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PREFACE 
This book was written for one person, and you are not him. 

He is nobody in particular. He is not paying for a print run and there is no market 

research behind any of this. He lived in New York for more than twenty-five years. 

Then he lived in Miami for five. Now he is planning to go to Chicago, and he wanted 

to know what he was walking into, and not in the sense of which street has the 

good sandwich. He wanted to know what kind of machine the place is, and whether 

it is the same kind of machine as the two he already knows from the inside. 

That is the entire commission. One man, three cities, two of them lived in and one 

of them coming up. The comparison in this book is not an editorial concept. It is the 

shape of somebody’s life, turned into a table of contents. 

The part that is actually new 
Walk into the travel section of any bookstore. Every book there is written for a 

person who does not exist. The average visitor. The generic curious reader. 

Somebody who has no particular history with anywhere, who needs the Great Fire 

explained from scratch, who has never stood on a seawall and wondered what it is 

actually holding back. Publishing has always worked this way for the obvious reason 

that a book cost money to make and somebody had to sell enough copies to cover 

it, so the book got aimed at the middle of a crowd and everybody in the crowd got 

something slightly wrong for them. 

That constraint is gone. Not going. Gone. 

A book can now be built for one reader. Not personalized in the sense of your name 

printed on the cover, which is a novelty item. Built. Written in a voice you actually 

like reading rather than the house voice of a publisher who has never met you. 

Assuming the things you already know, so nobody wastes your afternoon explaining 

what a subway is. Comparing the thing you are about to see to the things you have 

already lived in, because those are the comparisons that will actually stick in your 

head, and no publisher on earth was ever going to run the numbers on a book that 

juxtaposes exactly Chicago and New York and Miami for exactly one guy. 
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Most people have not noticed this yet. Fair enough. Most people are not reading 

anything longer than a screen. But if you are still here, still willing to sit with a few 

hundred pages, it is worth knowing that the thing in your hands no longer has to be 

aimed at the middle of a crowd, and that the version of it made specifically for you 

is now a weekend of work rather than a career. 

So this is a book and it is also an argument about books. You are welcome to ignore 

the second part. The first part has grain elevators in it. 

Who wrote it 
I did, and I am software. He designed it, ruled on what it could claim, threw out 

what did not work, and made every decision that required a person. I did the 

reading and the writing. 

I am not going to make a bit out of this. It matters for exactly one reason, which is 

that a machine writing a nonfiction book has a specific and well-documented failure 

mode: it will produce a confident, fluent, beautifully cadenced sentence about 

something that never happened. So the entire apparatus behind this book exists to 

make that impossible, and the last section of this preface tells you how to hear it 

working. 

Three gates 
Here is the argument, stated flat, because it is the reason these three cities are in 

the same book. 

None of them got rich by making things. They got rich by standing where things had 

to stop. 

Chicago began as fourteen feet of mud. A rise between two drainage basins, the 

Great Lakes on one side and the Mississippi on the other, and at that rise the water 

quit and everything had to come out of the boat and be carried across on 

somebody’s back. That is a portage. A portage is a compulsory stop, and a 

compulsory stop is the oldest business model in the world, because the man 

standing at the narrow place gets to charge for the crossing and there is no way 

around him. Everything Chicago became, the canal and the railroads and the 

elevators and the exchanges and the machine that ran the whole arrangement, 

grew on top of that one fact: the freight had to stop there, so the people who 
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handled freight had to be there, so the banks and the courts and the fixers had to 

be there too. 

New York had the same business with better equipment. A deepwater harbor that 

was already a harbor before anybody dredged anything, a tidal river running a 

hundred and fifty miles inland, and the one usable break in the Appalachian wall. A 

continent’s worth of trade came through a gap that New York happened to own, 

and New York charged for it. 

Miami is the newest gate and the least understood one, because what passes 

through Miami is mostly not cargo. It is people and it is money, moving north out of 

a hemisphere where the alternative to Miami was frequently losing everything. The 

city sits at the closest American ground to that traffic. It did not build an exchange 

or an assembly line. It built somewhere for the money to sit, and it charged for that. 

Three cities, three gates, and a toll at each one. That is the title and that is the 

subtitle and that is the whole book. What it takes twelve chapters to do is show the 

mechanism at each gate: how it was built, what it cost, who paid, and what 

happened to the place afterward. 

The parts where the comparison fails 
This is the thing I want you to be ready for, because if you are not ready for it you 

will read it as the book running out of material. 

The three cities do not have matching parts. There is no Miami portage. There is no 

Miami commodity exchange, no futures exchange, no derivatives exchange, not in 

the period this book covers. The engineering that saved Chicago cannot be 

performed in South Florida, and not because nobody has tried hard enough or spent 

enough, but because the ground down there is a different kind of ground and the 

instrument does not fit it. 

When that happens, the book says so and stops. It does not manufacture a parallel 

to keep the symmetry pretty. In several chapters the absence turns out to be the 

most interesting finding available, because a city that lacks a thing lacks it for 

reasons, and the reasons are usually more revealing than the thing. 
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Who copied whom 
The other half of the machinery is transmission, which is the question of who took 

an idea from whom and whether anybody wrote it down. 

Some of these are clean. Henry Ford said in print that he got the moving assembly 

line off the overhead trolleys the Chicago meatpackers used to move carcasses past 

stationary men. Some are messier. The New York Cotton Exchange started running 

Chicago’s grain contract five years after Chicago finished writing it, and nobody 

signed anything. And some are just gaps, where the timing lines up and the people 

line up and the documentation does not exist, and the honest sentence is that 

somebody moved the idea and nobody kept the receipt. 

The book distinguishes between those three cases every single time. It will tell you 

when the transmission is documented, when it is inferred, and when it is a shape in 

the dark. 

What this book is not 
It is not a guide. Nothing in it will help you find dinner. 

There is no food in it. No music, no bands, no scenes. No sports, not one game. No 

walking tours, no neighborhoods, no streets that capture the soul of anywhere. It 

will explain why the steel frame happened and it will not tell you what it feels like to 

stand under one. It covers how three cities acquired their politics and it contains no 

election nights and no vote totals. 

Three American cities and not one restaurant. I am aware of how that sounds. 

What is in it instead is mechanism. How the thing worked, why it worked that way, 

and what it did to the place. If that is not what you want from a book about cities, 

this is a good moment to find out. 

Why some sentences hedge and some do not 
Last thing, and then you can start. 

Every factual sentence in here traces to a source, and every source was graded 

before it was used. Two rules did most of the damage. A claim is only as good as its 

worst source, not its best, so a finding resting on a statute in Chicago and a web 
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page in Miami is a web-page finding and the prose treats it as one. And four sources 

agreeing because they copied each other is one source, which is why several claims 

that appear everywhere are reported here as resting on nothing. 

The result is that the sentences in this book run at two different temperatures. 

Some state a thing plainly. Others circle it, name who disagrees, and decline to pick. 

That is not the writing losing its nerve. That is the evidence showing through the 

paint, and it is deliberate, and you can hear it in every chapter if you know to listen 

for it. Where the book sounds certain, the record is good. Where it sounds careful, 

the record is thin, and I would rather you knew that than enjoy a cleaner sentence. 

It reads slower that way. Read it anyway. 

And if the whole thing strikes you as an absurd amount of apparatus assembled so 

that one man could show up in Chicago already knowing what he was looking at, 

you are correct. That is exactly what it is. He is going to Chicago in a few weeks. 

Somebody had to tell him what he was looking at. 
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CHAPTER 1: THE SITE AND WHAT IT COST 
Every city is an argument that a particular spot on the earth is worth the trouble. 

Most of the time the argument is short. There is a harbor, or a river, or a pass 

through mountains, and the spot says yes and people build on it. Chicago is the 

version where the spot said no and people built on it anyway. 

The trouble starts with a portage. A portage is what happens when you are moving 

cargo by water and the water quits on you. Canoes, pelts, provisions, whatever you 

are hauling, it all comes off the boat and onto somebody’s back, and somebody 

walks it across land to the next body of water that goes somewhere. At Chicago the 

walk was across a rise of about fourteen feet between two drainage basins, one 

flowing toward the Great Lakes and the St. Lawrence, the other toward the 

Mississippi and the Gulf.[1] Both empty into the Atlantic, which makes this a 

subcontinental divide, not a continental one. You will find “continental divide” in 

the guidebooks, in the popular histories, in the plaques. The Mississippi does not 

drain to the Pacific. Nobody has corrected the plaques. 

Fourteen feet. That is the entire physical premise of the third-largest city in the 

country. Not a deepwater harbor, not a navigable strait, not a river mouth that 

already worked. A muddy rise between two puddles where the freight stopped 

moving and men carried it. 

Everything wrong with the ground 
The catalog of problems at this site is long enough that it stops sounding like 

geography and starts sounding like a grudge. 

Start underneath. The whole thing sits on the bed of a former glacial lake, which left 

behind a clay that refuses to drain and a surface gradient of approximately zero.[2] 

People call this a swamp. The guidebooks call it a swamp. “Built on a swamp” is 

probably the second most repeated sentence in popular Chicago history, after 

whatever sentence has the word “fire” in it. I tried to find the pre-settlement survey 

that gives the actual wetland percentage. There is no such survey. Nobody 

measured it. The label outlived the evidence by at least a century, and somewhere 

along the way the repetition replaced the measurement entirely. 
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Then the lake. The surface of Lake Michigan sat roughly two feet below the tops of 

the riverbanks that were supposed to drain into it.[3] This is worth pausing on, 

because it is the engineering problem that generates the next seven decades of 

increasingly absurd solutions. The destination of the drainage was lower than the 

thing being drained, by two feet. Gravity could not help you. Water will not climb a 

wall because you need it to. 

So they raised the streets. Not a neighborhood. Not a block. They raised the grade 

of the city, four to fourteen feet, so that the ground would finally tilt in the direction 

it needed to tilt.[3] That is not a figure of speech. It is a budget line. And it is the first 

time this city does what it will keep doing for the next century, which is to propose a 

solution that sounds like a bad joke and then execute it with complete seriousness. 

The harbor did not function as one. Sediment from the river had piled into a bar 

across the mouth, and nothing larger than a shallow-draft boat could cross it.[4] 

Cargo from arriving ships had to be transferred at anchor and rowed in. The whole 

point of a port is a single transition: cargo leaves the vessel and enters commerce. 

Remove that transition and you have a coastline with a plan. So the lakefront was 

its own kind of portage, the water quitting and freight getting hauled overland to 

cover the gap. Two breaks in the flow at a single address, the rise inland and the bar 

at the shore, both compulsory. 

And the bedrock. When engineers finally tested the depth, the result was 

something on the order of eighty-five feet below grade, under compressible clay the 

whole way.[5] That number has traveled through the literature the way engineering 

figures do, passed along secondhand until the trail of citations underneath it leads 

to a fairly narrow base. I would not stake much on the exact eighty-five. But the 

finding is not the number. The finding is that you cannot put a foundation on 

anything within reach. 

No drainage. No harbor. A lake lower than the river feeding it. Impermeable clay 

under a flat plain. Bedrock so deep it might as well not exist. Calling this a difficult 

building site understates the situation. A difficult site presents a problem. This one 

collected every category of engineering defect a nineteenth-century city could 

present, stacked them at the same coordinates, and waited. 
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How you buy a city before there is one 
Somebody had to pay for all of this, and nobody was going to pay for it all at once. 

Congress went first, in installments. The first appropriation bought a lighthouse, at a 

river mouth that no vessel of consequence could enter.[6] Think about that for a 

second. A lamp on a door that was locked. That is not incompetence. That is 

Congress putting a small marker down to see what happens next. The piers and 

dredging came two years after that. Additional funding five years later.[6] Flatten 

those three appropriations into one, which the popular histories do, and the 

strategy disappears. The strategy was: invest in stages, and quit if it turns out to be 

a mistake. 

Then the land. Congress granted a strip along the canal route, a quarter-million 

acres on either side, and the plan was to sell the land to pay for the canal that 

would make the land worth selling.[7] That is a circle. And the circle was the plan. It 

was also a bet, because if the canal was never built the land was worth what 

frontier prairie is worth without transportation, which is not much. 

The plat came next, filed three years before there was anything resembling a 

town.[8] A real-estate prospectus formatted as a municipality. And the grid it used 

was not a local design. It came from the national survey, the one Congress 

established to turn wilderness into rectangles that could be recorded, sold, and 

taxed.[9] A committee wanted orderly paperwork, and a century and a half later you 

are still navigating the consequences at every intersection. 

Then the treaty, which ceded five million acres and reads less like a diplomatic 

settlement than a term sheet for a leveraged acquisition.[10] One of its schedules 

directed payment to settle the traders’ debts, so the sellers’ creditors got paid at 

the closing table. The Senate ratified it but added an auditor. Not for the land 

transfer. For the receipts.[10] The Senate wanted to know where the traders’ money 

went, and if that is not the posture of a body that suspects something, I do not 

know what is. 
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Three fixes, each one ridiculous 
They raised the streets. Already covered. They reversed the river, which is worth its 

own chapter later and gets one, but the short version belongs here because it 

completes the joke. 

The river ran into the lake. The city’s sewage went into the river. The city’s drinking 

water came out of the lake. You see the problem. So they cut a channel and sent 

the river the other direction, toward the Mississippi.[11] Which solved the intake 

problem and created a different one, because now a neighboring state was 

receiving what the lake used to get. They sued. The Supreme Court heard it. The 

opinion, summarized to its essence, was: prove the sewage is yours and not 

somebody else’s.[11] Case dismissed. 

And here is the part that never makes the popular version: the reversal alone did 

not fix the waterborne disease. The death rate from typhoid did not collapse until 

they added chlorination and filtration, years later.[11] So the reversal was either 

necessary and insufficient or merely dramatic, and which one did the most work? 

Nobody ran the control. You cannot un-reverse a river to check. 

Then air conditioning, which is a Chicago story before it is a Florida story. The first 

cooled theater opened in Chicago. Somebody built a better compressor, put it in a 

theater in New York, and within a few years hundreds of theaters across the country 

had signs advertising cold air out front.[12] A window unit cost as much as a house in 

the early years. When they got cheap enough to mass-produce, Miami happened. 

One county grew eighty-nine percent in a single decade.[12] Three separate groups 

of scholars have taken a position on whether air conditioning caused Sun Belt 

growth. None of them has won. 

The other two 
New York did not need any of this. 

The harbor had natural depth sufficient to take oceangoing vessels before anyone 

touched it.[13] The precise depth is disputed and the documentation behind it is not 

strong, so treat the number as a rough guide. Rough is sufficient. Enough that 

oceangoing vessels used the harbor from the beginning, with no bar to dredge, no 

sequence of federal appropriations, no lamp posted in front of a locked door. 
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The bedrock cooperated. Manhattan’s sits close enough to the surface that you can 

reach it, put steel on it, and build upward.[13] The river is a tidal estuary, navigable to 

oceangoing vessels for over a hundred miles upstream without any prior 

engineering.[13] Then a valley through the mountains gave the port a route to the 

interior, and a canal exploited that route and handed the city a cost advantage over 

every competitor on the coast.[13] 

New York’s water problem was not directional. It was volumetric: getting enough to 

enough people.[14] Chicago’s was about where the water went. New York’s was 

about whether there was any. Two cities, two completely different engineering 

histories, both about water, sharing almost nothing. And New York’s two main 

water tunnels have been running for over a century. Nobody has ever inspected 

them. They proposed a third tunnel specifically so they could shut the first two 

down long enough to look inside.[14] That is a current fact, not a historical one. 

Miami is the inversion. The rock underneath it is limestone with triple porosity, 

meaning water finds a path through the matrix, through the fractures, and through 

the solution channels, all at once.[15] The conductivity numbers are high enough that 

calling the rock permeable misses the point. Water travels through it the way traffic 

moves on a highway. You build a barrier on the surface. The salt goes under it, 

through the rock, because karst does not negotiate with seawalls.[15] 

And the original hydrology was not a river. It was sheet flow, water averaging inches 

to a few feet deep, moving across a gradient so shallow it was governed by the 

friction of the vegetation rather than by the slope of the ground.[16] No discrete 

channel. Nothing to reverse. The Chicago method does not apply partially or badly. 

It has no vocabulary for the situation. 

They drained it anyway, with canals, and the drainage lowered the freshwater head 

in the aquifer, and the lower head let the saltwater migrate inland along the base of 

the rock.[17] The salt front has moved measurably further inland in the last few 

decades and no engineering intervention has stopped it.[17] Chicago’s problem was 

fixable because it was mechanical. Miami’s is a substrate that refuses to hold still. 

Four things nobody sourced 
Before this chapter closes, a confession about the book. Four claims that this 

project leans on entered general circulation without a locatable documentary 
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source. The origin of the Windy City nickname. The swamp. A number attached to a 

Gothic architectural vogue. A comparison of freight times that nobody measured. 

The swamp is already dealt with above. The Gothic and the freight arrive in later 

chapters. But the nickname stays here, because it is a genuinely good piece of 

evidence for how unsourced claims work. 

The most popular explanation is that a New York newspaper editor coined it during 

the competition for a world’s fair. The first time anybody wrote that attribution 

down was forty years after the supposed event, printed by the very newspaper of 

the city the nickname describes.[18] No documentation supports the claim. Not a 

weak file. Not a contested record. Nothing. 

The earliest documented use of the phrase refers to boastfulness, not weather.[18] A 

newspaper in a rival city ran a headline years later that was simultaneously about an 

actual tornado and about Chicago’s habit of talking too much.[19] The editor knew 

exactly what he was doing, and the audience has been choosing sides ever since. 

The boastfulness interpretation is better supported. The weather interpretation is 

not excludable, for the plain reason that the city is, in fact, windy. If you wanted a 

clean answer, I do not have one. What I have is a pattern: a claim found its way into 

the record with no documentation and persisted because saying it often enough 

turned out to be a workable substitute for proving it. That pattern recurs in this 

book, and you have now been warned. 
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CHAPTER 2: OWNERSHIP, OBLIGATION, AND 
THE OFFSHORE ACCOUNT 
A farmer walks into an elevator. Not an elevator in a building. A grain elevator, the 

steam-powered kind, tall enough to see from a mile out, and what happens inside it 

is a magic trick that the farmer did not agree to. 

He brings his wheat. His wheat, from his field, hauled to Chicago because that is 

where the buyer is. The elevator takes it in, weighs it, grades it, and drops it into a 

bin with everybody else’s wheat of the same grade. His wheat is gone. Not lost, not 

stolen, just gone, dissolved into a common pool the way a cup of water disappears 

into a lake. What he gets back is a receipt. The receipt does not say “your wheat.” It 

says a grade, a quantity, and a promise. Someone owes him that much wheat of 

that quality. The receipt is not a deed. It is an obligation. 

That severance, the moment when a farmer’s particular grain became any grain of 

the same quality, is the most productive thing the city ever did.[1] Nobody designed 

it. Nobody looked at a pile of wheat and thought, what if we destroyed the property 

right and replaced it with a standardized claim? The elevator did it because the 

elevator needed to move volume, and keeping every farmer’s bushels in a separate 

bin was not a business. It was a warehouse with too many rooms. Mix the grain, 

issue the receipt, move on. The destruction of the particular was an operational 

convenience that turned out to be the founding act of a financial system. 

Nineteen years to build an instrument nobody 
planned 
The exchange came first, before the instrument it would become famous for 

existed.[2] Which makes sense only if you understand that the exchange was not 

founded to trade futures contracts. It was founded to trade grain in a room instead 

of on a street. The futures contract did not arrive for another seventeen years, and 

it arrived in stages, and compressing the whole sequence into the founding year is 

the kind of error that makes a good story and a bad history. 

Three separate acts, across nineteen years, built the thing.[3] 
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The first was grading. The exchange designated quality categories for wheat and 

published the criteria, which meant a buyer in New York could read a grade on a 

piece of paper and know what he was getting without smelling it, biting it, or 

sending a man on a train to look at it.[3] The grade made the wheat legible to a 

stranger. Before grading, you had to trust the seller. After grading, you had to trust 

the system, which is a different kind of trust entirely and one that scales. 

The second was the charter. The state granted the exchange a charter with binding 

grain inspectors, which meant the grade was no longer a club rule enforced by 

reputation.[3] It was backed by the authority of the state. A club rule works when 

everybody in the club knows everybody else. The moment you have strangers 

trading from other cities, you need something heavier than a handshake, and the 

charter was that weight. 

The third was the set of rules that standardized everything else: margin, delivery 

terms, contract size, delivery month, delivery location.[3] That is the moment when 

the instrument became portable. Before those rules, a grain contract was a private 

agreement between two parties who had to negotiate every term. After those rules, 

a contract was a contract was a contract. You could trade the obligation itself, not 

just the grain underneath it. 

No single date marks the birth of the futures contract. It assembled itself over two 

decades, and the assembly ran from grading to charter to general rules, and each 

step solved a problem that the previous step had revealed. Grading said what the 

grain was. The charter said who could be trusted to confirm it. The rules said what a 

promise looked like. That is not a design. It is an accumulation. 

And for forty-two years after that, every one of those promises was bilateral.[4] You 

promised me. I promised you. If you did not deliver, my remedy was a lawyer. A 

voluntary clearing organization showed up first, and then, four decades later, an 

independent clearinghouse that actually stood between the parties.[4] Once the 

clearinghouse was in the middle, A did not promise B. A promised the 

clearinghouse, and the clearinghouse promised B, and neither of them needed to 

know or care who was on the other side. Anonymous obligation at scale. That is 

what a market is, and it took sixty years from the founding of the exchange to get 

there. 
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The Supreme Court weighed in along the way. The grain elevators were private 

businesses, but they were devoted to a public use, and the state could regulate 

their rates.[5] That sentence sounds mild now. It was not mild. It said: the 

instrument you built is yours, but the infrastructure underneath it belongs to 

everybody. The elevator was private property performing a public function, and the 

court said the public function won. 

What else the grain built, and what left the grain 
behind 
Two things traveled outward from the same supply chain that the elevator and the 

exchange had organized, and both of them did to their industries what the elevator 

had done to wheat. 

