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Both academics and the makers of public policy have for a long
time been interested in the study of urban politics, but the subject
needs to be integrated with the process of urban growth and development.
Too frequently, the urban polity is analyzed as an arena which passively
reflects or mechanically responds to more fundamental changes in the
urban social structure. In this work, case studies of political reform
in Philadelphia at two periods, 1800 to 1854 and 1890 to 1915, develop a
number of hypotheses about how the urban polity plays an influential
role in shaping the process of urban growth and change.

Both case studies begin with computer-assisted analyses of
changes in the socio-economic and spatial structures of urban society.
Such changes are often considered to be fundamental causes of urban
political reform either because they altered political elites' interests
in municipal government or because they created enormous new demands on
existing municipal works and services. The studies show, however, that
social structural changes cannot by themselves explain the course of
urban political development in the city of Philadelphia.

Concentrating primarily on the formulation and implementation of
municipal public works, the studies show that in both periods, the
course of political reform was often shaped by two things: the 'private'
or selfish interests of political actors, and the fragmented financial,
admnistrative and party structures of the urban polity. More important,
the studies show how self-interested political activities, in a polity
in which authority was highly fragmented, often had consequences which
were far reaching in their impact on the structure and experience of
urban life. Indeed, the first case study shows how urban politics
shaped the process of social group formation in the industrializing
city. The second case study shows how the structure and conduct of
urban politics determined social groups' political power in the
city. The conclusion then demonstrates how the case studies support
a number of hypotheses about the relationship between urban politics
and urban society which may be applied generally to analyses of the
process of urban growth and change.
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INTRODUCTION

Both academics and makers of public policy have shown much
interest in urban politics, but the subject needs to be integrated
more fully with the process of urban development and growth. The
urban polity is frequently seen abstractly as an arena which simply
responds mechanically to fundamental changes in the urban social
structure. This is because the field of urban studies has developed
as social scientists and professionals employed in municipal civil
services imported into the study of urban life, concepts and
problems borrowed from their respective studies and practices. The
study of urban politics has in no way proven exceptional in this and
has been influenced simultaneously from several different
directions. One consequence of this is that urban politics and its
role in the urban process is rarely defined as a problem which is
itself in need of explanation.

One influence on the study of urban politics comes from
social and political theorists who import into the study of urban
life problems which are borrowed from discussions about who rules in
modern government generally and from debates about the role of the
state in capitalist society. Take for example studies of urban
government which attempt to analyze where power lies in American
society. Robert Dahl, and his critics, amongst them Domhoff,
Crenson, Bachrach and Baratz, and to a certain extent Banfield, all

examine competition between different interest groups in the urban



political arena to ascertain whether any one group dominates in a
series of contested policy decisions concerning the distribution of

limited municipal resources. '

They ask, in other words, how
democratic is urban government, and government more generally ?
Pluralists claim that power is diffused throughout urban society
since no group is seen to dominate over contested policy decisions.
Elite theorists, on the other hand, claim that the urban business
class is capable of directing decision-making in those contests in
which it has a vested interest. Whichever position is adopted,
urban politics, although it is the subject of analysis is not the
object under investigation. The existence of urban political
institutions and urban political practices is not a problem in need
of explanation.2

Recent neo-Marxist studies of urban politics agree with the

power theorists that urban politics is about the competition between

urban interest groups over the distribution of a limited supply of

1). Robert Dahl, Who Governs? Democracy and Power in an American
City (New Haven, Yale University Press, 1961); Matthew A. Crenson,
The Un-Politics of Air Pollution (Baltimore, Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1971); G. William Domhoff, Who Rules America? (Englewood
Cliffs, Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1967); Peter Bachrach and Morton S.
Baratz, 'The Two Faces of Power', American Political Science Review,
56(1962), pp.947-52; Edward C. Banfield and James Q. Wilson, City
Politics, (N.Y., Vintage Books, 1963); E.C. Banfield, The Unheavenly
City Revisited: A Review of 'The Unheavenly City' (Boston, Little,
Brown and Co., 1968).

2). Banfield and Wilson explicitly state that they study urban
politics because 'it affords exceptional opportunities to generalize
about American political culture, American democracy, and democracy
in general', op.cit., p.Z2.




1 They claim, however, that

resources for public works and services.
if power is pluralistic and hence democratic, it is so in appearance
only since groups' interests and the very issues over which they
compete are shaped by social and economic forces over which they
have no influence or control. As an example of this, such works
examine the advancement of corporate capitalism at the turn of the
twentieth century,2 and the more recent redirection of capital into
secondary and tertiary sectors of the economy which resulted from a
crisis of over production-under consumption in the industrial
sector.> During both of these periods industries and their work-
forces moved beyond the city's boundaries. Inner-city areas were
consequently given over to the urban poor and to financial and
commercial firms which employed suburban commuters. These changes
in the structure of urban life which were directed by processes of
capitalist development devastated the city's tax base. At the same

time they put pressure on municipal government to invest a greater

portion of its declining revenues in extending existing municipal

1). See R, Friedland, F.F. Piven and R.R. Alford 'Political
Conflict, Urban Structure, and the Fiscal Crisis', in W.K. Tabb and
L. Sawers, eds., Marxism and the Metropolis, 2nd edition (Oxford,
Oxford University Press, 1984); F.F. Piven 'The Urban Crisis: Who
Got What and Why' in Stephen M. David and Paul E Peterson, eds.,
Urban Politics and Public Policy: The City in Crisis, second
edition (N.Y., Praeger Publishers inc., 1976), 318-338; P. Saunders,
Social Theory and the Urban Question (London, Hutchinson and Co.,
1981), chapter 8.

2). See Nancy Kleniewski, 'From Industrial to Corporate City: The
Role of Urban Renewal' in W.K. Tabb and L. Sawers , op.cit., 205-
222.; S.M, David and P.E. Peterson 'The Politics of Transportation',
in S.M. David and P. Peterson eds., op.cit.; Patrick J. Ashton
'Urbanization and the Dynamic of Suburban Development Under
Capitalism’, in W. K. Tabb and L. Sawers, op.cit.

3). David Harvey, 'Government Policies, Financial Institutions and
Neighborhood Change in U.S. Cities' in M. Harloe ed., Captive Cities
(London, John Wiley, 1977); P. Saunders op. cit., chapter 7.




services such as transportation (to meet the needs of commuters and
suburban industries) and social welfare (to meet the growing
problems of urban blight). In other words, the political agenda was
defined by social forces over which participants in the political
arena (and municipal government generally) had no control.

Obviously the problems which power theorists and neo-Marxists
address are radically different and each group adopts a conceptual
framework which is more or less consistent with the object of its
respective inquiry. The one thing that is common to both kinds of
analysis is that in neither is urban politics the subject of
analysis. Instead, it is part and parcel of an idea about the
nature of American government (Dahl) or about the role of the state
in capitalist society (the neo-Marxist analysis).

A second influence on the study of urban politics stems from
attempts to design political strategies to effect large-scale social
change in the urban environment or, more simply, to bring about
efficient governmental practices. Because urban government is
identified as being a contributing factor in the development of the
problems that various authors perceive, and because it figures
largely in the resolution of those problems, urban political studies
have been written by interested parties as vehicles for mobilizing
different policy preferences. Urban studies of this type are not
attempts to explain certain social and political phenomena unique to
the city. Instead they are mediums in which policy interests are
advanced.

Let us take for example two interpretations of the urban

problem which identify different sources of the urban crisis and



consequently propose diametrically different solutions which are
intended as political interventions. For the first of these it is
possible to draw once again on the work of the neo-Marxists for whom
urban political analysis has a strategic object as well as a
theoretical one. In fact, their interest in analyzing the role of
the state in capitalist society is derived from the desire to
understand how social unrest was contained in the late 1960s, and
from a need to design a strategy for social change in the contracted
economic and conservative political conditions of the 1970s and
1980s. |

In works by Piven, Friedland and Dunleavy we are told that
the city is suffering from a fiscal crisis which results from the
elaboration of two structurally necessary but fundamentally
contradictory roles that are adopted by a capitalist state.? In the
first of its two roles, the state alleviates some of the symptoms
of social dislocation and conflict which are inherent in capitalist
society by providing for the integration of society's un- and under-
employed in order to ensure the reproduction of necessary labor-

power and to preserve political and social stability. The state does

1). See Michael Harloe's introduction to M. Harloe, ed., New
Perspectives on Urban Change and Conflict (London, Heinemann
Educational Books, 1981), p.24.

2). R. Friedland, F.F. Piven, and R.R. Alford 'Political
Conflict', op. cit.; F.F. Piven, 'The Urban Crisis', op.cit., P.
Dunleavy, Urban Political Analysis: The Politics of Collective
Consumption (London, Macmillan Press, 1980); R. Friedland, Power
and Crisis in the City: Corporations, Unions and Urban Politics
(London, Macmillan Press, Ltd., 1982). Also see Manuel Castells,
The Urban Question: A Marxist Approach (London, Edward Arnold,
1977); C. Cockburn, The Local State (London, Pluto Press, 1977);
C.G. Pickvance, ed., Urban Sociology: Critical Essays (London,
Methuen and Co., Ltd., 1976).




this through its provision of collectively consumed goods such as
housing, welfare and education. Local governments, which are
historically responsible for the provision of these goods, were
overwhelmed with the growing number of the politically
unincorporated and under-employed urban blacks in the 1950s. Piven,
for example, describes the Great Society and the War on Poverty as
the federal government's response to the cities' plight; an attempt
to assist financially beleaguered municipal governments in meeting
the increased expense of providing for and integrating the growing
population of the black urban poor into the political and social
life of the city. The lion's share of these resources was absorbed
by existing municipal bureaucracies and political parties.
Nevertheless, enough positions were created within both parties and
municipal bureaucracies to facilitate the political integration of
the city's blacks.

Federal largesse during the 1960s, however, soon began to
interfere with the second of the state's structurally defined roles:
investing to create the conditions necessary for the continued
expansion and profitability of free enterprise. As federal support
was withdrawn from municipal programs, demands from municipal
bureaucracies and groups of the urban poor which had benefited from
the preceding period of federal largesse continued unabated,

draining the fiscal resources of the city.1

1). The fiscal crisis was compounded by the fact that the city's
tax base had been in decline for some time owing to the movement of
industries outside the city boundaries and because of the suburban
migration of the city's affluent. See Nancy Kleniewski, 'From
Industrial to Corporate City', in W.K. Tabb and L. Sawers ,
op.cit., 205-222.; Patrick J. Ashton 'Urbanization and the Dynamic
of Suburban Development', in W. K. Tabb and L. Sawers, op.cit.



The fiscal crisis of the late 1960s was compounded by a
crisis of legitimacy when urban and political unrest increased with
the withdrawal of federal money from municipal programs.
Interestingly, at least according to Piven, political unrest was
largely directed against the local institutions which served to
distribute federal aid. Hence, municipal governments were exposed
to the vagueries of competitive interest-group politics. Federal
decision-making bodies which had directed both the expansion and
contraction of the War on Poverty remained unchallenged. Given this
analysis the policy most likely to be adopted is one which would
bring the activities and resources of private industries and both of
the state's roles under greater public scrutiny and control.!

Another analysis of urban politics which is designed as a
means of advancing political strategy is presented by authors such
as Yates, Kaufman and Sayre, and Lineberry and Sharansky. This
analysis, however, is not interested in the extension of popular
democratic control over both government and industry. Instead, it
is interested in developing public policies which will result in the
efficient administration of the many municipal service

bureaucracies.2 According to this analysis, effective policy-making

1). See especially W.K. Tabb 'A Pro-People Urban Policy' in W.K.
Tabb and L. Sawers eds., op.cit., passim.

2). Douglas Yates, The Ungovernable City: The Politics of Urban
Problems and Policy Making (Cambridge, MIT Press, 1977);

Wallace Sayre and Herbert Kaufman, Governing New York City:

Politics in the Metropolis (N.Y., The Russel Sage Foundation, 1960);
Robert Lineberry and Ira Sharansky, Urban Politics and Public Policy
(N.Y., Harper and Row, 1978).




requires some understanding of how decisions are actually made in
what Yates refers to as the 'black box' of urban government. Such
an understanding is not available through analyses of who rules in
the decision-making process or through neo-Marxist analyses which
concentrate on the structural circumstances which define decision-
makers' options.

The analysis of the black-box of decision-making starts from
the premise that since the turn of the twentieth century the
administration of municipal government has been taken over by a
range of professional service bureaucracies which are more or less
autonomous of political parties and of the urban electorate. These
bureaucracies compete with one another over a limited share of
municipal resources with which they can build their respective
organizations and extend the markets for the services which they
offer. As bureaucracies grow in this way, municipal government
becomes involved in an increasing number of areas of urban
civil life and, consequently, with an increasing number of urban
groups. Simultaneously, the administration of municipal services
becomes increasingly centralized and the relationship between the
'street-level bureaucrat' and the urban citizen (or client) becomes
cold and professional.1

The problem for urban government, as this analysis sees it,

is that municipal bureaucracies are ill-equipped to handle potential

1). Michael Lipsky, 'Towards a Theory of Street-Level Bureaucracy',
in Willis D. Hawley and Michael Lipskey et.al. eds., Theoretical
Perspectives on Urban Politics (N.J., Prentice-Hall Inc., 1976).




conflict with citizens' groups at the same time as more and more
citizens' groups are entering into conflict with one or other of the
city's many administrative bureaucracies. These conflicts between
bureaucrats and citizens can become particularly volatile when they
spill over into the larger, symbol-evoking arena of party politics
and produce what Yates refers to as the uglier side of democratic
form of government, 'street-fighting pluralism'. Banfield compares
the inability of municipal bureaucracies to avoid volatile conflicts
with citizen groups in 'the talk filled room' with political
machines' past successes in quietly negotiating competing interests
in the 'smoke filled room'. 'In the smoke filled room', he writes,
it was party loyalty and private interest that mainly moved
men; these motives always permitted 'doing business'. In
the talk-filled room righteous indignation is the main
motive, and therefore, the longer the talk continues, the
clearer it becomes to each side that the other must either
be shouted down or knocked down.(1)

One policy recommendation which emerges from this analysis of
urban decision-making is the need for greater centralization and
coordination of municipal services. This is the antithesis of the
policy perscription shared by Friedland, Piven, Cockburn and
Pickvance. Ironically, the decentralizing policy would seem to compound
the problems already caused by the centralization of authority while
centralization would compound the street-fighting pluralism
describe by Yates.

