
Building Gotham
Civic Culture and Public Policy 
in New York City, 1898-1938

Keith D. Revell

The Johns Hopkins University Press 
Baltimore and London

no* I.EGE OF STATEN !SLAN0 ySSAfTf



I N T R O D U C T I O N

C onceiving the  N ew  M etropolis
Expertise, Publi^ Policy,̂  and the Problem of Civic Culture 
in New York City

Invariably the newcomer to New York is guzzled to comprehend the city. 
From the bridge of an ocean liner coming up the harbor, the distant sky 
line of Manhattan is undoubtedly one of the greatest spectacles in the 
world, whether seen through the smoky blue mist of morning, or at night 
when the thousand windows of Wall Street glow through the darkness as 
though lit up 6y inner fires. No more impressive sight has ever been 
created solely by the industry and imagination of man. The superb maj
esty of the distant city at once gives the impression of possessing some 
inner unity and consistency. Yet when the vessel docks and we come to 
tread the crow^ded streets of the metropolis, this unity of New York City 
constantly eludes our search. So great has been [the city’s] growth that 
year after year it has tended more and more to split up into separate 
communities, each with its own particular headquarters in the great city 
and its own particular interests and problems. Because of this fact we all 
tend, I feel, to jose our sense of citizenship in the metropolis itself.

— E D W A R D  H .  H .  S I M M O N S ,  president. 
New York Stock Exchange, 1927

In 1898, the residents of New York City embarked on an ambitious project in 
collective living. That year, the state legislature created Greater New York, 
uniting Manhattan, Brooklyn, the communities of„Queens County, Staten 
Island, .and the Bronx—a total of ninety-six governmental units in all—into a 
new metropolis of nearly three and h half million people—twice as large as 
Chicago, its closest domestic rival. By the time of consolidation, New York had 
secured ifs position, 'as the nation’s busiest port, its .corporate and financial 
headquarters, its undisputed intellectual capital, and the most ethnically di
verse qf American cifies. But this city of superlatives, a testament to the vitality 
and heterogeneity of nineteenth-century America, struggled with the new 
dimensions of urban life it comprised. As Paul Bourget, a member of the
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French Academy, exclaimed in 1893, “This is not even a city in the sense which 
we [Europeans] understand the word. This is a table of contents of unique 
character. It is so colossal,* it"encloses so formidable an atcumulation ofhuman 
efforts, as to overpass the bounds of the imagination.”* This profusion of 
activity resulted in an array of unprecedented problerhs that seemed beyond 
the capacity of the city’s institutions of collective decision making—courts, 
parties, corporations, markets, and local governments—and threatened New 
York’s future as the great American metropolis.

No one had ever tried to manage a city of this magnitude, diversity, and 
complexity, at least not in the United States. Only London surpassed New York 
in population, but the capital o f Great Britain did not exhibit the hallmarks of 
modernity—skyscrapers, immigration, concentrated corporate power—in the 
same degree as Gotham, the capital of Capitalism.  ̂New York led the way, as 
usual, creating and striving to resolve the problems of size, concentration, and 
proximity characteristic of megacities in the twentieth century. Even today, 
only a handful of places around the globe have attempted such a'feat, and those 
that have, especially in the developing world, continue to wrestle with many of 
the questions posed by the consolidated city a century ago. New Yorkers were 
the first to address the consequences of collective living on this, new scale and 
thus to determine whether American culture could be adapted to establish the 
bonds of com munity-the terms of interconnection and“ mutual obligation— 
for a city of four, six, eight million.

Consolidation itself emerged from a perception of shared problems facing 
the communities that would make up Greater New York. Gotham’s merchants 
had long clamored for metropolitan government to reorganize New York 
harbor, which illustrated on a vast scale the shortcomings of large corpora
tions and local bfficials as economic nfanagers.^ Between the 1870s and 190b, 
New York’s share of the nation’s fofeign commerce declined (although -the 
volume and value increased), igniting a heated public debate over h ow to  
insure the long-term prosperity of the port district. The competition for space 
and fragmented ownership of the waterfront created a chaotic,inefficient, and 
costly system of freight transportation between Manhattan piers and New 
Jersey fail lines, proinpting shippers, manufacturers, politidans, and boosters 
on both sides of the Hudson River to question the raUroMs’ ability to'manage 
the harbor for their mutual benefit. When the pbrt becafne‘paralyzed-during 
World>War I—with railcars backed up as far as Chicago—evidence of The ne^d 
for new institutions to-oversee the most important-economic asset in the 
region became even clearer.
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This crisis of overcrowding and uncoordinated growth did not stop at the 
waterfront. A downtown packed with skyscrapers and sweatshops, department 
Stores and factories, high-class hotels and squalid tenements led to the uncom
fortable mixing of native and immigrant cultures and competition for space 
between small entrepreneurs and corporate giants. Population in sections of 
Manhattan’s Lower East Side (just blocks from the national nerve center of 
high finance and corporate capitalism) increased to more than one thousand 
people per'acte by 1905, producing some of the most densely inhabited areas in 
the world. Reformers blamed overcrowding alternately on the moral failings of 
immigrant tenants and rapacious landlords, but the skyscraper boom pro
vided a larger context in which to interpret congestion. The tallest buildings of 
the prewar era—Cass Gilbert’s Woolworth Building (the fifty-story “Cathedral 
of Commerce” that overshadowed City Hall), Ernest Flagg’s Singer*Building, 
and Napoleon LeBrun’s Metropolitan Life Tower—served as but a prefode for 
the giant structures of the 192QS. By 1929, the city bulged with an astounding 
2,479 buildings, of more than ten stories—two thousand more than Chicago, 
the birthplace pf the skyscraper.^ New Yorkers thus confronted an urban land
scape entirely new in the history of civilization—one that illustrated for many 
observers that private property, given undue protection by the courts, had run 
amok in the great city, requiring stringent regulations on individual rights and 
real estate markets to prevent Gotham from choking itself to death.

Population, densities downtown and the sheer size of Greater New York 
placed extraordinary demands on infrastructure, highlighting the shprtcom- 
ings of the political parties, private companies, and municipal technicians 
working to makq the city livable. In 1898, the Brooklyn Bridge remained the 
only direct liiik for the 143 milliop commuters crossing each year between the 
region’s central business district in Manhattan and growing suburban areas in 
Brooklyn and Queens. More than 70 million commuters-a year from New 
Jersey, which functioned increasingly as both the residenfid and industrial 
periphery o f lower Manhattan, still made their way across the busy Hudson by 
boat—the same method used by the Dutch explorers who had settled the 
island nearly three, centuries earlier. More pressing still, neither the Croton 
waterworks, built in the 1840s, nor its subsequent additions could keep pace 
with the vertical and-horizontal expansion of the city. The steel and concrete 
skyscrapers that housed armies of white-cojlar workers at the turn of the 
century required qs much as twenty times more water than the low-rise brick 
structures they replaced, apd the buildings only got bigger. In many places in 
the city, pressure was so low that water did not rise into pipes above basement
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level without supplemental pumping, causing considerable anxiety among 
insurance-executives who knew just how much flammable wealth sat in mid
town warehouses and factories. The citizens of Brooklyn, who relied on Long 
Island reservoirs, lived undef ah annual threat of water famine. Despite the 
shortage of water, the city dumped prodigious amounts of'taw sewagfe into 
surrounding rivers—roughly 300 million gallons per day by the time of consol
idation. With local officials unwilling and unable ‘to remedy the problem - 
financially, technically, or politically-the pollution oozed its way beyond the 
harbor, forcing health authorities to close beaches on the outskirts of the city 
ancLprompting Robert Moses to build swimming pools to ptevent outbreaks 
of typhoid and cholera. To clean up the pungent mess lapping at the city’s 
waterfront, to provide enough Water for domestic and industrial use (and 
public safety) in the five boroughs, and to cope with the ebb -and flow of 
economic activity linking Manhattan to Long Island and New Jersey, munici
pal officials would have to think beyond electoral districts and significantly 
expand public claims on private wealth in spite of the lingering shadow of 

Tweedism.
Responding to these challenges forced New Yorkers to face the limitations 

of their governing institutions and approaches to collective decision making. 
The failure of railroad executives, bankers, machine politicians,'judges, elected 
officials, and real estate developers to resolve the problems of the modern city 
precipitated a crisis of legitimacy that opened the door for new actors—experts 
in engineering, law, finance, pubUc health, and architecture, armed with spe
cialized knowledge, technical skills, and a new perspective on the m etropolis- 
who aspired to remake the institutional relationships necessary to buUd and 
manage Gotham. This book examines how thos^ experts, working in conjunc
tion and often at odds with powerful economic and political groups, fought to 
establish new terms of togetherness for New York Gity between the 1890s and 
1940s and set an example for the rest of the world.

