the season by removing a portion of the 

brick courtyard.  Since the bricks behind 126 were laid in concrete mortar, we had to 

break up the patio with a sledgehammer.  During this process, a 2 ft. deep void was 

discovered below the courtyard in what would have been the interior of the trinity 

dwelling.  The void encompassed a 2×5ft. area of the courtyard and was discovered north 

of another brick interior division foundation wall, called Wall 7.  The loose soil and 

deposits within the void had settled overtime, while the brick courtyard was still held 

together and suspended by the concrete mortar.  In order to expose the extent of the void, 

the bricks and concrete were knocked into the void.  Figure 4.18 highlights the size of the 
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void, the location of Wall 7, the thick concrete mortar attached to the courtyard bricks, 

and the very loose deposits within the void.  After removing the knocked-in bricks from 

the void, we probed the soil within the void and determined it was very loose with several 

air pockets and extended down at least another 4 ft..   

    

Figure 4.18: Void discovered below courtyard behind 124 Elfreth's Alley, looking 
west (left); void with bricks from courtyard inside and the edge of Wall 7 (right). 

  
 The discovery of the void caused a number of safety concerns and derailed the 

original excavation plan for the courtyard behind 126.  Initially the plan was to place 

units within the interior of the historic trinity foundations.  However, the void revealed 

that the soil in this location was exceptionally unstable and loose, leading to concerns 

about potential collapses.  Moreover, it was unclear whether additional voids existed 

north of the void.  Thus, I determined it was best to avoid the area north of Wall 7.  I had 

also intended to reopen Units 2, 8, and 12; however, due to the presence of the void and 

loose soils, reopening the units posed logistical and safety concerns for navigating the site 

and preventing potential collapses, especially since the excavation was open to volunteers 

from the public.  Given the site conditions exposed in 2013, the only potential location 
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for excavation behind 126 was the more compact area south of Wall 7 extending into the 

brick planter along the southern edge of the lot.  This location would have been within 

the interior of the small structure south of the trinity.  

 I received permission from the Elfreth’s Alley Museum to remove the planter 

along the southern edge of the lot at 126 and placed a 5×5 ft. excavation unit, Unit 13, 

south of Wall 7.  Then together with the volunteers, we began excavation.  The southern 

1.3 ft. of Unit 13 contained very dark brown (10 YR 2/2) to dark brown (10 YR 3/3) 

potting soil mottled with strong brown (7.5 YR 4/6) to yellowish brown (10 YR5/6) sand 

fill from the brick courtyard.  During excavation of the levels associated with the planter, 

we unearthed a gray plastic electrical wire along the southern wall of the unit.  The wire 

was associated with a modern light post and overlaid tree roots from the holly tree 

planted in southwestern corner of the property.  We also partially exposed a brick 

foundation wall, called Wall 9, extending into the southern wall of the Unit 13.  Wall 9 

was oriented east-west in alignment with the southern edge of the lot at 126.  Wall 9 is 

currently incorporated into the foundation of the extant structure at 128 south of the 

courtyard, but it was likely also part of the southern foundation for the rear structures of 

126 before they were torn down.   

 After excavating the location of the planter in the southern third of Unit 13, we 

began to explore the deposits in the northern part of the unit.  During this exploration, 

another two-course wide brick interior division wall, Wall 8, was uncovered.  Wall 8 

appeared along the western limit of Unit 13 and extended south from Wall 7 into Wall 9.  

The soil matrix between Walls 7 and 8 consisted of a grayish brown (10 YR 5/2) to dark 

grayish brown (10 YR 4/2) sandy loam with several of inclusions.  Inclusions included 
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concrete, brick, mortar, plaster, coal, slag, and gravel.  As excavation continued, 

inclusions drastically increased to comprise 40% of the matrix and the layer became very 

compact.  Within this inclusion-dense layer, two air pockets emerged below brick 

fragments in the center of Unit 13.  Upon closer inspection the air pockets were 

determined to be openings to an approximately 4 ft. deep cavity south of Wall 7.  

Through placing a camera into the openings, we discovered a brick-lined shaft feature 

was present below Unit 13.  Figure 4.19 captures the view inside the shaft feature and the 

relationship of the feature to Walls 7, 8, and 9.  

      
 

Figure 4.19: Plan view of circular shaft feature and Walls 7, 8, and 9 (left); interior 
view of brick-lined circular shaft feature (right). 

 
 
 Based on the photos taken in the interior of the feature, the shaft was circular in 

shape and over 4 ft. in diameter.  While it was difficult to determine the exact size of the 

shaft due to the lack of visibility in plan view, it was clear from the interior photos that 

the feature extended west of Wall 8, as well as north of Wall 7 into the area where the 
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initial void was encountered.  Walls 7 and 8 cut through the brickwork of the shaft; Wall 

7 appeared to roughly bisect the entirety of feature along an east-west axis, but Wall 8 

was only present above the southern half of the feature and was located close to the 

western edge of the shaft.  Both Wall 7 and Wall 8 extended down only 2.5 ft. and were 

suspended over the empty space in the interior of the shaft.  The bricks lining the feature 

were dry-laid and exhibited no evidence of white washing, indicating the feature was a 

privy rather than a well.  Two iron pipes were present in the interior of the privy.  One 

pipe ran east to west across the shaft, cutting into the feature in the east and Wall 8 in the 

west.  Another thinner iron pipe ran down the eastern wall of the feature into the deposits 

below.  A large number of fall-in bricks and fragments of mortar, plaster, and coal were 

visible at the top of the deposits within the shaft feature.  

 Like earlier investigations at the site, the excavation of Unit 13 unearthed a 

complicated interplay of architectural features, walls, pipes, inclusions, and mixed 

deposits.  Through dissecting the relationships between these elements, multiple phases 

of building and living became evident behind 126.  The fact that Walls 7 and 8 cut into 

the shaft of the circular privy indicated the privy predated the circa 1850 foundation 

walls.  The size and placement of Walls 7 and 8 on top of the shaft feature also suggested 

the small rear structure south of the trinity was a box privy that actually reused the earlier 

circular privy.  The box privy shed, however, was not centered over the circular privy.  

This could indicate that the builders where either unaware of the earlier privy structure or 

they more likely were just not able to center the structure due to limited space in the back 

courtyard.   
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 The fact that the circular shaft feature extended north of Wall 7 further supported 

the interpretation that the trinity did not have a full cellar.  If the trinity had had a full 

cellar, Wall 7 would have been the southern foundation of the cellar.  However, since 

Wall 7 bisects the earlier shaft feature, a portion of the privy shaft would have been 

present and visible inside the cellar.  Such construction would have been structurally 

unsound and highly unlikely.  Thus, the discovery of the shaft feature in Unit 13 added to 

the evidence found in Unit 8 that the trinity had only a partial cellar.   

 While discovery of the box privy structure on top of an earlier circular privy was 

novel and revealed evidence of the intensive building and reuse on the property, it also 

posed a number of challenges and implications for excavation and safety.  The largest 

consideration was ensuring the safety of the crew.  The fact that the excavation was open 

to the public and the crew was comprised of mostly volunteers limited our ability to 

explore and excavate the shaft feature.  To excavate within the interior of the shaft feature 

would have required dismantling Walls 7 and 8 and placing shoring within the privy to 

reach the deposits five feet below.  This type of excavation was simply not possible 

during public archaeology with a largely volunteer crew.  Additionally, the small grants I 

received for fieldwork did not provide enough funding to secure the equipment necessary 

to remove the walls or shore up the interior of the shaft feature.  Lastly, since the circular 

privy dated to the late-18th to early-19th century, the deposits within the privy potentially 

predate the mid- to late-19th-century immigrant occupation that is the focus of this 

project.  Given these circumstances, I decided, in consultation with Dr. David G. Orr and 

the Elfreth’s Alley Museum, that the circular privy would not be excavated within the 

confines of this dissertation project.   
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 Although we were unable to excavate the interior of the privy, I was able to return 

to the site with fellow graduate students to determine the exact size of the shaft feature 

and test the top of the deposits present in the north half of the feature.  To locate the edge 

of the feature in plan view, we opened a 2×5 ft. trench north of Wall 7 and east of the 

void. The stratigraphy in Trench 1 included a modern A-horizon (10 YR 2/1 black sandy 

loam) and light gray (2.5 Y 7/2) sand fill followed by highly mottled layers with brick, 

coal, and shell inclusions.  The diagnostic artifacts recovered from Trench 1 ranged from 

early Westerwald blue and gray stoneware and Staffordshire to later wire nails and semi-

vitreous ceramics.  The edge of the privy was identified close to the western edge of 

Trench 1 at a depth of 1.94 ft. below the ground surface.   

 After identifying the top of the shaft feature we wrapped up excavation of Trench 

1, and transitioned to excavating the loose deposits within the void to trace the curve of 

the shaft in the north half of the feature.  The matrix within the void was very loose, 

rubble fill, with several air pockets and fall-in brick and concrete, and included artifacts 

from the entire occupation of the site such as 20th-century bright green 7-up colored glass 

to 18th-century scratch blue stoneware.  After excavating 0.5 ft. of the rubble fill, we 

exposed the curving edge of the feature along the northern extent of the void.  The top 

bricks of the shaft feature were falling inward and easily displaced.  Through exposing 

the edge of the shaft feature in Trench 1 and the void, we were able to determine the shaft 

measured 5.23 ft. in diameter.  Figure 4.19 illustrates the edge of the shaft feature visible 

in Trench 1 and the void. 

 Along with the archaeological exploration at 124, the excavation at 126 Elfreth’s 

Alley in 2012 and 2013 provided evidence of the alteration and adaptation of space at the 
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site.  Specifically, investigations at 126 continued to expose a narrative of reuse, 

adaptation, and improvisation on the part of builders, owners, and inhabitants during the 

19th century.  The adaptation of the traditional trinity floor plan to incorporate a privy 

shed next to its first floor and below its second and third floors displayed improvisation.  

Archaeology revealed how the trinity plan was adjusted to integrate the preexisting 

circular shaft feature by constructing a box privy shed and partial cellar.  While the 

construction of a privy shed structure adjacent to, and within, the trinity dwelling 

highlights thrifty reuse, it also exposes the austere living conditions of the immigrant 

inhabitants in the back courtyard.  The odor of the privy would have penetrated the living 

spaces within the dwelling as well as the confined areas on both sides of the courtyard.  

 
Back Lot 

 
 In addition to testing the courtyard behind 126 Elfreth’s Alley, a secondary goal 

of the 2013 field season was to explore the land use of the back lot behind 124 and 126 

archaeologically.  As outlined in the previous chapter, the property lines of 124 were 

expanded to include the back lot in 1873 (Philadelphia City Archives 1873a).  Following 

this expansion, an 1875 historic map documents a wooden structure in the back space, 

and by 1895 a brick structure associated with a Color and Paint Works company covered 

the southern portion of the back lot (G.H. Jones & Company 1875; Bromley and Bromley 

1895).  While a review of historic maps revealed that the southern portion of the lot was 

used for industrial purposes by the late-19th century, it was unclear if the back lot was 

accessible prior to the construction of the industrial structures.  If the land was accessible, 

19th-century immigrants would have taken advantage of the open space within the 
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congested and heavily populated area.  Archaeological investigations in the back lot 

sought to determine the nature of the below ground deposits in that area and ascertain if 

any deposits or features existed from the period of immigrant occupation at 124 and 126 

Elfreth’s Alley. 

 At the time of testing in 2013, the ground surface of the back lot was covered by 

dark reddish brown (5 YR 2.5/2) landscaping gravel and displayed evidence of filling and 

other earth moving activities.  Specifically, a clear upward slope was visible in the 

surface of the back lot when entering the space from the courtyard.  This incline began at 

the garden wall and continued toward the south end of the lot.  Brick planters lined the 

eastern and western walls of the space, and the southern portion of the lot was filled with 

garbage cans and other equipment belonging to the Elfreth’s Alley Museum.  A 5-ft. 

interval grid was laid out south of the garden wall.  The grid measured 15×30 ft. and 

included 28 different points.  Figure 4.20 offers an overview of the back lot with flagging 

tape marking the points on the interval grid; the incline of the back lot is visible in the 

figure as the lot extends back.  Although 28 points were laid out on the interval grid, only 

six shovel test pits (STPs) were excavated.  The six STPs were chosen based on their 

locations in areas that would not disturb or displace the Museum’s planting or supplies.  

The STPs measured 1.5 ft. in diameter and were excavated to an average depth of 1.68 ft. 

below ground surface.  The map of the field excavations provided earlier in this chapter 

(Figure 4.3) indicates the exact location of the STPs. 
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Figure 4.20: Back lot south of the garden wall at 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley. 
Flagging tape marking points on 5 ft. interval grid. 

 
 Four STPs were excavated in the southern portion of the back lot (STPs 26, 24, 

21, and 19).  Each of these STPs displayed similar stratigraphy and yielded evidence of 

building demolition and debris associated with the industrial buildings that occupied this 

space from the late-19th century through at least the mid-20th century.  The excavations 

of all four STPs were terminated due to obstructions: STP 26 was obstructed by metal 

and brick at a depth of 1.4 ft. below ground surface, STP 24 was obstructed by brick at a 

depth of 1.8 ft. below ground surface, STP 21 was obstructed by slate rock at a depth of 

1.45 ft. below ground surface, and STP 19 was obstructed by brick and concrete at a 

depth of 1.14 ft. below ground surface.  Figure 4.21 displays the obstruction encountered 

in STP 26 and provides a representative soil profile from STP 19.  Levels 1 and 2 of the 
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four STPs in the southern portion of the lot consisted of modern gravel fill overlaying 

black plastic sheeting that was placed for landscaping purposes by the Elfreth’s Alley 

Museum.  Levels 3 and 4 unearthed a lot of building debris including numerous full 

bricks and contained modern artifacts including plastic, Styrofoam, and safety glass.  The 

excavation of the four STPs indicated there was a low potential for historic period 

deposits and features in the southern portion of the back lot. 

 

   

Figure 4.21: Representative soil profile, STP 19 (left); STP 26 obstructed by brick 
(right). 

 
 Two other shovel test pits, STP 3 and STP 10, were excavated in the northern half 

of the back lot.  The results of STP 3 were discussed earlier in the section about 124 

Elfreth’s Alley.  As detailed above, STP 3 was placed just south of the garden wall and 

unearthed the portion of Wall 1 as well as the pipe that ran parallel to, and east of, Wall 1.  

STP 3 contained a lot of destruction debris and was terminated at a depth of 1.9 ft. due to 

limited space and difficulty excavating below the pipe.  STP 10 was excavated southwest 

of STP 3 and displayed different stratigraphy from all the other test pits.  Specifically, 
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below the black plastic sheeting, STP 10 contained layers with fewer brick fragments and 

architectural debris.  Additionally, excavation of the STP was not obstructed by an 

accumulation of displaced building materials.  Over 600 artifacts were recovered from 

STP 10 including small sherds of historic ceramics, animal bones, and small finds such as 

straight pins and tobacco pipe stem fragments.  As opposed to the artifacts recovered 

from the STPs in the southern portion of the lot which were largely modern and 

architectural in nature, the artifacts recovered from STP 10 represented domestic 

materials.  I decided to open a 5×5 ft. unit, Unit 14, around STP 10 to explore the area 

further.   

 The stratigraphy of Unit 14 revealed evidence of 20th-century landscaping as well 

as late-18th to late-19th-century filling in the back lot.  The excavation of Unit 14 

extended into the B-horizon and terminated at a maximum depth of 3.65 ft. below ground 

surface.  Figure 4.22 offers a visual representation of the south wall profile of Unit 14.  

Levels 1 and 2 overlaid the black plastic sheeting and related to the 20th-century 

landscaping efforts by the Elfreth’s Alley Museum.  Level 3 represents a modern A-

horizon that was buried when the black sheeting was laid and included 20th-century 

artifacts such as a plastic plant tag and safety glass.  The subsequent levels in Unit 14 

were interpreted as mottled historic fill and included very fragmented artifacts.  Level 6 

was a compact and mottled layer of fill and included late-19th to early-20th-century 

artifacts such as semi-vitreous ceramics and milk glass.  Of note is that Unit 14 included 

several lenses of fill only present in certain portions of the unit and thus not visible in 

each profile; for instance layer 8 was only visible in the eastern portion of the south wall 

profile and consisted of a thin layer of highly mottled soil used to level and fill a portion 
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of the back lot in the mid-19th century.  Levels 7 and 9 were lenses of fill present in the 

western portion of unit also dating to the mid-19th century.   

 

Figure 4.22: Unit 14 south wall profile. 

  
 The thickest and most artifact-dense layer of historic fill in Unit 14 measured 

nearly 2 ft. and dated to the early- to mid-19th century.  This fill was initially split into 

three levels in the field (L.10-L.12), but upon closer examination these levels were 

determined to be part of the same historic fill based on sediment color, hue and 

composition, as well as artifacts recovered.  The artifacts in this level were domestic in 

nature with fauna remains, glassware, ceramic, and personal items comprising over three 

quarters of the assemblage.  Two sherds of transfer printed earthenware (red and brown) 

determined the terminus post quem of this fill layer to be 1818 (JefPat 2012); however, 

the majority of the diagnostic ceramic sherds recovered had earlier 18th-century 
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production dates including scratch blue stoneware, Westerwald blue and gray stoneware, 

white salt-glazed stoneware, Staffordshire slipware, Philadelphia style slip trailed 

redware, and Whieldonware.  While the fragments of transfer-printed ceramic reveal that 

the thick fill layer was deposited after 1818, the preponderance of earlier artifacts 

suggests the fill was mixed with earlier 18th-century deposits.  I theorize that this layer 

represents a filling episode associated with the excavation of a cellar during the 

construction of a 19th-century structure, such as the basement associated with the trinity 

at 126.  The excavation of a cellar would have comingled earlier 18th-century living 

surfaces and deposits with the B-horizon creating the mottling visible in the fill and 

would explain the accumulation of early items interspersed with a few artifacts from the 

period of cellar excavation.   

 Three late-19th-cetury features were also identified during excavation of Unit 14.  

These features cut into the earlier fill deposits; two of the features are visible in in the 

south wall profile (Figure 4.22).  A pit feature was identified in the southeastern corner of 

Unit 13 cutting through the early- to mid-19th-century fill level (L.10-L.12).  This feature 

was comprised of compact matrix and contained late-19th-century artifacts including 

semi-vitreous ceramics and flow blue decorated ceramics.  A wooden post feature and 

associated trench were also visible in the south wall if Unit 14 during excavation.  The 

post and trench cut through both the later mid-19th-century fill levels (L.7 and L. 9) as 

well as the early- to mid-19th-century fill level (L.10-L.12).  Another wooden post was 

identified in north wall of the north wall of the unit and also cut through the early- to 

mid-19th-century fill level (L.10-L.12).  Neither of the posts discovered in Unit 14 

aligned with the late-19th- to early-20th-century post identified in Unit 6 in the courtyard.  
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The posts in Unit 14 were likely associated with the wooden structure that was present in 

the back lot by 1875 belonging to the industrial paintworks.   

 Excavations in the back lot behind 124 an 126 Elfreth’s Alley provided evidence 

of both industrial and domestic land use and highlighted the variable nature of the urban 

deposits at the site.  STPs in the southern portion of the back lot revealed dense layers of 

building debris associated with late-19th-industrial structures, while Unit 14 in the 

northern portion of the lot displayed evidence of historic filling throughout the 19th 

century.  Unfortunately, the industrial and architectural deposits in the southern section of 

the lot did not relate to the immigrant residents of 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley and the 

bulk of the historic fill layers and artifacts recovered in the northern area of the lot 

predated the period of immigrant occupation on the Alley. 

 
Artifact Assemblage 

 
 Given the complexity of the urban deposits unearthed at 124 and 126 Elfreth’s 

Alley, the focus of the project was placed on understanding the deposits to interpret the 

use of space and architectural expansions during the immigrant occupation in the 19th 

century.  As described throughout the previous sections, artifacts recovered at the site 

were used to untangle and comprehend the sequences of construction and development of 

the rear spaces where immigrants lived.  However, discrete and intact artifact deposits 

associated with immigrant living were elusive.  While over 16,000 artifacts were 

recovered from the site, the majority of the assemblage was recovered from destruction 

layers associated with the demolition of the rear structures behind 124 and 126, historic 

fill in the back lot, and disturbed contexts.  Moreover, no sizable, intact features 
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associated with the immigrant occupants were identified or excavated.  Consequently, 

investigations did not produce a large data set of artifacts directly correlated to 

immigrants, thus limiting my ability to conduct the type of intensive material culture 

analysis employed in recent research on immigrants described in Chapter 2.  Instead, the 

focus of this study has been on understanding the immigrant experience through 

analyzing the physical, domestic space navigated by the immigrants at 124 and 126 

Elfreth’s Alley.  What follows is a brief summary of the artifact assemblage recovered 

from 124 and 126 and interpretations of the artifacts tied to the use of space at the site.   

 
Overview and Spatial Distribution 
 
 A total of 16,640 artifacts were recovered at the site from all phases of excavation 

including Orr’s field course excavations in 2009, preliminary testing in 2011, and the 

field seasons in 2012 and 2013.  The majority of the artifacts excavated were very small 

and fragmentary.  The artifacts were nearly equally distributed between the courtyard and 

the back lots, with 54.3% recovered from the courtyard and 45.7% from the back lot.  

This distribution is significant given that more testing was completed in the courtyard 

than the back lot.  Specifically, 13 3×3 ft. units, 1 5×5 ft. unit, and 1 2×5 ft. trench were 

excavated in the courtyard, while only 6 shovel test pits and 1 5x5 ft. unit were excavated 

in the back lot.  Excavation in the back lot unearthed more artifacts due the presence of 

artifact-dense layers of historic fill in Unit 14.  Figure 4.23 visually represents the total 

artifact counts for the different areas of the courtyard and back lots. 

 All the artifacts recovered were categorized into eight artifact classes: 

Architectural Materials, Faunal Remains, Ceramics, Glassware, Small Finds/Personal 
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Items, Lithics, and Miscellaneous.  Excavations in the courtyard and the back lot yielded 

very different counts for artifact categories, reflecting the different types of deposits 

encountered in each area.  Specifically, architectural materials and metal artifacts 

dominated the assemblage recovered from the courtyard relating to the demolition of the 

rear structures, while animal bones and ceramics were the largest portion of the 

assemblage from the back lot due to the domestic fill present in Unit 14.  Counts for the 

artifact types recovered in the different areas are presented in Figure 4.24. 

 

Figure 4.23: Artifact count by excavation area. 

  

 

Figure 4.24: Artifact category count by excavation area. 
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Architectural Materials 
 
 Architectural materials was the largest artifact category recovered from the site, 

comprising 28.9% (n=4,815) of the entire assemblage.  Architectural artifacts from the 

courtyard encompassed 19.2% (n=3,189) of the entire assemblage and architectural 

remains from the back lot were 9.8% (n=1,626) of the total assemblage.  The destruction 

of the rear dwellings at 124 and 126 led to the high concentration of architectural remains 

in the courtyard.  Due to the large number of bricks in the demolition layers, brick and 

brick fragments were sampled in the field.  Nails and window glass dominated this 

category of materials saved.  Most of the nails were highly corroded and unidentifiable.  

Other architectural artifacts recovered included mortar, plaster, concrete, linoleum, and 

other construction materials.   

 
Faunal Remains 
 
 The total count of faunal remains was 3,590 (21.6% of the entire assemblage). 

Within the faunal assemblage, 77.6% of the bones (n=2787) were too small or 

fragmentary to identify species.  The remains that were identifiable included domestic 

fowl, mammals, and wildlife.  Floral remains were underrepresented in the assemblage 

with only one fragment of walnut shell recovered.  The back yard produced significantly 

higher amounts of faunal remains (n=2,621) than the back lot (n=969).  The large amount 

of faunal artifacts excavated in the back lot, specifically in Unit 14, informed the 

interpretation of the fill layers in the area as domestic. 

 Pig remains were the most frequent faunal artifacts uncovered in both the 

courtyard (n=58) and the back lot (n=141).  The next largest totals in the courtyard were 
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from cows (n=43), oyster shells (n=35), chickens (n=34), rodents (n=31), and fish 

(n=29).  Smaller amounts of goat/sheep, squirrels, turkey, and turtle remains were also 

recovered in the courtyard.  In the back lot, chicken (n=124), rodents (n=74), fish (n=71), 

and cows (n=43) were the largest categories of remains.  Goat/sheep, squirrel, turtle, clam 

shell, and oyster shell comprised the remaining portion of the faunal assemblage 

excavated from the back lot. 

 Several of the faunal remains exhibited clear butcher marks including sawing, 

cutting, and chopping.  Additionally, several fragments of pig teeth (n=40) were 

identified on the site suggesting that residents at the site may have been butchering at 

least part of their own meat.  The number of rodent bones (n=105) relays information 

about the living conditions of past residents.  Rodent gnaw marks were also identified on 

a few of the faunal remains indicating the prevalence of rodents as well as the fact that 

food waste was disposed of in areas where rodents could access it.     

 
Ceramics 
 
 A total of 2,943 ceramic sherds (17.7% of the entire assemblage) were recovered 

from the site.  Of that 1,068 (6.4% of the entire assemblage) were excavated from the 

courtyard and 1,875 (11.3% of the entire assemblage) were recovered from the back lot.  