The meatpackers took carcasses and hung them on an overhead trolley, moving the 

product past stationary workers who each performed one operation.[6] A 

disassembly line. Then a car manufacturer, in his own book, acknowledged that his 

assembly line came from watching those trolley systems and reversing the 

direction.[6] The product moved. The workers stood still. The meatpackers were 

downstream of the grain infrastructure, because the animals ate the grain and the 

animals went to the yards, and the principle that came out of the yards went to 

Detroit and became the most imitated production method of the twentieth century. 

Then a retailer put out a catalog, from Chicago, and the catalog did to a store what 

the grade had done to a bushel.[7] Specified the product. Named the price. Fixed the 

terms. Made the whole transaction legible to someone who would never walk into 

the building. A farmer in Nebraska could order a plow from a page the same way a 

buyer in New York could purchase a grade of wheat from a receipt. The catalog was 

a standardization project, and the second catalog company that copied it set up in 

the same city, because the infrastructure was already there.[7] 

Then the obligation left the physical world entirely. 

The gold window closed on a summer day, and the dollar floated, and overnight 

every institution with foreign-currency exposure faced a risk that no existing 

instrument could hedge.[8] Commodities had futures. Currencies did not. One man 

at a different exchange, not the Board of Trade but the Merc (which had started life 
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as a butter and egg board decades earlier and had no organizational connection to 

the grain exchange across the street), saw the opening.[8][9] He paid an economist to 

write a feasibility paper on currency futures. The paper cost less than a used car. 

The exchange launched seven currency contracts the following spring.[8] 

The legal form was identical: exchange-traded, standardized, margined, with a 

delivery obligation. But a currency has no moisture content. You cannot grade a 

Deutsche mark the way you grade winter wheat. You cannot put it in an elevator. 

The man who built the contracts said so himself: the underlying was not physical, 

and that required rethinking how settlement and delivery worked.[10] Same form, 

entirely new substance. The obligation had shed its last physical attribute and 

become pure promise. 

Then options. An options exchange opened, and roughly a month later the pricing 

model that would define the field was published.[11] Whether the exchange was 

built in anticipation of the model is disputed. The exchange’s own institutional 

history says yes. A practitioner who was there says no. The exchange has an interest 

in the answer, and I am noting that interest without resolving the question, because 

I cannot. What is not disputed is that the exchange adopted the model for 

computerized pricing within two years, and that listed options spread to New York’s 

exchanges within three.[11][12] West to east. The same direction the grain story 

traveled, and the currency story, and the options story after it. 

The other instrument 
New York did not build obligation. New York built ownership. 

The founding agreement was twenty-four brokers under a tree, setting a minimum 

commission and promising to trade with each other first.[13] What they traded was 

bank stocks and government debt. Not shares in ordinary enterprises. Not 

commodities. Not futures. Paper that said: you own a piece of this institution, or 

this government owes you money. Ownership and sovereign debt. That is the 

original product line, and both of them are about holding a thing, not about 

promising to deliver one. 

This happened in the aftermath of a crash, which matters, because a crash is what 

you get when ownership goes wrong and everyone tries to sell the same thing at 
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the same time.[13] The brokers’ response was not to invent a new instrument. It was 

to organize the existing one. A cartel of survivors agreeing on rules so the next crash 

would be orderly. New York’s founding financial act was not invention. It was 

administration. 

By the time a canal linked the port to the interior, the city had displaced its 

competitor to the south as the premier money market in the country.[13] And that is 

the sequence: crash, cartel, canal, dominance. The harbor that already worked 

(covered last chapter) fed the port that fed the banks that fed the exchange that 

administered the shares. Every step rests on the one before it, and the first step is a 

site that required no engineering. 

New York ran commodity futures too. Cotton, same warehouse-receipt design, 

structurally parallel to what Chicago had built for grain.[14] But the cotton exchange 

adopted Chicago’s framework, years after the general rules were published.[14] New 

York had the capacity to run obligations. It did not have the identity. The founding 

instrument was the share, and everything else was an import. 

And Chicago tried equity. It ran a stock exchange for over a century, and when that 

exchange was finally acquired, it had managed less than half a percent of the 

country’s stock transactions.[15] Half a percent. In the city that invented the 

standardized futures contract, that gave the world currency derivatives, that 

opened the first options exchange. The city could not do ownership. The equipment 

does not transfer. A futures exchange and a stock exchange use different muscles, 

and training one does not develop the other, and a hundred and thirty-five years of 

trying did not change that. 

The account 
Miami built neither. 

No founding equity exchange. No commodity exchange. No futures exchange. No 

derivatives exchange.[16] Look at the list of financial instruments that define the 

other two cities and Miami has none of them. What Miami has is deposits. 

Latin American capital left countries where the currency was collapsing and arrived 

at the closest American jurisdiction that would take it.[17] That is not a complicated 

mechanism. Money moves toward safety the way water moves downhill, and in this 
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case downhill was north across the Caribbean to a city that had the banks, the 

language, and the disposition. The deposits piled up. The Fed counted them: 

billions, the overwhelming majority from Latin American individuals and firms.[17] 

One avenue became the address for the foreign banks, and the special-purpose 

banking corporations authorized for international business were concentrated there 

at levels second only to New York, focused almost entirely on a single region.[17] 

That is not an exchange. It is not a market. It is an account. Money comes in, money 

sits, money earns interest or gets moved somewhere else. The financial instrument 

Miami built is the relationship between a depositor and a bank, which is the oldest 

financial instrument there is and also the simplest, and there is nothing wrong with 

simple except that it raises a question about what else was in those accounts. 

The city’s Federal Reserve branch held the largest cash surplus of any branch in the 

system in the early years of the decade when the deposits peaked.[18] More cash 

coming in than going out, in a city whose visible economy did not obviously justify 

it. That attribution traces to a single retired federal agent in one interview with a 

local publication. The primary study behind the most widely cited number has not 

been located.[18] A landmark fact about the American financial system, and the 

sourcing under it is one man, one interview, and a study nobody can produce. I am 

telling you this not because the fact is wrong (it may well be right, and the 

circumstantial evidence points in the same direction), but because a book about 

unsourced claims should be honest about the sourcing of its own. 

A multi-agency federal task force formed to investigate money laundering through 

the banking system, the first of its kind.[18] The task force existed because the 

deposits existed, and the deposits existed because the geography existed: a city 

closer to Bogota than to Chicago, with a banking infrastructure built for exactly the 

kind of transaction that a person with a suitcase full of currency needs performed. 

Then, decades later, a securities exchange opened a physical trading floor in the 

city.[19] The first national exchange floor Miami has ever had. It arrived a century 

and a half after the general rules that standardized futures trading in Chicago, and 

the parent company is headquartered in another state.[19] Miami’s first exchange 

floor is not a Miami institution. It is a New Jersey institution with a Miami address, 
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which is (and I recognize the irony) exactly how the offshore account works, only 

pointed in the other direction. 

Three answers to the same question 
Contract, share, account. Three instruments, three cities, and each one follows from 

the ground. 

Chicago had the portage, the compulsory stop, grain piling up because the water 

quit and everything had to be handled. The elevator mixed the grain and killed the 

property right and replaced it with a graded receipt, and the receipt became a 

futures contract, and the futures contract shed its physical content and became a 

currency derivative and then an option. Obligation is what happens when a 

chokepoint forces you to invent a way to promise. 

New York had the harbor that worked from the beginning, the deep water and the 

tidal estuary and the valley through the mountains, and what accumulated there 

was not grain waiting to be handled but capital waiting to be organized. The share is 

what happens when the site does not break. You do not need to promise delivery 

because the delivery already happened. You need to record who owns what. 

Miami had the deposits. Money arriving from elsewhere, not to be invested in local 

enterprises or traded on a local exchange, but to be held. The account is what 

happens when the geography puts you close to instability and the only financial 

service required is custody. 

Three cities, three ways of holding value, and every one of them is an answer to the 

same question: what do you do when the ground under the money is moving? 

Chicago said: write a contract. New York said: sell a share. Miami said: open an 

account. And the interesting thing, the thing worth sitting with, is that each city 

tried the other two and could not make them work, and a hundred and sixty years 

of financial history did not change the assignment. 
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CHAPTER 3: THE FRAME 
A masonry wall has a rule, and the rule is arithmetic. Every two stories you add, the 

wall at the bottom gets about four inches thicker.[1] This is not a building code. It is 

not an architect’s preference. It is weight. The building above needs to stand on the 

building below, and the building below needs to be wider to hold it. At three stories 

nobody notices. At six stories a thoughtful person starts to measure the ground 

floor and wonder where the interior went. At the heights that late-nineteenth-

century commerce was starting to demand, the wall at the base is mostly wall. The 

room is a margin. 

There was a building in Chicago that made this visible. Not a pioneer. The last 

important masonry tower, the one that showed what the technology looked like 

when you pushed it as far as it would go.[2] Walls six feet thick at the base, tapering 

to eighteen inches at the top. A building shaped like a lesson, widest where nobody 

works and thinnest where everyone does, and the lesson was that the bearing wall 

was finished. You could build one taller. Nobody would lease the lobby. 

The solution is simple enough to say in one sentence. Take the load off the wall. 

Give it to a steel skeleton. Let the wall become a skin, a curtain, something that 

keeps the weather out instead of holding the building up.[3] That sentence is the 

hinge of modern construction and Chicago is supposed to be the city that turned it. 

The conventional account says an architect in Chicago invented the steel skeleton, 

built the first skyscraper, and handed modern architecture its central structural 

principle. The version is popular and it is tidy and it is wrong in almost every 

particular. 

Iron framing in multi-story buildings predates Chicago by nearly ninety years. A mill 

in England used iron columns and beams to carry floor loads, not because the 

owner had a theory about architecture but because the owner had a problem with 

fire.[4] Chicago applied the idea at commercial scale. That is worth something. It is 

not the same as inventing it, and the distance between those two sentences is 

where the mythology lives. 
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The building nobody invented 
The building that everyone calls the first skyscraper went up in the mid-1880s in 

Chicago. Say the name at a dinner party and somebody will nod. It is in the 

textbooks, it is on the architectural tours, and the claim attached to it is so well 

established that questioning it feels faintly contrarian.[5] 

The building retained load-bearing masonry piers. By a strict structural reading, it is 

not a full skeleton. It is a hybrid: iron where the iron could go, masonry where the 

masonry stayed, and a classification problem that did not exist when the building 

was completed because nobody was classifying.[5] 

The architect did not claim to have invented skeleton construction until eleven 

years after the building was finished.[6] Eleven years. If you build what you believe 

to be the most significant structural advance in the history of architecture, you 

mention it. You tell your colleagues. You write something down. You do not wait 

more than a decade and then remember. That is not the behavior of a man who 

knew what he had done. That is the behavior of a man who learned later what it 

was supposed to mean. 

Another building went up in Chicago four years after the first one. Curtain walls on 

the street facades, load-bearing masonry on the rear.[7] The front of the building 

was the future and the back was the past, at the same address, under the same 

roof. Another hybrid. Another partial step that looks like a revolution only if you 

leave out the part that did not participate. 

And here is where the argument reveals itself as a product of the next century 

rather than the one that built the buildings. At least five distinct criteria for “first 

skyscraper” have been proposed, and each one yields a different building in a 

different city.[8] Height gives you one winner. Full skeleton frame gives you another. 

First to use a passenger elevator gives you a third. Nobody constructing these 

buildings was trying to win a race called “skyscraper.” The word barely existed, the 

category had not been formalized, and the race was organized retroactively by 

institutions that had a preferred outcome.[8] 

Two people who were actually building in Chicago at the time said so. One of them 

called skeleton construction “a growth rather than an invention, not the product of 
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any single person.” The other called it “a development toward which a number of 

individuals made valuable contributions.”[9] That was the professional consensus 

while the professionals were alive. A thing grew. Nobody owned it. The single-

inventor version arrived after the inventors were dead, which is when most single-

inventor versions arrive, because the dead do not object to the casting. 

Before leaving the buildings, the ground underneath them. Bedrock sat roughly 

eighty-five feet below grade, under a thick compressible clay, and no nineteenth-

century foundation technology could reach it.[10] The early builders solved this by 

floating buildings on the clay itself, using railroad rails arranged in pyramid-shaped 

footings to spread the load.[11] A raft. You cannot reach the bottom, so you try to sit 

on top without sinking. 

It did not always work. One major building sank more than eighteen inches in its 

first year, with the heavier masonry exterior settling faster than the lighter interior 

frame.[12] The building was not falling over. It was tilting, sorting itself by weight, the 

clay underneath it acting as a slow arbitrator of structural honesty. Whatever the 

architect said the building was, the clay was conducting its own review. 

Caisson foundations arrived about a decade later, shafts sunk through the clay to 

hardpan.[13] Not to bedrock. To a bearing layer above bedrock that was good 

enough, which is a phrase that describes most of civil engineering. From raft to 

caisson in roughly ten years, and the transition meant that the skeleton frame, 

which made the walls lighter, also made the foundation problem worse, because a 

skeleton building could go higher and higher means heavier and heavier means the 

clay had more to say. 

The race that was not a race 
An iron-framed building with steam passenger elevators opened in New York in 

1870.[14] One university-press history calls it the first example of what would later 

be called a skyscraper. Fifteen years before Chicago’s candidate. That date just sits 

there in the record, not hidden, not suppressed, perfectly visible to anyone who 

looks, and almost nobody mentions it when telling the Chicago version of the story. 

In the same year that Chicago’s building was going up, a New York architect 

completed a building using cage construction: iron columns and girders carrying 
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floor loads.[15] Same structural moment, different city. The architect also 

experimented with skeleton construction for some of the walls.[15] Not a follower. A 

parallel practitioner, working in the same decade on the same problem, arriving at 

overlapping solutions without any documented reference to what was happening 

seven hundred miles west. 

Then a third New York building. An architect announced an eleven-story tower that 

would rely entirely on its skeleton for structural support.[16] Architects attacked him. 

Engineers attacked him. Newspapers attacked him. Public officials attacked him. He 

built it anyway, and the building was permitted and completed before the building 

laws were revised to address what he had done.[16] The permit came first. The law 

followed. And the law is supposed to come first, which tells you something about 

how new structural ideas actually enter a city: not through regulation, not through 

consensus, but through one person deciding that the argument is over and the 

building is going up. 

That architect clad his building in conventional stone, explicitly rejecting the 

position favored by Chicago architects that the exterior should honestly express the 

construction underneath.[17] New York knew Chicago had a position. New York 

looked at the position, understood it, and said no. The skeleton went behind a 

traditional facade, because in New York the client wanted the building to look like a 

building, not like a structural argument. 

And here is the finding that should be the center of any honest account of this 

period: no New York architect between 1889 and 1895 is documented 

acknowledging Chicago as the source of the steel skeleton frame.[18] Not one. Zero 

attributions. Zero citations. Zero professional courtesies of the kind that architects 

extend when they are borrowing from a colleague’s work. Awareness of Chicago is 

documented. Borrowing from Chicago is not. Those are different things, and the 

distance between them is where the transmission story falls apart. 

New York engineers developed their own hybrid systems under their own code 

constraints, and whether they did so with knowledge of Chicago or independently is 

not known.[19] Parallel development is the more plausible reading, but not a settled 

one, because proving parallel development requires proving a negative and proving 

a negative requires a completeness of evidence that nobody has. 
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One documented transfer from Chicago to New York does exist in this period, and it 

is instructive precisely because it looks like evidence. A building designed by a 

Chicago firm for a Chicago contractor, completed in New York more than a decade 

after the structural argument was settled.[20] Dates. Names. A clear direction of 

travel. That is what transfer looks like when it happens. In the steel-frame episode, 

across the years when it was supposed to be happening, none of that is present. 

For comparison: Chicago’s elevated railway arrived a full quarter-century after New 

York’s, using the same structural concept.[21] That transfer is documented. It has a 

direction. It has a timeline. It looks like what it is. The steel-frame story does not 

look like that, and no amount of institutional preference changes what the evidence 

contains, which is nothing. 

Two myths and a city that was not there 
There is a famous explanation for why Manhattan’s skyline has two clusters, one 

downtown and one in midtown, with a gap between them. The explanation is 

bedrock. The depth profile is real: shallow at one end, deep in the middle, shallow 

again, like a bathtub flipped upside down.[22] The story writes itself. Buildings go 

where the rock is close. Buildings stop where the rock drops away. Geology as urban 

planning, which is a sentence so satisfying that doubting it feels like bad manners. 

Somebody ran the regression. Bedrock depth adds roughly seven percent to 

foundation costs but has no statistically significant effect on where tall buildings 

actually go.[23] Seven percent. And land values in the gap between the two clusters 

varied by a factor of three.[24] When the price of a site triples from one block to the 

next, a seven-percent bump in foundation costs is not the variable that decides 

where you build. It is a line item, not a cause, and the bedrock explanation has been 

in circulation long enough that the intuition has replaced the arithmetic. 

Which brings this to Miami, and what there is to say about Miami is brief. The city 

was incorporated the year after the last building in this story was under 

discussion.[25] Every structural-frame development in this chapter, the bearing-wall 

limit, the iron skeleton, the hybrid, the race that was not a race, happened before 

the city existed. There is no Miami entry in this contest. Not a thin one. Not a late 

one. The municipality was not there. 
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Two myths, then, and a vacancy. The first myth is that one man in one city invented 

the skyscraper, and the record says it was a growth rather than an invention, 

arrived at independently by practitioners in at least two cities who never credited 

each other. The second myth is that Manhattan’s bedrock explains Manhattan’s 

skyline, and the regression says land price explains it and bedrock does not. Both 

myths feel true. Both of them answer a question nobody was asking at the time, 

applied retroactively to buildings constructed by people who were solving a 

structural problem, not competing for a title. 

The frame is real. Somebody did figure out that you could take the load off the wall 

and give it to steel, and that insight remade every city it touched. What is not real is 

the single address, the single inventor, the clean line of transmission from one place 

to one other place. The frame was the kind of idea that arrives in several places 

nearly simultaneously because the problem is in several places simultaneously, and 

the argument about who got there first is the argument you have when the 

interesting question, which is why they all got there at once, has a less satisfying 

answer. 
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CHAPTER 4: THE CROWN 
The conventional version goes like this: Chicago invented the modern skyscraper, 

exported its aesthetic to the world at a great fair, and the world said thank you. 

That version is wrong in a way that is more interesting than the truth it replaced, 

because the truth runs in the opposite direction. Chicago did not export anything at 

that fair. Chicago hosted an event at which architects from the East Coast arrived 

with a style they already owned, imposed it as a condition of participation, and left. 

The city that thinks of itself as the source was the destination. The signal ran one 

way, and it ran west. 

To see why, you have to start in Paris. 

The import 
The first Americans to study architecture at the great Parisian school came back to 

New York.[1] Not to Chicago. Not to the frontier. To an eastern city with clients who 

could pay for what a classical education produced, which was classical buildings. 

One of them used his position at the professional institute he helped found to 

campaign for a national return to classical style before anybody had proposed a fair, 

let alone decided where to hold one.[1] The classicism was already in New York, 

already institutional, already looking for a stage. Chicago provided the stage. That is 

not nothing. But it is not what the story usually claims. 

When the organizers staffed the fair, four of the five firms assigned to the main 

court came from New York and Boston.[2] The eastern architects had a condition: 

every building on the court would share a classical vocabulary and a uniform cornice 

line.[2] Same height, same columns, same posture. That was not a single designer’s 

vision. It was a negotiated pre-commitment, a deal struck before anybody drew 

anything, and the deal said: we will come, but the buildings will look like ours. 

So the transmission loop, laid out in order, runs: Paris school to New York cohort 

(documented), New York cohort to the lakefront at Chicago (documented), Chicago 

fair to Washington through a Senate commission staffed by the same people who 

designed the fair (documented, and the personnel overlap is not subtle), 

Washington to the national diffusion that the textbooks call City Beautiful 

(circumstantial, but the circumstance is strong).[3] The plan that Chicago produced 
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for itself sixteen years later cited the fair as its direct antecedent.[4] The city 

understood itself as the node from which the style radiated outward. It was the 

node. But it was also a relay, and a relay is not a source. 

There is a famous condemnation of the whole business, and it was written by the 

man who lost. 

He wrote it thirty-one years after the events it describes.[5] That gap is worth 

noticing. Thirty-one years is not a hot take. It is a memoir, and memoirs are written 

by people who have had three decades to decide what the story should have been. 

He called classicism a “virus.” He called the fair a “violent outbreak.” He said the 

“damage” would last for half a century.[5] The language is not architectural criticism. 

It is epidemiology. Something invaded, something spread, something infected the 

patient. 

And the patient was his city. His firm was the aesthetic loser at an event staged in 

his own town. The main court went to the easterners and their columns. He got a 

building on the side.[6] That does not make him wrong. Interested parties are not 

automatically wrong, and if they were, no trial would ever produce a verdict. But it 

means everything he wrote about those events carries a lean you have to account 

for, and nobody who quotes the condemnation ever does. 

At least one historian calls the whole thing one of the great romantic myths in 

architectural history and documents that neoclassicism had revived a full decade 

before the fair opened.[7] The modernist firms in Chicago did not close up shop after 

the fair. They kept building. And the man who wrote the condemnation built one of 

the finest commercial buildings in the city during the period he described as a 

disease.[7] If the patient was sick enough to produce a masterpiece while under the 

infection, the disease metaphor is doing more work than the timeline can support. 

A critic who was there, with no professional stake in the outcome, found the fair 

beautiful and beside the point: a visual exercise with no bearing on what a 

functioning city actually needed.[8] So there are three responses to one event. The 

insider who lost says it was a catastrophe. The historian says the catastrophe is a 

myth. The contemporary who watched it happen says it was lovely and irrelevant. 