Civic Culture, Public Policy, and Institutional Change

New Yorkers had few cultural tools for conceptualizing cominunity on this 
new scale. Like most Americans, they inherited from the nineteenth century a 
civic culture of privatism embedded in their institutions of collective decision 
making.5 yhe complex of courts, parties, corporations, markets, and local 
governments that New Yorkers used to respond to common problems favored
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Voluntary over compulsory commitments to the public welfare, individual 
y y its  over collective needs, and parochial orientations to policy issues over 
nftore comprehensive perspectives. Even the greater city itself, the product o f a 
ciwnpromise between machine politicians and reformers, strained to accom
o d a t e  the broader conception of public good envisioned by Andrew Green, 

father of consolidation; although the charter of 1898 did set up a cen- 
Inalized government, it gave way to a new charter in 1902, much to Green’s 

which reestablished a leading role for borough officials, shifting power 
bver city-budding policies back to a more local level. New Yorkers thus ap- 
i*foached the shafed circumstances of modernity (problems that cut across 
flectoral boundaries, class lines, economic interests, and ethnic ties) with a 
kiltural inheritance that eschewed the institutionalized collective commit
ments that we now associate with urban life (at least in many places around the 
World), making it difficult for them to articulate and pursue general interests 
for so large and diverse a community.
‘ By analyzing debates over commuter and'fireight transportation, munici- 
fa l infrastructure and fiscal management,'zoning and regional planning, this 
book shows how a civic culture of expertise developed as a response to the 
crisis o f legitimacy of the city’s institutions of collective decision making in the 
iarly years of the twentieth century By virtue of living and working in a city of 
unique scale, density, and diversity, experts in business, government, aca
demic, phdanthropic, and consulting roles together formidated a distinctive 
tiv ic  culture—a shared way of seeing the interconnections among the multi
tudinous communities of the greater city. Thdir cultural outlook provided the 
context for discussion of the burdens and restrictions that an invigorated 
government could impose on private property, individual liberty, group pre
rogatives, and local autonomy in pursillt of collective interests.® In place of 
voluntarism, individualism, and localism, the civic culture of expertise offefed 
centralization (the expansion and coordination of regulatory and adminisfra- 
tive powers), interdependence, and a cityvvide perspective on urban problems. 
< The historical problem posed by this way of conceptualizing the riew me
tropolis arose because cities, likfe nations, contain multiple cultures and thus 
multiple approaches to social Integration. “American history has been in con
siderable measure a struggle between rival wayS of getting together,” historian 
John Higham noted in one of hiS inost insightful arguments. “In actual experi
ence the alternatives have overlapped very greatly. Instead of facing a clear 
bhoice between comtnensurate loyalties, Americans have commonly been en-
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meshed in divergent systems of integration.”  ̂ Metropolitan New York City 
exhibited many such forms of social integration at the turn of the century: 
ethnic, religious, and fraternal communities; communities of economic inter
est, such as labor unions, taxpayer associations, and producer groups; commu
nities organized along geograpljical lines such as neighborhoods, wards, and 
boroughs; and of course political communities like Tammany Hall (the regular 
Democratic Party organization in Manhattan) and the Fusion (a perennial 
coalition of anti-Tammany forces, including Republicans, Independents, and 
reform Democrats). But New York also operated at more extensive levels of 
connectedness—at the level of the city as a whole and sometimes at a regional 
level—and the civic culture.of expertise evolved around the notion (inherent in 
cpnsolidation) that the city required a more comprehensive level of social 
integration to deal with problems that spanned carefully constructed political, 
ethnic, economic, and geographical boundaries. Citywide problems required 
citywide solutions; regional problems required regional solutions; and New 
York suffered from the limitations of institutions that could not quite manage 
to operate, at those levels. Connecting the whole with the parts—finding ways 
to bring the largey-scale organization of urban life into existence while negoti
ating terms of coexistence with the less comprehensive forms of com m unity- 
constituted the basic difficulty of civic culture and institutional change in 
early-twentieth-century New York City.

This process of cultural conflict and institutional innovation included, but 
was not limited to, the classic patterns of urban coalition building. Corporate 
executives, small businessmen, machine and reform politicians, neighborhood 
associations, real estate developers, civic leaders, and a variety of technically 
trained professionals contributed to the decisions necessary to construct rail
road tunnels underneath the Hudson River, expand the city’s borrowing ca
pacity, create a regional sewage-treatment system, and regulate skyscrapers. 
]^ut these projects involved more than power struggles and political alliances. 
Although experts often took the.lead building coalitions in these policy de
bates, they also pushed for more fimdamental change, redefining the values 
embedded in decision-ipaking institutions and expanding the roleŝ  and per
spectives they brought to bear on common problems. The institutions pushed 
back, of course, resisting and redirecting innovation )̂y reasserting the values 
and prerogatives of private property, individual liberty, corporate and electoral 
power, local^coptrol, and fiscal conservatism that-animated them. Institutional 
change and cultural conflict thus proceeded hand in hand, with a cycle of

punch/counterpunch driving the state-building process even more so than 
pluralistic bargaining.®

By shifting the focus of inquiry to the technical actors Involved in this dual 
process, this book demonstrates how engineers, economists, public health 
specialists, architects, and lawyers attempted to change the terms of public 
policy dischurse byTreconcfeptualizing the metropolitan community. Through 
their efforts to solve the problems associated with railroad planning, public 
works construction, and land-use regulation, they fought •existing approaches 
to decision making >hnd the groups invested in  them in order to establish 
alternative standards of governmental legitimacy, expand existing public pow
ers, and create n6w municipal 'and regional institutions to implement their 
vision o f a planned metropolis.® That process, riddled with conflicts and con
tradictions, produced neither a clear centralization of power nor an obvious 
triumph of any one political or economic group; instead, it generated a dif
fuse centralization'of governmental authority—a multiplication o f’f)artially 
centralized, fragmented, and overlapping centers of public and quasi-public 
power governing a metropolitan community that struggled to achieve a mar
riage among divergent systems of integration. By the 1960s, the resulting inter
governmental problem had grown to breathtaking proportions, with 1,467 
distinct public entities exercising political authority in the New York region—a 
thousand ihore' than forty years earlier.

Problpmatizing the Civic Culture o f Expertise:
Beyond Efficiency

This book explores the institutional and cultural dynamics of organizing 
the modern city albng the lines propdsed by the experts who became such 'a 
force in late-nineteenth-century America by virtue of the central* roles they 
played in big business, government, academia, and philanthropy. While myr
iad other actors and approaches to social integration shaped'New York City, 
the civic culture of expertise provided the decisive linkages between the techni
cal discourses of problem solving and the larger public life of the city that 
explain the diffuse centralization of authority that resulted from Progressive 
Era state building. Historians have typically relied bn the concept of efficiency 
to demonstrate that connection, and the transformation of this powerful in
dustrial principle intb an influential social* ideal certainly affected the gover
nance of cities'." Although efficiency played an important role in the policy
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debates ejqjlored here, it does not fully comprehend the alternative approach 
to urban problems offered by the civic culture of expertise. In addition to 
privileging an abstraction from engineering and economics over those from 
law, architecture, and pubhc health, the idea of efficiency has lent itself to 
narratives of exploitation, which tend to collapse the complex problem of 
“divergent systems of integration” in large cities into a simplistic battle be
tween democratic and undemocratic approaches to decision making, espe
cially when coupled to tensions between native ^nd ipimigrant cultures: effi
ciency versus democracy, rationality versus participation, top-down versus 
bottom-up.*^

As compelling and illuminating as that formulation seems, the presumed 
conflict between efficiency and participatory democracy played at best a pe
ripheral role in efforts to centralize public authority in blew York. Most poli
cies made in American cities, especially with regard to public monies and 
regulatory power, ,did not involve mass politics, either, in the nineteenth cen
tury or in the twentieth, in spite o f the successfiil movements for inclusion that 
reshaped part of our political landscape during this period.*^ Government 
with the consent of the governed, rather than governmept by the people 
directly, has generally characterized urban-decision making in this country. 
The experiment^ in railroad regulation, infrastructure development, and land- 
use planning imdertaken by experts in New York City did not rely on the 
suppression o f mass political movements, although electoral changes affected 
state building (profoundly, but usually indirectly) and elected officials influ
enced every area o f policy. Instead, the institutional changes exaniined in this 
book resxdted in a transfer of decision-making power between intermediate 
forms of centralized authority—from the invisible government of corpora
tions, party bosses. Judges, and property owners to municipal bureaucrats—or 
established public controls over previously unregulated private .choices or 
market processes. To be sure, property owners did object to the use o f newly 
centralized regulatory authority as “undemocratic,” but they defended “de
mocracy” -as individual economic rights and the prerogatives o f ownership 
rather than “democracy” as group rights of cultural self-determination and 
political participation.

To understand the nature o f the conflicts and changes generated by the 
entrance of technical discourses To the public sphere, therefore, this book 
looks beyond efficiency to other cpncepts that experts brought to city building 
and that, threatened the “ways of getting together” represented by courts.
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parties, corporations, markets, and local governments. Rather than producing 
a split between democratic and undemocratic forms of political interaction, 
the civic culture of expertise caused fractures along three interrelated fault 
lines of public discourse affecting the creation, operation, and structure of new 
governing institutions: the legacy of active government as a foundation for 
state bililding, the implications of interdependence for policy making, and the 
constitution of general interests vis-k-vis the structure and scope of govern
ment power.

The civic culture of expertise built on an ambiguous legacy of active government 
that served as both a starting poin t for state-building coalitions and a potential 
barrier to fundamental institutional change: The experts who wanted to expand 
the role of government to solve urban problems in the New York region did 
not start from scratch. Although it had long been something of a national con
ceit that Americans considered government a “necessary evil” and strove for 
minimal public interference in private affairs, cities generally, and New York 
especially, had an almost -unbroken heritage of public activism—as evident 
in three o f the most significant infrastructure achievements of nineteenth- 
century government: the Croton waterworks. Central Park, and the Brooklyn 
Bridge.'^ British observer James Bryce captured this contradiction in The 
American Commonwealth (1888): “Though the Americans hatfe no theory of 
the State and take a harrow view of its functions, though they conceive them
selves to be devoted to  laissezfaire in principle, and to be in practice the most 
self-reliant o f peoples, they have grown no less accustomed than the English to 
carry the action o f government into ever-widening fields'.”*® This’vernacular 
political philosophy of limited government had such a pervasive influence on 
the American itiind that each generation had to  discover the governmental 
habit anew. “Land grants, franchise steals, favorable court decisions, and sup
ple politicians appeared in a bewildering array” during the nineteenth Century, 
observed Queens-nati'fre Benjamin Parke De Witt in 1915; “long before the 
Coimtry realized it, the government was being used—not in the interests of the 
many, but in the interests of the few.” Although muckrakers focused on the 
deals between political bosses and corporate moguls, businesses from trans
continental railroads to local saloons benefitted from some form of public 
assistance. “What these big and little businesses all had in common,” journalist 
Lincoln Steffens concluded, “was not size but the need of privileges,” from 
franchises and protective tariffs to lenient enforcement of bluC laws. New
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York’s well-deserved reputation for political corruption—due largely to the 
brief-but spectacular reign of boss Tweed—did result in a significant reduction 
of direct municip^, spjendiijg, but businessmen continued to ask for public 
favors, politicians continued to grant them, and municipal government con
tinued to pave streets, build parks, furnish street-car fi"^nchises, and-consfrpct 
and maintain waterfront facilities, among its many promotional activities.