The majority of ceramic sherds were small, measuring less than 1 in. in greatest 

dimension.  Due to the small size of the sherds, it was not possible to determine the form, 

type, or shape of most of the ceramic pieces.  Additionally, it was not possible to 

determine the presence of matched sets.   
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 The types of ceramics recovered spanned the over 300-year period of occupation 

at 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley.  Redware accounted for the majority of the ceramics 

found in both the courtyard and the back lot; 59.6% of the ceramics excavated in the 

courtyard (n=636) were redware and 41.9% of the sherds from the back lot (n=785) were 

redware.  The next most common types of ceramic from the courtyard were stoneware 

(n=98), pearlware (n=65), creamware (n=53), porcelain (n=42), and whiteware (n=41).  

A smaller number of semi-vitreous, Staffordshire, tin-glazed, yellowware, and 

unidentifiable sherds were also recovered from the courtyard.  In the back lot, the most 

common types of ceramic recovered after redware were creamware (n=271), stoneware 

(n=237), pearlware (n=163), whiteware (n=130), and porcelain (n=98).  A smaller 

number of semi-vitreous, tin-glazed, Staffordshire, yellowware, manganese mottled, 

Rockingham, and unidentifiable sherds were also recovered from the back lot.  Nearly all 

of the ceramic sherds from both areas of the site were very small, with very few 

mendable fragments.    

 The differences in concentrations of ceramic types between the two areas of the 

site relates to the fact that most of the courtyard ceramics were recovered from the layer 

of 20th-century destruction debris, whereas the majority of the ceramics from the back lot 

were retrieved from earlier historic fill deposits.  The range of ceramic types recovered in 

both the courtyard and back lot reflects the variety of items available to city dwellers and 

the complexity of the urban ceramics market.  Additionally, the presence of fancier 

ceramics such as porcelain suggests that at least a few residents on the Alley used what 

economic capital they had to purchase higher cost wares.   
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Glassware 
 
 The glassware count was 1,644 (9.9% of the assemblage).  This artifact class was 

heavily dominated by vessel glass, with tableware nearly absent from the assemblage.  

Like the majority of other artifacts recovered from the site, the glassware artifacts were 

highly fractured.  Most of the glassware were small fragments from the bodies of vessels, 

thus limiting the ability to identify the shape, type, closure, or content of the vessels.   

Most of the glassware was recovered from the courtyard (n=1130; 6.8% of entire 

assemblage), wither fewer glassware artifacts (n=514; 3.1% of entire assemblage) 

identified in the back lot.  Only three intact vessels were recovered during excavation, all 

from the back courtyard.  A late-19th to early-20th-century soda water bottle with 

Hutchinson stopper produced by the Acme Bottling Company was identified in the 

destruction layer in Unit 3., a circa 1940s clear glass inkbottle produced by Carter’s Ink 

was recovered from the destruction layer in Unit 5, and a 19th-century molded glass 

bottle was excavated from a mixed layer in Unit 12 adjacent to Wall 6.  Figure 4.25 

shows the Acme and Carter’s bottles.   

    

Figure 4.25: Bottle produced by Acme Bottling Company (left); Carter’s Ink bottle 
(right). 
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Metal 
 
 Metal accounted for 12.1% of the entire artifact assemblage (n=2013).  More 

metal artifacts were recovered from the courtyard (n=1606) than the back lot (n=407).  

The majority of the artifacts in this category were unidentifiable ferrous metal objects, 

often referred to as iron blobs in archaeological contexts.  Although they are 

unidentifiable, these artifacts mostly likely represented nails, screws, and other 

architectural fasteners.   

 
Small Finds/Personal Items 
 
 Small finds and personal items comprised 2.9% of the entire artifact assemblage 

(n= 478).  Small finds and personal items included artifacts related to personal 

adornment, hygiene, and recreation.  A total of 155 artifacts from this category (0.9% of 

the entire assemblage) were recovered from the courtyard, and 323 small finds (1.9% of 

the assemblage) were identified the back lot.  Straight pins, buttons, and tobacco pipe 

fragments were the most common small finds recovered in both the courtyard and the 

back lot.   In the courtyard, pipes fragments  (n=65) led the category followed by buttons 

(n=23) and straight pins (n=17).   With the exception of one Peter Dorni pipe stem 

fragment identified in a mixed layer of Trench 1, all of the pipe fragments recovered were 

from undecorated white ball clay pipes.  In the back lot, straight pins were the dominant 

artifact (n=201) followed by pipe fragments (n=73) and buttons (n=20).  The vast 

majority of the straight pins had wire wound heads and were recovered from the thick 

historic fill layer in Unit 14.  Buttons recovered from both the courtyard and back lot 
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were made from various materials including shell, bone, and metal.  Other artifacts 

recovered in this category included toy marbles, coins, combs, slate pencils, and beads.   

 

Figure 4. 26: Pins recovered from courtyard (left); tobacco pipe fragments 
recovered from courtyard (right). 

 
Lithics 
 
 A total count of 10 lithics (0.1% of the entire artifact assemblage) were recovered 

from the site.  All the lithics were recovered from fill layers in the back lot: 1 quartz 

debitage flake was identified in STP 6, while 2 quartz debitage flakes, 3 chert debitage 

flakes, 3 jasper debitage flakes, and a fragment of a jasper biface were recovered from 

Unit 14.   All the lithics were recovered from fill layers and were displaced as part of 

historic filling.  The presence of lithics in the historic fill from Unit 14 supports the 

interpretation that the fill could have been associated with the excavation of a nearby 

cellar.  The excavation of a cellar would require builders to dig into, remove, and 

redeposit a portion of the B-horizon to construct the basement space.  The lithic artifacts 

from Unit 14 were likely originally located in a B-horizon which was mixed with historic 

living surfaces and redeposited as fill in the back lot.  Elfreth’s Alley’s location on a bluff 

along the Delaware River would have been an ideal location for Native Americans to 
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inhabit.  Although the lithics are recovered from fill layers, they still speak to the 

continuity of occupation at the site and serve as a reminder that the land in this location 

was inhabited well before Elfreth’s Alley was formed in the 18th century.   

 

Figure 4.27: Fragment of Jasper biface. 

Miscellaneous 
 
 Miscellaneous artifacts included items that did not fit within any of the 

aforementioned classes.  The total count for miscellaneous artifacts was 1,147 (6.9% of 

the total assemblage).  Modern artifacts including plastic and Styrofoam were included in 

this category along with other miscellaneous items such as slag, coal, paper, rubber, and 

foil.  The courtyard yielded more miscellaneous artifacts (n=922) than the back lot 

(n=225) due to the mixing of modern materials in the thick destruction debris layer. 

 

Future Artifact Analysis  

 Archaeological excavations at 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley revealed that the site 

has been greatly impacted by modern disturbance including the demolition of structures, 

the placement of utilities lines, and other earthmoving activities; thus, the majority of 
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artifacts recovered were from disturbed and mixed contexts.  Due to this fact, the analysis 

herein focused on interpreting the architectural remains and urban layers rather than in-

depth artifact analysis.  Although this project has provided only a brief overview of the 

artifact categories, that does not preclude the possibility of analyzing artifacts from 

disturbed contexts in more detail in future research.  Recent studies analyzing the nature 

of urban deposits have shown that, much like plow zone disturbance, urban disturbance 

displaces artifacts but does not completely inhibit the ability to form interpretations of a 

site from mixed contexts (Smith 2001; King 2004; Coughlan 2014).  Future analysis of 

the assemblage from 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley will more fully evaluate the impacts of 

modern disturbance and examine artifacts from disturbed contexts in an effort to glean 

additional information about immigrant occupation at the site. 

 
Summary 

 
 One of the advantages, and challenges, of urban archaeological investigations is 

the multitude of layers and features intersecting and overlapping below the ground.  On 

the one hand, the complicated interplay of deposits provides an informative, diachronic 

view of the past.  On the other hand, deconstructing the layers of occupation, fill, 

destruction, and disturbance created by intensive occupation is arduous and exacting.  

Due to the complexity of the deposits at Elfreth’s Alley along with the lack of intact 

features associated with immigrant occupants, the primary focuses of this project became 

analyzing, untangling, and dissecting the urban site formation processes and 

understanding the rear dwellings where immigrants resided.  The excavations at 124 and 

126 Elfreth’s Alley provided insights into the evolution of the properties and the physical 
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realities of urban immigrant life.  Specifically, the architectural remains unearthed at the 

site revealed evidence of multiple periods of building and expansion, clarified the 

sequence of 19th-century construction, and exposed the corporal world of Elfreth’s 

Alley’s immigrant occupants.    

 When Dr. David G. Orr conducted the first excavation at the site as part of a field 

methods class in 2009, it was not clear if any evidence of historic occupations or the rear 

dwellings remained on the properties.  His excavations unearthed a modern feature 

containing several fall-in bricks likely associated with gardening activities.  Despite 

substantial modern deposits, destruction, and disturbance on the site, preliminary 

excavation in 2011 showed that architectural features and remains from the immigrant 

occupation persisted below the ground.  Subsequent field seasons in 2012 and 2013 

unearthed additional architectural remnants and revealed evidence of multiple periods of 

construction and habitation at the site. 

 In particular, excavation behind 124 Elfreth’s Alley identified foundation walls of 

two nonsynchronous structures dating to the 19th century.  Wall 1, a stone and mortar 

foundation, was unearthed parallel to a narrower brick and mortar foundation, Wall 2.  

By combining the archaeological evidence with documentary sources, I determined that 

Wall 2 represented a circa 1803 kitchen addition, while Wall 1 belonged to a later 19th-

century structure that replaced the earlier kitchen.  Exploration behind 126 likewise 

exposed foundation walls and structural features from different phases of occupation.  

Specifically, at 126 excavation unearthed foundation walls from a circa 1850 trinity 

dwelling (Walls 3 and 5) and adjoining box privy shed (Walls 7 and 8) which were built 

over and cut into an earlier 18th to early-19th-century circular privy.    
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 Through analyzing these architectural remains from different periods, this project 

clarified the sequence of construction at the properties during the 19th century and 

advanced a diachronic view of the properties.  Background research of the properties left 

gaps in the understanding of the architectural development and land use of the properties, 

especially in the mid- to late-19th century.  At 124, historic maps and insurance surveys 

indicated that the rear structures in which the immigrants resided were enlarged at some 

point in the second half of the 19th century, but inconsistencies in documentary evidence 

prevented me from determining whether the enlarged structure was an expansion of the 

circa 1803 kitchen addition (Wall 2) or the construction of new, larger structure (Wall 1).  

Archaeological findings provided the answer.   

 First, evidence of alteration to Wall 2 and the extension of the foundation the 

entire length of the lot indicated that the narrow kitchen had been expanded.  Second, the 

discovery and placement of Wall 1 along with the examination of builder’s trenches 

revealed that the narrow kitchen was later removed and replaced by a larger structure.  

Thus, archaeological investigation illustrated that both expansion and new construction 

occurred behind 124 in the 19th century: the kitchen addition was expanded but was later 

replaced by a larger structure at end of 19th century.  It is significant that the narrower 

width of the kitchen and associated upper quarters persisted into the later 19th century; 

the narrow size highlights the confined living spaces that 19th-century immigrants 

occupied.   

 Similar to 124, examination of the architectural features unearthed on the other 

side of the courtyard at 126 Elfreth’s Alley explicated the development of that property.  

An insurance survey from the mid-19th century indicated that an earlier kitchen addition 
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at 126 was torn down and replaced by a back building and trinity dwelling.  The 

document noted the existence of a privy adjacent to the first story of the trinity; however, 

it was not clear if the privy was an earlier structure that was incorporated into the 1850 

improvements or if the privy was a new structure built at the same time as the trinity.  

Excavation revealed that the privy structure merged elements of both.  Foundation walls 

of a mid-19th-century box privy shed (Walls 7 and 8) were identified cutting into and 

overlaying a portion of an earlier, circular privy feature.  Therefore, archaeological 

investigations at 126 showed that mid-19th-century improvements at the property 

involved the construction of a box privy as well as the incorporation of a portion of an 

earlier, preexisting privy.    

 The discovery of foundation walls and architectural features at the site was 

important, not only because it illuminated the sequence of construction and development 

of the properties, but also because it provided insight into the domestic spaces and 

physical lives of the immigrant occupants of 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley.  There are no 

known photos of the demolished rear structures or firsthand accounts of residing in the 

back dwellings during the 19th-century; thus, the architectural features unearthed during 

excavation were a critical line of evidence used to reconstruct the living conditions and 

experiences of immigrant occupants.  The remnants of the foundation walls were a 

physical embodiment of the structures that were witness to the domestic lives of 

immigrants.  The analysis and interpretation of the architectural remains recounted 

throughout this chapter shows that immigrants’ spaces and experiences were dominated 

by change, reuse, adaptation, and poor conditions, but also displayed elements of 

organization and order.   
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 As the explanation of the construction sequences above attests, physical change 

was constant part of life for the immigrants who owned and inhabited the rear properties 

at 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley during the mid- to late-19th century.  Louis Kolb, a 

German shoemaker who bought 126 in 1847, was responsible for the mid-19th-century 

construction of a trinity and privy behind 126 (The Philadelphia Contributionship 1850a).  

Kolb lived in the front dwelling of the property and rented out the rear spaces at 126 to 

immigrants from various regions of Germany.  Kolb also bought the property at 124 in 

1859 and moved there shortly thereafter (Philadelphia City Archives 1859).  Kolb lived at 

124 with his family and boarders, but then rented it out to several Irish immigrant 

families.  Based on the documentary record and archaeological evidence, Kolb most 

likely oversaw the extension and expansion of the kitchen behind 124, while John Haley, 

an Irish immigrant who bought 124 from Kolb in 1873, was probably responsible for the 

construction of the larger rear structure in the late-19th century (Philadelphia City 

Archives 1873a).  Haley did not live at the property himself but lived at another house on 

the street and rented the space to several Irish immigrants.  It is important to recognize 

that Kolb and Haley as immigrants were the active creators and instigators of change in 

these domestic settings.  The architectural correlates of their decisions and actions were 

identified in the archaeological record during excavation.  These correlates served to 

demonstrate that physical change was a large part the immigrant experience at these 

properties. 

 Analysis of the architectural remains at 124 and 126 also revealed that 19th-

century immigrant owners and vernacular builders crafted a tradition of reuse, adaptation, 

and improvisation.  Reuse and adaptation were exemplified in the discovery of a 
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modified trinity behind 126 Elfreth’s Alley.  Traditional Philadelphia trinities are small, 

three-story dwellings with one room on every floor.  Historic documents revealed that the 

circa 1850 trinity at 126 conformed to this general layout but was adjusted to incorporate 

a privy on the first floor such that the second and third floors of the dwelling extended 

over the privy.  Excavation shed light on the modifications and highlighted the reuse of 

earlier structures in the construction of the trinity and privy.  Specifically, exploration 

revealed that an earlier circular privy was incorporated into and reused by the mid-19th-

century box privy shed (Walls 7 and 8).  Additionally, only a small, partial cellar was 

created below the trinity due to the presence of the circular privy below ground.  Thus, 

fieldwork showed how immigrant owners and builders at 126 adapted their plans to 

account for and reuse the vestiges of earlier construction and occupation. 

 Reuse and improvisation were also visible in the construction materials of the rear 

structures at 124 and 126.  Excavation identified evidence of reused brick in the 

foundation of the trinity (Wall 3) at 126 and potential reused dressed stone was 

uncovered in the foundation of the late-19th-century expansion behind 124 (Wall 1).  

Additionally, the fact that Wall 1 was comprised of dressed and rubble stone interspersed 

with brick indicated the builders improvised by utilizing readily accessible construction 

materials.  Reuse was furthermore evinced in the expansion and incorporation of earlier 

foundations and structures in new construction during the 19th century.  For instance, the 

foundations of the early-19th-century rear kitchen additions at both properties were 

expanded and reused later in the century.  At 124 excavation revealed that the foundation 

of the circa 1803 kitchen addition (Wall 2) was expanded to the rear lot, while 

investigation behind 126 showed that the foundation of the early-19th-century kitchen 
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(the interior division wall west of Wall 3) was extended and reused to create the partial 

cellar below the trinity dwelling.  

 While the architectural features unearthed at 124 and 126 established a narrative 

of improvisation and adaptation, they also indicated the realities of immigrants housing 

and the living conditions at the properties.  On a basic level, the excavations provided 

physical evidence of the tiny, confined spaces that immigrants inhabited.  Exposing the 

architectural elements of immigrants’ housing informed a deeper understanding of the 

historic appearance and corporeality of the small spaces.  Not only were the domestic 

spaces confined, but archaeology also revealed the dubious construction of the rear 

dwellings and questionable sanitary conditions.  Specifically, the discovery of very 

narrow foundation walls cast doubt on the structural integrity and safeness of the 

structures.  Moreover, the identification of a privy within the rear dwelling exposed 

questionable sanitary conditions and hinted at the abrasive sensory experiences of 

immigrants at the properties.  All together, the evidence of living conditions at the site 

underscored the reality that the rear dwellings were created as expedient, substandard 

housing for lower class immigrants.   

 Despite indications of poor living conditions, excavation also provided evidence 

that immigrant owners and occupants created a sense of order in the rear spaces through 

organizing and dividing the space.  Specifically, the identification of a fence line between 

the two properties dating to the late-19th to early-20th century revealed an effort to define 

spaces and organize the hub of domestic life.  It is notable that even in an already 

confined and narrow space, immigrants constructed a fence that functioned to further 
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divide and constrict the area. Although a minor example, the fence line showed how 

domestic space was consciously considered and allocated by residents.   

 This chapter has detailed how archaeological investigations at 124 and 126 

Elfreth’s Alley unearthed material expressions of immigrant’s domestic lives.  The 

discovery of 19th-century foundations and architectural features informed an 

understanding of an immigrant experience defined by change, confined spaces, and poor 

conditions.  However, excavation also revealed elements of reuse, adaptation, and 

improvisation by immigrant owners and vernacular builders.  The findings described 

herein are just one step in understanding the immigrant community that prevailed on the 

Alley during the mid- to late-19th century.  Future archaeological research will continue 

to examine the artifact assemblage and study the urban immigrant experience along the 

street.  
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CHAPTER 5 
MEMORY, MEANING, AND PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY AT ELFREH’S ALLEY 
 
 

Despite signs of modernity in its environs, such as Interstate 95 and the Benjamin 

Franklin Bridge looming ominously over its eastern terminus, Elfreth’s Alley is lauded, 

marketed, and remembered as a place untouched by urbanization.  An article in the 

Sunday edition of The New York Times in 1951 exclaimed that visitors to Elfreth’s Alley 

“enjoy the rare opportunity of turning back the pages of history” (The New York Times 

1951).  Over 60 years later, CBS Philly’ online travel section recently captured much the 

same sentiment declaring,  “Elfreth’s Alley transports visitors back in time” (DeFeo 

2012).  These manufactured interpretations underscore how memory and meaning have 

coalesced to give differential power to the tiny street’s early origins and colonial past 

while simultaneously obscuring the Alley’s larger, continuing history.     

Elfreth's Alley is indeed an exceptional example of intact early-American 

architecture; however, disregarding the street’s resilience and ability to adapt throughout 

history is problematic.  Underneath the veneer of 18th-century brickwork and 

architecture, the power of a city block to evolve to meet the everyday needs of its 

changing inhabitants is obfuscated.  In concert with historical research, public 

archaeology has been used as a tool to explore the forgotten, untold, and overlooked 

stories of Elfreth’s Alley’s past residents.  The goal of this chapter is twofold: to 

deconstruct the layers of memory and meaning at Elfreth’s Alley in order to create an 

interpretive framework in which to understand the past and to demonstrate the impact 

public archaeology has had on deciphering meaning and memory at this historical site.  

The bulk of the chapter addresses the distinct landscape of memory on the Alley and 
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interpretive paradoxes that arise due to the attachment to colonial-centered memory.  

Within this established framework, the public archaeology program on the Alley is then 

examined to show how it has helped reshape memory at this historic site to formulate an 

inclusive, place-based past as well as foster contemporary dialogue about the presentation 

of history and immigration.   

 
Memory at Elfreth’s Alley 

 
The layers of memory at Elfreth’s Alley are complex, overlapping, and 

intertwined.  Broadly understood, memory denotes selective and subjective relationships 

with the past.  Rather than just reproducing historical facts, events, or figures, memory 

interweaves multiple narratives of history to create a particular remembrance of the past.  

The decision of what gets preserved in memory and what does not is often informed by 

the needs of the present.  As historian David W. Blight (1989:1169) explains, “historical 

memory is…a matter of choice, a question of will.  As a culture we choose which 

footprints of the past will best help us walk in the present.”  In the case of Elfreth’s Alley, 

this chapter will show how only a small subset of the street’s lengthy past has come to be 

remembered and how this memory has served the needs of the historic site over time.  

Specifically, a collective memory of Elfreth’s Alley was initially invoked to meet the 

needs of residents in the early-20th century and was later encompassed within the larger 

national and local historical narratives. 

Thus memory construction and reification at Elfreth’s Alley occurred and 

continues to occur on many different levels and in many different contexts.  This 

phenomenon is not limited just to the Alley; memory studies have revealed how memory 
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can take on many forms, and different versions of memory can be at play at any given 

time, in any given place (Delle 2008; Cipolla 2008; Fennell 2008).   Indeed scholars have 

studied the concurrent existence of many types of memory including public memory, 

popular memory, social memory, collective memory, personal memory, historical 

memory, and many more.  The boundaries and definitions of these types of memory are 

not always the same depending on the individual scholar employing them and his or her 

specific field of study.  For the purposes of this chapter, I rely on three broadly defined 

types of memory to understand meaning at Elfreth’s Alley: public memory, social 

memory, and, to a lesser degree, personal memory.  Public memory denotes the view of 

the past constructed and set forth by an authority, social memory encompasses views of 

the past created and understood by a social group, and personal memory refers to views 

of the immediate past experienced on an individual level (Delle 2008; Van Dyke 2011).  

The distinctions I make here between these spheres of memory are heuristically drawn to 

enable a fuller discussion of the manifestations of memory at the Alley.  However, as this 

analysis will attest, it is difficult to determine where one sphere ends and another may 

begin.   

Elfreth’s Alley officially became part of the government-backed, public memory 

in 1960 when it was designated as a National Historical Landmark District (NPS 2012).  

However, even before Elfreth’s Alley was formally recognized in the National Park 

Service’s historical narrative, the street existed as a place of social and personal memory.  

The Alley has been continuously occupied as a residential street for more than 300 years.  

Given the distinct position of the Alley as both a nationally-recognized resource and a 

collection of private residential homes, the question becomes how has memory been 
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constructed, negotiated, and reinforced at the site?  In particular, how did Elfreth’s Alley 

become a place of established public memory while also being home to continued social 

and personal memories?  To begin to answer these questions, the origins of the place-

specific memory of Elfreth’s Alley must be examined. 

 
Placemaking, Social Memory, and the Elfreth’s Alley Association 

 
Since specific locations are ascribed to activities and events that occurred in the 

past, place inherently plays a central role in crafting history and remembering the past.  

Public historian David Glassberg (2001:8) explicates the importance of place to history 

noting that, “A sense of history and a sense of place are inextricably intertwined; we 

attach histories to places.”   Cultural geographer, John Brinckerhoff Jackson (1994:158) 

further defines a sense of place as “the atmosphere to a place, the quality of its 

environment” [emphasis in original].  At Elfreth’s Alley a sense place is paramount to its 

connection with history; the physical existence of the place is its largest tie to the past.  

The small street is not known for a specific event that occurred along its corridor, nor is it 

directly associated with a significant historical figure, though legend and myth often state 

Benjamin Franklin, Stephen Girard, and other notables traversed the street (Philadelphia 

Evening Bulletin 1940).  Instead, memory of the past along Elfreth’s Alley is directly 

connected to and springs from its sense of place.  The 200-foot residential street was not 

always viewed as a historic or memorable place, however.  

At its inception and throughout its early existence, Elfreth’s Alley was no 

different than the other small streets scattered throughout Philadelphia; there was no 

established public memory attached to the narrow cartway initially.  Opened between 
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1702 and 1704 to facilitate access between Second Street and the Delaware River, 

Elfreth’s Alley was like the many the other alleyways formed to adjust to the growing 

economy and population in the colonial port (Murtagh 1957; Warner 1987).  The little 

homes situated along the street were not unique or significant at the time of their 

construction; they were the typical dwellings of common Philadelphians. The Alley 

enjoyed a complacent existence and relative anonymity throughout the first 225 years of 

its existence until the early-20th century.  