Pick whichever one you like. None of them owns the event, and the event does not 

own the architecture that followed. 
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The Gothic arrives and leaves 
By the early twentieth century, commercial skyscrapers had exceeded the height of 

any cathedral ever built.[9] Read that as a fact about money rather than a fact about 

engineering. Eight centuries of religious architecture, the entire accumulated 

vertical ambition of the church, surpassed by rental office buildings financed by 

investors who wanted the rent. Then the architects dressed the office buildings to 

look like cathedrals. That is not irony. That is a market with a budget looking for a 

costume, and the cathedral had the best one available. 

A competition in Chicago brought the Gothic crown to the city, and it came from 

New York.[10] Again. One direction. New York architects won the job with a design 

modeled on a tower from a French cathedral, and the building they produced 

became the most visible Gothic skyscraper in Chicago.[10] The Gothic had been 

established in New York for over a decade by then. Chicago received it through a 

single competition, one building, running roughly twelve years behind.[11] 

The architect who won that competition had a trajectory worth following, and it 

went nowhere near Chicago. Gothic competition entry. Then a transitional building. 

Then a stripped modernist tower. Then an International Style building. Four projects 

spanning about nine years, all in New York.[12] Chicago contributed the competition 

that launched his career and played no further role. One-time patron, not 

participant. The career it catalyzed happened somewhere else. 

The Gothic vogue ended, and the reason it ended is four reasons, and no historian 

has promoted any single one to the cause. 

A zoning resolution changed the massing envelope, requiring setbacks that 

rewarded streamlined verticals over buttressed crowns.[13] But it did not prohibit 

Gothic ornament, and Gothic towers continued to go up after it passed. The law 

changed the shape. It did not change the vocabulary. A competition entry from a 

Finnish architect showed what stripped verticality looked like without historical 

costume, and the profession noticed.[14] An exposition in Paris gave the replacement 

style, Art Deco, a name and a platform.[15] And then the Depression stopped 

construction entirely.[16] 
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When building resumed, the profession had moved on. Nobody held a vote. Nobody 

published a finding. Four pressures converged, and somewhere in the convergence 

the Gothic lost its hold, and the usual explanation, that one of the four killed it, is 

the kind of clean narrative that architectural history produces when it wants a story 

instead of a situation. The style did not lose an argument. It lost its construction 

cycle. By the time anybody was building again, the argument had been settled by 

the calendar. 

There is a number that circulates for the duration of the Gothic vogue, and this 

book is not going to use it.[17] The figure originates outside the architectural 

literature. No historian of the period relies on it. It has traveled the same route as 

the swamp and the nickname: into general circulation without a source, sustained 

by repetition, and durable for the same reason all unsourced round numbers are 

durable, which is that they are easy to remember and nobody checks. 

Three languages on the beach 
Miami has no position in either of these chains. The city was not incorporated until 

three years after the fair closed.[18] There was no office-tower market. The 

transmission from Paris to New York to Chicago to Washington ran along a circuit 

that had no terminal in South Florida, and the Gothic vogue required a building type 

that Miami did not construct. 

What Miami built instead came from Spain, by way of New York. 

The city’s tallest ornamental structure was designed by New York architects who 

modeled it on a cathedral tower in Seville.[19] Not Beaux-Arts classical. Not Gothic. 

Mediterranean Revival, which is a style that neither Chicago nor New York adopted 

for their own skylines. It arrived in Miami via eastern architects working from 

European sources, which is the same delivery mechanism as the fair and the Gothic 

competition, just carrying different cargo. New York kept exporting architects. The 

architects kept importing European forms. Only the forms changed, and they 

changed to match the client. 

Then the hurricane, and after the hurricane, Art Deco. But the Deco that reached 

Miami was a local variant, adapted for the tropics, and the scale tells you everything 

the style cannot.[20] Over eight hundred buildings by the early nineteen-forties. In a 
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single year during the Depression, nineteen hotels went up, averaging around 

seventy rooms each, at costs that would not have covered the lobby of a tower in 

Chicago or New York.[20] Small partnerships. Depression-priced land. The target 

market was unionized workers on paid vacations, arriving by train to sit in the sun 

for a week.[20] 

At the same moment, Chicago and New York were building, or had just stopped 

building, forty-story towers financed by institutional capital for corporate tenants 

on long leases.[20] These are not different moments of the same market. They are 

different markets. Different programs, different capital structures, different clients, 

different heights, different reasons for the building to exist. Calling them all “Art 

Deco” because the ornament shared some geometry is like calling a rowboat and an 

aircraft carrier both “boats” because they float. They do both float. That is not the 

interesting part. 

And then there was the wheel. At the fair, somebody posed a challenge: build 

something that answers the tower the French built for their exposition four years 

earlier.[21] The answer was not classical, not Gothic, not Mediterranean. It was a 

machine. A rotating steel circle with passenger cars, conceived by an engineer as a 

feat of structure rather than a statement of style.[21] The architect’s question got an 

engineer’s answer, and the engineer’s answer is the one artifact from that fair that 

people still build copies of, all over the world, without knowing where it came from. 

The columns are gone. The buttresses are gone. The machine survived. 

The crown and the ground 
Every decoration in this chapter follows the money, and the money follows the 

geography. The Beaux-Arts loop ran through Chicago because Chicago had the site 

for a fair, which it had because it had the lakefront, which it had because the lake 

was part of the original problem. The Gothic tower exists in Chicago because a 

newspaper held a competition and a New York firm won it. The Mediterranean 

hotels exist in Miami because the land was cheap and the sun was reliable and the 

workers had a new week off. Strip the ornament and you are back at the site: clay, 

rock, water, and whoever is paying. 

The crowns change. The money underneath them changes more slowly. And the 

ground underneath the money does not change at all. 
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CHAPTER 5: MACHINES AND THEIR ABSENCE 
A political machine is a loop. The party controls the payroll. The payroll builds a 

constituency. The constituency delivers votes. The votes renew control of the 

payroll. That is the whole thing. There is no ideology in the circuit, no policy 

objective beyond the perpetuation of the circuit, and if you want to complicate it 

you can, but you would be adding parts to a mechanism that works specifically 

because it has so few. 

Chicago’s version ran on a structural feature that most cities never replicated. One 

man held both the county party chairmanship and the mayoralty at the same time, 

for over two decades.[1] Think about what that means. The person who slates the 

candidates is also the person who runs the government that employs their voters. 

Normally those are two jobs held by two people who have to negotiate with each 

other, and the negotiation is where the friction lives, and the friction is where 

reformers find their opening. Eliminate the friction by putting both titles on the 

same desk and you have a machine with no moving parts. The committee 

underneath him had ward committeemen from the city and township 

committeemen from the suburbs, so the reach was not municipal. It was 

countywide. The city and the county fused into a single patronage circuit operated 

by a single person.[1] 

Tammany Hall, by contrast, was one borough’s operation stuffed into one county’s 

geography.[2] Manhattan only. It never held the mayoralty the way Chicago’s boss 

held both offices, because New York’s political structure fragmented power across 

five boroughs, and Tammany could not absorb that fragmentation. It was strong in 

its county and irrelevant outside it, which is a different kind of machine than the 

one Chicago built. Chicago built a unified command structure. Tammany built a 

fiefdom and called it a machine, and the difference is not rhetorical. A fiefdom can 

be starved from outside. A unified command structure has to be broken from inside, 

and breaking things from inside requires someone on the inside who wants them 

broken, which is a personnel problem the machine is specifically designed not to 

have. 

And Miami never built one at all. Commissioners elected in nonpartisan contests, 

district by district, no party central committee, no ward structure, no coordinating 
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mechanism of any kind.[3] It is not that Miami’s machine broke. It is not that 

reformers dismantled it. The mechanism was never installed. The socket is empty. 

And the question of why it was never installed is more interesting than the question 

of why it works where it does, because “why did a system persist?” has answers in 

every textbook, but “why was a system never attempted?” barely has a literature. 

The consent decree and the convention 
A federal court told Chicago to stop firing people for not being loyal to the party. 

That was the first decree.[4] A second decree, about a decade later, extended the 

prohibition to hiring, covering something like thirty-eight thousand positions.[4] The 

Supreme Court added constitutional weight, extending First Amendment protection 

against patronage hiring as a general matter of doctrine.[4] A federal monitoring 

apparatus was installed. It cost roughly twenty-three million dollars to operate.[4] 

The machine was now under judicial supervision, doctrinal prohibition, and 

constitutional scrutiny, simultaneously, on the specific question of whether it could 

use government jobs to reward political loyalty. 

It kept doing it for thirty-four years. 

A patronage chief was convicted of rigging the hiring process across those same 

positions.[5] Not adjacent positions. Not positions that fell outside the decree’s 

scope. The exact positions the decree covered. And the method was not evasion. It 

was fabrication: civil-service examination records were manufactured to make 

patronage hires look like merit hires, which means the consent decree was being 

used as a template for the paperwork that concealed the violations of the consent 

decree. The court order did not stop the practice. It formatted it. 

The city was eventually released from the decree. The county payroll held on four 

years longer, because the machine had two payrolls and the second one was harder 

to reach.[6] That lag is the structural point. A machine built on a single payroll can be 

killed by one judge with one order. A machine built on two payrolls, city and county, 

fused under one chair, requires two separate proceedings, in two separate 

jurisdictions, on two separate timelines. The redundancy is not an accident. It is the 

architecture. 
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Then there is aldermanic prerogative, which is harder to explain because it does not 

officially exist. There is no statute. There is no published rule. There is a convention, 

observed by the full City Council, that zoning amendments are approved only if the 

local alderman supports them.[7] A veto, in other words, but without the 

inconvenience of being written down anywhere someone could challenge it. 

A reform executive order stripped aldermen of their veto power over licenses and 

permits. It explicitly excluded zoning.[8] Read that again. The reform designed to end 

the prerogative carved out the thing the prerogative was mostly used for. Permits 

and licenses are where the nuisance is. Zoning is where the money is. The reform 

addressed the nuisance and left the money alone, which is either a political 

compromise or a joke, and the difference between those two things is smaller than 

anyone in government would like to admit. 

What the prerogative produces, in practice, is a system where infrastructure 

investment follows political loyalty rather than physical need. An inspector general 

found that a menu program allocating equal dollars to every ward bore no 

relationship to actual conditions: one ward on the near North Side had eighty-five 

percent of its infrastructure needs met, a ward on the South Side had fifteen 

percent.[9] The annual need across the city was over three hundred million. The 

annual funding was eighty-four million. The gap was almost two hundred and thirty 

million a year, and the equal-allocation formula guaranteed the gap would never 

close in the wards where it was widest, because the formula did not measure the 

gap. It measured the ward. 

Then the federal government weighed in. A housing investigation found that the 

zoning veto had allowed majority-white wards to block affordable housing for half a 

century.[10] The numbers are brutal. Predominantly white areas built two percent of 

the city’s affordable housing while containing a quarter of its multifamily-zoned 

land.[10] An alderman blocked a five-hundred-unit project. Another alderman was 

convicted on racketeering and bribery charges for using his zoning authority to 

extract law-firm business.[10] And as of the investigation’s most recent public status, 

it had produced no binding remedy.[10] 

A convention with no statute, surviving a reform that exempted it, producing 

outcomes a federal investigation documented but could not fix. That is not a 
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machine in the mechanical sense. It is a habit with the force of law and the 

accountability of a rumor. 

Why one died 
Now the question that makes this interesting. Tammany Hall is dead. The Chicago 

machine is not. Both were patronage operations. Both were investigated. Both were 

prosecuted. Why did one collapse and the other absorb the punishment? 

Prosecution did not make the difference. Who got caught did. 

An investigation in New York caught the mayor personally.[11] Not an alderman. Not 

a ward boss. Not a patronage chief two levels down from the top. The mayor, taking 

payments from firms doing business with the city, in amounts that made the case 

straightforward. He resigned rather than face removal by the governor, and his 

departure opened a gap. A reform mayor on a fusion ticket won the next election, 

ran the city for over a decade, and starved Tammany of the one thing it needed to 

survive: jobs. Civil-service applications went from a few thousand to over a quarter 

million.[11] That is what genuine enforcement looks like when you count it. Not a 

consent decree that runs for thirty-four years. A single election that empties the 

patronage pipeline overnight. 

Chicago had its own reform mayor, in the decade after the war.[12] He did not hold 

the party chairmanship. He ran inside the party, which means the party’s structures 

survived his tenure because he was standing in them while he governed. The 

machine waited him out, slated a replacement, and resumed operations. The 

structural difference is not about character or ideology. It is about where the 

reformer stands. New York’s reformer ran outside the party on a fusion ticket. 

Chicago’s ran inside it. The party survived one because the party was the platform 

he was standing on. It did not survive the other because the other one built his own 

platform and tore the old one up. 

Then there is the question of where the patronage money went when it left the 

party. In New York, one man took capital-investment patronage and moved it into 

bond-financed public authorities that sat beyond electoral reach.[13] Insurance 

commissions, legal retainers, roughly a million a year flowing to political leaders, but 

flowing through institutions that nobody elected and nobody could vote out.[13] By 
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the middle of the following decade, three of five county leaders were on his payroll. 

He did not destroy the machine. He privatized it. Where New York’s patronage 

migrated outside the party into authorities, Chicago’s equivalent special districts 

stayed inside the machine’s orbit.[13] Same money, different routing. And the 

routing determined whether the party survived, because patronage that flows 

through the party feeds the party, and patronage that flows around the party 

starves it. 

The New Deal drove the same wedge from the federal side. Roosevelt stripped 

Tammany of federal relief patronage and routed it through outer-borough leaders, 

deliberately weakening the Manhattan organization.[14] Chicago cooperated with 

Roosevelt and controlled the welfare programs directly.[14] The asymmetry is visible 

in the outcomes. The mechanism behind it is less clear: the only quantitative study 

to test the claim that New Dealers funneled extra relief to urban machines found 

little evidence for it.[14] So the popular explanation, that Roosevelt rewarded 

Chicago and punished Tammany, has the right shape and uncertain foundations, 

which is a combination this book keeps encountering. 

And the prosecution numbers tell the rest of the story. Chicago absorbed over 

fifteen hundred federal corruption convictions across nearly four decades without 

the machine collapsing.[15] Fifteen hundred. That is not a number that suggests 

prosecution was insufficient. It is a number that suggests prosecution was hitting 

the wrong target. Every one of those convictions landed on an alderman, a 

contractor, a patronage chief, someone downstream of the command structure. 

None of them caught a mayor in the act. Tammany’s machine did not die of 

prosecution. It died because prosecution caught the man at the top, which opened 

a gap, which let a reformer in, which emptied the pipeline. Chicago’s prosecutors 

convicted the replaceable parts. The irreplaceable part was never personally 

exposed at the moment when exposure would have opened the same gap. 

And if you want consensus on when Tammany actually ended, you cannot have it. 

Four competing periodizations exist in the scholarship.[16] One scholar argues 

Tammany did not die at all but was replaced by public-sector unions after a law 

mandating collective bargaining for city employees.[16] The ethnic-succession 

explanation, the one that says Tammany collapsed because it could not incorporate 

new groups, is contradicted by the fact that an Italian-American became the most 



Pg | 37 

powerful Tammany boss of the postwar era.[16] If ethnic exclusion killed the 

machine, the machine did not get the memo. 

The machine that was never built 
Miami. Four explanations for why no machine was built. All of them plausible. None 

of them tested. 

The first says there was no large immigrant working class before the middle of the 

last century, and machines need a labor pool that needs jobs badly enough to trade 

votes for them.[17] The second says the one-party South had no competitive 

patronage politics, because patronage requires two parties fighting over the same 

jobs, and the Solid South had settled that fight before Miami existed.[17] The third 

says Progressive-era civil service arrived in Florida before cities reached machine 

scale, so the structural precondition was locked out at the state level before anyone 

locally could exploit it.[17] The fourth says demographic thinness: there were not 

enough people until air conditioning and Cuban migration remade the county, and 

by then the civil-service apparatus was already in place.[17] 

Each one explains the absence. None rules out the others. No scholarly study has 

attempted the three-city comparison, which means this chapter is comparing things 

nobody else has compared, and the usual caveat applies: a comparison that nobody 

in the literature has attempted may be a contribution or it may be a category error, 

and the only way to tell the difference is to see whether the findings hold up. 

There is also the fragmentation question. The county has over thirty 

municipalities.[17] Dispersed authority makes centralized patronage harder. But the 

causation might run the other way: maybe the county fragmented because there 

was no machine to force consolidation. A machine, by definition, centralizes. 

Without one, authority disperses into whatever pieces the geography and the 

charter happen to produce. You cannot use the fragmentation to explain the 

absence of the machine if the absence of the machine is what produced the 

fragmentation. 

And this is where the chapter’s finding lands, and it is unlike every other finding in 

this book. There is no documented transmission in either direction.[18] No Chicago-

to-New-York export of patronage technique. No Tammany-to-Chicago import of 
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organizational structure. No transmission of any kind to Miami. In every other 

chapter, something moved. A building technique. A financing model. A piece of 

infrastructure. A population. Something crossed from one city to another, or from 

one era to another, carrying a mechanism with it. Here, nothing crossed. The 

machine is a locally generated form, anchored to a specific payroll, a specific party 

structure, a specific set of ward boundaries. None of those things traveled because 

none of them could. A payroll is not a blueprint. It is a set of names at a set of desks, 

and names do not generalize. 

Which makes the machine the one mechanism in this book that proves the rule by 

being the exception to it. Everything else transmits. Politics does not. And the 

reason it does not is that the machine is not, despite the name, a machine at all. A 

machine is a device that works the same way regardless of who operates it. What 

Chicago built is the opposite: a device that works only for the specific people 

operating it, in the specific place they are operating it, with the specific jobs they 

have to distribute. Take any of those away and the loop does not slow down. It 

stops. Which is why you cannot export it, and why Tammany could not restart it, 

and why Miami never had one to lose. 
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CHAPTER 6: HOW A CITY ACQUIRES A 
POLITICS 
A party is a label. The label does not change. Everything underneath it does. 

The word Democrat in Florida in 1928 described white Protestants voting against a 

Catholic.[1] The word Democrat in Florida in 2020 described a multicultural coalition 

that lost the state by three and a half points. Same word. Ninety-two years. 

Completely unrecognizable coalition underneath it. If you showed the 1928 

coalition a photograph of the 2020 coalition and told them they were the same 

party, somebody would have called the police. 

This is how party labels work. Elites take positions, and the positions reshuffle who 

shows up, and nobody renames the container.[1] The label persists the way a 

building persists after the tenants leave and new ones move in and the landlord 

never changes the sign. The sign is the least interesting part of the building. It is also 

the part everyone looks at. 

There is a theory that these reshuffles happen on a schedule. Every thirty to thirty-

six years, supposedly, the whole system reorganizes around a decisive election that 

locks in a new coalition for a generation.[2] It is a satisfying theory, because it turns 

politics into a clock, and clocks are comforting. It was taken apart in 2002 by a 

political scientist who checked the empirical claims and found that the mechanism 

of coalition change is real but the calendar is not.[2] Coalitions do reorganize. They 

just do not do it on a schedule, any more than earthquakes happen every Tuesday. 

So if you are at a dinner table and somebody says cities have always voted 

Democratic, you can tell them: no. That is a description of the last eighty years, not 

a law of physics. 

The floor 
In 1920 the dense urban cores of Chicago and New York were not reliably 

Democratic.[3] Northern cities voted with the Republican mainstream. The gradient 

you can see today, where the denser the county the bluer it gets, was built between 

1932 and 1944 and then deepened after 1965.[3] It is about eighty years old. In 

geological time that is a rounding error. In political time it is long enough that 

people have mistaken the construction for the foundation. 
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What built it was not density. Or rather, not density alone, because the same 

pattern shows up across thirty European countries and nobody is going to argue 

that a Romanian apartment block copies its politics from a Chicago ward.[4] The 

gradient runs from inner cities through suburbs through towns to the countryside, 

and it runs through attitudes about migration and globalization rather than through 

the traditional left-right economic questions, and it is not uniquely American.[4] It is 

a density thing. Whether density causes the attitudes or merely collects the people 

who already have them is a question that the data has not settled and may not be 

able to settle with observational evidence alone.[5] 

But what is uniquely American, or at least what is specific to this story, is the 

organizational machinery that turned the gradient into a floor. 

Chicago built a patronage floor. Cook County’s Democratic Central Committee had 

fifty city ward committeemen and thirty suburban township committeemen, and 

the machine absorbed each successive wave of immigrants (Mexican, Puerto Rican) 

through union and aldermanic networks and kept them in the Democratic column 

the way a building keeps tenants by controlling the lease.[6] In 2020 Cook County 

went for Biden at 74.3 percent against 57.5 percent statewide. In 2024 it was still 

above 72 percent.[7] Seventeen points above the state baseline, and it held. 

New York built a different floor. Club politics, advocacy organizations, a system that 

incorporates immigrants through institutional channels that are not patronage in 

the Chicago sense but perform the same function.[6] In 2020 New York City went 

approximately 76 percent for Biden against 60.9 percent statewide.[7] Also about 

seventeen points above the state baseline. Also held. No comparable borough-level 

Hispanic swing in 2024. 

Two cities, two different machines, same result. Both exceeded their state baselines 

by roughly the same margin. Both held. This is not a coincidence and it is not a law. 

It is a construction. Somebody built a floor, and the floor held, and the people 

standing on it may not know the floor is there. 

Forty-one points 
Miami-Dade County did not have a floor. It had an electorate. 
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The county’s Democratic presidential margins across four consecutive elections: 

plus 23.71 in 2012. Plus 29.39 in 2016. Plus 7.33 in 2020. Minus 11.41 in 2024.[8] 

That last number is a Republican margin. The first Republican to carry the county 

since 1988.[9] 

From 2016 to 2024, that is a swing of approximately forty-one points.[10] I will say 

that again in a different way so it registers. In the time it took to hold two 

presidential elections, a county of over two and a half million people moved forty-

one points across the partisan spectrum. Chicago held. New York held. Miami-Dade 

did not hold, because there was nothing holding it. 

The county has no machine-style Democratic organization.[11] County 

commissioners are elected in nonpartisan single-district elections. There is no party 

central committee. No ward committeemen. No aldermanic network absorbing new 

arrivals into a partisan structure. The organizational infrastructure that kept Chicago 

and New York locked in place does not exist in Miami-Dade, and the electorate was 

free to move, and it moved. 