This.divisipn between the theory and practice of active government shaped 
the process of institutional innovation in New York City at every turn. On the 
one hand, assisting local businesses and promoting economic growth provided 
ready-to-hand strategies to garner support for. expande/l municipal powers, 
and qxperts interested in city building often enlarged the role of local govern
ment by linking their efforts to promotional purposes. On the other hand, this 
rather opportunistic approach to state building meant confironting the differ
ences between pursuing some group’s particular interests and creating a dur
able intellectual foundation and widely accepted political rationale for the 
regulatory state. While accessibility to public econpmic and legal assistance 
provided axonsistent justification for governmental activism, mor.e often than 
not it resulted in uncertain standards of, bureaucratic legitimacy. Since they 
could rarely find allies pure in motive,.the expert ĵ who tackled the problems of 
freight planning, water supply, and land-use regulation in New York City had 
to cut deals where they could and 'attempt to induce thpir fellow citizens to 
embrace a, new understanding of the relationships between whole and parts in 
the-modern metropolis. To what extent, they were forced to ask, could they 
rely on the parochial motives of collaborators to buttress their vision of the 
collective good before subverting that larger goal altogether?

The fivic culture of expertise emphasized the physical and economic interdepen
dence o f the modern city—a concept with radical implications for policy making 
when employed by public sector institutions: The institutional implications of 
interdependence influenced every phase of city building jn Greater New York 
as experts learned to think in terms of the larger trends and processes necessary 
to sustain the shared working and living'environments of the regional metfop- 
olis. Engineers studied traffic flow? between commercial centers and bedroom 
communities and responded with bridges, tunnels, rail lines, and highways. 
Sanitarians analyzed the combined effects of uncoordinated sewage-disposal 
programs ^ d  then devised the subterranean structures that linked tenements 
to skyscrapers and suburbs to factories in order to clean up the harbor. Comp-
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UroUers and bankers discerned and then tried to manage the reciprocal rela- 
i&onships between private’ real estate vdues and the city’s capacity to fund 
yiibWays and schools. Economists imcovered the developmental ptocesses that 
liliked downtown congestibn to the diversification- of cities on the metro- 
f  blitan periphery in an effort to make the region—that “new dynamic Some
thing” explored by the authors of the landmark Regional Plan of New York and 
i t i  Environs—a more ccfncrete concept and thus an imperative focus of public 
policy.*® As their perception 6f interdependence blurred the boundaries be
tween city and suburb, private property and public welfare, individual wealth 
and collective resources, the experts saw the political and legal distinctions that 
divided the metropolis as less and less meaningful. Instead, they thought in 
terms of the city as a whole and the city as a system, and other influential actors 
increasingly borrowed those concepts to describe urban problems and their 
solutions.*’ By the 1920s, even a career party politician like Mayor Jimmy 
Walker adopted the experts’ language, urging his fellow citizens to “look upon 
the city as a whole” and “to plan ottr irfiproveilients with a view to -the best 
development of the city as a whole.” *̂*

Armed with mounting evidence of metropolitan interdependence and its 
acceptance by powerful decision makers, technicians who took an interest in 
the broader issiles of city building and urban management attempted to make 
“the city as a system” the operating principle of public sector institutions. They 
argued that public officials should treat building regulations demanded by 
Fifth Avenue merchants, sewer construction undertaken by borough officials 
in Queens, and land-use decisions made by real estate developers in Hobbken 
as opportunities to solve larger problems affecting metropohtan groAvth. Plan
ning, as the'coordination of city-building pohcies, became their primary goal. 
Toward that end, they pushed fof even more explicit-control over policy mak
ing to implement their vision removed from the parochialism built'into the 
market decisibite, interest-group lobbyihg, and urban political structures that 
seemed to undermine the very notion of citywide or regional interconnection; 
in so doing; they threatened established pattefns of distributive politics carried 
on by business interests, party bdsses, arid property owners. Particular groups, 
localities, and institution^ did not always fit into or want to contribute to the 
citywide and regional systems of freight'and commuter transportation, under
ground infrastructure, or land use envisioned by.experts.-Who wolild com
pose those systems, at what level of organizatioil (borough, city, region, na
tion), and at what cost put the city’s emerging sense of togetherness to the test.
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As they stepped from .conceptualizing to institutionalizing, therefore, experts 
ran the risk of pitting the durability of interdependence against claims of legal 
and political autonomy, and urban planning against distributive policy mak
ing at multiple levels of aggregation. To what extent, they were forced to ask, 
could interdependence—as the necessary starting point for addressing the 
problems of the modern city—coexist with political and Ipgal values that pro
moted independent, local, voluntary action (or inaction)? And to what extent 
would accommodating that independence interfere with the necessary co
herence of the urban system?

The civic culture o f expertise vacillated between aggregative and disaggregative 
approaches to the general interest: Because they saw New York in terms of 
economic and physical linkages among groups and localities, civil engineers, 
economists, and other professionals believed that the city possessed “some 
inner unity and consistency” in the form of identifiable general.interests. 
Everyone in the greater metropolitan area relied on transportation, water, 
sewage, and land-use systems and everyone would benefit from better coordi
nation of .public and private resources. Whole and parts would fit together if 
properly configured, they imagined,* which endowed the civic culture o f exper
tise with a fundamental optimism about the potential coincidence o f individ
ual and collective welfare.^*

This did not mean that experts tried to force urban diversity into the 
Procrustean bed o f a unitary public interest. They knew too much about the 
city to, think in such one-dimensional terms; they recognized that New York 
was a community of comipunities—subdivided down to the street level, with 
sense of place and group loyalties stronger for smaller units than for the city or 
region as a whole. Instead, their understanding of the city’s essential inter
dependence contributed to a persistent faith th^t enlightened policy making 
could reconcile profit seeking and the pubhc interest and permit distinctive 
local communities to coexist with assertive citywide ^nd regional institutions. 
Experts in New York City tried tq.avoid casting policy battles in terms of stark 
choices between business and community, self-interest and public interest, 
individual and .collective pursuits, by emphasizing the need for new policies 
and institutional'tools to act op general interests when courts, parties, corpo
rations, markets, and local governments—because of their limited perspectives 
on metropolitan life—could pot.

These conflicts existed nonetheless, and state builders struggled to configure
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new institutions to reflect the illusive nature of the general interests they 
perceived; and this difficulty expressed itself as a constant tension between ag
gregative and disaggregative approaches to the general interest: that is, whether 
to treat the whole (city or region*) merely as the sum of its parts, or as some
thing more. In practice, the relationships between individual railroad facilities 
and the port system, local sewage networks and regional pollution problems, 
and neighborhood land-use preferences and metropolitan development needs 
did not mesh seamlessly, even when aided by the broader perspectives of en
lightened business leaders and politicians; the parts added up to a collection of 
parts, not a coherent whole that resolved shared problems or improved stan
dards of living or made the city more habitable. A more rational freight system, 
a cleaner harbor, and a less congested downtown all seemed like clear, widely 
supported general interests, but organizing railroads, municipalities, and real 
estate owners to pursue them involved changes in behavior that many did not 
desire or could not accommodate. Creating institutions predicated on a unity 
of interests only exposed the differences between individual and collective.

The time had come to move beyond existing institutions of collective de
cision makiilg that could not adequately pursue general interests, in other 
words, but configuring new institutions to act on such interests raised difficult 
philosophical and practical questions.* Was there a difference between recog
nizing and executing general interests whete they existed by virtue of clear 
public agreement, and creating and enforcing general interests where that 
agreement remained weak or uncertain? Should government merely respond 
to conceptions o f general interests as voiced by particular groups, or could it 
formulate its own? To what extent, the state builders had to determine,- could 
they implement general interests against the wishes o f groups whose interests 
they presumed to pursue? And to what extent did a timid approach to the 
general interest undermine the very notion of its existence? Did general inter
ests cease to exist in the face of disagreement among the constituent groups of 
the city or did they exist permanently, waiting for sufficiently empowered 
institutions to act on them? If general interests did disappear into disagree
ment, what sort o f institutions could capture that evanescence? In this sense, 
the protagonists of this book wrestled with the same vexing issues of political 
theory that concerned Rousseau in The Social Contract (how to distinguish 
between the General Will and the Will of All) and Madison in Federalist 10 
(how to structure government to compel social and economic factions to act 
in the general interest) As such, they confronted one of the great institu-
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tional problems of the twentieth century: are bureaucratic organizations the 
proper instruments for determining and carrying out the public interest in a 
democratic society?

This book thus captures the moment when the engineers, sanitarians, and 
other professionals who played important technical roles in many American 
cities in the nineteenth century transformed urban political culture. They did 
that even as traditional reform and muckraking generated more sound and 
fury. As Steffens, the greatest muckraker o f them all, acknowledged in his auto
biography, the argument that bad government was attributable to bad men 
and effective government a m'atter o f moral character lost much o f its explana
tory power and'political impact during the perennial good-government cru
sades that followed Tweed’s downfall. Steffens saw most reformers as “merely 
destructive” since they lacked any credible plan for replacing the bosses, who 
often got things done in spite of rampant corruption, with constructive policy
makers. “I did not find anybody with any intelligent plan for the reform of a 
city,” he lamented; “facts we had, but no generalizations and no capacity to 
generalize.” Steffens focused so intently on the battle between bosses and re
formers that he did not see the impact that the new breed of experts had on 
the city.̂  ̂ But away from the limelight on the more sensational misdeeds of 
government and business, a new approach to urban problems had already 
emerged that did provide the generalizations Steffens knew American cities 
needed to survive.