A 1936 newspaper article in the Philadelphia Evening Bulletin highlights the 

rather sudden construction of consciousness and social memory on the Alley in the 20th 

century:  “It was only three or four years ago that residents of the alley became sharply 

aware they were living in the only street in America that was just what it was more than 

200 years ago” (Reiss 1936).  This awareness of residents was spawned in the 1930s 

among cries of the Alley being a slum and threats of destruction due to abandonment, 

condemnation, and development.  At this time the small street had become a residential 

outlier “hemmed in by warehouses on all sides” (Sibley 1949).  Many of the dwellings 

along the Alley had fallen into disrepair and the passageway was run-down (Figure 5.1 

and Figure 5.2).  In this context a distinct form of placemaking occurred by Alley 

residents that drew on the street’s colonial roots and physical features to establish a clear 

sense of place.  The Alley was consciously saved from obscurity and its sense of place 

was constructed through social memory formed by a grassroots organization of Alley 

dwellers: the Elfreth’s Alley Association (EAA).   
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Figure 5.1: 124 and 126 Elfreth's Alley, 1937. 
(“These Houses will Remain Standing,” Philadelphia Evening Bulletin, Special 

Collections Research Center, Temple University Libraries) 
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Figure 5.2: View of Elfreth's Alley looking east, 1935. 
(“Old World Atmosphere in Philadelphia,” Philadelphia Evening Bulletin, Special 

Collections Research Center, Temple University Libraries) 
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“On the cold rainy evening of March 28, 1934” Dorothy W. Ottey gathered a 

group of concerned Elfreth’s Alley residents in her home at 115 for the first official 

meeting of the Elfreth’s Alley Association (Rogers [1968]).  The previous August Ottey 

had written a letter to the Evening Bulletin decrying the imminent destruction of three 

properties along the Alley (Lee 1935); this letter became a catalyst for the formation of 

the EAA.  Ottey, who moved to the street in 1933 and opened the Hearthstone Café at her 

house, spearheaded this grassroots organization of inhabitants (Reiss 1936).  Within her 

home tearoom, the members of the Association met and discussed the joint concerns of 

the Alley residents; the center of the discussion was the preservation of the street through 

establishing and promoting Elfreth’s Alley as a historic place.  The Association’s “early 

efforts were aimed at increasing public recognition of Elfreth’s Alley as a historic 

treasure of Philadelphia, worthy of preservation” (Harris 2007:183). 

Within the social environment of Ottey’s home cafe the Alley residents formed 

and constructed a social memory of the street.  Creating memories of places is not a 

process undertaken in isolation; rather it requires multiple lines of input and often a fair 

amount of negotiation.  Glassberg (2001:116) explains the social nature of memory 

construction stating, “The collective memories attached to places emerge out of dialogue 

and social interaction, as individuals discuss their different perception of the place with 

one another and discover common ground.”  Thelen (1989:1122) similarly argues, 

“People develop a shared identity by identifying, exploring, and agreeing on memories.”  

The meetings and gatherings the EAA held had an integral role in uniting the residents 

together to create a coherent social memory and identity for the Alley based on place.  
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Through the process of exchange and cooperation, Alley residents established a specific 

sense of place explicitly tied to the street’s colonial history.   

The tangible negotiation of social memory on the Alley is visible in the fact that 

not all residents were initially receptive to defining the Alley as a historic place.  In 1935, 

just after to the formation of EAA, a reporter for the Philadelphia Evening Bulletin 

captured the residents’ mixed sentiments explaining, “The enthusiasm of many of the 

residents of Elfreth alley is vague and touched with skepticism.  One woman who 

‘improved’ her home a couple of years ago, tearing out the fireplace, later used for 

firewood, is openly scornful” (Lee 1935).  Seven years later another reporter for the same 

newspaper portrayed the continued, lingering ambivalence of a few residents by stating 

that  “enshrining Elfreth’s as a landmark is at times an uphill battle, for the 24 families 

living there, some of them 50 or 60 years, are not entirely won over to their role as 

historic curios” (Philadelphia Evening Bulletin 1942).  This quote exemplifies the 

disconnect that existed among occupants as well as underscores that “enshrining” of the 

Alley was a very deliberate act.   

Despite initial resistance, residents ultimately embraced the historic identity, if 

somewhat reluctantly.  For instance, one long-time resident who was quoted as taking 

exception to the name Elfreth’s Alley being reinstated on the street, was then quoted as 

telling the reporter that “something ought to be mentioned” in the newspaper about the 

historic flag that was soon to be unfurled at the Alley (Philadelphia Evening Bulletin 

1942a).  This resident’s reaction is emblematic of how some residents’ cynicism was 

seemingly tempered with an ultimate acquiescence of the social memory tied to the 

colonial past.  While residents may have initially been disinterested in being the center of 
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unanticipated attention, they ultimately relied on the street’s historic persona to save their 

community.   

Placemaking and crafting a distinct social memory of the street in the early-20th 

century was a manifestation of the immediate needs of the residents.  Specifically, the 

residents needed to respond to the threats of demolition and defamation of their home.  

Several properties and portions of the street were jeopardized at various times from the 

1930s to 1950s.  As early as 1940 a report from the Philadelphia Record, somewhat 

derisively, highlighted the cyclical nature of the Alley being threatened, its historic 

potential being “discovered,” and its fabric being temporarily saved.  He wrote “the 

Record’s editors…cock a sympathetic ear when a new plan to save Elfreth’s Alley is laid 

on the line…The saving and discovery of Elfreth’s Alley have been going on a long, long 

time” (Abbott 1940).  This quote evinces the formidable and ceaseless job the EAA had 

in protecting the properties along the Alley.   

The first documented threat to the Alley came in August 1933 when several 

properties were slated for demolition.  It was at this time that Ottey wrote the letter to the 

Philadelphia Evening Bulletin that precipitated the formation of the EAA (Lee 1935; 

Reiss 1936).  The Association soon flexed its preservation prowess in 1937 when the 

Bureau of Building Inspection formally condemned 124 and 126.  The EAA lobbied for 

the houses to be saved and eventually the mayor of Philadelphia at the time, S. Davis 

Williams, provided funding to bring the houses up to code (Philadelphia Evening Bulletin 

1937a).  Shortly thereafter, however, another property was jeopardized.  In 1938 house 

wreckers began tearing down house 106 when members of the EAA confronted them and 

thwarted their efforts through a petition to preserve the property (Philadelphia Record 
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1938).  At the time, George D. Wetherill and Co., paint manufactures, who owned 106, 

had approved its removal.  Through negotiations with the paint company, the EAA was 

able to temporarily halt the demotion of 106.  Unfortunately, in the end, house 106 was 

torn down sometime in the 1950s (Boudreau 2010:34). 

Another threat to the Alley dwellings surfaced in 1948 when an Elfreth’s Alley 

Association member noticed two men preparing to tear down houses 1 and 2 on Bladen’s 

Court.  In this instance the EAA was able to hastily raise funds and purchase the 

properties the next day (Rogers [1968]).  The EAA later sold all its land holdings except 

for 124 and 126, which continue to be used as the house museum, gift shop, and offices.  

Perhaps the largest danger to the street presented itself in 1958 when the construction of 

the Delaware Avenue Expressway, also known as Interstate 95, threatened to severely 

truncate the eastern end of Elfreth’s Alley (Rogers [1968]).  The EAA was instrumental 

in ensuring the Alley was not encroached upon as well as consulted on plans to minimize 

potential visual and noise impacts to the street (EAA 2004).  Through the early efforts of 

Ottey and the formation of the EAA, the organization halted the demolitions of several 

properties along the street and became the guardians of the Alley.  

As houses were condemned and slated for destruction, residents and the EAA 

were also consciously fighting against the neighborhood being labeled a slum.  A 1936 

newspaper article noted that residents “were resentful last year when a published 

photograph of the alley labeled it a slum” (Reiss 1936).  As residents came together to 

form the EAA, they took pride in their environment and actively resisted negative 

portrayals though placemaking.  The same newspaper article went on to avow that 

Elfreth’s Alley  “isn’t a slum – it’s the oldest street in America still used by everyday 
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folks for everyday living” (Reiss 1936).  The article’s text pinpoints an assumption 

fundamental to establishing the reputation of Elfreth’s Alley: that being a place of 

historic value, was counter to and mutually exclusive from being a slum.  Thus the EAA 

and residents responded to threats by establishing the Alley’s link to the past and making 

it a place tied directly to history.   

Time and time again, the EAA successfully employed this strategy of creating a 

sense of place to prevent the destruction of Alley properties.  In 1937 the first president 

of the Elfreth’s Alley Association, Florence Greer, exclaimed that, 

 To tear those houses down would spoil forever this bit of original Philadelphia, 
preserved for the past two centuries.  No other city can show such a setting.  
Philadelphia has little else to compare with it.  Visitors come to Philadelphia, not 
always for our industries, but for our history, which is the history of the nation.  
Shortsighted destruction of these relics of our early life shows not only a lack of 
appreciation, but a lack of business sense. (Philadelphia Evening Bulletin 1937a) 
 

Greer’s emotional rhetoric highlights the EAA’s tactics for saving the homes.  She 

directly attaches the houses and the street to the larger national past and marks the street 

as a place of historic importance; she uses the streets’ early construction and architecture 

to link it to the birth of the nation.  Central to Greer’s testimony is the notion that the 

Alley is a place that has not changed and is therefore authentic.  The use of the word 

“relic” further served to underscore the antiquity and authenticity of the street.  By 

alluding to the authentic atmosphere and setting of the street, Greer helps build a sense of 

place and effectively employed placemaking.  

By the time of Greer’s statements in 1937 there was no doubt that the historic 

fabric of Elfreth’s Alley was impressive.  Period documents reveal that architects had 

already started to become aware of the remnants of colonial dwellings on the street; 
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according to one 1932 newspaper, draftsmen had deemed the houses on the Alley as 

“architectural gems” (Philadelphia Evening Bulletin 1932).  Indeed, in 1931 the Historic 

American Buildings Survey completed measured drawings of the architectural features of 

street.  Additionally, a scale model of the south side of the Alley was constructed around 

the same time as part of a Works Progress Administration project (Rogers [1968]).  

While “professional men”, as the Philadelphia Evening Bulletin referred to them, were 

starting to acknowledge the exceptionality of the Alley, the EAA had to work tirelessly to 

convince a larger audience of the street’s historic importance to save its houses from 

being demolished.   

One way the EAA and supporters relayed the significance of the Alley to a broad 

demographic in an understandable way was by connecting the Alley with literary 

tradition.  In 1910 the English poet and writer Rudyard Kipling penned a couple of short 

stories, “Brother Square Toes” and a “Priest in Spite of Himself,” that used Elfreth’s 

Alley as a historic setting (Kipling 1911; Philadelphia Evening Bulletin 1932).  The EAA 

capitalized on this connection to further ensconce the memory of the Alley in the early 

colonial past.  As Glassberg (2001:116) explicates, “artists and writers have the power to 

make places for others, to transform otherwise ordinary environments into ‘storied’ 

places.’”  With this understanding in mind, Kipling’s stories provided a relatable way in 

which to draw out the history of the Alley and substantiate the street as a historic place.  

Other Alley supporters also utilized this power as evidenced by a 1940 letter from the 

Elfreth Alley Restoration Trust to the City Editor of the Philadelphia Evening Bulletin.  

In the letter the trust’s secretary, Mary Elle Regan, highlights Kipling’s work and directly 

asserts its value: “The Alley will have immortality through Kipling’s writings which 
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mention it a number of times, one of his stories being centered around it.  Here is found 

authentic history and tradition” (Regan 1940).  Regan’s letter stresses how supporters 

took advantage of Kipling’s work as another way to emphasize Elfreth’s Alley’s 

authenticity.    

In addition to employing emotional rhetoric and literary tradition to tie the Alley 

to the distant past, the EAA and supporters also purposely undertook actions to alter the 

street’s name and appearance to bestow authenticity and a sense of place.  At the time of 

the formation of the EAA in 1934 the street had been renamed Cherry Street for almost 

40 years, and it had actually been Elfreth’s Street for a short period before that.  In the 

1930s a push was made to reinstate the “older more familiar” name of Elfreth’s Alley, 

and in 1937 the old name was officially restored (Rogers [1968]; Alotta 1975:58).  This 

name transformation helped to solidify the street’s identity as a historic place.  

Additionally, funds were raised to make physical improvements to the street and further 

evoke the essence of an 18th-century streetscape.  Specifically, painting trim and 

repointing brickwork were a focus of those early restoration endeavors (Philadelphia 

Evening Bulletin 1940).  The nomenclature and physical changes made to the alleyway in 

the early-20th century focused on reproducing authenticity and simulating the colonial 

past.  Such contrived practices have continued through modern times as explicated in the 

sections below. 

The strategies discussed here reveal how Elfreth’s Alley’s identity as a historic 

place was deliberately constructed in a time of crisis and uncertainty using social memory 

and placemaking.  In the face of the possible destruction of their homes in the early-20th 

century, the EAA and Alley residents drew upon the historic fabric and perceived 
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authenticity of the street to establish a social memory powerful enough to garner support 

to save the Alley.  Furthermore, the EAA effectively resisted classifications of the 

community as a slum through positioning the Alley as an important historic place.   

 
Authority and Public Memory 

 
The permeable boundaries between social and public memory collided and 

overlapped during the early- to mid-20th century as the Elfreth’s Alley Association 

sought to establish itself as an authority at curating the memory of the street and aligned 

itself with other preservation groups in Philadelphia.  By the second half of the 20th 

century the EAA transitioned beyond a grassroots, social group of residents, and Alley 

inhabitants were no longer the only driving force behind the organization.  During this 

time the Association expanded and adopted a public memory for the street that fit with 

the narratives established by preservation and governmental authorities of the time.  

As outlined in the previous section, a public of memory of Elfreth’s Alley was 

nonexistent when residents in the early-20th century took it upon themselves to a 

deliberately connect the street to the early American past.  Residents recognized the 

power of associating their home with the past and situating their block as historically 

important to save it from destruction.  However, the residents themselves were not 

drawing on their own personal memories of events experienced in their own lives, rather 

they chose to of focus on a period of the past they could not personally remember.  Ottey, 

who was a large force in the formation of the EAA in 1934, had only moved to the street 

in 1933 and thus had a very brief personal memory of the space before spearheading the 

Association’s cause.  Constructing memories of a particular time period by people who 
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have no personal memory of such a time, often necessitates input from an authority to 

help define the memory of that particular past.  “When events from the distant past are 

remembered beyond the life span of those who experienced the events in question, the 

memory of those events becomes increasingly dependent on the authority of those 

memorializing them” (Delle 2008:65).   

At Elfreth’s Alley there was no discrete authority helping residents remember the 

past initially.  The early-20th-century residents successfully primed the street’s 

connection to the colonial past; however, having an authority profess and validate a 

public memory of the block become integral to the establishment of the historic site.  

Overtime the EAA became that authority and acted as a gatekeeper of the Alley’s 

memory.  Additionally, the EAA piggybacked on the authority of other preservation 

groups and ultimately the Federal government to help solidify public memory of the 

street.  Thus the social memory initially formed by a group of working class residents 

was eventually assumed and transformed to construct a wider public memory of the 

historic site.   

The Elfreth’s Alley Association’s progression from an informal group of Alley 

residents to a formally-recognized nonprofit preservation group happened over a period 

of years.  In 1939 membership in the EAA was notably extended to nonresidents, 

marking a growing change in the organization and opening the door for more public 

negotiation and construction of memory (Rogers [1968]).  The EAA’s transition was 

formalized in 1943 when the Elfreth’s Alley Association was incorporated as a non-profit 

organization in Pennsylvania.  The official incorporation of the organization and 
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recognition by the state added weight and authority to the EAA’s preservation mission.  

The articles of incorporation for the EAA (2004:2–3) state, 

The purpose for which said corporation is to be formed are to enshrine Elfreth’s 
Alley in the annals of historic Old Philadelphia; to preserve, improve and restore 
Elfreth’s Alley; to invite Philadelphians and others interested to visit Elfreth’s 
Alley to examine and preserve the history of Elfreth’s Alley permanently; to 
encourage owners and tenants of property located on the Alley to preserve the 
identity and original character of this historic street; to encourage and develop 
interest therein by the public and such other persons who may become members 
of the corporation.  
 

These articles firmly position the EAA as the authority protecting and preserving the 

Alley’s past.   Additionally, while the articles reveal that the EAA’s formal mission 

seemingly coincided with the goals of the early-20th-century residents, to draw on the 

street’s historic past to preserve the block, they also signpost an important shift in the 

association away from a resident-centered focus.  Specifically, in the incorporation the 

EAA explicitly extended its purpose beyond the interests of the individual residents and 

positioned itself as an entity separate from the residents.  By calling upon Philadelphians 

at-large to preserve the Alley and by referring to residents as needing encouragement to 

help preserve the Alley, it is clear that the Association’s relationship to residents had 

changed, and the organization was no longer the grassroots neighborhood organization it 

had started as.   

In addition to the EAA’s incorporation as a nonprofit, its partnerships with other 

preservation groups and organizations of local importance helped the EAA assert even 

more authority.  Early in its formation, the EAA partnered with the Philadelphia Society 

for the Preservation of Landmarks to help save several houses on the street from 

demolition.  The two organizations jointly organized events on the Alley, and the 
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Philadelphia Society for the Preservation of Landmarks assisted the EAA in saving, and 

ultimately purchasing, a few of the houses on the street (Burns 1935; Harris 2007:186).  

The EAA also encouraged the formation of and joined forces with other groups such as 

the Elfreth's Alley Restoration Trust, which was established in the 1940s and sought to 

raise funds to restore the 18th-century streetscape on the street (Regan 1940; 

Philadelphia Evening Bulletin 1940).  Each organizational affiliation the EAA fostered 

added to its authority.  Furthermore, such associations helped construct a public memory 

of the street tied to the EAA’s preservation mission.   

The EAA’s involvement with outside preservation groups was emblematic of the 

larger preservation and colonial revival movements within the country during the early-

20th century.  A few scholars have dissected this connection.  In an analysis of house 

museums, Harris (2007:195) notes how the “Elfreth’s Alley Association is a microcosm 

of the historic preservation movement itself.”  Similarly, Bethke (2005) contextualizes 

the efforts of the EAA within the larger preservation movement that thrived during the 

depression years.  Specifically, Bethke ties the EAA’s inspiration for engagement to 

Franklin Roosevelt’s progressive policies in the 1930s.  Thus the EAA’s early 

preservation mission and affiliation with other groups not only increased its authority but 

also aligned it with the national preservation movement and set it on the path to become 

part of the larger public memory.   

Beginning in the 1950s, Elfreth’s Alley began receiving formal city, state, and 

national recognition as a historic site.  As a result the authority of the street’s public 

memory was extended beyond the EAA to include the local and federal government.  The 

Alley received its first designation from the City of Philadelphia in 1956 when the houses 
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on the street were certified by the Philadelphia Historical Commission (Philadelphia 

Historical Commission 2014).  This was followed shortly thereafter by the National Parks 

Service who designated the street a National Historic Landmark in 1960 (NPS 2012).  

The Alley subsequently received a slew of additional designations including being listed 

on the National Register of Historic Places as a historic district in 1966, being included 

on the Pennsylvania Register in 1970, being within the boundaries of the Old City 

Historic District in 1972, and being a contributing property to the Philadelphia Historical 

Commission’s Old City Historic District in 2003 (NPS 1979; Bethke 2005; Philadelphia 

Historical Commission 2014).   

Being named a National Historic Landmark by the federal government, however, 

was the definitive recognition of Elfreth’s Alley’s worth and marked the street’s official 

entrance into the national pubic memory.  Over 90,000 properties in the United States are 

listed on the National Register of Historic Places; however, there are only 2,500 National 

Historic Landmarks.  According to the National Park Service, the “properties designated 

as National Historic Landmarks tell stories that are of importance to the history of the 

entire nation, not just local communities or states.  These properties possess a high, not 

simply good, level of historic integrity” (NPS 2014).   Thus, Elfreth’s Alley’s designation 

as a National Historic Landmark was a coup that bestowed novel, sanctioned meaning to 

the Alley.  Specifically, the recognition of the street’s value by the National Park Service 

situated the Alley as important within federal government-backed public memory and 

historical narratives.   

Unsurprisingly the meaning specifically ascribed to Elfreth’s Alley through 

official narratives derives from the street’s ties to colonial times.  The statement of 
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significance on the National Register Nomination Form for Elfreth’s Alley asserts that 

the street is “a remarkable survival of colonial America which can be viewed today in an 

unexploited, authentic atmosphere” (Heintzelman 1975:3).  This text reveals that 

Elfreth’s Alley was officially deemed important for its physical reflection of early 

American history as well as its perceived ability to remain untouched by modern 

development.  Thus, the authority of governmental and historic designations was used to 

further entrench the meaning of the street within the early past. 

 Around the time of attaining formal designations, the Elfreth’s Alley Association 

also began to reconsider its mission, and the organization underwent another 

transformation to become the manager of a house museum.  The first mention of possibly 

creating a museum on the street was in 1957 during an EAA board meeting (Harris 

2007:188).  In 1962 house number 126 was restored to its 18th-century appearance and 

opened as a house museum.  Operating a house museum denoted a large shift in the 

mission of the Elfreth’s Alley Association.  Rather than focusing on preservation, the 

EAA now put its efforts into interpreting the street and collections for the public.  The 

EAA’s role as operator of a museum and historic site further solidified the organization’s 

authority and position as the official bearer of the public memory at the street.  In a 

survey of 1,453 individuals across the United States, Rosenzweig and Thelen (1998:105) 

found that, “Americans put more trust in history museums and historic sites than in any 

other sources for exploring the past.”  Thus, the EAA received inherent public trust and 

authority through its new role as museum and site manager.   

In 1965 the EAA sought to expand its museum operations by converting house 

124 into a gift shop.  The expansion, however, caused unrest among Alley residents and 



 189 

highlighted the fact the EAA had drastically evolved from its beginnings as a grassroots 

organization of residents.  The impetus for expanding the museum was no longer the 

preservation of the residential enclave, but focused rather on publicizing the street’s 

memory and marketing it to tourists.  Alley dwellers felt that having non-residential 

properties on the street conflicted with the long-standing, residential character of the 

street.  In a 1965 newspaper article, a former resident of the street lamented,  

Residents have experienced a lot of difficulty with the association.  The feeling 
among residents is that the association is infringing on the privacy of the property 
owners.  Ninety percent of the members of the association are outsiders who want 
to wave the flag once a year.  They mean well, but they just don’t understand.  
(Philadelphia Evening Bulletin 1965) 
 

After many years, the Association ultimately won the dispute and expanded its public 

operations into both 124 and 126.  The disagreement between the residents and the EAA 

about the mission of the Association underscores the great transformation of the EAA 

from a resident-focused organization to a larger authority focused on fostering the public 

memory of the historic resource.   

 The EAA continues its mission today by managing the house museum and 

relaying the history and memory of the small street to visitors; however, at the time of 

this writing, the EAA operates in a greatly limited capacity.  The EAA experienced a lot 

of staff turnover in recent years and has actually been operating without an executive 

director since the fall of 2010.  When the last executive director resigned in 2010, an 

interim volunteer director was initially in charge of the EAA’s operations.  Eventually the 

EAA hired a full-time Museum Operations Manager in 2011.  Unfortunately, that staff 

member also left and as of September 1, 2013 the EAA could no longer support any paid 
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staff and the museum is currently volunteer-run.  This change occurred just as final 

excavations for this project were wrapping up in 2013.   

 
Production and Reproduction of Memory 

 
A colonial-centered focus has been at the heart of memory at Elfreth’s Alley since 

it was recognized as a historic site, a limiting emphasis that continues through present 

day.  At first, in the early-20th century, amid the rise of preservation and colonial revival 

movements, Elfreth’s Alley residents latched on to street’s distant past to create a social 

memory of the street and establish the Alley’s importance in an effort to save it from 

demolition.  Later this memory merged with larger narratives in the mid-20th century 

resulting in several local and federal historic designations which served to generate and 

reinforce an official public memory of the street tied to early American history.  At 

present, despite recent attempts to by the EAA illuminate alternative histories of the 

street, the colonial-centered public memory of Elfreth’s Alley’s continues to be produced 

and reproduced. 

Philadelphia is often envisioned as a revolutionary city and has a long tradition of 

promoting its own early history.  As historian Gary Nash (2002:14) explains, “No sooner 

was the colony well established than it began…to remember itself in selective ways.  

From the first, the urge in Philadelphia to collect historical materials, documents, and 

objects relating to William Penn, the early Quakers, and the original inhabitants assumed 

a special, almost holy importance.”  This almost religious attachment to amass and 

preserve items related to the city’s colonial past has bled over into its interpretation of 

historic places within the city.  Specifically, Philadelphia has chosen to remember and 
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represent itself as an 18th-century entity through its historic sites.  The manufactured 

setting of Independence National Park described in Chapter 2 is evidence of this trend.  

Within the Park, all non-18th-century structures and buildings were demolished and other 

signs of alternative pasts were likewise removed in the mid-20th century.  In this 

example, Philadelphia’s colonial commitment was so great that it has led to physically 

removing any traces of later periods of history.  Today the city continues to exalt 

memories of the colonial past and market itself as an 18th-century commodity and tourist 

attraction.  

Within the framework of Philadelphia’s strong attachment to the colonial, 

independent historic sites such as Elfreth’s Alley often also emphasize the early past, 

further perpetuating and reproducing this colonial preoccupation.  For instance, once the 

Elfreth’s Alley Association established itself an authority of the street’s memory, it 

promoted a research agenda explicitly focusing on the colonial history on the street.  In 

the 1950s and 1960s, the Elfreth’s Alley Association enlisted the help of historian and 

genealogist Hannah Benner Roach to study the street’s history.  While Roach (1958) 

went beyond a strictly static interpretation of the Alley by noting how the evolving 

occupations of its inhabitants reflected the changing patterns of everyday life in 

Philadelphia, she only researched the residents’ trades and lives through the time of the 

Revolutionary War, leaving subsequent periods unstudied.  