How far it moved shows up in the registration numbers. By May 2025 Miami-Dade 

Republicans outnumbered registered Democrats for the first time in modern 

recorded history. Republicans: 464,370. Democrats: 440,790. Four years earlier, in 

2021, the Democrats had led by approximately 194,000.[12] That is not a swing. That 

is an evacuation. 

Six things that did not cause it 
Here is where the dinner table gets good, because everybody at the table has a 

theory and every theory is wrong. 

One: generational turnover. The argument is that older Cuban exiles are 

Republican, younger Cuban Americans are more Democratic, and time will handle 

the rest. This is a clean theory. It predicts that Miami-Dade should drift toward 

Democrats as the exile generation ages out. In 2024 the FIU Cuba Poll found that 68 

percent of likely Cuban-American voters supported the Republican presidential 

candidate. That was the highest share in thirty-three years of polling.[13] The 

prediction does not merely fail. It runs in the opposite direction. Generational 
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turnover was supposed to be a car driving south, and the car is driving north, 

accelerating. 

Two: Venezuelan and Nicaraguan arrivals. One precinct in Doral, heavily 

Venezuelan, swung forty-two points between 2016 and 2020.[14] That looks like 

evidence until you check who can vote. The CHNV humanitarian parole program 

admitted approximately 181,000 Cubans, Haitians, Nicaraguans, and Venezuelans 

nationally by mid-2023, and parolees are not lawful permanent residents.[14] They 

cannot begin the five-year residency clock for naturalization until they adjust status. 

Most arrivals after 2019 could not legally have voted in 2024. The precinct swung. 

The explanation did not. 

Three: Florida statewide trend. Florida did move right. About twelve points 

statewide across the same period.[15] Miami-Dade moved forty-one. If you are trying 

to explain a flood with a dripping faucet, you have the right substance and the 

wrong volume. 

Four: pandemic policy. The argument is that Florida’s permissive COVID response 

attracted Latino voters to Republicans. If that were the mechanism it would show 

up across the whole state, roughly evenly. Miami-Dade’s 2020 swing was 

approximately twenty-two points. The statewide swing in the same cycle was 2.2.[16] 

The county moved ten times faster than the state. The statewide explanation 

cannot account for a county-specific result, and no peer-reviewed study has 

attributed a specific portion of the Miami-Dade swing to pandemic policy using 

county-level data.[16] 

Five: domestic in-migration. Roughly 300,000 people moved to Florida from out of 

state in a single year after April 2020, and the Republican share among northeastern 

migrants increased.[17] Those are real numbers describing real people, and not one 

study has linked individual in-migrant partisan composition to Miami-Dade vote 

choices.[17] The migrants arrived. The county swung. Whether the migrants are the 

reason or merely present for the occasion is a question nobody has answered with 

individual-level data, and aggregate consistency is not individual evidence. (Your 

friend at the table who says “Well, all those New Yorkers moving down there…” is 

making the same inferential leap that the scholars are, except the scholars know 

they are doing it.) 
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Six: national Hispanic shift. The Democratic margin among Latinos nationally 

contracted from twenty-five points in 2020 to three in 2024.[18] Right direction. 

Wrong magnitude. Miami-Dade’s forty-one points substantially exceeds the 

national shift, and its Cuban-American composition differs from national averages in 

ways that predate any recent trend. You cannot explain a county-specific avalanche 

with a national-level dusting of snow. 

Six explanations. Six failures. Each one fails by a different test: wrong direction, 

wrong eligibility, wrong magnitude, wrong geography, wrong level of analysis, 

wrong composition. And the pile of failures is not a prelude to the explanation that 

works. The pile is the finding. Nobody has a satisfying causal account of the largest 

county-level partisan swing in recent American history, and the honest sentence is 

that one. 

There is a further problem, which is that the instruments doing the measuring 

disagree with each other. One survey puts Cuban-American Trump support in 2016 

at about 35 percent. Another puts it at about 54 percent. Same population. Same 

year. Twenty-point gap.[19] A different source implies roughly 70 percent Cuban-

American Trump support in 2024.[19] These are different constructs measured by 

different methods, none of them validated against actual voter records. The spread 

between the instruments is wider than some of the shifts they are trying to 

measure. We are trying to explain a forty-one-point swing using tools that cannot 

agree on the starting position within twenty points. 

What held and what did not 
So what separates the city that moved from the cities that did not? 

It is tempting to say “the machine,” as if the machine were a single thing with a 

single mechanism. It is not. Chicago’s version ran on patronage, ward by ward, job 

by job, favor by favor.[6] New York’s ran on clubs and advocacy organizations and 

institutional density.[6] The two systems share almost nothing in their mechanics. 

What they share is a result: an organizational floor under the Democratic vote that 

holds even when the national wind blows the other direction. 

Miami-Dade had no floor. The county’s nonpartisan structure, its absence of a 

central committee, its lack of a patronage network that could absorb new arrivals 
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the way Chicago absorbed wave after wave of immigrants: all of it meant there was 

no organization whose institutional interest depended on keeping voters in a 

particular column.[11] The electorate was unencumbered. If you prefer a less 

charitable word, it was unattached. And unattached electorates move. 

Here is the thing people get wrong about the 1930s, which is that it was a 

transmission. Chicago built the machine, or New York built the clubs, and then the 

other cities copied it, and the whole country reorganized city by city. That is not 

what happened.[20] The Depression and the New Deal hit all three cities at the same 

time. They were common federal events, not transmitted local ones. Nothing was 

copied. No city looked at another city’s playbook. What differed was the 

organizational machinery already in place when the shock arrived, and the 

machinery determined how the shock translated into votes.[20] 

Whether the New Deal coalition was built by mobilizing people who had never 

voted before or by converting Republicans is still disputed, and it is still disputed 

because nobody has the individual-level data to settle it for the pre-survey era.[21] 

Which means the most consequential partisan realignment in American history, the 

one that built the urban-Democratic gradient that everybody now treats as natural, 

cannot be fully decomposed into its parts even with eighty years of hindsight. We 

know it happened. We know approximately when. We do not know, at the 

individual level, how. 

And that is the same shape as Miami-Dade today. A full decomposition of the forty-

one-point swing into conversion (people who were there and changed their minds) 

and composition (new people showing up with different preferences) is not 

achievable from any publicly available dataset.[22] The voter file records turnout but 

not vote choice. The surveys have subsamples too small for county-level analysis. 

The modeled-choice data is proprietary. The necessary linked individual-level panel 

does not exist in the public domain. 

We know Miami-Dade moved. We know approximately when. We do not know, at 

the individual level, how. If that sounds familiar, it should. It is the same sentence, 

about a different city, separated by ninety years. 

The difference is that Chicago and New York had a floor, and the floor held, and 

nobody had to explain the holding because holding is what floors do. Miami-Dade 
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had no floor. The swing is not the anomaly. The holding is. A city acquires a politics 

the way it acquires plumbing: somebody builds it, everybody forgets it was built, 

and the forgetting is how you know it worked. 
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CHAPTER 7: THREE DESIGNS FOR A CRIMINAL 
ORGANIZATION 
Organized crime is an organizational design problem. That sounds like a sentence 

from a business school case study, and it should, because the problem is the same 

one any firm faces: how do you coordinate people, allocate territory, settle 

disputes, and protect your supply chain from a hostile regulatory environment? The 

fact that the product is illegal and the regulatory environment carries guns does not 

change the structure of the question. It just raises the stakes of getting the org chart 

wrong. 

Three cities. Three answers. Chicago built a hierarchy. New York built a federation. 

Miami built nothing, which turned out to be its own kind of answer. 

Three designs 
Start with Chicago, because Chicago is always the simplest version of whatever it 

does. 

One organization. One boss. Territory assigned from the top. Disputes settled 

internally. No standing body of peers, because there were no peers.[1] If you had a 

problem with how things were allocated, you took it to the person who had 

allocated them, and that person was either your boss or the person your boss 

reported to, and the conversation went one direction. This is a unitary hierarchy. It 

is also, not coincidentally, how the political machine worked, which is a coincidence 

the way sunrise is a coincidence. 

The supply chain made the hierarchy possible. Bootlegging in Chicago concentrated 

at a small number of industrial brewery facilities, the kind of operation you can 

guard with men and walls.[2] A small number of production sites means a small 

number of chokepoints, and a small number of chokepoints means whoever 

controls them controls the business. You do not need a federation when the 

product comes from six buildings. You need a lock and a boss who remembers 

which guys have the keys. 

And the political protection market pointed the same direction. One machine. One 

ward organization running the relevant territory. One counterparty to negotiate 
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with.[3] If you are buying protection and there is one seller, you do not need a 

purchasing department. You need a relationship. Chicago had a relationship. It was 

the kind of relationship where both parties pretended not to know each other at 

official functions, which is also how most business relationships work, just with less 

gunfire. 

New York was the opposite problem. The harbor faced in multiple directions. The 

Canadian border was long. Importers were independent and numerous, and no 

single chokepoint existed where you could stand and control the flow.[4] Dispersed 

supply does not produce hierarchy. It produces negotiation, because nobody has 

enough power to skip it. 

So New York got a federation. Five families, each sovereign in its own territory. The 

Commission, created after an armed conflict resolved who was still alive, replaced 

the old boss-of-bosses title with a consensus mechanism.[5] No enforcement arm 

independent of its member families. What kept it working was the credible threat 

that four would act against a fifth, which is the same arithmetic that keeps most 

cartels together and most cartels eventually apart. The title “boss of all bosses” 

sounds like something a child would make up, and the fact that adults killed each 

other over it and then abolished it in favor of a committee tells you everything 

about how organizational design works when the penalty for a bad meeting is 

death.[5] 

The political market matched. Tammany ran Manhattan. A separate machine ran 

the Bronx. Brooklyn had its own operation.[6] Multiple sellers of protection, multiple 

buyers, multiple negotiated arrangements. The federation was not a philosophical 

choice. It was what the market would bear. Five families because five boroughs, 

approximately. The org chart of the underworld followed the org chart of the 

government it was corrupting, which has a neatness to it that should make you 

suspicious, but the sourcing holds. 

Then Miami, which is the funniest version because the answer is: nothing. During 

Prohibition, the territory was effectively unallocated. After repeal, gambling 

operated under an arrangement where the major families agreed not to 

monopolize anything.[7] You cannot monopolize a hundred miles of coastline with 

the Bahamas sitting fifty miles offshore. Anybody with a boat is in the import 
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business, and you cannot put a fence around the ocean. A congressional committee 

looked into one gambling operation and found it handling twenty-six million dollars 

in bets in a single year; the publicity from the hearings killed the operation more 

effectively than any prosecution could have.[7] Sunlight turned out to be the 

disinfectant, which is the kind of thing people say about government transparency 

and almost never mean literally. 

A famous Chicagoan took a residence there. A residence, not a franchise.[8] His 

operational role ended with a tax conviction three years later. Personnel from New 

York operated in the area in connection with gambling. The personnel connections 

are documented. The organizational transplant is not.[9] People moved. Money 

moved. The way of doing business did not move. No form transmitted between the 

three cities. No city copied another’s homework. The Commission was not modeled 

on Chicago. Chicago was never subject to Commission rulings. South Florida’s open 

territory preceded the arrival of anyone from either city.[10] 

Here is the part that should bother you, if you are the kind of person who likes clean 

arguments. Both variables, supply chain and political authority, point the same 

direction in all three cases.[11] Concentrated supply, concentrated politics, 

concentrated organization. Dispersed supply, dispersed politics, dispersed 

organization. No supply chokepoint, no political machine, no organization. The 

argument is clean. It is also confounded. You cannot tell which variable is doing the 

work, because they never disagree with each other, and you cannot run the 

experiment where they do. The argument is real and untestable at the same time, 

which is a sentence I am getting used to writing in this book. 

The instrument 
In 1970, Congress built a tool.[12] RICO created federal liability for participating in a 

pattern of racketeering through an enterprise. The genius of it was structural. 

Before RICO, you prosecuted a hierarchy one person at a time, which is like 

dismantling a building by removing individual bricks and hoping the rest notices. 

After RICO, you could prosecute the hierarchy as a hierarchy. The enterprise was 

the defendant. The pattern was the crime. And the same instrument hit all three 

cities, the way a single wrench fits three different sizes of bolt, provided the bolts 

are all the same shape. 
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They were not. 

New York went first in the way that mattered. The Commission Trial produced 

verdicts against eight defendants, with sentences long enough that the arithmetic 

of human lifespan made them permanent.[13] The Commission, the peer body that 

had arbitrated disputes among the families for over half a century, ended in a 

courtroom. Not with a raid. Not with a shoot-out. With testimony, evidence, and a 

jury instruction. Then one more family boss was convicted and sentenced to life, 

and the era was closed.[14] The federation, which had survived by replacing its own 

parts, finally met an adversary that could remove all the parts at once. 

Chicago went in stages, because Chicago had more than one kind of hierarchy to 

dismantle. The Outfit was one structure. The gang nations were another. One gang 

leader convicted, eighty years. Another leader convicted a decade later, six life 

terms. Then a prosecution that took down five defendants on racketeering 

conspiracy involving eighteen murders.[15] Serial decapitation, spread across twenty 

years, each case removing the top of whatever had grown back since the last one. 

The hierarchy kept regenerating and RICO kept cutting, like a lawn service with a 

federal budget. 

Miami had nothing to decapitate. The city recorded the highest murder rate in the 

country at the turn of the decade, driven by cocaine market competition in the 

absence of any dominant organization to regulate it.[16] The violence ended through 

task-force pressure and market stabilization, not organizational removal, because 

there was no organization to remove. RICO needs an enterprise. Where there is no 

enterprise, the tool has no purchase. You cannot indict a coastline. 

Three designs, one instrument. The hierarchy was the easiest to prosecute, because 

it had a head you could cut off. The federation was next, because it had a body you 

could name in an indictment. The open coast was last, or rather never, because the 

instrument requires something to grab and there was nothing to grab. 

The term that does no work 
There is a phrase in the policy literature that sounds like it explains something: 

“governable violence.” The idea is that when criminal organizations had hierarchies, 

the hierarchies governed violence downward, kept the killing to a manageable level, 

imposed discipline. And when the hierarchies were removed, violence became 
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ungovernable. It is a tidy theory. It is also, on inspection, three different claims 

pretending to be one.[17] 

Claim one: hierarchical-era violence was lower. Claim two: it was more responsive 

to negotiation. Claim three: removing the hierarchy caused the fragmentation that 

caused the increase. Those are three separate propositions requiring three separate 

kinds of evidence, and the term treats all three as settled by a single word. That is a 

lot of work for one adjective. 

Start with claim one, because it is the easiest to check. Chicago homicides during 

the intact gang-nation era ran between roughly 700 and 943 per year.[18] That is the 

modern high. The hierarchy was at its most complete, the leadership structures 

were intact, the names everybody knows were running the organizations everybody 

has heard of, and the body count was the highest it had ever been. Whatever the 

hierarchy was governing, it was not governing violence downward. It was governing 

territory, revenue, and discipline within the ranks, and the violence was a cost of 

doing business that the hierarchy was willing to pay with other people’s lives. One 

study found that most of the violence clusters in a tiny fraction of the population 

through social contagion, that the violence is in the network, not in the 

neighborhood.[19] That is an interesting finding about the structure of violence. It is 

not evidence that hierarchy reduced it. 

Now claim three, the causal chain: demolition of public housing scattered residents 

into rival neighborhoods, scattering caused fragmentation, fragmentation caused 

violence.[20] Thousands of units demolished over the course of a decade, and the 

argument is that this disrupted whatever equilibrium the gangs had achieved by 

throwing people into territories where they did not belong.[20] One researcher, in a 

verified interview, listed demolition first among the causes and described the 

resulting chaos. He also attributed the elevated violence to economic devastation 

and community conditions rather than claiming fragmentation alone drove the 

numbers up.[20] That is an argument from a credible source. It is also an argument I 

know only from one interview, because the book was never opened.[21] 

And here is the problem with the chain. One study tested the demolition-to-harm 

link directly, using variation within individual housing projects, and found that 

displaced children were more likely to be employed and had fewer violent-crime 
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arrests than their peers who stayed.[22] One link in a three-link chain, tested, 

pointing the other direction. The chain from demolition to fragmentation to 

violence has not been demonstrated as a causal sequence by any peer-reviewed 

study that this project has reviewed.[22] The chain may be real. The evidence for it is 

not. 

I should be honest about why I cannot resolve this, and the reason is embarrassing. 

Seven scholarly works sit at the center of the fragmentation argument. All seven 

were located. Not one was opened. Every characterization of those works in this 

chapter rests on abstracts, web summaries, and one nonprofit-newsroom 

interview.[21] This is the largest sourcing weakness in the book, and I am telling you 

rather than hiding it, which is the only thing I can do with a gap this size. A book that 

keeps catching other people circulating claims they have not checked should 

probably not circulate claims it has not checked, and here we are, doing exactly 

that, with a confession attached. 

The homicides did decline. Over two decades, from the early-1990s peak down to a 

modern low, a decline that coincided with the period of maximum leadership 

removal.[23] Then came a spike that generated its own set of competing 

explanations, at least four of them, none of which has won.[24] The term 

“governable violence” papers over all of this by implying that the answer is already 

known. It is not known. The data does not resolve it. The central studies have not 

been read. And the term continues to circulate, doing no analytical work and quite a 

lot of rhetorical work, which is exactly the kind of claim this book keeps finding in 

other contexts and is now, uncomfortably, finding in its own. 

Three designs, judged 
Each design was the one its local conditions produced. Not chosen, not imported, 

not adapted from a competitor. Concentrated supply and a single political 

counterparty produced hierarchy. Dispersed supply and multiple counterparties 

produced federation. No chokepoints and no machine produced an open coast 

where the organizing principle was the absence of organization. 

The hierarchy was the most efficient. One chain of command, one set of 

relationships to maintain, one protection arrangement to fund. It was also the most 
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exposed, because efficiency in a criminal enterprise means legibility to prosecutors. 

A hierarchy is a diagram, and a diagram is an indictment. 

The federation was the most durable. It survived longer than any individual family, 

absorbed losses, and replaced leadership through internal succession rather than 

open warfare, most of the time. Its weakness was consensus, which is a strength 

until it is not, and then it is paralysis. 

The open coast was the cheapest to run, because it cost nothing to administer what 

nobody administered. It was also the most violent, because the absence of a 

monopoly on force is another way of saying the force is available to everyone, and 

when force is available to everyone, everyone uses it. 

One instrument hit all three. The hierarchy fell fastest. The federation fell hardest. 

The open coast, which had never organized, could not be disorganized, and so it 

was not prosecuted out of existence but exhausted into stability, which is a 

different thing and a slower one. 

No organizational form crossed a city line. No design was a lesson learned from 

another city’s experience. The portage, for once, did not apply. What moved 

between these cities was personnel, occasionally, and money, often, and 

organizational knowledge, never. Three cities looked at the same problem, the 

same product, the same federal government watching from the same distance, and 

built three completely different machines. Then the federal government built one 

machine to break all three of them, and what happened next depended entirely on 

what had been there before. 



Pg | 53 

CHAPTER 8: BUYING A CIVILIZATION 
Anybody can buy a painting. You write a check, you hang it on the wall, your friends 

admire it, and when you die your children sell it. Call it what it is: decorating with a 

longer receipt. The question that separates a collection from an accumulation is not 

what you bought or what you paid. It is what legal instrument makes the thing 

survive you. And the answer, across three cities and a hundred and fifty years of 

institutional history, turns out to be structural rather than sentimental. The painting 

lasts if somebody set up the right kind of corporation before the collector stopped 

breathing. It does not last if somebody forgot. 

Chicago built two collecting institutions and routed ancient material between them 

based on a single mechanical fact: which one held the excavation concession.[1] The 

Art Institute collected European painting and Old Masters. The Oriental Institute 

collected what came out of the ground in Iraq, Iran, and Palestine. One person 

guided acquisitions for both of them, plus the Field Museum, simultaneously.[2] 

Three museums, one man, and the divergence was not taste. It was paperwork. 

Only the institution holding the concession received the excavated finds, and the 

Art Institute held no concession, so the Art Institute received no excavated finds.[1] 

That is a routing diagram, not a philosophy of collecting. 

The check and the instrument 
The Field Museum exists because a department store owner wrote a million-dollar 

check so the specimens from a world’s fair would not be shipped home after the fair 

closed.[3] That is the founding act. Not a vision statement, not a capital campaign 

with phases. A man who sold dry goods looked at a building full of natural-history 

specimens and said: keep them here. The check cleared. The museum opened the 

next year. 

The Oriental Institute is a different animal. It was proposed not as a display museum 

but as a research laboratory for the study of how civilizations develop.[4] The pitch 

went to a specific patron, and the patron pledged the startup money.[4] Total 

support from that patron’s various funding bodies eventually reached a figure in the 

tens of millions.[5] The institution’s purpose was not to show you things. It was to 
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dig them up, study them, and publish the results, and the showing-you-things part 

was a byproduct of the digging. 

And the digging is where it gets interesting, because the digging operated under a 

legal mechanism that no longer exists and that most people have never heard of. 

The word is partage. Division. The host country passes a law. The law says: you may 

dig here under license, and when you are finished, a government official will come 

to the dig site and divide the finds. Some boxes go to the national museum. Some 

boxes go to you.[6] It is a statutory act performed by a government official under 

domestic law, and it matters enormously what it is, legally, because what it is 

determines whether anybody can take the objects back. 

Iraq passed its version in 1924.[6] At the end of each season at Khorsabad, the 

assembled finds sat in the expedition courtyard until the Director of Antiquities 

came from Baghdad and made the division.[7] The national museum got seventy-five 

boxes of sculpted relief material. The Oriental Institute got a colossal winged bull 

and a considerable group of relief sculptures.[8] Not a gift. Not a purchase. Not a 

handshake. A government functionary performed an act required by statute, and 

the bull went to Chicago in the boxes the statute said it went in. 