The chapters that follow show how experts from various disciplines pro
vided those generalizations in key policy areas, each with its own history, its 
own timing regarding the creation of administrative mechanisms, and its own 
institutional contexts within the city, state, region, and nation. Viewed to
gether, they demonstrate how similarities between apparently unrelated de
bates emerged from a flawed but influential civic culture that explains the 
uneven, incomplete, and in many ways unsuccessful centralization of author
ity in the nation’s leading metropolis in the early twentieth century.

iPart 1 / Private In frastru c tu re  
md Public  Policy



C O N C L U S I O N

“A n alm ost m ystical u n ity ”
Interdependence and the Public Interest 
in the Modern Metropolis

The history of municipal politics shows in most cases a flare-up of intense 
interest followed by a period of indifference. Results come home to the 
masses of the people. But the very size, heterogeneity, and mobility of 
urban populations, the vast capital required, the technical character of the 
engineering problems involved, soon tire the attention of the average 
voter. The ramification of the issues before the public is so wide and 
intricate, the technical matters involved dre so specialized, the details are 
so many and so shifting, that the pubhc cannot for any length of time 
identify and hold itself. It is not that there is no public, no large body 
of persons having a common interest in the consequences of social trans
actions. There is too much public, a pubhc too diffused and scattered and 
too intricate in composition. And there are too many publics, for conjoint 
actions which have indirect, serious, and enduring consequences are mul
titudinous beyond comparison, and each one of them crosses the others 
and generates its own group of persons especiaUy affected with httle to 
hold these different publics together in an integrated whole.

— J O H N  D E W E Y ,  1927

Cleveland Rodgers, who served on the New York City Planning Commission 
from 1938 to 1951, appreciated the apparent contradiction posed by the modern 
metropolis. "Anyone interested in promoting greater order and unity in New 
York should begin by studying multiplicity in all its manifestations,” he recom
mended. “The metropolis is the epitome of multiplicity; the paradox of the 
phenomenon is that the city is made possible by an almost mystical unity.” ‘ 
Finding a way to institutionalize something “almost mystical” posed a consid
erable challenge to those engaged in building Gotham. Relating multiplicity to 
unity, parts to whole, in some specific institutional form occupied the atten
tions of experts in engineering, sanitation, architecture, public finance, and
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law who attempted to improve the city’s commuter and freight railroad sys
tems, fund and build vital public works, and regulate private land uses to 
create a planned city. Rodgers’s “mystical unity” represented their durable 
belief that Greater New York, in spite of its'inexorable tendency to subdivide 
into distinct communities, did possess common interests that rose above mere 
collections of special or group interests. New York functioijed as an inter
dependent social organism in many important ways, in addition to serving as a 
platform for more or less autonomous individuals and groups to conduct their 
lives unconcerned with each other or with any larger, shared project. When 
existing institutions of collective decision making failed to act on those com
mon interests—when courts, parties, corporations, markets, and local govern
ments bogged down in so many parochial motives and narrow perspectives— 
experts built new institutions that could respond to metropolitan interdepen
dence as they saw it.

This question of how to institutionalize the pursuit of cornmon interests in 
an exceptionally diverse city appeared in mundane guises but stimulated ex
traordinary changes. Moving goods and people across crowded rivers and 
through busy streets, digging tunnels underneath skyscrapers, managing the 
city’s borrowing power, and looking'for loopholes in obscure legal cases in
volved the banalities of technical discourses, but these tasks comprised the 
workaday details o f  much broader questions of mutual obligation and collec
tive interests. Embedded in those solutions to practical problems were new 
terms of togetherness; to propose them meant confronting old notions of 
limited government, private property, and voluntary association.

This world of problem defining and problem solving nurtured the idea of 
the city as a system and made it seem as though the proper appHcation of 
expertise could reconcile public and private interests. New Yorkers needed 
better ways to get across the Hudson: entrepreneur William Gibbs McAdoo 
and engineers John Vipond Davies and .Charles M. Jacobs completed the first 
tunnels under the river, which to this day provide commuters with a faster, 
safer method of crossing between Manhattan and New Jersey. The city needed 
to overcome its long-time isolation from continental rail systems: The PRR’s 
vice president, Samuel Rea, and some of the best engineering talent in the 
world directed a small army of laborers in the construction of Penn Station, 
the Hell Gate Bridge, and tunnels under the Hudson and East Rivers, creating 
the rail route that Amtrak still uses to transport passengers up and down the
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eastern seaboard. Experts, nurtured by private industry, believed that bringing 
the principles of system building to the public sector would provide the solu
tion to many of the city’s problems—physical, economic, and political.

The appHcation of expertise in its many forms to the practical difficulties of 
living in New York appeared to confirm that a properly configured and em
powered metropolitan government could successfully manage the new scale 
and scope of urban life. In response to the expensive, unreliable procedmes 
for moving freight at the port, attorney Jidius Henry Cohen coaxed hundreds 
of public officials and railroad executives into supporting the establishment 
of the nation’s first port authority, the bistate agency that built the Goe- 
thals Bridge, Outerbridge Crossing, Bayonne Bridge, and George Washington 
Bridge, among other projects, within ten years of its creation and served as a 
model for the Tennessee Valley Authority. To forestall water famine, multi
talented engineer John Ripley Freeman helped empower a board of water 
supply to construct a timnel and aqueduct system 160 miles long, extending 
752 feet under the city. Dismayed with growing levels of pollution, sanitary 
engineer George Soper led the fight that produced an Interstate Sanitation 
Commission to coerce localities to take responsibility for cleaning up the rivers 
and the bay. The ubiquitous George McAneny—civil service reformer, Man
hattan borough president, zoning sponsor, planning advocate—overcame the 
logjam between the traction moguls and politicians and added five hundred 
miles to the subway system, partially relieving the crush of traffic downtown 
an4 > allowing the growth o f new residential areas in Brooklyn, Queens, and the 
Bronx; Henry Bru^re, a leading figure at the Bureau of Municipal Research, 
worked alongside economist E. R. A. Seligman and Comptrollers Herman 
Metz and William Prendergast to enlarge the city’s borrowing capacity, expand 
its ability to tax, and thus increase its claims on private wealth, permitting 
billions of dollars in infrastructure spending during an unprecedented period 
of improvement in the city’s physical plant. Attorney Edward Bassett, political 
scientist Robert Whitten, and architect George Ford articulated a new ra
tionale for restricting the rights of property owners and convinced the courts 
to allow zoning of land uses and building heights; their achievement not only 
reshaped the New York skyline, it also gave planners an indispensable tool for 
controlling the development of cities and contributed to a major change in 
constitutional jurisprudence. Chicago businessmen Charles Dyer Norton and 
Frederic Delano, convinced that the greater city made sense only in a larger 
geographical context, launched the Committee on the Regional Plan that set a
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national standard for the analysis and vision required to plan a metropolis. 
Thanks to their sponsorship, economist Robert Murray Haig and planner 
Thomas Adams documented the system of growth driving the dual process of 
overcrowding and decentralization in the region and thereby laid the ground
work for the establishment o f planning commissions in New York, New Jersey, 
and Connecticut. Their work raised awareness of the need for public control of 
urban development, providing the rationale for the creation of the New York 
City Planning Commission in 1938, which ffilfilled (at least on paper) the 
vision o f coordinated city-building poUcies for the interdependent regional 
metropolis that motivated the work of this varied group of experts.

While the civic culture of expertise clearly had a profound impact on the 
physical and institutional structure of the city, it did not achieve the broader 
goals o f formalizing a new approach to the public interest or making the city 
as a whole the primary focus o f public policy. Although the railroads thought 
of the city as a system and reacted to the same larger patterns of growth as mu
nicipal authorities, freight planning remained trapped within many different 
institutional contexts with incompatible approaches to interdependence. The 
Port Authority could never consoUdate its power over the private freight sys
tems at the harbor and had to abandon its rail plans to concentrate on building 
bridges and tunnels for trucks and automobiles. Thanks to the Catskill aque
duct system, the city had abundant water (at least for a time), but engineers 
could never convince the public or elected officials to address the problem of 
leakage; New York continued to waste millions of gallons of water even after 
spending millions of dollars and reaching far upstate to get it. A comprehen
sive sewage-treatment program took almost a century to bring to fruition, 
with localities resisting every effort to get them to prevent downstream' prob
lems. Hatred of traction companies starved the subway system of needed 
revenues and restricted its continued growth. Experts in public finance did 
significantly expand the city’s taxing and borrowing power, but never per
suaded decision makers to plan the use of precious'debt-incurring capacity; 
they empowered New York to spend beyond its means and left it perpetually 
teetering near fiscal collapse. Zoning changed the legal and physical landscape 
in New York and beyond, but it tended to reflect narrow local preferences 
rather than citywide planning objectives. The Regional Plan, though influen
tial, did not quite inspire the sense of metropolitan patriotism that would 
encourage elected officials to think regionally and act locally, and Greater New 
York tended to sprawl rather than cohere in spite of the plan’s national reputa-
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tion. How the experts saw the city, it turned out, had more to do with their 
approach to problem solving than with the interests of the groups with whom  
they formed temporary partnerships, and the institutions they created re
ceived only provisional support from their conditional allies.

Most disappointing of all, while the experts intended the planning commis
sion as a truly centralized city-building authority, it never did play the role of 
coordinating public works,'capital budgeting, and land-use regulation in pur
suit of common interests as they had hoped. Instead, it became yet another 
locus of fragmented, partially centralized public authority, among hundreds of 
others. The heir apparent to this legacy of institutional change, Robert Moses, 
showed nothing but contempt for planning, even though he looked at the city 
the same way planners did. He believed in the centralization of power in his 
own hands, at least—but used that power increasingly to make decisions about 
the city’s welfare cynically and unilaterally. Moses believed that New Yorkers 
had collective interests, but gave up on the notion that the public would ever 

agree to them.
This mixed record of achievement seemed to undermine the idea of com

mon interests that inspired it, in spite of ample evidence of urban and regional 
interdependence. The sense of optimism that accompanied the growing recog
nition of the city as a whole and the belief in the concurrence of individual and 
collective welfare nurtured by the civic discourse of experts in public and 
private roles gave way to more pessimistic conceptions of New York’s chances 
in the face of the compromises and failures of state building. The city institu
tionalized hundreds of different formulations and approaches to interests, 
common and special, rather than coordinating city-building policies toward 
the fulfillment of widely shared goals. The prospect of unified development 
gave way to blight, sprawl, fiscal stress, and divided public authority.