Roach’s and the EAA’s early research emphasis on the colonial reflected the 

organization’s early mission to preserve the street and recreate an authentic, 18th-century 

atmosphere; however, as the organization transitioned from a preservation group to a 

steward of a historic house museum, its initial mission was complicated.  Ultimately 
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preservation became less of a focus for the EAA as it embraced its responsibilities as a 

museum organization.  Overtime the EAA adopted a mission and research agenda more 

centered on “the care and interpretation of its collection and the museum properties” 

(Harris 2007:195).   Along with this change, the EAA worked to broaden its educational 

and research purview beyond just remembering the colonial.  However, the impacts of 

such efforts have been lessened by a number of factors including limited dissemination of 

research, lack of administrative resources, and a concurrent continued commitment to the 

colonial.  

By the mid- to late-20th century, the Elfreth’s Alley Association was working to 

grow the historical interpretation and established public memory of the street.  A big first 

step in this development was the restoration of an 1830s kitchen in the rear building of 

the historic house museum at 126 during the 1960s (Philadelphia Evening Bulletin 1966).  

Outfitting the kitchen to its 19th-century appearance facilitated the interpretation of a 

period of history other than the colonial at the Museum.  While the renovated space has 

been a springboard for post-colonial education at the Museum, it is notable that the 

kitchen is housed in the only remaining 19th-century structure remaining behind 124 and 

126.  All traces of the other rear buildings and tenement structures were demolished and 

removed, reinforcing an 18th-century appearance.  Additionally, after the restoration of 

the rear kitchen, the EAA’s development and interpretation stagnated for a period of 

time.  Specifically, from the 1960s until the 2000s the EAA’s script for tours remained 

unchanged and little new research or information was added to the official interpretation 

of the historic site (Bethke 2005:13). 
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The largest initiative to understand and research periods beyond the 

Revolutionary War at Elfreth’s Alley occurred in the 2000s.  During this time historians 

were employed by the EAA to investigate the lives of later Alley residents in an effort to 

develop a more holistic history of the thoroughfare and broaden the public memory of the 

street (Gamble 2001; Bethke 2005:13).  One outcome of this research was the creation of 

interpretive signs describing the Irish immigrants who resided on the street.  In 2007 

these signs were placed on a temporary construction fencing at the entrance of Elfreth’s 

Alley off of Second Street (Harris 2007:194).  The new research was also incorporated 

into the Alley’s cell phone tours and its website which was updated to include 

educational lesson plans about 19th-century families and 20th-century preservation 

efforts on the Alley (EAA [2005]).  At the time of this writing, however, the cell phone 

tours and online lesson plans are no longer available.  Additionally, while the 

interpretative signs were initially visible to all persons who traversed the Alley, the 

fencing they were attached to has been removed and the signs have been moved to back 

courtyard of the Museum which is less accessible to visitors.  Thus, while these updates 

were effective in illuminating alternative histories at the Alley for a limited time, they 

had little long-term impact on expanding the public memory of the street. 

One of the most significant and longest-lasting contributions of the EAA’s 

expanded research efforts was the printing and publication of an updated guidebook for 

the Alley in 2010.  Historian George W. Boudreau compiled the text and incorporated 

new documentary research related to the residents, as well as architectural research 

completed by American studies scholar Bernard Herman.  The guidebook includes a 

broad overview of the street as well as brief descriptions of each of the houses on the 
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street and their various occupants throughout time.  The introduction to the text 

importantly presents the street as a place of continued history noting that “the Alley was 

never frozen in time, but rather...it changed as the economic and social history of 

Philadelphia developed” (Boudreau 2010:12).  The direct declaration of the changing 

nature of the street marks an important, official effort to expand the public memory of the 

street beyond the colonial.  The guidebook is available for purchase at the Alley and 

continues to be used as a point of reference for volunteers.   

Stray documents in the Elfreth’s Alley Association Archives suggest that other 

research projects focusing on the full history of the Alley where undertaken through the 

EAA in the 2000s, but the results do not appear to have been incorporated into the 

Museum’s narratives or publically disseminated.  For instance a Geographic Information 

Studies (GIS) pilot study, completed in 2006, explored the potential ways to employ 

maps to visualize and contextualize patterns in Elfreth’s Alley census data from 1790-

1930 (EAA 2006).  The study found that creating maps through GIS was an effective 

means to identify and represent occupation trends along the Alley.  The goal of this 

project appears to have been the incorporation of the maps and GIS data into the EAA 

website, but unfortunately this did not occur and no clear product resulted from the pilot 

study.  This example is emblematic of larger issues of dissemination and accessibility of 

information about the Alley.  While research on alternative histories is imperative, it 

cannot impact the public memory of the site if it is not distributed and made accessible to 

a broader public.  At present, the main issue limiting the dissemination of research is the 

Elfreth’s Alley Association’s lack of resources.  Specifically, the dearth of an Executive 
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Director and any staff at the EAA, has severely limited and essentially halted the 

incorporation of new information into current interpretations at the Alley.  

Moreover, even though the EAA’s labors to explicate periods other than the 

colonial through research primed the Alley for a more inclusive view of the past, the 

impact of such efforts have been tempered by contemporaneous, large-scale efforts to 

evoke and reproduce public memory attached on the distant past.  Specifically, the 

reproduction of colonial-centered public memory at Elfreth’s Alley has continued to 

occur in practices of inscriptive memory, through “the creation of monuments and other 

visible reminders of past events,” and embodied memory, through “the repetition of ritual 

behavior” (Delle 2008:66).  Inscriptive memory has been constructed through physical 

interventions to conjure 18th-century aesthetics of the street, while embodied memory 

has been manufactured through EAA’s programing and narrative interventions that 

ritualize the colonial.   

As detailed earlier, a number of aesthetic and superficial changes were made to 

highlight the street’s historic fabric during the 1930s and 1940s including repointing 

brickwork, painting trim, and even returning the street name to Elfreth’s Alley 

(Philadelphia Evening Bulletin 1940; Rogers [1968]; Alotta 1975:58).  The 

reconstruction of visible elements of the colonial period continued throughout the 20th 

century.  For instance, caught up in the fervor of the approaching bicentennial, 

Philadelphia spent 250,000 dollars in 1974 on replacing the 19th-century Belgian block 

pavers that lined the street with more historically suggestive 18th-century cobblestone 

paving (Bethke 2005:8).  Through this physical intervention, the city further inscribed the 

façade of the street with memory deeply attached to the distant past.  The efforts to create 
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a colonial ambiance along the corridor have fostered a constructive environment for 

discussing the 18th-century past of the street but continue to inhibit dialogue about 

alternative histories and the creation of spaces linked to later histories.  

In addition to inscribing the memory of the colonial in the visible features of the 

street, colonial memories are also embodied through programing sponsored by the EAA.  

Specifically, the Elfreth’s Alley Association’s two annual events, Fete Day and Deck the 

Alley, continue to commemorate the colonial period.  The highlight of the annual events 

is that visitors get to tour the private residences on the Alley.  Fete Day, formerly called 

“Elfreth’s Alley Day” or at the “At Home” event, dates back to when the residents first 

formed the Elfreth’s Alley Association in the 1930s and had to raise funds to save and 

preserve the Alley (Burns 1935; Philadelphia Evening Bulletin 1942b; Rogers 1968; 

EAA 2004:3).  At the time, the emphasis of the event was on highlighting and publicizing 

the early past of the street to establish the Alley’s historic importance.  While the street’s 

significance is well established at this point in time, the event has not changed much in 

purpose or appearance. Deck the Alley was added to the EAA’s roster of events later as a 

holiday correlate to the successful summer Fete Day and has taken on a similar form. 

Throughout both Fete Day and Deck the Alley, the 18th century is prominently put on 

display as costumed interpreters, artisans, and a Benjamin Franklin impersonator teach 

visitors about early life on the Alley.  The historic pageantry that encompasses the annual 

events serves to reproduce public memory attached to early American history.  The 

colonial is literally embodied by performers as they continue the tradition of 

commemorating Elfreth’s Alley’s early origins.  The repetition of the ritual behavior of 
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these events coupled with the push to capture the essence of an 18th-century streetscape, 

has been very effective in continuing the Alley’s commitment to the colonial. 

Indeed public memory of Elfreth’s Alley has become so deeply attached to its 

colonial features that attempts to elucidate other periods of the street’s history are 

occasionally met with resistance.  For instance, prior to giving a talk at the Free Library 

of Philadelphia in 2013 about 19th-century immigrants on Elfreth’s Alley, I was asked to 

provide a few images for promotional materials.  I selected a photograph of a late-19th- 

to early-20th-century gilt and floral decal decorated semi-vitreous white bodied teacup 

from the archaeological assemblage along with a current panoramic photograph of the 

street (Figure 5.3).  Upon receiving the flier, however, none of my photographs were 

used, and three of the four images on the flier depicted performers dressed in 18th-

century garb including colonial artisans, costumed Christmas carolers, and yet another 

Benjamin Franklin impersonator.  I mentioned the clear disjuncture between the text 

describing my planned presentation and the imagery, but the lecture series coordinator’s 

supervisor decided the photographs highlighting the colonial past would be more 

appealing.  This anecdote reveals how memories of Elfreth’s Alley have become so 

wedded to the early American past that it is sometimes difficult to adequately explore 

other histories and to construct new memories. The Alley’s reputation as a colonial entity 

is so pervasive that even other Philadelphia cultural institutions at times reinforce this 

identity.  
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Figure 5.3: Images submitted to the Free Library of Philadelphia for promotional 
materials. Gilt and floral decal decorated semi-vitreous white bodied teacup (left); 

view of Elfreth’s Alley looking west, 2010 (right) 

 
Paradoxes and Duality on Elfreth’s Alley 

 
On the one hand, Elfreth’s Alley does owe its livelihood to its links to the colonial 

era and the construction of a public memory.  If it were not for the lobbying by the 

Elfreth’s Alley Association for the importance of the street based on its early beginnings, 

the Alley would not exist today.  On the other hand, however, the power of the 

established public memory at Elfreth’s Alley hinders the exploration of the full history of 

the street.  Not only does the attachment of public memory to the colonial limit an 

understanding of the later periods of occupation on the Alley, but it also leads to a series 

of paradoxes within the identity of the historic site.  Specifically, Elfreth’s Alley is 

simultaneously labeled as colonial and modern, as public and private, and as famed and 

unknown.  The duality of the site, in and of itself, is not problematic, rather the lack of 

recognition and balance between each side of the paradoxes leads to incomplete, 

inaccessible, and unrelatable interpretations of the historic site.  
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The central paradox arises when contrasting the public memory of Elfreth’s Alley, 

which positions the street as an authentic colonial thoroughfare unchanged by time, to the 

reality of the continuing history of the current, city street.  While Elfreth’s Alley 

possesses both colonial features and modern improvements, a disconnect surfaces when 

the street and atmosphere are labeled as authentically historic.  If authenticity is meant to 

relate to function, Elfreth’s Alley can be argued as an authentic place since it was 

constructed as a residential street and continues that function today.  However, more 

often than not, references to Elfreth’s Alley’s authenticity imply that the street has not 

changed since colonial times.  In this context, to be authentic is paired with being 

colonial and is at odds with being updated and modern.  Although the survival of the 

residential street for over three centuries relied on change and adaptation, the label of 

authenticity undermines stories of change and evolution on the city block. 

References to Elfreth’s Alley’s authenticity and unchanging character have 

proliferated since it was first recognized as a historic site in the early-20th century.  A 

brief examination of newspaper articles about Elfreth’s Alley reveal how public media 

descriptions reinforced a view of the Alley as static.  At best the articles romanticize the 

historic nature of the street.  For instance an article from 1936 states the street “looks 

today precisely as it did when Indians camped in the Wilderness at Broad and Market sts 

[sic]” (Reiss 1936), while another from 1949 exclaims that the Alley “is the only place 

you can go in Philadelphia and see what it looked like when Benjamin Franklin was a 

young man” (Sibley 1949).  At worst newspaper coverage completely denies any changes 

have taken place on the Alley.  A 1964 article attests that, “The years rolled by, but time 

seemingly stood still for that single block of old Philadelphia…Elfreth’s Alley escaped 
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the changes that befell the rest of the city” (Weart 1964).   By the time this article was 

printed in the 1960s much had changed on the Alley since its formation in the 18th 

century.  A few readily visible modifications included towering electric lampposts, 19th-

century Belgium block pavers, and a loading dock in place of the façade of house 128.  

Despite these changes, the reporter chose to omit all the elements of development in his 

descriptions and instill a sense of authenticity; this exclusion of change and devotion to 

the colonial teeters on the edge of mythmaking.   

Of course even more changes have taken place on the Alley and in its surrounding 

environment since the 1960s.  One of the largest changes was the construction of 

Interstate 95 on the east end of the block.  The creation of the highway blocked the 

Alley’s access to the waterfront and completely disassociated the historic site from the 

Delaware River from which it was initially inextricably linked.  Even when visually 

confronted with such an altered setting, many individuals still perpetuate a view of the 

Alley as untouched by time.  For instance in a recent tourism book on eastern 

Pennsylvania, the author pitched the Alley as timeless: “If you want to step into a time 

portal you can’t go wrong with this delightful slice of authentic Philadelphia real estate” 

(Fredericks 2013:29).  Academic scholars alike have fallen into this rhetoric.  In her 

dissertation examining the use of public history at historic sites, Lindsay (2010:182–186) 

employs Elfreth’s Alley as a case study and praises its cohesive narrative.  While Lindsay 

notes that the urban surroundings of the Alley have lost their historic character, she 

contests the Alley has been spared from such alterations.  She states, “Guests must walk 

through streets that do not convey a sense of time, only a slight sense of urban decay, as 

they make their way.  However, once they turn the corner to the alley, they are 
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transported to a different time” (Lindsay 2010:182).  The focus of Lindsay’s research is 

18th-century historic sites so it is understandable that she hones in on those early 

features.  In fact it is reasonable that many individuals extol the Alley’s colonial features.  

The architecture, craftsmanship, and scale of street immediately lend themselves to a 

historical reading of the site.  However, it is not appropriate to completely dismiss and 

ignore the physical evidence of change on the street.  Doing so is detrimental to a 

meaningful interpretation of the site.  In fact, accounts that fix the Alley in the colonial 

period directly contest the Elfreth’s Alley Association’s own updated narrative that the 

street is “not frozen in time” (Boudreau 2010:12).   

The paradoxical nature of the site is heightened when the intense fixation on the 

colonial and authenticity overtakes memory to the point that it obscures one of the most 

impressive features of Alley: that it has been continuously occupied as a residential street 

since its inception.  Well before Elfreth’s Alley was formally recognized as an important 

historic site in the 20th century, the street existed as a place of everyday memory making.  

For over three centuries a diverse group of Philadelphians have made the Alley their 

home.  However, highlighting the Alley as an active residential block, replete with 

modern day conveniences, is seemingly contradictory to the view of the Alley as an 

unchanging colonial entity.  Thus the colonial side is overemphasized causing the 

continuity of the street to be downplayed.   

Even when the continuity of occupation on the Alley is noted, few attempts are 

made to fully explain this side of the street’s identity.  While authors, tour guides, and 

journalists are quick to cite the fact that the Alley street has been continuously-occupied, 

this fact is usually offered as a brief piece of trivia and left uninterpreted for visitors.  



 202 

Little information is provided as to how the street has survived and adapted or about how 

the residential community in the post-colonial periods adapted their surrounding to keep 

the space relevant and livable.  Presenting both the longevity and continuity of the site 

without explaining how the two interrelate is misleading and can lead to confusion and 

misunderstanding.  I encountered a clear illustration of such misunderstanding when I 

first started studying Elfreth’s Alley several years ago.   

During the early stages of my research, I took a tour of the Elfreth’s Alley 

Museum while waiting to have a meeting with the interim director about potential 

archaeological excavations.  During the tour the docent explained that Elfreth’s Alley is 

“our nation’s oldest residential street,” a phrase I have encountered several times in the 

EAA’s promotional material (EAA [2007]).  Another visitor on the tour baulked at this 

claim saying he was from Florida and knew for a fact there were older residential streets 

in his home state, citing St. Augustine as an example.  The docent acquiesced and 

explained that the Alley’s claim to fame is that it is “the oldest, continuously-occupied 

residential street in the nation,” highlighting that “oldest” and “continuously-occupied” 

together were the key elements in this phrase.  The Floridian shrugged and accepted this 

answer, but seemed little convinced.  The tour guide’s explanation perfectly captured the 

duality of the street: it has colonial roots but current functions.  Furthermore, the slight 

pushback from the visitor opened the door for further explanation of post-colonial life on 

the street, but the remainder of the tour remained colonial-centered.  This encounter 

underscores how duality is integral to the street’s identity, but incomplete explanations of 

both sides of this identity can lead to dissonance and misunderstanding.  Each side must 

be presented and interpreted for the public. 
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The imbalanced interpretation of only the colonial at Elfreth’s Alley is 

interrelated to a second paradox between the public and private identity on the street.  

Specifically, the one-sided portrayal of the Alley as an authentic colonial entity is not 

effective for contextualizing and explaining its distinctive position as both public and 

private.  The street is both a public entity but it is comprised of individual private spaces; 

this status as an active residential street and a tourist attraction is unique.  Residents’ 

daily lives transpire against a backdrop of visitors strolling along the narrow street, 

peering into windows, photographing facades, and at times wandering into private homes 

(Van Allen 2008).  In this context personal and social memories are assembled by 

residents while public memory is simultaneously being espoused by visitors.  The dual 

public and private identity of the Alley sets it apart from reconstructed historic sites like 

colonial Williamsburg that embody a historic residential neighborhood, but are no longer 

active residences of modern citizens.  

A great danger in continuing to sustain the interpretive imbalance of Elfreth’s 

Alley is that it can undermine the street’s distinctiveness and duality.  When the colonial, 

public memory is privileged to such a great extent, it can lead to the false impression that 

the continuity of the private, residential occupation is counter or detrimental to the 

identity of the site.  Bethke (2005:14) takes this side and explains,  

The Alley’s uniqueness as a residential street…interferes with its mission to 
educate the public.  If the Association continues to prioritize the manipulation of 
Elfreth’s Alley’s history for entertainment purposes, residents should yield to a 
superior public right to access the Alley’s true historical heritage.  Perhaps a 
public organization, whether city, state, or federal, could restore each house to its 
original condition, further enhancing the colonial character of the Alley while 
remaining true to the accurate history of the street.  The Elfreth’s Alley Museum 
must take steps to fulfill its public responsibility to the public or lose its 
entitlement to do so.   
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Bethke’s position seems drastic as he seemingly advocates for the complete erasure of 

any evidence contrary to the colonial in the Alley.  However, throughout most of his 

critique of the Alley, Bethke supports the interpretation of all periods of the Alley’s 

extensive history.  It is only after being confronted with one-sided and incomplete 

interpretations of the street, that Bethke proposes fully transitioning to the colonial as the 

solution to rectify the imbalance.  Rather than creating a balance and interpretation of 

both sides, Bethke’s answer it to try to rid the street of its inherent duality.  This action, 

however, would completely destroy the unique quality of the Alley.  As the tour guide 

pointed out, the street’s exceptionality comes from the combination of being concurrently 

colonial and current, of being both public and private.  Therefore, all sides of the story 

need to be told and explained; the next section details how public archaeology can assist 

with this endeavor.   

The last, lesser interpretive paradox becomes evident when comparing Elfreth’s 

Alley’s well-known national and international status to its relative obscurity within 

Philadelphia.  Elfreth’s Alley is publicized and touted throughout the country as an 

exceptional example of a preserved 18th-century streetscape.  From architecture books to 

artistic renderings, references to the Alley permeate throughout popular culture, the 

tourism industry, and the academy.  A travel book on Philadelphia would be remiss not to 

mention the quaint street in a section on Old City.  Recently I found homages to Elfreth’s 

Alley on a can of Ortlieb’s beer with a colonial image of the street depicted on it to 

celebrate the bicentennial, a redware mug commemorating folklore associated with an 

early resident of the street, and a concession stand at the Philadelphia Phillies’ baseball 
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stadium named “Cobblestone Grill of Elfreth’s Alley” after the faux, 18th-century 

cobblestone paving on the Alley.  I have encountered countless other renderings of the 

Alley in unexpected settings such as a poster in a cheesesteak shop in Harrisburg, 

Pennsylvania, an artistic painting in a local Dermatologists office, and an advertisement 

for mortgages on the side of the bank in North Philadelphia.  I have started to note the 

types of images and their placement; in the future I am interested in analyzing what these 

images may reveal about how the Alley’s persona is coopted for purposes outside the 

strictly historical.  One thing is obvious right now, however; the Alley is a symbol used 

far and wide.   

 While publicity has led to a level of notoriety among a wide national and even 

global audience, Elfreth’s Alley remains comparatively unknown to many Philadelphia 

citizens.  Time and time again Philadelphians I have spoken to at public events express 

that they were unaware of the Alley’s existence before the given event.  This local 

unfamiliarity is not a new phenomena.  An article in The Philadelphia Inquirer in 1949 

noted, “Many thousands of Philadelphians are unacquainted with the Alley, yet sightseers 

from all over the word consider their visit to the city incomplete if they do not walk 

through the narrow thoroughfare” (Sibley 1949).  An even more forceful summation of 

Philadelphians’ indifference to the site was captured by another reporter who stated,  

“Philadelphians almost unanimously accord the alley…complete disregard” (Reiss 1936).  

Perhaps the Alley has retained its local anonymity through today because the propagated 

vision of the Alley as frozen in time is distant and incongruent with the personal 

memories and experiences of urban Philadelphians who encounter and confront change 

on a daily basis.   
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The duality of identity at Elfreth’s Alley as colonial and current, as public and 

private, and as famous and unknown, is not representative of diametrically opposing 

forces; rather these tandem features are what make the Alley such a remarkable historic 

site.  However, disproportionate interpretations and memories of the Alley’s colonial 

features lead to a paradoxical and inconsistent understanding of the site.  The inherent 

duality of the site must be embraced to achieve harmonious and diachronic interpretations 

of the site.  Public archaeology has the ability to bring all phases of the street’s past to life 

as well as begin to address seeming paradoxes of identity and memory at this historic site. 

 
Public Archaeology at Elfreth’s Alley 

 
 Now that the distinctive landscape of memory at Elfreth’s Alley has been 

dissected, the question is what can archaeology reveal at a site of established public 

memory and continued social and personal memory?  Put another way, how can 

archaeology at Elfreth’s Alley contribute to an understanding of memory and meaning?  

Previous research on memory has outlined how archaeology can contribute to the 

reinforcement of past memories, the contradiction of established memories, and the 

formation of new memories (Shackel 2001; Delle 2008; Duff 2008; Van Dyke 2011).  

These studies primarily focus on how the products of archaeological research impact 

scholarly interpretations of memory.  However, much less research has been conducted 

on how public archaeology and community involvement specifically influence memory at 

historic sites.   

 This section will explore the implementation and outcomes of the public 

archaeology program at Elfreth’s Alley to highlight how processes of memory 
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substantiation, expansion, and construction occurred simultaneously at this site.  

Archaeology on the Alley has not only realized the potential to explicate multiple 

histories through the recovery of artifacts from several periods, but the public 

archaeology program also enabled the dissemination of knowledge and increased the 

accessibility of alternative histories of the street.  Moreover, public archaeology has 

helped balance the problematic interpretations and paradoxes on the street.  The potential 

of public archaeology as a methodology is examined, and future avenues for public 

programming at the Alley are also offered.   

 
Implementation of Public Archaeology Program  

 
 Public archaeology has many forms, definitions, and even names.  Depending on 

the particular context or purpose of a project, public archaeology has been called 

community archaeology, activist archaeology, education archaeology, and applied 

archaeology or anthropology (Shackel 2004; Pykles 2006:312; SAA 2010; Stottman 

2010:2,7).  Although not all scholars agree on a single classification or definition for 

public archaeology, one thing is clear: the discipline has evolved and changed greatly 

since its inception.  The term public archaeology was first used in 1972 by Charles 

McGimsey and initially referred to archaeology completed as part of legal or regulatory 

projects, more commonly referred to as cultural resource management (CRM) today 

(Pykles 2006:311; Little 2007:136; Stottman 2010:4).  Since the 1970s the term evolved 

and the field has blossomed to encompass all manners and iterations of public 

engagement including, but not limited to, disseminating archaeological results to the 

public, involving descendent communities in planning of projects, educating school 
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children about archaeological projects, and having the public take part in excavation, 

laboratory work, and interpretation.  Today archaeologists generally accept that public 

participation is an integral part of the field; historical archaeologist Paul Shackel 

(2004:14) explains, “participation means more than just presenting the archaeology to the 

public.  It is now about reaching out to members of the community and making them 

stakeholders in the archaeological discourse.”  The public archaeology program at 

Elfreth’s Alley encouraged the community to join in discourse through public outreach, 

education, and participation in field and laboratory work.   

 When I first set out to complete an archaeological study of the immigrant 

population on Elfreth’s Alley, I knew I wanted to involve the community as part of my 

project, but I did not anticipate what a large role public engagement would come to play 

in the research and analysis of the street.  In my proposal to the Elfreth’s Alley 

Association in 2011, I only briefly outlined my intention to incorporate public 

archaeology, outreach, and participation into my project and tersely alluded to the 

visibility of the Alley as a leading historical site in Philadelphia.  At the time, I had a 

lingering sense of the importance of incorporating the public in the exploration of a site 

centered around everyday people, but I did not know exactly what form public 

participation would take or the great impact such involvement would have.  