Clearly, then, for current works on urban politics which

contribute to academic debates about power and the state, and for

1). Edward C. Banfield, The Unheavenly City Revisited, p.277.




works which serve as strategies for expressing policy preferences,
urban politics is not the object of theorization. Instead, it is the
subject for the mobilization of sociological and political theories
or policy preferences. Antithetical theories and policy preferences
beget mutually exclusive conceptualizations of urban politics.
Nowhere, however, is urban politics analyzed as part of the broader
processes of urban growth and change. It cannot be. The urban
political subject is itself not analyzed since it merely serves to
support policy preferences or macrcscopic social and political theories.
Instead, urban politics is assumed to have a certain form

and/or to serve a particular function. Urban government is said to
provide public services and maintain social order. For Dahl this
function is carried out via a political process which is itself cut
off from the rest of society. It is a political arena which
negotiates conflicting interests as they emerge in society. The
political arena and its implicit functions exist without question.
The neo-Marxist analysis employs a broader perspective as it
locates urban government as an apparatus of the state in capitalist
society. Nevertheless, it too assumes that urban politics has
certain functions in maintaining and paying for the services
neccessary to the reproduction of labor power (utilities, housing,
education), and a peaceful social order (welfare, police,

judiciary). Here, too, the functions of municipal government are
not questioned. Instead, they are assumed to be essential to the
fulfillment of one of the two roles which the capitalist state is
said to play in rationalizing social and economic contradictions in

modern capitalist society.

10



Where social scientists and policy-makers have failed in
analyzing urban politics as a dynamic part of the process of urban
growth and change, urban historians have succeeded little better.
This is somewhat surprising since historical analyses of urban
phenomenon have held out particular promise since the 1968 Yale
University 'Nineteenth-Century Industrial City Conference'. The
conference brought together a 'generation of scholars determined to
write a new urban history, a history of the urban as process'.1
That is, scholars who set out to conduct interdisciplinary
investigations of the urban process in particular cities. The new
urban historians were interested in analyzing how individuals' and
groups' behaviors helped to build cities, and how city environments
influenced a wide range of human experiences and social
institutions. In its initial formulation, then, the new urban
history promised to show how many different human relations and
institutions, political ones among them, both influenced and were
influenced by the process of urban growth and change.

After the Yale conference, however, the new urban historians
lost their way, or so Ted Hershberg claimed in 1981.2 They had
produced many methodologically sophisticated analyses of class and
ethnic-group experiences, of community formations, and of social
mobility in particular cities. But they had not related their

analyses of particular human experiences and relations to a process

1). Theodore Hershberg, 'The New Urban History: Toward an
Interdisciplinary History of the City', in T. Hershberg, et.al.
eds., Philadelphia: Work, Space, Family, and Group Experience in the
Nineteenth Century (N.Y., Oxford University Press, 1981), p.12.

2). T. Hershberg, 'The New Urban History', op.cit., pp.12-22,

11



which was particularly urban. It was in an effort to revive the
analysis of urban as process, that Hershberg introduced the work
that he directed at the interdisciplinary Philadelphia Social
History Project. 'Urban as process', Hershberg explained,

should be thought of as the dynamic modeling of the

interrelationships among environment, behaviour, and

group experience. Research might focus on three

things. First, how the urban environment changed

over time. Second, what social experience was

correlated with different aspects of urban

settings...Finaly, what were the mechanisms through

which environmental and social change were

effected. (1)

The Philadelphia Social History Project applied its resources
to the study of change in the urban environment and to relating
social experiences with different aspects of the urban environment.
The work that the project produced deserves nothing but commendation
for its analysis of how people's experience of work, family, and
group life, and the spatial distribution of people,
institutions, activities and artifacts influenced and were
influenced by other things which happened in cities. The project,
however, could not examine all of the social relationships,
activites and institutions which helped shape Philadelphia's urban
environment and which Philadelphia's urban environment helped to
shape. No one research group, no matter how well funded, could
study the urban in all its complexities, even if that group set out
to examine 'urban complexities more wholly'. Nevertheless, one

cannot help but notice that the PSHP exluded urban politics from its

analysis. Neither the effects of urban politics on the process of

1). 1Ibid., p.28.

12



city building nor the effects of the urban environment on the
conduct and organization of urban politics came under the scrutiny
of the PSHP. This is of particular interest since the concluding
part of the volume asserts that the study of urban as process is
essential to effective policy-making in today's cities.1
The work of the PSHP is not unique amongst the new urban
histories in its failure to examine urban politics as part of the
urban process. Concentrating primarily on the relationship between
behaviour and the economic and demographic aspects of the urban
environment, the new urban historians paid little heed to urban
politics as a formative influence on the structure and experience of
urban life. To cite but a few examples, Zunz's work on the
structure of inequality in Detroit, Warner's work on transportation
in Boston, Katz's study of the social order in Hamilton,
Thernstrom's work on mobility in Boston, Golab's study of
Philadelphia's immigrants, and Lane's analysis of urbanization and
crime all exclude urban politics from the analysis of the urban proces's.2
What, then, can specific histories of urban politics tell us
about the relationship between urban politics and the urban process?

Turning to this literature we find at last that urban politics is

1). See T. Hershberg et.al., 'Part V. Urban as Process and History
as Policy', in T. Hershberg, Philadelphia, esp. pp.455-60.

2). O. Zunz, The Changing Faces of Inequality: Urbanization,
Industrial Development and Immigrants in Detroit, 1880-1920; S. B.
Warner, Jr., Streetcar Suburbs: The Process of Growth in Boston,
1870-1900 (Mass., Joint Center for Urban Studies, 1962); M.B. Katz,
The People of Hamilton, Canada West: Family and Class in a Mid-
Nineteenth-Century City (Camb., Harvard University Press,1975); S.
Thernstrom, The Other Bostonians: Poverty and Progress in the
American Metropolis, 1880-1970 (Camb., Harvard University Press,
1973); C. Golab, Immigrant Destinations (Phila., Temple University
Press, 1977); R. Lane, 'Urbanization and Criminal Violence in the
Nineteenth Century', Journal of Social History, 2(Dec., 1968), pp.156-63.
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indeed related to the process of urban growth and change. The
relationship, however, generally proceeds in one direction only;
from the social, economic and spatial organization of urban life to
the organization and conduct of urban politics. This is true of
works which examine how city governments provide the infrastructure
of public works and services that is necessary for economic growth
and social stability. It is also true of works which examine city
governments as arenas in which differently interested groups compete
over the distribution of scarce resources. In the first case, urban
politicél change is brought about by population growth,
suburbanization, the spatial concentration of the urban poor or the
relocation of industries. In the second case, urban political
change is caused by changes in the socio-economic and spatial
structures of urban society which effect people's perceptions of
their cities and their interests in city governments. In both
cases there is broad agreement that changes in the urban social
structure have given rise to three different forms of urban
government since the American Revolution. The first lasted through
the middle of the nineteenth century; the second lasted to the
beginning of the twentieth century; and the third which developed
from the turn of the twentieth century remains largely intact today.
At the turn of the nineteenth century, America's cities were
geographically compact and largely undifferentiated by social class
and ethnicity. They were, to use Warner's now famous phrase,
'walking cities'. In the walking city, social, economic, and

political leadership was vested in business elites; men whose
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interests in public affairs were shaped through their participation
in economic activities which took place largely within the
boundaries of the city. Throughout the period business elites used
their control over municipal government to provide those public
works and services which were necessary to make the city a good
place to live and, as importantly, a good place to do business.

With industrialization, the heterogeneous walking city was
transformed: its population and geographic dimensions expanded
rapidly and the urban landscape became highly differentiated into
areas which were definable by the class, racial and/or ethnic
characteristics of their residents. Moreover, for most city
dwellers, changes in the organization of production bifurcated the
experience of urban life; work and home became two spatially
distinct spheres of different activities.

As the urban environment was fragmented, the urban working
and immigrant classes began to perceive their political interests in
terms of their experience of community rather than their experience
of work. According to Katznelson, 'just at the moment when the
development of industrial capitalism undercut the skill levels and
control over work that artisans had exercised, the working class
became capable of developing and controlling the institutions of
daily neighborhood life'. As a result, workers were organized into
politics 'not as workers, but as residents of this or that ward, as

members of this or that ethnic group'.1

1). Ira Katznelson, Urban Trenches: Urban Politics and the
Patterning of Class in the United States (N.Y., Pantheon, 1981), p.52.
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The community of leading businessmen which once maintained
its hold over city government was also fragmented as
industrialization differentiated the urban economy and so disrupted
elites' political consensus. Moreover, industrial capitalists and
commercial merchants found increasingly that their interests in
municipal affairs waned as their money-making activities and the
forces which affected them ceased to be contained within the
boundaries of the city. Business elites therefore withdrew from
municipal government. They were replaced by professional
politicians who competed to forge coalitions among members of the
many different racially, ethnically and religiously defined working-
class comunities. Necessary municipal works and services which
were once supplied by the business class were, in the industrial
city, provided by professional politicians who profited handsomely
from them.

After the Civil War, the transformation of the urban
political system was virtually complete. Municipal government was,
by that time, almost entirely in the hands of professional
politicians who were elected and re-elected year after year by the
urban working class. Business elites whose legitimate influence in
municipal government was severely limited by the electoral power of
the more numerous working class, had to make their demands on local
government through a number of informal channels. As a result 'the
relationship between business and formal government became a maze of
accommodations' as businessmen and politicians evolved practices

which at best were simply outside established political practices;
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at worst they were just outwardly corrupt.1 By the turn of the
twentieth century, urban machine politics had developed in part from
these 'unholy alliances' between businessmen and politicians. Under
the leadership of the political boss, party machines held onto city
governments by catering to the interests of the urban business
classes, providing (at a price) necessary public works and services.
Machines also catered to the interests of the immigrant and working-
class communities through their distribution of political favours
and patronac_;e.2

No sooner had boss politics taken over the administration of
municipal governments than the structure of urban society began to
change fundamentally with the expansion of the urban middle class
and the decline of the largely immigrant working class in relation.
Cosmopolitan forces which previously had only affected the money-
making activities of the city's leading businessmen began to shape
the lives of middle-class city dwellers who made up a growing
proportion of the urban population. To have some influence over the
metropolitan and cosmopolitan forces which increasingly affected
their lives, city dwellers began to organize themselves in trade
unions, business associations, and in other associations based on

ethnicity, religion and race. The emergence of these 'functional

interest groups' whose members were drawn from areas which

1). S. P. Hays, 'The Politics of Reform in Municipal Government

in the Progressive Era', in American Political History as Social
Analysis: Essays by Samuel P. Hays (Knoxville, University of
Tennessee Press, 1980),pp. 226-7.

2). See Edward K. Spann's, The New Metropolitan New York (N.Y.,
Columbia University Press, 1981), pp.66, 349; Seymour J. Mandelbaum,
Boss Tweed's New York (N.Y., John Wiley and Sons, 1965), p.41.
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transcended the geographical boundaries of the parochial urban
community, threatened the political machines' dominance of urban
governments. According to Hays, 'the party's need to appeal to
diverse groups within given geographical areas, while giving single-
minded expression to none, was a limiting and confining method of
political expression to those who wished to give more concentrated
support to specialized objectives'. Functional groups, therefore,
'provided alternatives for the transmission of political impulses
which the party could not clearly expre:ss'.1

At the same time as cosmopolitan forces were influencing the
lives and political interests of more and more city dwellers, urban
business elites were changing the nature of their demands on
municipal governments. Reacting to rapid industrial growth, cities'
business elites demanded that municipal governments provide more and
better-administered public works and services at no extra cost to
the taxpayer. These new demands could not, however, be realized
through the informal relations that had developed between
businessmen and professional politicians. Nor could they be made
effectively through the competitive party system where working-class
and immigrant voters still outnumbered the urban middle- and upper-
class voters. Business elites, therefore, joined together with the
new functional interest groups to reform the structure of municipal
government in a period of Progressive reform which, historians tend

to agree, occurred around the turn of the twentieth century.

1). Sam P. Hays, 'Political Parties and the Community-Society
Continuum', in W. N. Chambers and Walter Dean Burnham, eds., The
American Party Systems: Stages of Political Development (N.Y.,
Oxford University Press, 1975), p.169.
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Within 30 years of the first urban reform campaigns of the
Progressive period, the organization and conduct of municipal
governments had changed fundamentally. City governments
developed a corporate form of hierarchically integrated and
professionally staffed bureaucratic departments each with a specific
function (e.g. the police department, the fire department, and the
bureau of water). In the modern municipal government, contests over
public policy were increasingly negotiated by professional civil
servants at the level of the relevant municipal bureaucracy; they
rarely spilled over into the arena of party competition. As a
result, the influence in municipal government of the party machine
(and consequently, of immigrant and working-class groups) decl ined.’