It would be easy to conclude from this very mixed record of Progressive Era 
state building that the public has no common interests at all or that it has none 
that governing institutions can meaningfully separate in practice from special 
or local interests. Other studies of urban policy making seem to suggest as 
much. For example, the defenders of Chicago’s “segmented” system of govern
ment in the mid-nineteenth century argued that “there was no such thing as a 
public interest that city government could pursue citywide” for the simple 
reason that “when a government’s constituency became sufficiently complex, 
the sum of all ‘local’ interests no longer added to a ‘public’.interest,” historian 
Robin L. Einhofn has observed. The reformers who attempted to remove that
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barrier to a more active role for local government insisted that the city did have 
“public” interests, but reserved to themselves the right .to define wha’t those 
were.^ The fiction of public interest rhetoric, historian Harold L. Platt con
cluded of late-nineteenth-century city building in- Houston, Texas, delivered 
government into the hands of commercial-civic elites who served their own 
interests under^ veil of common concerns. “Metropolitans,” led by planning 
experts representing progrowth interests, emphasized investment in public 
works that boosted Houston as a regional oil and commercial center, rather 
than building up services in residential areas as “parochials” wanted—result
ing in blatant inequalities between downtown and neighborhoods, white and 
black, rich and poor, that set-the stage for the urban crisis of the second half of 
the century.^ Edward C. Banfield and James Q. Wilson, borrowing from histo
rian Richard Hofstadter, maintained that the notion of the “city as a whole” 
was so completely an outgrowth of middle-class Protestant moralizing that it 
was “fundamentally incompatible” with the style of politics practiced by im
migrants in big cities.^ Especially for a city as large and diverse as New York, 
one could argue, the concept of the city as a whole might be so hopelessly 
abstract that it lulls us into believing that there are applications of it that rise 
above particular interests.

In our rush to deconstruct the cultural inventions that experts employed 
to justify the expansion of municipal authority a century ago, we run the risk 
of missing just how powerful the idea of common interests created by inter
dependence seemed in the fight to establish new methods, philosophies, and 
institutions to manage mass society and large cities. Outdated notions of indi
vidualism and local autonomy, contradictory claims on government power, 
and persistent tendencies toward parochial organization made-it difficult to 
respond to the shared problems that emerged from divisive large-scale eco
nomic and social transformations, and a belief in common interests served as a 
vital bulwark against despair in the face of seemingly uncontrollable changes.

In The Public and Its Problems (1927), for example, philosopher John Dewey 
tried to identify the conditions under which a new “Public” could organize 
itself in an age of interdependence and thus liberate the notion of common 
interests from the limits o f inherited social philosophy. Dewey argued that the 
technical and organizational transformations of the industrial age had created 
a “Great Society”—a world of “intricate and interdependent economic rela
tions” that infiltrated small-scale cbmmunity life and undermined the old 
verities of individualism. Farmers operated within global markets far beyond-
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their reach or understanding; networks of power and transportation criss
crossed cities and regions; giant corporations produced for national and inter
national consumption—all with profound consequences for individuals and 
communities that still did not recognize their interdependence. “Indirect, ex
tensive, enduring and serious consequences of conjoint and interacting be
havior call a public into existence having a common interest in controlling 
these consequences,” Dewey observed. “But the machine age has so enor
mously expanded, mrdtiplied, intensified and complicated the scope of the 
indirect consequences, [which] have formed such immense and consolidated 
unions in action, on an impersonal rather than a community basis, that the 
resultant public cannot identify and distinguish itself.” Dewey thus saw on 
a national scale the same linkages that experts perceived in the New York 
region—connections that reached under the city and throughout the metro
politan area, uniting skyscrapers and suburbs, rich and poor, congestion and 
sprawl, crowded lower Manhattan and bucolic Putnam County, even while 
local officials, corporate executives, judges, and the public remained unaware 
of or unmoved by them.^

For Dewey, a new understanding of the public interest had to emerge from a 
recognition of those ties of interdependence since the new forms o f association 
themselves did not create a “Great Community” capable of harnessing them 
and endowing them with moral purpose. “The Great Society created by steam 
and electricity may be a society, but it is no community,” he insisted, since “no 
amount of aggregated collective action of itself constitutes a community”—the 
central problem facing experts in New York City who attempted to build new 
institutional forms and encourage regional patriotism to act on the realities of 
physical and economic interconnection.®

Dewey did not believe in turning away from those new forms of aggregation 
for answers even though he never gave up on the idea that face-to-face rela
tions would always provide the “deepest and richest” sense of community. 
Reestablishing the fiction of individual autonomy—salvaging the absurd “im
age of a residual individual who is not a member of any association at all”— 
only distracted attention from the real question: how to comprehend and 
choose among the consequences of different forms and configurations of in
terdependent relationships in an effort to provide everyone with a “fuller and 
deeper experience” of life. Instead, the Great Society had to expose those 
interconnections and make them plain to the public since “such perception 
creates a common interest. Then there exists something truly social and not

merely associative.” To accomplish that, the experts who did understand (al
beit imperfectly) the powerful but invisible linkages of cause and effect in the 
modern world had to disseminate that knowledge through new methods of 
“debate, discussion and persuasion.” Only “when free social inquiry is indis
solubly wedded to the art of full and moving communication” would the Great 
Society become a Great Community.^ Along these lines, the rhetoric and spirit 
of the Regional Plan found common ground with the great philosopher of 
American democracy.

Where Dewey stressed communication to clarify that interdependence cre
ated common interests, political scientist Pendleton Herring argued in Public 
Administration and the Public Interest (1936) that bureaucracies had to estab
lish terms o f togetherness in the face of contradictory claims on government 
power. Focusing on the growth of the federal government. Herring concluded 
that “the purpose of the democratic state is the free* reconciliation of group 
interests and that the attainment of this end necessitates the development of a 
great administrative machine.” The conflicts of industrial society created win
ners and losers who competed for state assistance, each demanding that the 
work of government advance their own special interest and each conceiving of 
the general interest as merely an extension of their own concerns. “Groups 
have demanded special consideration from the federal government for them
selves while condemning the general encroachment of the state into private 
affairs,” Herring obseiwed, echoing Bryce. Thanks to those interests, a large but 
uncoordinated bureaucracy already existed, but “a collection of federal bu
reaus created at the behest of aggressive minority groups cannot envisage the 
general welfare”—a problem experienced, in modified form, by Cohen with 
the port, McAneny with the subways, Soper with the sewage system, and 
Bassett, Adams, and Tugwell with planning.®

Herein lay the great task of bureaucracy in a democratic society and the 
fundamental challenge of state building in New York City. In spite of divergent 
social and economic interests, citizens did share “a basic community of pur
pose.” Expert administrators had to allow special interests and organized mi
norities a voice in government, “since it is their concerns that provide the 
substance out of which the public welfare is formulated,” but they could not 
reduce that basic community of purpose to the goals of those groups. Here 
they faced the essential dilemma of representative bureaucracy. In a demo
cratic society, expert administrators had to determine the proper relationship 
between community of purpose and group ends by reference to the “public
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interest,” and this put the bureaucrat in the position o f Rousseau’s citizen: 
trying to distinguish between the General Will and particularistic interests in 
the guise of public interests. To do that, the bureaucracy had to see the work of 
government comprehensively and attempt to coordinate its multifarious inter
ventions into-economic and social relations toward clear collective objectives— 
just as planning advocates in New York City had long urged. Herring, who 
thought planning went too far, wanted to avoid an approach to common 
interests that collapsed into a directionless struggle between interest groups (as 
occurred in distributive politics) or one that verged on the threat of tyranny 
inherent in a purely disaggregative approach to policy making. And the stakes 
were high: “This Gordian knot in some countries has been cut by the sword of 
dictatorship.”®. Only by reference to some eventual resolution of these con
flicts—the elusive, mystical common welfare—could bureaucratic institutions, 
freed of the constraints of limited government, resolve the dilemma within an 
American framework.

For political scientist E. E. Schattschneider, political parties, rather than 
bureaucracies, provided the best means to establish those linkages between 
whole and parts, even though they remained locked in a constant battle against 
parochial approaches to larger organizational problems. Like Dewey and Her
ring, Schattschneider remained fully convinced of the existence o f common 
interests in spite of the conflicts of modern industrial society. In Party Govern
ment (1942), he argued that “the raw materials of politics are not all antisocial. 
Alongside of Madison’s statement that differences in wealth are the most dur
able causes of faction there should be placed a corollary that the common 
possessions of the people are the most durable causes of unity.” Without a 
recognition of those common interests, politics became the most cynical of 
games. “To assume that people have merely conflicting interests and nothing 
else is to invent a political nightmare that has only a superficial relation to 
reality,” Schattschneider warned. “The body of agreement underlying the con
flicts of a modern society ought to be sufficient to sustain the social order 
provided only that the common interests supporting this unity are mobilized.” 
In his view, “public policy could never be the mere sum of the demands of 
organized special interests,” and he insisted that pohtical parties, in their role 
as mobilizers of majorities, “are never mere aggregates of special interests.” 
Parties had to build majorities around common interests, and their success in 
that effort would allow them to resist parochialism.*®

In practice, however, parties often became the creatures of special interests.

sectional coalitions, and pohtical bosses, none of which provided' a lasting 
basis for governance. No society had resources enough to respond .to all of 
these interests—something the consolidated city discovered when it took col
lective responsibility for the public borrowing of its constituent communities 
in 1898. Neither could those factions organize to act on “vital common in
terests,” preoccupied as they were with their own ends. “Local bosses,” be
cause of their proprietary attitude toward government power, “are jiardly 
conscious of the fact that there is a problem o f planning, integration, and 
overaU management of public affairs for the protection of the great interests 
of the nation”—as Boss Murphy showed during the PRR franchise battles." 
Someone had to think about discriminating between claims on government 
power to make sure that common interests would be addressed. Although 
Schattschneider believed that parties could best perform that task while ex
perts in New York City had lost their faith in that approach to collective 
decision making, the problem.of sorting through competing claims to identify 
and promote common interests remained the same as the one confronting 
Bru^re and Seligman.