 In the end, my archaeological research at Elfreth’s Alley was public in several 

ways.  At a very basic level, the project was publically accessible through the creation of 

an online blog as well as the many public lectures, talks, artifact displays, and activities I 

led for general audiences.  I created a blog titled “Archaeology on the Alley” in the 

spring of 2012 to communicate the progress of the project and spread information about 
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archaeological findings and developments.  Although I initially envisioned the audience 

of the blog as the local community and the EAA, it also became a forum to interact with a 

wider audience.  The blog has been viewed by individuals from as far away as Russia and 

Venezuela, and has over 28,000 visits as of February 2015.  The blog has also been 

featured on larger digital media platforms including the website of the Society for 

Historical Archaeology, the preeminent international organization for historical 

archaeology.  I also used the blog to announce public outreach events featuring my 

project and other archaeology projects in the Philadelphia region.   

 Over the course of my research, I organized, participated, and was invited to 

discuss urban archaeology and my project in many different public settings.  From 

teaching middle school girls about artifact analysis during the American Association of 

University Women’s annual Discover the Future event to organizing a booth at the 

Philadelphia Science Week carnival about reconstructing past, the focus of the events I 

have taken part in has been education.  I have used my work at Elfreth’s Alley to 

encourage an understanding of the wider importance of archaeological knowledge and 

how archaeology in Philadelphia has increased our understanding of the continuing 

history of the city.  Other events I participated in catered to local adult audiences 

including the “Science on Tap” series organized by the Academy of Natural Sciences, the 

local history lecture program at the Free Library of Philadelphia, and the annual 

Archaeology month event hosted by the Philadelphia Archaeological Forum.  These 

programs enabled me to keep the public and Philadelphia community informed of and 

involved in the project.  Furthermore, I found great value in giving presentations while 
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the archaeological research was still underway since it highlighted how interpretations of 

the past are fluid and shifting. 

 On another level, the actual excavations at Elfreth’s Alley were inherently public 

since they were conducted in the highly visible setting of the museum courtyard.  We 

conducted excavations in the courtyard behind the museum and gift shop while the EAA 

held their regular hours; this was when the EAA still had paid staff running and operating 

the museum.  Entrance into the gift shop at 126 and the courtyard to the rear was free of 

charge.  Each morning my crew and I would arrive ready to dig greeting neighbors as 

they left for work, and throughout the day we would host countless visitors and tourists 

who were able to view the excavations as they were being conducted.  It was exceptional 

and rewarding to dig in the setting of the active museum space where we were able to 

interact with the public as artifacts and features were unearthed.   Moreover, “giving 

visitors the opportunity to interact with researchers and inquire about the artifacts 

establishes an impromptu and casual mechanism for active citizen participation in 

projects” (Hurley 2010:188–189).  The visibility of the dig at Elfreth’s Alley led to many 

active interactions with visitors as we were excavating.  Myself or another crewmember 

was always on hand to field questions and explain the purpose of our excavations.  

Discussions with guests frequently centered on what types of objects we had unearthed or 

how we were collecting information.  Often individuals were surprised to learn about the 

types of information that can be gleaned from archaeological investigations, the large 

quantity of artifacts recovered in urban settings, and the level of detail and painstaking 

effort put into conducing excavations including the copious amounts of paperwork.  For 

many visitors the experience at Elfreth’s Alley was their first exposure to an 
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archaeological site, and the experience functioned to illuminate the processes of 

excavation and knowledge construction.    

 The openness and visibility of the project also fostered continued community and 

media interest in the project.  Temple University Office of News Communications ran a 

story about my project in December 2013 that led to coverage by several other media 

outlets including the Associated Press, The Philadelphia Inquirer, WHYY-FM, and KYW 

news radio.  The media attention increased the visibility of my project and was great 

publicity.  A number of visitors that came by the excavations expressed that they 

specifically planned a trip to the site after they heard about the project on the news or 

from my blog.  On the flip side, several tourists who came through museum courtyard 

without knowing of the project beforehand became diligent followers of the project on 

the blog.    

 The combination of an online presence, the visibility of excavation, and media 

coverage led to long-term public interest and engagement with the research; however, the 

crux of public archaeology on the Alley was public participation.  After preliminary 

testing in the summer of 2011, both field and laboratory work were open to volunteers 

from the public.  Anyone and everyone was welcome to take part in the project; no 

limitations were imposed on those wishing to try their hands at archeology.  I put out an 

open call for volunteers on the blog in the spring of 2012 seeking anyone with a “passion 

for learning and history.”  The volunteer opportunity was also publicized through fliers at 

the EAA, the Archaeological Society of New Jersey listserv, the Philadelphia 

Archaeology Forum website and Facebook page, announcements in Temple University 

undergraduate anthropology classes, and the various talks and lectures I gave. 
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 Volunteers participated in the 2012 and 2013 summer field seasons as well as 

assisted in the lab with artifact processing during the academic year.  Volunteers instantly 

became part of the crew for a few hours, a day, a week, or even several years as the same 

familiar faces kept coming back.  Every volunteer who came out to the site or into the lab 

was trained on proper archaeological methods and received individual instruction.   The 

turnout was remarkable with over 90 people volunteering on site and in the lab and over 

1,200 volunteer hours dedicated to the project.  The volunteer base was comprised of a 

diverse group of individuals from native Philadelphians to city transplants, from current 

property owners to descendants of former Elfreth’s Alley residents, and from museum 

staff and docents to area high school students.  Volunteers were really the backbone of 

the public archaeology and offered amazing insights and support throughout the project.   

 While I initially did not anticipate how large the public archaeology program 

would become or how meaningful it would be, the program blossomed and grew fast.  

Utilizing digital platforms and catching the eye of media outlets helped publicize and 

quickly build the program and volunteer base.  Additionally, excavating at an active 

museum was a great opportunity to promote interaction with the public and drew in a lot 

of dedicated followers.  As the program grew and I engaged more and more with the 

public through events and excavation, I began to witness how volunteers and visitors 

brought a fresh perspective to the project as we discussed their own reflections on the 

research.  Such meaningful exchanges made me question the role and formation of 

memory along the Alley, and I began to realize how public archaeology can be used as 

methodology to overcome some of the interpretative limitations discussed above.  The 
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next section details how public archaeology became a way to explore and alleviate 

tensions in memory at the historic site.   

 
Outcomes and Implications 

 
Public archaeology events, excavation, and participation at Elfreth’s Alley helped 

equalize interpretive imbalances on the street that arose from colonial-centered public 

memory overshadowing alternative histories.  Constructed and initially inhabited as 

residential homes and later converted to museum headquarters, the dwellings at 124 and 

126 Elfreth’s Alley have been intimate witnesses to the creation of both impromptu social 

and personal memory and authorized public memory.  The public archaeology program at 

Elfreth’s Alley at these houses concurrently reinforced traditional public memory through 

official EAA events, challenged fixed interpretations of memory on the Alley through the 

visibility of evolution in the excavations, and constructed new meanings and memory 

through volunteer participation.  Each of these phenomena will be discussed in turn. 

By accepting and encouraging in public discussion and interaction with artifacts 

from Elfreth’s Alley’s early past, public archaeology did to some degree bolster the 

colonial-centered public memory of the thoroughfare.  The structures at 124 and 126 

were built in the 18th century and have been occupied since that time.  While my specific 

research agenda sought to answer questions about the immigrants who inhabited these 

dwellings in the mid- to late-19th century, I could not, nor did I seek to, ignore evidence 

and information related to the earlier occupations.  Publically acknowledging deposits 

and artifacts from only the immigrant occupation would lead to new interpretive 

imbalances.  Therefore, I welcomed informal and formal discussions of the physical 
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evidence of the site’s early history, but also tried to frame it in the context of the large 

continuing history of the street.  For instance, when coordinating a poster display and 

artifact presentation at the EAA’s annual Fete Day and Deck the Alley events, I aimed to 

highlight the archaeological process and the evolution of space in the courtyard at 124 

and 126.  To accomplish this I displayed artifacts from all the centuries of occupation, 

including the colonial, and I encouraged discussion about the variety of the objects.  

The relative age of artifacts was a reoccurring topic of discussion that came up 

during public archaeology events; visitors to the Alley, audience members at public talks, 

and journalists often raised questions about the antiquity of the artifacts recovered.  

Although the archaeological assemblage included artifacts produced from the 17th to 

20th centuries, individuals were often intrigued and impressed by the survival of the 

oldest objects.  Even when these artifacts were recovered from mixed contexts and could 

not be tightly dated to a specific occupation, people found it exciting to interact with and 

examine objects produced centuries ago, such as fragments of English Staffordshire 

slipware (1675-1770) or Westerwald blue and grey stoneware (1575-1775) (Noël Hume 

2001).  Although the early items did not neatly fit my research goal of explicating the 

Alley immigrants’ lives, those moments of interaction were important and meaningful in 

connecting modern people to a storied past and creating a contemporary dialogue about 

the history of the street. 

Public archaeology also unintentionally supported colonial-centered memory 

when non-temporally diagnostic artifacts, such as straight pins, were used in colonial 

interpretation.  It is very difficult to date straight pins; there are only general guidelines to 

help differentiate early pins from later pins (Beaudry 2006:21).  Yet, the discovery of 
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over two hundred pin fragments in the courtyard and back lot behind 124 and 126 

Elfreth’s Alley made its way into a narrative specifically about the houses’ colonial 

occupants.  Shortly after the construction of 126, Jeremiah Elfreth sold the property to 

two female mantua-makers, Mary Smith and Sarah Melton, who lived there until their 

deaths in the late-18th century (Philadelphia Deed Book 1813).  The tours of 126 are 

dedicated to understanding the everyday lives of Mary and Sarah, and these two women 

were researched intensively by the EAA.  Although the pins from the archaeological 

assemblage were not tightly temporally diagnostic and were found in historic fill, they 

quickly became a symbol for these colonial women and a talking point among tour 

guides, visitors, and volunteers.  The notion that the pins were employed by the colonial 

occupants of 126 is indeed plausible, but it is not verifiable given identifiable artifact 

characteristics or the stratigraphic context.  On the one hand, this usurpation of the pins 

for colonial purposes highlights the power of narratives connected to specific individuals 

to engage the public.  On the other hand, it underscores how pervasive the memory of the 

colonial can be at Elfreth’s Alley and how public archaeology inadvertently contributed 

to this memory.   

Another example of how public archaeology efforts contributed to the sustenance 

of public memory occurred during the creation of a museum exhibit on the Alley.  In the 

spring of 2013, I worked with museum staff, EAA board members, and volunteers to help 

organize a new exhibit about life on the Alley.  Ostensibly the purpose of the exhibit, 

entitled “Making Ends Meet: 300 years of everyday life,” was to highlight how occupants 

lived and survived over the duration of the existence of the Alley.  This exhibit is another 

example of the EAA’s attempts to capture the continuity and long history of the Alley; 
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however, the ultimate execution of the exhibit did not live up to its potential.  While I 

provided several objects from the archaeological assemblage related to domestic and 

working life on the Alley spanning the 18th through 20th centuries, the earlier objects 

were more prominently displayed.  In fact the entire exhibit was mostly limited to 

explanations of 18th and 19th-century living, with a much heavier emphasis on the 

colonial period.   

Sarah Melton and Mary Smith figured prominently in the exhibit displays and the 

illustrious straight pins were conspicuously on exhibit.  The 19th-century owner of the 

property of 126, Louis Kolb, was also mentioned in the exhibit, but to a much smaller 

degree, and no interpretation of living on the street beyond the mid-19th century was 

offered.  Additionally, the marketing and publicity for the exhibit was highly colonial-

centric.  For instance, the promotional video for the exhibit stressed the colonial roots of 

the Alley, and the exhibit opening featured a live-model demonstration of colonial 

dressing.  By virtue of contributing to the exhibit, archaeology melded with the 

authorized public memory of the street.  The artifacts on display temporarily became part 

of the official memory presented to visitors and were caught up in the fervor for the 

colonial.   

Even though public archaeology furthered the colonial-focus of public memory on 

the Alley, it also became a way to advocate for the overlooked history of the later periods 

on the street.  Archaeological background research lent itself to explication of the 19th 

century as information about the development of the later back buildings and the 

demographics of residents were explored.  Additionally, the discovery of below ground 

evidence of structures associated with the immigrant populations who inhabited the back 
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courtyard brought to life the living conditions during that time.  The brick foundation 

walls of the narrow tenements structures, the contemporaneous wooden post molds, and 

the 19th-century artifacts were physical representations of the later occupations.  The 

visibility of these features became the springboard for public discussions with visitors 

about the later history of the street. 

The tour of the house museum at 126 concluded in the courtyard where we were 

excavating.  Tourists often came to the Alley with their guidebooks in hand, expecting 

the street to be a quintessential symbol of colonial life.  They were not disappointed by 

the architecture, but they were often surprised to encounter an excavation with research 

questions focused on a period other than the colonial.  Several tourists verbalized their 

puzzlement and questioned why we were studying the 19th century.  This reaction was 

akin to the resistance experienced at the Free Library described above, and seemed to 

stem from the fact that a non-colonial view of the Alley did not meet their expectations of 

a place fixed in time.  In the end visitors’ questions about and interaction with the 

excavation opened the door for meaningful discussions about what archaeology can 

contribute to the study of marginalized groups such as immigrants.  It gave me the 

opportunity to explain how certain populations are not always completely or accurately 

captured in the written record and how archaeology can be utilized in these contexts.  

Through instigating discussions about 19th-century history, public archaeology not only 

promoted the interpretation of the later periods of history on the Alley, but it also helped 

to debunk the myth that archaeology only focuses on the ancient past.   

Importantly the dialogue about my research on the immigrant experience on the 

Alley also encouraged visitors and volunteers to discuss and connect with their own 
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immigrant pasts.  Upon interacting with the 19th-century material culture and hearing of 

the immigrant residents on the Alley, several visitors and volunteers began describing 

their own immigrant relatives’ lives in America.  Individuals would recount what 

countries their ancestors came from, what cities they settled in, and what was known 

about their experiences.  In this setting visitors and volunteers related the past on the 

Alley to their own familial histories and began to see the importance of studying these 

people who have been lost to time.  In this way, public archaeology challenged a strictly 

colonial memory of the site, not just through the presence of 19th-century material, but 

also through public interaction with the site and its history.   

The fact that public archaeology both fed into the colonial-centered public 

memory and challenged it illustrates how the program became a useful tool to bridge and 

address the interpretive paradox of the Alley being both colonial and current.  The view 

of the Alley as a strictly colonial entity isolates it from its current function as a modern 

city street.  Indeed, it can be exceedingly difficult to discuss the post-colonial past at 

Elfreth’s Alley when the street itself has been meticulously preserved and restored to 

imbue elements of the 18th century.  Through presenting the physical remains of all 

periods of history, public archaeology was able to bolster a more comprehensive 

chronology of the street.  The juxtaposition of extant, 18th-century buildings, 

archaeological remnants of 19th-century structures, and modern features of everyday 

living on the Alley created a productive backdrop in which to discuss the evolution of the 

Alley.   

Specifically having a designated space in the museum courtyard in which to 

discuss the 19th-century history and link the colonial to the modern in a continuum was 
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useful.  On the Alley the 18th century is visibly on display through the architecture and 

façade of the street, and the modern is present in the larger urban setting as well as the 

modern-day elements such as cars traversing the lane; however, a physical link to the 

19th century is conspicuously missing.  During public excavations, the museum 

courtyard became the de facto place to explore the 19th century.  Exposing remnants of 

the 19th century enabled discussion of a fuller chronology of the historical site.  

Additionally the contrast between the neatly preserved 18th-century houses and the 

fragmented and fractured archaeological remains helped tell the story of the unequal 

preservation and memory on the street.  In this context, visitors and volunteers alike 

began to see a more fluid history of the street, a story still being told.  

 In addition to reaffirming, and challenging memory, archaeology at Elfreth’s 

Alley also contributed to processes of novel memory construction.  Specifically, public 

archaeology on the Alley contributed to the creation of new memories as volunteers came 

to metaphorically and physically dig up the past.  When excavation or laboratory work 

was underway, memories of the experience were constructed in a social, shared 

environment.  Overtime this setting lent itself to the creation and strengthening of 

community through the public archaeology program.  As new volunteers became 

involved in the project, they continued to return to help with excavation and artifact 

processing.  Several volunteers became involved in the project from the beginning in 

2012 and continued participating throughout the duration of the research.  At one of the 

last artifact cleaning sessions a volunteer remarked about how much she enjoyed the 

program and noted how volunteers had created their own community. 
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Yet, another layer of memory was exposed through the public archaeology 

program when volunteers drew on their previous memories to create analogs between 

objects in their personal lives and the artifacts recovered.  For instance, during excavation 

of a deposit associated with the destruction of the tenements in the 20th century, a 

volunteer unearthed a small glass vessel.  While examining the artifact and turning it in 

her hand, she proudly exclaimed she knew what the object was: she remembered the form 

from her own childhood and recognized the item as an inkbottle.  She later undertook 

research of the bottle on her own and used historic magazine advertisements to identify 

the artifact as a Carter inkbottle originally produced in the 1940s.  This anecdote 

demonstrates an important process I observed frequently during public excavation and 

laboratory work: volunteers actively making Elfreth’s Alley’s past relatable and relevant 

to their own lives.  Similar to how public archaeology prompted conversations about 

individuals’ own immigrant pasts, creating analogs to material culture enabled volunteers 

to explore how history was relevant to the present.  

Through this type of active participation, volunteers took ownership of the past 

and exercised their role as stakeholders in the archaeological process.  I was always 

exceedingly impressed by the volunteers’ dedication to their responsibilities.  They were 

incredibly diligent about excavation and laboratory procedures, taking the most delicate 

care of every item recovered from almost imperceptible shreds of glass to fragments of 

plastic plant tags.  This demonstrates how invested volunteers were in telling the full 

story of the Alley; they did not discriminate against alternatives histories.  Additionally, 

volunteers’ involvement did not end in the field or the lab.  Throughout the year I would 

receive emails and phone calls about information that may help identify a particular 
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artifact or a potential theory about the formation of a specific feature.  Such continuing 

insights were a testament to how public participation fostered a strong community that 

valued the breadth of the Alley’s history.  

Working with the public on site and in the lab allowed for a real-time exchange of 

the ideas and the construction of expanded and new memories of this historic place.   

Moreover, by involving the local community in this way and making the past relatable to 

the present, public archaeology started to chip away at the interpretive paradox of 

Elfreth’s Alley being both widely famous but locally unknown.  Thus, the public 

archaeology program became a means to bridge the multiple spheres of memory at 

Elfreth’s Alley.   

 
Potential and Possibilities 

 
 While public archaeology became a great tool to explore and alleviate imbalances 

within interpretations of memory at Elfreth’s Alley, it also began to reveal the ways that 

community involvement can imbue history with relevancy and meaning in modern 

contexts.  Specifically, public participation led to significant community investment in, 

ownership of, and reflection on the meaning of the site.  Future public programing can 

benefit from continuing the focus on community involvement, but also has the potential 

to increase its impact by identifying and pursuing specific community stakeholders.  

When I initiated the public archaeology program in 2012, my goal was to foster 

community involvement, and I defined community very broadly as anyone interested in 

the project.  I wanted to make the program open and accessible to a wide audience; this 

effort was largely successful as a diverse group of individuals participated in project.  
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While openness is still key to future public programming, it would also be valuable to 

directly reach out to and share authority with important community stakeholders.  

Particularly, Alley residents and local Philadelphia immigrants are two groups who could 

be more fully incorporated into future programing.  Involving and engaging these 

communities has the potential to provide new insights into the meaning and relevance of 

Elfreth’s Alley.   

 Living among the street’s confines and becoming part of its storied past, the 

current residents of Elfreth’s Alley have an invested interest in research on the Alley.   

Moreover, residents are a valuable resource for understanding and studying everyday life 

along the alleyway.  Though my research was part of the first formal archaeology 

conducted on the Alley, several residents have approached me and anecdotally told me 

about objects and architectural features they encountered when improving or renovating 

their own properties.  During a discussion with one resident, she actually went to her 

house and brought out a box full of ceramic and glass fragments she collected from 

below the baseboards when she was replacing the floor in her kitchen.  Those broken 

pieces and other residents’ accounts of the physical remnants of the past are meaningful.  

One possible avenue of future programming could be to conduct an oral history project 

with residents about their own below ground findings.  This type of project would engage 

the residents and open the door for discussions about the meaning and history of the 

Alley.   In 2002 the EAA actually collected oral histories of past residents of the street 

(Cory Kegerise, former EAA Executive Director 2012, pers. comm.); however, no clear 

product appears to have come out of this effort.  The recordings of this oral history 

project, located in the EAA archives, are another potential resource of information.   
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 Involving residents in public programing and exploring their views of the place 

has the potential to explicate and bridge the public and private paradox on the street.  The 

public side of the Alley is wholly visible and accessible to outsiders; we can wander 

down the narrow thoroughfare, we can view the colonial architecture, and we can learn 

about the history and memory of the place, but we cannot know what it is like to live on 

the nation’s oldest, continuously-occupied street.  Residents have an intimate 

understanding of alley life and know what it means to them to live on a commoditized 

place.  Providing residents the opportunity to give their perspective of the street and 

incorporating their voices into the narrative is one way of embracing the unique status of 

Elfreth’s Alley as a National Historic Landmark comprised of private residencies.  

 In addition to current residents, contemporary Philadelphia immigrants are 

another group that has a stake in the research on the Alley.  The Alley became the home 

of many immigrants in the mid- to late-19th century, and public archaeology efforts to 

date have hinted at the potential of programing to foster discussion and understanding of 

other immigrant experiences.  On several occasions, visitors and volunteers related the 

archaeological findings at the Alley to their ancestors’ immigrant pasts.  Thelen 

(1998:199) explains that this practice of comparing personal experiences to others can 

lead “individuals [to] create empathy that permits them to enter into the experiences of 

people from other times and places, people from other backgrounds.”  In the United 

States where immigration continues to be a heated and contentious topic, fostering 

empathy can be critical to having productive discussions on immigration issues.  Thus 

public archaeology programming offers a potential way to broach contemporary 

discourses on immigration in a fairly anodyne way.  
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 To continue to cultivate dialogue about immigration on the Alley, one possibility 

for future public programing would be to expressly invite current immigrants to take part 

in the archaeological process or engage with the archaeological assemblage and ask them 

whether the findings resonate with their own experiences as modern Philadelphia 

immigrants.  Such a program has the potential to explore how today’s newcomers do or 

do not relate to historic immigrant groups.  Regardless of the results, such outreach would 

have the ability to stimulate contemporary dialogue about immigration.  The possibilities 

for public programming discussed here provide just a few potential ways to continue 

advocating for a multivocal view of the past on Elfreth’s Alley.   

 
Summary 

 
The two aims of this chapter have been to unpack the layers of memory and 

meaning at Elfreth’s Alley and to assess the impact public archaeology has had and can 

have on the interpretation and understanding of this National Historic Landmark.  The 

analysis therein has revealed that memory, meaning, and public archaeology at Elfreth’s 

Alley converge in complicated and complementary ways.  Specifically, inquiry into 

memory of the street has revealed the differential power accorded to the public memory 

of the colonial period.  The consequence of privileging public memory has been the 

relative neglect of alternative histories on the street, the construction of unbalanced 

interpretations, and the creation of false paradoxes.  Ultimately, the implementation of a 

public archaeology program at Elfreth’s Alley was instrumental in expanding and 

balancing the interpretation of memory and meaning of this historic site.  Moreover, 

community involvement and participation became a way to make Elfreth’s Alley and its 
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history relevant and relatable to the present and foster contemporary dialogues about 

immigration. 
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CHAPTER 6 
CONCLUSION 

 
 

On the most fundamental level, the archaeological investigations at 124 and 126 

Elfreth’s Alley rediscovered the rear structures that were the home to several Alley 

immigrants.  These buildings were forgotten and lost to time, both physically and 

metaphorically.  In their own time the back structures and their inhabitants were 

disregarded and hidden behind the façade of the “City of Homes.”  In modern times the 

ephemeral rear dwellings were removed along with the alternative histories that were 

attached to them.  In the absence of physical remains and conceptual remembrances of 

the immigrant past, the colonial history of Elfreth’s Alley has been selectively and 

continuously privileged.  Within this context, the research detailed inside these pages has 

expounded two interconnected lines of rediscovery.  The first is the rediscovery of the 

physical world in which immigrants lived; the second is the rediscovery of the abstract 

landscape of memory in which they were forgotten.  Through combining documentary 

research, urban archaeological excavation, and public programing, this dissertation 

reveals how these discoveries informed and amplified one another to contribute to an 

understanding of the complexity of urban immigrant life and memory at Elfreth’s Alley. 