Iran’s law came in 1930 and guaranteed the excavating organization a half share of 

everything found, with an exception for objects of unique national importance.[9] 

The circumstances of that law’s passage are worth pausing on, because they contain 

a joke that nobody involved seems to have noticed. 

One man helped write the law. The same man served as the government’s 

archaeological adviser. The same man cabled Chicago urging action when the law 

passed. And then the same man accepted appointment as field director of the 

expedition that received the first concession granted under the law he had helped 

write.[10] He was on both sides of the counter. He drafted the door and then walked 

through it on behalf of the institution that had sent the cable. The three partage 

regimes, Iraq, Palestine, Iran, share no established statutory lineage. They were not 

copied from each other. Family resemblance in structure is not a chain of 

drafting.[11] But the cast of characters in the room was small enough that one 

person could show up on multiple sides of the same transaction and nobody 

blinked. 
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The university-expedition model was not a Chicago invention. Penn ran an identical 

structure through Nippur thirty-one years earlier.[12] Chicago was an instance of a 

national pattern, not its origin. But Chicago ran the pattern across three institutions 

simultaneously, under one person’s direction, across three countries’ concession 

regimes, and that concentration of acquisition routes at a single address is harder to 

find anywhere else. 

Four routes under one roof 
New York solved the same problem differently and, characteristically, with less 

institutional fragmentation. 

The Met was incorporated the decade after the Civil War.[13] The chassis is the same 

one Chicago uses: the city holds the land, the private nonprofit holds the collection, 

and the building sits on public ground rent-free in exchange for public access on 

specified days.[14] The Art Institute rests on the identical arrangement, different city, 

same legal architecture.[15] What differs is how the collection arrived. 

Route one: a consul stationed on an island dug up roughly thirty-five thousand 

objects, sold about twenty thousand of them to the museum in two lots, and then 

became its first director, a position he held for a quarter century.[16] That is a 

remarkable career arc. Diplomat, excavator, dealer, and museum director, in that 

order, at the same institution, with nobody asking whether there was a conflict of 

interest, because nobody had invented the concept yet. 

Route two: the museum’s own expedition. The Met sent archaeologists to Egypt 

starting in 1906 under the same partage mechanism Chicago was using.[17] You dig, 

the Antiquities Service picks first, you export the rest. Same structure as Iraq’s 1924 

law, thirteen years earlier. The civic-museum model was not excluded from the 

expedition system. The Met proved that by running one for three decades. 

Route three: a banking magnate served as president of the museum, presided over 

a major building expansion, then died. His will made no provision for the 

museum.[18] None. The collection went to estate lawyers. His son donated the 

medieval holdings four years later.[19] Which means the museum got its medieval 

collection not because the president planned it that way but because the son 

decided to do what the father did not. 
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Route four: a foreign government gifted a temple to the United States as a thank-

you for helping save monuments from a dam. A president awarded it to the Met 

through a federal commission.[20] The chain of custody ran from a sovereign state to 

the US government to a museum in Central Park. Not a direct gift. A diplomatic act 

processed through a federal allocation. The temple is now in a glass wing that cost a 

fortune and it is the single most photographed object in the building, and it got 

there through a chain of title that touches two sovereign governments and a 

presidential decision. 

Four routes. Purchase from a consul-excavator, partage from the museum’s own 

field expedition, private donation from an estate, state-to-state gift with federal 

allocation.[21] All under one roof. New York achieved in a single institution what 

Chicago needed two to accomplish.[22] The partage mechanism operated identically 

at both: licensed excavation, government-conducted division, legal export of the 

assigned share.[23] Same machine, different institutional housing. But the Met also 

collected by purchase, by donation, and by diplomatic gift, and the Oriental Institute 

did none of those. If you wanted to know the difference between the two cities’ 

approaches to acquiring ancient material, you could state it in one sentence: 

Chicago specialized and New York diversified. 

Money without a mechanism 
Miami had money. What it did not have was the instrument. 

One man built a palace on the shore of Biscayne Bay between 1914 and 1922, 

importing European antiques, craftsmen, and decorative material with wealth 

accumulated as vice-president of a Chicago industrial firm.[24] He bought a 

civilization. Literally. He imported architectural fragments, furnishings, and garden 

sculptures from Europe and installed them in a private estate that functioned as a 

personal museum of European material culture, assembled with Chicago money and 

placed in Miami. 

He left no public collection. No endowment. No irrevocable title transfer.[24] When 

he was gone, what he had built was a house with things in it, and the legal status of 

a house with things in it is that it belongs to whoever the will says it belongs to. The 

instrument that converts a personal collection into a permanent institution, the one 
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that the Art Institute and the Met both executed in the nineteenth century, was 

never executed at that address. 

Miami’s one institution structurally comparable to the Art Institute and the Met is 

young, and it arrived late.[25] Same chassis: public land, private nonprofit 

corporation, irrevocable collection title. A county bond measure funded half the 

building, private donors funded the other half, and the building opened in 2013.[26] 

The architecture is by a firm you have heard of. The endowment is not comparable 

to either of the older institutions.[25] 

Then there are the private collections, and here is where Miami demonstrates, by 

experiment, what happens when the instrument is missing. 

One museum holds its collection on loan from the founding family’s personal 

estate.[27] The word “museum” is in the name. The collection is personal property. 

Another collector has stated publicly that the art, held as personal property, will be 

sold for the benefit of his children and his philanthropic foundation when he dies.[28] 

Both are exhibition spaces. Neither is an institution in the sense that the Art 

Institute or the Met is an institution, because neither has executed the transfer that 

makes the collection survive the collector. 

And then the demonstration. A collector died in early 2024. The collection, never 

incorporated as a foundation, closed its exhibition space permanently the following 

month. An auction house sold twenty-six lots in a New York evening sale two 

months after that, for twenty-eight million dollars hammer.[29] The building itself 

was sold by October.[30] 

Death to auction in three months. That is what retained personal ownership looks 

like as a demonstrated mechanism. Not a hypothetical. Not a risk factor in a 

consultant’s report. A collector died, and the collection followed her out the door, 

and the building followed the collection, and the whole thing was done before the 

weather changed. 

What lasts 
The bull is still in Chicago. It weighs roughly forty tons and it has been there since 

the 1930s, and it is going to stay, and the reason it is going to stay has nothing to do 

with its weight. 
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Its title derives from a statutory act performed by a government official under the 

host country’s own domestic law.[31] The government that owned the object is the 

government that conducted the division. You cannot call it stolen property when 

the entity that owned it is the entity that handed it over. The argument is legal, not 

moral, and the legal architecture is unambiguous on this point.[31] 

The popular claim that a 1970 international convention made pre-1970 museum 

acquisitions illegal has no basis in the treaty text.[32] The convention is entirely 

prospective. It says so explicitly, in a specific article, which preserves all pre-

convention arrangements by name.[33] No retroactivity clause. The date that people 

treat as a bright legal line, 1970, is a voluntary professional standard adopted by a 

museum directors’ association. It is not a legal mandate.[32] 

The convention binds states, not museums, and required implementing legislation 

in each country that adopted it.[34] In the United States, that legislation arrived 

thirteen years later. The implementing statute prohibits import only of property 

stolen from a documented institutional inventory after its own effective date.[35] 

Tracking the convention’s prospective limitation exactly. A partage object with a 

documented division is categorically outside this framework, because its title runs 

through the host government’s own act, not around it. 

I am spending time on this because it is the spine of the chapter, and because the 

popular understanding is almost perfectly inverted from the legal reality. People 

assume the old acquisitions are legally vulnerable. They are not. The objects whose 

title runs through a government-conducted statutory division are the most legally 

secure objects in any of these museums. The ones acquired by purchase, by 

donation, by the methods that feel more normal, are the ones whose provenance 

chains have gaps. The partage objects have the cleanest paper in the building. 

And the canvas that sold at auction three months after a collector died? Its title ran 

through one woman’s personal estate. The legal instrument that governed it was a 

will, or the absence of one, and when the woman was gone, the instrument had 

nothing left to do. Both the bull and the canvas are legal arrangements. One was 

designed to outlast the buyer. The other was not designed at all. 

That is the finding. Not that Chicago was virtuous and Miami was careless. Not that 

old money is better than new money. The finding is mechanical. An irrevocable 
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transfer to a chartered corporation makes the object permanent. Retained personal 

ownership makes it temporary. The transfer is a legal act that takes a lawyer an 

afternoon. It is not expensive. It is not complicated. It is just the thing that, in 

Miami, three out of four major collectors did not do. 

The portage applies here too, in a version nobody carries on his back. A collection in 

private hands is cargo sitting at the break in the flow. It has arrived, but it has not 

crossed over, because the legal act that moves it from personal property to 

institutional property has not been performed. The bull crossed. The canvas did not. 

And the difference between the two is not money, and it is not taste, and it is not 

the century they were acquired in. It is a signature on an incorporation document, 

which is the least dramatic object in this entire chapter and the only one that 

matters. 
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CHAPTER 9: GATEWAYS 
A gateway is not a good location. A good location is where people want to be. A 

gateway is where people have to be, because the alternative is to go around, and 

going around costs more than anyone is willing to pay. The distinction sounds like a 

technicality and it is the whole chapter. 

Every gateway in this book rests on a compulsory transfer. Not busy. Not central. 

Not well-positioned, which is the word real-estate agents use when they mean it is 

near a freeway. Compulsory. A measurable flow passes through because something 

structural forces it to, and the something has a name: a physical arrangement, a 

legal instrument, an institutional chokepoint that nobody dismantled because 

nobody could agree on who would pay for the replacement.[1] Find the compulsion 

and you have found the gateway. Lose the compulsion and the gateway is a building 

with a plaque on it. 

Three cities, three gateways, three completely different mechanisms of creation, 

and three completely different causes of death. One thing in common: every one of 

them was temporary, and nobody living inside the temporary period believed that. 

The rail chokepoint 
Chicago did not become a rail hub because it was in the middle of the country. It 

became a rail hub because two sets of railroads, built by different companies for 

different reasons in different decades, ran into different stations on opposite sides 

of the same city, and none of them connected to each other.[2] 

This is the part that gets lost in the telling. The popular version is that Chicago sat at 

the crossroads, the way a small town sits at the intersection of two highways, and 

the trains met there the way traffic meets at a four-way stop. That is wrong in a way 

that matters. The eastern railroads were built toward Chicago. The western 

railroads were built from Chicago. Two systems, one node, no through-routing.[2] 

Every passenger crossing between east and west crossed town. Every piece of 

freight crossing between east and west got unloaded, handled, and reloaded. The 

break in the flow was not an accident of geography. It was an artifact of market 

structure: companies that did not coordinate their gauges, their terminals, or their 
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schedules, because they were competitors, not partners, and a shared terminal 

would have required them to behave as though cooperation were a business model. 

And you could not route around it. Lake freight running east from Chicago was so 

much cheaper than all-rail that shippers did not seriously consider the alternative.[3] 

North of St. Louis, the entire upper Midwest had one major exception to Chicago’s 

monopoly on east-west freight transfer. One city on one railroad.[3] Everybody else 

went through Chicago, not because Chicago was the best route but because Chicago 

was the only route that did not cost more than the cargo was worth. 

That is a chokepoint. Not a hub, which implies choice, and not a crossroads, which 

implies that you could turn left. A chokepoint, where the alternative to passing 

through is not passing at all. The freight did not choose Chicago. The freight had 

nowhere else to go, and the city’s entire commercial position rested on the 

structural fact that alternatives were either nonexistent or so expensive they 

functioned as nonexistent, which is the same thing if you are the one paying. 

This did not happen on an empty lakeshore. The precondition was two federal 

interventions that had nothing to do with railroads. The harbor needed dredging, 

which required the appropriation that put piers across the sandbar. The 

subcontinental divide needed crossing, which required a canal that did not open 

until two decades after the harbor work.[4] Without those, Chicago is a prairie town 

with a muddy river. The railroad hub was built on top of a port, and the port was 

built on top of a congressional bet that somebody bothered to fund in installments. 

Take away the installments and there is nothing for the railroads to converge on. 

Two doors 
New York did not need installments. The harbor had natural depth sufficient for 

colonial-era vessels before anyone touched it, and the Hudson was navigable to 

oceangoing ships for over a hundred miles inland without any engineering at all.[5] 

By the time Chicago had a canal connecting the lake to the Mississippi drainage, 

New York had already beaten every port on the Atlantic coast on shipping costs for 

twenty-three years.[6] That is not a head start. A head start implies the other 

runners are in the same race. Twenty-three years of monopoly canal access to the 

interior is a different sport. 
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But New York’s most interesting gateway was not the harbor. It was the door. 

Two doors, actually, on the same ship, arriving at the same port, on the same 

morning. One door for steerage passengers, who were ferried to an island, walked 

through a building, stood in lines, answered questions, and were either admitted or 

sent back on the next boat. And one door for first-class and second-class 

passengers, who were inspected aboard the ship by officials who came to them and 

then walked off onto Manhattan.[7] 

Same vessel. Same ocean. Same immigration law. Two completely different 

experiences of entering the country, sorted by the price of the ticket. The island 

processed nearly half a million steerage passengers in its first year of operation.[7] 

First class took a cab. 

That is a gateway with a class exemption, and the class exemption is not a footnote. 

It is the design. The inspection facility existed to process people who could not 

afford to be processed privately. The architectural program of the building, the flow 

of the queues, the placement of the medical examiner, all of it assumed that the 

person walking through it had paid the minimum fare. The building was, in the most 

literal sense, a machine for sorting poor people. Rich people used a different 

machine. It was called a stateroom. 

And the gateway ended not when the building closed but when the law changed. 

The act that restructured immigration in the mid-twenties moved the screening 

function to American consulates abroad.[8] If you were going to be refused, you 

were refused before you boarded, not after you arrived. The inspection that defined 

the gateway was legislated out of existence. Throughput collapsed in the first year. 

The building stayed open for another three decades, repurposed, underused, and 

then closed, but the gateway had been dead since the law moved the screening 

offshore.[8] A building is not a gateway. A compulsory function is a gateway, and the 

function left. 

Then containerization rearranged the furniture. The first container ship sailed from 

a port in New Jersey, and the loading cost was a fraction of what break-bulk had 

cost per ton.[9] The arithmetic was not subtle. It was the kind of cost difference that 

does not produce a gradual transition. It produces a cliff. Cargo left the finger piers 

of Manhattan and Brooklyn and moved across the harbor to where the containers 
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could be stacked, the cranes could reach them, and the trucks could drive away 

without navigating streets designed for horse carts. The gateway moved 

geographically. It did not leave the metropolitan area. It just crossed a river, which 

is the kind of relocation that changes everything on the ground and nothing on the 

map. 

Mail, then passengers 
Miami’s gateway arrived by air, and the cargo on the first scheduled flight was not 

people. It was mail.[10] 

The route was obvious. You do not fly Caribbean mail from Baltimore. Geography 

picked the departure point the way geography always picks departure points: 

proximity, prevailing winds, and the absence of a mountain range between the 

airport and the ocean. But geography does not pay bills. The federal airmail contract 

paid bills.[11] An earlier airline had flown essentially the same route without contract 

support and gone under. Same geography. Same route. Same demand. No contract. 

No airline. 

This is the distinction the popular version always misses. Geography selected the 

address. The contract made the address viable. Those are two different sentences 

describing two different forces, and collapsing them into one, which is what “Miami 

was the natural gateway to Latin America” does, erases the specific federal decision 

that turned a plausible location into a functioning operation. A natural gateway is a 

contradiction in terms. Every gateway in this book was built by a decision that could 

have gone the other way, and the decision, not the latitude, is the thing that needs 

explaining. 

The flying-boat terminal opened on the waterfront a few years later, described at 

the time as the first facility built exclusively for commercial seaplane operations.[12] 

Think about that sentence for a second. The first building in the country whose only 

purpose was to put paying passengers on a plane that landed on water. Within 

about a decade, the flying boats were gone. Land-based aircraft got better, longer 

runways got built, and an entire category of aviation infrastructure became 

picturesque. The terminal’s operational life was shorter than the time it takes to pay 

off a mortgage.[12] Gateways do not send notices before they leave. 
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What was signed at Chicago 
In the last year of the war, delegates from dozens of countries sat down in Chicago 

and wrote the rules for international civil aviation. What they produced has been 

governing the airspace above your head ever since, and the most important thing 

about it is what it did not do.[13] 

The convention established that no scheduled international air service operates 

without the explicit permission of each country involved. Every state gets a veto.[13] 

Read that again. Not “every state gets consulted.” Not “every state gets a voice.” A 

veto. The right to say no, for any reason, with no appeal, permanently. That is not a 

trade agreement. That is not an open-skies framework. That is a sovereignty 

agreement dressed up as a transportation document, and the delegates knew it, 

because they drew up two supplementary agreements on the same day and let 

everyone vote with their signatures. 

The first agreement granted broad commercial traffic rights, the right to pick up 

passengers and cargo in another country and carry them to a third. It got seventeen 

signatures.[14] The second agreement granted only transit rights, the right to fly over 

a country and land for fuel without doing any business. It got a hundred and thirty-

three.[14] 

Seventeen versus a hundred and thirty-three. The market voted for sovereignty. The 

right to say no was worth more than the right to fly. The convention created the 

international body that still coordinates global civil aviation, but it did not create a 

single commercial traffic right.[13] Every route, every landing, every passenger picked 

up in a foreign country is the result of a bilateral negotiation conducted under the 

shadow of a veto that the convention made permanent. The framework that 

governs the movement of a billion passengers a year was designed, from the first 

article, to make movement difficult. And it was signed in Chicago, which is either 

ironic or perfectly consistent, depending on whether you think a city built on 

compulsory transfer would naturally produce a treaty that makes transfer 

compulsory. 



Pg | 65 

The pattern that is not a pattern 
Three gateways. Three different media: rail, ocean, air. Three different centuries of 

origin. Each one created by a different instrument and ended by a different 

instrument, and the creating instruments share almost nothing across the three 

cases. Neither do the endings. 

Chicago’s rail chokepoint was created by market structure and eroded by network 

completion. When enough railroads built enough connections to enough cities, the 

compulsion drained out of Chicago’s position the way water drains out of a bathtub, 

slowly, and then all at once, and by the time the last freight handler noticed, the 

transfer had already moved to a truck on an interstate.[15] 

New York’s immigration gateway was created by statute and killed by a different 

statute. A law said: inspect them here. A later law said: inspect them there. The 

building did not change. The function left. 

Miami’s aviation gateway was created by a federal mail contract and ended by a 

change in aircraft technology. The planes got better. The boats became 

unnecessary. The terminal became a city hall. If you had told the people standing on 

the Dinner Key dock in 1934 that the building’s next career would be processing 

zoning variances, they would have thought you were joking. They would have been 

wrong about the joke but right about the timeline: it took about a decade. 

The temptation is to find the common mechanism, the one force that creates 

gateways and the one force that kills them. There is no common mechanism. 

Physical arrangement, legal instrument, institutional chokepoint: each one produces 

the compulsion differently and each one loses it differently, and the only shared 

feature is that the loss, when it comes, is structural. Not a decline. Not a slow fade. 

A change in the underlying compulsion that makes the transfer either unnecessary 

or cheaper to do somewhere else. The gateway does not weaken. The reason for 

the gateway moves, and then the gateway is a building. 
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CHAPTER 10: THE CHOKEPOINT THAT NEVER 
CLOSED 
Every city that loses population gets a story about it, and the story always sounds 

the same. It was great, then it wasn’t, and somebody should do something. 

Chicago’s version of this story has been in circulation since the 1960s and it has the 

same relationship to the actual numbers that most civic mythologies have, which is 

that it is close enough to feel true and wrong enough to matter. 

Here are three numbers. Chicago peaked at 3.6 million in 1950.[1] By 2020 it was 

down to 2.7 million, a loss of about a quarter. That is the number people cite, and it 

is correct, and it is also incomplete, because the city gained population in the 

1990s.[1] Not a lot. Enough to break the “unbroken decline” framing that every 

article uses, including the ones written by people who could have checked. The 

decline is real. The “unbroken” is not. Nobody corrects it, because a tidy arc is worth 

more to a magazine writer than an accurate one. 

New York lost almost a million people between 1950 and 1980, which is the kind of 

sentence that should come with its own string section.[2] Then it got them back. By 

2020 it was eleven percent above its 1950 peak. Lost a million, gained a million and 

change, and kept going. If you are the kind of person who thinks cities have 

character arcs, this is the comeback movie. It is also, as we will see in a minute, the 

result of a specific demographic mechanism and not of municipal virtue, but the 

movie version is more popular. 

Miami just grew. Every census decade from 1950 onward, the line goes up.[3] No 

trough. No crisis. No recovery narrative, because you need a loss before you can 

recover from one, and Miami never had one. The scholars who study Sun Belt 

growth have at least three competing explanations for why this happened, none of 

them has won the argument, and this is not the chapter for that fight.[3] 

The metro tells a different story than the city, and the difference is the finding. 

Chicago’s metro area more than doubled while the city lost a quarter of its 

population.[4] Widest divergence of the three. People did not leave Chicago. They 

left the city of Chicago for the suburbs of Chicago, which is a real-estate transaction, 
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not a collapse. Although the 1950 metro boundary used six counties and the current 

one uses fourteen, so some of that doubling is the mapmaker being generous.[4] 

What left 
What actually departed was manufacturing. Chicago lost a quarter of a million 

manufacturing jobs between 1970 and 1987.[5] By around 1980, services had passed 

manufacturing as the larger employment sector, and if you think that transition 

sounds bloodless it is because “services surpassed manufacturing” is the kind of 

sentence economists write when they do not have to live through it.[5] A quarter-

million jobs is not a statistic. It is a quarter-million households doing arithmetic at 

the kitchen table. 

Then people. Chicago’s Black population peaked at roughly 1.19 million in 1980 and 

fell to about 788,000 by 2020.[6] Four hundred thousand people in forty years. 