Despite its brevity, the above scenario provides a fair
representation of how historians of urban politics have treated city
government as a passive object which reflected changes in the
structure of the urban environment. Rarely do urban political
historians ask whether urban politics was an independent variable in
the process of urbanization. That is, they ask how the urban social
structure effects the organization and conduct of urban politics but
not how the organization and conduct of urban politics effects the
structure of the urban environment.

Very recently, a number of eminent historians have repudiated

political histories which conceptually subordinate the polity to

1). Theodore J. Lowi, 'Machine Politics - 0ld and New', in
Alexander B. Callow, Jr., ed., American Urban History (N.Y., Oxford
University Press, 1973), pp.265-72.
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broader social structural forces and advocated instead narrative
political histories which focus primarily on the character and
activites of society's public figures.1 Because the urban polity has
so often been neglected by historians for its part in shaping the
urban process, the new narrative approach to urban political history
might at first appear as a novel and welcomed advance. Despite
their appearance of novelty, however, narrative political histories
are neither new nor unknown in the field of urban studies and, thus
far, anyway, they have contributed little to an understanding of
urban politics as part of the urban process.

Narrative political history was introduced into the field of
American urban studies in the nineteenth century by leading
public figures and by lay historians who chronicled the history of
American cities in a tradition of civic boosterism and of self-
glorification.2 Such works conceive of the urban polity as
the province of great men and the very source of momentous city-
building events; they ignore entirely any questions about how the
structure of urban society shaped the political interests and the
behavior of the 'great and the good'.

Political narratives are not unknown in twentieth-century
urban historiography either. Indeed, 'internalist' accounts of
politics or 'high' political narratives which are written from a

very narrow perspective of the polity, predominated in the literature

1). Maurice Cowling The Impact of Labour: The Beginning of Modern
British Politics, (Camb., Cambridge University Press, 1971), pp.1-
12; Lawrence Stone, 'The Revival of Narrative: Reflections on a New
Old History', Past and Present,85(Nov., 1979), pp.3-24.

2). For an example dealing with the history of Philadelphia see J.
Thomas Scharf and Thompson Westcott, History of Philadelphia, 1609-
1884, 3 vols. (Phila., L.H. Everts and Co., 1884).
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of urban political history until the early 1960s. ! Admittedly, such
works often begin with a few assumptions about how social structural
formations influence the political process. Any further discussion
of the relationship between politics and society, however, is
ignored or buried below a mass of narrative detail about political
parties and public figures.

This work, therefore, remains sceptical about the benefits to
urban history of the revival of high political narrative.
Such a revival threatens to roll back conceptual advances that have
been made by urban historians who, from the 1960s, repudiated narrowly
conceived political histories and attempted to examine urban
politics in its societal context. Admittedly, in their work on the
urban process and on the social basis of urban politics, 'social
historians' have over-estimated the importance of socio~economic and
spatial forces in shaping both urban politics and the structure and
experience of urban life. Their neglect of the urban polity's role
in the urban process, however, does not warrant a retreat to
narrative accounts of the events which have occurred in an urban
polity very narrowly conceived. Rather, it calls for an urban
political history which can take accont of urban politics as both a
dependent and an independent variable in the urban process.

It appears, then,that there is a significant lacuna in a vast

academic literature which touches on the subject of urban politics.

1). A series of high political narratives on Pennylvania and
Philadelphia politics was published by the Pennsylvania Historical
and Museum Commission in the 1950s. One of these works which

is cited extensively in the Chapters that follow is Charles M.
Snyder, The Jacksonian Heritage: Pennsylvania Politics, 1833-1848
(Harrisburg, 1958).
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Urban politics is frequently analyzed. It is, however, rarely
analyzed as a dynamic part of the process of urban growth and
change. As we have seen, urban politics serves as the subject for
studies whose objects are sociological, theoretical or
strategically political. For such works the relationship between
urban politics and the process of urban development is not a
problem. Neither the urban polity nor the process of urban growth
and change is the object under investigation. Historians for whom
the process of urban growth and change is the object under
investigation, exclude urban politics from their briefs. Meanwhile,
historians for whom urban politics is the specific object to be
examined, either analyze the relationship between urban politics and
the process of urban growth and change in one direction only or
ignore altogether that any such relationship exists.

This work, then, is a step towards filling this gap in the
literature. It will show that urban politics was more than a
passive or dependent variable in the process of urbanization; that
urban politics had some part in shaping those changes in the
structure of the urban environment cited above as having altered the
conduct and organization of urban politics. To do this, the work
follows two examples set by the new urban historians. First, it
examines one particular city, Philadelphia. Second, it introduces a
comparative element into the analysis by examining two distinct
periods of the city's political history, 1800 to 1854, and 1890 to

1915, both of which are described above as being transitional.’

1). Sam Bass Warner, Jr., The Private City: Philadelphia in Three
Periods of its Growth (Phila., University of Pennsylvania Press,
1968), is a social history which looks at one city in two periods.
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By 1854, Philadelphia's government was well on its way in its
transition from a pre-industrial to an industrial form. Business
elites had begun to withdraw from the municipal political arena and,
even as a political machine had not yet taken over control of
municipal government, party politicians had become much more
influential in the process of decision-making. In the second
period, 1890 to 1915, Philadelphia's government was in the midst of
its transition from a boss political system to a more modern,
bureaucratical ly-administered one. The case study ends in 1915 when
the transition was by no means complete -~ the city remained in the
grip of boss politics at least until the early 1950s. Nonetheless,
after 1915 political transition ceased until the 1930s when the
structure of the urban polity was radically altered as the New Deal
heralded the growing influence of federal government on city
politics. Hence, 1915 is the obvious year with which to end the
analysis since in that year, Philadelphians elected to repudiate
Progressive reformers who had held onto the city's administration
from 1912, and hence, to return to boss rule.

A final chapter reflects upon the case studies to show how
they can provide useful hypotheses about urban political
history generally insofar as they demonstrate how the urban polity
may be analyzed as having both a dependent and an independent role
in the urban process. As important, it shows how historical studies
of the urban process which are expressly concerned with the
relationship between urban politics and urban society, can have
important ramifications for the sociological, theoretical and

strategical debates which, as has been shown above, are often
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promoted with analyses of urban politics. In this respect, the work
suggests that theoretically informed history (sometimes referred

to as historical sociology) need not simply test social scientific
theories about political change and/or about urban develolpment, but

can in fact contribute a great deal to the development of the

theories themselves.

24



PART I:
THE DECLINE OF THE WALKING CITY,

1800-1854

25



From the end of the American revolution to the middle of the
nineteenth century Philadelphia's polity was dominated by the city's
business or commercial elites; a community of businessmen and
lawyers who shared with one another positions on the boards of the
city's most important financial and mercantile institutions and on
the city's legislative councils. Their position of political
leadership had its origins in the colonial past and was rooted in
the social structure of the pre-industrial city. In 1854, after two
decades of social unrest which included racial riots in the 1830s
and nativist riots in the 1840s, the city was consolidated with the
less affluent and politically independent districts and townships in
the county which shared the name Philadelphia. The Act of
Consolidation which increased the size of the city from 2 to 129
square miles, instituted sweeping reforms in the governmental
structure of Philadelphia. It also signalled the end of the political
domination of urban politics by the business elites. For both
reasons 1854 marks a watershed in the city's political history.
Urban political consolidation during the period was not unique to
Philadelphia and consequently, it has attracted the attention of
historians and urbanists. Their accounts differ as to its origins
but all tend to regard the event as the natural political response

to underlying social changes and new social cleavages inherent in
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phenomena abstractly defined as 'urbanization', 'modernization' or
'industrialization'.'
Dahl, Baltzell, and Banfield and Wilson, for example, propose
that industrialization caused two basic changes in the urban social
structure which together account for mid-nineteenth~century

political reform.?

First, with industrialization, working and
business classes became increasingly polarized. As a result,
commercial elites' political predominance, once based on city
dwellers' deferential voting, declined. Second, antagonisms
developed between industrial and commercial business elites. As a
result the political consensus was destroyed that had made the
business elites' political predominance in the city feasible. The
balance of political power in the city was soon tipped in favor of
an emerging industrialist class when industrialists entered into
alliances with a new breed of professional party politicians who

were able to win electoral support in the different working-class

communities throughout the city.

1). See for example, William W. Cutler, III, and Howard Frank
Gillette, Jr., 'The Emergence of a Modern Metropolis', in W. W.
Cutler, III, and Howard F. Gillette, Jr., The Divided Metropolis;

E. K. Spann, The New Metropolitan New York; Jon C. Teaford, City
and Suburb: The Political Fragmentation of Metropolitan America,
1850-1970 (Baltimore, Johns Hopkins University Press, 1979).

2). This argument is developed in general by R. Dahl, Who Governs?,
pp.11-64; E.C. Banfield and J.Q. Wilson, City Politicsg, p.149; and
Digby Baltzell, Philadelphia Gentlemen: The Making of a National
Upper-Class (Chicago, Quadrangle Books, 1971). Baltzell, Alan
Zachary, 'Social Thought in the Philadelphia Leadership Community!
(University of Pennsylvania Ph.D. thesis, 1975), and John D. Stewart,
'Philadelphia Politics in the Gilded Age' (Phila., St. John's
University Ph.D. thesis, 1973) develop this general argument in
relation to the political history of Philadelphia.
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Another perspective on the political decline of the urban
commercial elite is offered by Warner and Hays. They remain silent
about whether industrialization fragmented a political consensus
among the business class and claim that business elites simply gave
up the time-consuming business of government for the business of
business. '

Other authors prefer to explain political change in this
period with reference to industrialization and its effect on the
urban working class. For Ira Katznelson and Michael Feldberg,
political reforms were effective mechanisms of social control which
curbed the intense social unrest that had developed with the growth
of the industrial working class and the concurrent breakdown in
traditional means of social control. For Feldberg, the origins of
urban violence are to be sought in the mass immigration of Irish
workers and the establishment on American soil of traditional Irish
communities which were parallel to but separate from communities of
Protestant native Americans.?

Katznelson, on the other hand, claims that changes in the
organization of production were more fundamental causes of urban
social unrest and eventual political refornu3 For him, the

introduction of the capitalist wage relation increased firm size and

led to the spatial distinction of areas devoted to industry and

1). Sam Bass Warner, Jr., The Private City, Chapter 5; Sam P. Hays,
'The Changing Political Structure of the City in Industrial
America', in S.P. Hays, ed., American Political History, pp. 345-6.
2). M. Feldberg, The Philadelphia Riots of 1844; 'The Crowd in
Philadelphia History: A Comparitive Perspective', Labor History,
15:3(Summer, 1974), pp.323-6.

3). Ira Katznelson, City Trenches, pp.57-61.
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comunity life respectively. As a result, city dwellers' experience
of work and community was increasingly bifurcated. The introduction
of capitalist productive organizations also provided the structural
opportunity for wage workers to organize themselves and press their
economic demands both at the work place and in the political arena.
At the same time, however, the bifurcation of work and home life
enabled the ruling class to exploit ethnic divisions within the
working class thereby undermining potentially disruptive class-based
political parties.’

Despite their different explanations of how industrialization
altered the urban social structure and resulted in urban violence,
both Katznelson and Feldberg agree that mid-century urban political
reforms represented a ruling-class exercise of social control. For
Feldberg, party politics in the consolidated city formalized ethnic
conflict which had previously been disruptive simply because it was
unpredictable. For Katznelson, political reforms occurred as
nascent political parties organized the working class around issues
of community and ethnicity. Economic conflicts which were
potentially much more disruptive of the urban social order were thus
excluded from the political arena. They were left instead to trade
unions which themselves did not re-emerge as a potent threat to the
business class until the 1870s.

There is a great deal of merit to these analyses especially
as they accurately depict the consequences of consolidation in terms

of the formalization of ethnic politics. They rely, however, on

1). Ibid. p. 52.
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rather abstract notions of determined historical development in
which political processes play little active part. Feldberg and
Katznelson both agree that the extension of mass party politics and
political consolidation redirected social unrest into manageable and
hence less disruptive channels. In this respect, political reform
was an exercise of power by an urban elite. Yet, not one of the
analyses mentioned above shows how urban elites exercised their
power. Urban elites are not seen to undermine the potentially
harmful political organization of the urban working class as a whole
(Katznelson), or simply to put an end to disruptive ethnic conflict
by formalizing it in the political arena (Feldberg). Such an
analysis would in fact be difficult to support especially insofar as
Dahl, Banfield, Baltzell, Warner and Hays are able to show very
convincingly that the development of popular parties which helped to
precipitate mid-nineteenth-century urban political reform resulted
from either the fragmentation of elites' political consensus or from
the decline in elites' interest in civic affairs.

Is it possible, then, to explain how urban political reforms
at mid-century were instrumental in instituting new means of social
control over the expanding working class, but not directed by urban
elites? This case study suggests that it is possible by focusing on how
the organization and conduct of urban politics influenced political
developments and helped to shape the urban process in ways which
were not always intended by any one group of political actors. The
part that the urban polity played in the urban process is not

entirely neglected by the authors cited above - Katznelson shows how
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mass party politics actually fostered city dwellers' intense
localism - but it is, nevertheless, underanalyzed.