In terms of the physical findings, the urban archaeological excavations at 124 and 

126 exposed in-situ foundation walls of the structures built and inhabited by European 

immigrations, mostly of German and Irish descent, during the 19th century.  These 

structures were erected in the rear courtyard and tucked behind the original 18th-century 

row houses that fronted the alleyway.  The architectural remnants discovered in the 

courtyard were a physical representation and reminder of the practice of building small, 



 227 

rear dwellings behind row houses and renting them out to lower classes such as 

immigrants.  During excavation, the juxtaposition of the extant front houses and 

archaeological remnants of the rear structures on the site underscored the ephemeral and 

expedient nature of immigrant housing at the properties.   

Excavation not only provided physical evidence of a common housing tradition in 

Philadelphia, it also offered a window into the built environment of immigrants’ domestic 

lives.  Preliminary testing in 2011 and summer field seasons in 2012 and 2013 revealed 

that the built landscape at 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley was highly architecturalized and 

constantly changing during the immigrant occupation.  Excavation uncovered a 

complicated interplay of thick destruction debris and rubble, foundation walls, iron pipes, 

builder’s trenches, and multiple layers of urban fill.  The complicated nature of the 

excavation reflected and exposed the complexity of the occupation behind the colonial 

façade.     

Through dissecting the convoluted relationships between the urban deposits and 

architectural features, several periods of 19th-century building, expansion, and rebuilding 

were identified at the properties.  I was able to partially trace the evolution of rear 

structures using property deeds, insurance surveys, and historic maps, but the records 

were at times incomplete, inconsistent, and even contradictory.  By combining the 

documentary record with archaeological evidence, the sequence of construction of the 

rear structures was clarified.  Additionally, a few previously undocumented historic 

alterations were identified through excavation including the expansion of an early-19th-

century kitchen behind 124 as well as of the incorporation of an earlier privy into the 

mid-19th-century improvements behind 126.  Prior to this archaeology, the Elfreth’s 
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Alley Museum’s narrative of the properties involved a simple, linear discussion of the 

construction of rear kitchens followed by larger additions; excavation complicated and 

added to this narrative by exposing evidence of extensive expansions, alterations, and 

modifications within the rear structures.  

The importance of the physical discovery of the rear dwellings extended beyond 

just revealing the existence and development of previously overlooked structures; it also 

advanced an understanding of the material experiences of immigrants.  The architectural 

remains recovered archaeologically were a physical embodiment of the structures that 

contained and witnessed the domestic lives of immigrants.  Through critically examining 

the archaeological evidence of the built environment, I was able to reconstruct elements 

of immigrants’ living conditions and experiences.  Specifically, excavation uncovered the 

material realities of confined and divided domestic spaces, dubious construction and 

narrow foundation walls of the rear structures, and unsanitary living conditions.  In 

addition to the poor living conditions, however, archaeological exploration also revealed 

that immigrant owners and builders employed a tradition of reuse, adaptation, and 

improvisation within the architecturalization of the rear spaces.  This finding was 

particularly significant because tangible displays of immigrants’ actions and decisions 

can be difficult to identify in historic research.  Thus, archaeology at the Alley provided a 

critical line of evidence for understanding and grounding immigrant action and material 

experience in the domestic sphere.  

The physical discoveries at 124 and 126 Elfreth’s Alley illuminate the lives of one 

group of historic immigrants at one location in Philadelphia; however, this investigation 

also contributes important data to and strengthens the dialogue about archaeological 
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study of 19th-century immigrant groups in the city at large.  McCarthy et al.’s study 

(1995) of the Irish immigrant population on the Gateway Development parcel at 15th and 

Vine Street has been the only other archaeological project specifically and purposely 

directed at understanding immigrants’ lives in Philadelphia.  McCarthy et al. found that 

despite cramped quarters and unsanitary conditions, immigrants created lives of 

comfortably modest means as evidenced by their purchase of quality meats and highly 

decorated ceramics.  Although the investigation at Elfreth’s Alley differed from the 

Gateways Development exploration since it focused on the built environment rather than 

discrete privy deposits, excavation along the Alley revealed similar facets of poor living 

conditions along with elements of immigrants’ agency in defining their domestic lives.  

Together, these studies begin to reveal a nuanced pattern of harsh conditions but active 

living by immigrants in Philadelphia.  

While this dissertation bolsters and reinvigorates a conversation about the 

archaeology of the city’s immigrants, much more archaeological research is needed to 

better understand immigrants’ lived experiences within the distinct context of 

Philadelphia.  Previous scholars have identified that 19th-century Philadelphia was 

different from other urban, immigrant centers.  Specifically, the city lacked discrete 

ethnic enclaves, had a high proportion of home-ownership, and offered varied 

occupational opportunities within a diverse economy.  In many ways Elfreth’s Alley was 

a microcosm of these exceptional aspects of Philadelphia; the street had several 

immigrant property owners, accommodated a diverse population of immigrants from 

across Europe, and housed residents with assorted occupations during the 19th century.  

While these facts made Elfreth’s Alley an ideal location in which to study immigrant 
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experience in the Philadelphia-context, excavations at 124 and 126 did not yield large, 

intact artifact deposits and features directly associated with Alley immigrants.  Therefore, 

this study offered limited insight into areas of material culture and consumption practices 

of Philadelphia immigrants.  Future archaeological research should continue to 

investigate these areas to determine how the city’s distinctive urban conditions influenced 

immigrants’ lives in material ways.   

The archaeological potential of Elfreth’s Alley has not been exhausted. Additional 

excavation at other properties on the Alley, along with the reexamination of fill and 

disturbed deposits from 124 and 126, has the ability to yield further information about 

immigrant life; yet, an even larger, untapped resource for exploring the immigrant 

experience in Philadelphia are extant assemblages recovered from cultural resource 

management (CRM) projects.  Even though the archaeological exploration of the 

Gateway Development parcel was the only project expressly directed at studying 

immigrant populations in Philadelphia, a number of large-scale CRM projects have been 

conducted in areas of immigrant occupation and identified features associated with 

immigrants.  The assemblages that resulted from these excavations hold great potential to 

reveal information about the immigrant past in Philadelphia.  Future collections-based 

research on these collections would enable artifacts to be contextualized in terms of what 

they reveal about the immigrants and their experiences.  Furthermore, this research would 

provide a point of comparison to studies of immigrant sites in other cities such as Lowell, 

MA, Five Points, NY, and Patterson, NJ.  Such comparative studies have the potential to 

further reveal how the idiosyncratic urban landscape of 19th-century Philadelphia had a 

tangible impact on immigrants’ material lives. 
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These suggestions for future research are drawn from the physical discoveries at 

Elfreth’s Alley; however, as explicated above, this dissertation led to another line of 

discovery related to abstract memory at Elfreth’s Alley.  Elfreth’s Alley, like Philadelphia 

in general, has a tendency to selectively invoke its colonial past while overlooking its 

alternative histories, like the story of its immigrant population.  The detailed examination 

of the selective memory at Elfreth’s Alley within this dissertation revealed the 

motivations behind focusing on colonial-centered memory, the reasons this memory has 

continued to be reproduced, and how this practice has led to confusion and imbalances in 

the interpretation of the historic site.  Through this exploration, the complexity of the 

multiple layers of social, public, and personal memories formed at Elfreth’s Alley was 

bared. 

In the early-20th century amid cries of the street being a slum and fears of 

demolition, Alley residents formed the Elfreth’s Alley Association (EAA) and crafted a 

social memory of the alleyway to save their home from destruction.  Drawing on the 

Alley’s colonial roots and impressive early American architecture, the EAA’s 

placemaking efforts established the formerly anonymous street as an important historic 

site in need of preservation.  Overtime the EAA transformed from a grassroots group of 

concerned residents to a formal, non-profit organization responsible for curating the site’s 

colonial history and memory for a broader public.  In the process of its transformation, 

the EAA joined forces with other 20th-century preservation groups in Philadelphia and 

ensconced the public memory of the street in the colonial as it merged with the larger 

narrative of the National Park Service through its designation as a National Historic 

Landmark.  Despite recent efforts by the EAA to expand remembrances of the site 
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beyond the distant past, colonial-centered public memory at Elfreth’s Alley’s continues to 

dominate the landscape of remembering at the site, in part due to commemorative events 

and aesthetic improvements to the street. 

The result of cultivating and reproducing a public memory dedicated to one small 

fragment of Elfreth’s Alley past is that the continuing history of the site is overlooked.  

Elfreth’s Alley is remarkable not just because of its colonial beginnings, but because it 

has adapted, survived, and continues to function as an active residential street today.  In 

this context the street bears a unique status of being a public historic site comprised of a 

collection of private homes.  This dissertation illustrates how the uniqueness and 

continuity of Elfreth’s Alley is oft lauded in superficial ways but is not fully interpreted 

and integrated with its identity as colonial.  The incomplete interpretation of the site’s 

inherent duality leads to confusion and imbalance in the presentation of history at the site.  

Elfreth’s Alley is not unlike other early historic sites in Philadelphia, and across the 

nation, that owe their existence to preservation and colonial revival movements but 

struggle in their current form to balance interpretations of colonial origins with their long, 

continuous histories.  The public archaeology program implemented at Elfreth’s Alley 

became an effective way to balance and overcome the interpretive challenges of selective 

memory at the site.   

The pubic archaeology program consisted of many elements including the 

creation of an online blog about the project, ongoing presentations of archaeological 

findings through public lectures and events, educational activities for school-aged 

children, and open and visible archaeological excavations at the Elfreth’s Alley Museum; 

but the core of the program was the participation of the public in both field and laboratory 
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work.  Through each of these components, the public archaeology program established a 

holistic approach to presenting the site’s history and interacted with the memory of the 

street in multiple ways.  On one hand, the programing reaffirmed the Alley’s colonial-

centered memory through engaging the public in discussions about archaeological 

materials from all periods including the colonial-era artifacts.  At the same time, 

however, the program challenged a strictly colonial interpretation of the site through 

inviting the public to view and interact with architectural evidence of the 19th-century 

structures that immigrants inhabited.  The public programming reached even further and 

encouraged the formation of new memories as volunteers became part of the street’s 

history and crafted their own memories of the site as they participated in excavation and 

laboratory work.  The fact that public archaeology simultaneously reinforced the 

colonial-centered public memory, challenged it, and expanded it illustrates how the 

program became a useful tool to bridge and address interpretive imbalances of the Alley.  

In the end programming was able to effectively capture the continuous nature of the street 

and reinsert alternative histories into the narrative of this historic site. 

Perhaps the most significant aspect of abstract rediscovery at Elfreth’s Alley was 

the use of public archaeology as method to make the site’s history accessible, relevant, 

and engaging to a public audience.  The archaeology program changed how the public 

experienced Elfreth’s Alley and how they understood the history of the site.  Not only did 

the program offer a chronologically comprehensive view of the past, but it also provided 

an opportunity for the larger community to engage and participate in the Alley’s history 

and share their own stories of familial immigration.  This process enabled the creation of 

a multivocal perspective of the past at Elfreth’s Alley and fostered important dialogues 



 234 

about the presentation of history as well as immigration.  Future public programing at 

Elfreth’s Alley should continue to promote community involvement and public 

participation.  Specifically, more directly involving important stakeholders such as 

current Alley residents and contemporary Philadelphia immigrants provides a great 

avenue for ongoing collaboration.  The public program at Elfreth’s Alley can serve as a 

useful case study for other historic sites and larger entities interested in incorporating 

public archaeology into their programing.   

This dissertation has woven together strands of documentary research, excavation, 

and public programing to compile an urban archaeological examination of Elfreth’s 

Alley.  As is common in urban archaeology, the exploration of Elfreth’s Alley revealed 

complicated, complex, and multifaceted layers of evidence.  Yamin (2008:1) aptly states 

“the archaeology of cities is the archaeology of building and rebuilding.”  This study 

exposed and analyzed building and rebuilding in both the physical and abstract 

landscapes of Elfreth’s Alley.  Documentary research and excavation at the site unearthed 

evidence of the physical building and rebuilding of the structures of immigrants’ 

domestic lives, while public programing revealed and contributed to the abstract building 

and rebuilding of memory at the historic site.  Through tracing the sequences of material 

and metaphorical building, this dissertation formed a nuanced understanding of 

immigrant experience and memory at Elfreth’s Alley. 
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Date Grantor) Grantee Description)and)Comments Source

1739%(Dec%5) Executors%of%Arthur%
Wells%Estate

Philip%Syng "Whereas%Arthur%Wells%died%siezed%
of%a%piece%of%ground…now%for%
£1010%[sic]%is%conveyed%a%lot%on%
the%south%side%of%Gilberts%Alley%
being%on%the%alley%93%%x%51"

(Philadelphia%Deed%Book%
1739a)

1739%(Dec%25) Philip%Syng%and%
Elizabeth

Jeremiah%Elfreth (Philadelphia%Deed%Book%
1739b)

1762%(May%14) Jeremiah%Elfreth%and%
Mary,%his%wife%

Israel%Cassel "Now%for%£300%a%brick%messuage%
and%lot%being%16'%on%alley%by%%51'%
bounded…west%by%another%
messuage%and%lot%of%Jeremiah%
Elfreth%intended%to%be%granted%to%
Mary%Smith%and%Sarah%Melton";%
first%mention%of%house%on%property

(Philadelphia%Deed%Book%
1762a)

1796%(Oct%22) Children%of%Israel%
Cassel

John%B.%Ackley (Philadelphia%Deed%Book%
1796)

1812%(July%1) John%B.%Ackley Smual%Allen (Mutual%Assurance%Company%
1812)

1853%(Sept%6) Smual%Allen Richard%C%Allen (Mutual%Assurance%Company%
1853)

1859%(Dec%2) Wm%R%Allen Louis%Kolb (Philadelphia%City%Archives%
1859)

1873%(June%18) Louis%Kolb John%Haley "three%contiguous%lots";%expansion%
of%lot%boundaries

(Philadelphia%City%Archives%
1873a)

1902%(Apr%16) Annie%B.%Haley,%minor%
Children%of%John%
Haley

Jeremiah%Haly (Philadelphia%City%Archives%
1902)

1923%(Jan%15) Jeremiah%J%Haly%&%
Elizabeth%J,%his%wife

Bertha%A%Taggart (Philadelphia%City%Archives%
1923a)

1923%(Jan%20) Bertha%A%Taggart George%D%Wetherill%&%
Co.

(Philadelphia%City%Archives%
1923b)
(Harris%2007)

1964 George%D%Wetherill%&%
Co.

Elfreths%Alley%
Association,%Inc.

EAA%rent%property%at%124%to%
tenants%for%income

(Harris%2007)

c.%1997%c%museum%expanded%and%gift%shop%to%include%124 (Harris%2007)

Chain)of)Title)124)Elfreth's)Alley

APPENDIX A
CHAINS OF TITLE 124 AND 126 ELFRETH'S ALLEY

1943%c%EAA%lease%Agreement%with%George%D.%Wetherill%&%Co%(paint%manufacturer);%make%needed%
%%%%%%%%%%%%reapairs
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Date Grantor) Grantee Description)and)Comments Source

1739%(Dec%5) Executors%of%Arthur%
Wells%Estate

Philip%Syng "Whereas%Arthur%Wells%died%siezed%
of%a%piece%of%ground…now%for%
£1010%[sic]%is%conveyed%a%lot%on%
the%south%side%of%Gilberts%Alley%
being%on%the%alley%93%%x%51"

(Philadelphia%Deed%Book%
1739a)

1739%(Dec%25) Philip%Syng Jeremiah%Elfreth (Philadelphia%Deed%Book%
1739b)

1762%(May%17) Jeremiah%Elfreth%and%
Mary,%his%wife%

Mary%Smith%and%
Sarah%Melton

"Now%for%£280%a%brick%messuage%
and%lot%being%16%x%51%bounded%
east%by%messuage%and%lot%lately%
sold%to%Israel%Cassel";%%first%
mention%of%structure%on%property

(Philadelphia%Deed%Book%
1762b)

1813%(May%14) Justinian%Fox%
executors%of%Sarah%
Melton's%Estate

James%Sleeper (Philadelphia%Deed%Book%
1813)

1847%(Dec%6) James%Sleeper Louis%Kolb (Philadelphia%Deed%Book%
1847)

1849%(Dec%27) Louis%Kolb John%Wendel% (Philadelphia%Deed%Book%
1849)

1850%(June%3) John%Wendel%and%
Sophie

Mary%Kolb (Philadelphia%Deed%Book%
1850;%%Philadelphia%City%
Archives%1850)

1873%(Jan%18) Louis%Kolb%and%Mary,%
his%wife

John%J.%Schoendienst% (Philadelphia%City%Archives%
1873b;%Philadelphia%Deed%
Book%1873)

1922%(June%21) John%J.%Schoendienst,%
Joseph%W.%
Schoendienst,%Annie%
Schoendienst%&%
Victoria%Fitzgerald,%
widow%

Elmer%C.%Pfeiffer (Philadelphia%City%Archives%
1922a;%Philadelphia%Deed%
Book%1922a)

1922%(June%21) Elmer%C.%Pfeiffer%and%
Dorthea%V.H.,%his%wife

Joseph%W.%
Schoendienst%

(Philadelphia%City%Archives%
1922b;%Philadelphia%Deed%
Book%1922b)

1924%(Jan%16) Joseph%W.%
Schoendienst%

John%T.%Quilan% (Philadelphia%City%Archives%
1924)

1933%(Feb%14) John%P.%and%Mary%A.%
Quilan%

Transfiguration%
Building%and%Loan%
Association

(Philadelphia%City%Archives%
1933)

1937%(%July%15) Transfiguration%
Building%and%Loan%
Association

Abbie%M.%Leonard (Philadelphia%City%Archives%
1937a;%Philadelphia%Deed%
Book%1937a)

1937%(%July%15) Abbie%M.%Leonard The%Philadelphia%
Society%for%the%
Preservation%of%
Landmarks

(Philadelphia%City%Archives%
1937b;%Philadelphia%Deed%
Book%1937b)

Harris%2007

1962%(Feb%27) The%Philadelphia%
Society%for%the%
Preservation%of%
Landmarks

Elfreth's%Alley%
Association,%Inc.

126%converted%and%opened%as%a%
house%museum

(Philadelphia%City%Archives%
1962)

1957%c%%House%126%Condemned%by%City;%Elfreth's%Alley%Association%lease%property%from%Landmarks%
%%%%%%%%%%%%%%and%%restore%to%18th%century%appearance

Chain)of)Title)126)Elfreth's)Alley
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NAME ELFRETH'S,ALLEY,
HOUSE,NO.,

WORK,
ADDRESS

OCCUPATION DATE SOURCE

Alexander,*John 12 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Binder,*Widow 29 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Cohen,*Jacob*J. 13*(124) 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Collins,*Widow 2 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Cross,*Robert 32 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Dilkinson,*William 15 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Dominick,*Widow 1 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Gray,*Widow 20 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Hill,*Widow 25 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Hiltz,*George 37 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Hoffner,*Philip 26 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Milton,*Sarah 14*(126) 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Moyan,*Widow 31 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Pitchin,*Widow 36 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Powers,*John 17 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Rhore,*Frederick 30 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Rice,*Widow 6 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Stalks,*Samuel 21 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Syddons,*Joseph 16 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Taylor,*Benjamin 9 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Toy,*Elias 10 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Trotter,*Daniel 8 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Tustan,*John 19 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Webb,*John 4 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Wilkins,*Widow 5 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Wilson,*John 7 1785 (Macpherson*1785)

Atkinson,*William ship*builder 1785 (White*1785)

Binder,*Barbary 1785 (White*1785)

Bowers,*John labourer 1785 (White*1785)

Collins,*Elizabeth widow 1785 (White*1785)

Cross,*Robert captain 1785 (White*1785)

Gear,*Mary schoolmistress 1785 (White*1785)

Hill,*George hatter 1785 (White*1785)

Hill,*Jane 1785 (White*1785)

APPENDIX B
ELFRETH’S ALLEY RESIDENTS LISTED IN 

BUSINESS DIRECTORIES, 1785-1897
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NAME ELFRETH'S,ALLEY,
HOUSE,NO.,

WORK,
ADDRESS

OCCUPATION DATE SOURCE

Hodgson,*Hannah 1785 (White*1785)

Ireland,*Anne 1785 (White*1785)

Mayer,*Hester shopkeeper 1785 (White*1785)

Pidgeon,*Widow gentlewoman 1785 (White*1785)

Rihor,*Frederick whitesmith 1785 (White*1785)

Stall,*Jacob painter 1785 (White*1785)

Taylor,*Enoch bricklayer 1785 (White*1785)

Toy,*Elias grocer 1785 (White*1785)

Trotter,*Daniel cabinetmaker 1785 (White*1785)

Trotter,*Margaret shopkeeper 1785 (White*1785)

Webb,*John joiner 1785 (White*1785)

Wikton,*Sarah 1785 (White*1785)

Wilson,*John boat*builder 1785 (White*1785)

Anderson,*Ann 7 widow 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Becknall,*Peter 33 labourer 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Bradnax,*Sarah 19 schoolmistress 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Brunstrom,*John 32 133*N*2nd pewterer 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Chandler,*Elizabeth 23 spinster 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Clampfer,*Adam 21 hatter 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Collins,*Elizabeth 35 widow 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Conkling,*Thomas 1 merchant 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Dominick,*Barbara 25*(124) nurse 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Elfrith,*Josiah 16 160*N*Front joiner 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Fry,*Jacob 9 blacksmith 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Gray,*Mary 18 schoolmistress 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Haffner,*Philip 13 labourer 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Hunter,*Mary 17 spinster 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Mahen,*William 10 saddler 1791 (Biddle*1791)

McCloud,*John 8 sailmaker 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Mertoon,*Sarah 24*(126) spinster 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Pechin,*Christiana 2 gentlewoman 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Preston,*William 26 house*carpenter 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Sharp,*Henry 19 labourer 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Snyder,*Jacob 22 labourer 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Stewart,*Archibald 34 mariner 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Taylor,*Benjamin 29 bricklayer 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Taylor,*Enoch 29 bricklayer 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Taylor,*Henry 28 printer 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Trotter,*Daniel 30 61*N.*Water*St. joiner 1791 (Biddle*1791)
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NAME ELFRETH'S,ALLEY,
HOUSE,NO.,

WORK,
ADDRESS

OCCUPATION DATE SOURCE

Tweed,*Christiana 27 widow 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Weaver,*John 14 painter 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Webb,*John 31 80*N.*Front joiner 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Wilson,*Abraham 9 taylor 1791 (Biddle*1791)

Anderson,*Ann 7 widow 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Atkinson,*William 25*(124) shipwright 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Bliss,*Ann 34 widow 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Brennan,*Edward 10 porter 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Broomstone,*John 32 pewterer 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Brown,*Abraham 45 boat*builder 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Brunstron,*Elizabeth 32 widow 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Clam(p)ffer,*Adam 21 hatter 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Cline,*Matthew 17 sea*captain 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Cowain,*Mary 8 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Cress,*Lewis 10 shallopman 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Donaldson,*Issac 19 hatter 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Dwie,*Jacob 49 hatter 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Elfrith,*Josiah 16 cabinet*maker 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Fry,*Jacob 28 labourer 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Brown,*Frederic*G 8 taylor 1793 (Hardie*1793)

German,*John 31 sea*captain 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Gray,*Mary 18 widow,*schlmistress 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Hotman,*Peter 37 rush*bttm*chair*mkr 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Johnson,*Christopher 33 ship*master 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Jones,*Rebecca 5 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Martin,*Sarah 24*(126) widow 1793 (Hardie*1793)

McLeod,*Catharine 22 widow,*boarding*hs 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Milton,*Sarah 24*(126) 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Norris,*James 18 house*carpenter 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Rees,*Adam 14 cordwainer 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Taylor,*Benjamin 29 bricklayer 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Taylor,*Enoch 29 bricklayer 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Tracy,*Thomas 28 sea*captain 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Weaver,*John 14 painter 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Wharton,*Thomas 27 sea*captain 1793 (Hardie*1793)

Anderson,*Ann 7 widow 1794 (Hardie*1794)

Beesely,*Johnson 25*(124) sea*captain 1794 (Hardie*1794)

Bicknell,*Peter porter 1794 (Hardie*1794)

Brooks,*Bowyer 6 boat*builder 1794 (Hardie*1794)
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NAME ELFRETH'S,ALLEY,
HOUSE,NO.,

WORK,
ADDRESS
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Clampffer,*Adam 21 hatter 1794 (Hardie*1794)

Cline,*Matthew 17 sea*captain 1794 (Hardie*1794)

Foulke,*Casper 33 sea*captain 1794 (Hardie*1794)

Fry,*Jacob 28 blacksmith 1794 (Hardie*1794)

Gill,*John 35 cordwainer 1794 (Hardie*1794)

Lodor,*Benjamin 24*(126) block*maker 1794 (Hardie*1794)

Martin,*Sarah 17 boarding*house 1794 (Hardie*1794)

McLeod,*Catharine 22 widow,*boarding*hs 1794 (Hardie*1794)

Moore,*Edward 3 house*carpenter 1794 (Hardie*1794)

North,*James 1 house*carpenter 1794 (Hardie*1794)

Peters,*Widow 16 boarding*house 1794 (Hardie*1794)

Pi(d)geon,*Widow 2 gentlewoman 1794 (Hardie*1794)

Preston,*William 26 clerk 1794 (Hardie*1794)

Pryor,*Samuel 23 shopkeeper 1794 (Hardie*1794)

Taylor,*Samuel 23 shopkeeper 1794 (Hardie*1794)

Weaver,*John 12 painter 1794 (Hardie*1794)