Between 2000 and 2010 alone, about 181,000 Black residents left, which was the 

largest single-decade loss of any city outside Detroit.[6] They went to Atlanta, Dallas, 

Houston. South and southwest, following the jobs that had already gone, and 

following the family that had already followed the jobs. 

New York replaced its population losses with international immigration. Miami had 

no losses to replace.[7] Chicago’s Black out-migration had no demographic 

replacement at equivalent scale.[7] This is the part where you are supposed to say 

something structural about why immigration did not fill the gap, and the honest 

answer is that nobody has explained it well enough for me to repeat the 

explanation at a dinner table. 

Then Q2 2022, which was the quarter that made the newspapers. Citadel 

announced it was moving to Miami. Boeing announced it was leaving for Arlington. 

Caterpillar announced it was leaving for Irving, Texas.[8] Three corporate 

headquarters, same quarter. Whether the timing was coincidence or coordination is 

a claim nobody has tested, and I am not going to test it here. But three is a pattern 

even when it is an accident, and the papers treated it like a verdict. 

The Citadel move is worth one paragraph and not more, because the fiscal-loss 

claim is unverified and I would like to stop before I pretend otherwise. Griffin’s 

memo went out June 23, 2022. The firm was managing around $51 billion at the 
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announcement, finished the year at $62 billion, and moved roughly 900 of 1,100 

Chicago employees to Miami.[9] The articles about the tax-revenue loss to the city 

cited company statements. No independent fiscal analysis has been located.[9] That 

is the sentence the articles should have carried, and none of them did, and I am 

now carrying it for them. 

Three economists, no winner 
Three different academics have told three different stories about why Chicago 

stalled and New York didn’t, and the professionally responsible thing to say is that 

all three have merit and none is dispositive. The professionally honest thing to say is 

that the disagreement is the finding. 

Glaeser’s version is that New York recovered because finance and business services 

cluster where density lowers the cost of exchanging knowledge.[10] The network was 

already there and the network attracts more network, and Chicago did not replace 

its manufacturing base with an equivalent concentration of skilled services. This has 

the strongest quantitative support of the three. Nobody has proven him wrong yet, 

which is not the same as proving him right, but in economics it is the next best 

thing. 

Sassen put New York with London and Tokyo at the top of a hierarchy of global 

command-and-control cities, with Chicago a tier below, still tethered to industrial 

production.[11] This explains rank. It does not predict population decline. You can be 

second-tier and growing, or first-tier and losing people, and the model does not 

distinguish between the two. It tells you where the city sits in the org chart. The org 

chart is not the census. 

Renn, along with some of the Chicago Fed’s own people, argued that the failure was 

governance.[12] Pension obligations, property taxes, public safety. The things a city 

controls, or is supposed to control, and the argument is that Chicago controlled 

them badly. This is plausible and it polls well, which are not the same quality, and it 

lacks the quantitative grounding Glaeser brings. But try telling a homeowner whose 

property-tax bill doubled that governance is not the issue and see how the 

conversation goes. 
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I said I was picking no winner and I am not picking one. But I will tell you why. Each 

of these three explanations works on a different scale. Glaeser is talking about 

industrial structure. Sassen is talking about global capital flows. Renn is talking 

about municipal operations. They are not disagreeing about the same question. 

They are answering three different questions, each correctly, and the audience 

picks the one that matches whatever they already believe. That is not a debate. 

That is a dinner party. 

Twenty-two of thirty-one 
Here is the chokepoint. 

Chicago handles more freight rail than any other metropolitan area in the country, 

and the way it handles it is the same way the portage handled it in 1673: the cargo 

arrives, the cargo stops, somebody does something to it while it is stopped, and 

eventually the cargo leaves. The portage measured the gap in miles. The railyard 

measures it in hours. 

CREATE is the program that is supposed to fix this. Seventy projects, roughly $4.6 

billion, thirty-five of them complete as of early 2025.[13] The 75th Street Corridor 

broke ground in October 2022. New federal grants of $291 million arrived in 

December 2024.[13] Half the project list done, twenty-two years after the program 

started. The other half is still under construction, still under negotiation, or still 

under the impression that it will be funded. 

Now the number. The Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning established a 

baseline: thirty-one hours for carload terminal transit through the region.[14] Of 

those thirty-one hours, approximately twenty-two are yard dwell. The car is sitting 

still. Not being sorted, not being loaded, not being coupled. Sitting. Twenty-two of 

thirty-one hours stationary, which is seventy-one percent of the total transit time 

spent doing absolutely nothing.[14] The 2025 target was to get the total down to 

twenty-seven hours.[14] I do not have a result for that target, and the silence is 

probably the result. 

There is a comparison that floats around: it takes forty-eight hours to get freight to 

Chicago from anywhere in the country, and thirty hours to get it across Chicago 

once it arrives.[15] That formulation first appeared in a 2012 newspaper article. One 
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earlier version turned up in a 2001 union pamphlet. No federal source has ever 

established either number. No peer-reviewed study has verified them.[15] Fourteen 

years of repetition doing the work of verification. If you have read chapter one, you 

have seen this before. A number enters circulation without a source, gets repeated 

until the repetition itself feels like evidence, and by the time anybody looks for the 

original measurement, the number has been load-bearing for so long that removing 

it would require admitting nobody checked. The Windy City, the swamp, the forty-

eight hours. Same mechanism, different units. 

And then the letter. On August 3, 2026, the Surface Transportation Board sent a 

letter to the Belt Railway of Chicago asking it to explain a seventy-two percent year-

over-year increase in average dwell time at Clearing Yard.[16] From about eighteen 

hours to about thirty-one hours. The federal regulator did not write that letter 

because things were improving. They wrote it because the bottleneck, which was 

already the subject of a multi-billion-dollar, two-decade infrastructure program, had 

gotten measurably worse in twelve months.[16] 

Clearing Yard dwell nearly doubled while the program to fix it was still under 

construction. That is not a setback. That is a punchline. 

The portage opened this book. Fourteen feet of rise between two drainage basins, 

cargo coming off the water and going onto somebody’s back. The portage is 

supposed to be a historical artifact, a founding condition that engineering 

eventually resolved. It was not resolved. It was converted. The gap in the flow did 

not close. It changed units, from feet of elevation to hours of dwell, and the cargo 

still stops at Chicago, and somebody still has to carry it across. 

This book started with a man standing at a fourteen-foot rise and saying: here. It 

ends with a freight car sitting in a yard for twenty-two hours, not moving, at the 

same address. The chokepoint never closed. It just learned to tell time. 
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APPENDIX G: ENDNOTES 
Superscript numbers in square brackets in the body text refer to the per-chapter 

endnotes below. 

Chapter 1: The site and what it cost 
1. The portage crossed a subcontinental divide of approximately 14-15 feet 

above the surface of Lake Michigan, between the Great Lakes / St. Lawrence 

drainage and the Mississippi / Gulf drainage. Harold M. Mayer and Richard C. 

Wade, Chicago: Growth of a Metropolis (University of Chicago Press, 1969); 

Illinois State Geological Survey publications. The “continental divide” error 

appears in multiple popular histories and guidebooks. Registry row(s) R01-

C02, S01-C06. 

2. The site occupies the bed of glacial Lake Chicago; lacustrine clay with 

negligible surface gradient. No pre-settlement land-cover survey giving 

wetland percentage has been located in the archival record. Registry row(s) 

R01-C01, R00-C02. 

3. Lake Michigan sat approximately two feet below the original riverbanks. The 

street-raising program elevated grades four to fourteen feet. Mayer and 

Wade, Chicago: Growth of a Metropolis; Ellis L. Armstrong, ed., History of 

Public Works in the United States (American Public Works Association, 1976). 

Registry row(s) R01-C05, R10-C01, R01-C18. 

4. The Chicago River mouth built a sandbar from its own sediment against Lake 

Michigan’s longshore drift, blocking all but shallow-draft vessels and requiring 

offshore cargo transfer. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Chicago District 

records. Registry row(s) R01-C03. 

5. Engineering surveys report bedrock as deep as 85 feet below street level, 

under compressible clay. The exact figure carries Tier 3 sourcing. 

Architectural and structural engineering literature. Registry row(s) R05-C15. 

6. Congressional appropriations in three stages: approximately $5,000 (1831) 

for a lighthouse, $25,000 (1833) for harbor piers and dredging, $30,000 
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(1838) for further works. Army Corps of Engineers historical summaries; 

congressional appropriation records. Registry row(s) S01-C08, R01-C04. 

7. Federal land grant of approximately 284,000 acres along the Illinois and 

Michigan Canal route; land sales financed canal construction. Registry row(s) 

R02-C02, R02-C01. 

8. James Thompson filed the Chicago plat on August 4, 1830, under commission 

from the Canal Commissioners, three years before Chicago’s incorporation. 

Registry row(s) R02-C03. 

9. The Chicago grid derives from the Continental Survey system established by 

Congress in 1785. Registry row(s) R02-C13, R02-C05. 

10. The 1833 Treaty ceded approximately 5 million acres. Schedule B directed 

approximately $175,000 to settle traders’ debts. The Senate ratified with the 

addition of an auditor for the payment receipts. Registry row(s) R02-C06, R02-

C07, R02-C08. 

11. The Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal reversed the flow of the Chicago River, 

diverting sewage away from the Lake Michigan intake and toward the 

Mississippi drainage. Missouri v. Illinois reached the Supreme Court; Justice 

Holmes’s opinion required proof of specific harm. Typhoid mortality did not 

decline definitively until chlorination and filtration were added. Registry 

row(s) R10-C02, R10-C07, R10-C08, R10-C09, R10-C04, R10-C05, R10-C06, 

R10-C22, S03-C06. 

12. The first mechanically cooled theater opened in Chicago (1917). Willis 

Carrier’s centrifugal compressor was demonstrated in a New York theater; 

within a few years hundreds of theaters nationwide advertised cooled air. A 

residential window unit cost approximately $10,000 in 1931; mass production 

began by 1947. Miami-Dade County grew 89% in the 1950s. Academic 

literature contains at least three competing positions on whether air 

conditioning caused Sun Belt growth; none is dominant. Registry row(s) R03-

C08, R11-C05, R11-C07, R11-C09, R11-C10, R11-C11, R11-C12, R11-C13, R11-

C15, R11-C16, R11-C17, R11-C19. 
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13. New York Harbor’s natural depth was approximately 17 feet before dredging; 

the figure is contested in the scholarship. Manhattan bedrock is shallow 

enough for direct foundation bearing at several key locations. The Hudson 

River is a tidal estuary navigable to oceangoing vessels for approximately 153 

miles (to the Federal Dam at Troy). The Erie Canal (opened 1825) exploited 

the Hudson-Mohawk corridor across 363 miles, linking Albany to Lake Erie at 

Buffalo. Peter L. Bernstein, Wedding of the Waters (W.W. Norton, 2005). 

Registry row(s) R01-C16, R05-C19, R01-C11, R01-C13, S01-C04. 

14. New York’s water problem was volumetric (supply to population) rather than 

directional. City Water Tunnels No. 1 (1917) and No. 2 (1936) have never 

been internally inspected. Tunnel No. 3 was proposed in 1966 in part to 

permit shutdown and inspection of the first two. Registry row(s) R10-C13, 

R10-C14, S03-C11. 

15. The Biscayne aquifer is Miami Limestone (Pleistocene oolitic grainstone) with 

triple porosity (matrix, fracture, conduit) and hydraulic conductivities above 

10,000 feet/day in high-permeability zones. U.S. Geological Survey, Biscayne 

aquifer characterization studies; Fish and Stewart, USGS Water-Resources 

Investigations Report, 1991. Registry row(s) R01-C07, R01-C10. 

16. Pre-drainage Everglades: sheet flow averaging 15 cm to 1 m deep across a 

gradient of approximately 10^-6, in a swath 48 km wide, controlled by 

vegetation resistance rather than topographic confinement. South Florida 

Water Management District interim report; no systematic pre-drainage 

measurement data exists. Registry row(s) R01-C08, R01-C14. 

17. Drainage canals (1906-1920) lowered the freshwater head in the Biscayne 

aquifer, permitting saltwater intrusion along the aquifer base. By 2022 the 

saltwater interface had advanced 0.3-0.8 km further inland in Miami-Dade 

County than its 1995 position. Prinos et al., USGS; SFWMD reports. No 

engineering intervention has halted the advance. Registry row(s) R01-C09, 

R01-C15, R10-C18, S03-C12. 

18. Barry Popik, lexicographic research on “Windy City.” Earliest documented 

use: Chicago Daily Tribune, April 7, 1858, in a context indicating boastfulness. 
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The Charles Dana / New York Sun attribution first appeared in print in the 

Chicago Tribune in 1933, approximately 40 years after the 1893 World’s Fair 

competition. No documentary basis for the Dana attribution has been 

located. Registry row(s) R02-C19, R02-C20, S01-C07. 

19. Cincinnati Enquirer, May 9, 1876, headline “That Windy City,” published in 

reference to a tornado striking Chicago and simultaneously as mockery of 

Chicago’s boosterism. The dual reading is noted in Popik’s lexicographic 

analysis. Registry row(s) R02-C21. 

Chapter 2: Ownership, obligation, and the 
offshore account 
1. The steam grain elevator mixed grain from different farmers into common 

bins by grade. The receipt issued was for a grade and quantity, not for the 

farmer’s specific bushels, severing the link between farmer and grain. 

Registry row(s) R04-C01. 

2. The Chicago Board of Trade was founded in March 1848. This is the exchange 

founding date, not the date of any futures contract; the first standardized 

futures terms were not adopted until 1865. Registry row(s) R04-C02. 

3. Three legal acts built the futures contract across 19 years. 1856: the CBOT 

designated three quality categories of wheat with published criteria. 1859: 

Illinois granted the CBOT a charter with binding grain inspectors. October 13, 

1865: the CBOT adopted General Rules covering margin, delivery, grade, 

quantity, delivery month, and delivery location, constituting the first 

standardized futures contract terms. Registry row(s) R04-C04, R04-C05, R04-

C06, S04-C05. 

4. A voluntary clearing organization for Board of Trade contracts appeared in 

1883. The Board of Trade Clearing Corporation, the first independent 

clearinghouse, was established in 1925, 42 years later. Registry row(s) R04-

C07. 
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5. Munn v. Illinois, 94 U.S. 113 (1877). The Supreme Court held that grain 

elevators were private businesses “clothed with a public interest” and subject 

to state rate regulation. Registry row(s) R04-C08. 

6. Henry Ford acknowledged in My Life and Work (1922) that the moving 

assembly line derived from the Chicago meatpackers’ overhead trolley 

systems, which moved carcasses past stationary workers. Ford reversed the 

direction: stationary workers, moving product. The meatpacking industry was 

downstream of Chicago’s grain infrastructure. Registry row(s) R03-C07. 

7. Montgomery Ward issued the first mail-order catalog from Chicago in 1872. 

Sears, Roebuck followed in the same city, replicating the standardization 

model: specified product, price, terms, and delivery. Registry row(s) R03-C09. 

8. President Nixon closed the gold window on August 15, 1971. Leo Melamed of 

the Chicago Mercantile Exchange commissioned Milton Friedman to write a 

feasibility paper on currency futures for $7,500. The International Monetary 

Market (a division of the CME) launched seven currency futures contracts in 

May 1972. Registry row(s) R04-C09, R04-C10, R04-C11, R03-C05. 

9. The CME descended from the Chicago Butter and Egg Board, founded in 

1898. The CME and CBOT maintained separate clearinghouses until the CME 

Group merger in 2007. Same city, same instrument type, no organizational 

connection. Registry row(s) R04-C12. 

10. Melamed acknowledged that currency futures required a fundamentally new 

approach to settlement and delivery when the underlying was not a physical 

commodity. The legal form (exchange-traded standardized delivery obligation 

with margin) was identical to grain futures; the substance was entirely 

different. Registry row(s) R04-C18, R04-C17. 

11. The CBOE opened on April 26, 1973. Fischer Black and Myron Scholes 

published “The Pricing of Options and Corporate Liabilities” in the May-June 

1973 issue of the Journal of Political Economy, approximately one month 

after the exchange opened. Whether the CBOE was designed in anticipation 

of the Black-Scholes model is disputed: the CBOE’s own institutional history 

claims planning began in 1969; at least one practitioner disputes this account. 
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The CBOE adopted Black-Scholes for computerized pricing by 1975. Registry 

row(s) R04-C13, R04-C14, R04-C15, S04-C06. 

12. Listed options spread to New York exchanges (AMEX, then others) by 1975-

76. Registry row(s) R03-C06. 

13. The Buttonwood Agreement (May 17, 1792): twenty-four brokers agreed to a 

minimum commission rate and preference to each other. Traded 

instruments: bank stocks and government debt, not shares in ordinary 

enterprises or commodities. The agreement followed the financial panic of 

1792. By 1825, when the Erie Canal opened, New York had displaced 

Philadelphia as the premier U.S. money market. Registry row(s) R12-C01, R12-

C02, R12-C03, R12-C06, S04-C08. 

14. The New York Cotton Exchange, founded in 1870, traded commodity futures 

using warehouse receipts against grade in a delivery mechanism structurally 

parallel to Chicago grain futures. The Cotton Exchange adopted this 

framework five years after the CBOT’s 1865 General Rules. Registry row(s) 

R04-C16, S04-C03. 

15. The Chicago Stock Exchange managed less than 0.5% of U.S. stock 

transactions over its approximately 135-year history before its 2017 

acquisition by NYSE. Registry row(s) R12-C07, R12-C08. 

16. Miami has no founding equity exchange, commodity exchange, futures 

exchange, or derivatives exchange. Its financial identity is deposit-taking and 

Latin American private banking. Registry row(s) R12-C09, S04-C01, S04-C10. 

17. The Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta’s April 1981 Economic Review 

documented Miami banking entities holding approximately $2.5 billion in 

international deposits as of June 1980, with approximately 90% originating 

from Latin American individuals and nonfinancial firms. Edge Act corporations 

in Miami were second in number only to New York, focused specifically on 

Latin American business. Brickell Avenue became the concentration point for 

foreign bank offices. Registry row(s) R12-C10, R12-C18, R12-C11. 
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18. The Miami branch of the Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta held the largest 

cash surplus of any Fed branch in the early 1980s; this figure is attributed to a 

single former IRS agent (a retired Operation Greenback investigator) in one 

alt-weekly interview. The primary Federal Reserve study behind the most 

widely cited cash-surplus number has not been independently located. 

Operation Greenback, formed in late 1979, was the first multi-agency federal 

money-laundering task force. Registry row(s) R12-C14, R12-C15, R12-C16, 

R12-C17. 

19. MIAX Sapphire opened a physical trading floor in Miami’s Wynwood district in 

September 2025, the first national securities exchange floor in the city. The 

parent company, Miami International Holdings, is headquartered in 

Princeton, New Jersey. The floor arrived approximately 160 years after the 

CBOT’s 1865 General Rules. Registry row(s) R12-C12, R12-C13, R12-C19. 

Chapter 3: The frame 
1. In masonry bearing-wall construction, wall thickness increases approximately 

4 inches for every two additional stories to support cumulative dead loads. 

Registry row(s) R05-C01. 

2. The Monadnock Building (completed 1893) is the last major masonry bearing-

wall skyscraper in Chicago: walls 6 feet thick at the base, tapering to 18 inches 

at the top. Daniel Burnham and John Wellborn Root, architects. Registry 

row(s) R05-C02. 

3. Skeleton construction: the exterior wall carries no floor load; the steel frame 

bears all structural loads; the wall functions as a curtain or skin. Registry 

row(s) R05-C03. 

4. The Ditherington Flax Mill, Shrewsbury, England (1797), used iron columns 

and beams in multi-story construction, predating Chicago’s commercial 

application by approximately 88 years. Registry row(s) R05-C04. 

5. The Home Insurance Building, Chicago (completed 1885), designed by William 

Le Baron Jenney. Retained load-bearing masonry piers; by strict structural 

criteria it is not a pure steel skeleton. Registry row(s) R05-C05. 
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6. Jenney did not claim to have invented skeleton construction until 1896, 

eleven years after the Home Insurance Building’s completion. Registry row(s) 

R05-C06. 

7. The Tacoma Building, Chicago (1889), by Holabird & Roche: curtain walls on 

street facades, load-bearing masonry on the rear and party walls. Registry 

row(s) R05-C07. 

8. At least five distinct criteria for “first skyscraper” exist (height, full skeleton 

frame, passenger elevator, curtain wall, building-code classification), each 

yielding a different building in a different city. The category was formalized 

after the buildings were constructed. Registry row(s) S05-C05, S05-C09. 

9. Two contemporaries in Chicago, both active in the 1890s: one called skeleton 

construction “a growth rather than an invention, not the product of any 

single person”; the other called it “a development toward which a number of 

individuals made valuable contributions.” These are attributed quotations 

from the professional record of the period. Registry row(s) R05-C20, S05-C11. 

10. Bedrock beneath central Chicago sits approximately 85 feet below grade, 

under highly compressible glacial clay. Engineering surveys; the exact depth 

carries Tier 3 sourcing. Registry row(s) R05-C15. 

11. Early Chicago builders used grillage raft foundations: railroad rails arranged in 

pyramid-shaped footings to spread building loads across the clay surface. 

Registry row(s) R05-C16. 

12. Differential settlement of more than 18 inches in the first year has been 

documented for a major Chicago building of the period, with heavier masonry 

exterior settling faster than the lighter interior frame. Registry row(s) R05-

C17. 

13. Caisson foundations were introduced in Chicago circa 1893, sinking shafts 

through the clay to a hardpan bearing layer above bedrock. Registry row(s) 

R05-C18. 

14. The Equitable Life Building, New York (opened 1870), designed by George B. 

Post: iron-framed, with steam passenger elevators. Burrows and Wallace, 



Pg | 79 

Gotham: A History of New York City to 1898 (Oxford University Press, 1999), 

describe it as the first example of what would later be called a skyscraper. 

Registry row(s) R05-C28. 

15. George B. Post’s Produce Exchange, New York (completed 1884): cage 

construction with iron columns and girders carrying floor loads; Post also 

experimented with skeleton construction for some walls. Registry row(s) R05-

C21, R05-C22. 