There is an even more fundamental problem with the
explanations of political reform outlined above. In chapter one it
is shown that existing data do not demonstrate conclusively that
the city was becoming spatially and socially differentiated before
the consolidation of 1854. Nor does it support the claim that
industrialists were at odds with the city's traditional commercial
elite. If these data are correct, then explanations of mid-
nineteenth-century political reform which are based on social
structural change confuse the order of causality. Indeed, chapter
one suggests that the fragmentation of the urban community was only
a latent tendency in the structure of urban society. It was
produced by industrialization, but accelerated by urban political
practices.

Chapters two and three, then, turn to examine how activity in
local and state governments, respectively, precipitated
social and political contradictions which resulted in consolidation.
Chapter two assesses functional arguments which suggest that
consolidation was a necessary political response to urban growth.
Cutler and Gillette, for example, explain mid-nineteenth century
urban political reform in terms of the municipal government's
function in providing the city with a basic network of public
services.1 As the city's population expanded and as its population
density increased, the technical problems of maintaining the network

of services became ever more complicated. Urban elites who had employed

1). W.W. Cutler and H. F. Gillette, op.cit., passin.
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an informal committee system of government to administer necessary
public works since the colonial era were, by the middle of the
nineteenth century, incapable of delivering such works and services
on the scale required without major organizational reform.1

This analysis provides an accurate description of urban
political contradictions which precipitated mid-nineteenth-century
reform. It neglects, however, the more interesting and complex
analysis of the process by which municipal government changed so as
to meet the new demands for public works and services. Too many
questions are left unanswered to produce such an analysis. How,
for example, did contradictions develop and take shape within the
political arena? Why were urban elites incapable of adapting
municipal government to the changing needs of the industrializing
city? Chapter two, which examines the structure of local government
and the business elites' direction of it, addresses these questions
directly. It shows that some of the administrative problems that
precipitated consolidation can be explained as consequences of urban
elites' self-interested direction of a municipal government in which
authority was extremely fragmented.

The analysis in chapters two and three also draws in part on
Amy Bridges' work on mid-nineteenth-century New York City politics.
Bridges reminds us that urban governments are not independent of
external political influences. 'City governments', Bridges writes,

'are dependent on the state governments of which they are the

1). S. B. Warner, op.cit., p.102.
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creatures, and the boundaries of the urban polity are highly
permeable. The dependence and permeability of the urban polity
means that things happen not only in cities, but also to cities'.]
Bridges' dictum is no less true for nineteenth-century cities than
it is for big cities of today. Because nineteenth-century city
governments were so utterly dependent on state legislatures, local
political leaders often had very little autonomous control over
municipal resources which were themselves limited by rural-dominated
state legislatures.

This was especially true after the development of the
nationally-organized Whig and Democratic parties of the second
party system in the 1830s and 1840s. Prior to that time urban
commercial elites had some success in exploiting their manifold
social and business associations in the highly exclusive circles of
state and national governments to secure for themselves some

autonomy in the direction of municipal affairs.?

The emergence

of the second party system changed all that. With the development
of nationally organized parties, popular political campaigns and
near universal male suffrage, municipal administrations were slowly
taken over from urban elites by a new breed of professional
politicians whose political methods were radically different

than those used by the urban elites. Where the elites solicited

electoral support informally by relying on their local influence and

1). Amy Bridges, A City in the Republic: Antebelleum New York and
the Origins of Machine Politics (Cambridge, Cambridge University
Press, 1984), pp.14-15.

2). R.P. Formisano, 'Federalists and Republicans: Parties, Yes -
System, No', in Paul Kleppner et. al., eds., The Evolution of
American Electoral Systems (Conn., Greenwood Press, 1981), p.8.
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on their personal wealth, the professionals campaigned for votes
with the resources of the nationally organized party and with
locally emotive issues taken from the congressional floors of the
state and national capital s.! The nascent tendency towards social
polarization in the city that resulted from industrialization played
into the hands of the professional party politicians as is noted by
Katznelson and Feldberg, and discussed above on page 29. Urban
elites were increasingly replaced in the political arena by
professional party politicians, and local political contests became
more and more a part of state and national party competitions. As a
result city government became more rather than less circumscribed in
its autonomy as local elections were contested by state-wide and
national parties interested in municipal offices for the coveted
spoils that they offered.

Historians dispute the chronology of this scenario.
Formisano, for example, is keen to establish that the second party
system did not emerge with Jackson's presidential campaigns in the
1820s as is often thought.2 Instead he suggests that national
party organization was put off until the middle or late 1830s.3
Shade insists that the second party system was only fully elaborated

as late as the 1840s.4

1). Amy Bridges, op.cit., pp.77-8.

2). See, for example, Lee Benson, The Concept of Jacksonian
Democracy: New York as a Test Case (Princeton, Princeton
University Press, 1970).

3). R.P. Formisano, op.cit., p.43.

4). W.G. Shade, 'Political Pluralism and Party Development: The
Creation of the Modern Party System, 1815-1852', in P. Kleppner,
op.cit., p.77.
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Despite academic debate over the timing of the development of

nationally organized parties, there is little disagreement either

about the course of their development or their affects on urban
politics. Parties had a disruptive influence on urban elites'
political consensus, and loosened their grip on municipal
governments. At the same time, parties' involvement in contests
over local elected office opened up municipal politics to more
popular influence. It is also widely acknowledged that the
development of the second party system somehow reflected socio-
economic changes which accompanied the young nation's transition
a diversified and industrialized society. Benson, for example,
claims that the second party system was ushered in as the
transportation revolution and resultant economic expansion

precipitated a revolution in Americans' economic aspirationsﬂ

to

Hays, too, seeks to explain the emergence of the second party system

in terms of socio—-economic changes which accompanied industrialism.
Chapters two and three do not so much dispute the accepted

accounts of the second party system and its effects on the conduct

of urban politics. Instead they augment those accounts by

demonstrating that the self-interested conduct of the urban elites

in city government helps to explain how the administration of city

government increasingly succumbed to the influence of competing

2

state-wide parties. The argument, in other words, stresses that the

urban polity was not simply a passive agent which was affected by

1). Lee Benson, op.cit., p.13.

2). S.P. Hays, 'Political Parties and the Community-Society
Continuum', pp.152-81 passim. Also see R.P. Formisano, op.cit.,
pp.62-5.
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and not influential in shaping broader changes in the federal system
of politics. Finally, chapter three builds on an argument suggested
by Katznelson and Bridges to show that the ideological content of
popular party campaigns influenced city dwellers' perceptions of
their changing urban environment and their behavior in it. In fact,
chapter three demonstrates that the social unrest that preceded the

consolidation was caused in part by local party contests.
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CHAPTER ONE

THE SOCIAL BASIS OF POLITICAL REFORM ?

William Penn's blueprint of 1683 located the city of
Philadelphia on the two square miles between the Schuylkill river in
the west and the Delaware river in the east. As Map 1.1 shows,
eight parallel streets, all named after trees, extended the two

1 These east-

miles connecting the rivers along an east-west axis.
west streets were crossed at right angles by streets running north
and south roughly parallel to the two rivers. Penn's plan was that
the settlement along the Schuylkill and the settlement along the
Delaware would expand into one another within the boundaries of Vine
Street to the north and Cedar Street to the south. When it was
found that the Schuylkill was not deep enough for commercial ships,
the population concentrated along the Delaware. By 1800 the city's
inhabitants had spread themselves three miles north and south along
the Delaware and only one mile westward.2 Map 1.2 shows that beyond
the city's boundaries lay the unincorporated districts of the
Northern Liberties and Passyunk, and several other independently

incorporated townships which occupied the rest of the county's 129

miles of farmland and forest.3

1). See page 38.

2). Priscilla Clement Ferguson, 'The Response to Need: Welfare and
Poverty in Philadelphia, 1800 to 1850' (Phila , University of
Pennsylvania Ph.D. thesis, 1977), p.8; Henry Leffman, 'The
Consolidation of Philadelphia', Philadelphia History, I (1908),
p.27.

3). See page 39.

37



1
Map 1.1 The City of Philadelphia in 1800

Z

Cedar Street

i
!
=

County Boundary

Areal Extent
of the
City - 1819

. /’
|
v
w
f -
~JL @
= w
c | s
> <
\/\/’ :
. = | E-
(el
\\ *\"’/ ) j
sl =
\SF’RING— IL . s -
\L GARDEN | S F é
]
Vire Street — IUL ! — z,‘ k_/
= i l | V&m 4 = ne
=5 e I Isall 5 3 )’ €
Sassatras Street LoLg Lt L L LS L L 8
ééésé{gaﬁr;_wﬁy
| EEENFENFEER| iy
oy tree ) ey e = S (. 1
Mutperry Street - e e
L_Jgu ! t:;: gc ‘é:’U
‘High Street ENTE‘—' L __'L_: L .EL_:"?__ wi
Nt I s
\Chestnyt StreE_: Gg :
00 | C 0 =
T —— — — e
. Gasrl[ | SN
z d -
Sqruce Street — ;=L_: ] oulY @
I I QZ 3
Pine Slreat . L ! QA‘ ‘:
X e o
il :
/7 -

[ i_':J"
] ] F’lr’“[—jﬂ%,
MOYAMENSING

SOUTHWARK

0 500 1000 2000 3000 FEET

[\
j -

1). Marion L. Bell, Crusade in the City: Revivalism in Nineteenth-

Contury Philadelphia (Lewisburg,Bucknell University Press]), 35.
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Map 1.2 The County of Philadelphia
in 1800 (1)
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Philadelphia at the turn of the nineteenth century was very
much a pedestrian or walking city, though the streets were only paved
between the Delaware and Sixth Street. Regular two- to four-story
brick houses sheltered the city's inhabitants, most of whom lived
and worked under the same roof. The only exception to the
monotonous style of architecture for which Philadelphia is still
known, was the commercial warehouse district along the Delaware.
Fresh water from the Schuylkill waterworks, opened in 1801, flowed
along the gutters of the paved streets, giving the city a clean and
healthy appearance. The affluent could pay the municipal government
to conduct water directly into their homes. Even with the advent of
fresh water, however, disease remained a chronic problem. Yellow
fever epidemics, for example, struck the city in the summers of
1802, 1804, 1805 and 1806.'

The city market on High or Market Street extended from the
Delaware to Sixth Street and was open six days of the week selling
food, clothing and household goods. Unfortunately unwary shoppers
were constantly being harassed by pigs foraging around the stalls or
in the gutters. Loose hogs and unleashed dogs remained a problem in
Philadelphia well into the nineteenth century.2 Yet one could
easily escape the rampant swine by walking west. The end of the
market marked the beginning of Philadelphia's suburbs which quickly

receded into open farmland.

1). P.C. Ferguson, op. cit., p.12.

2). 'An Ordinance To prevent the running of swine at large...
passed 8 June, 1832'. OAA, p.150; 'An Ordinance To consolidate and
amend the Ordinance To prevent dogs from running at large...passed
27 March 1828', OAA, pp.160-1.
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Philadelphia was the largest city in the nation in 1800 with
41,220 people.! Another 40,000 people lived in the rest of

Philadelphia county.2

Philadelphia's white population was ethnically
homogenous in its Anglo-Protestant inheritance.® Less than 7% of
the city's population was Catholic in 1800.4 The only segregated
urban group, the blacks, made up less than 8% of the total
population of the county.5 Those blacks that did not live as
servants in the houses of the city's well-to-do, clustered in the
only ghetto south of Lombard Street.® Aside from the spatial
concentration of the city's poor blacks, there was little if any
segregation by class in Philadelphia. The families of artisans and
journeymen lived next to commercial merchants and bankers. Day
laborers were more likely to occupy the less expensive and less
desirable housing in the alleyways that began to emerge off the main
streets by the turn of the century.7
Philadelphia's economy was organized entirely around
mercantile trade with Europe, the West Indies and with other
American cities, and in 1800 was second only to New York City in

foreign commerce.8 Financially, the city was the center of the

nation, housing the Bank of North America, the Bank of Pennsylvania

1). P.C. Ferguson, op. cit., p.7.

2). E.XK. Price, The History of the Consolidation of the City of
Philadelphia (Phila., J.B. Lippincott, 1873), p.12.

3). P.C. Ferguson, op. cit., pp.11-12.

4). Sister Mary Theopane Geary, A History of Third Parties in
Pennsylvania, 1840-1860 (Washington,1938), p.53.

5). P.C. Ferguson, op. cit., pp.30-31; E.K. Price, op. cit., p.12.
6). P.C. Ferguson, op. cit., p.12.

7). S.B. Warner Jr., op. cit., p.59.

8). Diane Lindstrom, Economic Development in the Philadelphia
Region, 1810-1850 (New York, Columbia Univ. Press, 1978),pp.36-39.
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and the National Bank.! As a commercial port vending goods
produced elsewhere, Philadelphia's tradesmen produced primarily for
the home market and thus no single trade dominated.? Artisans and
journeymen made up more than half of the city's working population
at the turn of the century.3 Shoe making, textiles, shipbuilding
and carpentry were among the most important trades. With the
exception of some of the building companies and Oliver Evan's Mars
foundry which was the city's biggest business in 1812 employing 35
workmen, most tradesmen worked alone or with a few assistants.4
Businesses too were not spatially separated in the city as small
shops, residences and commercial and financial establishments were
mixed together throughout the dense urban settlement. In this
walking city business elites constantly rubbed shoulders with their
less affluent neighbors in the streets and taverns.