Woodman,*Anthony 4 sea*captain* 1794 (Hardie*1794)

Ackley,*John*B 13 chair*maker 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Anderson,*Ann 7 widow 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Beasely,*Johnson 25*(124) sea*captain,*trader 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Bicknell,*Peter 33 bottler 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Birchall,*Caleb near*21 hatter 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Brunstron,*Elizabeth 32 widow 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Carr,*Elizabeth near*25*(126) mantua*maker 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Clampffer,*Adam 21 deputy*sheriff 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Cline,*Matthew 17 sea*captain 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Doughty,*Robert 23 coppersmith 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Elfrith,*Rachael 16 widow,*gtlwoman 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Faure,*Marianne 10 French*lady 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Fry,*Jacob 28 blacksmith 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Gaw,*Gilbert 34 windsor*chair*mkr 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Grant,*John 14 grocer 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Gregg,*Mary 18 widow,*schlmistress 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Landry,*John*Baptist near*9 taylor 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Lodor,*Benjamin 24*(126) block*maker 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Mason,*Simon 31 taylor 1795 (Hardie*1795)

McLeod,*Catharine 22 widow,*boarding*hs 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Mollier 2 French*baker 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Morris,*James 18 house*carpenter 1795 (Hardie*1795)
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Peachin,*Christiana 4 widow 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Preston,*William 26 board*inspector 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Pryor,*Joseph 27 grocer 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Rees,*Adam 14 cordwainer 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Row,*Edward 8 sea*captain 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Taylor,*Ann 29*back widow,*bdg*hse 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Taylor,*Benjamin 29 bricklayer 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Trotter,*Daniel 11[shop cabinet*maker 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Trotter,*Daniel cabinet*maker 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Vance,*Francis 30 French*citizen 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Vance,*Jacob 30 French*citizen 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Wedman,*Anthony 8 sea*captain 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Wilson,*Mary 35 boarding*house 1795 (Hardie*1795)

Anderson,*Ann 7 widow 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Beesely,*Johnson 25*(124) sea*captain,*trader 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Bicknell,*Peter 33 bottler 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Carr,*Elizabeth mantua*maker 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Clampffer,*Adam 21 deputy*sheriff 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Cline,*Matthew 17 sea*captain 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Doughty,*Robert 23 coppersmith 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Elfrith,*Rachael 16 widow,*gtlwoman 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Faure,*Marianne 10 gentlewoman 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Fry,*Jacob 28 blacksmith 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Gaw,*Gilbert 34 windsor*chair*mkr 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Grant,*John 14 grocer 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Gregg,*Mary 18 widow,*schlmistress 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Hill,*Joanna 19 widow,*mantua*mkr 1796 (Stephens*1796)

King,*Rebecca 35 widow,*tayloress 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Landry,*John*Baptist* near*9 taylor 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Lodor,*Benjamin 24*(126) block*maker 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Mason,*Simon 31 taylor 1796 (Stephens*1796)

McLeod,*Catharine 22 widow,*boarding*hs 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Norris,*James 18 house*carpenter 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Peachin,*Christiana 4 widow 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Preston,*William 26 board*inspector 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Row,*Edward 8 sea*captain 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Taylor,*Ann 29*back widow,*bdg*hse 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Taylor,*Benjamin 29 bricklayer 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Trotter,*Daniel 11[shop cabinet*maker 1796 (Stephens*1796)
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Wilson,*Mary 35 boarding*house 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Winchester*,*Elhanan 7 catechism*author* 1796 (Stephens*1796)

Ackley,*John 25*(124) chair*maker 1797 (Stafford*1797)

Bicknell,*Peter 33 bottler 1797 (Stafford*1797)

Boyd,*Parks near*35 1797 (Stafford*1797)

Carr,*Elizabeth mantua*maker 1797 (Stafford*1797)

Clam(p)ffer,*Adam 21 deputy*sheriff 1797 (Stafford*1797)

Cline,*Matthew 17 sea*captain 1797 (Stafford*1797)

Edwards,*Edward 8 sea*captain 1797 (Stafford*1797)

Elfrith,*Rachael 16 widow,*gtlwoman 1797 (Stafford*1797)

Gaw,*Gilbert 34 windsor*chair*mkr 1797 (Stafford*1797)

Gregg,*Mary 18 widow,*schlmistress 1797 (Stafford*1797)

Hill,*Joanna 19 widow,*mantua*mkr 1797 (Stafford*1797)

Lagan,*Francis 9 taylor 1797 (Stafford*1797)

Lodor,*Benjamin 24*(126) block*maker 1797 (Stafford*1797)

Mason,*Simon 31 taylor 1797 (Stafford*1797)

McLeod,*Catharine 22 widow,*boarding*hs 1797 (Stafford*1797)

Peachin,*Christiana 4 widow 1797 (Stafford*1797)

Preston,*William 26 board*inspector 1797 (Stafford*1797)

Row,*Edward 8 brass*founder 1797 (Stafford*1797)

Taylor,*Ann 29*back widow,*bdg*hse 1797 (Stafford*1797)

Taylor,*Benjamin 29 bricklayer 1797 (Stafford*1797)

Trotter,*Daniel 11 cabinet*maker 1797 (Stafford*1797)

Wilson,*Mary 35 boarding*house 1797 (Stafford*1797)

Bicknell,*Peter 33 bottler 1798 (Stafford*1798)

Burchan,*John 20 merchant 1798 (Stafford*1798)

Carr,*Elizabeth near*25*(126) mantua*maker 1798 (Stafford*1798)

Cathrall,*Isaac 17 M*D. 1798 (Stafford*1798)

Clam(p)ffer,*Adam 21 deputy*sheriff 1798 (Stafford*1798)

Cline,*Matthew 17 sea*captain 1798 (Stafford*1798)

Elfrith,*Rachael 16 widow,*gtlwoman 1798 (Stafford*1798)

Fry,*Jacob 28 blacksmith 1798 (Stafford*1798)

Gaw,*Gilbert 34 windsor*chair*mkr 1798 (Stafford*1798)

Gregg,*Mary 18 widow,*schlmistress 1798 (Stafford*1798)

Harris,*John 24*(126) ship*master 1798 (Stafford*1798)

Holland,*Samuel 35 hatter 1798 (Stafford*1798)

Lagan,*Francis 9 taylor 1798 (Stafford*1798)

Lodor,*Benjamin 24*(126) block*maker 1798 (Stafford*1798)

Morris,*James 18 house*carpenter 1798 (Stafford*1798)
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Olmstead,*Gideon 7 mariner 1798 (Stafford*1798)

Peachin,*Christiana 4 widow 1798 (Stafford*1798)

Preston,*William 26 board*inspector 1798 (Stafford*1798)

Rankin,*George cabinet*maker 1798 (Stafford*1798)

Roset,*Jacob 35 1798 (Stafford*1798)

Taylor,*Ann 29*back widow,*bdg*hse 1798 (Stafford*1798)

Taylor,*Benjamin 29 bricklayer 1798 (Stafford*1798)

Yousse*&*Renetau 8 1798 (Stafford*1798)

Bicknell,*Peter 33 bottler 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Clam(p)ffer,*Adam 21 deputy*sheriff 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Cline,*Matthew 17 sea*captain 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Elfrith,*Rachael 16 widow,*gtlwoman 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Gaw,*Gilbert 34 windsor*chair*mkr 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Gray,*Mary 11 widow,*schlmistress 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Griffith,*Benjamin 22 constable 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Haines,*Ephraim cabinet*maker 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Harmstead,*Gideon 7 sea*captain 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Hill,*Susannah 19 mantua*mkr 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Horton,*Thomas sea*captain 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Lodor,*Benjamin near*14 block*&*pump*maker 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Mattenly,*Thomas 2 brewer 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Musgrove,*William turner 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Paul,*Thomas 32 merchant 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Pecken,*John 3 carpenter 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Rosseau,*Julian 8 gentlewoman 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Schemes,*Barnes 12 turner 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Sexton,*Jared 14 taylor 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Shaw,*Samuel next*23 clerk 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Taylor,*Amos 29 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Taylor,*Benjamin 29 bricklayer 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Trotter*&*Hains 11 cabinet*makers 1799 (Stafford*1799)

Angue,*John 14 distiller 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Baue,*Madame 30 gentlewoman 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Bicknell,*Peter 33 bottler 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Boucher,*Joseph 31 grocer 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Clamffer,*Adam 21 asst*sheriff 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Elfrith,*Widow 16 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Ennis,*John 24*(126) ship*master 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Fry,*Jacob 28 stevadore 1801 (Stafford*1801)
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Gaw,*Gilbert 34 windsor*chair*maker 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Gray,*Mary 18 schoolmistress 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Haines,*Ephraim 11 cabinet*maker 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Hill,*Johanna 19 gentlewoman 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Horton,*Thomas 25*(124) ship*master 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Lodor,*Benjamin r*12 blockmaker 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Mattenly,*Thomas 2 brewer 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Meeser,*Philip 10 baker 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Musgrove,*Willis 4 turner 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Myers,*Peter 9 taylor 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Olmstead,*Gideon 7 sea*captain 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Pechin,*Christiana r*11 widow 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Pechin,*John 3 house*carpenter 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Pitner,*Aaron 31 shipmaster 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Preston,*William 26 house*carpenter 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Pryor,*Joseph 27 grocer 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Hillman,*John*S 23 taylor 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Schumo,*Barney 12 turner 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Taylor,*Amos 29 house*carpenter 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Taylor,*Ann 29 boarding*house 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Taylor,*Benjamin 29 bricklayer 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Taylor,*Enoch r*29 bricklayer 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Taylor,*Sarah 17 seamstress 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Will,*George*W 22 pewterer 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Wever,*Philip 8 cabinet*maker 1801 (Stafford*1801)

Bicknell,*Peter 33 bottler 1805 (Robinson*1805)

Carr,*Mrs. 24*(126) widow 1805 (Robinson*1805)

Clampffer,*Adam 21 asst*sheriff 1805 (Robinson*1805)

Ezekiel,*James 29 bricklayer 1805 (Robinson*1805)

Ferguson,*John 13 silversmith 1805 (Robinson*1805)

Gray,*Mary 18 widow 1805 (Robinson*1805)

Haas,*Samuel 7 bookbinder 1805 (Robinson*1805)

Haines,*Ephraim 11 mahogany*yard 1805 (Robinson*1805)

Hanner,*Peter 22 currier 1805 (Robinson*1805)

Hill,*Johanna 19 widow 1805 (Robinson*1805)

Maul,*Robert r*8 sail[maker 1805 (Robinson*1805)

Hillman,*John*S taylor 1805 (Robinson*1805)

Angue,*John 11*(distillery*business) cordial*distiller 1811 (Aiken*1811)

Bowen,*John 9 cooper 1811 (Aiken*1811)
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Eldridge,*Joseph*M 32 currier 1811 (Aiken*1811)

Ferguson,*Rebecca 18 shopkeeper 1811 (Aiken*1811)

Fry,*George 28 chair*maker 1811 (Aiken*1811)

Fry,*Margaret 28 huckster 1811 (Aiken*1811)

Hillman,*Mary 23 tutress 1811 (Aiken*1811)

Lippincott,*Benjamin 14 grocer 1811 (Aiken*1811)

Pechim/n,*John 3 tax*collector 1811 (Aiken*1811)

Peddle,*Margaret 7 widow*of*George 1811 (Aiken*1811)

Stackhouse,*Amy 7 seamstress 1811 (Aiken*1811)

Taylor,*Benjamin 29 bricklayer 1811 (Aiken*1811)

Tyson,*Isaac 27 accomptant 1811 (Aiken*1811)

Vicer,*Magdalen r*30 shoemaker 1811 (Aiken*1811)

Warnick,*Robert 18 saddler 1811 (Aiken*1811)

Wells,*Rebecca 6 1811 (Aiken*1811)

Bailey,*John 25*(124) sea*captain 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Besse,*John*Baptiste 30 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Boss,*William r*30 brushmaker 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Bowen,*John r*7 oak*cooper 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Clamffer,*Mary 21 widow 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Connor,*William*B 31 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Croft,*Francis 11 bookseller 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Curry,*George 3 shoestore*on*High 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Davis,*Micajah 17 carter 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Edith*Powell,*Mrs 15 teacher 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Estell,*Daniel*E 5 merchant 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Ferguson,*Rebecca 18 shopkeeper 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Fry,*J 34 blockmaker 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Griffin,*Sarah 27 widow 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Lippincott,*Benjamin 14 grocer 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Mendenhall,*P 29 accountant 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Meyer,*Henry 9 baker 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Newton,*Hannah r*7 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Peddle,*Margaret 7 widow*of*George 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Peddle,*William 8 oakcooper,guager 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Powell,*R 15 layers*out*of*the*dead 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Pryor,*Joseph 26 Health*Office*clerk 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Pryor,*Samuel 26 accountant 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Zane,*Jesse*S 4 balance*weigher 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Schumo,*Phoebe 22 widow 1820 (Whitely*1820)
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Sellers,*Jesse 5 grocer 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Sleeper,*James 24*(126) blacksmith 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Sloan,*James 2 tailor 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Taylor,*Enoch r*29 bricklayer 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Tiller,*Robert 32 engraver 1820 (Whitely*1820)

White,*George 28 bl&whitesmith 1820 (Whitely*1820)

Albright,*Conrad 11 shoe*dealer 1825 (Wilson*1825)

Bailey,*John 4 sea*captain 1825 (Wilson*1825)

Bowen,*John r*7 oak*cooper 1825 (Wilson*1825)

Chaloner,*Daniel 15 apothecary 1825 (Wilson*1825)

Clamffer,*Mary 21 widow 1825 (Wilson*1825)

Cogill,*Charles 3 tailor 1825 (Wilson*1825)

Cooper,*Rebecca 1 widow,*shkpr 1825 (Wilson*1825)

Croft,*Thomas 25*(124) sea*captain 1825 (Wilson*1825)

Ferguson,*Rebecca 18 widow,*shopkpr 1825 (Wilson*1825)

Field,*John 17 bookbinder 1825 (Wilson*1825)

Fry,*John 37 141*N*Water block*&*pump*maker 1825 (Wilson*1825)

Mendenhall,*P 29 accountant 1825 (Wilson*1825)

Meyer,*Henry 9 baker 1825 (Wilson*1825)

Morris,*William 32 turner 1825 (Wilson*1825)

Peddle,*William 8 oakcooper,guager 1825 (Wilson*1825)

Plunkett,*William 20 carpenter 1825 (Wilson*1825)

Potts,*William 5 accountant 1825 (Wilson*1825)

Pryor,*Joseph 26 Health*Office*clerk 1825 (Wilson*1825)

Shoemaker,*Ann 28 widow 1825 (Wilson*1825)

Taylor,*Alexander 3 sea*captain 1825 (Wilson*1825)

Taylor,*Enoch r*29 bricklayer 1825 (Wilson*1825)

Abbett,*Henry 14 stove*manufacture 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Albright,*Conrad 11 broker 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Albright,*Ezekiel 11 accountant 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Battie,*John 30 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Baugh,*Harman 32 turner 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Bertauld,*George 13 gentleman 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Besse,*John*Baptiste 30 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Brommel,*Benjamin 28 sail*mfr 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Brown,*James 15 clothier 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Croft,*Thomas 25*(124) sea*captain 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Culin,*Widow 1 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Erwin,*Andrew 22 refiner 1830 (Desilver*1830)
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Field,*John 17 bookbinder 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Fithian,*Matthias 3 printer 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Hollingsworth,*Chalkley 19 shoemaker 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Killion,*Fr 5 grocer 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Lingenhalle,*Widow 9 baker 1830 (Desilver*1830)

McDowell,*Samuel 15 shoemaker 1830 (Desilver*1830)

McElroy,*James 17 accompt 1830 (Desilver*1830)

McElroy,*John 27 accountant 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Myers,*Mary 28 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Myers,*Willam*H 28 captain 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Pechin,*Widow 12 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Pryor,*Joseph 26 Health*Office*clerk 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Sailor,*Washington 33 clock*&*watch*mr 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Scott,*Margaret 5 widow 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Sheppard,*J*F 29 merchant 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Sleeper,*James 24*(126) stove*factory 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Taylor,*Alexander 5 sea*captain 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Tod,*William 12 turner 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Towson,*Lavina back*6 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Watson,*Susan 16 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Wellington,*William 7 soap*boiler 1830 (Desilver*1830)

Barnes,*John*G 32 laborer 1835/36 (Desilver*1835/36)

Brommel,*Benjamin 28 sail*mfr 1835/36 (Desilver*1835/36)

Coffin,*William 22 laborer 1835/36 (Desilver*1835/36)

De*Bartautt,*George 13 gentleman 1835/36 (Desilver*1835/36)

Ferguson,*Benjamin 31 tailor 1835/36 (Desilver*1835/36)

Ferguson,*William 18 cabinet*maker 1835/36 (Desilver*1835/36)

Fetters,*John 27 carter 1835/36 (Desilver*1835/36)

Girt,*Christian 14 1835/36 (Desilver*1835/36)

Grant,*Alice 9 1835/36 (Desilver*1835/36)

Jones,*Griffith*P 29 carpenter 1835/36 (Desilver*1835/36)

Mason,*Peter 7 baker 1835/36 (Desilver*1835/36)

Morgan,*Mary NE*2nd**&*Elf 1835/36 (Desilver*1835/36)

Nagle,*Henry 24*(126) cooper 1835/36 (Desilver*1835/36)

Potts*jr,*James 25*(124) cooper 1835/36 (Desilver*1835/36)

Regnaud,*Eliza 17 teacher 1835/36 (Desilver*1835/36)

Simmons,*William 21 weigh*mastr 1835/36 (Desilver*1835/36)

Thomas,*Joseph 16 mason 1835/36 (Desilver*1835/36)

Alburger,*J*P 21 harness*&*trunks 1840 (McElroy*1840)
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Alburger,*Jacob 21 saddler 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Allen,*Enoch 4 tailor 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Baugh,*Harman 10 turner 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Becktold,*C.C. 9 baker 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Brock,*John r*22 tailor 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Brommel,*Benjamin 28 sail*mfr 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Brown,*James 15 clothier,*tailor 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Brown,*Miller 29 tailor 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Curtis,*Ann 17 teacher 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Delorenzie,*Andrew 7 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Dougherty,*William 33 messenger 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Eldridge,*Eli 25*(124) cabtmr 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Fenimore,*Marion 13 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Ferguson,*Rebecca 18 widow,*shopkpr 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Fetter,*Jacob 5 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Fry,*J 34 pumpmaker 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Hennessy,*James 3 31*N.*Front merchant 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Kelly,*Thomas 7 tailor 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Kendell,*G*R 23 tinsmith 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Keyser,*Ann 12 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Keyser,*John 12 grocer*&*tavern 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Leffman,*Henry r*29 hatter 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Levy,*Joseph 22 pedler 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Parker,*Anna*W 17 dressmaker 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Norton,*Lawrence 21 seamen 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Powell,*Richard 3 cabinetmaker 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Reece,*George 31 blacksmith 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Sharp,*Elijah 25*(124) carter 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Siegfried,*Nathan 16 printer 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Simpson,*James 26 tailor 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Sipple,*Catherine 20 milliner 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Sleeper,*James *c*Fr*&*Elf stove*&*bellows*mfr 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Tomlin,*Enoch 8 furniture*warehouse 1840 (McElroy*1840)

Adams,*William 23 carter 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Baugh,*Harman 10&11 turner 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Becktold,*C.C. 9 baker 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Bess,*Maria*L r*30 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Brommel,*Benjamin 28 sail*mfr 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Curtis,*Ann 17 teacher 1845 (McElroy*1845)
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Fry,*J 34 pumpmaker 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Galloway,*James 33 sail*maker 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Ghegan,*George 1 stove*manuf 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Grandfield*,*Wm. 18 shop 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Halpin,*John 32 labourer 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Hirst,*George 25*(124) bricklayer 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Horner,*Richard drayman 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Jarvis,*Wm r*7 shoemaker 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Kirby 34 saw*mr 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Koch,*Frederick 31 shoemaker 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Kolb,*Louis 7 shoemaker 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Leffman,*Henry r*29 furrier 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Lex,*John*D 29 sugar*refiner 1845 (McElroy*1845)

McCambridge,*Rich*R 26 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Murray,*Isabella 25*(124) 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Owens,*Thomas 7 laborer 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Raymond,*Timothy 3 grain*&*flour 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Richmond,*Wm r*7 seaman 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Stow,*Isaac*P 5 carter 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Stroud,*Edward 27 carpenter 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Thompson*&*West 34*1/2 blacksmith 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Thompson,*Daniel 34*1/2 blacksmith 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Tooel,*Dennis 32 laborer 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Watkin,*Catherine 21 dressmaker 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Wetz,*Jacob 7 laborer 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Williamson,*Ann*R r*16 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Wright,*Israel 1845 (McElroy*1845)

Agin,*Isaac 22 currier 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Baugh,*Harman 10*&*11 turner 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Bechtold,*G.C. 9 baker 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Beck,*Maria 3 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Bensted,*John 34 chairmr 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Besser,*Louisa r*30 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Brock,*John r*22 collector 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Brommel,*Benjamin 28 sail*mfr 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Brown,*Wm 4 brushmr 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Carter,*Abraham 30 18*Gray's*al carp 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Cathcart,*John*M rear*6 cooper 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Coleman,*Michael 13 porter 1850 (McElroy*1850)
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Cooke,*Wm 7 bandboxmr 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Delaney,*William r*29 clerk 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Durnell,*Hannah r*5 huckster 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Galloway,*James 33 sail*maker 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Grandfield,*Wm 18 shop 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Koehler,*Conrad 31 stovemaker 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Kolb,*Louis 24*(126) shoemaker 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Lex,*John*D 29 sugar*refiner 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Morris,*Staten 15 pilot 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Nagle,*Francis 31 turner 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Owens,*Thomas 7 laborer 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Peak,*Wm 25*(124) carp 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Porch,*Mary*Ann 20 dressmr 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Price,*Josiah 5 oyster*h 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Raymond,*Timothy 8 grain*&*flour 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Smith,*Wm*T 23 printer 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Souder,*Nathaniel 32 cabinetmaker 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Stroud,*Edward 27 carp 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Thompson,*Daniel 34*1/2 blacksmith 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Welding,*Charles 5 painter 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Wendler,*John 23 lampmaker 1850 (McElroy*1850)

West,*Abraham 34*1/2 blacksmith 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Wiatt,*Solomon 6 bookbinder 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Williamson,*Issac 16 hatter 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Wilson,*Jesse 26 laborer 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Wright,*Lydia 20 shirt*mr 1850 (McElroy*1850)

Doak,*James r*29 boxmr 1855 (McElroy*1855)

Doak,*John r*29 boxmr 1855 (McElroy*1855)

Gould,*Robert r*5 laborer 1855 (McElroy*1855)

Harber,*William rear*7 stevedore 1855 (McElroy*1855)

Hunt,*Thomas 28 cabinet*maker 1855 (McElroy*1855)

Lex*Jr,*John*D 29 currier 1855 (McElroy*1855)

Lex,*John*D 29 sugar*refiner 1855 (McElroy*1855)

McCay r*29 carpenter 1855 (McElroy*1855)

Morisey,*John r*6 laborer 1855 (McElroy*1855)

Speck,*David 25*(124) cordwainer 1855 (McElroy*1855)

Sterling,*John 34 seaman 1855 (McElroy*1855)

Thompson,*Daniel machinist 1855 (McElroy*1855)

Wagner,*Lewis 7 cordwainer 1855 (McElroy*1855)
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West,*Abraham 34*1/2 blacksmith 1855 (McElroy*1855)

Williamson,*Isaac 16 hatter 1855 (McElroy*1855)

Williamson,*John*H 1 painter 1855 (McElroy*1855)

Zeise,*Sigmund 24*(126) distiller 1855 (McElroy*1855)

Ziegler,*Martha 7 shoemaker 1855 (McElroy*1855)

Albright,*Frederick 126 tailor 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Bach,*Wm*F 112 printer 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Barth,*John 143 bootmaker 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Baugh*Jr,*Herman 143 jeweler 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Baugh,*George 113 turner 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Baugh,*Harman 125&127 turner 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Baugh,*William 128 machinist 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Bechtold,*Gottlieb 123 baker 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Carroll,*Patrick*W 137 laborer 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Carroll,*Thomas 137 laborer 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Casey,*Peter r*115 bartender 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Dailey,*Ann 131 widow*of*Patrick 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Dailey,*Richard 139 laborer 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Donnelly,*John 131 laborer 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Donnelly,*John 139 laborer 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Donovan,*Ann 131 widow*of*Eugene 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Duffiner,*Augustus 128 shoemaker 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Duffy,*Celia 120 widow*of*William 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Duffy,*James 117 porter 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Duffy,*James 120 cooper 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Fife,*Matthew*C 119 boxmaker 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Fletcher,*William 122 cabinetmaker 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Galloway,*William 108 patternmaker 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Gould,*Robert r*115* refiner 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Grandfield*,*Wm. 18 shop 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Grandfield*,*Wm. 145 variety 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Groom,*George 132 tinsmith 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Gross,*Peter 135 tailor 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Hagarty,*Thomas 131 laborer 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Haldeman,*Philip 110 patternmaker 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Harber,*William rear*119 laborer 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Hearn,*Catherine 131 widow 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Herring,*James rear*117 laborer 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Hutton,*DWJ 111 cutter 1860 (McElroy*1860)
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Joseph,*Jacob 129 gunsmith 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Kane,*Thomas 106 tailor 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Kerr,*Wm 137 porter 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Knapp,*Charles 118 carpenter 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Kolb,*Louis 126*Elfreth's*al shoemaker 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Kronenburger,*Geo 126 tailor 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Lee,*John 117 laborer 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Lex*Jr,*John*D* 116 currier 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Lex,*John*D 116 refiner 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Locke,*Joseph r*117 porter 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Loesher,*Adolph 126 cabinet 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Lynch,*Michael r*117 refiner 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Lynch,*Peter 130 tinsmith 1860 (McElroy*1860)