These devices, whether social inquiry wedded to democratic communica
tion, independent but responsive bureaucracies, or truly majoritarian parties, 
stemmed from the belief that common purposes did exist in modern society. 
For Dewey, Herring, and Schattschneider, the public interest was not merely a 
ruse or disguise; nor did it emerge from pluralistic bargaining; nor was it 
reducible to configurations of private interests or the interests of groups who 
claimed it from time to time. Obsolete conceptions of individual autonomy 
hampered social inquiry, special interests captured the bureaucracies that tried 
to regulate them, and local and sectional concerns dominated the political 
parties that attempted to rise above them, but such difficulties did not mean 
that common interests did not exist or that those-institutions should abandon 
the pursuit of them. The difficulty of finding a satisfactory answer to the 
question of how. to organize to act on the general interest in a diverse and 
conflict-ridden world did not invalidate the search for meaningful expressions 
of common concerns.

Large cities like New York, where the failure of new and old approaches to 
social integration had become increasingly evident by midcentury, faced this 
problem in its most acute and tangible form. In this regard, perhaps the most 
surprising use o f the idea o f common interests, appeared in Jane Jacobs’s The 
Death and Life o f Great American Cities (1961), a book that is usually thought of
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as a defense of the smaller-scale of urban life. Jacobs uncovered the intricate 
dance of street life that modern city planners had not appreciated and thus 
destroyed by their actions, but she also understood that cities operated on 
other levels of self-government—as the city as whole, as street neighborhoods, 
and as districts linking the two. “It is impossible to say that one is .more 
important than the others,” she noted; “all three are necessary.” In this scheme, 
the city as a whole was more than an abstraction—more than a convenient way 
to characterize collections of street neighborhoods. “We must never forget or 
minimize this parent community while thinking of the city’s smaller parts,” 
Jacobs emphasized. “A city’s very wholeness in bringing together people with 
communities of interest is one o f its greatest assets, possibly the greatest.” That 
broader focus clearly did not substitute for an appreciation of community at 
less comprehensive levels, and that is where planners made their fatefiil mis
take. “Planners like to think they deal in grand terms with the city as a whole, 
and that their value is great because they ‘grasp the whole picture.’ But the 
notion that they are needed to deal with their city ‘as a whole’ is principally 
a delusion,” she maintained. “Aside from highway planning and .the almost 
purely budgetary responsibility for rationalizing and allocating the sum of 
capital improvement expenditures presented in tentative budgets, the work of 
city planning commissions and their staffs seldom deals, in truth, with a big 
city as a total organism.’’̂ ^

Of course, Jacobs wrote during a time when the city had a capital bud
get and a planning commission (although not very good ones). Sixty years 
earlier—even twenty-five years earlier—those institutions did not exist and a 
vital level of social integration remained neglected. Jacobs believed that plan
ners had to change their thinking to connect whole and parts effectively, but 
the previous generation of planning advocates faced the same problem with
out any institutional forms capable of addressing the, city as a whole. In this 
sense. Death and Life has inore in common with the Regional Plan, and Jane 
Jacobs is mqre similar to Thomas Adams, than it would first appear.

The experts in this book felt the absence of those citywide institutions most 
keenly because the problems they addressed in their professional lives con
vinced them that the interdependence of the modern metropolis served as an 
obvious and essential starting point for effective public policy. Because of the 
city’s size and complexity, because of the natural obstacles to its physical 
coherence, because its problems had regional, national, and even international 
implications (especially port and financial management), because its power
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Structure was so divided, and because consolidation explicitly raised issues of 
institutional fragmentation (unlike Chicago, where a single government over
saw the entire city). New York confronted the basic challenges of metropoli
tan integration'before many other urban areas in the United States. Linking 
New York and New Jersey, Manhattan and Long Island, downtown and sub
urbs, water users and watersheds, private wealth and public need, center and 
periphery—these tasks resolved what often appeared as strictly private or local 
problems from less comprehensive perspectives. Making a buck from com
muters and improving the efficiency of corporate freight operations forced 
engineers to consider regional growth patterns; cleaning up the harbor and 
overcoming the water crisis encouraged similarly broad perspectives; the over
whelming need for public works fostered the notion that real estate values 
represented a collective resource; and addressing congestion yielded an under
standing of the intimate connections between centralization and decentraliza
tion. Inherited distinctions of .property rights and political jurisdictions did 
not make sense from this new perspective; such notions stood in the way of 
approaches to integration based on the reality of togetherness, rather than the 
fictions of individualism or autonomy.

In this milieu of problem solving, expertise took on a distinctly civic dimen
sion. The application of technical skill and specialized knowledge to the chal
lenges of living in the crowded metropolis did more than create remarkable 
structures linking different parts of the city and region. It generated new bonds 
of political obligation—in the form of expanded municipal claims on private 
wealth and regulatory powers over private property—and redrew the bounda
ries between citizens and among units of government. Embracing interdepen
dence thus resulted in a more definite institutional articulation of what com
munity entailed at this new level of aggregation, exceeding anything courts, 
parties, corporations, markets, and local governments had ever offered.

By no means did the civic culture of expertise exhaust the possibilities of 
community in the modern city. Even on its own terms, it could not always 
deliver on its promises. Neither could shared problems provide the only basis 
for social cohesion. By the time regional planners took up the challenge of 
linking center to periphery, they had fully embraced the notion that large-scale 
interconnections coexisted alongside even more compelling forms of local 
interaction based on other grounds. Their experiences confirm that livable, 
clean, efficient, successful, humane, interesting, diverse cities require multiple 
levels and systems of social integration with different standards of legitimacy.
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Only by recognizing and organizing for the essential simultaneity of commu
nity can citizens and decision makers sustain those qualities over time.

All cities are experiments in the dealing with the implications of collective 
living. More so than in most other forms of organization, cities force us to 
come to grips with the possibility that we have a common interest in the 
consequences of social transactions, remote though many of them seem. To an 
even greater extent than in nation-states, in cities we negotiate the most pal
pable terms of togetherness and political obligation and relate multiplicity to 
unity in explicit institutional relationships. If, in the end, we do not find fully 
satisfactory responses to these issues in the civic culture of expertise created by 
engineers, lawyers, architects, and planners in New York City at the turn of the 
twentieth century, we can still acknowledge that their efforts provide one 
important part of the answer—for they posed the question correctly—as we 
attempt to reconcile autonomy (cidtural and political) and interdependence in 
a world that seems to be demanding more of both.
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Graph 1. New York City Debt per Capita, 1870-1895

In the wake of the Tweed scandal. New York entered a twenty-year period of fiscal 
conservatism, setting the stage for a new era of taxing, spending, and borrowing for the 
consolidated city.



Notes

Abbreviations

BCM

CPC
CWS

EMB

EMS
ERAS
GBF

GBM
GCW

GMC

GMP

HBC
ICCNA

JF

JFH
JFS

JJW
JPM
JRF

Benjamin C. Marsh Papers, Acc. No. 10,353, Library of Congress, 
Washington, D.C.

Com m ercial a n d  Financial Chronicle
Catskni Water Supply for New York City, Division of Engineering and 

Industry, National Museum of American History, Smithsonian In
stitution, Washington, D.C.

Edward Murray Bassett Papers, Acc. No. 2708, Cornell University Li
brary, Ithaca, N.Y.

Edward Morse Shepard Papers, Columbia University, NYC 
E. R. A. Seligman Papers, Columbia University Library, NYC 
George B. Ford  ̂Papers, Francis Leob Library, Harvard University, 

Cambridge, Mass.
George B. McClellan Papers, Municipal Archives, NYC 
George C. Whipple Papers, HUG 1876.3005, Harvard University Li

brary, Cambridge, Mass.
George McAneny Papers, Rare Book and Manuscript Library, Colum

bia University, NYC 
George McAneny Papers, Seeley G. Mudd Library, Princeton Univer

sity, Princeton, N.J.
Heights of Buildings Commission Papers, Municipal Archives, NYC 
Records of the Interstate Commerce Commission, National Archives, 

Washington, D.C.
James Forgie Papers, Division of Engineering and Industry, National 

Museum of American History, Smithsonian Institution, Washing
ton, D.C.

John Francis Hylan Papers, Municipal Archives, NYC 
John F. Sullivan Papers, Manuscript and Archives Section, New York 

Public Library, NYC 
James J. Walker Papers, Municipal Archives, NYC 
John Purroy Mitchel Papers, Mimicipal Archives, NYC 
John Ripley Freeman Papers, MC-51, Massachusetts Institute of Tech

nology, Cambridge, Mass.



286 Notes to Pages 2-3

MES Marc Eidlitz and Sons Papers, Manuscript and Archives Section, New
York Public Library, NYC 

ML Metropolitan Life Insurance Archives, Metropolitan Life Building,
NYC

NPL Nelson Peter Lewis Papers, Acc. No. 2712, Cornell University Library,
Ithaca, N.Y.

N Y H  N ew  York H erald
N Y H C  N ew  York H arbor case
N Y T  N ew  York Times
N Y T r N ew  York Tribune
PBQD Parsons, Brinckerholf, Quade & Douglas Collection, Division of En

gineering and Industry, National Museum of American History, 
Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C.

PNYA P ort o f  N ew  York A u th ority  v. Atchison, Topeka &  Santa Fe R ailw ay
PRR Pennsylvania Railroad Co., department records. Executive Depart

ment, Acc. No. 1810, Hagley Museum and Library, Wilmington, Del. 
RH Rudolph Hering Collection, Division of Engineering and Industry,

National Museum of American History, Smithsonian Institution, 
Washington, D.C.

RHW Robert H. Whitten Papers, Francis Leob Library, Harvard University,
Cambridge, Mass.

REA Regional Plan Association Papers, Acc. No. 2688, Cornell University
Library, Ithaca, N.Y.