Table 1.1 (page 45) indicates that between 1800 and 1850, the
most rapid population growth in the county of Philadelphia occurred
in the ever-increasing number of townships, boroughs and districts which
surrounded the city.5 Table 1.1 does not, however, indicate how
population growth affected the social order of the mercantile,
pedestrian city. To answer this question it is necessary to analyze
more precisely who the immigrants were, where they settled and why

they settled where they did.

1). P.C. Ferguson, op. cit., pp.14-15.

2). Bruce G. Laurie, The Working Pecple of Philadelphia (Phila.,
Termple University Press, 1980), p.4.

3). Stuvart Blumin, 'Mobility in a Nineteenth Century City:
Philadelphia, 1820-1860' (Phila., University of Pennsylvania Ph.D.
thesis, 1968), pp.-38-39.

4). B.G. Laurie, op. cit., p.13.

5). Map 1.3 on page 43 shows the there were no fewer than 29
independent political coporations on the eve of consolidation in 1854.
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Between 1800 and 1850, rural-urban migration and natural
increase accounted for the bulk of the city's population growth.1
The process of urban-rural migration was dynamic. Throughout the
period transportation facilities were constantly being improved and
extended in the state of Pennsylvania. As networks and railroads
developed, the markets for goods produced in Philadelphia were
extended further into the city's hinterland. The extension of
demand markets stimulated the development of techniques of mass
production in Philadelphia and the city's manufacturers suffered
from a chronic labor shortage.2 At the same time as job
opportunities for unskilled workers were expanding in the city,
rural sons were being pushed from the countryside because of the
diminishing availability of land east of the Allegheny Mountains.
Rural migrants, therefore, came to Philadelphia for the jobs
which simply did not exist in the same number elsewhere in the
eastern half of the state.

Entering the city as semi- and unskilled workers, rural
migrants tended to settle in the outlying districts. It has been
shown that this settlement pattern affected the socio-economic
landscape of the county. In 1820, district dwellers were less
affluent than their center-city counterparts. In fact, an indirect

relationship existed between the distance of residence from the

center of Philadelphia and per capita wealth.? This discrepancy

1). B. Laurie, op.cit., chapter 1.
2). D. Lindstrom, op. cit., pp.24-6.
3). B. Laurie, op. cit., pp.9-10.
4). S. Blumin, op. cit., pp.113-130.
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widened in each succeeding decade from 1820 to 1850. Hence, per
capita wealth in the Northern Liberties was similar to per capita
wealth in Spring Garden as both districts were immediately adjacent
to the city's northern border. Per capita wealth in both districts,
however, was less than that in the city in 1820 and the difference
increased between 1820 and 1850. The district of Kensington, which
was north of Spring Garden and the Northern Liberties, was the
poorest district in the north and the furthest from the city. The
districts of Southwark and Moyamensing which together housed the
city's blacks, were the southern counterparts of the Northern
Liberties and Kensington respectively.

Table 1.1 Decennial Population Growth in the City and County of
Philadelphia, 1800-1850.(1)

Decennial
Rest of Decennial Growth in Percent Percent

Year City County Growth Rest of Growth in Growth in

in City County City Rest of County
1800 41,220 39,785

12,502 17,673 30% 44%
1810 53,722 57,458

10,080 15,837 19 28
1820 63,802 73,295

16,656 35,208 26 48
1830 80,458 108,503

13,207 55,869 16 51
1840 93,665 164,372

27,711 123,297 30 75

1850 121,376 287,669

By 1850 the city, the Northern Liberties, Spring Garden,
Moyamensing and Southwark formed a contiguous, densely populated

settlement which extended four miles north to south and two miles

1). Eli K. Price, op.cit., p.12.
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east to west between the two rivers. The rest of the county was
much the same as it had been at the turn of the nineteenth century,
largely unsettled. Although the politically autonomous districts,
boroughs and townships in the outlying areas increased dramatically
in their number, they remained at considerable distances from one
another, often connected only by a few roads.

We must be careful about concluding from the above data that
solidly working-class districts in the county surrounded a
mercantile and affluent urban core. In 1850, the urban core was
itself a heterogeneous jumble of rich and poor people. By 1820, the
city had been divided into two tiers of political wards. The
eastern tier, bounded by Fourth Street in the west, occupied one-
fifth of the entire area of the city. This tier contained one-third
of the city's population, its port, commercial houses, big banks,
best shops and most luxurious homes. The western tier of
wards was markedly less affluent and settled only between Fourth and
Twelfth Streets. The rest of the city was 'largely empty except for
a small settlement consisting mostly of farmers and fishermen on the
banks of the Schuylkill'.?

By 1830, the dividing line between the eastern and western
tiers of the city had moved west to Seventh Street as the
settlements along the two rivers began to grow into one another
according to William Penn's original plan. This was due to the

rapid development along the Schuylkill River which accompanied the

1). William Bucke Campbell, '0ld Towns and Districts of
Philadelphia',Philadelphia History 4:5(1942), p.95.
2). S.Blumin, op. cit., pp.113-130.
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expansion of the coal trade from western Pennsylvania and the
construction of canals and railroads which converged on the river at
Market Street.! The gap in affluence between the eastern and
western tier of wards, however, remained as it had been 10 years
earlier.

Socio—-economic differentiation within the city, however, was
nowhere near complete. In fact, the poorest wards in the city were

in the eastern tier.2

Just as the city was not entirely affluent
neither were the districts entirely poor. For example, the per capita
wealth of Germantown was the greatest of all the districts in the
county even as it was the district farthest away from the city of
Philadelphia.?

The distribution of each of the county's trades and
industries throughout both the districts and the city helps to
explain the socio-economic heterogeneity that persisted in the
county. Manufacturing was prevented from becoming concentrated
spatially by the available productive technologies which assured
small firm size, and by the limited means of available
transportation.4 With the city's trades and industries

scattered throughout all the districts no area could become

completely residential or completely dominated by business

1). P.C. Ferguson, op. cit., p.127.

2). 'Report to the Select and Common Councils of the City of
Philadelphia Signed Thomas Taylor, Daniel Barr, etc.'(Phila., n.p., 1832).
3). S. Blumin, op. cit., pp. 113-130.

4). The influence of internal transportation on the spatial

organization of the city is the subject of Allen Pred's, The Spatial
Dynamics of U.S. Urban-Industrial Growth, 1800-1914: Interpretive

and Theoretical Essays (Cambridge, The MIT Press, 1966).
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establishments. Instead, mixed land-use patterns prevailed,
preventing the bifurcation of Philadelphians' work and community
lives and the subsequent formation of homogeneous class or ethnic
residential enclaves. Though in 1850 fewer people worked and lived
under the same roof than in 1800, most Philadelphians lived within
one mile of their place of employment.1

Given the spatial decentralization of the city's trades and
industries, the most important variable in choosing a place to live
for rural and foreign immigrants was the availability of low-cost
housing and not occupational preference. As the poorest districts in
1820, the districtsof Kensington and Moyamensing offered the cheapest
selection of housing and consequently attracted the poorest and the
least skilled immigrants. This cycle was mutually reinforcing and,
in part, accounts for the general disparity in wealth between the
city and the districts.

Spatial differentiation by ethnicity, however, was not
readily apparent in the settlement patterns in the county of
Philadelphia. This is evident in modern studies of Philadelphia's
Germans and Irish, the two largest immigrant groups in the city in
the first half of the nineteenth century. Between 1800 an 1850,
German immigrants to Philadelphia made up approximately 11% of the

adult male workforce located in the skilled trades, especially in

1). Dale B. Light Jr., 'Class, Ethnicity and the Urban Ecology in
a Nineteenth-Century City: Philadelphia's Irish, 1840-90' (Phila.,
University of Pennsylvania Ph.D. thesis, 1979), pp.25-27. Also see
T. Hershberg, Harold E. Cox, Dale B. Light, Jr., 'The "Journey-to-
Work"': An Empirical Investigation of Work, Residence and
Transportation, Philadelphia, 1850 and 1880', in T. Hershberg, ed.,
Philadelphia, pp.134-5.
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shoemaking, tailoring and baking.1 German settlers tended to
cluster to some degree in the Northern Liberties and in Spring Garden
but this was due more to the fact that they were amongst the proprietary
producers and craftsmen who tended to live and work in these
districts than to the immigrants' sense of ethnic identity.2

The extent of Irish immigration to the U.S and to
Philadelphia between 1800 and 1854 is shown below in Tables 1.2 and
1.3 respectively. Between 1844 and 1851, the proportion of Irish
immigrants in Philadelphia more than doubled, though this increase
did not result in the development of a segregated Irish community in
any one section of the county. Like the settlement patterns of the
city's German immigrants, the dispersal of the Irish throughout the

county can be explained in terms of the availability of job

opportunities and cheap housing.

Table 1.2 Irish Immigration Table 1.3 Irish Immigration
to the U.S. Every Ten Years, to Philadelphia Every Five
1830 to 1850 Inclusive.(3) Years, 1835 to 1855 Inclusive.(4)
Number Arriving Yearly Number Arriving Yearly
Immigrants Immigrants
Year Arriving Year Arriving
1830 10,000 1835 1,890
1840 20,000 1840 4,079
1850 36,000 1845 5,767
1850 10,515
1855 7,581

1). Bruce Laurie, George Alter and Theodore Hershberg, 'Immigrants
and Industry: The Philadelphia Experience, 1850-1880', in T.
Hershberg ed. Philadelphia, pp. 93-120.

2). Alan N. Burstein, 'Immigrants and Residential Mobility: The
Irish and Germans in Philadelphia, 1850-1880', in T. Hershberg, ed.,
Philadelphia, pp. 174-203.

3). M. Feldberg, The Philadelphia Riots of 1844, p.20.

4). S. B. Warner, op. cit., p.139.
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Coming to Philadelphia without any previously acquired
skills, the Irish entered the city's labor market at the bottom of
the occupational hierarchy, particularly as day-laborers and as

handloom wea‘v'e:rs.1

The handloom weavers especially could practice
their trade anywhere in the county as the textile industry remained
dependent on outwork throughout the period. The day laborers, too,
were able to find work in both the districts and the city. Because
the Irish were not tied to crafts which tended to be concentrated in
one area of the county, they were dispersed throughout the city and
districts in the cheap shacks and shanties that were thrown up
between and behind houses along the alleyways which were built off
the main streets. By 1850, the Irish were even more spread out in
the districts and the city than the German immic;frantss.2 In areas
such as Kensington and Southwark, the sites of the nativist riots in
1844, cheap housing and a concentration of textile firms coincided
to attract a cluster of Irish settlers. Even in these districts,
however, the Irish presence was neither dense nor overwhelming much
as it may have been obvious to contemporaries.3

Philadelphia, then, was an extremely fluid and heterogenous
environment. It was not becoming a city of closed social cells each
definable by the ethnicity, the wealth or the occupations of its
inhabitants. Industrial land-use and immigrant settlement patterns

combined to prevent the formation of homogeneous communities in any

one section of the county. Instead, rich and poor, Anglo-Saxon,

1). Richard A. Mcleod, 'The Philadelphia Artisans, 1828-1850'
(Missouri, University of Missouri Ph.D. thesis, 1971), pp.38.
2). A. Burstein, op. cit., pp.181-6.

3). 1Ibid., pp.184-5.

50



Irish and German continued to live in relative proximity to one
another throughout the period. Philadelphia's spatial organization
was not conducive, therefore, to the formation of ethnic, religious
or class group identity in Philadelphia.

Dale Light has shown quite convincingly that the
establishment of a self-conscious Irish community in Philadelphia
was neither a natural nor an automatic process for immigrantsﬂ
Rather, he claims that a disparate population of Irish immigrants
had to be made into an Irish community by Philadelphia's Irish
elites who organized their fellow countrymen through religious and
secular associations. Irish elites were aided in their work by the
nativist riots in the 1840s. Nevertheless, the Irish community in
Philadelphia was still poorly organized in 1854 when the city was
consolidated.

Analyses of the changes in the social and spatial structure
of Philadelphia between 1800 and 1850 and of Irish community
formation in the city, cast doubt on explanations of mid-nineteenth-
century urban political reform which are based on the ethnic
fragmentation of the urban social structure. This does not
imply that ethnic unrest had no part to play in the process of political
reform. It does, however, suggest that ethnic unrest did not stem
directly from any obvious changes in the spatial or social structure
of Philadelphia. In other words, the causal relationship between
social structural changes - in this case ethnic-group formation -
and political change that is put forward by historians such as

Feldberg, is not supported by this case study of Philadelphia. If

1). This is Light's thesis in 'Ethnicity and the Urban Ecology'.
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social change was not in itself sufficient to account for political
change, how far did economic change influence the urban social
structure and cause urban political reform?

Between 1800 and 1850, Philadelphia's economic base began to

shift from mercantile trade to manufactl.lre.1

Opportunities for
growth in manufacturing expanded as Philadelphia's commercial elites
looked to markets in the hinterland to counteract the commercial
decline caused by the war with England in 1812 and thereafter by the
intense commercial competition with neighboring American cities.
Looking westward for markets, the cities' commercial elites helped to
stimulate a revolution in the available means of transportation.2
City merchants' orientation towards domestic markets had
several effects on economic life in the city. First and foremost,
it provided for a remarkable degree of continuity in the process of
transition from a commercial to an industrial city. The city's
commercial elites, although they did not all participate directly in
industrial activity, were largely the sponsors and beneficiaries of
industrialization since they dominated the directorships of the
city's most important financial houses on which manufacturers relied
for credit. As importantly, the banks and insurance companies that
were controlled by the city's commercial elites provided the capital
necessary for the development of transportation between the city and

the new markets in the west. The expansion of new markets increased

the demand for goods manufactured in Philadelphia and encouraged the

1). D. Lindstrom, op. cit., p.2
2). Alan M. Zachary, 'The Philadelphia Elite Before Jackson', PMHB
99(1975), pp.293-5.
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growth of the city's established industries while enabling the
city's merchants to act as middlemen between proprietary producers
in the city and the new markets in the west. !