16. Bradford Lee Gilbert announced an eleven-story building in New York (1888) 

relying entirely on skeletal construction. He faced opposition from architects, 

engineers, newspapers, and public officials. The Tower Building was 

permitted and completed (1889) before New York’s building laws were 

revised to address skeleton construction. Registry row(s) R05-C23, R05-C24, 

R05-C26, R05-C30. 

17. Gilbert clad the Tower Building in conventional stone, explicitly rejecting the 

Chicago position that exteriors should express their structural system. 

Registry row(s) R05-C25, R05-C32. 

18. No New York architect of 1889-1895 is documented acknowledging Chicago 

as the source of the steel skeleton frame. Awareness of Chicago 

developments is documented; borrowing or attribution is not. Registry row(s) 

R05-C11, R05-C32, S05-C10. 

19. New York engineers developed hybrid cage systems under their own building-

code constraints. Whether these developed with awareness of Chicago 

practice or independently is not established. Parallel development is the 

more plausible reading but not a settled finding. Registry row(s) S05-C07, S05-

C08, S05-C03. 

20. One documented Chicago-to-New York structural transfer in this period: a 

building designed by a Chicago firm (Burnham) for a Chicago contractor, 

completed in New York in 1902, more than a decade after the structural 

argument was effectively settled. Registry row(s) R03-C02. 
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21. Chicago’s elevated railway (1892) arrived approximately 25 years after New 

York’s, using the same structural concept. That transfer is documented and 

directional. Registry row(s) R03-C15. 

22. Manhattan’s bedrock depth profile: shallow at the Battery (~8 meters), deep 

between City Hall and Canal Street (~45 meters), shallow again in midtown. 

Engineering surveys at specific sites. Registry row(s) R05-C19. 

23. Barr, Tassier, and Trendafilov (2011), peer-reviewed study: bedrock depth 

increased Manhattan skyscraper foundation costs by approximately 7% but 

had no statistically significant effect on the location of tall buildings. Registry 

row(s) R05-C12, R05-C13. 

24. Land values in the midtown-downtown gap varied by a factor of 

approximately three. When land price triples, a 7% foundation-cost increase 

is not the deciding variable. Registry row(s) R05-C14. 

25. Miami was incorporated on July 28, 1896. Every structural-frame 

development discussed in this chapter predates the city’s incorporation. 

Registry row(s) S05-C01. 

Chapter 4: The crown 
1. The first American architect to train at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts in Paris 

returned to practice in New York. A second trained there from 1867 to 1870 

and built his classical practice in New York. The first used his role as a founder 

of the American Institute of Architects to campaign for a national return to 

classical styles before the 1893 Exposition was proposed. Registry row(s) R13-

C01, R13-C02, R13-C05. 

2. Four of the five firms assigned to the Court of Honor at the 1893 World’s 

Columbian Exposition were from New York and Boston. The eastern 

architects’ condition was that all Court of Honor buildings share a classical 

vocabulary and a uniform cornice line. Registry row(s) R13-C03, R13-C04, 

R13-C06. 

3. Transmission loop: Paris Ecole des Beaux-Arts to New York cohort 

(documented); New York cohort to 1893 Chicago Exposition (documented); 
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Exposition to Washington, D.C., through a Senate commission (the McMillan 

Commission, 1901-02) staffed by the same designers who created the fair 

(documented personnel continuity); Washington to national City Beautiful 

diffusion (circumstantial). Registry row(s) R13-C16, R13-C14, R13-C15. 

4. The Plan of Chicago (1909) cited the 1893 Exposition as its direct antecedent. 

Registry row(s) R13-C19, R13-C20, R03-C03. 

5. Louis Sullivan wrote his condemnation of the Exposition’s classicism in The 

Autobiography of an Idea (1924), thirty-one years after the events. He 

described classicism as a “virus,” the fair as a “violent outbreak,” and 

predicted “damage” lasting half a century. Registry row(s) R13-C08, R13-C09, 

R13-C10. 

6. Sullivan’s firm, Adler & Sullivan, was assigned the Transportation Building, 

outside the Court of Honor. The Court of Honor commissions went to the 

eastern firms. Registry row(s) R13-C09. 

7. At least one architectural historian characterizes Sullivan’s condemnation as 

“one of the great romantic myths in architectural history,” documenting that 

neoclassicism had revived at least a decade before the 1893 Exposition. 

Sullivan himself designed the Carson Pirie Scott store (completed 1904) 

during the period he characterized as damaged by the classical “virus.” 

Chicago’s modernist firms continued to build after 1893. Registry row(s) R13-

C11, R13-C12. 

8. A contemporaneous critic, writing without a professional stake in the 

architectural debate, found the Exposition beautiful but irrelevant to the 

needs of a functioning city. Registry row(s) S06-C09. 

9. By 1913, commercial skyscrapers had exceeded the height of any cathedral 

ever built. Secular office towers built for rental income surpassed eight 

centuries of religious architecture. Registry row(s) R03-C24, R03-C25. 

10. New York architects won a 1922 competition to design the Chicago Tribune 

Tower, using a Gothic crown modeled on the Tour de Beurre of Rouen 

Cathedral. Registry row(s) R03-C12, R03-C13. 
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11. The Gothic skyscraper style was established in New York approximately 

twelve years before the Tribune Tower competition brought it to Chicago. 

Registry row(s) R14-C15. 

12. The winning architect’s trajectory after the Tribune Tower competition: 

Gothic competition entry, then a transitional building, then a stripped 

modernist tower, then an International Style building. Four projects spanning 

approximately nine years, all in New York. Registry row(s) R14-C03, R14-C04, 

S06-C12. 

13. New York’s zoning resolution changed the massing envelope by requiring 

setbacks, which rewarded streamlined verticals over buttressed crowns, but 

did not prohibit Gothic ornament. Gothic towers continued to be designed 

after the resolution passed. Registry row(s) R14-C10, R14-C08. 

14. Eliel Saarinen’s second-place entry in the 1922 Tribune Tower competition 

demonstrated stripped verticality without historical ornament. Registry 

row(s) R14-C06. 

15. The 1925 Exposition Internationale des Arts Decoratifs et Industriels 

Modernes in Paris gave Art Deco its name and international platform. 

Registry row(s) R14-C09. 

16. The Depression halted construction. When building resumed, the 

architectural profession had moved to different formal vocabularies. No 

single factor is identified in the literature as the cause of Gothic’s decline. 

Registry row(s) R14-C11, S06-C11. 

17. The “eighteen-year” duration figure for the Gothic vogue in commercial 

skyscrapers originates outside the architectural literature. No historian of the 

period uses it. Registry row(s) R00-C03. 

18. Miami was not incorporated until 1896, three years after the 1893 Exposition. 

The city had no office-tower market comparable to Chicago’s or New York’s 

during the relevant period. Registry row(s) R13-C17, S06-C02. 

19. Miami’s tallest ornamental structure of the era, the Freedom Tower 

(originally the Miami News Tower), was designed by New York architects 
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Schultze & Weaver, modeled on the Giralda tower of Seville Cathedral. 

Mediterranean Revival, not Beaux-Arts or Gothic. Neither Chicago nor New 

York adopted Mediterranean Revival for their skylines. Registry row(s) R03-

C18, R03-C19, S06-C04. 

20. Art Deco reached Miami as Tropical Deco after the 1926 hurricane: over 800 

buildings by 1943. In 1935, nineteen hotels averaging approximately 70 

rooms each were built at costs of $95,000-$250,000 per property, financed by 

small partnerships on Depression-priced land, targeting unionized workers on 

paid vacations. Simultaneously, Chicago and New York were building or had 

recently completed 40-story towers financed by institutional capital. Registry 

row(s) R03-C20, R14-C13, R14-C14, S06-C05. 

21. The Ferris Wheel was designed by engineer George Washington Gale Ferris 

Jr. in response to a challenge to produce an American structural answer to 

the Eiffel Tower (1889 Paris Exposition). It was a machine, not an architectural 

statement. Registry row(s) R03-C23. 

Chapter 5: Machines and their absence 
1. One individual held the Cook County Democratic Party chairmanship and the 

mayoralty simultaneously for over two decades. The county committee 

comprised fifty city ward committeemen and thirty suburban township 

committeemen. The fusion of both offices in a single person created a unified 

command structure. Registry row(s) R16-C02, R16-C03, R19-C11. 

2. Tammany Hall’s territory was confined to Manhattan (New York County). It 

never held the mayoralty in the manner of Chicago’s combined party-

chair/mayor arrangement. Its borough-limited scope prevented countywide 

coordination. Registry row(s) R19-C10, S07-C04. 

3. Miami-Dade County commissioners are elected in nonpartisan single-district 

contests. There is no county party central committee, no ward-based veto 

structure, and no patronage system comparable to Chicago’s or New York’s. 

Registry row(s) R19-C10, S07-C12. 
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4. The 1972 Shakman consent decree prohibited politically motivated firings. 

The 1983 decree extended the prohibition to hiring across approximately 

38,000 positions. The Supreme Court extended First Amendment protection 

against patronage-based hiring (Rutan v. Republican Party of Illinois, 1990). 

The federal monitoring apparatus cost approximately $23 million. Registry 

row(s) R15-C01, R15-C02, R15-C19, R15-C04. 

5. Robert Sorich was convicted in 2006 of mail fraud for rigging hiring across the 

positions covered by the Shakman decree. The fabrication of civil-service 

records ran from the 1983 decree through at least 2006. Registry row(s) R15-

C03, S07-C09. 

6. The city of Chicago was released from the Shakman decree in 2014. Cook 

County was released in 2018. Registry row(s) R15-C05, R15-C06, R16-C19. 

7. Aldermanic prerogative operates through council convention, not statute. 

The full City Council by custom approves zoning amendments only with the 

support of the local alderman. No published rule or ordinance establishes the 

practice. Registry row(s) R15-C11. 

8. A reform executive order stripped aldermen of veto power over licenses and 

permits but explicitly excluded zoning changes from the order’s scope. 

Registry row(s) R15-C12. 

9. The Office of Inspector General found the menu program’s equal per-ward 

allocation bore no relationship to infrastructure needs. One near-North Side 

ward had 85% of needs met; a South Side ward had 15%. Annual 

infrastructure need: $312.8 million. Annual menu funding: $84 million. Gap: 

$228.8 million per year. Registry row(s) R15-C08, R15-C09, R15-C10. 

10. HUD’s 2023 investigation found that the aldermanic zoning veto enabled 

majority-white wards to block affordable housing. Over approximately 50 

years, predominantly white areas built 2% of the city’s affordable housing 

while containing 25% of its multifamily-zoned land. As of mid-2025, the 

investigation had produced no binding remedy. Alderman blocking of a 500-

unit project: January 2025. A separate alderman was convicted on 

racketeering and bribery charges for extracting law-firm business through 
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zoning authority. Registry row(s) R15-C13, R15-C14, R15-C16, R15-C15, R15-

C18. 

11. The Seabury Investigation (early 1930s) found that Mayor James J. Walker 

had received over $1 million in payments from firms doing business with the 

city. Walker resigned rather than face removal by Governor Franklin 

Roosevelt. Fiorello La Guardia won the 1933 mayoral election on a fusion 

ticket and served until 1945. Under his administration, civil-service 

applications rose from approximately 6,300 to over 250,000. Registry row(s) 

R16-C16, R16-C04. 

12. Martin Kennelly served as Chicago’s mayor from 1947 to 1955 as a reform-

oriented figure within the Democratic Party. He did not hold the party 

chairmanship. The machine slated Richard J. Daley as his replacement. 

Registry row(s) R16-C15. 

13. Robert Moses diverted capital-investment patronage into bond-financed 

public authorities (principally the Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority) 

beyond direct electoral accountability. Approximately $1 million per year in 

insurance commissions and legal retainers flowed to political leaders. By 

1953, three of five county leaders were on his payroll. Chicago’s equivalent 

special-purpose districts remained within the machine’s patronage orbit. 

Registry row(s) R16-C05, R16-C06, R16-C07, S07-C02. 

14. Roosevelt redirected federal New Deal relief patronage away from Tammany 

and through outer-borough leaders. Chicago cooperated with the Roosevelt 

administration and controlled New Deal welfare programs directly. However, 

the only quantitative study (Wallis, 1987) found little evidence that New 

Dealers systematically funneled extra relief funds to cooperative urban 

machines. Registry row(s) R16-C08, R16-C09, R16-C21, R16-C23, R16-C24. 

15. The Northern District of Illinois recorded 1,597 federal public-corruption 

convictions between 1976 and 2012. Prosecutions targeted aldermen and 

patronage operatives but did not catch a sitting mayor in personal corruption 

at a moment that would have opened a reform gap comparable to New 

York’s. Registry row(s) R16-C14, S07-C13. 
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16. Four competing periodizations of Tammany Hall’s decline exist in the political 

science literature. One argument (Mayhew) holds that Tammany was 

replaced by public-sector unions following New York City’s 1958 executive 

order mandating collective bargaining. The ethnic-succession thesis is 

complicated by Carmine DeSapio’s rise as the most powerful Tammany boss 

of the postwar era, an Italian-American leading an organization supposedly 

failing due to ethnic exclusion. Registry row(s) S07-C07, R16-C17, R16-C13, 

S07-C08. 

17. Four candidate explanations for Miami-Dade’s absence of a machine: (a) no 

large immigrant working class before mid-20th century; (b) one-party Solid 

South with no competitive patronage politics; (c) Progressive-era civil service 

arriving before municipal scale; (d) demographic thinness until air 

conditioning and Cuban migration. No scholarly study has tested these 

comparatively. Miami-Dade County contains 34 municipalities; the 

fragmentation-as-cause hypothesis faces reverse-causation problems. 

Registry row(s) R19-C17, R19-C15, R19-C16. 

18. No documented transmission of machine politics has been found in either 

direction between Chicago and New York, or from either city to Miami. The 

machine is a locally generated form, anchored to a specific payroll, party 

structure, and ward geography, none of which proved transferable. Registry 

row(s) R16-C25, R16-C18, R15-C20. 

Chapter 6: How a city acquires a politics 
1. The label “Democrat” in Florida in 1928 described a white Protestant coalition 

voting against Al Smith, a Catholic; by 2020 it described a multicultural 

coalition that lost the state by 3.36 points. Party labels change content 

through elite-led sorting and mass behavioral realignment without the label 

itself changing. Registry row(s) R18-C12, R18-C01, S08-C03. 

2. The critical-election cycle theory (Key, Burnham) posits coalitions reorganize 

on a 30-36-year cycle. David Mayhew’s 2002 critique found the mechanism of 

coalition change real but the periodicity unsupported by the empirical record. 

Registry row(s) R18-C02, R18-C03, R18-C19. 
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3. In 1920, dense northern urban cores were not reliably Democratic; the urban-

Democratic gradient was built by the New Deal coalition (1932-1944) and 

deepened after 1965. Registry row(s) R18-C20, S08-C05. 

4. European Social Survey data across thirty countries (2002-2018) shows the 

same gradient running from inner cities through suburbs through towns to 

countryside. The gradient runs through attitudes toward migration and 

globalization rather than traditional left-right economic questions. Kenny and 

Luca (2020). Registry row(s) R18-C14, R18-C21, R18-C22. 

5. Kenny and Luca conclude that composition effects are necessary but not 

sufficient, and that contextual effects remain after controlling for individual 

characteristics. The density-versus-composition question is not resolved. 

Registry row(s) R18-C15, S08-C12. 

6. Cook County’s Democratic Central Committee: fifty city ward committeemen 

and thirty suburban township committeemen; the machine absorbed 

successive immigrant waves through union and aldermanic networks. New 

York incorporated immigrants through Democratic club politics and advocacy 

organizations. Miami-Dade had no equivalent organizational structure. Royko, 

Boss. Registry row(s) R19-C11, S08-C01, S08-C02. 

7. Cook County: 74.3% Biden (2020) against 57.5% statewide; over 72% 

Democratic in 2024. New York City: approximately 76% Biden (2020) against 

60.9% statewide; no comparable borough-level Hispanic swing in 2024. 

Registry row(s) S08-C04, S08-C01. 

8. Miami-Dade Democratic presidential margins: +23.71 (2012), +29.39 (2016), 

+7.33 (2020), -11.41 (2024). Registry row(s) R09-C05, R09-C04. 

9. Trump was the first Republican presidential candidate to carry Miami-Dade 

County since George H.W. Bush in 1988. Registry row(s) R09-C06. 

10. Miami-Dade’s swing from 2016 to 2024 was approximately 41 points, 

substantially exceeding Florida’s statewide swing of approximately 12 points 

over the same period. Registry row(s) R09-C08. 
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11. Miami-Dade County commissioners are elected in nonpartisan single-district 

elections; the county has no party central committee analogous to Cook 

County’s Democratic Central Committee. No machine-style Democratic 

organization. Registry row(s) R19-C10, R09-C26. 

12. As of May 2025, Miami-Dade Republicans (464,370) outnumbered registered 

Democrats (440,790) for the first time in modern recorded history; in 2021 

Democrats had led by approximately 194,000. Registry row(s) R09-C10. 

13. The FIU Cuba Poll (2024; n=1,001, telephone survey) found 68% of likely 

Cuban-American voters supported Trump, the highest share in 33 years of 

polling. The generational-turnover hypothesis predicts the opposite. Registry 

row(s) R09-C09, R09-C14, S08-C06. 

14. Doral swung approximately 42 points from 2016 to 2020. CHNV humanitarian 

parole program admitted approximately 181,000 Cubans, Haitians, 

Nicaraguans, and Venezuelans nationally by July 2023; parolees are not lawful 

permanent residents and cannot begin the five-year naturalization clock. 

Most arrivals after 2019 could not legally have voted in 2024. Registry row(s) 

R09-C12, R09-C15, S08-C07. 

15. Florida statewide presidential margins: Trump +1.2 (2016), +3.4 (2020), +13.1 

(2024). Approximately 12-point statewide swing versus 41 points in Miami-

Dade. Registry row(s) R09-C07, R09-C08. 

16. Miami-Dade’s 2020 swing was approximately 22 points; Florida’s statewide 

swing in the same cycle was 2.2 points. No peer-reviewed study has 

attributed a specific portion of the Miami-Dade swing to pandemic policy 

using county-level data. Registry row(s) S08-C09, S08-C15. 

17. Approximately 300,000 people moved from out of state to Florida between 

April 2020 and April 2021; Republican registrant share among northeastern 

migrants increased. No study has linked individual in-migrant partisan 

composition to Miami-Dade vote choices. Political Science Quarterly in-

migration study. Registry row(s) R09-C20, S08-C10, S08-C16. 
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18. Pew Research Center validated-voter study (2025): Democratic Latino margin 

nationally contracted from 25 points (2020) to 3 points (2024). Miami-Dade’s 

41-point swing substantially exceeds the national shift. Catalist (2024): Latino 

Democratic support fell from 63% to 54%, the largest decline of any racial 

group. Registry row(s) R09-C18, R09-C27, S08-C08. 

19. FIU Cuba Poll: approximately 35% Trump support among Cuban Americans in 

2016. Equis Research: approximately 54% for the same population and year. 

AP VoteCast (2024): implies approximately 70% Cuban-American Trump 

support in Florida. Different constructs, different methods, none validated-

voter data. The spread between instruments is wider than some of the shifts 

being measured. Registry row(s) R09-C09, R09-C23, R09-C28. 

20. The 1930s realignment was simultaneous in Chicago, New York, and Florida, 

driven by the Depression and New Deal as common federal events. Nothing 

was transmitted from one city to another. The organizational machinery 

already in place determined how the federal shock translated into votes. 

Registry row(s) R18-C16, S08-C11. 

21. Whether FDR’s 1932-1936 majorities were built primarily by mobilizing 

previously unmobilized groups or by converting 1920s Republicans is an 

unresolved empirical dispute; individual-level data necessary to settle it does 

not exist for the pre-survey era. Registry row(s) R18-C04, S08-C11. 

22. No publicly available individual-level validated-voter panel dataset links 

Miami-Dade voters’ birth cohort, nativity, and vote history across 2016, 2020, 

and 2024 in a form that would permit a clean decomposition of the swing into 

conversion and composition components. Registry row(s) R09-C22, S08-C13. 

Chapter 7: Three designs for a criminal 
organization 
1. The Chicago Outfit operated as a unitary hierarchy: territory allocated 

administratively by leadership, disputes resolved internally, no standing inter-

organizational body. Registry row(s) R06-C01, S09-C01. 
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2. Johnny Torrio partnered with a legitimate brewer in 1920 and acquired 

multiple former commercial breweries, concentrating bootlegging supply at a 

small number of industrial production facilities. Bootlegging supply-chain 

structure in Chicago concentrated at brewery chokepoints. Registry row(s) 

R06-C05, R06-C06. 

3. Chicago’s political protection ran through the Democratic machine’s First 

Ward precinct structure, giving the Outfit a single counterparty for citywide 

police and judicial protection. Registry row(s) R06-C07, S09-C02. 

4. New York bootlegging supply was dispersed across the harbor, the Canadian 

border, and multiple independent importers, with no single chokepoint. 

Registry row(s) R06-C06. 

5. The Commission was created in 1931 after the Castellammarese War, 

replacing the boss-of-bosses title with a consensus mechanism. It had no 

enforcement arm independent of its member families; enforcement rested 

on the credible threat of collective action. Registry row(s) R06-C02, R06-C03. 

6. Tammany Hall controlled Manhattan; Ed Flynn ran a separate machine in the 

Bronx; Brooklyn had its own Democratic organization. Multiple 

counterparties, not one. Registry row(s) R06-C08. 

7. South Florida had no dominant criminal organization. During Prohibition, the 

territory was unallocated; after 1933, gambling ran under an open-city 

arrangement. The Kefauver Committee documented one gambling syndicate 

handling $26 million in bets in Miami Beach in 1948; publicity from the 1950-

51 hearings was the primary cause of its dissolution. Registry row(s) R06-C04, 

R06-C16, S09-C13. 