RVW Robert Van Wyck Papers, Municipal Archives, NYC
SW Schultze-Weaver Papers, Wolfsonian Museum, Florida International

University, Miami Beach, Florida 
TASCE Transactions o f  the A m erican Society o f  C ivil Engineers
WGM William Gibbs McAdoo Papers, Library of Congress, Washington,

D.C.
WJG William J. Gaynor Papers, Municipal Archives, NYC
WJW William J. Wilgus Papers, Manuscript and Archives Section, New York

Public Library, NYC 
WWE W ho’s W ho in Engineering
W W N Y  W ho’s W ho in N ew  York

i n t r o d u c t i o n : Conceiving the New Metropolis

The epigraph is from Edward H. H. Simmons, Financing A m erican In dustry  (New 
York: n.p., 1930), 39-40.

1. Paul Bourget, O utre-M er: Impressions o f  A m erica  (New York: Scribner’s, 1895), 29.
2. Kenneth T. Jackson, “The Capital of Capitalism: The New York Metropolitan 

Region,” in M etropolis, 1890-1940, ed. Anthony Sutcliffe (Chicago: University of Chi
cago Press, 1984), 319-53-

3. David C. Hammack, Pow er a n d  Society: Greater N ew  York a t  the Turn o f  the 
C entury  (New York: Russell Sage, 1982), 189-95; John Foord, The Life a n d  Public Ser
vices o f  A ndrew  H asw ell Green (New York: Doubleday, 1913), 178,183.

4. "A Census of Skyscrapers,” A m erican C ity  41 (September 1929): 130; Marc A.

Notes to Pages 4-10  287

Weiss, “Density and Intervention: New York’s Planning Traditions,” in The Landscape 
o f  M odern ity: Essays on N ew  York City, 1900-1940, ed. David Ward and Olivier Zunz 
(New York: Russell Sage, 1992), 49.

5. Sam Bass Warner Jr., The Private City: Philadelphia in Three Periods o f  Its Growth  
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1968), 3-4.

6. Lucian W. Pye and Sidney Verba, eds.. Political Culture an d  Political D evelopm ent 
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1965); Gabriel A. Almond and Sidney 
Verba, The C ivic Culture: Political A ttitu d es an d  D em ocracy in Five N ations (Princeton, 
N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1963),

7. John Higham, “Hanging Together: Divergent Unities in American History,” Jour
nal o f  A m erican H istory  61 (June 1974): 7.

8. Keith D. Revell, “The Road to Euclid v. A m bler: City Planning, State-Building, and 
the Changing Scope of the Police Power,” Studies in A m erican Political D evelopm ent 13 
(spring 1999): 53-54.

9. Compare L. Ray Gunn, The Decline o f  A uthority: Public Economic Policy and  
Political D evelopm en t in  N ew  York, 1800-1860 (Ithaca, N.Y: Cornell University Press, 
1988).

10. Robert C. Wood, Fourteen H undred Governm ents: The Political Economy o f  the 
N ew  York M etropolitan  Region (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1961), 1.

11. Martin J. Schiesl, The Politics o f  Efficiency: M unicipal A dm in istra tion  an d  Reform  
in Am erica, 1880-1920 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1977); Samuel Haber, 
Efficiency a n d  Uplift: Scientific M an agem en t in the Progressive Era, 1880-1920 (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1964); John M. Jordan, M achine-age Ideology: Social Engi
neering a n d  A m erican Liberalism, 1911-1939 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina 
Press, 1994).

12. Samuel P. Hays, “The Politics of Reform in Municipal Government in the Pro
gressive Era,” Pacific N orth w est Q uarterly 35 (October 1964): 157-69; idem, Conserva
tio n  an d  the Gospel o f  Efficiency: The Progressive Conservation M ovem ent, 1890—1920 
(New York: Atheneum, 1969); John D. Fairfield, The M ysteries o f  the G reat City: The 
Politics o f  Urban Design, 1877-1937 (Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 1993); M. 
Christine Boyer, D ream ing  the R ation al City: The M yth  o f  A m erican C ity  P lanning  
(Cambridge: MIT Press, 1983).

13. Robin L. Einhorn, Property Rules: Political E conom y in Chicago, 1833-1872 (Chi
cago: University of Chicago Press, 1991); Philip J. Ethington, The Public City: The 
Political Construction o f  Urban Life in San Francisco, 1850-1900 (Cambridge: Cam
bridge University Press, 1994)..

14. A utobiography o f  Lincoln Steffens (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1931), 237,235,232; 
Lincoln Steffens, Sham e o f  the C ities (New York: McClure, Phillips, 1904); Charles E. 
Merriam, A m erican Political Ideas: Studies in the D evelopm en t o f  A m erican Political 
Thought, 1865-1917 (New York: Macmillan, 1920), 293, 296; Barry D. Karl, Charles E. 
M erriam  a n d  the S tu dy o f  Politics (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1974), 103-4.

15. Jon C. Teaford, The Unheralded Triumph: C ity  G overnm ent in Am erica, 1870— 
1900 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1984), 307; Hendrik Hartog, Public Prop
erty an d  P riva te  Power: The C orporation o f  the C ity  o f  N ew  York in A m erican Law, 1730- 
1870 (Ithaca, N.Y: Cornell University Press, 1983).

16. James Bryce, The A m erican C om m onw ealth  (New York: Macmillan, 1911), 2:593.
17. Jonathan R. T. Hughes, The G overnm ental H a b it Redux: Econom ic Controls from



288 Notes to Pages 11-20

Colonial Tim es to the Present (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1991), 15; 
Benjamin Parke De Witt, The Progressive M ovem en t (New York: Macmillan, 1915), 14; 
Autobiography, 492.

18. Thomas Adams, Harold M. Lewis, Theodore T. McCrosky, Population, Land  
Values, a n d  G overnm ent [1929] (New York:.Arno Press, 1974), 204.

19. Robert B. Fairbanks, For the C ity  as a Whole: Planning, Politics, an d  the Public  
Interest in Dallas, Texas, 1900-1965 (Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 1998).

20. NYT, January 22,1929,28:2.
21. Herbert Croly, The Prom ise o f  A m erican Life (New York: 1909), 12,22.
22. G. D. H. Cole, introduction to Jean Jacques Rousseau, The Social C ontract an d  

Discourses (New York: Dutton, 1950), xxxvi-xxxvii.
23. Steffens, Autobiography, 249; Steffens, Sham e o f  the Cities, 199.

o n e : “The Public Be Pleased”

1. Walter Lippmann, D rift a n d  M astery  [1914] (Madison: University of Wisconsin 
Press, 1985), 31-32, 49, 51; Nelson P. Lewis, “During my long journey from the rural 
district of Flatbush,” 1903-4, NPL, box 1, file 6.

2. Contrast Thomas Bender, Intellect a n d  Public Life: Essays on the Social H istory  o f  
A cadem ic Intellectuals in the United States (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 
1993), xii-xiii, 3-15.

3. David A. Hollinger, “Historians and the Discourse of Intellectuals,” in In the 
A m erican Province: Studies in the H istory  an d  H istoriography o f  Ideas (Baltimore: Johns 
Hopkins University Press, 1985), 132.

4. A. J. County, “The Economic Necessity for the Pennsylvania Railroad Tunnel 
Extension into New York City,” Annals o f  the A m erican A cadem y o f  Political an d  Social 
Science (March 1907): 5, JF, box 46; Sharon Reier, The Bridges o f  N ew  York (New York: 
Quadrant Press, 1977), 154-55.

5. Samuel Rea, “Pennsylvania Railroad New York Tunnel Extension,” December 15, 
1909,58, JF, box 46; County, “Economic Necessity,” 6; Walter Laidlaw, Population o f  the 
C ity  o f  N ew  York, 1890-1930 (New York: Cities Census Committee, 1932), 25.

6. Rea, “Pennsylvania Railroad,” 58; County, “Economic Necessity,” 2; J. Vipond 
Davies, “Construction of a Rapid Transit Railroad in Relation to the Handling of 
Passengers,” Proceedings o f  the Engineers’ Club o f  Philadelphia  27 (1910): 318-19, JF, box 
46.

7. Rea, “Pennsylvania Railroad,” 57.
8. H. T. HUdage, “Underground Workings in New York City,” 137, JF, box 1.
9. Ronald Steel, W alter L ippm ann an d  the A m erican C entury  (New York: Vintage, 

1980), 169; John J. Broesamle, W illiam  Gibbs M cAdoo: A  Passion fo r  Change, 1863-1917 
(Port Washington, N.Y.: Kennikat Press, 1973), 8- i 5; W W N Y  (1914), 470-71; Brian J. 
Cudahy, Under the Sidewalks o f  N ew  York (Lexington, Mass.: Stephen Greene Press, 
1988), 191; Carl W. Condit, The P ort o f  N ew  York, vol 2: A  H istory  o f  the R ail and  
Term inal System  from  the G rand Central Electrification to the Present (Chicago:. Univer
sity of Chicago Press, 1981), 115-18; William E. Leuchtenberg, Franklin D. Roosevelt and  
the N ew  Deal, 1932-1940 (New York: Harper & Row, 1963), 7.

10. Gilbert H. Gilbert, Lucius I. Wightman, and W. L. Saunders, The Subw ays and  
Tunnels o f  N ew  York (New York: Wiley, 1912), 7-9,155; King’s Booklet, “Hudson Tunnel

Notes to Pages 20-25 289

System,” The Pennsylvania R ailroad Tunnels a n d  Terminals in N ew  York C ity  (New York: 
Moses King, 1908), JF, box 46; C F C 54 (April 9,1892): 597.

11. CFC, 61 (November 23,1895): 925; 62 (June 27,1896): 1177; 63 (July 25,1896): 154. 
This financial odyssey can be traced in CFC, 61 (November 23,1895): 925; 62 (June 27, 
1896): 1177; 63 (July 25,1896): 154; 68 (April 8,1899): 671; 68 (June 17,1899): 1182; 70 
(May 19,1900): 996; 70 (June 9,1900): 1149.

12. Wilham G. McAdoo, C row ded Years (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1931), 67-70; 
Davies, “Construction of a Rapid Transit Railroad,” 319.

13. McAdoo, C row ded Years, 55-57, 71-78: W W N Y  (1914), 543; property inventory 
attached to letter from McAdoo to Young, October 5,1892,' WGM, box 91.