McCarthy,*Mary 117 widow*of*Thomas,dressmaker1860 (McElroy*1860)

McCay,*Martha r*116 wid.*Thomas 1860 (McElroy*1860)

McCay,*Robert r*116 boxmaker 1860 (McElroy*1860)

McCullen,*Charles r*115 fruit 1860 (McElroy*1860)

McHugh,*John 134 painter 1860 (McElroy*1860)

McHugh,*Joseph 134 dresser 1860 (McElroy*1860)

McKeon,*Michael 114 stevedore 1860 (McElroy*1860)

McManus,*Jane 114 widow*John 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Midnight,*Edmund 129 gunsmith 1860 (McElroy*1860)

O'Neil,*Michael r*117 laborer 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Parr,*Charles 132 clerk 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Parr,*John 132 tailor 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Parr,*Richard 132 lapidary 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Parr,*William 132 clerk 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Partlin,*Mary r*117 widow*Charles 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Phillipe,*Lewis 143 brewer 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Reading,*Daniel 117 refiner 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Richmond,*George 108 saddler 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Richmond,*William 108 millwright 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Rock,*Joseph r*117 laborer 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Rockwell,*Levi 112 shoemaker 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Rosenthal,*Isaac 121 teacher 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Rosenthal,*Levi 121 tobacconist 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Ryan,*John 131 bookseller 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Stapler,*James 108 shoemaker 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Stoudt,*George 137 cigarmaker 1860 (McElroy*1860)
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Sullivan,*Dennis 109 clerk 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Tatem,*Edward 111 chairmaker 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Tatem,*Emeline 11 widow*Allen 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Thompson,*Daniel 215*N*5th 133*Elfreth's*Al machinist 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Wagner,*Joseph 135 boxmaker 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Watts,*James 2nd*&*Elfreths silversmith 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Welding,*Charles 115 painter 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Whitman,*Paul 123 baker 1860 (McElroy*1860)

Bach,*William 112 printer 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Baugh,*George 113 turner 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Baugh,*Harman 125 turner 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Baugh,*Harman 127 turner 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Baugh,*William 128 police 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Bensted,*Frank 120 shirt*cutter 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Bensted,*John*M. 120 letter*carrier 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Bowen,*Henry*C. 115 morocco*dresser 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Brock,*John Elfreth's*al superin't*of*A.*rooms 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Brown,*William 137 laborer 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Carroll,*Thomas 137 laborer 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Casey,*Peter r*115 tavern 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Cathcart,*Benjamin*F. 120 plumber*and*gasfitter 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Cave,*Joseph 128 ven.blindmaker 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Connors,*John 117 laborer 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Conway,*E. Elfreth's*al porter 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Davis,*James*R. 118 machinist 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Devine,*Thomas 111 confectioner 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Donnelly,*John 139 porter 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Dunffy,*James back*117 drayman 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Eschenbach,*George 126 umbrellam. 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Fife,*Matthew 119 bookkeeper 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Fife,*Matthew*jr. Elfreth's*al*bel*2d bookkeeper 1861
(McElroy*1861)

Fletcher,*William 122 deskmaker 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Garson,*Thomas 125 engineer 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Gould,*Robert r*115 sugar*refiner 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Granfield,*William 143 candies 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Groom,*George 132 tinsmith 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Hagerty,*Thomas 131 laborer 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Haley,*Daniel 131 laborer 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Harbour,*William r*119 laborer 1861 (McElroy*1861)
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Hardkopf,*Henry 126 furrier 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Hart,*Lawrence 134 sugar*refiner 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Healey,*Michael Elfreth's*al drayman 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Herley,*Michael r*119 drayman&stables 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Herron,*James r*117 tailor 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Jacobs,*Joseph 129 gunsmith 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Jorden,*William 137 hatter 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Jorden,*William*jr. 137 gilder 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Kane,*Thomas 4 clothing 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Kenneday,*Edward 108 prov.*store 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Kolb,*Louis 124
126*Elfreth's*
al

shoemaker 1861
(McElroy*1861)

Kolb,*Mary 124 knitting[zephyr*manuf. 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Lex,*John*D.*jr. 116 currier 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Lex,*John*D.*sr. 116 sugar*refiner 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Lock,*Joseph r*117 porter 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Lowe,*Charles r*115 turner 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Lusher,*Frederick 135 barber 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Lusher,*Gotleib 135 lithographer 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Lusher,*Jacob 135 lithographer 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Lusher,*Rudolph 135 cabinetmaker 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Lusher,*Rudolph*jr. 135 barber 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Lynch,*Peter 130 pewterer 1861 (McElroy*1861)

McCann,*Richard 139 laborer 1861 (McElroy*1861)

McKee,*Martha*widow*Thomas* r*116 gentw. 1861
(McElroy*1861)

McKewan,*Michael 114 stevedore 1861 (McElroy*1861)

McKey,*Robert r*116 boxmaker 1861 (McElroy*1861)

McNamara,*Thomas r*117 1861 (McElroy*1861)

McPartlan,*widow*Charles*Mary r*117 peddler 1861
(McElroy*1861)

Metz,*Philip 123 baker 1861 (McElroy*1861)

Allkire,*Andrew 119 waiter 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Baugh,*Herman 125&*h*127 turner 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Baugh,*William r*116 police*officer 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Beatty,*James 113 printer 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Beatty,*Samuel 113 watchman 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Bessier,*Mrs*Hannah* 134 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Bremeyer,*Julius 129 machinist 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Brew,*John 116 harness*maker 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Carroll,*Thomas 137 laborer 1867 (McElroy*1867)
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Casey,*Peter 120 11th*&*Locust barkeeper 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Cohen,*Robert 117 boarding*house 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Danley*(Donnelly),*John 139 laborer 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Downing,*Joseph*A 109 printer 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Durphy,*James 117 drayman 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Groom,*George 132 tinsmith 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Haly,*Daniel 131 laborer 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Haly,*Michael 131 drayman 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Harber,*William rear*119 stevedore 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Hearn,*James rear*117 tailor 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Hood*,*Reuben 124 mattress*maker 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Hoover,*G*A 126 cedar*toy*tub*maker 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Austin,*Mary*J*wid*John 115 widow 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Jordan,*John 137 hatter 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Kelley,*Peter r*115 laborer 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Kelly,*Patrick 112 laborer 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Kennath,*Patrick 141 laborer 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Kennedy,*Dennis 108 grocery 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Klosterman,*Charles 132 barber 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Locke,*Joseph driver 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Lynch,*Michael r*117 refiner 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Lynch,*Peter 130 laborer 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Managhan,*Daniel 119 porter 1867 (McElroy*1867)

March*,*Sarah 106 1867 (McElroy*1867)

McCarthy,*Florence 109 paper*&*rags 1867 (McElroy*1867)

McKee,*Robert 121 box*maker 1867 (McElroy*1867)

McKnight,*Alexander 111 biscuit*maker 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Miller*,*Jacob 129 cabinetmaker 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Moran,*James 119 porter 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Moran,*John 119 219*Market salesman 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Morrissey,*John r*115 driver 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Peck*Sr.,*William 128 carpenter 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Quicksall,*Thomas 110 cardriver 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Redding,*Daniel 122 sugar*refiner 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Schoendienst,*John 126 shoemaker 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Shakley,*Joseph 131 engineer 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Sullivan,*John r*117 laborer 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Tallpy,*Michael 135 laborer 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Thomas,*Honora r*115 1867 (McElroy*1867)
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Wakefield,*Thomas 114 laborer 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Wilson,*Samuel*F 119 119*N*3rd hardware 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Zwirner,*Christian 123 baker 1867 (McElroy*1867)

Alkire*,*Andrew 119 laborer 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Alkire,*Andrew**J 119 clerk 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Brodbeck,*George 129 laborer 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Bush,**Ann*B*wid*John*H 111 nurse 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Carroll,*Thomas 137 laborer 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Cohen,*Robert 117 boarding*house 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Core,*Frederick 114 laborer 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Danley*(Donnelly),*John 139 laborer 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Finlay,*Edward 117 porter 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Hart,*Lawrence 122 sugar*refiner 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Austin,*Mary*J*wid*John 115 widow 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Kennath,*Patrick 141 laborer 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Kennedy,*Dennis 108 grocery 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Larkin,*Stephen 120 porter 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

McCay,*Robtert 121 carpenter 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

McDonald,*Edward 135 cooper 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

McKee,*Robert 121 box*maker 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

McKeown,*Elizabeth 114 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

McKnight,*Alexander 111 biscuit*maker 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

McKnight,*Alexander 111 baker 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Miller,*George 129 shoemaker 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Moran,*James 119 porter 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Myers,*Jacob 129 laborer 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

O'Naher*(O'Neal),*Michael 135 laborer 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Peek*Jr,*William 128 turner 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Peek,*William 128 carpenter 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Peek,*William*H* 128 turner 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Schoendienst,*John 126 shoemaker 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Shakley,*Joseph 131 boat 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Sinon,*Michael 110 stevedore 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Stack,*Michael 128 laborer 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Stagg,*Michael 128 laborer 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Sullivan,*John 134 tinsmith 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Thomas,*Honora r*115 1867/68 (Gopsill*1867/68)

Austin,*Joseph*C.* 115 baker 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Beatty,*James 113 printer 1870 (Gopsill*1870)
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Beatty,*Robert 113 tinsmith 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Bowen,*Henry*C.* r*124 carrier 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Boyle,*Thomas 137 fireman 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Carroll,*Thomas 137 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Deburlow,*Mary,*wid*Henry*G. 141 widow 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Dewaney,*James*H. 111 engineer 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Donahue,*Eliza*wid*William 112 widow 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Donnely,*John 139 laborer 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Downing,*Joseph*A. 109 printer 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Flood,*Edward r*105 cooper 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Ford,*John 134 candies 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Ford,*Thomas 117 packer 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Gilligan,*Bridget*wid*James 134 widow 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Gormley,*Thomas 129 packer 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Gross,*Simon 106 silversmith 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Hoover,*August 126 cooper 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Hoover,*Gustavus*A. 126 153*N*3d cooper 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Jordan,*John 137 hatter 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Kelly,*Patrick 112 laborer 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Kelly,*Peter r*117 laborer 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Kennedy,*Dennis 108 grocer 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Lally,*Michael 137 driver 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Lees,*Robert 114 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Lock,*Thomas r*117 porter 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Lynch,*Lawrence r*117 laborer 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Lynch,*Michael* r*117 sugar*refiner 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

McCarthy,*Edward 106 laborer 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

McCarthy,*Florence 109 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

McCarthy,*George 109 lithographer 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

McKeown,*Elizabeth*wid*Michael114 widow 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

McNulty,*Patrick 117 measurer 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Menahan,*Patrick r*116 laborer 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Monaghan,*Daniel 119 porter 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Moran,*James 119 porter 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Morrissey,*John r*117 daryman 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

O'Brien,*John 130 plasterer 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

O'Day,*Edmund r*117 peddler 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

O'Neill,*Michael 133 laborer 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Pew,*Mary*R.*widow*John*W. 116 widow 1870 (Gopsill*1870)
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Quicksall,*Thomas*H 110 driver 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Quicksell,*Benjamin*B. 110 bartender 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Rattay,*John*F. 126 agent 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Reading,*Daniel 122 foreman 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Schoendiest,*John 126 shoemaker 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Thomas,*Francis* r*117 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Torpy,*Daniel 135 currier 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Torpy,*Michael 135 laborer 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Unsini,*Joseph r*106 porter 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Wallace,*Joseph r*106 laborer 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Wilson,*Samuel*F. 121 119*N.*3d bookkpr 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Wright,*William r*105 actor 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Zwirner,*Christian 123 baker 1870 (Gopsill*1870)

Addis,*Ellen 108*Elfreth's*Al grocer 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Albright,*Jacob* r*126 turner 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Beatty,*James 113 compositer 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Beatty,*Marshall 113 mariner 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Beatty,*William 113 watchman 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Bowen,*Henry*C. 116 tanner 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Devanny,*Edward*F. 111 engineer 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Donnelly,*Elizabeth*widow*John 139 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Doyle,*John r*117 peddler 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Fallon,*Thomas 116 laborer 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Fisher,*John*G r*117 engineer 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Fitzgerald,*William 114 driver 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Greer,*Andrew r*116 boxmaker 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Greer,*Robert r*116 boxmaker 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Greer,*Thomas r*116 boxmaker 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Grifith,*Owen r*115 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Gwinner,*George 123 confectioner 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Hasset,*Patrick*F. 118 porter 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Healy,*Michael 131*Elfreth's*Al stevedore 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Herron,*William r*115 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Holland,*John*J 124 bartender 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Kelly,*Peter r*115 laborer 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Larkin,*Stephen 120 laborer 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Larkin,*Stephen*Jr 120 baker 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Latham,*Stephen 120 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Lentz,*Edward r*117 finisher 1878 (Gospill*1878)
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Lentz,*Francis r*117 tinsmith 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Littleton,*John 119 laborer 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Mack,*Ann*widow*Thomas r*117 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Mack,*James r*117 fireman 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Mack,*John r*117 laborer 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Maley,*John* 118 fireman 1878 (Gospill*1878)

McCormick,*William 122 foreman 1878 (Gospill*1878)

McKay,*John 121 R*&*J*McKay,*boxmakers 1878 (Gospill*1878)

McKay,*Robert 121 R*&*J*McKay,*boxmakers 1878 (Gospill*1878)

McKeown,*Elizabeth 114 widow 1878 (Gospill*1878)

McKeown,*Michael 114 laborer 1878 (Gospill*1878)

McKnight,*Alexander 111 baker 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Meager,*William r*115 lineman 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Metz,*George 126 shoemaker 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Miller,*Ferdinand 106 rectifier 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Molan,*Timothy r*119 laborer 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Monaghan,*Bernard 118 mariner 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Monahan,*Patrick 115 laborer 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Moran,*Elizabeth*widow*James r*119 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Morrissey,*John 127 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Muller,*George 129 shoemaker 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Muntz,*Christopher 129 shoemaker 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Murphy,*John*J 114 laborer 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Nalinger,*Lewis 137 police 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Nittinger,*Edward 110 peddler 1878 (Gospill*1878)

O'Brien,*John 130 plasterer 1878 (Gospill*1878)

O'Brien,*Michael 130 plasterer 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Parle,*John*D. 115 baker 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Reed,*Joseph*E 112 fireman 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Roach,*John 114 driver 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Ruddach,*George*J 128*Elfreth's*Al carpenter 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Schoendienst,*John 126 shoemaker 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Sleigh,*Joseph*F 132 James*Sleigh*&*Bros 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Sleigh,*William 132 James*Sleigh*&*Bros 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Sullivan,*Daniel 109 driver 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Sullivan,*Joseph 115 J*&J*Sullivan,*dies 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Sweeney,*John 115 laborer 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Sweeny,*Daniel 110 laborer 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Vanaman,*Rachel*widow*Edward*P.127 1878 (Gospill*1878)
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Wilson,*Samuel 121 clerk 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Zwirner,*Fredrick*C 123 baker 1878 (Gospill*1878)

Addis,*Ellen 115*Elfreth's*Al grocer 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Addis,*John 115 undertaker 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Addis,*Richard 115 laborer 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Beatty,*James 113 compositer 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Beatty,*William 113 watchman 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Bernrath,*Louisa,*wid*Frank r*108 widow 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Bowen,*Henry*C 116 tanner 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Bowen,*James*H 116 clerk 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Brumbacher,*John 124 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Burer,*John 125 grainer 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Cunniff,*Owen 129 laborer 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Doran,*Daniel 135 watchman 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Doran,*Mary 135*Elfreth's*Al grocer 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Ford,*John 134 confectioner 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Fowler,*David 116 bartender 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Glenn,*James 127 laborer 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Greer,*Andrew r*116 boxmaker 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Greer,*George r*116 fireman 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Greer,*Robert r*116 boxmkr 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Greer,*Samuel*F r*116 laborer 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Greer,*Thomas*Q r*116 police 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Haly,*Jeremiah*J 125 clerk 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Haly,*Michael 131 M.*Haly*&*Bro*[*stevedores 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Haly,*Michael*J 131 stevedore 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Hassett,*Patrick 118 conductor 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Haw,*Terrance*J 114 driver 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Holland,*John 131 bartender 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Kelly,*Francis*J 114 shoemaker 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Kennedy,*Dennis 108*Elfreth's*Al grocer 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Kinneff,*Patrick 132 liquors 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Linne,*Adolf 123 baker 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Littleton,*John*A 119 laborer 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Maley,*Bridget 118 widow 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Markert,*Frank 135 driver 1885 (Gospill*1885)

McCann,*John*W 137 laborer 1885 (Gospill*1885)

McCarthy,*Annie 127 1885 (Gospill*1885)

McCarthy,*Michael* 118 stoekkpr 1885 (Gospill*1885)
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McCay,*John*J 121 134*N*2d hats 1885 (Gospill*1885)

McCay,*Robert 121 1885 (Gospill*1885)

McCay,*Robert*W 121 clerk 1885 (Gospill*1885)

McKenna,*John*J 114 laborer 1885 (Gospill*1885)

McKeown,*John*J 114 clerk 1885 (Gospill*1885)

McKeown,*Michael*J 114 driver 1885 (Gospill*1885)

McLaughlin,*Edward*J 137 laborer 1885 (Gospill*1885)

McLaughlin,*James*J 137 varnishr 1885 (Gospill*1885)

McLaughlin,*John 137 laborer 1885 (Gospill*1885)

McLaughlin,*Martin*J 137 foreman 1885 (Gospill*1885)

McLaughlin,*Rosanna 114 widow 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Menahan,*Patrick r*119 watchman 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Miller,*Charles 110 cooper 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Miller,*Elizabeth,*wid*Tobias 125 widow 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Miller,*Ferdinand 106 cutter 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Moglaher 116 fruit 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Mullan,*Timothy r*119 junk 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Murphy,*John*J 114 laborer 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Murphy,*Patrick 130 fireman 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Nallinger,*Fredrick 126 police 1885 (Gospill*1885)

O'Connell,*Annie,*wid*William 4*r widow 1885 (Gospill*1885)

O'Mara,*James* 120 baker 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Oeschger,*Frank*J 108 baker 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Oscar,*Frank r*106 baker 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Richter,*Katherine 157 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Romitsch,*Christian 126 tailor 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Russell,*Albert 117 laborer 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Ryan,*John*M 116 69*N*Front barber 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Schaloh,*Frank 124 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Schoendienst,*John 126 shoes 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Stafford,*Edward 139 laborer 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Stafford,*John*J 139 hatter 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Stafford,*Michael 139 hatter 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Sullivan,*Daniel 109 earman 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Sullivan,*Daniel*Jr 109 driver 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Sullivan,*Dennis 109 salesman 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Sullivan,*Mary 127 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Sullivan,*Michael*A 109 114*N*Front liquors 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Torpey,*Annie,*wid*michael 119 widow 1885 (Gospill*1885)
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Torpey,*Daniel,*finisher 117 finisher 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Torpey,*James 117 finisher 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Wallace,*Joseph 3*r*106 laborer 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Wright,*William*H 122 police 1885 (Gospill*1885)

Boland,*John 127*Elfreth's*Al boarding 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Bolger,*Edward 119 currier 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Brown,*Ellen 125 widow 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Coleman,*John*J r*116 driver 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Cunneff,*Owen 135 packer 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Cunneff,*Patrick 120 fireman 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Cunneff,*Patrick 135 watchman 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Doloselek,*Frank 123 laborer 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Doloselek,*Louis 123 laborer 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Drain,*Alexander*O 129 fireman 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Green,*Samuel*F 116 laborer 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Greer,*George*W r*116 carrier*PO 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Greer,*Samuel r*116 packer 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Greer,*Thomas*Q r*116 boxmkr 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Guest,*Holland*L 114 tailor 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Haly,*Jeremiah*J 125 stevedore 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Haly,*Michael 131 stevedore 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Hazzard,*Bridget*wid*Patrick 118 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Herron,*William r*115 laborer 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Hogan,*Thomas 129 laborer 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Holland,*John* 131 bartender 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Kelly,*John 120 cutter 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Kelly,*William 117 finisher 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Le,*Done*James 126 segarmkr 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Littleton,*John 119 laborer 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Loftus,*Patrick 117 laborer 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Loftus,*Peter r117 shoemaker 1891 (Gospill*1891)

McKeown,*Michael*J 114 driver 1891 (Gospill*1891)

McLaughlin,*James 137 varnisher 1891 (Gospill*1891)

McLaughlin,*John 137 laborer 1891 (Gospill*1891)

McLaughlin,*Martin 137 fireman 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Menehan,*Patrick 119 watchman 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Mohr,*Edward 134 gilder 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Murphy,*Edward 127 bartender 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Nicholson,*Harry*H 121 1891 (Gospill*1891)
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Robinson,*William r*117 driver 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Schoendienst,**John 126 shoemaker 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Schoendienst,*John*Jr 126 clerk 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Stafford,*Michael 139 paker 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Stafford,*Thomas 139 baker 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Stafford,*William 139 police 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Sullivan,*Daniel*Jr 109 driver 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Sullivan,*Dennis 109 driver 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Sullivan,*Joseph 109 dyemkr 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Sullivan,*Michael 109 driver 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Sullivan,*Timothy 127 laborer 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Thistle,*Thomas r117 painter 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Tonolla,*John 125 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Torpey,*James*J 117 finisher 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Trainer,*James 127 driver 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Wright,*William*H 122 police 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Wright,*William*L 122 police 1891 (Gospill*1891)

Beatty,*Jas 113 painter 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Beatty,*Wm 113 police 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Becker,*Jno 123 baker 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Becker,*Peter 123*Elfreth's*Al baker 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Boland,*Jno 127 driver 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Bowen,*Wm 116 shoemaker 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Bulger,*Edwd*J r*119 curier 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Canney,*Danl r*117 engineer 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Collins,*Jno 127 laborer 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Collins,*Wm 110 police 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Cross,*Jno 120 clerk 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Cunliff,*Catherine 132*Elfreth's*Al grocer 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Cunliff,*Patk 121 fireman 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Cunliff,*Patk*J 117 laboror 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Duffy,*Ann*wid*Thos r*115 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Fitzgerald,*Danl 115 driver 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Fitzgerald,*Jeremiah*J 109 clerk 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Fitzgerald,*Michael 115 driver 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Fitzgerald,*Michael*JR 115 conductor 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Fitzgerald,*Patrk 115 usher 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Garrity,*Mary*wid*Patk 121 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Grady,*Mary*E r*117 1897 (Gospill*1897)
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Hall,*Thos 137 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Haly,*Jeremiah 129 laborer 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Haly,*Michael 131 stevedore 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Haly,*Michael*J 131 police 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Herron,*Anastasia*wid*Jas. r*115 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Hurley,*Martin 118 cutter 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Hurly,*Richd 118*Elfreth's*Al grocer 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Keenan,*Peter 127 laborer 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Kennedy,*Dennis 537*cham 108*Elfreth's*Al grocer 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Littleton,*Jas*J 120 conductor 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Littleton,*Jno*J 120 laborer 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Lotz,*Meyer 124 presser 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Lyons,*Edwd 106 clerk 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Lyons,*Jno 106 machinist 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Lyons,*Thos 106 teams 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Maloney,*Wm 127 wiremkr 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Manahan,*Patk r*119 watchman 1897 (Gospill*1897)

McKeown,*Michael*J 114 porter 1897 (Gospill*1897)

McLaughlin,*Edwd 137 clerk 1897 (Gospill*1897)

McLaughlin,*Jas*J 137 varnisher 1897 (Gospill*1897)

McLaughlin,*Martin*J 137 fireman 1897 (Gospill*1897)

McLaughlin,*Wm r*115 laborer 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Moran,*Jno*J r*117 collector 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Murphay,*Jas*J 122 constable 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Plone,*Abrm 124 fruits 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Ryan,*Michael 134 dresser 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Schnitzer,*Max 125 tailor 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Schoendienst,**Jno 126*Elfreth's*Al shoes 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Schoendienst,**Jno*Jr 126 bkkpr 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Schoendienst,**Jos 126 pumber 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Shindine,*Jno*J 126 operator 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Stafford,*Edwd 139 police 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Stairiker,*Wm 115 driver 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Steven,*Mary*wid*Jas. 114 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Steven,*Thos 114 flyman 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Sullivan,*Michael*J 110 machinist 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Wallace,*Catherine*wid*Jos 112 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Wallace,*Jno 112 cutter 1897 (Gospill*1897)

Wallace,*Jos 112 cutter 1897 (Gospill*1897)
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Wolf,*Alfred 125 clerk 1897 (Gospill*1897)
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