The extent to which the city's leading merchants were
involved in finance is evident in the database compiled from the
names of the directors of the city's major banks, insurance
companies and other important economic institutions such as the
Philadelphia Stock Exchange, the Board of Trade, the Chamber of
Commerce and the Merchants' Exchange.2 A comparison between
Scharf's list of eminent merchants who were active in the city
before 18403 and the information in the database, reveals that
most leading merchants were also directors of one or several of the
city's major financial houses. For example, Scharf's list of
merchants includes Timothy Paxson, a director of the Bank of North
America, Jacob Ridgeway of the Bank of Pennsylvania, and Thomas

Cope, Henry Pratt, John Bohlen and Paul Beck, all directors of the

1). S.B. Warner, Jr., op. cit., p.71; B. Laurie, The Working
People of Philadelphia, pp.20-1

2). Names of the directors of the city's leading banks, insurance
companies and commercial institutions were obtained from the
appendices of city directories for every fifth year between 1800 and
1855 inclusive. Directories used included Edward Whitely's, The
Philadelphia Directory and Registry, Robert DeSilver's, Desilver's
Philadelphia Directory and Strangers' Guide, A. M'Elroy's, M'Elroy's
Philadelphia Directory, and Harris's Commercial Directory and
Merchants' Guide for Philadelphia.

3). J. Thomas Scharf and Thompson Westcott, History of
Philadelphia, pp.2212-18.
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Second National Bank. Cope was also a founding member of the
Chamber of Commerce where eminent shipping merchants Robert Ralston,
Henry Budd and Thomas B. Williams also served as directors during
the period. Pratt, who served with Cope on the board of the Bank of
Pennsylvania was also a director of the Insurance Company of the
State of Pennsylvania with Gustavus Calhoun, another of the city's
leading shipping merchants. Merchant and ship owner Stephen Girard,
after whom the Girard Bank was named, was a director of the
Philadelphia Stock Exchange and of the Philadelphia Exchange Company
along with leading merchant Robert Ralston.

Scharf's eminent merchants were also very active in a number
of societies and companies which promoted inland transportation
projects. Merchants Samuel Breck, Paul Beck and Samuel Archer were
active in the Pennsylvania Society for the Promotion of Internal
Improvements which was influential in the promotion of the state-
sponsored transportation network of canals and railways between
Philadelphia and Pittsburgh. Girard was a leading member of the
Pennsylvania Railroad company when it was first incorporated in the
mid-1830s to build a railroad from Philadelphia to the Great Lakes.
The Pennsylvania Railrocad Company, however, was unable to finance
its proposed railway until the 1840s when merchants Thomas Cope and
Isaac Hazelhurst were amongst Philadelphia's businessmen appointed
by the board of the company to solicit subscriptions to its stock
from amongst the citizens of Philadelphia and from the municipal

corporation.
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Analysis of the directorships of the city's largest banks,
the Chamber of Commerce and the Stock Exchange also reveals the
extent to which directorates of the city's financial houses were
interlocking. The directors of the Second National Bank, for
example, included directors of several of the larger insurance
companies in the city including Henry Pratt of the Insurance Company
of the State of Pennsylvania, and Thomas Cope and Henry Alexander of
the Insurance Office of North America. Cope was also a director of
the North American Insurance Company and of the Merchants' Exchange
where he shared the board with other Second National Bank directors,
Joshua Lippincott, William Platt and Lawrence Lewis. Lewis was
also a director of the city's Commercial Bank and the Union
Insurance Company, a directorate which he shared with eminent
merchants and Second National Bank directors John Bohlen and Lewis
Clapier. Clapier, in turn, was a director of the Bank of
Pennsylvania with Second National Bank director John Neff. Neff,
in turn, was a director of the Philadelphia Saving Fund Society along
with Lawrence Lewis.

Analyses of the directors of the city's other large financial
houses yield similar results. That is, they show that the city's
major financial institutions were directed by a small group of
merchants and lawyers many of whom held several such positions. An
analysis of the directorships of companies and societies which
promoted internal improvements reveals that the city's commercial
elites were also integrally involved in supporting such projects
which linked the city with its hinterland and created new markets

for locally manufactured goods. The membership of the Pennsylvania
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Society for the Promotion of Internal Improvements, for example,
included Manuel Eyre and John Sergeant, directors of the American
Fire Insurance Company and of the Second National Bank where they
served on the Board along with Society members Paul Beck Jr.,
Nicholas Biddle and Daniel Coxe. Bank of Pennsylvania directors
Matthew Carey, Charles Penrose and George Vaux were also members of
the Pennsylvania Society as was Peter Richards who, along with Vaux,
was a director of the Philadelphia Saving Fund Society. The
Pennsylvania Society also included John M. Atwood of the Bank of
North America, John Naglee and Isaac Norris of the Bank of the
Northern Liberties, and Samuel Breck and Samuel P. Wetherill of the
Schuylkill Bank.

Commercial elites' domination of the process of industrial
growth through their control of the city's financial institutions
ensured that they were amongst the beneficiaries of that growth. 1In
1860, commercial merchants comprised almost two-thirds of the 10% of
all Philadelphians who owned 90% of the wealth in the city.

1 The class of

Manufacturers made up only 5% of this same group.
industrial entrepreneurs that emerged in Philadelphia during this
period, developed in part as a result of the commercial elites'

economic activities and remained dependent on their investment of

capital.?

1). 80% of the population owned only 3% of the city's real and
personal property. Denis Clark, '‘Ramcat and Rittenhouse Square', in
H. Gillette and W.W. Cutler, eds., The Divided Metropolis, p.135.
2). Commercial elites' role in the introduction of industrial
capitalism is a significant theme in Elizabeth Fox-Genovese and
Eugene D. Genovese, 'The Janus Face of Merchant Capital' in their,
Fruits of Merchant Capital: Slavery and Bourgeois Property in the
Rise and Expansion of Capitalism (Oxford, Oxford University Press,
1983), pp.3-25.
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Further evidence of continuity in the commercial elites' pre-
eminence within the city is provided by an analysis of the city's
political leadership. In 1800, the commercial elites' business and
social practices made them the natural political leaders of the
city. As Zuckerman has suggested,

they conducted their affairs out of their own homes,
and the tempo of their mercantile activity was so
relaxed that it was not easy to distinguish their
business from their pleasure. They regularly took
two- to three-hour lunches. They routinely spent
several hours a day strolling around the mercantile
exchange to pick up the latest shipping information
and the local gossip as well. They rarely managed to
accomplish more than a handful of transactions in a
day. And exactly their leisurely pace of business
provided them the possibility of political
involvement of consequence - indeed, entailed upon
them a measure of political participation in an
extended sense of politics as engagement in the
shaping of opinion on public policies - that was the
antithesis of the isolation of business men from
politics so prevalent in our own time.(1)

Commercial leaders were also the city's natural political
leaders in an urban economy almost entirely dependent upon commerce.
Even as new productive forms developed the polity continued to be
dominated by commercial elites. This is demonstrated in Table 1.4
(page 59) which shows the occupations of every city councilman that

served in every third year between 1800 and 1854 inclusive.? 60% of

1). Michael Zuckerman, 'The Irrelevant Revolution: 1776 and
Since', American Quarterly, 30:2 (1978), p.234.

2). The names of councilmen were obtained from The Journal of the
Common Council, and The Journal of the Select Council,
1800,1803...1854. Occupational information was drawn from the
directories listed on page 53, footnote 2, as well as from Byrams
I1lustrated Business Directory of Philadelphia (Phila., J.H. Byram,
1856); John Downes, Bywaters Philadelphia Business Directory and
City Guide for the Year 1850 (Phila., J.Downes, 1850); McElroy's
City Directory, 1840,1841,1842,..... 1854; Twitt's Directory of
Prominent Businessmen in Philadelphia (N.Y., n.p.,1857).
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the councilmen in the sample were either professionals or merchants
with by far the largest single group of councilmen consisting of
commissioning or shipping merchants. 36% of the councilmen in the
sample were bank directors, 17% were directors of insurance
companies and 43% appeared in at least one leading contemporary
biography of the city's most notable and affluent citizens. 1

A more comprehensive biographical analysis of city councilmen
who served between 1841 and 1854 was conducted to discover how far
wealthy business elites who were involved in commerce, finance and
the professions, continued to predominate on the city councils on
the eve of consolidation.? The study shows that commercial elites
continued to dominate the city councils at this late date, and that

this was particularly true in the case of the higher of the city's

two legislative bodies, the select council.

1). Biographical information was obtained from Charles Robson

ed., The Biographical Encyclopedia of Pennsylvania of the Nineteenth
Century (Phila., Galaxy Publishing Co., 1874); Henry Simpson, The
Lives of Eminent Philadelphians Now Deceased. Collected From
Original Sources (Phila., William Brotherhead, 1859); ...Memoirs and
Auto-Biography of Some of the Wealthy Citizens of Phlladelphla With
a Fair Estimate of Their r Estates Founded Upon a Knowledge of Facts
(Phila. ., The Booksellers, 1846); Stephen N. Winslow, Biographies of
Successful Philadelphia Merchants (Phila., James K. Simon, 1864);
Wealth and Biography of the Wealthy Citizens of Philadelphia.
Containing an Alphabetical Arrangement of Persons Estimated to be
Worth $50,000 and Upwards... (Phila., G.B. Rieber and Co., 1845);
Thompson Westcott, Biographies of Philadelphians.

2). Names of councilmen were taken from the councils' Journal for
1841 to 1854 and occupational information was taken from A.

M'Elroy's Philadelphia Directories, 1841, 1842...1854. Biographical
information was derived from the sources listed above in footnote 1
and supplemented with Thomas M. Coleman, Daguerrotype Sketches of
the Members of the First Common Council, After the Consolidation for
1854 and 1855. By the Reporter for the Common Council (Phila., W.H.
Sickels, 1855).
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Table 1.4 Occupational Analysis of Philadelphia's City Councilmen,
1800 to 1854.

Directors
Occupational Total in | Directors i Insurance i  Found to be
Category Sample | of Banks it Companies | Wealthy
No. % ! No. % ! No. % ! No. %
(1) (2) + (3) (3)/(1)r (4) (4)/(1)! (5) (5)/(1)
Commissioning | | |
Merchant 67 35 1 27 40 i 17 25 1 33 49
Lawyer /Doctor 47 25 1 18 38 | 5 (R 23 49
Banker ! ! i
Manufacturer 11 6 | 5 45 | 2 18 | 5 45
Printer 3 2 | 0 o i 0 o 1 2 66
Publisher ! | |
Small proprietor 17 9 | 6 35 | 1 6 i 5 29
Artisan/Laborer 36 19 | 8 22 | 5 14 | 8 22
Political 4 2 1 25 | 1 25 i 1 25
Appointee | | |
Unknown 4 2 | 3 75 | 1 11 0 0
Total 189 100 | 68 36 32 17 77 41

The biographical data on Philadelphia's city councilmen who
served between 1841 and 1854 inclusive was organized into the
following categories:

al. Elite Wealth (W) - Councilmen were considered to belong to
this category if they were mentioned in the handbook of
Philadelphia's wealthiest citizens with estates worth
$50,000 or more.(1)

b). Notable Wealth ($) - Councilmen were placed in this
category if their biographers indicated that they had
'acquired a competence' or that their businesses were
successful.

1). ..Wealth and Biography of the Wealthy Citizens of
Philadelphia.
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c). Directorship of an insurance campany (INS)
d). Directorship of a bank (BANK)
e). Family background (F) - Councilmen were placed in

this category if they were found to be members of

established Philadelphia families or if they were

Quaker or Episcopalians; religious affiliation,

which, according to Klepp and Bell, were indeces of

high socio-economic standing in Philadelphia.(1)
£). Public Appointment (PA) - This category includes councilmen

who had a history of being appointed to chair elite-run
philanthropic bodies or to high political office.

Collapsing the categories of elite wealth (W) and notable
wealth ($), we see in Table 1.5 (page 62) that there was an important
difference between the common and the select councils. That is that
there were more wealthy councilmen on the select council (22/36 or
61%) than there were on the common council (45/98 or 46%) between
1841 and 1853, one year prior to the political consolidation.
Considering elite wealth by itself makes this discrepancy even more
apparent. 36% of the select councilmen (13/36) and only 21% of the
common councilmen (21/98) were placed in this category. The fact that

the proportion of the select councilmen with a history of

prestigious appointments (PA) was nearly twice that of the common

1). Marion L. Bell, Crusade in the City, pp.43-8 and Susan E.
Klepp, 'Philadelphia in Transition: A Demographic History of the
City and its Occupational Groups, 1720-1830' (Phila., University of
Pennsylvania Ph.D. thesis, 1980), pp.14-28.
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councilmen only confirms the suggestion that the select council
consisted of a more elite group than the common council.