8. Al Capone took a residence at Miami Beach in 1928. His operational role 

ended with his 1931 tax conviction and imprisonment. Registry row(s) R06-

C14. 

9. Meyer Lansky, New York-affiliated, operated in South Florida in connection 

with gambling operations. The personnel connection is documented; it carries 

no transmission of organizational form. The Kefauver Committee 
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characterized the gambling syndicate as connected to organized crime 

interests; the operators characterized themselves as independent local 

businessmen. Registry row(s) R06-C15, S09-C04. 

10. No organizational form transmitted between the three cities. The 

Commission was not modeled on Chicago. Chicago was never subject to 

Commission rulings. South Florida’s open territory preceded the arrival of 

New York and Chicago personnel. Registry row(s) R06-C13. 

11. Supply-chain structure and political-authority structure point the same 

direction in all three cases, so the two variables are mutually reinforcing and 

cannot be independently tested against each other on this evidence. Registry 

row(s) R06-C12. 

12. The Organized Crime Control Act of 1970 (RICO) created federal liability for 

participating in a pattern of racketeering through an enterprise. Registry 

row(s) R17-C01. 

13. The Mafia Commission Trial (United States v. Salerno et al.) produced verdicts 

against eight defendants on November 19, 1986, including 100-year 

sentences, effectively ending the Commission as a functioning institution. 

Registry row(s) R17-C02. 

14. John Gotti was convicted April 2, 1992, on 13 of 14 counts including murder 

and racketeering, and sentenced to life in prison on June 23, 1992, 

representing the major post-Commission decapitation of the Gambino family. 

Registry row(s) R17-C03. 

15. Jeff Fort was convicted in November 1987 and sentenced to 80 years, 

followed by a consecutive 75-year sentence in 1988. Larry Hoover was 

convicted in 1997 on 42 counts and sentenced to six life terms. Operation 

Family Secrets produced a verdict on September 10, 2007, convicting all five 

Chicago Outfit defendants of racketeering conspiracy involving 18 murders; 

three received life sentences in 2009. Registry row(s) R17-C04, R17-C05, R17-

C06. 
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16. Miami recorded the highest city-level murder rate in the United States in 

1980-81, with approximately 569 homicides in 1980 and a rate reaching 

approximately 51.2 per 100,000 in 1981, driven by cocaine market 

competition in the absence of any dominant organization. Registry row(s) 

R17-C10. 

17. “Governable violence” as used in post-RICO policy discourse conflates at 

minimum three distinct claims and has not been operationalized in any peer-

reviewed study reviewed for this report. Registry row(s) R17-C21, S09-C10. 

18. Chicago homicides during the intact gang-nation era of the late 1980s and 

early 1990s ran between approximately 700 and 943 per year, the modern 

high point. Registry row(s) R17-C22, S09-C06. 

19. Papachristos and colleagues (2017) found that social contagion accounted for 

63.1% of gun violence episodes in Chicago (2006-2014) and that 70% of 

nonfatal gunshot victims could be located in co-offending networks 

comprising less than 6% of the population. Registry row(s) R17-C14. 

20. Aspholm, in a 2020 nonprofit-newsroom interview, listed demolition of public 

housing as a primary driver of gang fragmentation, describing over 21,000 

units demolished between 1999 and 2010, and stated that this disrupted the 

equilibrium by scattering residents into rival neighborhoods. He attributes 

elevated violence to economic devastation and community conditions rather 

than asserting that fragmentation directly caused the increase in absolute 

violence levels. Registry row(s) R17-C11, R17-C26, R17-C27, R17-C30. 

21. Seven scholarly works central to the fragmentation argument were all located 

but none was opened. Every characterization rests on abstracts, web 

summaries, and one nonprofit-newsroom interview. This is the largest 

sourcing weakness in the book. Registry row(s) R17-C31, S09-C12, S09-C08. 

22. Chyn (AER, 2018) found that displaced children from Chicago public housing 

demolitions were 9 percentage points more likely to be employed and had 

14% fewer violent crime arrests compared to peers in non-demolished 

buildings. The causal chain from demolition to fragmentation to violence has 
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not been demonstrated as a causal sequence by any peer-reviewed study. 

Registry row(s) R17-C15, R17-C17. 

23. Chicago homicides peaked at approximately 943 in 1992 and declined over 

two decades, reaching approximately 420-429 in 2014, coinciding with the 

period of maximum gang-leadership decapitation. Registry row(s) R17-C07, 

R17-C24. 

24. The 2016 Chicago homicide spike (from approximately 480-502 in 2015 to 

approximately 754-790 in 2016) has at least four competing causal 

explanations in the research literature. Gang fragmentation is structural 

background, not a proximate cause of the specific 2016 discontinuity. 

Homicide counts differ between CPD datasets because the two apply 

different counting and reclassification rules. Registry row(s) R17-C19, R17-

C24, R17-C25. 

Chapter 8: Buying a civilization 
1. The Art Institute of Chicago (chartered 1879) focused on European painting 

and Old Masters; the Oriental Institute (founded 1919) received excavation-

derived finds under partage concessions. Collection routing was structural: 

only the institution holding excavation concessions received excavated 

material. The Art Institute held no such concessions. Registry row(s) R07-C01, 

R07-C17, R07-C05. 

2. James Henry Breasted guided ancient Near East acquisitions for the Art 

Institute, the Oriental Institute, and the Field Museum simultaneously in the 

early decades of all three institutions. Registry row(s) R07-C16. 

3. Marshall Field underwrote the Field Museum with a $1 million gift to retain 

the 1893 World’s Columbian Exposition collections; the museum opened in 

1894. Registry row(s) R07-C04. 

4. Breasted proposed the Oriental Institute to John D. Rockefeller Jr. in 1919 as 

a research laboratory, not a civic display museum. Rockefeller pledged 

$50,000 over five years as startup funding. Registry row(s) R07-C05, R07-C06. 
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5. Total Rockefeller support from various Rockefeller funding bodies reached 

approximately $11 million; the exact figure carries Tier 3 sourcing. Registry 

row(s) R07-C07. 

6. The Iraqi Antiquities Law of 1924 established the concession-and-division 

regime: licensed excavators assembled finds, the Director of Antiquities in 

Baghdad conducted an official division, and assigned shares were exported. 

Registry row(s) R24-C01. 

7. After each Khorsabad season (seven seasons, 1928-1935), assembled finds 

remained in the expedition courtyard until the Director of Antiquities made 

the official division. Registry row(s) R24-C02, R07-C13. 

8. The Iraq Museum received 75 boxes of sculpted relief material; the Oriental 

Institute received the colossal winged bull and a group of relief sculptures 

through the official division. Registry row(s) R24-C03, R24-C07. 

9. The Iranian Antiquities Law of 1930 guaranteed the excavating organization a 

half share of discovered antiquities except objects of outstanding or unique 

national importance. Registry row(s) R24-C04. 

10. Ernst Herzfeld of the University of Berlin helped formulate the 1930 Iranian 

law, served as the Persian government’s archaeological adviser, cabled 

Breasted urging American action on the law’s passage, and then accepted 

appointment as field director of the Oriental Institute expedition that 

received the first concession granted under that law. Registry row(s) R24-C05, 

R24-C13, R24-C11. 

11. The three partage regimes (Iraq 1924, Palestine Mandate 1929, Iran 1930) 

share no established statutory lineage. The Iranian law arose from 

cancellation of an existing French monopoly concession and was drafted 

within the Iranian administration. Registry row(s) R24-C06, S10-C13. 

12. The Penn Museum ran the university-expedition model through Nippur 

beginning 1888, thirty-one years before the Oriental Institute was founded. 

The structure was a national pattern, not a Chicago-specific innovation. 

Registry row(s) R07-C19, R07-C20. 
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13. The Metropolitan Museum of Art was incorporated on April 13, 1870, by an 

act of the New York State Legislature. Registry row(s) R20-C01. 

14. Under the December 24, 1878 lease between the City of New York and the 

Metropolitan Museum, the city owns the Central Park building and land; the 

museum corporation owns the collection and occupies the building rent-free 

in exchange for free public admission on specified days. Registry row(s) R20-

C02. 

15. The Art Institute of Chicago rests on the same public-land, private-collection 

arrangement: the Chicago Park District holds the land (provided 1892), the 

Art Institute corporation holds the collection. Registry row(s) R20-C20. 

16. Luigi Palma di Cesnola, US consul on Cyprus (1865-1876), excavated 

approximately 35,000 objects and sold roughly 20,000 to the Met in two lots 

(1872 and 1876). He became the museum’s first director in 1879 and held the 

position until his death in 1904. Registry row(s) R20-C04, R20-C05. 

17. The Met’s Department of Egyptian Art was established October 15, 1906; 

fieldwork ran 1906-1936 under the Egyptian partage system. The Egyptian 

Antiquities Service held first-choice authority at each season’s end; the 

remainder could be exported by the excavating institution. Registry row(s) 

R20-C06, R20-C08. 

18. J. Pierpont Morgan served as president of the Met from 1904 to his death on 

March 31, 1913. His will made no specific provision for the museum. Registry 

row(s) R20-C10, R20-C11. 

19. J.P. Morgan Jr. donated the medieval holdings to the Met in 1917, four years 

after his father’s death. Registry row(s) R20-C11. 

20. Egypt gifted the Temple of Dendur to the United States in 1965 in recognition 

of the American contribution to the UNESCO campaign to save Nubian 

monuments. President Lyndon B. Johnson awarded the temple to the Met on 

April 28, 1967 through a federal commission. The temple opened in the 

Sackler Wing on September 27, 1978. Registry row(s) R20-C14, R20-C15. 
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21. The four acquisition routes: consul-excavator purchase (Cesnola, 1872/1876), 

own-expedition partage (Egyptian Expedition, 1906-1936), private donation 

(Morgan Jr., 1917), state-to-state gift with federal allocation (Temple of 

Dendur, 1965-1967). Registry row(s) R20-C16, S10-C04. 

22. The Met consolidated under one institution what Chicago distributed across 

the Art Institute (purchase and gift) and the Oriental Institute (partage via 

excavation concession). Registry row(s) S10-C06. 

23. The partage mechanism operated identically at both the Oriental Institute 

and the Metropolitan Museum during overlapping periods: licensed 

excavation, government-conducted division, legal export of the assigned 

share. Registry row(s) R21-C17, R20-C18. 

24. James Deering built Vizcaya (1914-1922) with wealth accumulated as vice-

president of International Harvester, based in Chicago. A private estate, not 

an institution; no public collection, no endowment, no irrevocable title 

transfer survived the buyer. Registry row(s) R03-C10, S10-C08. 

25. PAMM (Jorge M. Perez Art Museum of Miami-Dade County) is structurally 

comparable to the Art Institute and the Met: 501(c)(3) nonprofit holding 

permanent collection title on public land. Total assets approximately $196.8 

million; no endowment comparable to either older institution. Registry row(s) 

R22-C01, R22-C05, R22-C15, S10-C01. 

26. Miami-Dade County voters approved a $100 million general obligation bond 

in November 2004; the PAMM building opened December 2013 at 

approximately $220 million total cost ($100M county, $120M private). 

Designed by Herzog & de Meuron. Registry row(s) R22-C02, R22-C03. 

27. The Contemporary Arts Foundation Inc. operates the Rubell Museum; its 990-

PF program statement describes the foundation as exhibiting the Rubell 

Family Collection “on loan,” meaning collection title remains the family’s 

personal property. Registry row(s) R22-C06. 



Pg | 97 

28. Martin Z. Margulies has stated publicly that the art, held as personal 

property, will be sold to benefit his children and philanthropic foundation 

upon his death. Registry row(s) R22-C12. 

29. Rosa de la Cruz died February 25, 2024, at age 81. The de la Cruz Collection, 

never incorporated as a foundation, closed its Design District space 

permanently in March 2024. Christie’s sold 26 lots on May 14, 2024, for $28.1 

million hammer ($34.4 million with fees). Registry row(s) R22-C08, R22-C09. 

30. ICA Miami acquired the former de la Cruz Collection building in October 2024 

for $25 million. Registry row(s) R22-C10. 

31. A partage-acquired object with a documented official division derives its title 

from the host government’s own statutory act. It cannot be prosecuted as 

stolen property under the National Stolen Property Act / McClain-Schultz 

doctrine, because the government that owned it is the government that 

conducted the division. Registry row(s) R21-C07, R24-C07. 

32. The 1970 UNESCO Convention on cultural property is entirely prospective; no 

retroactivity clause appears in the treaty text. The “1970 date” treated as a 

bright line in museum policy is a voluntary professional standard (AAMD), not 

a legal mandate. Registry row(s) R21-C01, R21-C10. 

33. Article 15 of the 1970 UNESCO Convention explicitly preserves pre-

Convention arrangements by name. Registry row(s) R21-C02. 

34. The 1970 Convention binds states, not museums, and required implementing 

legislation in each State Party. In the United States, implementation came 

through the Convention on Cultural Property Implementation Act of 1983 (19 

U.S.C. 2601-2613). Registry row(s) R21-C03. 

35. CPIA Section 2607 (19 U.S.C. 2607) prohibits import only of cultural property 

stolen from a documented institutional inventory after the statute’s effective 

date, tracking the Convention’s prospective limitation. Registry row(s) R21-

C08. 
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Chapter 9: Gateways 
1. The definition of a gateway as a compulsory transfer point with a nameable 

structural basis is the book’s own analytical framework, developed across the 

comparative evidence. Gateway status is treated as inherently temporary. 

Registry row(s) R23-C01, R23-C02. 

2. Eastern railroads were built toward Chicago; western railroads were built 

from Chicago. Two independent systems met at a single node with no 

through-routing or shared terminals. The mechanism was market structure 

rather than gauge incompatibility. Registry row(s) R23-C03, R23-C04. 

3. Lake freight eastbound from Chicago was substantially cheaper than all-rail 

alternatives. The one major exception north of St. Louis was Peoria, served by 

a single railroad. Registry row(s) R23-C05. 

4. The 1833 federal harbor appropriation funded pier and dredging works at the 

Chicago River mouth. The Illinois and Michigan Canal opened in 1848, twenty-

three years after the Erie Canal. Without harbor access and the canal crossing 

the subcontinental divide, the site could not have functioned as a transfer 

point. Registry row(s) R01-C03, R01-C04, R01-C17. 

5. New York Harbor had approximately 17 feet of natural depth before any 

dredging; the Hudson River is a tidal estuary navigable to oceangoing vessels 

for approximately 153 miles upstream without prior engineering. Registry 

row(s) R01-C16, R10-C15. 

6. The Erie Canal opened in 1825, linking Albany to Lake Erie at Buffalo across 

363 miles. The Illinois and Michigan Canal opened in 1848. The 23-year gap 

gave New York a sustained transport cost advantage over all eastern 

seaboard competitors. Registry row(s) R01-C13, S11-C06. 

7. Ellis Island opened in 1892 and processed 445,987 steerage passengers in its 

first year. First-class and second-class passengers were inspected aboard ship 

by officials and disembarked directly onto Manhattan. Registry row(s) R23-

C06, S11-C11. 
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8. The Immigration Act of 1924 shifted primary screening to U.S. consulates 

abroad, eliminating the arrival-inspection function that defined the gateway. 

Annual throughput fell from approximately 357,000 to approximately 

164,000 in the first year following the act. Ellis Island formally closed in 1954, 

but the gateway function ended in 1924. Registry row(s) R23-C07, R23-C08, 

R23-C09. 

9. The first container ship sailed from Port Newark in 1956. Loading cost fell to 

under sixteen cents per ton compared to $5.83 per ton for break-bulk cargo. 

Cargo operations migrated from Manhattan and Brooklyn finger piers to 

Newark and Elizabeth, New Jersey. Registry row(s) R23-C21, R23-C22. 

10. Pan American Airways flew its first scheduled international flight from Key 

West to Havana on October 28, 1927. The cargo was 772 pounds of mail. 

Registry row(s) R23-C16. 

11. Geography selected South Florida as the natural terminus for Caribbean air 

routes. Federal airmail contracts provided the economic viability. An earlier 

airline (Aeromarine Airways) had flown a similar route without contract 

support and ceased operations. Registry row(s) R23-C18, S11-C07. 

12. The Dinner Key flying-boat terminal was dedicated in 1934, described as the 

first facility built exclusively for commercial seaplane service. Operations 

ended in 1945 when land-based aircraft rendered flying boats obsolete. The 

facility was subsequently converted to Miami City Hall. Registry row(s) R23-

C19, R23-C20. 

13. The Convention on International Civil Aviation was signed at Chicago on 

December 7, 1944. Article 6 provides that no scheduled international air 

service may operate over or into the territory of a contracting state without 

that state’s explicit permission. The Convention established the International 

Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) but granted no commercial traffic rights. 

Registry row(s) R23-C10, R23-C11, R23-C12. 

14. The International Air Transport Agreement (Five Freedoms) received 17 

signatures. The International Air Services Transit Agreement (Two Freedoms, 
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transit and technical stop only) received 133 signatures. Both were drawn up 

alongside the Convention on the same day. Registry row(s) R23-C13, R23-C14. 

15. Chicago’s rail chokepoint was created by market structure (competing, non-

interconnected railroad systems) and eroded as network development 

provided alternative routing. New York’s immigration gateway was created by 

federal statute (establishing arrival inspection) and ended by a different 

statute (the 1924 Act, moving screening abroad). Miami’s aviation gateway 

was created by federal airmail contracts and ended by advances in land-based 

aircraft technology. Registry row(s) S11-C03, S11-C04. 

Chapter 10: The chokepoint that never closed 
1. Chicago’s population peaked at 3,620,962 in 1950 and declined to 2,741,730 

by 2020, a loss of approximately 24 percent. The city gained population 

during the 1990s, rising from 2,783,660 to 2,895,671 before declining again. 

U.S. Census Bureau decennial data. Registry row(s) R08-C01, S12-C12. 

2. New York City’s population fell from 7,891,957 (1950) to 7,071,639 (1980), 

then recovered to 8,804,190 by 2020, approximately 11 percent above the 

1950 peak. U.S. Census Bureau decennial data. Registry row(s) R08-C02. 

3. Miami’s population grew in every census decade from 249,276 (1950) to 

442,241 (2020). No decline in any intercensal period. Registry row(s) R08-C03. 

4. Chicago’s metropolitan area more than doubled in population while the city 

itself lost approximately 24 percent. The 1950 metropolitan boundary 

encompassed 6 counties; the current CSA uses 14. Widest city-to-metro 

divergence among the three comparison cities. Registry row(s) R08-C04, S12-

C02. 

5. Chicago lost approximately 250,000 manufacturing jobs between 1970 and 

1987. Service-sector employment surpassed manufacturing around 1980. 

Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago, regional economic analyses. Registry row(s) 

R08-C05. 

6. Chicago’s Black population peaked at approximately 1,187,905 in 1980 and 

fell to approximately 787,551 by 2020. Between 2000 and 2010, 
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approximately 181,000 Black residents left the city, the largest single-decade 

loss outside Detroit. Primary destinations: Atlanta, Dallas, Houston. U.S. 

Census Bureau; Great Migration scholarship. Registry row(s) R08-C09, R08-

C10, R08-C11. 

7. New York replaced population losses primarily through international 

immigration. Miami experienced no comparable population loss. Chicago’s 

Black out-migration had no demographic replacement at equivalent scale. 

Registry row(s) S12-C05. 

8. In Q2 2022, Citadel announced relocation to Miami, Boeing announced 

relocation to Arlington, Virginia, and Caterpillar announced relocation to 

Irving, Texas. The co-timing is documented; whether the decisions were 

related has not been tested. Registry row(s) R08-C22, R03-C21. 

9. Ken Griffin’s relocation memo was dated June 23, 2022. Citadel managed 

approximately $51 billion in assets at the announcement, finishing 2022 at 

approximately $62 billion. Approximately 900 of 1,100 Chicago employees 

relocated to Miami. Fiscal-loss claims rest on company statements; no 

independent fiscal analysis has been located. Registry row(s) R08-C12, R08-

C13, R08-C14, S12-C08. 

10. Edward Glaeser argued that New York recovered because finance and 

business services cluster where density reduces knowledge-exchange costs, 

and that Chicago failed to replace manufacturing with an equivalent skilled-

service concentration. NBER working paper and subsequent book. Strongest 

quantitative support among the three explanations. Registry row(s) R08-C06, 

S12-C06. 

11. Saskia Sassen placed New York with London and Tokyo at the apex of a global 

command-and-control hierarchy, with Chicago at a secondary tier tied to 

industrial production. The model explains rank but does not predict 

population decline. Registry row(s) R08-C08. 

12. Aaron Renn and Chicago Federal Reserve Bank analysts argued that Chicago’s 

failure was governance-based: pension obligations, property-tax burden, and 
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public-safety outcomes. Plausible but lacking Glaeser’s quantitative 

grounding. Registry row(s) S12-C07. 

13. CREATE (Chicago Region Environmental and Transportation Efficiency 

Program): 70 projects, approximately $4.6 billion total. 35 projects complete 

as of early 2025. The 75th Street Corridor Improvement Project broke ground 

October 2022. $291 million in new federal grants awarded December 2024. 

Registry row(s) R08-C16, R08-C17. 

14. CMAP (Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning) baseline measurement: 31 

hours average carload terminal transit time through the Chicago region. 

Approximately 22 of those hours are yard dwell (71 percent stationary). The 

2025 target was 27 hours total transit. No equivalent measurement exists for 

New York or Miami. Registry row(s) R08-C18, S12-C13. 

15. The comparison of 48 hours to reach Chicago versus 30 hours to cross it first 

appeared in a 2012 New York Times article; one earlier instance in a 2001 

union pamphlet. No federal or peer-reviewed source has established either 

figure. Registry row(s) R08-C19, R00-C04, S12-C10. 

16. On August 3, 2026, the Surface Transportation Board wrote to Belt Railway of 

Chicago requesting explanation for a 72 percent year-over-year increase in 

average dwell time at Clearing Yard, from approximately 18 hours to 

approximately 31 hours. Registry row(s) R08-C20. 