14. McAdoo to Watchorn, November 27, 1908, and memo beginning “The most 
forceful figure in the Hudson Tunnel enterprise,” WGM, box 574; Vincent P. Carosso, 
Investm en t B anking in Am erica: A  H istory  (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 
1970), 113,127-30.

15. “Memoir of Charles Mattathias Jacobs,” TASCE 83 (1919-20): 2236-38; W W N Y  
(1914), 184; WWB (New York: John W. Leonard, 1922), 343; Gilbert, Wightman, and 
Saunders, Subw ays an d  Tunnels, v, 10-15.

16. John V. Davies, “The Tunnel Construction of the Hudson and Manhattan Rail
road Company,” Proceedings o f  the A m erican Philosophical Society 49 (1910): 167-68, JF, 
box 1, file: H&M RR Co. construction papers; Gilbert, Wightman, and Saunders, 
Subways an d  Tunnels, 156-59.

17. McAdoo, C row ded Years, 90-93; Patricia C. Dayis, E nd o f  the Line: A lexander J. 
C assatt a n d  the Pennsylvania R ailroad  (New York: Neale Watson Academic, 1978), 162- 
64.

18. McAdoo to Watchorn, November 27,1908, WGM, box 574; memo in PRR, box 
138, leading to “Award of Arbitrators,” July 15, 1913, in file 21; McAdoo to Truesdale, 
January 19,1903, and Truesdale to McAdoo, January 23,1903, WGM, box 574.

19. Memo for McCrea, July 27,1909, PRR, box 138, file 22.
20. Rea to Thayer, July 20,1909, PRR, box 138, file 22; Rea to Sheppard, November 

30,1910, PRR, box 137, file 32; comparison, passengers carried in New York district on 
ferry steamers, 1907 to 1910, incL, WGM, box 574; Rea to Alexander, May 11,1910, PRR, 
box 137, file 32; Michael Bezilla, Electric Traction, on the Pennsylvania Railroad, 1895- 
1968 (University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1980), 26-27,206.

21. Memo for McCrea, July 27,1909, and Rea to Thayer, July 20,1909.
22. Thomas K. McCraw, Prophets o f  Regulation: Charles Francis A dam s, Louis D. 

Brandeis, James M . Landis, A lfred E. Kahn  (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 
1984), 16; Lee Benson, M erchants, Farmers, an d  Railroads: R ailroad Regulation an d  N ew  
York Politics, 1850-1887 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1955).

23. McAdoo, C row ded Years, 103-5.
24. Poor’s M a n u a l o f  Public Utilities, 1916,1152; idem, 1918, 904; M o o d y’s M anual o f  

Investm ents, Public U tility  Securities, 1928, 464; A nn ual R eport o f  the H udson an d  M a n 
hattan  R ailroad Com pany, year ended March 31,1911,22, and idem, year ended Decem
ber 31,1915, 20, JF, box 1, file: H&M RR Co. annual reports; R eport to T. P  Shonts, Re 
Extension o f  H udson-M anhattan  Railroad, M arch 5th, 1909, report #35, PBQD, box 3; 
H udson an d  M an hattan  R ailroad Com pany: Its Property, Finances, a n d  Securities (New 
York: Harvey Fisk, 1915), 5-6, WGM, box 574.

25. Rea, “Pennsylvania Railroad,” 3,6-8.



3i 8 Notes to Pages 254-264

98. Graphic Regional Plan, 167.
99. N YT, January 13,1935,1:4, April 27,1936, 26:3; McCaffrey, “Proportional Repre

sentation,” 843.
100. New York Charter Revision Commission, Prelim inary R eport an d  D ra ft o f  

Proposed C harter fo r  the C ity  o f  N ew  York (April 27,1936), 19-22; N YT, December 16, 
1935,1:8,2:3; Laurence Tanzer, The N ew  York C ity  C harter (NeWYork: Clark-Boardman, 
i937)> 75-82; "Reminiscences of Cleveland Rodgers,” Columbia University Oral His
tory Collection, 237, 238; NYT, May 3, 1936, 20:1, May <14, 1936, 36:5; “The Colossus 
Moves,” Saturday Evening Post 209 (December 12,1936): 22.

101. N YT, March 10,1935, IV, 11:4, December 17,1935,11:5.
102. NYT, May 27,1936,24:1, July 16,1936,10:2, October 29,1936,1:4,11:2.
103. N YT, October 28, 1936, 1:8; Tanzer, N ew  York C ity  Charter, 7-8; M oon ey  v. 

Cohen, 272 N.Y. 33 (1936).
104. NYT, November 5,1936, 6:3, November 25,1936,15:3.
105. Thomas Kessner, Piorello H. La G uardia an d  the M aking  o f  M odern  N ew  York 

(New York; Penguin, 1989),' 404-5; Mark I. Gelfand, “Rexford G. Tugwell and the 
Frustration of Planning in New York City,” Journal o f  the A m erican P lanning Associa
tion 51 (spring 1985): 153,160; NYT, May 5,1936, 25:5, July 30,1937, 33:2, November 4, 
1936,1:3.

106. McCaffrey, “Proportional Representation,” 844-45.
107. Tanzer, New York City Charter, 484,483.
108. NYT, December 10,1937,10:2.
109. N YT, December 11,193% 18:3.
no. Bennett to Brennan, December 9,1926, JJW, box WJJ-232.
111. Caro, Power Broker, 84-85; Cleveland Rodgers, R obert Moses: B uilder fo r  D em oc

racy (New York: Henry Holt, 1952), 18,19.
112. NYT, December 17,1931,2:5.
113. NYT, December 14,1940,16:7; Moses, “Mr. Moses Dissects,”i6 ,39.
114. Caro, Pow er Broker; iy -1 8 .
115. NYT, February 10,1935, IVi 11:3; N Y T  W orld’s Fair Section, March 5,1939,47.
116. N YT, December 12,1940,56:1.
117. Cleveland Rodgers, New York Plans for the Future (New York: Harper, 1943), 

261-62.
118. Caro, Power Broker, 318.
119. NYT, December 31,1937,17:5, April 10,1938,1:3, August 19,1938,5:4.
120. Kenneth T. Jackson, Crabgrass Frontier: The Suburbanization  o f  A m erica  (Ox

ford: Oxford University Press, 1987), 195; N YT, December 14,1940,16:7.
121. Rexford G. Tugwell, “Implementing the General Interest,” Public A dm in istra tion  

R eview  1 (autumn 1940): 34.
122. Ibid., 43; Gelfand, “Tugwell,” 151-60.
123. NYT, July 28,1940, XI, 3:8, July 30,1940,15:8, July 31,1940,19:1, January 5,1942, 

19:5; Citizen’s Budget Commission, R eport o n  the M aster P lan o f  L and Use Proposed by  
the C ity  P lanning Com m ission  (December 1941), 9,6,29,42-43; N YT, July 26,1941,13:3, 
November 23,1941,47:8.

124. Cleveland Rodgers, “Robert Moses,” A tlan tic  M on th ly  165 (February 1939): 234.
125. NYT, November 12,1933, X, 1:3, February 20,1934,23:5.
126. Mayor’s Committee on City Planning, Progress Report: A  Prelim inary R eport

Notes to Pages 265-278 319

upon P lanning Surveys a n d  P lanning Studies (June 1936), 36; N YT, March 29,1936, II, 
1:7, September 20,1936, IV, 10:1.

127. N YT, November 10,1938,29:2.
128. N YT, March 25,1940,17:1; Citizens’ Housing Council of New York, A iling C ity  

Areas: Econom ic.Study o f  Thirteen D epressed D istricts in M anhattan  (May 1941), 6; NYT, 
April 21,1941,21:6; Jackson, Crabgrass Frontier, 195-203.

129. Robert M. Haig and Carl S. Shoup, The Financial Problem  o f  the C ity  o f  N ew  
York (New York: Mayor’s Committee on Management Survey, 1952), 476-77.

130. Pendleton Herring, Public A dm in istra tion  an d  the Public In terest [1936] (New 
York: Russell & Russell, 1967), 378.

131. Harold Lewis, “Basic Information Needed for a Regional Plan,” October 6,1926, 
WJW, box 56 (the emphasis is mine).

c o n c l u s i o n : “An almost mystical unity”

The epigraph is from John Dewey, The Public an d  Its Problems, 136-37.
1. Cleveland Rodgers, N ew  York P lans fo r  the Future (New York: Harper, 1943), xi.
2. Robin L. Einhorn, P roperty Rules: Political Econom y in Chicago, 18^3-1872 (Chi

cago: University of Chicago Press, 1991), 144, 68,240-41.
3. Harold L. Platt, C ity  B uild ing in the N ew  South: The G rowth o f  Public Services in 

H ouston, Texas, 1830—1910 (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1983).
4. Edward C. Banfield and James Q. Wilson, C ity  Politics (Cambridge: Harvard 

University Press, 1967), 40-41,138-50,330.
5. John Dewey, The Public a n d  Its Problem s (New York: Henry Holt, 1927), 96,141, 

130,131,128,126.
6. Ibid., 91,151.
7. Ibid., 191,193,194,211,188,208,184.
8. Pendleton Herring, Public A dm in istra tion  an d  the Public Interest [1936] (New 

York: Russell & Russell, 1967), 9,5.
9. Ibid., 397,24,16,5, 24,378,16.
10. E. E. Schattschneider, P arty  G overnm ent [1942] (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood 

Press, 1977), 32,31, 87; idem. The Semisovereign People: A  R ealist’s V iew  o f  Dem ocracy in 
A m erica  [i960] (Hindsdale, 111.: Dryden Press, 1975), 23.

11. E. E. Schattschneider, “Political Parties and the Pubhc Interest,” Annals o f  the 
A m erican A cadem y o f  Political a n d  Social Science 280 (March 1952): 23-24; idem. P arty  
Governm ent, 209.

12. Jane Jacobs, The D eath  an d  Life o f  G reat A m erican C ities [1961] (New York: 
Vintage, 1992), 117,118-19,418.