A comparison between length of term in office and wealth also
reveals that the select council was a body which was reserved for
individuals of higher social standing. In the select council there
was a direct relationship between the length of term in office and
wealth. Of the 11 select councilmen who remained in office for six
or more years, 8 (73%) were in the elite wealth category. 1In the
common council on the other hand, there was an inverse relationship
between the length of term in office and wealth. Of the 20 common
councilmen who remained in office for six or more years, only 2
(10%) had elite wealth and only 7 (35%) had either elite or notable
wealth. Common councilmen who served for a shorter period, on the
other hand, were more wealthy than those who served for six or more
years. Of the 52 common councilmen who served only 1 or 2 years, 26
(50%) had notable or elite wealth. The common councilmen who served
from 3 to 5 years were wealthier those who served for six or more
years but less wealthy than those who served for 1 or 2 years. Of
the 26 councilmen who served for 3 to 5 years 12 (46%) had elite or
notable wealth.

Comparing length of term in office and prestigious political
appointments reveals much the same thing. On the select councils
individuals who served longer terms were more likely to have had a
history of prestigious appointments than individuals who served
shorter terms. On the common council on the other hand, individuals
who served shorter terms were more likely to have a history of

prestigious appointments than individuals who served for longer
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Table 1.5 Biographical Characteristics of Philadelphia's City
Councilmen by Length of Term in on the Common and Select
Councils, 1841-1853 (percents of column totals in parentheses)

B. COMMON COUNCIL

Characteristic 6+ years 3-5 years 1-2 years total
(1) (2) (3) (1+2+3)
W 2 (100 4G5 s (200 21 (21)
W+S 7 (35) 12 (46) 26 (50) 45 (46)
INS 5 (25) 8 (31) 14 (26) 27 (28)
BANK 7 (35) 6 (23) 16 (30) 29 (30)
PA 2 (10) 7 (27) 7 (13) 16 (16)
;;tal : 20 % 52 - 98 —
A. SELECT COUNCIL
Characteristic 6 Or more years 1l - 5 years Total
(1) (2) (1+2)
W N 8 (73) 5 (20) 13 (36)—
W+s 9 (82) 13 (52) 22 (61)
INS 4 (36) 6 (24) 10 (28)
BANK 7 (64) 9 (36) 16 (44)
PA 5 (45) 7 (28) 12 (33)
Total 11 25 36 -
C. BOTH COUNCILS
Characteristic All Councilmen
W 34 (25)
W+S 67 (50)
INS 37 (28)
BANK 45 (34)
PA 28 (21)
Tot;I 134 -
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terms. All this tends to indicate that elites who served in
municipal government for a long period tended to do so in the
higher of the two bodies. Commercial elites who did serve on the
common council did so for only short periods which may indicate that
the common council served as a stepping stone to higher political
office.

Despite the differences in the wealth of select and common
councilmen, both groups were made up largely of men in commercial or
professional occupations. Table 1.6 (page 64) shows the scheme used
in categorizing councilmen's occupations. The first category,

Merchant I, represents shipping and commissioning merchants dealing

in wholesale trade. The second category, Merchant II, includes all
councilmen for whom city directories and biographies gave the

occupational description simply as 'merchant'. Lawyers, doctors, insurance
agents, stockbrokers, two publishers and one sea captains were all

placed in the professional category. 'Gentlemen' were placed in a

category by themselves owing to the problem of determining exactly what
the term actually meant. Contemporary city directories used the term

to describe men who had retired from business life with some competence,
landowners and farmers in the rural districts of the city and county, as
well as wealthy individuals with large estates. Because so few

artisans were represented on the councils they were placed together in one
category even as Blumin has shown conclusively that artisanal trades

were highly stratified by wealth and status.! A sixth category was
developed, however, in order to distinguish artisans from

manufacturers of heavy industrial goods such as chemicals and iron.

1). S. B. Blumin, op.cit., pp.168-9.
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Table 1.6 Occupational Definitions Used in the Collective Biography
of Philadelphia's City Councilmen, 1841-1854

Merchant Wholesale and commissioning merchants in leather- and
I dry—goods, textiles, luxury products such as
porcelain, and heavy goods such as grain, iron and coal.
Merchant Listed in the city directories simply as 'merchant';
II most probaby small proprietors.
Professional Attorneys, doctors, sea captains, stockbrokers,
auctioneers,
Gentlemen Not necessarily a landed family, often used to refer

to farmers from the more rural areas of the county as
well as large estate owners and retired individuals
with a competance,

Artisan Smiths of iron, tin, gold and silver, builders,
brickmakers, painters, hatters, stationers,
brushmakers and grocers.

Manufacturers Manufacturers of surgical instruments,
druggist, reed manufacturers, fire-engine builders,
and oil, locomotives, paper, textiles, iron and
fire-brick manufacturers.

Table 1.7 (page 65) examines the occupational characteristics
of councilmen in both councils for each legislature between 1841 and
1854. There it is shown that in both councils the number of
councilmen in the Merchant I category remains approximately the same
throughout the period. There is also no appreciable gain in the
number of manufacturers or artisans.

The prosopography of city councilmen in conjunction with the
data concerning the economic interests of leading industrial
entrepreneurs suggests that the commercial elites survived as the
city's political and economic leaders throughout Philadelphia's
transition from a mercantile to an industrial center. More
importantly, it suggests that commercial leaders profited from, took

part in and even directed the development of the industrial sector

of the city's economy. It is not possible, therefore, to explain
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Table 1.7 Occupational Distribution of Phladelphia's Select and Common
Councilmen in Every Year, 1841-1854 (figures represent number
of councilmen).

A. COMMON COUNCIL

Occ 1841 1842 1843 1844 1845 1846 1847 1848 1849 1850 1851 1852 1853 1854

Merch 7 4 4 5 4 3 3 7 5 6 5 5 8 17
I

Merch 1 1 1 1 1 3 2 1 1 1 4 3 2 12
IT

Prof 6 7 6 5 7 6 5 4 4 4 4 3 2 11

Gent O 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

Art. 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 2 4 3 3 3 11
Manuf. 1 4 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 1 9
N.A. 2 2 2 3 4 3 3 3 4 3 2 3 1 9
Total 20 21 1720 20 20 19 21 19 21 21 20 17 72
B.SELECT COUNCIL

Occ 1841 1842 1843 1844 1845 1846 1847 1848 1849 1850 1851 1852 1853 1854

Merch. 5 7 8 8 7 7 7 6 7 7 5 4 3 6
I

Merch. 0O 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
IT

Prof. 2 3 3 2 3 4 4 3 2 1 2 2 3 8
Gent. O 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 3
Art. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
Manuf. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 4 5

N.A. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 4

Total 7 12 13 12 1 12 12 12 12 N 12 14 14 28
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political reform at mid-century in terms of intra-class competition
between the ascendant industrialists and traditional mercantile
business leaders. Political differences divided business leaders
increasingly towards the end of the period. The source of these
divisions, however, has to be sought elsewhere than in the changing
structure of the city's economy. Does economic change, then, help
to explain political reform in terms of its effects on the political
consciousness of the urban working class?

Merchants' interests in developing markets in the city's
hinterland affected the pace and shape of industrial development in
Philadelphia as increased demands for goods produced in the city
affected existing trades rather than encouraging the development of

new industries.1

Highly skilled and specialized metal trades such
as silver, copper, iron and tin-smithing remained unaffected by
increasing demand as did butchering and bread-making. Production in
these trades maintained its small-scale, artisanal organization.
Custom-fitted and quality work in the shoe-making and furniture
industries also persisted in artisans' shops which employed one-
fifth of the workers in these trades.?

The rest of Philadelphia's trades experienced growth in firm
size, division of labor and the introduction of the modern
technologies. This general course of industrial development,

however, did not happen immediately or evenly across one or several

trades and there was no sudden emergence of an industrial working

1). S.B. Warner, Jr., op. cit., p. 71.
2). S. Blumin, op. cit., pp.37-39.
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class of wage earners. Instead, there were several forms of
production existing simultaneocusly in the city during this period.
Master craftsmen progressively lost control of the means of
production as they became dependent on the bulk orders and often on
the capital supplied by local merchants. They were not, however,
immediately reduced to mere wage earners. The introduction of
merchant middlemen interfered with producers' control over the
distribution of their goods, not with their control over the
production of them. Instead of introducing new technologies to help
fill larger orders, master craftsmen generally tended to employ more
workers. Changes in firm size were not, therefore, necessarily
accompanied by changes in the organization of production. The
number of firms that employed between 6 and 50 people grew to
account for a majority of the city's gainfully employed between 1800
and 1850." Only the new industries such as iron milling and tool
manufacturing employed mechanized means of production extensively.
These industries, however, were mechanized from the outset and
workers in them did not experience the changes in the productive
organization that were affecting employees in Philadelphia's older
trades. 2
The few 0ld trades that did incorporate mechanized means into

the productive process differed significantly from the new iron

mills and machine-tool firms. The textile industry, Philadelphia's

1). B. Laurie and M. Schmitz, 'Manufacturing and Productivity: The
Making of an Industrial Base, Philadelphia, 1850-1880' in T.
Hershberg, ed., Philadelphia, pp.43-92. Also see S. Blumin, op.
cit., pp.23-24.

2). B. Laurie, The Working People of Philadelphia, p.15.
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leading industry during the period, is the best example of how the
factory system of production encroached upon the city's o0ld trades
in fits and starts.’ By 1840, two-thirds of the cotton spindles in
the state were within 30 miles of the city.2 But the industry was
hardly given over to factory production. In 1828 there were 104
warping mills employing 4,500 weavers and more than 5,000 spoolers,

dyers and bobbin winders.>

An equal number of weavers worked in
their homes attending simple handlooms. By 1850, the number of
outworkers actually increased from 4,500 to 6,000 and they still
represented fully one-half of the weavers in the county. Even
within one textile factory not all process became mechanized at the
same rate. The work of the power-loom operators, the majority of
whom was female between 1828 and 1850, was of course defined by the
latest technology. The work of the carders, on the other hand, was
not defined by machinery but by an intense division of unskilled
manual tasks. It was similar, in other words, to the organization
of labor mainly associated with sweatshops. Finally, the work of
the finishers in a textile factory still required the expertise and
the organization of production found in artisans' shops.4
Changes in the city's economy did not radically alter the

organization of productive techniques. They did, nonetheless, occur

and they did diminish producers' opportunities of upward economic and

1). P.C. Ferguson, op.cit., p.130.

2). Charles M. Snyder, The Jacksonian Heritage, p.9.

3). Nicholas B. Wainwright, 'The Age of Nicholas Biddle, 1825-
1841', in Russel F. Weigley et.al. eds., Philadelphia: A 300 Year
History (N.Y., W.W. Norton, 1982), p.275.
4). B. Laurie, The Working People of Philadelphia, p.24.
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social mobility. Contracting opportunities for occupational
mobility are illustrated by the fact that in 1820 more than 34% of
the gainfully employed in the county were master craftsmen. In the
same year there were as many skilled and unskilled wage-earners as
there were proprietary artisans. By 1860 the proportion of master
craftsmen had declined to 16% of the labor force and the proportion
of wage earners had nearly doubled to over 50%.] One study of
mobility during the period found that in 1820, master craftsmen's
upward mobility was four times as great as their downward mobility.
Each decade narrowed the difference until it reached parity in 1850.
Although chances of success for the artisan remained about the same
during these 30 years, they had, by 1850, become 'clouded by the
equal likliehood of failure'.2

Change affecting Philadelphia's old trades also altered the
relationship between the master craftsman and his journeymen and
apprentices. This is demonstrated by the changing meanings of the
terms 'master craftsman', 'journeyman' and ‘'apprentice'. Master
craftsman, which once meant an independent proprietary producer,
came to mean 'employer' or 'overseer', irrespective of whether or not
the individual concerned controlled the means of production.
Journeyman, a term which once denoted a level of skill and a degree
of accomplishment increasingly came to mean simply 'wage earner'.
Apprentice began to be used to describe young wage earners who worked
ih a trade without any specifically contracted training program, as

well as young operatives tending machines in factories and mills.>

1). S. Blumin, op. cit., pp.37-39.
2). 1Ibid., pp.45-47.
3). R.A. Mcleod, op. cit., pp.64-70.
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Overall, artisanal production was changing, albeit at
different rates across different industries. The proportion of
master craftsmen to the total workforce declined precipitously.
Those that remained faced steadily increasing chances of failure.
Many of those that did not fail were losing control of the
productive process. Journeymen also faced increasingly limited
opportunities for socio-economic advancement between 1800 and 1850.
Moreover, they frequently found themselves at odds with the master
craftsmen-cum-employers when labor costs and piece rates were slashed
to enable the master craftsmen to maintain a subsistence profit and
to meet merchants' contracts.

Considering the patterns of land use discussed previously, it
can now be shown that the diffusion of trades throughout the county
generally worked against the spatial concentration of the business
leaders involved in any one industry and their employees. In those
few areas of the city where there were clusters of workers in one
occupation, wage cutting and contracting economic opportunities
could produce extremely volatile results. This was the case with
the dockers strike of 1836 and the weavers' strike of 1842." But
these experiences which fused community and class consciousness were

the exception and not the rule.

1). For an account of the general strike of 1836 see Leonard
Bernstein, 'The Working People of Philadelphia From Colonial Times
to the General Strike of 1835', Pennsylvania Magazine,64:3(July,
1950) pp.322-339, William A. Sullivan, 'A Decade of Labor Strife',
Pennsylvania History, 17(Jan., 1950) pp.23-38, and B. Laurie, The
Working People of Philadelphia. pp.85-106. For a discussion of the
Kensington weavers' strike of 1842 see David Montgomery, 'The
Shuttle and the Cross: Weavers and Artisans in the Kensington Riots
of 1844', Journal of Social History, 5(summer, 1972).
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In general, then, urban life developed within the parameters
dictated by extreme economic, social and geographic diversity.
Social unrest and political activity which did involve issues of
class, race or ethnicity occurred despite the structure of the urban
environment, not because of it. This suggests that the changes in
the structure of urban society which accompanied industrialization
were not pronounced enough to have caused the social divisions which
have generally been seen as the cause of political reform in
Philadelphia at mid-century. Equally, it means that it is necessary
to look elsewhere for the causes of political reform and for the
causes of the social divisions and unrest known to have preceded
it. The next two chapters therefore examine the urban polity to

find the causes of social fragmentation and political change.
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CHAPTER TWO

THE POLITICS OF MUNICIPAL GROWTH

i

During the first half of the nineteenth century, the business
elites who dominated municipal government had to respond to the
rapid increase in the size of city's population which created the
need for more and better municipal services. According to Jon
Teaford, these elites acted in the interests of the urban community
as a whole in their development and administration of public works
and services.' Similarly, Warner characterizes this period of
municipal government 'as a brief and creative union of equalitarian
goals and business leadership‘.2 Journeymen and artisans, content
with the knowledge that their interests as producers were promoted
by the commissioning merchants who were responsible for finding new
markets for urban goods, deferred to the political control of
their social superiors.3

Such arguments are based on two precarious assumptions: first
that non-elites deferred to elites political control and second,
that the elites' acted in the 'public interest' because the
municipal works and services that they developed were generally
beneficial to the pecple of Philadelphia. This chapter argues that

it was not deference but a lack of access to the political arena

which shaped the behaviour of the non-elites. In chapter three

1). Jon Teaford , The Municipal Revolution in America, p.47.
2). S.B. Warner, The Private City, p.223.
3). See, for example, Amy Bridges, A City in the Republic, p.71.
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it will be argued that when such means became available to non-
elites towards mid-century with the increasing involvement in local
politics of popular parties, the ability of the business elites to
direct municipal affairs became problematic.

Chapter two also suggests that the 'public' or 'private!
interests of business elites in municipal government cannot be
inferred solely from analyses of how the costs and benefits of
policies were distributed to different social groups. The city's
water works developed during this period, for example, provided for
the health and welfare of Philadelphians generally; they also
profited the business elites who used their political positions to
promote and finance that development. In fact, the chapter
demonstrates that the city's business elites generally took
advantage of their political predominance in the city to advance
their own economic interests by investing municipal revenues into
public works schemes from which they profited personally. Municipal
works so extended supplied the infrastructure that was essential to
commercial, industrial, and population growth in the city. They
provided services to the city's growing labor force, and municipal
investments in transportation extended geographically the market for
goocds produced in the ci‘u:y.1 In this respect, actors in city
government were instrumental in fostering urban industrial

development and the socio-economic and spatial changes that

1). Diane Lindstrom, Economic Development in the Philadelphia
Region, pp.2-12,91.
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accompanied it. Ironically, the political conduct of the business
elites, based as it was on their position of political control and
on their short-term calculations, had unforeseen consequences which
eventual 1y undermined their power in city government and
precipitated political reform at mid-century.

In developing municipal works and services, business elites
gave little thought to the long-term financial and administrative
consequences of the rapid growth in municipal works and services.

By the late nineteenth century, therefore, that growth began to
place a great strain on the limited financial and administrative
capacities of the municipal government.

The developing contradiction between the scale of the
municipal service and the administrative and financial organization
of city government might have been resolved more easily had its
consequences been limited to the urban political arena. The
consequences of business elites' local political activities cannot
be viewed, however, strictly in terms of their affects on local
government. City government was highly dependent upon state
government and therefore susceptible to state-wide political forces.
By mid-century, in fact, control over municipal government was
becoming increasingly subject to contests between the state-wide
factions of nationally organized political parties. As chapter three
demonstrates, such contests popularized city politics and thereby
prevented urban business elites from directing municipal affairs as
they had earlier, and from resolving increasingly difficult problems

of municipal governance.
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After a brief review of the structure of the urban polity as
it existed in the early nineteenth century, this chapter will
demonstrate how business elites' activities in city government helped
to shape the political contradictions which resulted in reform at
mid-century. The following chapter will then examine how
developments in the related arena of state government only

compounded those contradictions.

ii

By 1800, municipal government consisted of 15 aldermen and a
recorder who were appointed for life by the governor of the state of
Pennsylvania. Together, these officers were vested with judicial
authority in the city.1 Legislative and executive authority in
municipal government resided with a bicameral assembly consisting of
a select and a common council. Both of these bodies were elected
yearly by freemen of the city; 20 common councilmen and one-third
the total number of select councilmen. The councils met annually to
appoint from amongst the aldermen, a mayor who acted largely as a
figure head for the municipal corporation.

The city councils were the most powerful bodies in the city
government and they were dominated throughout the first half of the
nineteenth century by members of the city's business elites.? The
business elites on the city councils, however, did not have

complete control over the direction of municipal affairs. Political

1). Roy H. Akagi, 'The Pennsylvania Constitution of 1835', PMHB,
48 (1924) pp.320-322; 'An Act...... passed 11th April 1799
Amending...',0AA, pp.73-75.

2). See Chapter 1, pp.57-65.
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authority in Philadelphia was extremely fragmented as it was divided
between many bodies which were incorporated by the state government
to fulfil specific municipal functions more or less independently
of the city councils. The Board of Prison Inspectors, for example,
was appointed by the mayor but not responsible to him or to the city
councils for its actions. The Board of Health was appointed yearly
by the governor and also not accountable to the mayor or to the city
councils. The Guardians of the Poor was a third independent
municipal corporation. The guardians, appointed by the mayor and
the justices of the peace in the county, had the power to assess and
levy a poor tax to pay for the maintenance of the almshouse and to
support outdoor relief.! These boards, like the city councils,
consisted of members of the city's business elites though not to the
same extent as did the councils. Between 1800 and 1850, of the
nearly 800 guardians for whom occupations could be established,
nearly one-third were members of the city's commercial and
professional classes while another one-quarter were, according to
Ferguson, members of the city's 'upper—middle—class'.2

Political authority was fragmented even further since the
municipal corporation governed only a portion of the people in the
contiguous settlement which existed on the banks of the Delaware in
the county of Philadelphia. The people in the outlying districts
remained politically independent of the city government. In 1796,
with the exception of the districts of Southwark and the

Incorporated Northern Liberties, the outlying areas fell under the

1). P.C. Ferguson, 'The Response to Need'| pp.16-17 and Appendix
2, pp.433-5.
2). 1Ibid., pp.46-7, 154-5, 284-5.
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jurisdiction of justices of the peace who were appointed by the
governor.1 Between 1796 and 1853, several districts, boroughs and
townships were incorporated by the state.’ The charters of the
several districts either provided for the direct election of a board
of commissioners or for the appointment of such a board by the
governor. The commissioners were empowered to create and distribute
public services and to tax independently of the state and the city.
By 1854,there were nine incorporated districts, six boroughs and 12
townships, all in the county of Philadelphia and each legally
independent of the others.3

A survey of the occupations of the commissioners of the
districts who served in every third year between 1800 and 1854
reflects the socio-economic differences between the city and its
districts that were described in the previous chapter.4 Only 16% of
the 30 district commissioners were lawyers, doctors, merchants or
financiers as compared with 60% of the city councilmen who were
active during the same period. Conversely 75% of the district
commissioners were skilled laborers, all of them builders, while
only 19% of the city councilmen held jobs as skilled laborers.
Finally, more than one-third of all city councilmen served as the

directors of banking or insurance companies. Only six or 20% of the

district commissioners held similar positions. Four of the six were

1). H. Leffman, 'The Consolidation of Philadelphia', p.27.

2). 1Ibid; E.K. Price, The History of the Consolidation, p.28.

3). See E.K. Price, op. cit., p.54; Philadelphia City Digest,
1701-1887 (n.p., n.d. author's initials F.F.B.?, probably published
1887), p.14. Also see Appendix 2, p.436 and Map 1.3, p.43.

4). See Chapter 1, pp.44-5, Footnote 2 for a list of biographical
sources. The names of the district commissioners were listed in the
city directories.
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directors of the Southwark Bank, three were directors of the
Southwark Saving Society and one was a director of the Kensington
and Spring Garden Bank. None of the commissioners were directors of
any of the larger financial institutions in the city. These socio-
economic differences between city and district political leaders
should not, however, obscure the fact that the political leadership in
the districts consisted of local economic elites. Since few of
Philadelphia's merchants and professionals lived outside the city,1
the business leaders in the districts consisted of individuals drawn
from the next stratum of the early-nineteenth-century occupational
hierarchy which consisted of men in building and other skilled
trades.? Therefore, although the commissioners were not of the

same social class as the commercial elites who dominated the city
councils, they occupied the leading place in the socio-economic
order of the districts.

By 1820, the state had also incorporated a county government
to oversee the administration of county-wide services. County
government consisted of three elected commissioners, three elected
auditors, a county treasurer appointed by the commissioners, an
elected sheriff, a coroner and a variety of court officers appointed
by the governor.3 It had the power to tax independently of all

other state and local governmental corporations.

1). P.C. Ferguson, op. cit., p.45; Cynthia Jane Sheldon, 'The
Mills of Manayunk: Early Industrialization and Social Conflict in
the Philadelphia Region, 1787-1837' (Calif., University of
California at Los Angeles Ph.D. thesis, 1982), p. 28.

2). Susan E. Klepp, 'Philadelphia in Transition' pp. 168-9.

3). Philip S. Klein, Pennsylvania Politics, 1817-1832: A Game
Without Rules (Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania Historical Society’,(940),
pp.65-66. Also see Appendix 2, p.436.

78



As the population of the city and county grew together in the
first 50 years of the nineteenth century forming one contiguous
settlement, the fragmented structure of multiple and autonomous
political authorities created problems for the effective
administration of an increasing number of public services. Leaders
of the different political corporations, for example, argued over
the costs and benefits of commonly enjoyed services such as those
provided by the Guardians of the Poor or the Board of Health.
Contests between local political leaders increasingly became subject
to party competition as the second party system introduced into
local government nationally organized parties, popular political
campaigns and near universal male suffrage. By the mid-1830s, local
party competition so exacerbated contests between city and district
leaders that it often led to incidents of election—day violence,
the repression of which was inhibited by the fragmented structure of
government authority in the countyﬂ

The political power of the business elites on the city
councils was also circumscribed by the limited resources
of the municipal corporation and by the city government's
subordination to the legislative power of state government. Major
public policies that could offset economic downturns or encourage
economic growth in the city - policies, for example, which provided
for improved transportation between the city and its hinterland,
affected rates of taxation, the imposition of tariffs or the design

of corporate legislation - could not be implemented by the city's

1). See Chapter 3, pp.169-71 and Appendix 2, pp.437-8.
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business elites with the limited resources available in municipal
government. The resources necessary to develop such policies did
exist; they resided in the state government of Pennsylvania.
Philadelphia's business elites, regardless of how much their local
interests were affected by state economic policy, were
circumscribed in their influence over the formation and
implementation of that policy. Over 90% of Pennsylvania's
population was rural in 1800, and the bicameral organization of the
state legislature allowed for proportional representation which
militated against the domination of state government by
Philadelphia's representatives. Confronted with rural-urban conflict
over state economic policy, Philadelphia's business elites often
found themselves isolated in the state assemblyﬂ

Urban business elites' embattled position in the state
legislature also restricted their autonomy in the direction of
municipal affairs. The state legislature retained the right to
incorporate political divisions such as townships, borough, cities
and counties, and to alter the charters of those political
subdivisions by legislative action. The municipal administration
was therefore legally tied to state politics. This particular
structural arrangement often prevented the city's business elites
from directing municipal government at their will, especially when
the balance of urban-rural competition in state government tipped in

favor of rural factions. In control of the state legislature, a

1). This is a major theme in nineteenth-century urban political
history. See, for example, L. Hartz, Economic Policy and Democratic
Thought in Pennsylvania, 1776-1860 (Camb., Harvard University
Press, 1948), pp.10-13.
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rural faction could undermine their urban-based opposition by
interfering with municipal political autonomy with restrictive state
legislation. This situation also exacerbated competition between

the political leaders of the city and the districts respectively as
district leaders often vented their grievances against city leaders by
allying themselves with rural factions in order to promote anti-

urban legislation in state government.

Differences between state and local elections reflect the
different extent to which the city's business elites could influence
local and state governments respectively. In 1800, all males, black
and white, could vote in Pennsylvania elections if they were over 20
years of age, had lived in the state for at least two years, and had

1 State and national elections drew a

paid a nominal poll tax.
greater number of eligible voters to the polls than did local
elections. Presidential elections between 1828 and 1848 drew an
average of 56% of the eligible voters in Philadelphia to the polls.
Gubernatorial elections over the same period drew only 46% of
Philadelphia's voters. Local elections, for which voting data are
incomplete, drew between 35% and 45% of eligible voters to the polls
with some notable exceptions. For example, 60% of the county's

eligible voters turned out to elect the county commissioners in

the local elections which immediately followed the nativist riots.2

1). Roy H. Akagi, 'The Pennsylvania Constitution of 1838', PMHB,
48(1924), pp.329-330.

2). Data for presidential and gubernatorial elections were
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